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Preface 

The growth of Internet and its user base in recent years has been truly phenomenal. In most 

developed countries, the number of Internet users is 20-50 percent of total population (World 

Internet Users and Population Stats). As per the report released by the Internet Advertisement 

and Mobile Association of India (IAMAI), Internet penetration of people who have used the 

Internet, has grown by 40 percent from 32.2 million in September 2006 to 46 million in 

September 2007. The report also stated that the number of people who can use the Internet 

unaided has tripled over the past seven years, and stands at 65million. 

Despite the phenomenal growth of the Internet over the past few years, the vast potential of 

conducting business over the Internet remains largely untapped. For example according to 

IRS (Indian Readership Survey) 2007,online shopping accounted for only 1.2 percent of total 

Internet Usage. Therefore, there is still much room for online shopping to grow. Perceived 

risk and lack of trust is the main cited reason for consumers not purchasing online. 

Developing trust in online shopping environment is especially challenging, because of the 

lack of direct contacts with the physical stores, salespeople, and physical products in the 

digital world. 

The literature review has revealed that most of the studies have mainly concentrated on trust 

and risk independently. There have been hardly any studies which take into account the 

relationship between perceived risk and trust. Since the concept of trust is intimately related 

to (and often confused with) the concept of risk, an understanding of trust that does not 

examine its relationships with risk is incomplete. Whether and how trust affects perceived 

risk (or vice versa) in the Internet shopping context is still very much an open issue. 

Moreover, on detailed search the researchers have not found any substantial literature 

available in the Indian context delving on perceived risk and the various components of the 

same. From above literature study it can be seen that all these studies have been done in non 

–Indian context. Through this research, the researchers expect to find the different ways in 

which shoppers perceive risk, which is understood as a function of culture, in Indian context. 

Moreover the relationship between intension to shop and perceived risk will also be studied 

i.e.in what product categories people intend to spend more and how much amount they intend 

to spend. 



Chapter one shows the total overview of the thesis, it  introduces with the problem and it the 

various outcomes of the study. 

Chapter two deals with review of the literature which is revolving around the topics like 

trust, order fulfilment, design clarity, content interactive, Customization, website usage 

intention and brand selection. 

Chapter three is committed to research approach and the instruments of investigation 

grasped from the headway of the review of literature. This chapter analyzes the suitable parts 

of investigation framework used for the present review. It discusses technique, procedures, 

investigation arrange and get ready and examination of information.  

Chapter four is all about the analysis and interpretation of the data collected. The data 

collected has been analysed using SPSS and Amos software and the statistical methods used 

are CFA and structure equation modelling. 

Chapter five deals with discussions of the key finding found from the previous chapter 

which is followed by the implication of each of the key findings. 

Chapter 6 lastly concludes whole of the thesis. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

  



 

1.1 Introduction 

The existence of the internet has significantly affected retail businesses nowadays. Since, 

traditionally, goods and services were only offered in brick and mortar (physical) stores. 

However, with the presence of technology-driven generations and further heightening of 

technological development, the internet has driven businesses to transition its typical 

marketing mode into a more convenient and encouraging way. Likewise, the internet has able 

to facilitate companies in streamlining its operations, allowing better communication to 

customers and reducing unnecessary costs incurred (Millyard, 2015). “Besides, a new 

business function called e-business/e-commerce was created with a platform to facilitate 

buying and selling of goods and services through the internet” (Vitez, 2015). “With the nearly 

2 billion people using the internet, e-commerce made a strong contribution to economic 

growth, generating around 3.4% of the GDP across large economies” (Manyika and 

Roxburgh, 2011). Apparently, e-commerce has been clicking in the market as it continues to 

provide soaring contribution to the economy. Several reasons can explain why this happened. 

But obviously, buying and selling on the internet present several advantages primarily to the 

users as compared to traditional stores. “In the online environment, a number of products to 

choose can be found in just few clicks. It also allows sighting of products with the lowest 

possible price” (Vannier, 2013). With this, brick and mortar businesses have been 

continuously haunted by this new technology. In developed countries, internet shopping is 

obviously voluminous. With fast and cheap internet connection, online retailing is able to 

attain success. On a report published by Cushman and Wakefield Research Publication 

(2013), data showed that developed countries have significant involvement in online retail 

environment. On top was United Kingdom followed by USA and Germany while Czech 

Republic ranked only 33rd. Moreover, though the internet is able to unite people and 

businesses, but still in the external environment significant differences were observed on the 

way how consumers behave and how e-retailers do business in both developed or developing 

countries. One of reasons might include cultural 3 differences. Besides, Park and Jun (2003) 

mentioned that “cultural imperatives pose a strong impact on the adoption and use of internet 

in marketing of goods and services. E-retailers still continue to face a number of challenges in 

the online environment, inhibiting them to craft stable and sound marketing decisions for 

amplified performance”.Thus, to keep up with this dynamic e-business environment, they 



need timely, accurate and relevant information for better and smart decision making. “These 

informations may include the nature and the behavious of customers (who they are and how 

they behave), products and services, price and its means of distribution” (Shukla, 2008). In all 

existing businesses of today, customers as always play a very important role. They are critical 

determinants for its survival, success and viability. Thus, “paying utmost attention to 

customers, through understanding their behavior in the market as well as how they interact 

with the dynamic external enviroment, facilitates marketers or businessmen to craft sound 

marketing decisions. This can be aided by a marketing research which encompasses series of 

scientific procedures in gathering and analyzing information for a sound marketing decision 

making. It seeks to uncover marketing opportunities and problems which facilitates the 

understanding of marketing processes and accordingly find ways of how to do it better” 

(Shukla, 2008). As internet shopping continues to be renowned, users or customers at 

different age groups are also soaring up. According to Statistica Inc., (2014), “among the 

users, a significant 26.5 percent were at age between 25 to 34 years old, followed by users 

between 15 and 24 years old at 25.4 percent; which are common age range for university 

students. In other words, students represent a significant portion of the target market of e-

retailing businesses”. Being aware on every aspect of the targeted consumers (e.g. behaviour, 

culture, etc) is crucial in attaining business success. Thus, the study aims to explore how do 

university students in both developed and developing countries behave in online shopping 

environment. It also seeks to find out motivating and constraining factors affecting them to 

go online shopping through quantitative marketing research. In so doing, gathered 

information will be used as basis in crafting suitable marketing decisions and subsequently 

assist in the development of strategies that upkeep the preferences or needs of the present 

generation. 

Online buying  behaviour(also called online shopping behavior and Internet shopping / 

buying behavior) refers to the process of purchasing products or services via the Internet.  In 

the  typical  online  shopping  process,  when  potential  consumers recognize a need for some 

merchandise or service, they go to the Internet and search for need-related information. 

However, rather than searching actively, at times potential consumers are attracted by 

information about products or services associated with the felt need. They then evaluate 

alternatives and choose the one that best fits their criteria for meeting the felt need. Finally, a 

transaction is conducted and post-sales services provided. “Online shopping attitude refers to 



consumer’s psychological state in terms of making purchases on the Internet”. (Liang and Lai 

2000). 

1.2 Objectives of the Study: 

 To study the various factors that affects the choice of brand selection. 

 To study the online buying behavior of consumers. 

 To study the threats and challenges towards online transactions. 

 To study the various factors that affects online buying behavior of consumers and 

their choice of brand selection. 

1.3 Hypotheses 

H1 Trust is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online purchase 

decisions 

H2 Quality Image is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online 

purchase decisions 

H3 Customization is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online 

purchase decisions 

H4 Order Delivery is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online 

purchase decisions 

H5 Design Clarity is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online 

purchase decisions 

H6 Content Interactive is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online 

purchase decisions 

H7 Trust is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage Intention 

H8 Quality Image is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage 

Intention 

H9 Customization is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage 

Intention 

H10 Order Delivery is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage 

Intention 

H11 Design Clarity is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage 

Intention 



H12 Content Interactive is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage 

Intention 

H13 Website usage Intention is an important factor influencing brand selection 

H14 Age is an important factor influencing Website usage Intention 

H15 Gender is an important factor influencing Website usage Intention 

H16 Educational qualification is an important factor influencing Website usage Intention 

H17 Income is an important factor influencing Website usage Intention 

H18 Age is an important factor influencing brand selection 

H19 Gender is an important factor influencing brand selection 

H20 Educational qualification is an important factor influencing brand selection 

H21 Income is an important factor influencing brand selection 

1.4 Research Methodology 

For this examination, online shoppers living in NCR India were the respondents. Majorly the 

ones falling in the age gathering of 21 and above years were looked into. They were from 

different educational backgrounds and occupation. From the gender prospective the 

researcher might look into a mix of males and females and who shop online. Judgemental 

sampling was used to select the sample. 

Based on the objectives hypotheses were formulated and statistically tested to prove the 

hypotheses developed. Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to find out the factor 

affecting the choice of brand selection online and structural equation modelling was 

conducted to know the various dimensions of online transaction. And finally the impact of 

demographic characteristics on website usage intention and brand selection has been tested in 

order to fulfil the objective.  

1.5 Findings 

The study was conducted with an intention to know the perception of Indian consumers 

towards brand selection while shopping online. And it was found from the research that 

people don’t consider trust as an important factor for making online purchase. Customisation 

of website according to the needs of online shoppers was found to be a significant factor for 



online purchase. Furthermore, design clarity was a vital factors that are highly valued 

(perceived) in making online purchase decisions this implies that the online shopper prefer to 

visit such website which are easy to use and can be easily accessible and understandable, so 

the marketer has to be clear in the design. And Order delivery was vital factors that are highly 

valued (perceived) in making online purchase also quality image was valued (perceived) in 

making online purchase decisions. Finally, Content Interactive was found to be vital factors 

that are highly perceived in making online purchase decisions which means that the online 

shoppers want some or the other interaction which can give them a feel of offline purchase 

experience. Age and Income were not found to be important predictor influencing Website 

usage Intention whereas Gender andEducational qualification was important predictor 

influencing Website usage Intention. On the contrary it was found from the research that Age 

and income is the important predictor influencing brand selection online which implies that 

for brands the marketer need to segment the portal on the basis of age and income, this would 

lead to better brand selection by the online purchaser. 

 

1.6 Structure of the thesis 

Chapter one shows the total overview of the thesis, it  introduces with the problem and it the 

various outcomes of the study. 

Chapter two deals with review of the literature which is revolving around the topics like 

trust, order fulfilment, design clarity, content interactive, Customization, website usage 

intention and brand selection. 

Chapter three is committed to research approach and the instruments of investigation 

grasped from the headway of the review of literature. This chapter analyzes the suitable parts 

of investigation framework used for the present review. It discusses technique, procedures, 

investigation arrange and get ready and examination of information.  

Chapter four is all about the analysis and interpretation of the data collected. The data 

collected has been analysed using SPSS and Amos software and the statistical methods used 

are CFA and structure equation modelling. 



Chapter five deals with discussions of the key finding found from the previous chapter 

which is followed by the implication of each of the key findings. 

Chapter 6 lastly concludes whole of the thesis. 

 

  



Chapter 2 Review of Literature  



2.1THE INTERNET 

20th century has been an era that, social, economic and political changes have occured. 

Along with the globalism, dissapear of the borders, technologic developments and 

unavoidable passing to the information society has deeply affected and changed the current 

rules of the business world. Especially, in the last parts of the 20th century with rapid changes 

in the information technologies, computers have become an integral part of the life. With the 

developments in the information and communication technologies over these years, 

computers’ capacities have grown rapidly and local networks have become a network that 

connects all the computers in the world, the Internet. In the information era, the Internet has 

become more and more necessary. Nowadays computer and the Internet have been 

indispensable tools for our daily life in conjunction with the rapid development of knowledge 

and technology. With the rise of this new technology ‘Internet’ individuals have started 

searching everything they want from this medium. Moreover it is a commonplace of 

information gathering. Those technologies loom large in our social life and business life as 

well. 

2.2. THE CONCEPT OF E-COMMERCE 

The internet technology, appearing during the last quarter of the 20th century and having 

been used frequently for few years in daily lives, has influenced all parts of our lives in a 

short time. The changing in technological area all over the world have changed the concept of 

information and communication. The use of internet for commercial purposes gave rise to the 

existence of the electronic commerce (e-commerce) phenomenon. With the implementation 

of these information and communication technologies by commercial institutions in order to 

support business activities, electronic business concept was developed. Electronic commerce, 

also referred as e-commerce is defined by Oxford Dictionary (2012) as “commercial 

transactions conducted electronically on the Internet”. Another definition made by Financial 

Times (2012) as “a buying and selling activity over the Internet. To sum up e-commerce can 

be defined as the buying, selling and exchanging of goods and services through an electronic 

medium (the Internet) by businesses, consumers and other parties without any physical 

contact and exchange”. “The rise of these new information and communication technologies 

and of Internet users, has introduced a new marketing reality” (Xavier and Pereira, 2006). 

“This new presence change the relations between the players. Furthermore businesses have 



realized and seen the importance of the Internet and it has become that e-commerce in the 

business context, for most companies, can be seen as a complement” (Shaw, 2006; XV). “The 

importance of the competitive power and superiority has come to foreground and 

organisations' understanding of competition has changed dramatically. In today's world, 

businesses use electronic commerce channels to communicate with customers and to increase 

competitive advantage” (Lee and Lin, 2005; 161).  

2.2.1 Categories of E-commerce 

So many company now operate on the Internet. “Some of companies only have a web 

presence, called as click-only dot-coms, such as Amazon.com and Expedia.com. These 

companies sell products and services directly to consumers via the Internet. On the other 

hand traditional companies also enhance their marketing strategies to adopt today's 

requirements and create their own online sales channels and become click-and-mortar 

companies. Nowadays it is hard to find an organisation that doesn't have a web presence” 

(Kotler and Armstrong, 2012; 533). “E-commerce has been divided into four categories 

considering the characteristics of the buying and selling parties. These categories are: 

business to business (B2B), business to consumer (B2C) or consumer to consumer (C2C) or 

consumer to business (C2B)”. (Korper and Ellis, 2001; 11, Kotler and Armstrong, 2012; 

533). “Cisco Systems, Inc and Office Depot, Inc are examples of the business to business e-

commerce companies. B2B e-commerce is the electronic support of business transactions 

between companies and covers a broad spectrum of applications that enable an enterprise or 

business to form electronic relationships with their distributors, resellers, suppliers, and other 

partners. E-commerce help businesses to enhance their organisational coordination and 

decrease transaction costs for the buyer teams” (Subramaniam and Shaw, 2002 ; 439). 

Furthermore, Wise and Morrison (2000; 86) state that “e-commerce helps organisations to 

access too many buyers and sellers”. According to Gummesson and Polese's arguement 

(2009; 342) “it is not noticable that which B represent the supplier or the customer. Initiatives 

could come from both sides. Buyers can demand and/or sellers can provide buyers' desires. 

Another type of transaction, business to consumer e-commerce activities also known as e-

retailing, take place between between organisations and the customers. E-commerce is just 

another tool for retail companies selling products by using web-based technologies”. 

“www.gap.com is an example for this kind of companies which use a web site to reach their 

customers and also providing shipping services. The success of this area mainly based on 

trust issue” (Lee and Turban, 2001 ; 75). “Situations such as; products can not be seen or 



touched by consumers or if customers do not have a previous experience, to reassure 

customers for companies have carried a critical importance. Yet, trust is an important element 

for commercial activities” (Gefen and Straub, 2004; 407) “it becomes more crucial for e-

businesses. Moreover, organisations should be customer-centric” (Gummesson, 2008c; cited 

in Gummesson and Polese, 2009; 342). It is because the success of e- business mostly depend 

on loyal customers (Smith and Merchant, 2001; cited in Cao, et al., 2005; 645). “Individuals 

could find another provider anytime, anywhere on the Internet” (Singh, 2002; 434). 

“Therefore, managing customer relations are important and especially in the e-business there 

is no face-to-face contact, e-services are important to satisfy customers. The third type is 

consumer to consumer e-commerce action which provides to consumers to put their goods on 

the market for other consumers 'in auction format” (Korper and Ellis, 2001; 11). eBay is the 

first and most popular C2C type of e-commerce company. If an individual wishes to sell its 

product, can simply register to a web-site and put the product on the market. After that a 

buyer can browse and search the product they interested in. Later, if the buyer is willing to 

buy the product they can buy it directly from the seller. In this way, the organisation (eBay) 

acts as an interface between two players to generate revenue from this action. “Organisations 

usually charge fees from seller side, not from the buyer part in these kind of activities 

because of fees could discourage buyers from the purchasing activity” (Makelainen, 2006; 4). 

“The final online marketing domain is consumer to business online marketing. With today's 

Internet environment consumers can reach companies easily. Using the web, consumers can 

drive transactions with businesses, rather than the other way around. In this transaction, 

dominating factor is seen as price” (Muzumdar, 2011; 9). For instance, Priceline.com 

provides to companies to buy airline tickets, hotel rooms etc which are put by consumers on 

the web site. “Consumers can also send requests and complaints via complaint web sites” 

(Kotler and Armstrong, 2012; 536). 

2.2.2 History of E-commerce 

The emergence of e-commerce has begun with two organisations. “Amazon.com, Inc and 

eBay Inc. have been the early leaders of the e-commerce industry” (Slideshare, 2011). “Both 

of them are now offering many different types of products to many parts of the world. Since 

then, Amazon and Ebay have become the icons of the new economy. Paying visits to their 

Web sites has become part of our regular life” (Shaw, 2006, XV). “Amazon is founded by 

Jeff Bazos in 1994 in Washington and the website has launched in 1995. They started with an 

online book store. Amazon also provided to consumers to order hart-to-find books as easily 



as best sellers” (Postrel, 1996; cited in Mellahi and Johnson, 2000; 448). Amazon also 

developed systems; such as 'Search Inside the Book' and '1-click® Shopping' (Amazon, 

2012) which make the company the pioneer of innovations. “Being first in the market 

provided to Amazon.com a trusted brand name” (Economist, 2000; cited in Mellahi and 

Johnson, 2000; 449). eBay is founded by Pierre Omidyar in 1995 and first product had been 

sold at the same year by him as well. He says that “it was a broken laser pointer, I was about 

to throw away” (eBay, 2012). A collector bought it and this leads to a new way of the 

commerce. In 1996, the company already reached 41,000 users. “Since then eBay have a 

presence in 39 markets with more than 90 million eBay.com users worldwide” (eBay, 2012). 

2.2.3 Social commerce 

Today’s customers are now spending most of their time on the internet for their purchasing 

decisions. “Web 2.0 technology is making the internet more social and the consumers’ 

creating the content has accelerated the pace of development even more” (Lai and Turban, 

2008). People have started to generate content as a publisher on the internet and they have the 

opportunity to share them through the social networks. A new media has been emerged as a 

result of these developments and it is called as ‘social media’ through which consumers now 

are spending their time, and taking into consideration of this channel when making 

purchasing decisions. This evolution have deep effects on the marketing world. Today, with 

the main concept of marketing, consumer is the king and marketers should have to get 

involved within the online world in order to be successful reaching and listening to the 

consumer. That is why, today’s businesses have also been forced to move their advertisement 

activities to this new media. There are many social media platforms those have different 

functions and features. One of the most popular social media platforms are the social 

networking sites such as Facebook and Twitter. “Social commerce is an emerging and fast-

growing trend in which online shops are able to connect with other shops in the same online 

marketplace” (Stephen and Toubia, 2009; 262). “Companies also use Facebook or Twitter to 

reach more customers and inform them in that presence as well. For instance a floral 

company have made a big amount of its revenue with a help of Facebook. They have put an 

e-commerce platform into its Facebook page and allowing consumers to make quick 

purchases from this platform. Moreover, the company can publish every campaign info in 

that page. Furthermore, consumers can make comments whether they like or dislike to some 

publishing such as photos” (Booz & Company, 2011; 3). 



2.2.4 Smartphones, Tablet Computers (mCommerce) 

Advances in wireless technology have increased the number of people using mobile devices. 

Nowadays, mobile devices have become a part of our lives. “This trend has brought an 

oppurtunity to shop online form via mobile devices, such as smarphones, e-readers, tablets, 

etc”. (Hillman et al, 2012). Moreover, it's no secret anymore that with the developments of 

mobile devices, smartphones or tablets, online shopping have become more convenient 

(Judith, 2012; 17). “Mobile devices 'also contributed to the increase in sales”. (Internet 

Marketing Ninjas, 2012). These innovations of the technology more likely encourages 

consumers to buy online. 

 

2.2.4.1 Online Group Buying 

In recent years, with the development of the Internet, many entrepreneurs have tried to create 

and provide new online businesses to benefit the advantages of the Internet. Furthermore, the 

internet environment affected the businesses and has forced them to include themselves in 

this environment. “One way of this happened with the emergence of group buying system 

and provides advantages both businesses and consumers. Group buying web sites first 

appeared in 1998” (Hackl, 2004; 2) and developed rapidly. “The main idea is that, consumers 

can use their bargaining power to decrease the prices and on the other hand suppliers can 

'diminish their cost of recuiting customers” (Kauffman, et al., 2010; 250). “With online group 

buying system individuals enable to purchase products or services with a daily deal and for 

many different types” (Erdogmus and Cicek, 2011; 308). In here, price is the mainly element 

that affects and maybe changes a consumers' decision. Today, “Groupon has become the 

biggest daily coupon website” (Bloomberg, 2012). “Groupon Inc. has launched in 2008 in 

Chicago, US and now the company has been served in 48 countries” (Groupon, 2012). “The 

company provides fixed and discounted price of products and services. Organisations which 

wanted to take place in Groupon daily deals, they apply to Groupon and if Groupon accept 

the offer they announce the actual price and discounted price of the product or service on 

their website” (Erdogmus and Cıcek, 2011; 310). 

2.2..4.2 Online shopping 

Due to technological innovations, the traditional way of shopping has become insufficient for 

individuals. Individuals now prefer easy ways to reach brands and stores and it can be said 



that that “The Internet has fundamentally changed customer's notions of convenience, speed, 

price, product information and service. As a result, it has given marketers a whole new way 

to create value for customers and build relationships with them” (Kotler and Armstrong, 

2012; 532)"The e-commerce sector has continued its growth in recent years. The numbers 

demonstrates that “ecommerce is taking a bigger slice of the overall retail sales pie and is 

growing far faster than retail sales” (Internet Retailer, 2011). Forrester's reports established 

that “in the United States e-commerce reached to $200 billion revenue in 2011 which equals 

to 9% of the total retail sales. Moreover, in UK e-commerce take 10% of total sales and 

globally electronic retailing reaches 15% to 20% of total sales” (Rigby, 2011; 2). Therefore 

companies are taking internet based e-commerce seriously which gives rise to sales. “E-

commerce provides consumers more choices, more information and more ways to buy. 

Moreover, e-commerce will remain as a medium to sell products, services and content over 

the internet” (Korper and Ellis, 2001; 1). As a result individuals can buy or sell anything, “at 

anytime, from anywhere through online shopping” (Ko, et al., 2004; 20). According to the 

latest data, “more than two billion people use the internet worldwide which equals to 30 

percent of the world's population”. Furthermore, individuals spend 5 percent of their total 

time on the internet with online shopping activity. (We are social, 2012). In the United States, 

online shopping demonstrates an increasing trend just like the other parts of the world. In 

2011, “online shoppers had spent $202 billion and in 2012 this number estimated to be $226 

billion. Moreover it is forecasted that 'online shoppers in the US will spend $327 billion in 

2016” (Internet Retailer, 2012). In addition in 2016, reports say that 192 million people will 

prefer to shop online rather than in stores. 

2.2.4.3 Online Shopping and Consumer Behaviour 

With the emergence of the Internet, “Internet-based electronic commerce developed and this 

environment provide individuals to reach information about products and services easily. 

Moreover, commercial organisations have moved to incorporate the World Wide Web into 

their promotional campaigns, and by offering the facility of online purchasing and like many 

other innovations 'online shopping' has become a part of our lives. It is no secret that 

businesses' main goal is to sale and sale is provided for other party, consumers. Therefore, for 

commercial activities , analysing consumers' behaviours is crucial” (Deaton and Muellbauer, 

1980, Solomon, 2006, Wright and et al., 2008) and since there is no face to face interaction in 

online businesses, it becomes more important to understand key features of consumer 

behaviours. Rogan (2007, cited in Nazir, et al., 2012) indicates “the importance of the 



relationship between the marketing strategy and the behaviour of consumer. He illustrates 

that 'the strategy is about increasing the probability and frequency of buyer behaviour and 

requirements for succeeding in doing this are to know the customer and understand the 

consumer's needs and wants”. Furthermore, the Internet business have created more 

competitive environment, understanding features of online shoppers' behaviours have been 

more important. Moreover, it should be analysed by online sellers that “why some still prefer 

not to buy online” (Turan, 2011; 78). Consequently analysing behaviours of online 

consumers have carried a crucial part for marketing science (Uygun, et al., 2011; 373). 

Furthermore, businesses and academics are aware of this issues critically therefore over 

years, increasingly many studies are represented. Chang, et al. (2004) studied on 

categorisation of variables which drive online shopping activity. According to their study, 

features are divided into three main categories. “First one is perceived characteristics of the 

web sale channel which include risk, advantage, online shopping experience,service quality, 

trust; second category is web site and product characteristics which are risk reduction 

measures, web site features and product characteristics; and the last category clarified by 

authors is consumer characteristics. Consumer characteristics are driven by various types of 

features, consumer shopping orientations, demographic variables, computer, internet 

knowledge and usage, consumer innovativeness and psychological variables”. Consumer's 

characteristics are also studied by Kotler and Armstrong (2010) and they explains “the way of 

the perception of the buyers, how they interpret and receive the stimuli from advertisements”. 

According to Kotler and Armstrong (2010; 161) “the decisions of consumers are influenced 

by several characteristics and these characteristics are linked with the needs of the 

consumers”. 

2.3. The Growth and Contribution of Online Shopping 

Internet shopping has significantly grown and is increasingly becoming popular since its 

inception two decades ago. Statistica Incorported (2015) concealed that “around 41% of the 

global internet users have purchased goods and services online and is believed that this 

number will continue to rise as internet users may also increase in the following years”. 

Placing attention to the countries involved in this study, “Czech Republic have around 8 

million internet users (34th in rank, 0.25% share of world internet users) and is expected 

grow annually by 3%. Meanwhile, the Philippines consists of 39 million internet users (16th 

in rank, 1.38% share of world internet users) and an annual 10% growth is predicted to 

transpire in the next year” (Internet Live Stats, 2016). As the world continues to embrace the 



Internet, businesses have found new opportunities on establishing internet shopping platforms 

for the purpose of getting closer to customers and in generating more sales. Statistica 

Incorporated (2015) reported that “global internet shopping sales reached around 839.8 

billion dollars in 2013 and forecasted to reach 1.5 trillion dollars on 2018. They further 

mentioned that North America has the biggest online shopping market which was able to 

generate sales of around 126 billion U.S. dollars”. It is followed by Europe, particularly, 

United Kingdom generating sales of 107 billion euros. Cushman and Wakefield (2013) 

indicated that “most developed countries in Europe such as United Kingdom, Germany, 

USA, France, Netherlands dominate the global online retail market” (Table 1). “These 

countries are leading in terms of online infrastructure including market size and in exploiting 

market opportunities”. Meanwhile, “Czech Republic ranked 29th in terms of online 

marketsize and 34th in online infrastructure”(Cushman and Wakefield, 2013). Recently this 

year, China is leading in terms of the number of internet users and internet shoppers. With the 

economic boom of the country, Asia and Oceana regions are expected to experience 8 times 

increase in internet shopping sales in 2018 (Statistica Incorporated, 2015). As a matter of 

fact, “Philippines, as a developing country, already landed 48th on the top 50 countries on 

global online retailing”  as reported by Cushman and Wakefield (2013). Nevertheless, though 

the penetration rate and internet shopping infrastructures varies from country to country (i.e. 

developing v/s developed nations), these still represents a huge opportunity to be exploited by 

businesses in near future. 

 

Table 1 Online Retail Ranking: Scale and Potential (Source: Cushman and Wakefield, 2013) 

Overall  Country  Market Size (rank)  Infrastructure (rank)  

1 United Kingdom 2 9 

2 USA 1 15 

3 Germany 4 14 

4 France 3 16 

5 Netherland 9 5 

6 South Korea 7 17 

7 Japan 5 17 

8 Switzerland 14 4 



9 Finland 20 3 

10 Sweden 16 6 

11 Denmark 15 7 

12 Canada 13 10 

13 Norway 18 11 

14 Australia 12 19 

15 Belgium 19 20 

16 Taiwan 25 13 

17 Hong Kong 35 2 

18 China 6 31 

19 Singapore 40 1 

20 Austria 26 18 

21 Brazil 11 27 

22 Italy 10 28 

23 Ireland 23 23 

24 Luxembourg 37 8 

25 New Zealand 30 21 

26 Russia 8 41 

27 Turkey 21 33 

28 Poland 17 37 

29 Spain 27 29 

30 Chile 31 26 

31 Argentina 22 38 

32 Portugal 34 25 

33 Czech Republic 29 34 

34 Malaysia 45 22 

35 Mexico 24 45 

36 Israel 38 30 

37 Hungary 32 39 

38 Slovakia 36 36 

39 UAE 48 24 

40 South Africa 41 35 



41 Slovenia 44 32 

42 India 28 49 

43 Greece 43 43 

44 Thailand 42 44 

45 Colombia 33 47 

46 Peru 47 42 

47 Indonesia 39 50 

48 Philippines 46 46 

49 Bulgaria 50 40 

50 Romania 49 48 

 

2.5. Fundamentals of Consumer Behaviour 

Basic researches on consumer purchase behaviour aim at understanding how consumers came  

to a decision to purchase offer paramount importance to marketers as these provide them the 

framework of how they structure their strategies in relation to product innovations, pricing 

and promotions to reach the need and desire of the consumers.  

 Aizen (2008) generally referred consumer behaviour as “the act of buying a good or service” 

while Madhavan and Kaliyaperumal (2015) defined it as “the process which basically 

involves the peoples’ actions of obtaining, using, and disposing of economic goods and 

services along the decision process that occurs”. Consumer behaviour is characterized as a 

process that “encompasses activities that are stimulated by particular goal of an individual 

and differs in different time and complexity setting and is largely influenced by internal or 

external factors” (Madhavan and Kaliyaperumal, 2015). Bisht (2014) stipulated that “these 

factors include socio-economic conditions, cultural environment, literacy level, occupation, 

geographical location, efforts on the part of sellers, exposure to media etc”. However, 

Stávková, Stejskal and Toufarová (2008) mentioned that “among the factors that affect 

consumer purchase decision, product characteristics and perceived value posed the 

strongest”.  

2.5.1. Theory and Models on Consumer Purchase Behaviour 

Studies on consumer buying behaviour have long existed several decades ago. Such studies 

examined factors affecting consumer behaviour, crafted consumer behaviour models, 



analysed consumer purchase decisions and many others. Though this field of research is not 

new anymore, looking back provides recent researchers a skeletal framework for future 

consumer researches and so as to have better understanding of consumer behaviour patterns.   

 

2.5.1.1 The Buying Decision Process 

Consumers undergo a process to arrive a final purchase decision. The study conducted by 

Madhavan & Chandrasekar (2015) indicated that “there are five stages of buying process: 1) 

need recognition 2) information search 3) evaluation of alternatives, 4) purchase decision, 

and 2) post purchase behaviour”. The authors further added that the process is forward-

moving that starts long hand before the purchase is made and continue even after the 

purchase is made.  

Need Recognition. “The buying process commenced when a consumer recognize his/her 

need to consume/use a particular product as triggered by an internal or external stimuli which 

send the signals  suggesting  consumers that they  under-consume  a product or to replace 

damaged/outdated product that he/she enjoyed before” (Madhavan & Chandrasekar, 2015). 

“Need recognition is a matter of receiving signals, and once consumers receive it, that’s the 

only time that they start to think why they would buy such product” (Puccinelli et al., 2009). 

“Recognizing a need is also exposed to demographic (age, gender, etc), psychological, social 

and cultural factors” (Puccinelli et al., 2009).  

 Information Search. After the consumer is able to recognize his/her need, the next stage is 

for him/her to seek information about the product (e.g. attributes or features). Madhavan & 

Chandrasekar (2015) stated that “consumers more often rely information from word-of-

mouth, print, visual or online media. However, the quality of information gathered is 

dependent on the ability of the information channel to convey the right information to 

consumers as well as the ability of the consumers to pick up the right information: 

(Frambach, Roest and Krishnan, 2007). Madhavan & Chandrasekar (2015) further added that 

“purchase decision is a complex process, wherein, consumers, as a result, need a helping 

hand throughout the decision process”. The authors also mentioned that “this can be provided 

in the form of information channeled in different ways and subsequently, information 

gathered are evaluated in order to find the best possible solution to the need that the actual 

consumer is looking for”.   

 Evaluation of Alternatives.  As the consumer faces wide range of product choices, he/she 

must choose the most appropriate product that perfectly meets his/her need or desire 



(Madhavan & Chandrasekar, 2015). Consumers, usually, are the ones that set the standards 

(minimum requirement) of choosing a particular product to buy (Balaji & Babu, 2015).  

However, Lee and Lou (2011) pointed out that “several consumer characteristics that puts 

emphasis on price scheme, knowledge as well as involvement levels resulting in the different 

product attributes in choosing best product that fitted ones needs and desires. Nevertheless, 

the authors added that products that are able to surpass these standards are likely to be 

bought”. 

Creusen and Schoormans (2005) found out that “product appearance plays a vital role in 

consumer product evaluation”. Berger and Fitzsimons (2008) discovered that “favorable 

product evaluation is highly correlated with a perceptually or conceptually sorrounding 

environment which enhance product accessibility and allowing consumers to hasten the 

process to examine or process the choice of products”.  Govers and Schoormans (2005) 

added that “consumers prefer products with a product personality that matches their self-

image”. However, Burson’s (2007) reported that “though consumers heavily rely on self-

assessment in choosing a product but they still choose products that do not necessarily match 

with their skills”.   

 Purchase Decision. Madhavan & Chandrasekar (2015) explained that “in this stage, the 

consumer basically ranked his/her choices, however, he/she doesn’t have to choose the one 

that ranks first as people pressure and unexpected situational factors affect purchase 

decision”. Lou (2005) found out that “the presence of other people significantly influence an 

individual’s purchase decision”. The author added that “an impulse urge to purchase 

something is improved by the presence of peers rather than with a cohesive group or family”. 

On the other hand, “inevitable happenings may arise in the course of making final purchase 

decision. Even if the consumer had already ranked the best among the products available, but 

still, it is not an indication that he/she will surely pursue buying the product. Sub-purchase 

decisions are still to be considered among consumers. These include price, time of purchase, 

volume, payment method and the means of sale” (Madhavan & Chandrasekar, 2015).   

 Post-purchase Behaviour. “This stage is characterized by events that happened after a 

consumer buys a product. It puts a great deal on understanding satisfaction and post-purchase 

actions among consumers” (Madhavan & Chandrasekar, 2015). Understanding these offer 

strong importance to marketers as it facilitates them in finding ways or strategies to improve 

products and services so as to encourage consumers to demonstrate repurchase behaviour 

which is crucial to the success and survival of any businesses. Mugge, Schifferstein and 

Schoormans (2010) indicated “that product’s utility and appearance positively pose strong 



influence on product attachment and satisfaction”. Clottey, Collier and Stodnick (2011) also 

indicated that “service and product quality, and brand image are the factors that drive 

customer loyalty”. Moliner et al. (2007) mentioned that “other than the desirable product 

attributes, customer satisfaction is  also dependent on the social impact of the purchase -- that 

is, the emotional aspects involved in the supplier-customer transaction”.  

 

2.5.1.2 Traditional and Contemporary Models 

 Consumer choice and behaviour are complex concepts that are continuously studied by 

researchers. Meanwhile, marketers plunked huge interest on this area as it helps them develop 

suitable marketing strategies to enhance profitability and sustain competitive advantage of 

their respective businesses. Several models were developed to explain the variables and 

processes that trigger buying behaviour. Jisana (2014) stated that “behaviour models on how 

consumers reach a purchase decision range from traditional to contemporary models” 

Traditional Models. A recent review performed Jisana (2014) enumerated “basic traditional 

models that explain consumers’ buying patterns and decisions. These models include 

economic, learning, psychoanalytic and sociological models”.  

Economic Model. In this model, “consumer buying behaviour is deemed based on an 

assumption that consumers tend to maximize the benefits derived from a product while 

minimizing costs (Jisana, 2014). In this sense, given the purchasing power constraints and the 

unique preferences for each one of them, consumers primarily thrive to maximize their own 

utility by allocating effectively and efficiently the scarce resources” (Jisana, 2014).  

Learning Model. The first and foremost step in the buying process is for an individual to 

recognize his/her own need. Abraham Maslow (1943) proposed a theory that “describes the 

needs of human being. These include physiological, safety, love/belonging, esteem and self-

actualization needs which he further described that it can be structured like a pyramid 

wherein basic needs (e.g. food, clothing, shelter, etc) are placed at the bottom while intricate 

ones are on the top” (McLeod, 2007). In the process, consumers tend to satisfy things that 

would meet the basic needs first and only after that he/she will try to satisfy the others.  

Psychoanalytic Model. According to this model, “consumer behaviour is a function of the 

conscious and the sub-conscious mind” (Jisana, 2014). A foundation of this model is linked 

to early theory developed by Sigmund Freud in 1856 – “Psychoanalytic Personality Theory 

which is The interaction of id (basic instinct), ego (balance between pleasure and pain), and 

superego (conscience of the mind) drives human behaviour” (Boundless, 2015). Moreover, 



the model considers that consumer behaviour is driven by complex set of deep seated motives 

and human personality (Vikram, 2013).  

Sociological Model. As described in this model, “every individual, particular his/her buying 

behaviour is exposed to influences that are derived from another person or from social 

groups. However, among these, the strongest influence can be derived from the ones that are 

in very close association with the individual such as family, relatives, close friends and 

others” (Kumar, 2010). With this, he/she is given specific views in relation to the style and 

behavioural patterns of the associated groups and that he/she can incorporate it in his/her own 

behaviour.   

 Contemporary Models.Madhavan & Chandrasekar (2015), enumerated major 

comprehensive contemporary models for consumer decision making and behaviour. These 

include the Nicosia model (1966); Engel et al. model (1968); Howard and Sheth model 

(1969) and the Stimulus-Response Model.   

Nicosia Model. In 1966, Franceso Nicosia developed one of the earliest comprehensive 

models that explain consumer buying behaviour. His model places a link between an 

organization (firm) and its prospective consumer. This link describes “the idea that firms are 

the ones who send messages to consumers and that consumers react to these through 

elucidating response behaviour” (e.g. purchase) (Madhavan & Chandrasekar, 2015). In other 

words, “firms stipulate influence to the consumer; while in return, the consumers influence 

firms’ decisions and actions” (e.g. promotional strategies) (Abdallat and Emmam, 2001). 

Marketing implications suggest that :this model enables marketers to understand and react 

quickly on the positive or negative progress of their marketing strategies such as campaigns, 

promotional activities”, etc (Orji, 2013).  

Engel-Kollat and Blackwell Model. This model viewed consumer behaviour as a decision 

process. As stated by Madhavan & Chandrasekar (2015), “there are four stages in the 

consumer decision process. These include problem recognition, search, evaluation process, 

and purchase decision, information input, information processing and factors influencing the 

decision processes. The authors further added that the process basically links to the activities 

that consumers undergo in reaching purchase intentions or outcomes. The second stage is the 

information input, which describe how consumers seek information and how it affects the 

entire decision process”. Once information is found and gathered, “consumers will process it 

involving consumer response activities, attention, comprehension, perception, acceptance as 

well as retention of that information” (Madhavan & Chandrasekar, 2015). Lastly, the fourth 

stage includes the variables influencing decision process. It cannot be denied that “there are 



several factors (internal or external) that influence decision process. These factors ranged 

from an individual’s own values, lifestyle and personality to groups and other situational 

influences” (Abdallat and Emmam, 2001). 

Howard-Sheth Model. This model incorporated sets of variables that tend to explain 

consumer behaviour. “These are inputs, perceptual and learning constructs, outputs and 

exogenous variables. Inputs are stimuli existing around the buyer’s environment which send 

messages to consumers in relation to the product attributes (e.g. quality, price, availability, 

uniqueness) and subsequently influence their respective buying decisions” (Jisana, 

2014).These stimuli are derived from significative stimuli (physical brand characteristics, 

symbolic stimuli (verbal/visual characteristics) and social stimuli (Abdallat and Emmam, 

2001). “Perceptual and learning constructs, on the other hand, is concerned on the 

psychological variables involved when a consumer faces a situation wherein he/she must 

make a purchase decision” (Abdallat and Emmam, 2001). “Perceptual constructs describe the 

ways how consumer perceives and process the inputs offered while taking into account the 

stimulus ambiguity and perceptual bias” (Abdallat and Emam, 2001). Jisana (2014) 

mentioned that perceptual construct interact with learning constructs which include the 

individual’s motives, choice criteria, brand comprehension and confidence in the decision 

making process.  

The author added that as consumers respond to these variables, output (final purchase 

decision) is created, however, the external factors which mostly include personality variables, 

culture, financial status and importance of purchase present cause direct or indirect influence 

to a purchase decision.  

Stimulus-Response Model. “This model stipulates that consumer responses are generated by 

various stimuli that enter and interact with the buyers’ personal characteristics and its 

decision making process” (Jisana, 2014). Based on a review conducted by Jisana (2014), “the 

stimuli that enter the “blackbox” and which produce consumer responses include marketing 

stimuli (e.g. 4P’s) and major forces or events in the environment such as economic, 

technological, political, and cultural factors. The author further added that as soon as the 

stimuli enter the “blackbox” and interact with the specific buyer characteristics and decision 

processes, observable responses include product choice, brand choice, dealer choice, 

purchase timing, frequency of purchase and purchase amount and many others”.  

 

 



2.5.2Consumer Behavior 

Consumerbehaviorreferstothestudy ofhowapersonbuysproducts.However,itis only 

partofthedefinition.Morespecifically,thetermisdefinedas“themental, 

emotional,andphysicalactivitiesthatpeopleengage inwhenselecting,purchasing, 

using,anddisposing ofproductsandservicessoastosatisfy needs anddesires”.It involvesthe 

purchasing,andotherconsumption-related activitiesof people engaging 

intheexchangeprocess(Hoyer&Macinnis,2009,3.).Echoing this,Solomon, Bamossy, 

Askegaard, and Hogg  (2006), in the book “Consumer Behavior, A 

EuropeanPerspective”formulatethetermas“thestudy oftheprocessesinvolved 

whenindividualsorgroupsselect,purchase,useordisposeofproducts,services, 

ideas,orexperiencestosatisfy needsanddesires”. 

 

2.5.2.3 Cultural factors 

Culture elementrefersto“thebeliefs,values,andviewssharedinasociety.Every 

societyhasacultureandtowhatextentculturalfactorsinfluenceconsumerbehavior 

isvariedfromsociety tosociety.Nomatterhowdifferentculturesare,itisthemost basicinfluence 

onaperson’sbehaviour”.Inaddition,“cultureactsasaguideline for identifyingacceptable 

products, services,and behaviours” (Wilkie, 1994, 20.). 

 

Each culturegroup containssmallersubcultures, which aregroups ofpeople who 

shareaparticularvaluesystemorbehavior.“Acustomerdoesnotnecessarilybelong 

toonlyonespecificsubculturebuttheycanbelongtoseveralgroupsatatime. 

Gender,race,age,nationality,religion,etc.formbasesforsubculture”(Wilkie,1994, 20.).  

Socialclassincludesvariableslike occupation,income level,andeducationaldegree. “These  

components affect a  person’s  lifestyle and therefore have a significant influence 

onconsumptionhabits”(Wilkie, 1994,20.).Regularcustomersof a fine 

diningrestaurantusuallyhaveahigherlevelofincomethanthosewhoonly eatata fast food 

restaurant. 

 

2.5.2.4 Social factors 

Family plays an important role in developing a person’s buying  behavior since family 

isthevery firstsociety thatstrongly influencesaperson’svaluesandhabits (Wilkie, 1994, 20.). 



When doingadvertising,the rolesand influenceof family 

membersarestudiedinordertofigureoutatwhomtheadswilltarget.Forexample, 

ifthechildinfluencesthe buyingdecisionofa particular product,themarketerswill tryto makean 

impact onchildren in their ads. 

Referencegroupsandfriendshavepotentialinfluenceonpeoplewhoidentify with themby 

providingguidelinestoappropriateattitudes.“Aperson’sbuyingdecisionis 

notonlyaffectedbyfrequentdiscussionwithfriends,butalsobyobservingtheir behaviors in 

everydaylife”  (Wilkie, 1994, 21.). A satisfied customer will surely recommend therestaurant 

to his/her friends. 

Rolesandstatus-apersoncanholddifferentrolesandstatusinsociety depending 

ontowhatorganizations,clubs,groupshe/shebelong.Ifthemotherofafamilyis 

alsoworkingasadoctor,herbuyingdecisionwillbeaffectedby bothroles.A 

restaurantsuitableforfamilieswillbeherfirstpriority whenplanningtoeatoutwith 

herhusbandandchildren;meanwhilenutritionmaybepaidacertainattentiontoin her buying 

decision. 

2.5.2.4 Personal factors 

 

Personalcharacteristicsalsohaveanimpacton  consumerbehavior.“ Somemajor 

personalfactorsaffectingaperson’sbuying behaviorareage,occupation,lifestyle, 

economicsituation, personalityand self-concept”(Kotler et al., 2001, 198.). 

 

Age–“itisobviousthatagehasaninfluenceon buying behavior.Asthetimepasses 

by,aperson’sneedsandwantschange;therefore,it leadsto thechangesinbuying 

behaviours”(Kotler etal.,2001,199.).Taste infoodand agehavea certainrelation. 

Whileyoungpeopleareoftenopentoforeigncuisine,theelderprefertraditional food. 

 

Occupation-anexampleofthe“influenceofoccupationonbuying behavioristhe 

differencebetweenstudentsandbusinesspeople inchoosinga restaurant. While 

studentswouldprefercasualrestaurantsor bars,businesspeopletendtochoose a fine 

diningrestaurant to discuss business with their partners”. 

 

Lifestyle-peoplebelonging tothesameculture,socialclass,orevenoccupation 

groupsdonotnecessarily havethesamelifestyle.Lifestyleis“aperson’spatternof living  as 



expressed in his/ her activities, interests, and opinions”. For years, 

academicshavetriedtodeveloplifestyle classifications,whichhelpinproduct development and 

advertising. An example of lifestyle classifications is “the homebody”,whohasstrong 

attachmenttohis/herchildhoodenvironment.Theyneed tobe ina socialgroupandtobe intouch 

withpeople (Kotleretal.,2001,203.).This 

“homebody”categorycanbefoundatKotileipomoHämäläinen,acafeshoplocated 

inVaasa.Itisaplacewheretheretireesgatherevery morningtoseekforwarm relationships in 

theirtalking. 

 

Economic Situation–“Productchoiceisgreatly affectedby aperson’seconomic 

situation.Trendsinpersonalincome,savingsandinterestrates are studied by marketers of 

income-sensitive products. Consequently, theycan decide iftheyneed to redesign, 

repositionandreprice theirproducts”(Kotleretal.,2001,200.).Anobvious exampleisthat 

peopleoftenspendlessmoney oneating outaftertheChristmas holidayas the moneyhasgoneto 

presents andcelebration duringthe holiday. 

 

PersonalityandSelf-Concept–Aperson’sbuyingchoiceisundoubtedlyaffected by 

his/herownpersonality.Personality isdefinedas“theuniquepsychological 

characteristicsthatleadtorelatively consistentandlastingresponsestoone’sown 

environment”.Someexamplesofpersonality traitsareself-confidence,dominance, sociability, 

defensiveness,etc.(Kotleretal2001, 204.). “Customerswhoarehighin sociability 

haveatendency toeatoutregularly.Aperson’sself-conceptisaterm 

relatedtopersonality.Whatpeoplepossessidentifytheirself-concept”(Kotleretal, 2001,204.).For 

instance,a studentwho seesherself asan active,outgoingandsocial girl will favorcasual 

restaurants than fine-dining ones. 

 

“Locusofcontrol” isanimportanttermthatshouldbe explainedtohelpenlighten the 

relationshipbetweenCSRactivitiesandconsumer behavior.Itisapartofthe “personality andself-

concept”factorandreferstotheextenttowhichpeoplebelieve 

intheirabilitytoaffectoutcomesthroughtheirownactions”(Rotter,1966).Onthe onehand, people 

with internal  locus  of control  believethat  theyhaveassertive 

influenceovertheirlivesandthattheiractionscanleadtoparticularoutcomes.On 

theotherhand,“peoplewithexternallocusofcontrolfeelthatthey arerelatively 

powerlessandhavelittlecontroloveroutcomes,andthatexternalfactorssuchas coincidences  and  



surroundingpeoplewill  affect  outcomes  

notably”(McCarthy&Shrum,2001.).Hence,itisexpectedthatcustomerswithaninternallocusof 

control aremorelikely toreactpositively toCSRfriendlyrestaurants.Onthecontrary,CSR related 

projects are not likely  to have influence on customers with external 

viewpoints,whodonotbelievethatthey canaffectgreateroutcomesthroughtheir activities. 

 

2.5.2.5 Psychological factors 

Four major psychological factors influencing a person’s buying choices are motivation, 

perception, learning, and beliefs andattitudes. 

Motivation–“aperson’sbuying motivationarisesfromtheirbiologicalor psychological needs.  

When a  need reaches to a  sufficient level of  intensity, it becomesa motive. Consequently,a 

motive drivesa person toactinorder toseek 

satisfaction”(Kotleretal,2001,204.).Peoplegotorestaurantstosatisfynotonly their biological 

need (hunger),but also their psychological needs(belonging, esteem, etc.). 

Perception–“amotivatedperson’sactionsareguidedby his/herperceptionofthe situation.  

Perception  in  this  caseis  what  an  individual  thinks  aboutaparticular 

restaurant’sfoodandservice.Twopeoplemotivatedbythesameneedmaynotend upgoing 

tothesamerestaurant,asthey are differentinperception”(Kotleretal,2001, 

208.).Asanexample,twohungryofficerswanttofindsomethingtoeatforlunch. Oneofthemmay 

wanttohaveabigpizzawhiletheotherwouldprefervegetable salads because 

shethinkspizzaisjunk food. 

 

Learning–“peoplelearnfromexperience.Learning istheinterplayofdrives,stimuli, cues, 

responses,andreinforcement”(Kotleret al,2001, 209.).Forexample, acouple 

hasadriveforsocialneedinValentine’sDay.Inotherwords,they wanttocelebrate 

theday.Adriveis“astrong internalstimulusthatcallsfor action”.Whentheirdrive 

leadsthemtowardsaspecificstimulusobject– inthiscase,planning togooutfor 

dinner,itbecomesamotive.Theirresponsetotheideaofgoingoutfordinneris 

conditionedbythesurroundingcues,whicharefactorsthatdeterminetheway they 

respond.Anexampleofpossiblecuesmay influencetheirresponsetotheideaof 

eatingoutisaspecialofferforcouplesinValentine’sDay ofarestaurant.If 

everythinggoesperfectlyontheday,i.e.greatfoodandservice,thereisagreat chance that they  will 

re-visit the restaurant frequently. In other words, “if the 



experienceisrewarded,theirresponsetotherestaurantwillbereinforced”(Kotleret 

al,2001,209.).Itshouldbe noted alsothatcustomers willchange theirbehavior 

throughlearning.Forexample,they willavoidcrowdedrestaurantsifthey areina hurryand just 

need somethingto eat quickly. 

 

Beliefs  and Attitudes –  “beliefs and  attitudes are  acquired  through acting  and 

learning.Restaurateursshouldconsider thebeliefscustomersformulateaboutthe 

restaurant’sfoodandservicebecausethey influenceconsumerbehaviortosome 

extent.Ifsomeofthebeliefsarewrong andpreventpurchase,therestaurantneedsto take 

actiontocorrectit”(Kotler etal,2001,210.).Forexample,peoplewhoareona 

dietwillnevercometoapizzarestaurantbecausethey believetherestauranthas nothing 

elseexceptpizzas.Inordertoattractthisgroupofcustomers,therestaurant 

canemphasizetheirsaladofferintheads.People’sattitudesareformedbasedon theirbeliefsandthey 

aredifficulttochange(Kotleretal,2001,2010).Aparticular 

finediningrestaurantisaperfectplaceforapersonwhoseattitudesare“Ihave moneyandIonly 

eatataluxuriousrestaurant”,“theirrestauranthasthebest reputation in town”, “beinglooked up 

to is important to me”. 

Consumer social responsibility, along with “personal locus of control”,is an essential term, 

which should beexplained in order to comprehend theeffects ofCSR initiatives 

onconsumerbehavior.The termcanbe definedas“theconsciousanddeliberate choice tomake 

certainconsumptionchoicesbasedonpersonalandmoralbeliefs” 

(Devinney,Auger,Eckhardt,andBirtchnell,2006).Itmeans“they supportsocially 

responsiblerestaurantby going there,orboycottantitheticalrestaurantsby avoiding those ones. 

Thepositiveinfluencesof sociallyresponsible behavioron business in the 

longrunhavebeenrecognizedamongentrepreneurs.Itisexplainedthatthetrustand satisfaction  of  

customers  transform  into  customer  loyalty   and  therefore  the competitive position of the 

restaurantis enhanced”(Solomon, et al. 2006, 18-19.). 

 

2.6 Factors that affecting Consumer Behaviours, Consumer 

Characteristics in the Online Medium 



“Consumer behaviours can be explained in four dimensions which are personal 

characteristics, psychological characteristics, social characterstics and cultural 

characteristics” (Wu, 2003; 38, Kotler and Armstrong, 2010; 161). Identifying these 

characteristics are crucial to decide marketing strategies and to target correct consumer 

groups. 

2.6.1 Personal Characteristics 

Characteristics of a person, is an important factor affecting the purchase decision process. 

“Personal factors include age, gender, occupation, income status, education, life style.In 

online shopping researchers, most of the studies are conducted on young adults because of 

their familiarity with ICT” (Lester et al., 2005). Kau, et al. stated that (2003;150) traditional 

shopping mostly have been chosen by older individuals (40 years old and above). Researches 

about young adults are also helpful to predict future consumer behaviour easier. “Young adult 

generation have more options with respect to other generations and they are more conscious, 

give their decision by themselves, they choose what they prefer easily. In addition, cross-

shopping is more intense in this consumer group”(Vasquez and Xu, 2009). “Younger 

individuals usually have interest in using new technologies to search for information and 

evaluate alrenatives” (Monsuwe, et al., 2004). “Internet is perceived as a risky environment 

by older individuals since older people has less knowledge about the Internet and new 

technology and they also insist to try products before purchasing. Both gender group gets 

familiar with using the Internet” however it is stated by Rodgers and Harris (2003, cited in 

Hasan, 2010; 597) that “men are more familiar with online shopping and make online 

purchases”. Men are more familiar with using technology and their interest is bigger than 

women. In today's world this gap started to decrease and it has found that “an increasing 

number of women use the Internet” (Hernandez, et al., 2011; 116). Moreover, they also found 

that men are claimed to be more pragmatic whereas women are more anxious by the time 

they face new things. It has emerged that demographic factors such as gender are significant 

factors when people face new things. In this cases, their attitudes have been driven by their 

social environment. Furthermore, “individuals with lower income tend to approach online 

shopping activity more cautious and find this medium as a riskier place since their tolerance 

for financial losses are lower with respect to consumers with higher income. However, once 

users have an experience their attitude is not affected by their income” (Hernandez, et al, 

2011; 117). Part of the income is spent mandatory requirements of life and the remaining can 

be spent freely. Individuals can only use this remaining part how they want to. Moreover, it is 



also concluded by Lohse et al. (2000) that “households with higher income would have 

positive approach with the possession of the Internet access. On the other hand it has found 

that 'online shoppers are not necessarily more educated” (Zhou, et al., 2007; 46). Online 

shopping has been considered as a easy activity, therefore education level has not a big effect 

on it. However educated people are more likely to accept innovations easily educated level 

may have an effect on decision process.“Adults are also helpful to predict future consumer 

behaviour easier. Young adult generation havemore options with respect to other generations 

and they are more conscious, give their decision bythemselves, they choose what they prefer 

easily. In addition, cross-shopping is more intense in thisconsumer group”(Vasquez and Xu, 

2009). “Younger individuals usually have interest in using newtechnologies to search for 

information and evaluate alternatives” (Monsuwe, et al., 2004). “Internet isperceived as a 

risky environment by older individuals since older people has less knowledge aboutthe 

Internet and new technology and they also insist to try products before purchasing”. 

Both gender group gets familiar with using the Internet however it is stated by Rodgers and 

Harris(2003, cited in Hasan, 2010; 597) that “men are more familiar with online shopping 

and make onlinepurchases. Men are more familiar with using technology and their interest is 

bigger than women. Intoday's world this gap started to decrease and it has found that 'an 

increasing number of women usethe Internet” (Hernandez, et al., 2011; 116). Moreover, they 

also found that “men are claimed to bemore pragmatic whereas women are more anxious by 

the time they face new things. It has emergedthat demographic factors such as gender are 

significant factors when people face new things. In thiscase, their attitudes have been driven 

by their social environment”.Furthermore, “individuals with lower income tend to approach 

online shopping activity morecautious and find this medium as a riskier place since their 

tolerance for financial losses are lowerwith respect to consumers with higher income. 

However, once users have an experience theirattitude is not affected by their income” 

(Hernandez, et al, 2011; 117). “Part of the income is spentmandatory requirements of life and 

the remaining can be spent freely. Individuals can only use thisremaining part how they want 

to”. Moreover, it is also concluded by Lohse et al. (2000) that“households with higher 

income would have positive approach with the possession of the Internetaccess”. 

On the other hand it has found that “online shoppers are not necessarily more educated” 

(Zhou, et al.,2007; 46). “Online shopping has been considered as an easy activity, therefore 

education level has nota big effect on it. However educated people are more likely to accept 

innovations easily educatedlevel may have an effect on decision process”.Demographic 



factors become important when individuals face with new things. Hernandez et al.(2011)’s 

“comprehensive study regarding socio-economic characteristics of consumers (age, 

genderand income) moderating effects on online shopping behavior reveals that these 

characteristics do nomoderate experienced online shoppers’ behaviour”. “When consumers 

become experienced in onlineshopping their behavior become more similar and socio-

economic characteristics do not differ, theirbehavior differ significantly in initial purchases 

since it has been found that demographic factorssuch as gender and age are significant factors 

when people face new things”. For example in somestudies men are claimed to be more 

pragmatic whereas women are more anxious by the time theyface with new things and 

affected more by their social environment, people with lower incomeregard online shopping 

as riskier since their tolerance for financial losses are lower with respect toconsumers with 

higher income. 

Therefore, since there is significant numbers of experienced online shoppers, it is claimed 

that“instead of focusing on consumers’ demographic and socio-economic characteristics, 

researchersneed to emphasize on behavioral dimensions in order to produce results that are 

more effective”. 

 

The further chapter depicts the review of literature for the development of the hypothesis and 

the continuation of the review helps in building the foundation of hypothesis. 

  



Chapter 3 Research Methodology  



The present segment has been committed to research approach and the instruments of 

investigation grasped from the headway of the recommendation. At this moment the 

examiner has analyzed the suitable parts of investigation framework used for the present 

review. It discusses technique, procedures, investigation arrange and get ready and 

examination of information. The expert has firstly made upon the speculative testing and 

diverse thoughts related to investigation.  

The going with trades reveals the hypothetical and valuable parts of evaluation method and 

instruments of examination used inside the present review:  

3.1Research: The Concept 

Examination is a scholarly movement and all things considered the term ought to be utilized 

as a part of a specialized sense. As per Clifford Woody examination contains “characterizing 

and reclassifying issues, gathering, arranging and assessing information and arriving at to a 

few conclusions. Examination can likewise be characterized as quest for learning, Research 

in a deliberate and investigative route for getting pertinent replies on any consumed particular 

subject, experimental enquiry into a subject”.  

Concurring D.slesinger and M.stephenson in the Encyclopedia of Social Sciences 

characterize inquire about as “the control of things, ideas or images with the end goal of 

summing up to enlarge, amend or check information, whether that learning supports in 

development of hypothesis or in the act of an art”. 

3.2 Research Methodology: The Concept 

It is an approach to deliberately tackle the exploration issue. It may be seen as a study of 

examining how research is carried out deductively. In exploration approach we think over the 

different steps that are embraced via specialist for examining his/her examination issue and 

we additionally talk about the rationales behind those steps. Researcher must be mindful 

about examination systems and methods as well as the exploration strategy. Notwithstanding 

thinking about how to create a specific records or tests, how to compute mean and what they 

mean by them; explore should likewise .know which of the routines or systems are 

applicable. The meaning of examination technique is the procedure used to gather 

information and different sorts of data for utilization in settling on business choices. Samples 



of this sort of technique incorporate questions, overviews, and examination of distributions. 

These sorts incorporate the utilization of present and chronicled data. When somebody is 

doing hypothetical work, standards might be utilized to fulfill the greater part of the criteria 

that are situated onward for technique. The utilization of ideal models works on the grounds 

that they are a helpful casing work. 

3.3 Research Methods 

Research routines are essentially those strategies and methods which are utilized with the end 

goal of directing the exploration. Research routines might be of different sorts, for example, 

library examination, field exploration and lab research. The library examination incorporates 

leading research by breaking down the data or information on the premise of chronicled/old 

records, diaries, papers and archives and afterward landing to some conclusion. The field 

examination Comprise of surveys, gathering talks with on individual premise or by phone, 

perceptions, research endeavours and so on. Research centre Research is fundamentally 

includes a study by group/bunch/analysts. Researchers can utilize Audio visual recording 

gadgets and spectators can additionally be utilized within this kind of examination.  

3.4 Research Approach 

There are essentially two sorts of exploration method i.e. quantitative method and 

qualititative method. In quantitative method the information is produced in quantitative 

structure which can further be investigated by utilizing thorough different factual instruments. 

This is otherwise called inferential, experiential and recreation approach for examination. The 

reason for this kind of methodology is to make a database from which an induction about 

attributes or connections of populace might be examined. Qualitative methodology is 

fundamentally concerned with subjective evaluation of manner, conclusions and conduct. In 

this sort of method the capacity of examination is rely on upon specialist's thought, conduct 

and how the researcher investigation the subject. If there should arise an occurrence of 

proposed examination quantitative exploration configuration is chosen. In quantitative 

exploration, the goals, outline, example and the components affecting the examination are 

decided. Factual and budgetary information examination methodology is selected in this sort 

of exploration after information gathering and the last come about is communicated regarding 

amount. The proposed study embody both sorts of information/research i.e., essential 



information/examination and optional information/research. The Research utilizes 

Questionnaire and Interview and Secondary Research/information utilizes Internet, Journals 

and Text Books. The source of data was books, diaries, web and classes & meetings of 

national and worldwide stature. 

3.5. Objectives of the Study: 

 To study the various factors that affects the choice of brand selection. 

 To study the online buying behavior of consumers. 

 To study the threats and challenges towards online transactions. 

 To study the various factors that affects online buying behavior of consumers and 

their choice of brand selection. 

 

3.6 Hypotheses formulation 

When research is conducted hypothesis formulation is one of the most preliminary steps. 

Hypothesis formulation helps in formulating the research problem. Hypothesis formulation is 

not a necessary but an important step of the research. A valid and reasonable research can be 

conducted without any hypothesis. Hypothesis can be one and it can be as many as possible. 

Some studies are conducted to develop a hypothesis, like exploratory studies, so exploratory 

studies do not have a clear hypothesis. Descriptive studies can also be conducted without a 

hypothesis. In explanatory studies, that develop a relationship between dependent and 

independent variable, as well as, explain the type of relationship between the two variables, 

there is always a hypothesis. 

Every individual’s purchase decision or shopping habits is affected by various factorsthat 

range from personal, cultural, social and psychological factors. In the retailers’standpoint, it 

is essential to discover and understand these factors to be able to craft moreeffective and 

efficient marketing strategies that will surely meet customers’ needs and wants.  

Personal Factors.Rani (2014) indicated that “these factors include personality, age,gender, 

occupation and other demographical characteristics of an individual. The authoradded that 

since these vary from individual to individual, it is apparent that buying behaviourof 



consumer groups also differs. Comparing the young to adults, it is probable that adults 

mayprefer different products from the young ones. In food products, adults may prefer to 

purchasehealthier products compared to the young ones”. Ricciuto, Tarasuk and Yatchew 

(2006) foundout that “older households spent most of their income on vegetables and fruits. 

Educationalattainment is positively linked on purchases on healthy products such as 

vegetable and fruits”. 

Sorce, Perotti and Widrick (2005) have also found out that “factors such as attitude and 

agedifferences affect online buying behaviour among consumers. Their findings showed 

thatyoung people search for more products online compared to the old ones. Younger people 

findonline shopping convenient and informative. Thus, young consumers’ will have high 

onlinesearching behaviour”. However, in terms of products purchased online, the older ones 

are morelikely to purchase the products. Moreover, Bhatnagar, Misra and Rao (2000) found 

out that“older consumers and those who spent more time on the internet were more open to 

purchaseonline including”.  

Social Factors.“Family, social groups, social status and roles are just some of thesocial 

factors affecting consumers’ purchasing decisions” (Bhasin, 2012). “Family is the basicunit 

of society where a person starts to socialize and acquire and develop attitudes, 

lifestyle,opinions, behaviour and perception of things. Social groups linked to the individual 

alsoinfluence buying behaviour which can be carried out throughout his life” (Rani, 2014). 

Aperson who is associated by “shopaholic” groups may transform him/her to become 

ashopaholic person. “When a person is surrounded with sports loving group his/her 

purchasebehaviour would be to buy products that the group enjoys. In other words, social 

factorsinfluence how an individual behave (e.g. including how he/she purchase products) 

throughouthis life”. Foucault and Scheufele (2002) pointed out that “creating positive social 

environmentincreases the likelihood of buying intentions among consumers”. Meanwhile, 

Tang and Farn  (2005) suggested that “group pressure also played a significant role”. 

Hassanein and Head(2007) also found out that “consumers’ perceived high social presence, is 

likely to affect thetrust and enjoyment leading to more favourable consumer attitudes”.   

Psychological Factors.Rani (2014) specified that “psychological factors includemotivation, 

perception, learning as well as beliefs and attitudes”. The author definedmotivation as “the 

driving force for consumers to arrive a purchasing decision, however, sinceit works 

subconsciously, it believed that a person is more motivated to purchase a product if ithas a 



pressing need for him/her. Learning also influences the buying behaviour. Purchasing agood 

product beforehand is a learning experience which triggers consumers to repurchase andbe 

able to influence purchase decisions of other people” (Rani, 2014). Another 

psychologicalfactor is perception which is based from experience, state of mind, beliefs and 

attitudes. Rani(2014) described this “factor as a deciding factor to what an individual chooses 

to act. Theauthor added that it is the ability of a person to process and interpret information to 

make ameaningful sense”.  Thus, it is important for marketers to understand these things to 

conformits strategies to stimulate psychological factors that are intensely affecting consumer 

purchasebehaviour.    

Cultural Factors.According to Tanner & Raymond (2012),“culture is a collection ofbeliefs, 

roles, behaviour, values, customs and traditions that are shared among people inparticular 

society”. The authors also mentioned that “it is built through the influential force ofthe 

surrounding social groups as well as the cultural environment that an individual belongsand 

prescribes how an individual should live life along with the kind of attitudes, feelings,biases, 

opinions that he/she should play in the society”. “Culture tenders huge influence toconsumer 

buying decisions. It sets up the norms or standards of which an individual shouldfollow in 

buying products and be able to differentiate what is good and what is bad” (Monger,2012). 

“Cultural shifts in a society enable marketers to deepen their understanding on aparticular 

culture and be able to develop effective and efficient marketing strategies thatconform to the 

needs and wants of the consumers”.   

To recap, fundamental understanding of consumer buying behaviour started severalyears ago. 

Findings showed that “consumer behaviour is a decision process which followsthrough 

different stages from problem recognition, search, evaluation process, and until theconsumer 

arrives at a final purchase decision. The decision process does not happensmoothly. Several 

factors are affecting consumer buying behaviour wherein basic ones include social, 

psychological, cultural and personal factors. Moreover, different models (e.g.traditional and 

contemporary) were also created to understand more fully the buying processand its 

interrelations to internal and external influences. Traditional models basically assessconsumer 

behaviour as based on learning (ability to recognize a need) and on economical(cost and 

benefit), sociological (social connections) and psychoanalytical (conscious and thesub-

conscious mind) viewpoint. Comprehensive contemporary models were developed 

tounderstand better the consumer decision making process”.  Madhavan & Chandrasekar 

(2015)mentioned that “the most exploited ones include Nicosia model – consumer to firm 



link(1966); Engel et al. model – decision process (1968); and Howard and Sheth model - 

inputs,perceptual and learning constructs, outputs and exogenous variable (1969). 

Thesecontemporary models pose significant importance in field of consumer research. 

Theseprovide researchers with a framework of understanding consumer behaviour in the 

currentand upcoming years”.  

The term “perception” can be defined as the ability to derive meaning. Derived from the word 

“perceive”, it refers to the ability of giving meaning to whatever is sensed by our sense 

organs. It is the process through which an individual interprets ones’ sensory impressions to 

give meaning to them. 

Schiffman defines it as “the process by which an individual selects, organizes, and interprets 

stimuli into a meaningful and coherent picture of the world.” 

Perception explained with understanding the nature and characteristics of perception: 

1.  Perception is a complex process. After a stimulus is detected by the sense organs, the 

perception process comes into play and involves the interplay of three processes, viz., 

selection, organization and interpretation. It is a dynamic process. 

2.  It  is  also  an  intellectual  process;  it  involves  a  lot  of  cognitive  effort.  Once 

sensation takes place, the perception processinvolves the selection, 

organization and interpretation of data. 

3.  Perception is broad in nature; it includes a physiological component (through sensation), 

as well as sociological and psychological components. 

4.  Perception is a subjective process as two people may perceive the same stimuli differently. 

While two persons may be exposed to the same stimuli, the manner in which they select 

them, organize and interpret them is different. This is because the two are impacted by their 

background, learning and experiences, motivation, personality, cultures, values and lifestyles, 

social class effects etc which may be different from each other. 

The perceptual process starts when a person is exposed to a stimulus and the sensory 

receptors report the same to the human body. While the senses may be exposed to various 

stimuli, the human senses select only some of these at a point of time. This is because the 

sense organs have a limited capacity at a particular point of time. After the sense organs, 



report a few stimuli, the perceptual process takes over. Of the stimuli that have been detected, 

few are selected, organized and interpreted for meaning. This is known as perception. 

A brand is a product, service,  or  concept that is publicly distinguished from  other products, 

services, or concepts so that it can be easily communicated and usually marketed. A brand 

name is the name of the distinctive product, service, or concept. Branding is the process of 

creating and disseminating the brand name. Branding can be applied to the entire corporate 

identity as well as to individual product and servicenames. A modern example of a brand is 

Coca-Cola which belongs to the Coca-ColaCompany. 

“Online buying behaviour(also called online shopping behaviour and Internet 

shopping/buying behavior) refers to the process of purchasing products or services via the 

Internet.  In the  typical  online  shopping  process,  when  potential  consumers recognize a 

need for some merchandise or service, they go to the Internet and search for need-related 

information. However, rather than searching actively, at times potential consumers are 

attracted by information about products or services associated with the felt need. They then 

evaluate alternatives and choose the one that best fits their criteria for meeting the felt need. 

Finally, a transaction is conducted and post-sales services provided. Online shopping attitude 

refers to consumer’s psychological state in terms of making purchases on the Internet”. 

(Liang and Lai 2000). 

3.6.1 Hypothesis-Trust 

There are seven previous researches contributed to trust factor description, however, we can 

see that the category of trust online based on different criteria and refers to different aspects. 

Different researches gave different descriptions for the online trust, even though the general 

statements of online trust from different researchers are similar in some extent, everyone 

contributed some new things in the term of feature, dimension, element and role of trust. 

Another reason why we listed a variety of categories from different scientific articles is that 

collecting different views from previous studies can get a deep insight for the “trust” concept 

more clear and comprehensive, which is helpful to conduct a further research with respect to 

online purchasing electronic products. Kim and Benbasat (2003) identified four categories of 

trust related issues: “personal information, product quality and price, customer service, and 

store presence”. In the case of e-commerce shopping, Ang, Dubelaar, and Lee (2001) built 

three dimensions of trust which improve the perception of trust on the internet. The three 

dimensions include “the ability of the online merchant to deliver a product or service that 



performs as promised, the willingness of the online merchant to rectify should the purchase 

not meet the customer’s satisfaction, and the presence of a privacy policy or statement on the 

web site”. In the research of Kim, Song, Braynov, and Rao (2001), it claimed that “there were 

six dimensions of online trust, namely information content, product, transaction, technology, 

institutional, and consumer-behavioral”. The division of dimensions is different from other 

literature about trust online, because it broken down into many sub-dimensions or properties. 

The most important worth to mention is that the researchers built the theoretical framework 

of online trust, covering the different stages that a consumer went through to complete an 

online transaction. Kim et al. (2001) proposed that “consumer could perceive trust before, 

during, or after the online transaction, furthermore, the researchers emphasized that different 

determinants of trust were associated with different stages of the transaction”. According to a 

study was conducted by Ba and Pavlov (2002), which involved 95 experienced eBay buyers, 

the result reported “that trust can be built by the positive and negative feedback about the 

sellers, their offers and delivery service. It also states that positive feedback was associated 

with greater trust in a seller than was negative feedback, presented to the buyer subjects as 

experimenter-controlled reputation profiles”. According to the statement above, we can see 

that the different divisions of online trust are similarity and overlapped in some extent. To 

sum up, the whole process of online transaction security, vendor’s reputation and capability, 

privacy and customer’s feedback should be considered by consumer perceiving online trust, 

however, apply to our research, we picked up transaction security, consumer privacy and 

vendor’s reputation and capability as the three most important elements of trust to test their 

importance of affecting customers’ attitude, when the consumers purchasing online for 

electronic products. 

H1Trust is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online purchase 

decisions 

3.6.2 Web quality/Quality Image 

For the web quality factor, we used four previous researches to describe the elements which 

are related to web quality and how they affect the consumers’ buying attitude and intention. 

Ranganathan and Ganapathy (2002) claimed that “the principles of designing a B2C web site 

highlight three important issues: ease of navigation of the web site, time taken for navigation 

and page download, and use of multimedia to improve its visual appeal. B2C 20 web sites 

provide electronic means of interactivity to consumers, meanwhile, B2C web sites should 



incorporate appropriate security measures and adopt privacy practices in order to develop 

consumer trust, thus, an effective B2C web site should be qualified with three factors: easy to 

navigate, consumer less time in searching, and have an aesthetic appeal”. According to the 

survey conducted by Ranganathan and Ganapathy (2002), the result revealed “security as the 

most important factor. Providing non-online modes with provision of individual accounts 

with logon-ID and password for consumers can attract more consumers to their web sites. 

Privacy is the second highest discriminate, which is a key factor discriminate between high 

and low purchase intents of online shoppers. Thus, more attention should be paid to guard 

consumers’ privacy when designing website”. The third one is information content which 

represents another predictor of online purchase intention and differentiates competing ones. 

Zhang, von Dran, Small, and Barcellos (2000)’“research showed that the main objective is to 

exam if the web quality can affect the consumers’ satisfaction, the researchers divided the 

web design into two different factors: hygiene factor and motivator factor. Hygiene factors 

are mainly related to function and service aspect of a website, take some example to explain 

further, it could concern consumers’ privacy and transaction security, ease of navigation, and 

useful information of the web content. In turn, motivator factors include five specific factors 

which are empowerment, web appearance, arrangement of web content, entertainment, and 

reliability. Through reading the result of the research, the conclusion told us hygiene factors 

are voted as the most influencing to the web quality by the online consumers”. In another 

similar research conducted by Liang and Lai (2000), “they reviewed the website quality 

factors and added a new group based on the previous category, in addition to hygiene and 

motivator factors, media richness factors as a third one to contribute by adding more 

information channels or richness in information presentation. What’s more, they suggested 

providing good transaction support which will help internet vender to beat their competitor, 

while they should highly consider the hygiene factors if they want to attract consumers from 

traditional stores”. In the survey of Song and Zahedi (2001), the authors developed “the belief 

structures about online shoppers’ behavior and used them to provide a theoretical framework 

for categorizing web design elements. Through analysis of the belief structures, the authors 

further discussed information interpersonal influence in order to show how the changes in 

shoppers’ beliefs through the manipulation of web design elements could change their 

purchase intentions via changes in their attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral 

control”. According to the conceptual model the researchers developed, they identified five 

belief constructs “perceived price, perceived service, information interpersonal influence, 

self-efficacy and resource” may influence the web design elements. In summary, web quality 



refers to many technological functions of the web design, as Zhang, Von Dran, Small, and 

Barcellos (2000) mentioned user “satisfaction perspective 21 as a standard instrument to 

measure the website quality. Through combination of these research findings, we 

summarized that the web quality can be divided into hygiene and motivator factors. For 

hygiene factors, we emphasized ease of navigation, use of multimedia, and information 

content. For motivator factors, we concentrated on enjoyment and visual appearance. The two 

categories for web quality can be applied into our research to exam the website quality of 

electronic products online shopping”. 

H2Quality Image is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online purchase 

decisions 

3.6.3 Delivery risk/Order delivery 

Hong (2015) suggested that “the product delivery risk had a positive effect if consumer 

orderedthe product from a reliable online merchant, thus customers find ways to approach 

trustworthyonline sellers to reduce the product delivery risk. During purchasing from reliable 

onlinemerchant, the consumer feels safe and secure from undesired product delivery 

problems”.Adnan (2014) indicated that “the product delivery had a negative impact on 

consumer’s buyingbehaviour”. Furthermore, Adnan (2014) suggested that “online merchants 

should provideinsurance coverage to online buyers if an item is not delivered to the consumer 

in time”.Consumers fear not to receive products in time or delay in delivery which leads to a 

highproduct delivery risk (Yeniçeri & Akin 2013). 

Moshref et al. (2012) aimed to examine “An analysis of factors affecting on online 

shoppingbehavior of consumers’’ in an Iranian perspective and determined “the impact of 

variousperceived risk factors (financial risk, product risk, convenience risk and non-delivery 

risk) inonline purchasing behaviour”. To examine the hypothesis of this study, they selected 

differentonline stores in Iran and distributed 200 questionnaires among randomly selected 

onlineconsumers. Their study concluded that “two perceived risk (financial, and non-

delivery) hadnegatively affected online shopping behavior of Iranian consumers while other 

perceived risk(domain specific innovativeness and subjective norms) had a positive effect on 

online shoppingbehavior of Iranian consumers”.  

According to Koyuncu & Bhattacharya (2004), many customers had less intention to 

shoponline because of the involvement of delivery risk. The result of the study found 



that“individuals who buy online once a week or make several online purchases in a month 

hadnegative impact of product delivery risk, in contrast to those who do online shopping less 

thanonce a month - they had a positive impact of product delivery”. 

H4Order Delivery is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online 

purchase decisions 

3.6.4 Website design Clarity & Content Clarity 

Suwunniponth (2014) examined “the factors that driven consumers’ intention in 

onlineshopping. The nature of the study was qualitative and quantitative. He determined the 

differentonline factors like website design, perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness, and 

trustinfluence consumers’ intentions to shop online”. The data was collected through 

questionnaireand in depth interviews. It was collected in the form of a questionnaire through 

350 experiencedonline consumers in Bangkok, Thailand and then descriptive analysis and 

path analysis wereused to scrutinize the data. The study revealed “that the website perceived 

ease of use andusefulness. The trust had significant influence on the consumers’ intention to 

shop online. Theresults found that the website had significant effect on the consumer’s online 

shopping attitudeand online consumer prefers to have a user friendly website in online 

shopping environment.The study concluded technology acceptance factors and trust that had 

significant relationshipwith intentions towards different products and services and also 

towards intended behavior toshop”. 

Adnan (2014) aimed “to investigate the influence of different dimensions of perceived 

risk,perceived advantages, psychological factors, hedonic motivations, and website design 

ononline shopping behaviour”. The study distributed 100 questionnaires to online buyers 

inPakistan. The research found that perceived advantages and psychological factors had 

apositive influence on the consumers’ intentions to shop online while perceived risk had 

anegative impact on the consumers’ attitude toward online shopping. Other factors like  

websitedesign and hedonic motivations had not any significant impact on the consumers’ 

intentions toshop online. Hassan & Abdullah (2010) tried “to determine the influence of 

independentvariables website design, trust, internet knowledge, and online advertising 

consumer’s onlineshopping behavior. He used a questionnaire survey and it was filled in by 

online customers andtest the hypothesis”. The result of the study indicated four independent 

(website design, trust,internet knowledge, and online advertising) variables where online 

shopping had a positivecorrelation. Furthermore, the research claimed that website quality 



had significant impact ononline shopping. The research suggested that the design of websites 

should be easy to use,convenient, time saving, easy to load webpage, simple navigation. The 

comfort of using a webpage will increase the probability of revisiting increase. 

Osman, et al. (2010) investigated “the online consumer behavior towards online shopping 

andused convenience sampling method. The study adopted self-constructed questionnaire and 

wasdistributed among 100 undergraduates of University Putra Malaysia. The study examined 

the four different parts and factors of online shopping attitude like students’ socio 

demographicbackground, website quality, purchase perception and attitude”. The results of 

the study revealedthat website quality purchase perception, gender and educational 

background had direct impacton consumer’s attitude towards online shopping. The findings 

of study indicated that a goodwebsite quality has different dimensions of accurate 

information, quick launch of webpage,and website connection fast to online shopping. 

Furthermore, they argued that 77% respondentswere willing to buy through a good and high 

quality website design while 76% onlineconsumers agreed to buy through safe and easy to 

use website design. 

Lepkowska-White (2004) conducted a study on “Online Store perception: How to 

TurnBrowsers into Buyers?”. The study distributed a questionnaire survey among New 

Englandconsumers and selected 231 online adult browsers and 311 online adult buyers. The 

studyclaimed that the internet browsers as compared to online buyers were less attractive 

towardsinternet shopping. The reasons and concerns for internet browsers were the quality of 

websitedesign. 

Li & Zhang (2002) conducted a study based on 20 empirical articles. The purpose of the 

studywas to scrutinize the impact of website quality on e-commerce. Based on content 

analysis ofthese studies their research findings indicated that website design had positively 

andsignificantly influenced consumer’s attitude towards online shopping. On the other hand, 

theyalso found that website design had two different segments which consumer perceived 

inwebsite design that were hygiene and motivation. Furthermore, they mentioned privacy 

andsecurity, easy navigation of website, and complete information related to hygiene 

segment. Theabsence of hygiene leads to dissatisfaction of consumer’s need as compared to 

enjoyment,quality, cognitive outcome, user empowerment, and e-retailer information that is 

linked tomotivation segment in website design. These factors of motivation segment increase 

the valueof website design and satisfied consumer’s need. In short, a good and appealing 



website designcan be helpful for consumers to make their e-shopping easy and smooth. On 

the other hand, alow quality website design could be a barrier for consumers not to shop 

online. 

H5Design Clarity is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online 

purchase decisions 

3.6.5 Content Interactivity 

Interactivity is a multi-dimensional construct and its composition is stillcontroversial 

(McMillan, 2002). Some researchers view interactivity in terms of whatinteractive 

technological features enable it. For example, does the web message boardpromote level of 

control by the users? Downs and McMillian (2000) define “interactivityin terms of direction 

of communication, timing flexibility, sense of place, level of control,responsiveness, and the 

perceived purpose of communication. Timing flexibilityemphasizes the flexible nature of an 

individual’s control in responding to a promptedsignal. For example, a customer might 

receive a message and the individual has controlover when to respond to the message”. 

Responses are not necessarily instantaneous andflexibility is the characteristic of 

interactivity.Similar to Downs and McMillian, Heeter (1989) “identified six dimensions 

ofinteractivity assessing a new technology: complexity of choice available, accessibility of 

information, responsiveness to the user, information use monitoring, easy of useraddition of 

information, and interpersonal communication facilitation”.Kiousis (2002) viewed 

“interactivity in three categories: structure of technology,communication context, and user 

perception. Each aspect has different dimensionality.Structure of technology has speed, 

range, timing flexibility, and sensory complexity.Communication context has third-order 

dependency (degree of later messages discussingprevious messages) and social presence. 

User perception includes proximity, sensoryactivation (heightened senses during the 

encounter) and perceived speed”.Kim (2011) investigated six dimensions of interactivity 

including productcustomization, socialization, synchronicity, two-way communication, 

demonstrability,and information customization.Unlike researchers looking at what the 

technology enables, Huang (2003)identified “the domains of interactivity in terms of what 

users feel. He identified sixfeatures of interactivity as responsiveness, individualizatism, 

navigability, reciprocity,synchronicity, participation, and demonstrability. He identified the 

characteristics of eachdimensional attribute and gave examples of technology or systems 

enabling the attributes”.For example, posting answers to FAQs will allow customers to feel 



as though they areengaged in bidirectional communication creating a feeling of 

“reciprocity.”Hoffman and Novak (1996) saw interactivity to be either person interactivity 

ormachine interactivity. Similarly, Stromer-Galley (2000) categorizes interactivity 

intohuman-to-human interaction and human-to-media interaction. Szuprowicz (1995) 

viewed“interactivity in a system use context in a corporation in three layers: user-to-

documents,user-to-computer, and user-to-users. User-to-document describes how users 

accessinformation within the company. In an online business, users can be generalizedinto 

other participants including suppliers and customers. Accessed information includesproduct 

listings, corporate news, FAQs, and product supports”.The user-to-computer dimension 

involves a technological enabler ofcommunication with the businesses and other customers 

such as a transaction system,customer management system to store customer order history, or 

a multimedia database,storing product information. In an online retail environment, the users 

will be customers,and user-to-computer will be customers’ interaction with a business or its 

salesrepresentatives through various features enabled within an e-store.User-to-user 

interaction in the context of corporate communication is bestdescribed by multimedia 

conferencing. In the context of e-commerce, user-to-userinteraction involves customer 

product ratings, virtual communities within and outside acorporate web site, and other modes 

of communication among current and potentialcustomers. McMillan (2002) considers “the 

dimensions of interactivity just as Szuprowicz(1995) does but in a mediated communication 

context. The types of interactivity providedby Szuprowicz and McMillan have comparable 

categorizations in distance education andmedia communication research.While e-store 

interaction and C2C interaction are tapping the hedonic aspect ofinteractivity in online 

shopping, content interaction, in this dissertation, views a utilitarianside of interaction. If e-

store interaction and C2C interaction deal with service quality,content interaction deal with 

information quality of e-business offerings”. “Creating awebsite emphasizing only hedonic 

features could generate “stickiness” to the site butmight not be generating revenue and 

frequent shoppers tend to seek more of theutilitarian values” (Overby & Lee, 2006). Not only 

the hedonic features, but also perceivedutilitarian values can create perceived switching costs 

for online users (Ray et al.,2012). Wang (2008) found that information quality along with 

system and servicequality influences perceived value and user satisfaction of e-commerce 

systems and leadto intention to reuse. To find out the channel preference and usage intention 

amongonline mortgage consulting customers, Li et al. (1999) investigated how 

perceivedchannel utility influences online buying behavior.Communication utility can 

positively influence experiential values. According toKeng and Ting’s (2009) research, 



“machine interactivity in terms of whether the blogprovides frequent updates, diverse 

contents, and requested information delivery increaseboth intrinsic and extrinsic customer 

experiential values by positively influencingaesthetics, service excellence, and CROI 

dimensions. Machine interaction in this case iscommunication utility of a blog as an 

information channel”. 

H6Content Interactive is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online 

purchase decisions 

3.6.7 Customization 

Pine (1993) and Davis (1987) first introduced and described customization as a newbusiness 

approach that would gratify customers’ immediate desires. Pine (1993) stated thatconsumers’ 

“involvement in design choice, delivery, or production options would fulfil consumers’ wants 

and needs”. Other researchers described customization as “a strategy thatcreates value by 

some form of company–customer interaction at the fabrication/assembly stageof the 

operations level to create customized products with production cost and monetary 

pricesimilar to those of mass produced products” (Kaplan & Haenlein, 2006, p. 176–

177).Furthermore, Gilmore and Pine (1997) explained that customization could 

beimplemented by modifying the standard product as well as the representation of the 

product tomeet an individual’s demand. They suggested a model of customization and 

identified fourapproaches to customization from the view of customizers: “cosmetic, 

transparent, adaptive, and collaborative. In the first approach, cosmetic customization merely 

modifies the representation ofthe product, not the product itself. Transparent customization 

also modifies the representation ofthe product; however, it goes one step further and modifies 

the actual nature of the product.Adaptive customization, on the other hand, provides a 

standard and customizable product forconsumers, which consumers can then modify on their 

own. Finally, in collaborativecustomization, the product design and the representation of the 

products are both changed; thistype of customization requires communication between 

product developers and individualconsumers in order to develop their customized products. 

These four approaches constitute themodel of customization that businesses can use”. 

Duray et al. (2000) examined four dimensions of mass customization: “fabricators,involvers, 

modularizers, and assemblers. First, fabricators engage individuals in creating uniquedesigns 

and fabrications with high levels of the individuals’ involvement. Second, involversallow 

individuals to identify unique requirements during the design and fabrication of 



products”.Third, “modularizers identify requirements of the product in the design and 

fabrication stage.Finally, assemblers offer customization by providing a high range of choices 

apart from thedirect participation of individual consumers. The researchers also argued that 

consumers’involvement and modularity were the significant attributes that differentiated the 

firms from oneanother in terms of selection of processes, planning methods, implementation 

of technology, andvariables related to business performance”. Consequently, based on 

Gilmore and Pine’s (1997)and Duray et al.’s (2000) studies, “it is evident that customization 

for apparel products isfacilitated by the use of collaborative customization involving 

fabricators, due to consumers’strong interests in modification in order to produce unique 

product design and better fit” (Lee,Kunz, Fiore, & Campbell, 2002). 

The objective of customization is to provide higher-quality, low-cost, and uniqueproducts, as 

well as products that closely match consumers’ needs and wants from design todelivery 

(Fiore et al., 2001; Kamali & Loker, 2002; Pine, 1993). “Customization also seeksto offer 

product choices that are designed, selected, and fit to consumers through the use 

ofinformation and manufacturing technology” (Anderson, 1997; Gilmore & Pine, 1997). 

Thus, customization contributes to (1) an Internet-based interactive exchange of information 

and (2) production flexibility facilitated by the use of just-in-time inventory and robotic 

technology(Lampel & Mintzberg, 1996).With these objectives in mind, several growing U.S. 

industries have implemented masscustomization. Specifically, Dell receives orders for $6 

million worth of mass-customizedcomputers per day (Falkenberg, 1998). In addition, many 

businesses, such as automobilecompanies (landrover.com), computer companies 

(gateway.com), jewellers (adiamondisforever.com and boucheron.com), cosmetics companies 

(exface.com andreflect.com), greeting card companies (hallmark.com), and entertainment 

firms are activelypursuing customization via the Internet with a variety of products (Kamali 

& Loker, 2002;Pine, 1993). 

H3Customization is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online purchase 

decisions 

3.6.8 Website Usage Intention 

Attitude is an immediate determinant of intention to perform a behavior (Ajzen, 1991, p.201). 

Previous researches demonstrate that “attitudinal factors have been tested andshown to be 

significant predictors of retail patronage intention”s. For example, in theresearch of Shim, 

Eastlick, Lotz and Warrington (2001), in the context of internetshopping, 



consumers’“attitudes toward internet shopping affected their intentions topurchase via the 

internet. The positive attitude toward the internet shoppingsignificantly increased intention to 

use the internet for purchasing. In other words, themore positive attitude of consumer’s 

toward a brand or store, the higher intentions to buythe brand or at the store. In conclusion, 

attitude toward Internet shopping will positivelypredict intention to use the internet for 

product information search”. 

Online shopping attitude 

Attitude is defined as a kind of individual’s overall impression and evaluation forelectronic 

product online shopping, which could be expressed in positive or negativeway, or even more 

emotional feeling like favorable or unfavorable way. In a previousresearch, the researchers 

defined that there are three ways to measure consumers’ attitude, firstly, “regarding the 

hedonic aspect that could be measured by items offun/frustrating, enjoyable/not enjoyable 

and, interesting/boring, while for the utilitarianaspect could be measured by items such as 

safe/risk, ordered/chaotic, wise/foolish, andreliable/unreliable and the overall aspect could be 

measured by items such as useful/useless, pleasant unpleasant, entertaining/ weary, and nice/ 

awful” (Huang, 2005,p.841-847 ) 

According to previous researches, there are many different categories for thedeterminates of 

attitude toward online shopping, take the researches of Limayem (2000)and Shergill and 

Chen (2005) as examples, which illustrate “trust, shopping experience,perceived usefulness, 

ease of use, perceived risk, customer service and website design,all these factors are 

commonly used in surveys to investigate their relationship with theonline shopping attitudes. 

Therefore, based on many previous researches, we avoidoverlapping factors, and picked up 

the most representative ones applying into ourresearch, which are trust, perceived risk, web 

quality, shopping experience and productand service perception”.  

Online shopping intention 

Purchase intention measures have been used frequently to identify buying likelihood 

forproducts within defined time periods (Whitlark, Geurts & Swenson, 1993, p. 19). At 

thebeginning, “the consumers’ good attitude of online shopping positively decides 

theconsumers’ buying intention. Furthermore, the buying intention will affect theconsumers’ 

final buying decision and actual buying behaviour”. Apart from that, theevidence also proves 

that online buying intention and customer satisfaction influenceinteract to each other. In 



general, consumers’ intention can be expressed in terms ofintention to purchase, intention to 

spend more time at the online store and intention torecommend the online store to others 

(Kim & Kim, 2008, p.131). 

Intention to purchase 

The relationship between intention to use the internet for information search andintention to 

use the internet for purchasing was found in the online pre-purchaseintentions model 

developed by Shim et al. (2001, p. 411). “Intent to search via theinternet contributed a 

substantial portion of the variance explained in internet purchaseintention”. “Consumers who 

report intentions to search a product possess higher actualbuying rates than consumers who 

report that they have no intention of searching”(Whitlark et al., 1993, p. 21). In addition, 

“consumers tend to search more informationfrom the internet when purchasing products 

online (Kim & Park, 2005, p.111; Lohse,Bellman & Johson, 2000, p. 21). 

Previous studies (Kim & Park, 2005; Lohse et al., 2000) also suggested that “an intentionto 

search the internet for product information leads to an intention to purchase throughthe same 

medium. Therefore, information search and its selected channel should beconsidered 

extremely crucial elements leading to a choice in purchase format”. 

There are substantial differences between shoppers and non-shoppers in the time spentwith 

their computers and on-line. Shoppers use computers more, are on-line more, andare more 

comfortable with both computer and Internet use. This may indicate that the amount of the 

internet use for information search influences purchasing behavior online.(Lohse et al., 2000, 

p.21).Online shoppers express “that they could fully examine various options for 

productpurchases through online shopping, compared to the offline shopping 

context”(Wolfinbarger & Gilly, 2001, p. 40). On the hand, information is an important 

resourcefor consumers, so they search information to reduce uncertainty about sources, 

productfeatures, prices and brand before making decision. Customers also actively look out 

forpromotional offers. Therefore, they may spend more time at the online retailer toexplore 

alternatives or to examine the detailed product information to fulfill theirutilitarian needs (i.e. 

making right decisions) and/or intrinsic motivations (i.e. enjoysearching for more product 

info for itself). (Kim & Kim, 2008, p.131).“Positive word-of-mouth (WOM)for online 

retailers has been one of the most effective formats of advertising. It has beendemonstrated 

that WOM has a significant effect on online behavioral intentions”. Kimand Kim (2008) 

found out “that the more consumers feel confident with shopping at theonline store, the 



higher behavioral intention will be toward the online store, indicatingthat consumers are more 

willing to recommend the online store to others”. Stone (1954)also revealed that “WOM of 

the retailer’s online operations had the dominant effect ononline trust and the effect was 

found to be much stronger than that of offline trust. Incontrast, consumers with a low level of 

online purchasing experience were more likelyto engage in higher levels of negative word of 

mouth, if they felt dissatisfied after aservice failure incident. In general, online WOM is 

becoming an important marketingtool for retailers these days, and it is much more powerful 

than offline WOM because itaffects many people over a short period of time” (Kim &Kim, 

2008, p.137). 

H7Trust is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage Intention 

H8Quality Image is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage Intention 

H9Customization is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage Intention 

H10Order Delivery is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage 

Intention 

H11Design Clarity is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage 

Intention 

H12Content Interactive is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage 

Intention 

H13Website usage Intentionis an important factor influencing brand selection 

H14Age is an important factor influencing Website usage Intention 

H15Gender is an important factor influencing Website usage Intention 

H16Educational qualification is an important factor influencing Website usage Intention 

H17Income is an important factor influencing Website usage Intention 

 

3.6.9 Brand Selection 



The problem of predicting innovation adoption at the individual level is considered using a 

choice-basedapproach. The choice model incorporates information uncertainty, risk aversion, 

perceived productattributes, and product use norms in a utility maximization framework to 

predict innovation adoption. An empirical example of the model isused to estimate welfare 

impacts for a group of anglers. (W. Douglass Shaw & J. Scott Shoukwilcr, Universityof 

Nevada, Reno,1994).This study explores “brand choice behavior of older Chinese consumers 

in comparisonwith the X-Generation (aged 18-35 years). Based on a survey of 2500 

respondents on their purchase behavior of30 brands across four categories of fast moving 

consumer products, we have found that old consumers sharemany similarities of brand choice 

behavior with the X-generation while some significant differences do exist”.Theoretical and 

managerial implications of the findings are discussed. Older adults constitute a rapidly 

growingdemographic segment, but stereotypes persist about their consumer behavior. Thus, a 

more consideredunderstanding of age-associated changes in decision making and choices is 

required. The author’s underlyingtheoretical model suggests that age-associated changes in 

cognition, affect, and goals interact to differentiateolder consumers’ decision-making 

processes, brand choices, and habits from those of younger adults. They firstreview literature 

on stereotypes about the elderly and then turn to an analysis of age differences in the 

inputs(cognition, affect, and goals) and outputs (decisions, brand choices, and habits) of the 

choice process. Pastresearch suggests that “consumers who have greater perceived control 

over a situation are more likely to evaluatethe situation in a favorable manner. In the current 

study, this theoretical prediction is extended to the domain ofproduct trial and brand choice. 

Specifically, the results of the study suggest that consumers who experience aproduct trial 

resulting from a brand choice process will find the trial to be more useful and valid, and they 

willfeel more expert at judging the brand in the trial compared to those consumers who did 

not freely choose thetrial brand but were simply given a sample of the target brand”. There is 

also some indication that consumersexperiencing free choice will judge the brand more 

favorably in the trial Implications for theory and practice arediscussed. Grocery store 

managers change prices on a weekly basis either as part of price promotions or inresponse to 

changes on their supply side. Consumers experience this price variability and may respond to 

it.Even though behavioral literature suggests that price variability affects consumers’ 

decisions, most brand choicemodels have not focused on the consumers’ response to such 

variability. This study attempts to remedy thisomission and examine the effect of price 

variability on consumer brand choice. We use scanner data to showthat price variability 



affects consumer’s price sensitivity. 

H13Website usage Intentionis an important factor influencing brand selection 

H18Age is an important factor influencing brand selection 

H19Gender is an important factor influencing brand selection 

H20Educational qualification is an important factor influencing brand selection 

H21Income is an important factor influencing brand selection 

3.6.10Demographic profile and Online Environment  

The Internet has continuously triggered rapid changes to consumer buying behaviour.Many 

companies have transitioned itself from using traditional marketing strategies toInternet 

driven strategies as these help them in cutting costs and in effectively and 

efficientlycommunicating product/service information to the customers.   

The success of the electronic market is highly dependent on the level of acceptanceamong 

consumers adopting it (Zhou, Dai and Zhang, 2007). Several studies have 

uncovered,examined and analysed “the factors affecting consumers’ adoption to electronic 

shopping.After series of reviews on past researches, various factors were classified into three 

maincategories: 1) web site characteristics, 2) consumer characteristics, and 3) 

productcharacteristics offered in the web site”.  

Web site Characteristics 

These factors comprise the features or attributes of the web site that posits influence 

toconsumers to generate purchase intention and subsequently to actual online purchase. 

Theseinclude: “perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness, firm’s reputation, privacy, 

trust,reliability and functionality”(Lee et al., 2011).  

“Perceived ease of use pertains to the level of effort exerted by the consumer innavigating 

through the web site to search the product and information and in making theactual purchase” 

(Chiu et al., 2009). Often, the perception of web site superiority over otherretailing channels 

can be viewed in a way that consumers will be more than willing to pursueonline shopping 

and when the e-retailer is able to match their shopping needs through easyoperation of the e-

retailing web site (Lian and Lin, 2008). Wakefield, Stocks and Wilder(2004) added that “web 

site attractiveness as conveyed by colour, text formatting, fonts, size,number and variety of 



graphics also play an influencing role. They mentioned that when aweb design meets 

consumer expectation, the consumer is likely to build a purchase intentionor an actual 

purchase”. Hausman and Siekpe (2009) mentioned that “other than makingappealing graphics 

and models to attract, retain, motivate consumers to purchase in the site, itis necessary to also 

include human features such as the use of humour. They also mentionedthat the inclusion of 

human factors in the design of the e-retailing web site posits an enormousimpact to purchase 

and return intentions”. Moreover, Ramayah and Ignatius (2005) mentionedthat “the ease of 

use of technology and the satisfying online shopping experience amongconsumers is a crucial 

factor in deriving online shopping intentions. Thus, e-retailing websites with complex 

designs, unfriendly user interfaces and functionalities largely hinderconsumers to easily spot 

products that meet their needs which eventually made them leave thesite and find other 

suitable alternatives” (Pearson et al., 2007).  

“Consumers often look at convenience when they shop online. Like for instance, peoplewho 

don’t have time to go to brick-mortar (physical) stores to acquire their desired productsand 

fulfil other needs often engage in online shopping as these initiative is more convenientfor 

them. It saves, less effort is required with wide product offering are available. 

Thisconvenience they felt, however, depends on the capacity of the web site to fulfil and 

enhancethe transaction performance of the consumers– perceived usefulness”(Chiu et al., 

2009). Inother words, does the web site provide benefits to the consumers in terms of time, 

effort,savings or any other gains? In a study conducted by Horrigan (2008), he found out that 

onlineshopping provides convenience and time-saving benefits to most consumers. He 

furthermentioned that these benefits can overcome consumers’ security worries in the 

onlineenvironment. Delafrooz et al., (2009), stated that “consumers who value the 

significance of convenience, prices and wider selection of products in the internet tend to 

shop online moreoften”.  

“ Firm’s Reputation pertains to how known the company (e-retailer) is in terms ofproviding 

consumers with care and concern on their welfare” (Lee and Lou, 2011). Nguyenand Leblanc 

(2001) mentioned that “reputation is built through making credible actions in sucha way that 

it performs good transactions over time and able to deliver the promises made toconsumers”. 

Meanwhile, Keh and Xie (2009) stated that “a favourable company reputationinfluences 

customer commitment and that it is a function of building trust and identificationamong 

customers”. Shiau and Luo (2012) pointed out that “when a vendor needs, online 

buyingintentions among consumers are greater. Moreover, they further mentioned that that 



whencustomers’ perceived a company with good reputation, they believed that the company 

ishonest in their daily operations and is able to make sound decisions”.  

 Horrigan (2008) stated that safety of financial and personal data provided in the 

onlineshopping web sites is a widespread concern. Lee, Park and Han (2011) mentioned that 

“onlinebuyers were afraid to purchase products and services online mainly because of privacy 

issues.Since most online shopping web sites require the consumers to provide personal 

information,consumers are afraid that online retailers might misuse or may not respect the 

confidentialityof the information. At the same time, this fear is also coupled with the past 

fraudulentactivities occurring in the online environment. Basically, consumers need privacy”. 

They wantthat the personal information they provided in the web site will be safe and 

protected. Tsaiand Yeh (2010) mentioned that “privacy is strongly related to purchase 

intention and thatstrengthening of web site management and placing upgraded network 

security are necessary. Lee, Park and Han (2011) also mentioned that “e-retailing businesses 

should focus onfollowing appropriate business ethics, ensuring the privacy of information of 

customers so asto build trust and confidence to customers”.  

“Trust is a very important web site characteristic that e-retailers must focus on tosucceed in 

the online environment. An understanding of how trust is built and how it affectsinternet 

shopping adoption is essential for e-businesses” (Ganguly et al., 2010). According toLee, 

Park and Han (2011) (2011), “trust means transparency on the communication betweenthe 

buyers and the e-retailers. They added that promises made by e-retailer must be fulfilled 

toprevent customers to feel certain level of uncertainty. Trust is determined by the web 

security,privacy policies and service quality provided by the e-retailers” (Martín and 

Camarero, 2008).  

This can be observed when the e-retailers are keeping good ethical performance, stating 

privacy policies and describing products appropriately (Yang et al., 2009).  Consumers 

oftenvalue security the most in purchasing goods and services online (Chen et al., 2010).    

Asmentioned by Chen and Barnes (2007), “high levels of trust and familiarity of the 

operationsofmaking an online purchase are stimulating consumer purchase intentions. To 

build trust, e-retailersshould have good intentions to buyers and that e-retailing web site is 

able providepositive customer experiences”.  

“ Reliability refers to the extent of consistency the web site is providing in relation tothe 

functions it is intended to perform i.e. without broken links, pages or dead end links”(Goode 



and Harris, 2007 as cited by Lee et al., (2011). This also means the ability of the e-

retailingweb site to correctly describe the products/services displayed including 

timedeliveries as much promised by the company (Shergill and Chen, 2005).  

 Tsai and Yeh (2010) stipulated that “the construction of website platform should be in away 

that it is able to provide awareness to consumers through a wide range of information 

toprovide positive experiences online and also to assure security in the online 

shoppingenvironment. Typically, a consumer faces immense difficulties in using web sites 

especiallywhen it is his/her first time. An example is when he/she is exerting much effort in 

locatinginformation desired including information relating to the specifics of the transaction 

he/she isabout to take. Failure to respond to these discourages consumers to finish the current 

purchaseor even the future purchases” (Lee et al., 2011). This ability of the e-retailing web 

site toprovide information in relation to the products, services and transaction guidelines or 

otherpurchase related information is termed functionality (Law and Bai, 2008 as cited by Lee 

et al.,2011). Chen and Barnes (2007) mentioned that “providing full and detailed information 

asmentioned above builds initial trust and benevolence through the web interface experience. 

Handling consumers through the web site is just as important as how the web site looks 

andfeels” (Tsai and Yeh, 2010).  

Consumer Characteristics 

 Aside from the web site features or characteristics offered by e-retailers to theconsumers, 

specific characteristics of the consumer itself are also positing influence to theirintentions to 

shop online or not. Besides, Hausman and Siekpe (2009) found out that “bothcomputer and 

human factors are indirect requisites for online shopping via the attitude to website and its 

flow. One of these includes the demographic characteristics of the consumer suchas age, 

gender, educational background and income”. In a study conducted by Hui and Wan(2007), 

they found out “that for apparel shops in the internet, gender differences posed aninfluence. 

Females show hesitation to shop online since they are not able to fulfil theirshopping 

experience physically” (Hui and Wan, 2007). In other words, females would muchrequire 

physical touch or test the desired clothing apparel prior the purchase. Females werealso found 

out to show lower cognitive and affective attitudes than males which reduce theirintention to 

shop online than men (Hasan, 2010). In addition, Cowart and Goldsmith (2007)stated that 

“the intention to engage in internet shopping is a matter of decision making styles 

ofconsumers. The authors further mentioned that the value conscious consumers less 



likelyengage in online shopping than other with different decision making styles”. Also, 

Balaji &Babu (2015) mentioned that consumer goals are main drivers that enable consumers 

toexperience pleasure for the products or services bought. 

Nevertheless, interactivity, sufficient information and the friendly user interface of theweb 

site can substitute the constraint (Hui and Wan, 2007). In fact, the initiative positivelyimpacts 

men. As pointed out by Ganguly et al., (2010), “masculine individuals are likely to bemore 

assertive and quick in their purchase decision if the e-retailer is able to presentinformation 

logically in the web design”. However, Soopramanien and Robertson (2007)indicated that 

“effects of gender and age are insignificant and that income is major influencingfactor to 

increase the likelihood of purchasing products online”. Hui and Wan (2007) alsoindicated 

that “educational attainment of individuals also influences the decision to engage ininternet 

shopping. The authors mentioned that highly educated individuals don’t have thesufficiency 

of time to do physical shopping since most of them are probably spending muchof their time 

in workplaces and other activities”.  

Other than the characteristics mentioned beforehand, the culture of an individual alsoplays a 

role. Like for instance, Cowart and Goldsmith (2007) found out that “customers withhigh 

uncertainty avoidance significantly value the navigation design of the web site togenerate 

trust. This necessitates e-retailers to provide or create e-retailing website that enables users to 

navigate easily with certain levels of interactivity and acquire needed information tosupport 

purchase decision. Other than that, collectivism is also found to exert negativemoderation 

towards the relations of trust and purchase intention” (Cowart and Goldsmith,2007). The 

authors mentioned that “western customers greatly place value on trust priorgenerating a 

purchase intention. As mentioned in the earlier discussions, web security is amajor concern 

for most individuals engaging in internet shopping. Yet, the perception of howsecure the web 

site is depends on one characteristic of an online shopper which is his/herliteracy in using 

computers and previous ecommerce experience” (Chen et al., 2010).  

Intentions to shop online also depend on the type of product being offered by the e-retailer in 

the web site. Moon, Chadee and Tikoo (2008) found out that “search goods are more 

appropriate to be sold online than experience goods. They added that this scenario presents a 

huge challenge for marketers who are selling experience goods”. “The provision of options 

for experience goods is not an attractive strategy to drive consumers’ intentions to shop 

online”  (Moon, Chadee and Tikoo, 2008). Also, in a study conducted by Won Jeong et al., 



(2009), product presentation features offered by e-retailers in the internet can lead to 

successful participation of consumers in the online environment. The authors added that 

offering rich sensory information including lifestyle-oriented information of the product 

generates pleasure and arousal. In addition, Lian and Lin (2008) pointed out that “products 

which require high involvement can positively impact attitudes towards online shopping. 

Meanwhile, offering well-known and respected products in the web site pose a strong 

influence on building consumer trust as this create positive outlook to the online vendor” 

(Wakefield et al., 2004).    

Product perception “Customers’ online shopping behavior is impacted by the product features 

which are variety of goods, product quality/performance/product uncertainty, product 

availability, price, social presence requirement, product presence requirement, dependability 

of product, possibility of customized product and brand” (Liang & Huang 1998, p.33; 

Lowengart & Tractinskky, 2001, p. 20; Muthitacharoen, 1999, p.533). Firstly, the product can 

be characterized by using the distinction between search-goods versus experience-quality 

goods (Nelson, 1974, p.732-735). This distinction concerned with how product quality can be 

determined. “Quality can be determined in advance before the consumers buy or use (e.g., 

thickness of cloth), which is search goods. The quality of some other products cannot be 

determined prior to purchase and use (e.g., sharpness of an image on a television screen). 

Thus, the researcher defined that search goods are products whose physical characteristics are 

known prior to purchase (e.g., book), while experience goods have some uncertainty with 

respect to their quality of higher likelihood of physical malfunctioning (e.g., a computer). For 

our research, electronic product belongs to the experience goods, since customer cannot tell 

the product quality, function and performance until purchasing and using”. (Lowengart & 

Tractinsky, 2001, p.142). Liang and Huang (1998) claimed that “online consumers have 

ability to get more information about both price and non-price attributes, which presents a 

more prominent advantage of online to offline shopping. More information about prices 

could decide the consumer price sensitivity for undifferentiated products. In the same way, 

more information about non-price attributes could reduce price sensitivity for differentiated 

products. Therefore, for electronic product online shopping, it offers consumers a platform to 

get more price information and more opportunities to make price comparison between 

products”. Brynjolfsson, Hu and Smith (2003) pointed out that “increased product variety 

made products available through electronic markets can be a larger source of consumer 

surplus gains. The researchers gave an online book store example, the number of book titles 



available at Amazon.com is more than 23 times larger than the number of books on the 

shelves of a typical Barnes & Noble superstore, and 57 times greater than the number of 

books stocked in a typical large independent bookstore. The online consumers can easily 

locate, evaluate, order, and receive millions of books that are not available on the shelves of 

local bookstores. The researchers’ analysis figured out that the increased product variety of 

online bookstores enhanced consumer welfare by $731 million to $1.03 billion in the year 

2000. For our research, electronic product online shopping also highly concerned with 

product perception, we focus on the product perception in term of four aspects: product price, 

product quality, product availability and product variety. We would like to examine the four 

aspects through our survey in order to see how these aspects affect the consumers’ buying 

behavior when they make decision for purchasing electronic product online”.  (Ho & Wu, 

1999; Liang & Huang, 1998; Lohse & Spiller, 1998; Kim et al., 2001; Muthitacharoen, 1999) 

tested different service factors concerning online shopping attitudes and behavior, including 

“(1) customer communication channels/ease of vendor contact, (2) response to customer 

needs, (3) accessibility of sales people, (4) reliability of the purchasing process/process 

uncertainty, (5) timeliness of orders or services/waiting time, (6) availability of personalized 

services, (7) ease of return and refunds, (8) fraud, (9) delivery (speed, tracking and tracing), 

(10) transaction costs, (11) peripheral costs, and (12) promotion” Through the review of 

above theoretical information, product and service perception refers to a wide range, which is 

mainly related to twelve factors. The authors picked up customer communication channels, 

ease of return and refunds, and delivery tracking. All of these factors should be considered 

when design the product and service perception on the internet. 

 

 

 

 

 

3.6.11 Proposed Model 



Based on the above review of literature the proposed mode is as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.6.12 Summary of Hypotheses 

H1Trust is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online purchase 

decisions 

H2Quality Image is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online purchase 

decisions 

H3Customization is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online purchase 

decisions 

H4Order Delivery is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online 

purchase decisions 

H5Design Clarity is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online 

purchase decisions 

H6Content Interactive is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online 

purchase decisions 

H7Trust is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage Intention 
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Figure 1Proposed Model 



H8Quality Image is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage Intention 

H9Customization is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage Intention 

H10Order Delivery is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage 

Intention 

H11Design Clarity is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage 

Intention 

H12Content Interactive is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage 

Intention 

H13Website usage Intentionis an important factor influencing brand selection 

H14Age is an important factor influencing Website usage Intention 

H15Gender is an important factor influencing Website usage Intention 

H16Educational qualification is an important factor influencing Website usage Intention 

H17Income is an important factor influencing Website usage Intention 

H18Age is an important factor influencing brand selection 

H19Gender is an important factor influencing brand selection 

H20Educational qualification is an important factor influencing brand selection 

H21Income is an important factor influencing brand selection 

3.7 Questionnaire development 

Advancement of a substantial and solid poll includes a few stages taking extensive time. Each 

progression relies on upon adjusting and testing of past strides that must be finished before 

the following stride. In this underlying stride, the reason, goals, investigate inquiries, and 

speculation of the proposed research are analyzed. Figuring out who is the group of 

onlookers, their experience, particularly their instructive/meaningfulness levels, get to, and 

the procedure used to choose the respondents (test versus populace) are likewise some 

portion of this progression. An exhaustive comprehension of the issue through writing hunt 



and readings is a must.After building up a careful comprehension of the exploration, the 

following stride is to create proclamations/inquiries for the survey. In this progression, 

content (from writing/hypothetical structure) is changed into articulations/questions. What's 

more, a connection among the goals of the review and their interpretation into substance is set 

up. For instance, the specialist must demonstrate what the survey is measuring, that is, 

learning, demeanors, recognitions, feelings, reviewing actualities, conduct change, and so on. 

Significant factors (autonomous, ward, and arbitrator factors) are distinguished and 

characterized in this progression.  

3.7.1 SCALE NAME: Attitude Toward the Website (Customization) 

SCALE DESCRIPTION: 

The scale is composed of five, seven-point Likert type statements intended to measure a 

person’s attitude about the extent that a website tailors its products, promotion, and 

transactional environment to individual customers.  

 
SCALE ORIGIN: 

The scale was developed by Srinivasan, Anderson, and Ponnavolu (2002) as part of a larger  

set of scales that the authors ultimately called the 8Cs since all of the scales began with the 

letter S.  The in-depth interviews helped to identify eight factors that seemed to influence e-

loyalty.  Following that, more in-depth interviews were conducted to help generate scale 

items.  They were evaluated by a group of academics and then pretested with a small sample.    

RELIABILITY: 

An alpha of .80 was reported for the scale by Srinivasan, Anderson, and Ponnavolu  (2002). 

VALIDITY:  

Beyond what was stated (above) regarding the Origin of the scale, Srinivasan, Anderson, and 

Ponnavolu (2002) divided the main study’s sample into three parts.  One part was for an 

exploratory factor analysis (n=180) and one was for a confirmatory factor analysis (n=180).  

These analyses led to the scales being purified for model estimation using the largest portion 

of the main study’s sample (n=851).  Having said that, specific evidence in support of this 

scale’s validity was not provided.   

 
REFERENCES: 
 
Srinivasan, Srini S., Rolph Anderson, and Kishore Ponnavolu (2002), “Customer Loyalty  in 

E-commerce: An Exploration of its  Antecedents and Consequences,” JR, 78 (1), 41-50. 



 

 This website provides a "one-stop shop" for my shopping. 

 This website does not satisfy a majority of my online shopping needs. (r)  

 The choice of products at this website is limited. (r) 

 This website does not carry a wide selection of products to choose from. (r) 

3.7.2 Attitude Toward the Website (Design Clarity) 

SCALE DESCRIPTION: 

Following statements are used to assess a person’s attitude regarding the layout of a website, 

with emphasis on its visual appeal and ease of use.  The scale was called navigation and 

presentation by Bart et al. (2005).   

SCALE ORIGIN: 

No information regarding the scale’s origin was provided by Bart et al. (2005).  It appears to 

be original to their work.  

RELIABILITY:  

The authors reported the scale to have an alpha of .85 (Bart et al. 2005). 

VALIDITY:  

The authors provided evidence that the measurement model was acceptable. Additionally, 

evidence was provided in support of this scale’s convergent and discriminant validities.  The 

average variance extracted for this construct was .68.  

REFERENCES: 

Bart, Yakov, Venkatesh Shankar, Fareena Sultan, and Glen L. Urban (2005), “Are the 

Drivers and Role of Online Trust the Same for All Web Sites and Consumers? A Large-Scale 

Exploratory Study,” JM, 69 (October), 133-152.  

SCALE ITEMS: 

1. Overall layout of the site is clear. 

2. The process for browsing is clear. 

3. The site is visually appealing. 

4. There were no errors or crashing. 

5. There were no busy server messages. 

6. There were no pages “under construction.” 

 

3.7.3.Attitude Toward the Website (Order Fulfillment) 



SCALE DESCRIPTION: 

The scale has six items and is intended to measure a person’s attitude about the way a 

particular website manages orders with the emphasis on issues relevant to customers, e.g., 

providing confirmation of orders, delivery options, and clear return policies.   

SCALE ORIGIN: 

No information regarding the scale’s origin was provided by Bart et al. (2005).  It appears to 

be original to their work.  

RELIABILITY:  

The authors reported the scale to have an alpha of .92 (Bart et al. 2005). 

VALIDITY:  

The authors provided evidence that the measurement model was acceptable. Additionally, 

evidence was provided in support of this scale’s convergent and discriminant validities.  The 

average variance extracted for this construct was .79.  

REFERENCES: 

 

Bart, Yakov, Venkatesh Shankar, Fareena Sultan, and Glen L. Urban (2005), “Are the  

Drivers and Role of Online Trust the Same for All Web Sites and Consumers? A Large-Scale 

Exploratory Study,” JM, 69 (October), 133-152.  

SCALE ITEMS: 

1. Delivery options are available. 

2. Return policies or other measures of accountability are present. 

3. Order confirmation is given via e-mail. 

4. My overall trust in this site is  

5. My overall believability of the information on this site  

6. My overall confidence in the recommendations on this site is  

3.7.4 Attitude Toward the Website (Quality Image) 

SCALE DESCRIPTION: 

The scale uses three statements to assess a person’s attitude about a website, with 

theemphasis being on familiarity with the company that owns the site and the quality 

levelof what it does.  The scale was called brand strength by Bart et al. (2005).   

SCALE ORIGIN: 

No information regarding the scale’s origin was provided by Bart et al. (2005).  It appears 

to be original to their work.  



RELIABILITY:  

The authors reported the scale to have an alpha of .84 (Bart et al. 2005). 

VALIDITY:  

The authors provided evidence that the measurement model was acceptable. Additionally, 

evidence was provided in support of this scale’s convergent anddiscriminant validities.  

The average variance extracted for this construct was .66.  

REFERENCES: 

Bart, Yakov, Venkatesh Shankar, Fareena Sultan, and Glen L. Urban (2005), “Are the  

Drivers and Role of Online Trust the Same for All Web Sites and Consumers? ALarge-

Scale Exploratory Study,” JM, 69 (October), 133-152.  

SCALE ITEMS: 

1. I am familiar with the company whose site this is. 

2. The site represents a quality company or organization. 

3. The quality of the brands being advertised on this site is consistent with the 

quality of the site's sponsoring company. 

4. Total shopping time 

5. Convenience 

6. Ease of browsing 

 

 

3.7.5 Attitude Toward the Website (Content Interactivity) 

SCALE DESCRIPTION: 

The scale is composed of five, seven-point Likert type statements intended to assess a 

person’s attitude regarding the degree to which a website has a “dynamic nature” enabling 

customers to search for, view, and compare products.  

SCALE ORIGIN: 

The scale was developed by Srinivasan, Anderson, and Ponnavolu (2002) as part of a larger 

set of scales that the authors ultimately called the 8Cs since all of the scales began with the 

letter S.  The in-depth interviews helped to identify eight factors that seemed to influence e-

loyalty.  Following that, more in-depth interviews were conducted to help generate scale 

items.  They were evaluated by a group of academics and then pretested with a small sample.    

RELIABILITY: 

An alpha of .63 was reported for the scale by Srinivasan, Anderson, and Ponnavolu  (2002).  

This value is low enough to suggest that further refinement is called for. 



VALIDITY:  

Beyond what was stated (above) regarding the Origin of the scale, Srinivasan, Anderson, and 

Ponnavolu (2002) divided the main study’s sample into three parts.  One part was for an 

exploratory factor analysis (n=180) and one was for a confirmatory factor analysis (n=180).  

These analyses led to the scales being purified for model estimation using the largest portion 

of the main study’s sample (n=851).  Having said that, specific evidence in support of this 

scale’s validity was not provided.   

REFERENCES: 

 

Srinivasan, Srini S., Rolph Anderson, and Kishore Ponnavolu (2002), “Customer Loyalty  

in E-commerce: An Exploration of its  Antecedents and Consequences,” JR, 78 (1), 41-50.  

SCALE ITEMS: 

 

1.This website enables me  to view the merchandise from different angles.  

2.This website has a search tool that enables me to locate products. 

3.This website does not have a tool that makes product comparisons easy. (r) 

4.I feel that this is a very engaging website. 

5.I believe that this website is not a very dynamic one. (r) 

 

3.7.6 Brand Selection 

SCALE DESCRIPTION: 

This scale is composed of four, nine-point Likert-type items intended to measure the degree 

to which a person believes that a brand can be depended upon and, thereby, reduce the time 

and effort that would otherwise be expended by the consumer to gather information useful for 

making the brand selection.  

SCALE ORIGIN: 

The items used by Erdem and Swait (2004) are from  an earlier study of theirs (Erdem and  

Swait 1998).  It is not clear, however, that the composition of the scales was exactly the same 

in both studies.  

RELIABILITY: 

Erdem and Swait (2004) reported an alpha of .75 for the scale.  

VALIDITY: 

 



No information regarding the scale’s validity was provided by Erdem and Swait (2004).  

They claim all of their scales were validated in their earlier study (Erdem and Swait 1998).  

However, critical details of the validation were not provided by Erdem and Swait (1998) nor 

is it even clear that the items shown below were unidimensional.   

REFERENCES: 

 

Erdem, Tulin and Joffre Swait (1998), “Brand Equity as a Signaling Phenomenon,”  

Journal of Consumer Psychology, 7 (April), 131-157. 

Erdem, Tulin and Joffre Swait (2004), “Brand Credibility, Brand Consideration and  

Choice,” JCR, 31 (June), 191-198. 

SCALE ITEMS:   

 

1.I need lots more information about this brand before I’d buy it. (r) 

2.I know what I’m going to get from this brand, which saves time shopping around. 

3.I know I can count on this brand being there in the future. 

4.This brand gives me what I want, which saves me time and effort trying to do better. 

 

3.7.8 SCALE NAME: Website Usage Intention 

SCALE DESCRIPTION: 

The scale has three items that are supposed to measure various intentions a customer has with 

regard to a certain website, in particular that the person would register at it as well as 

purchase at it and recommend its usage to friends.  To make the scale less hypothetical, the 

term “would” could be replaced with “will.”  The scale was called behavioral intent by Bart 

et al. (2005).  

SCALE ORIGIN: 

No information regarding the scale’s origin was provided by Bart et al. (2005).  It appears to 

be original to their work.  

RELIABILITY:  

The authors reported that the scale to had an alpha of .88 (Bart et al. 2005). 

VALIDITY:  

The authors provided evidence that the measurement model was acceptable. Additionally, 

evidence was provided in support of this scale’s convergent and discriminant validities.  The 

average variance extracted for this construct was .72.  



Despite this evidence, the lack of face validity raises doubts about the scale’s 

unidimensionality.  

REFERENCES: 

Bart, Yakov, Venkatesh Shankar, Fareena Sultan, and Glen L. Urban (2005), “Are the 

Drivers and Role of Online Trust the Same for All Web Sites and Consumers? A Large-Scale 

Exploratory Study,” JM, 69 (October), 133-152.  

SCALE ITEMS: 

1.I would purchase an item at this site.  

2.I would recommend this site to a friend.  

3.I would register at this site. 

 

3.7.9 Finalization of the Questionnaire 

CUS Customization 

C1  This website provides a "one-stop shop" for my shopping. 

C2  This website does not satisfy a majority of my online shopping needs. (r)  

C3  The choice of products at this website is limited. (r) 

C4  This website does not carry a wide selection of products to choose from. 

(r) 

DC Design Clarity 

DC4  1.There were no errors or crashing. 

DC5  2.There were no busy server messages. 

DC6  3.There were no pages “under construction.” 

DC1  1.Overall layout of the site is clear. 

DC2  2.The process for browsing is clear. 

DC3  3.The site is visually appealing. 

OF Order fulfilment 

OF1  1.Delivery options are available. 

OF2  2.Return policies or other measures of accountability are present. 

OF3  3.Order confirmation is given via e-mail. 

OF4  1.Total shopping time 

OF5  2.Convenience 

OF6  3.Ease of browsing 

QI Brand strength/quality image 

QI1  1.I am familiar with the company whose site this is. 

QI2  2.The site represents a quality company or organization. 

QI3  3.The quality of the brands being advertised on this site is consistent with 

the quality of the site's sponsoring company. 

QI4  1.My overall trust in this site is . . . . 

QI5  2.My overall believability of the information on this site is . . . .  

QI6  3.My overall confidence in the recommendations on this site is . . . . 

CI Content interactive 



CI1  1.This website enables me  to view the merchandise from different 

angles.  

CI2  2.This website has a search tool that enables me to locate products. 

CI3  3.This website does not have a tool that makes product comparisons easy. 

(r) 

CI4  4.I feel that this is a very engaging website. 

CI5  5.I believe that this website is not a very dynamic one. (r) 

BS Brand selection 

BS1  1.I need lots more information about this brand before I’d buy it. (r) 

BS2  2.I know what I’m going to get from this brand, which saves time 

shopping around. 

BS3  3.I know I can count on this brand being there in the future. 

BS4  4.This brand gives me what I want, which saves me time and effort trying 

to do better. 

WUI Website usage Intention 

WUI1  1.I would purchase an item at this site.  

WUI2  2.I would recommend this site to a friend.  

WUI3  3.I would register at this site. 

WUI4  I would like to receive updates 

 

3.8 Research Design  

As per Burns and Grove, the outline of a study is the finished after-effect of an arrangement 

of choices made by the specialist concerning how the study will be led. The configuration is 

nearly connected with the structure of the study and aides getting ready for executing the 

study. It is a diagram for directing the study that augments control over components that 

could meddle with the legitimacy of the discoveries. As indicated by Polit and Hungler, 

examination plans shift with respect to the amount structure the researcher forces on the 

exploration circumstance and the amount adaptability is permitted once the study is under 

way. The exploration plans of most quantitative studies are very organized.  

It is likewise conceivable to do exploration utilizing more open procedures, known as 

qualitative examination. Qualitative examination concentrates on significance, encounter and 

understanding and subsequently these outlines give the specialist the chance to collaborate 

with the people or gatherings whose encounters the researcher needs to get it.  

3.7.1 The Population 

The saying populace means the total from which the example is to be taken. It may be limited 

or unending. A limited populace is the one in which the amount of things is definite, while an 



unbounded populace is the one the things can't be resolved. For this study, the online 

shoppers living dominant part in Delhi-NCR Region were considered as populace from where 

the example must be inferred.  

3.7.2 The Sample Frame 

This alludes to the source rundown from which the specimens were to be taken. It holds the 

names of every last one of things of the universe. For this examination, online shoppers living 

in NCR India were the respondents. Majorly the ones falling in the age gathering of 21 and 

above years were looked into. They were from different educational backgrounds and 

occupation. From the gender prospective the researcher might look into a mix of males and 

females and who shop online. 

3.7.3 Sampling Technique 

The researcher utilized amount inspecting partitioning into the NCR said above and in each 

of these zones non-random of purposive/Judgmental testing is utilized with the end goal of 

review. It is an examining system in which the example is gotten by selecting helpful 

populace units. With the end goal of the study, essential information was gathered with the 

assistance of a generally drafted Questionnaire given to online purchasers. Further, 

Judgmental examining was taken after, as it is suitable for exploratory studies. Further 

Judgmental or purposive examining strategy was utilized for two reasons firstly respondents 

are chosen on the grounds that they happen to be in opportune spot at the ideal time and 

alternate is, comfort inspecting method is not proposed for elucidating or cool research yet 

they might be in exploratory examination for creating plans [Malhotra 2005].  

3.8 Pilot Testing 

Pilot testing is a little scale trial, where a couple of examinees take the test and remark on the 

mechanics of the test. They call attention to any issues with the test guidelines, occasions 

where things are not clear, and designing and other typographical blunders or potentially 

issues. On account of PC based testing, pilot-test examinees additionally remark on any 

issues with the PC interface. When all issues with the test things and structures have been 

tended to, the tests are prepared for substantial scale field testing.  

 



Altogether, 81 respondents have given information to the poll. As a matter of first 

importance, the altering of the information was performed, where crude information was 

analyzed to identify blunders and exclusions in the reactions. The unwavering quality of 

respondents' reaction was tried according to the control questions presented in different areas 

of the poll.  

 

Cronbach's alpha is the most widely recognized measure of inner consistency ("unwavering 

quality"). It is most normally utilized when you have various Likert inquiries in an 

overview/poll that shape a scale and you wish to figure out whether the scale is dependable. 

In the event that you are worried with between rater unwavering quality, we additionally have 

a guide on utilizing Cohen's (κ) kappa that you may discover valuable.  

3.9 Cronbach’s Alpha 

Reliability is the degree to which a rundown of scale things would create predictable 

outcomes if information gathering were rehashed (Malhotra, 2007) and is surveyed by 

deciding the extent of methodical variety in a scale. Figuring the Cronbach Alpha coefficient 

of a scale is the most generally drilled pointer of inner consistency (Pallant, 2007), with the 

perfect Cronbach Alpha co-effective being more than 0.7 (Hair et al. 2010). An estimation of 

beneath 0.7 is considered to demonstrate unsuitable inside consistency dependability 

(Malhotra, 2007). Cronbach's Alpha is utilized as a part of this examination to evaluate inside 

consistency unwavering quality of the scale things of the poll. 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's 

Alpha N of Items 

.942 35 

 

 

 

The Cronbach Alpha coefficient of the scale of the research, as displayed in is 0.942. Since 

this figure is above the necessary 0.7 Cronbach Alpha ideal, the scale items used have a 

satisfactory internal consistency and can be deemed reliable statistically. 

 



3.10 Data Analysis 

There are completely two sorts of tests used as a piece of truths for data examination – 

parametric tests and Multivariate investigation. Data accumulated was method with SPSS.  

Parametric tests depend on the supposition that the examples were drawn from ordinarily 

appropriated populace, or all the more precisely that the specimen means were typically 

circulated. Since the testing system requires supposition about the kind of populace or 

parameters i.e. the populace values, these tests are known as parametric tests 

3.10.1Methods of Data Analysis 

Strategies for information investigation are basically controlled by the theory to be tried or 

look into inquiries to be replied (which additionally decide the configuration of the 

instrument and how the information was accumulated)  

The most usually utilized graphic measurements incorporate means, standard deviation, 

recurrence checks and rates. Among the most ordinarily utilized inferential insights are t-test, 

ANOVA and different relationship coefficients .More perplexing factual methods 

incorporates figure investigation, relapse investigation, segregate investigation, multivariate 

examination of fluctuation and so on.  

In setting of this review, the measurable programming bundle SPSS is being utilized for 

information examination .Following tests are directed on the information gathered by survey: 

3.10.1.1Reliability Test: - Cronbach’s alpha 

Alpha was produced by Lee Cronbach in 1951 to give a measure of the inward consistency of 

a test or scale; it is communicated as a number in the vicinity of 0 and 1. Inward consistency 

portrays the degree to which every one of the things in a test measure a similar idea or build 

and henceforth it is essential yet not adequate condition for measuring homogeneity in a 

specimen of test things. Dependability is the degree to which a rundown of scale things 

would deliver a reliable outcome if the information gathering was rehashed and is evaluated 

by deciding the extent of methodical variety in scale. Ascertaining cronbach alpha coefficient 

of a scale is the most normally drilled marker of inward consistency with the perfect 

cronbach alpha co-productive being more than .07. 

3.10.1.2Confirmatory Factor Analysis 



Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) is a factual procedure used to confirm the component 

structure of an arrangement of watched factors. CFA permits the specialist to test the 

speculation that a relationship between watched factors and their fundamental dormant builds 

exists. The scientist utilizes information of the hypothesis, observational research, or both, 

hypothesizes the relationship design from the earlier and afterward tests the speculation 

factually. CFA permits the specialist to test the theory that a relationship between the 

watched factors and their hidden inactive construct(s) exists. The specialist utilizes 

information of the hypothesis, observational research, or both, proposes the relationship 

design from the earlier and afterward tests the theory factually.  

 

Conventional measurable techniques regularly use one factual test to decide the 

noteworthiness of the examination. Be that as it may, Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), 

CFA particularly, depends on a few measurable tests to decide the ampleness of model fit to 

the information. The chi-square test shows the measure of distinction amongst expected and 

watched covariance frameworks. A chi-square esteem near zero shows little contrast between 

the normal and watched covariance frameworks. What's more, the likelihood level must be 

more prominent than 0.05 when chi-square is near zero.  

   

The Comparative Fit Index (CFI) is equivalent to the inconsistency work balanced for test 

measure. CFI ranges from 0 to 1 with a bigger esteem demonstrating better model fit. Worthy 

model fit is shown by a CFI estimation of 0.90 or more prominent (Hu and Bentler, 1999).  

 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is identified with remaining in the 

model. RMSEA values go from 0 to 1 with a littler RMSEA esteem showing better model fit. 

Satisfactory model fit is demonstrated by a RMSEA estimation of 0.06 or less (Hu and 

Bentler, 1999).  

 

On the off chance that model fit is worthy, the parameter appraisals are inspected. The 

proportion of every parameter gauge to its standard mistake is disseminated as a z 

measurement and is critical at the 0.05 level if its esteem surpasses 1.96 and at the 0.01 level 

it its esteem surpasses 2.56 (Hoyle, 1995). Unstandardized parameter gauges hold scaling 

data of factors and must be deciphered with reference to the sizes of the factors. 

Institutionalized parameter appraisals are changes of unstandardized assessments that expel 



scaling and can be utilized for casual correlations of parameters all through the model. 

Institutionalized evaluations compare to impact measure gauges. 

3.10.1.3 Structural Equation Modeling 

 

SEM is an augmentation of the linear straight model (GLM) that empowers a scientist to test 

an arrangement of relapse conditions at the same time. SEM programming can test 

conventional models, yet it likewise allows examination of more intricate connections and 

models, for example, corroborative variable investigation and time arrangement 

examinations.  

 

The essential way to deal with playing out a SEM investigation is as per the following:  

 

The analyst first indicates a model in view of hypothesis, and after that decides how to gauge 

builds, gathers information, and after that sources of info the information into the SEM 

programming bundle. The bundle fits the information to the predetermined model and creates 

the outcomes, which incorporate general model fit insights and parameter gauges. The 

contribution to the examination is typically a covariance framework of measured factors, for 

example, study thing scores, however in some cases lattices of relationships or grids of 

covariances and means are utilized. Practically speaking, the information examiner more 

often than not supplies SEM programs with crude information, and the projects change over 

these information into covariances and means for its own utilization. The model comprises of 

an arrangement of connections among the deliberate factors. These connections are then 

communicated as confinements on the aggregate arrangement of conceivable connections. 

The outcomes highlight general lists of model fit and parameter gauges, standard mistakes, 

and test measurements for each free parameter in the model. 

 

 

 

  



Chapter-4Data Analysis and Results 

 

  



 

4.1 Introduction 

 

In Chapter Four, the collected data through distributing 400 questionnaires was interpreted 

and analyzed using reliability test, consisting factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis and 

structural equation modeling. The data was generated using SPSS 21.0 program. However, 

only 331 are usable as 83% of them are outliers and removed from the data. 

There are comprehensively two sorts of tests utilized as a part of facts for information 

examination – parametric tests and Multivariate analysis. Information gathered was 

procedure with SPSS.  

There are comprehensively two sorts of tests utilized as a part of facts for information 

examination – parametric tests and Multivariate analysis. Information gathered was 

procedure with SPSS.  

Since the number of respondents was 200, parametric tests are based on the assumption that 

the samples were drawn from normally distributed population, or more accurately that the 

sample means were normally distributed. According to the theorem of central tendencies if 

the value of N is more than 200 the data can be assumed to be normally distributed (N=331). 

Because the testing procedure requires assumption about the type of population or parameters 

i.e. the population values, these tests are known as parametric tests. The researcher used 

Multivariate analysis for data analysis. Factor analysis was used to draw the results. 

This chapter details the analysis conducted on the survey data.  The purpose of this research 

was to study the factors affecting online buying behaviour towards brand selection . The first 

step of the data analysis following coding was to examine the responses and remove any 

questionnaires that were not complete enough to include in the analysis.  Respondents who 

failed to complete at least 90% of the survey items were removed from the sample prior to 

statistical analysis.  Finally, to fulfil the objective, reliability test was conducted, first the 

zero-order CFA was conducted then CFA was run using AMOS and finally each construct 

was run on CFA and finally SEM was conducted to test the proposed model.  The details are 

as follows:- 



4.2 Reliability Analysis 

Reliability as used in research refers fundamentally to consistency of measures which allows 

for replication of the same results when similar studies are carried out (Bryman and Bell, 

2007). A Cronbach’s alpha was used to measure reliability of concepts, The main reason 

being to reduce the measurement error while the rule is drawn that the higher the value of 

Cronbach's alpha the higher the degree of inter correlation among items in the scale.(Hair, 

Money, Samouel & Page 2007,244)  

 
Table 2Case Processing Summary 

 

 N % 

Cases Valid 331 100.0 

Excludeda 0 .0 

Total 331 100.0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the 

procedure. 

 

 
Table 3Reliability Statistics 

 

Cronbach's 

Alpha N of Items 

.942 35 

 

 

 

This measurement ranged between 1 (denoting a perfect internal reliability) and 0 (denoting 

no internal reliability). However, a measure above 0.7 suggests a good reliability and above 

that the better (Zikmund etal 2010:306) this study seeks to achieve the good reliability.  

4.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) is a factual procedure used to confirm the component 

structure of an arrangement of watched factors. CFA permits the specialist to test the 



speculation that a relationship between watched factors and their fundamental dormant builds 

exists. The scientist utilizes information of the hypothesis, observational research, or both, 

hypothesizes the relationship design from the earlier and afterward tests the speculation 

factually. CFA permits the specialist to test the theory that a relationship between the 

watched factors and their hidden inactive construct(s) exists. The specialist utilizes 

information of the hypothesis, observational research, or both, proposes the relationship 

design from the earlier and afterward tests the theory factually.  

 

Conventional measurable techniques regularly use one factual test to decide the 

noteworthiness of the examination. Be that as it may, Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), 

CFA particularly, depends on a few measurable tests to decide the ampleness of model fit to 

the information. The chi-square test shows the measure of distinction amongst expected and 

watched covariance frameworks. A chi-square esteem near zero shows little contrast between 

the normal and watched covariance frameworks. What's more, the likelihood level must be 

more prominent than 0.05 when chi-square is near zero.  

   

The Comparative Fit Index (CFI) is equivalent to the inconsistency work balanced for test 

measure. CFI ranges from 0 to 1 with a bigger esteem demonstrating better model fit. Worthy 

model fit is shown by a CFI estimation of 0.90 or more prominent (Hu and Bentler, 1999).  

 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is identified with remaining in the 

model. RMSEA values go from 0 to 1 with a littler RMSEA esteem showing better model fit. 

Satisfactory model fit is demonstrated by a RMSEA estimation of 0.06 or less (Hu and 

Bentler, 1999).  

 

On the off chance that model fit is worthy, the parameter appraisals are inspected. The 

proportion of every parameter gauge to its standard mistake is disseminated as a z 

measurement and is critical at the 0.05 level if its esteem surpasses 1.96 and at the 0.01 level 

it its esteem surpasses 2.56 (Hoyle, 1995). Unstandardized parameter gauges hold scaling 

data of factors and must be deciphered with reference to the sizes of the factors. 

Institutionalized parameter appraisals are changes of unstandardized assessments that expel 

scaling and can be utilized for casual correlations of parameters all through the model. 

Institutionalized evaluations compare to impact measure gauges 

 



Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Codes Factor Name 

CUS Customization 

DC Design Clarity 

OF Order fulfilment 

QI Brand strength/quality image 

CC Content Interactivity 

BS Brand selection 

WUI Website usage Intention 



4.3.1 Individual Construct SEM Models –Measurement models 

4.3.1.1 Customization 

 

Figure 2 Customization 

In the above figure, Customization is the latent construct having 4 measured variables. The 

extent to which each of these measured variables are associated to latent construct is 

represented by the variable’s loadings or standardized estimates. As the measured variable 

doesn’t explain the latent variable completely, an error term is supplemented. The four 

unidirectional arrows leading from CUS to each of the four observed variables tells that these 

score values are affected by the particular underlying factor. As such, these path coefficients 

denotes the degree of expected variation in the observed variables for every change in the 

associated latent variable (or factor). Here the connotation for the following terms is as: 

 

 Customization 

C1  This website provides a "one-stop shop" for my shopping. 

C2  This website does not satisfy a majority of my online shopping needs. (r)  

C3  The choice of products at this website is limited. (r) 

C4  This website does not carry a wide selection of products to choose from. (r) 

 

 



 

Table 4Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

C1 <--- CUS .934 

C2 <--- CUS .661 

C3 <--- CUS .847 

C4 <--- CUS .592 

 

The construct “Customization” with overall value is included in the validated model 

of factors affecting online buying behaviour towards brand selection  . The items including 

C1 (0.934), C 2 (.661), C3 (.847), C4 (.592), have all been included in the validated model of 

factors affecting online buying behaviour towards brand selection  as suggested in conceptual 

model.  Error related with observed variables denotes measurement error, which depicts on 

their adequacy in measuring the associated underlying factor (Customization). There two 

sources of measuring errors: random measurement error (in the psychometric sense) and error 

uniqueness, a term used to explain error variance rising from a characteristic that is 

considered to be unique (or unique) to a particular indicator variable. These error usually 

represents non-random (or systematic) measurement error 

Summary Table-CUS 

The Normed Fit 

Index (NFI)  0.985 

The Normed Fit Index  Exceeds 0.90 (Byrne, 1994) or 

0.95 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004) 

 

Incremental fit index, 

IFI 0.987 

IFI should be more than or equal to 0.90 to accept the 

model 

the Tucker-Lewis 

Index (TLI) 0.920 

Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) must be nearer to one 

The Comparative Fit 

Index 
0.987 

CFI exceeds 0.93 (Byrne, 1994) 

 

The Goodness of Fit 

Index  

 0.986 

The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) exceeds .90 (Byrne, 

1994) 

 

RMR 0.029 the RMR (good models < .08) 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

4.3.1.2 Design Clarity 

 

Figure 3Design Clarity 

In the above figure, Design clarity is the latent construct having 6 measured variables. The 

extent to which each of these measured variables are associated to latent construct is 

represented by the variable’s loadings or standardized estimates. As the measured variable 

doesn’t explain the latent variable completely, an error term is supplemented. The six 

unidirectional arrows leading from DC to each of the six observed variables tells that these 

score values are affected by the particular underlying factor. As such, these path coefficients 

denote the degree of expected variation in the observed variables for every change in the 

associated latent variable (or factor). Here the connotation for the following terms is as: 

DC Design Clarity 

DC4  1.There were no errors or crashing. 

DC5  2.There were no busy server messages. 

DC6  3.There were no pages “under construction.” 

DC1  1.Overall layout of the site is clear. 

DC2  2.The process for browsing is clear. 

DC3  3.The site is visually appealing. 

 

 



Table 5Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

DC4 <--- DC .494 

DC5 <--- DC .636 

DC6 <--- DC .775 

DC1 <--- DC .766 

DC2 <--- DC .493 

DC3 <--- DC .240 

 

The construct “Design Clarity” with overall value is included in the validated model 

of factors affecting online buying behaviour towards brand selection . The items including 

DC4 (0.494), DC 5(.636), DC6 (.775), DC1 (.766), DC2 (0.493) and DC3 (0.240) have all 

been included in the validated model of factors affecting online buying behaviour towards 

brand selection  as suggested in conceptual model.  Error related with observed variables 

denotes measurement error, which depicts on their adequacy in measuring the associated 

underlying factor (Design Clarity). There two sources of measuring errors: random 

measurement error (in the psychometric sense) and error uniqueness, a term used to explain 

error variance rising from a characteristic that is considered to be unique (or unique) to a 

particular indicator variable. These error usually represents non-random (or systematic) 

measurement error 

Summary Table-DC 

The Normed Fit 

Index (NFI)  0.964 

The Normed Fit Index  Exceeds 0.90 (Byrne, 1994) or 

0.95 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004) 

 

Incremental fit index, 

IFI 0.974 

IFI should be more than or equal to 0.90 to accept the 

model 

the Tucker-Lewis 

Index (TLI) 0.935 

Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) must be nearer to one 

The Comparative Fit 

Index 
0.974 

CFI exceeds 0.93 (Byrne, 1994) 

 

The Goodness of Fit 

Index  

 0.981 

The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) exceeds .90 (Byrne, 

1994) 

 

RMR 0.064 the RMR (good models < .08) 

 

 

 



4.3.1.3 Order Fulfillment 

 

Figure 4 Order Fulfillment 

In the above figure, Order fulfilment is the latent construct having 6 measured variables. The 

extent to which each of these measured variables are associated to latent construct is 

represented by the variable’s loadings or standardized estimates. As the measured variable 

doesn’t explain the latent variable completely, an error term is supplemented. The six 

unidirectional arrows leading from OF to each of the six observed variables tells that these 

score values are affected by the particular underlying factor. As such, these path coefficients 

denote the degree of expected variation in the observed variables for every change in the 

associated latent variable (or factor). Here the connotation for the following terms is as: 

OF Order fulfilment 

OF1  1.Delivery options are available. 

OF2  2.Return policies or other measures of accountability are present. 

OF3  3.Order confirmation is given via e-mail. 

OF4  1.Total shopping time 

OF5  2.Convenience 

OF6  3.Ease of browsing 

 

 

Table 6Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

OF1 <--- OF .841 

OF2 <--- OF .878 

OF3 <--- OF .692 

OF4 <--- OF .461 



   
Estimate 

OF5 <--- OF .483 

OF6 <--- OF .434 

 

The construct “Order fulfilment” with overall value is included in the validated model 

of factors affecting online buying behaviour towards brand selection. The items including 

OF1 (0.841), OF2 (.878), OF3 (.692), OF4 (.461), OF5 (0.483) and OF6 (0.434) have all 

been included in the validated model of factors affecting online buying behaviour towards 

brand selection as suggested in conceptual model.  Error related with observed variables 

denotes measurement error, which depicts on their adequacy in measuring the associated 

underlying factor (Order Fulfilment). There two sources of measuring errors: random 

measurement error (in the psychometric sense) and error uniqueness, a term used to explain 

error variance rising from a characteristic that is considered to be unique (or unique) to a 

particular indicator variable. These error usually represents non-random (or systematic) 

measurement error 

Summary Table-OF 

The Normed Fit 

Index (NFI)  0.994 

The Normed Fit Index  Exceeds 0.90 (Byrne, 1994) or 

0.95 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004) 

 

Incremental fit index, 

IFI 0.999 

IFI should be more than or equal to 0.90 to accept the 

model 

the Tucker-Lewis 

Index (TLI) 0.998 

Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) must be nearer to one 

The Comparative Fit 

Index 
0.994 

CFI exceeds 0.93 (Byrne, 1994) 

 

The Goodness of Fit 

Index  

 0.994 

The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) exceeds .90 (Byrne, 

1994) 

 

RMR 0.031 the RMR (good models < .08) 

 

 

 

 

 

 



4.3.1.4 Brand Selection 

 

 

Figure 5Brand Selection 

In the above figure, Brand Selection is the latent construct having 4 measured variables. The 

extent to which each of these measured variables are associated to latent construct is 

represented by the variable’s loadings or standardized estimates. As the measured variable 

doesn’t explain the latent variable completely, an error term is supplemented. The four 

unidirectional arrows leading from BS to each of the four observed variables tells that these 

score values are affected by the particular underlying factor. As such, these path coefficients 

denote the degree of expected variation in the observed variables for every change in the 

associated latent variable (or factor). Here the connotation for the following terms is as: 

 

BS Brand selection 

BS1  1.I need lots more information about this brand before I’d buy it. (r) 

BS2  2.I know what I’m going to get from this brand, which saves time shopping 

around. 

BS3  3.I know I can count on this brand being there in the future. 

BS4  4.This brand gives me what I want, which saves me time and effort trying to 

do better. 

 

 

Table 7Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

BS1 <--- BS .620 



   
Estimate 

BS2 <--- BS .698 

BS3 <--- BS .893 

BS4 <--- BS .723 

 

The construct “Brand selection” with overall value is included in the validated model 

of factors affecting online buying behaviour towards brand selection . The items including 

BS1 (0.620), BS2 (.698), BS3 (.893), and BS4 (.723) have all been included in the validated 

model of factors affecting online buying behaviour towards brand selection  as suggested in 

conceptual model.  Error related with observed variables denotes measurement error, which 

depicts on their adequacy in measuring the associated underlying factor (Brand selection). 

There two sources of measuring errors: random measurement error (in the psychometric 

sense) and error uniqueness, a term used to explain error variance rising from a characteristic 

that is considered to be unique (or unique) to a particular indicator variable. These error 

usually represents non-random (or systematic) measurement error 

Summary Table-BS 

The Normed Fit 

Index (NFI)  0.997 

The Normed Fit Index  Exceeds 0.90 (Byrne, 1994) or 

0.95 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004) 

 

Incremental fit index, 

IFI 0.999 

IFI should be more than or equal to 0.90 to accept the 

model 

the Tucker-Lewis 

Index (TLI) 0.994 

Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) must be nearer to one 

The Comparative Fit 

Index 
0.999 

CFI exceeds 0.93 (Byrne, 1994) 

 

The Goodness of Fit 

Index  

 0.999 

The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) exceeds .90 (Byrne, 

1994) 

 

RMR 0.014 the RMR (good models < .08) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



4.3.1.5 Content Interactivity 

 

 

Figure 6Content Interactivity 

In the above figure, Content Interactivity is the latent construct having 5 measured variables. 

The extent to which each of these measured variables are associated to latent construct is 

represented by the variable’s loadings or standardized estimates. As the measured variable 

doesn’t explain the latent variable completely, an error term is supplemented. The five 

unidirectional arrows leading from CC to each of the five observed variables tells that these 

score values are affected by the particular underlying factor. As such, these path coefficients 

denote the degree of expected variation in the observed variables for every change in the 

associated latent variable (or factor). Here the connotation for the following terms is as: 

 

CC Content Interactivity 

CC1  1.This website enables me  to view the merchandise from different angles.  

CC2  2.This website has a search tool that enables me to locate products. 

CC3  3.This website does not have a tool that makes product comparisons easy. (r) 

CC4  4.I feel that this is a very engaging website. 

CC5  5.I believe that this website is not a very dynamic one. (r) 

 

Table 8Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

CC5 <--- CC .602 

CC4 <--- CC .541 

CC3 <--- CC .799 



   
Estimate 

CC2 <--- CC .690 

CC1 <--- CC .505 

The construct “content clarity” with overall value is included in the validated model of 

factors affecting online buying behavior towards brand selection . The items including CC1 

(0.505), CC2 (.690), CC3 (.799), CC4 (.541) and CC5 (.602) have all been included in the 

validated model of factors affecting online buying behaviour towards brand selection as 

suggested in conceptual model.  Error related with observed variables denotes measurement 

error, which depicts on their adequacy in measuring the associated underlying factor (Content 

Interactivity). There two sources of measuring errors: random measurement error (in the 

psychometric sense) and error uniqueness, a term used to explain error variance rising from a 

characteristic that is considered to be unique (or unique) to a particular indicator variable. 

These error usually represents non-random (or systematic) measurement error 

Summary Table-CC 

The Normed Fit 

Index (NFI)  0.990 

The Normed Fit Index  Exceeds 0.90 (Byrne, 1994) or 

0.95 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004) 

 

Incremental fit index, 

IFI 0.997 

IFI should be more than or equal to 0.90 to accept the 

model 

the Tucker-Lewis 

Index (TLI) 0.989 

Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) must be nearer to one 

The Comparative Fit 

Index 
0.997 

CFI exceeds 0.93 (Byrne, 1994) 

 

The Goodness of Fit 

Index  

 0.995 

The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) exceeds .90 (Byrne, 

1994) 

 

RMR 0.028 the RMR (good models < .08) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

4.3.1.6 Quality Image 

 

 

Figure 7Quality Image 

In the above figure, Quality Image is the latent construct having 6 measured variables. The 

extent to which each of these measured variables are associated to latent construct is 

represented by the variable’s loadings or standardized estimates. As the measured variable 

doesn’t explain the latent variable completely, an error term is supplemented. The five 

unidirectional arrows leading from QI to each of the five observed variables tells that these 

score values are affected by the particular underlying factor. As such, these path coefficients 

denote the degree of expected variation in the observed variables for every change in the 

associated latent variable (or factor). Here the connotation for the following terms is as: 

QI Quality image 

QI1  I am familiar with the company whose site this is. 

QI2  The site represents a quality company or organization. 

QI3  The quality of the brands being advertised on this site is consistent with the 

quality of the site's sponsoring company. 

QI4  My overall trust in this site is . . . . 

QI5  My overall believability of the information on this site is . . . .  

QI6  My overall confidence in the recommendations on this site is . . . . 

 

 



Table 9Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

QI1 <--- QI .478 

QI2 <--- QI .748 

QI3 <--- QI .866 

QI4 <--- QI .712 

QI5 <--- QI .568 

QI6 <--- QI .463 

 

The construct “Quality Image” with overall value is included in the validated model 

of factors affecting online buying behaviour towards brand selection. The items including 

QI1 (0.478), QI2 (.748), QI3 (.866), QI4 (.712), QI5 (.568) and QI6 (.463) have all been 

included in the validated model of factors affecting online buying behaviour towards brand 

selection  as suggested in conceptual model.  Error related with observed variables denotes 

measurement error, which depicts on their adequacy in measuring the associated underlying 

factor (Quality Image). There two sources of measuring errors: random measurement error 

(in the psychometric sense) and error uniqueness, a term used to explain error variance rising 

from a characteristic that is considered to be unique (or unique) to a particular indicator 

variable. These error usually represents non-random (or systematic) measurement error 

Summary Table-QI 

The Normed Fit 

Index (NFI)  0.989 

The Normed Fit Index  Exceeds 0.90 (Byrne, 1994) or 

0.95 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004) 

 

Incremental fit index, 

IFI 0.996 

IFI should be more than or equal to 0.90 to accept the 

model 

the Tucker-Lewis 

Index (TLI) 0.987 

Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) must be nearer to one 

The Comparative Fit 

Index 
0.994 

CFI exceeds 0.93 (Byrne, 1994) 

 

The Goodness of Fit 

Index  

 0.992 

The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) exceeds .90 (Byrne, 

1994) 

 

RMR 0.035 the RMR (good models < .08) 

 

 

 

 



4.3.1.7 Website Usage Intention 

 

 

Figure 8Website Usage Intention 

In the above figure, Website Usage Intention is the latent construct having 4 measured 

variables. The extent to which each of these measured variables are associated to latent 

construct is represented by the variable’s loadings or standardized estimates. As the measured 

variable doesn’t explain the latent variable completely, an error term is supplemented. The 

five unidirectional arrows leading from WUI to each of the four observed variables tells that 

these score values are affected by the particular underlying factor. As such, these path 

coefficients denote the degree of expected variation in the observed variables for every 

change in the associated latent variable (or factor). Here the connotation for the following 

terms is as: 

WUI Website usage Intention 

WUI1  I would purchase an item at this site.  

WUI2  I would recommend this site to a friend.  

WUI3  I would register at this site. 

WUI4  I would like to receive updates 

 

 

 

Table 10Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

WUI1 <--- WUI .687 

WUI2 <--- WUI .809 

WUI3 <--- WUI .351 



   
Estimate 

WUI4 <--- WUI .673 

 

The construct “Website Usage Intention” with overall value is included in the 

validated model of factors affecting online buying behaviour towards brand selection. The 

items including WUI1 (0.687), WUI2 (.809), WUI3 (.351), and WUI6 (.673) have all been 

included in the validated model of factors affecting online buying behaviour towards brand 

selection as suggested in conceptual model.  Error related with observed variables denotes 

measurement error, which depicts on their adequacy in measuring the associated underlying 

factor (Website Usage Intention). There two sources of measuring errors: random 

measurement error (in the psychometric sense) and error uniqueness, a term used to explain 

error variance rising from a characteristic that is considered to be unique (or unique) to a 

particular indicator variable. These error usually represents non-random (or systematic) 

measurement error 

Summary Table-WUI 

The Normed Fit 

Index (NFI)  0.989 

The Normed Fit Index  Exceeds 0.90 (Byrne, 1994) or 

0.95 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004) 

 

Incremental fit index, 

IFI 0.992 

IFI should be more than or equal to 0.90 to accept the 

model 

the Tucker-Lewis 

Index (TLI) 0.952 

Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) must be nearer to one 

The Comparative Fit 

Index 
0.992 

CFI exceeds 0.93 (Byrne, 1994) 

 

The Goodness of Fit 

Index  

 0.995 

The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) exceeds .90 (Byrne, 

1994) 

 

RMR 0.037 the RMR (good models < .08) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

4.4 CFA 



 

Figure 9CFA 

 



 

CUS Customization 

C1  This website provides a "one-stop shop" for my shopping. 

C2  This website does not satisfy a majority of my online shopping needs. (r)  

C3  The choice of products at this website is limited. (r) 

C4  This website does not carry a wide selection of products to choose from. (r) 

DC Design Clarity 

DC4  There were no errors or crashing. 

DC5  There were no busy server messages. 

DC6  There were no pages “under construction.” 

DC1  Overall layout of the site is clear. 

DC2  The process for browsing is clear. 

DC3  The site is visually appealing. 

OF Order fulfilment 

OF1  Delivery options are available. 

OF2  Return policies or other measures of accountability are present. 

OF3  Order confirmation is given via e-mail. 

OF4  Total shopping time 

OF5  Convenience 

OF6  Ease of browsing 

QI Brand strength/quality image 

QI1  I am familiar with the company whose site this is. 

QI2  The site represents a quality company or organization. 

QI3  The quality of the brands being advertised on this site is consistent with the 

quality of the site's sponsoring company. 

QI4  My overall trust in this site is 

QI5  My overall believability of the information on this site.  

QI6  My overall confidence in the recommendations on this site. 

CC Content Interactivity 

CC1  This website enables me  to view the merchandise from different angles.  

CC2  This website has a search tool that enables me to locate products. 



CC3  This website does not have a tool that makes product comparisons easy. (r) 

CC4  I feel that this is a very engaging website. 

CC5  I believe that this website is not a very dynamic one. (r) 

BS Brand selection 

BS1  I need lots more information about this brand before I’d buy it. (r) 

BS2  I know what I’m going to get from this brand, which saves time shopping 

around. 

BS3  I know I can count on this brand being there in the future. 

BS4  This brand gives me what I want, which saves me time and effort trying to do 

better. 

WUI Website usage Intention 

WUI1  I would purchase an item at this site.  

WUI2  I would recommend this site to a friend.  

WUI3  I would register at this site. 

WUI4  I would like to receive updates 

4.4.1  Construct Validity 

 ‘Construct validity indicated to the magnitude to which prepositions can reasonably be made 

from the checked in the study to the theoretical constructs on which those checked were 

based’ (Trochim, 2006). To say, it implies whether the scale measures what it declares to 

measure. Construct validity comprises of  convergent validity, discriminant validity and 

nomological validity (Malhotra, 2010). For the research, convergent validity and discriminant 

validity will be verified. These validities should be found together in order to give the 

evidence for construct validity (Trochim, 2006).  When there are many constructs in a study, 

it is essential to satisfy convergent & discriminant validities so as to satisfy construct validity 

(Agarwal, 2011). 

Convergent Validity 

Convergent validity  depicts the  magnitude to which the measures of a construct are 

positively associated to each other (Malhotra, 2010). Convergent validity is found out by 

comparing Cronbach alpha with Average Variance Explained by the measures (Hair et.al, 

2010). Average Variance Explained by the measures are the square of average of the factor 

loadings. The construct is called as valid as far as convergent validity is apprehended if: 

1) Cronbach Alpha co-efficient is more than 0.7 



2) Cronbach Alpha co-efficient is more than Average Variance Explained 

3) Average Variance Explained is higher than 0.5  

 

The following table shows the Convergent Validity Indices for the factors in consideration:  

 

Cronbach's 

Alpha Average Loading AVE MVE 

CUS .914 
0.779 0.607 0.0302 

DC .868 
0.686 0.470 0.2104 

OF .813 
0.712 0.507 0.1883 

QI .814 
0.697 0.486 0.0053 

CC .837 
0.795 0.633 0.1158 

BS .779 
0.758 0.575 0.0010 

WUI .758 
0.767 0.588 0.00034 

 

 

4.4.2Discriminant Validity 

Discriminant validity tells the  level to which the constructs be different from each other. It 

can be evaluated by evaluating the squared correlation (R2) of the corresponding constructs 

with the AVEs of construct. (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). For this,autmost of the two 

correlation coefficients is considered and squared. This is called Maximum Shared Variance 

(MSV). Discriminant validity can be said to be satisfactory if MSV of a pair of constructs is 

less than the AVE for each corresponding construct (Hair et.al, 2010). 

Discriminant Validity: MSV < AVE 

The following table shows the Discriminant Validity Indices for the factors in consideration: 

 

Cronbach's 

Alpha Average Loading AVE MVE 

CUS .914 
0.779 0.607 0.0302 

DC .868 
0.686 0.470 0.2104 

OF .813 
0.712 0.507 0.1883 

QI .814 
0.697 0.486 0.0053 

CC .837 
0.795 0.633 0.1158 



BS .779 
0.758 0.575 0.0010 

WUI .758 
0.767 0.588 0.00034 

 

 

The above table summarizes the reliability and validity measure values of all the constructs, 

namely factors affecting online buying behaviour towards brand selection. The Cronbach 

alpha values for all the constructs are above .07, i.e. above the required threshold, Cronbach 

(1951) shows all the construct have good internal consistency and reliability. Average 

Variance Explained too has crossed the required cut-off threshold of 0.4. This shows that all 

indicators effectively measure the construct they belong to. Moreover, the MSE also is below 

AVE which is sufficient evidence to prove that the constructs differ from each other.  

4.7.3 Goodness of Fit 

To estimate the goodness-of-fit of model, a number of measures of indices are used as 

suggested by Hair et al. (1998), Iacobucci (2010), Schumacker (1992): Chi-square/degrees 

of freedom (χ√/df) ratio, root mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA), Tuck Willis 

index (TLI), normed fit index (NFI),comparative fit index (CFI), incremental fit index (IFI).  

4.7.3.1 Tests of Absolute Fit 

The chi-square test of overall model fit is labeled Discrepancy in this output. Its value is 

2948.730 with 708 degrees of freedom, returning a probability value of less than .000 that a 

chi-square value this large or larger would be obtained by chance if the null hypothesis that 

the model fits the data is true. 

The 708 degrees of freedom represent the level of over identification of the model. Since the 

probability value of the chi-square test is smaller than the .05 level used by convention, we 

would reject the null hypothesis that the model fits the data.  

4.7.3.2 Tests of Relative Fit 

Because the chi-square test of absolute model fit is sensitive to sample size and non-

normality in the underlying distribution of the input variables, investigators often turn to 

various descriptive fit statistics to assess the overall fit a model to the data. In this framework, 

a model may be rejected on an absolute basis, yet a researcher may still claim that a given 

model outperforms some other baseline model by a substantial amount. Put another way, the 



argument researchers make in this context is that their chosen model is substantially less false 

than a baseline model, typically the independence model. A model that is parsimonious, and 

yet performs well in comparison to other models may be of substantive interest. For example, 

the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) compare the absolute fit 

of your specified model to the absolute fit of the Independence model. The greater the 

discrepancy between the overall fit of the two models, the larger the values of these 

descriptive statistics. A separate block of the output displays parsimony adjusted fit statistics. 

These fit statistics are similar to the adjusted R2 in multiple regression analysis: the 

parsimony fit statistics penalize large models with many estimated parameters and few 

leftover degrees of freedom. 

The fit output contains a large array of model fit statistics. All are designed to test or describe 

overall model fit. Each researcher has his or her favourite collection of fit statistics to report. 

Commonly reported fit statistics are the chi-square (labeled Discrepancy in the output shown 

above), its degrees of freedom (DF), its probability value (P), the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), 

and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and its lower and upper 

confidence interval boundaries. There is also a Standardized Root Mean Residual 

(Standardized RMR), but it is important to note that this fit index is only available for 

complete datasets (it will not be printed for databases containing incomplete data). 

Various rules of thumb for each of these fit statistics exist. These rules of thumb change as 

statisticians publish new simulation studies that further document the behaviour of various 

measures of fit. The chi-square test is an absolute test of model fit: If the probability value 

(P) is above .05, the model is accepted. 

The other measures of fit are descriptive. Hu and Bentler (1999) recommend RMSEA values 

below .08 and Tucker-Lewis Index values of .95 or higher. Since the RMSEA for this model 

is .059 and the Tucker-Lewis Index value is .876, the model fit well according to the 

descriptive measures of fit. 

Summary Table-CFA 

The Normed Fit 

Index (NFI)  0.857 

The Normed Fit Index  Exceeds 0.90 (Byrne, 1994) or 

0.95 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004) 

 

Incremental fit index, 

IFI 0.890 

IFI should be more than or equal to 0.90 to accept the 

model 



the Tucker-Lewis 

Index (TLI) 0.876 

Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) must be nearer to one 

The Comparative Fit 

Index 0.889 

CFI exceeds 0.93 (Byrne, 1994) 

 

The Goodness of Fit 

Index  

 0.872 

The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) exceeds .90 (Byrne, 

1994) 

 

RMSEA 0.059 the RMSEA (good models < .08) 

 

Hypotheses Testing 

H1 Trust is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online purchase 

decisions Not Accepted 

H2 Customization is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online 

purchase decisions Accepted 

H3 Design Clarity is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online 

purchase decisions Accepted 

H4 Order Delivery is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online 

purchase decisions Accepted 

H5 Quality Image is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online 

purchase decisions Accepted 

H6 Content Interactive is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online 

purchase decisions Accepted 

 

 

SEM is an augmentation of the linear straight model (GLM) that empowers a scientist to test 

an arrangement of relapse conditions at the same time. SEM programming can test 

conventional models, yet it likewise allows examination of more intricate connections and 

models, for example, corroborative variable investigation and time arrangement 

examinations.  

 

The essential way to deal with playing out a SEM investigation is as per the following:  

 

The analyst first indicates a model in view of hypothesis, and after that decides how to gauge 

builds, gathers information, and after that sources of info the information into the SEM 

programming bundle. The bundle fits the information to the predetermined model and creates 



the outcomes, which incorporate general model fit insights and parameter gauges. The 

contribution to the examination is typically a covariance framework of measured factors, for 

example, study thing scores, however in some cases lattices of relationships or grids of 

covariances and means are utilized. Practically speaking, the information examiner more 

often than not supplies SEM programs with crude information, and the projects change over 

these information into covariances and means for its own utilization. The model comprises of 

an arrangement of connections among the deliberate factors. These connections are then 

communicated as confinements on the aggregate arrangement of conceivable connections. 

The outcomes highlight general lists of model fit and parameter gauges, standard mistakes, 

and test measurements for each free parameter in the model. 

4.8 Testing of proposed model: Structural equation Modeling 

(SEM) was employed in this study to test proposed model and hypotheses and used AMOS as 

the analysis instrument. For parameter estimation, maximum likelihood method was adopted.  

Measurement model and structural model test were used to test fitness of the model. To 

assess direct and indirect relationships among the studied variables the researchers have 

followed a two-step procedure using confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation 

modeling (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). Amos has been used to perform these analyses. In the 

Model 1 of all paths from the Factors affecting online buying behaviour towards brand 

selection have been examined. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to have a 

more rigorous interpretation of Factors affecting online buying behaviour towards brand 

selection. The CFA model or Measurement model was employed to identify and determine 

the relationships of variables within the model. To evaluate the goodness-of-fit of model 

several measures of indices are used as suggested by Hair et al. (1998), Iacobucci (2010), 

Schumacker (1992): Chi-square/degrees of freedom (χ√/df) ratio, root mean-square error of 

approximation (RMSEA), goodness of fit index (GFI), normed fit index (NFI),comparative 

fit index (CFI), incremental fit index (IFI). Finally overall model Model3 was examined, by 

studying the Factors affecting online buying behaviour towards brand selection.  

 

4.8.1 Goodness of Fit 

To estimate the goodness-of-fit of model, a number of measures of indices are used as 

suggested by Hair et al. (1998), Iacobucci (2010), Schumacker (1992): Chi-square/degrees 



of freedom (χ√/df) ratio, root mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA), Tuck Willis 

index (TLI), normed fit index (NFI),comparative fit index (CFI), incremental fit index (IFI).  

 

4.8.2 Tests of Absolute Fit 

The chi-square test of overall model fit is labeled Discrepancy in this output. Its value is 

2948.730 with 708 degrees of freedom, returning a probability value of less than .000 that a 

chi-square value this large or larger would be obtained by chance if the null hypothesis that 

the model fits the data is true. 

The 708 degrees of freedom represent the level of over identification of the model. Since the 

probability value of the chi-square test is smaller than the .05 level used by convention, we 

would reject the null hypothesis that the model fits the data.  

4.8.3. Tests of Relative Fit 

Because the chi-square test of absolute model fit is sensitive to sample size and non-

normality in the underlying distribution of the input variables, investigators often turn to 

various descriptive fit statistics to assess the overall fit a model to the data. In this framework, 

a model may be rejected on an absolute basis, yet a researcher may still claim that a given 

model outperforms some other baseline model by a substantial amount. Put another way, the 

argument researchers make in this context is that their chosen model is substantially less false 

than a baseline model, typically the independence model. A model that is parsimonious, and 

yet performs well in comparison to other models may be of substantive interest. For example, 

the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) compare the absolute fit 

of your specified model to the absolute fit of the Independence model. The greater the 

discrepancy between the overall fit of the two models, the larger the values of these 

descriptive statistics. A separate block of the output displays parsimony adjusted fit statistics. 

These fit statistics are similar to the adjusted R2 in multiple regression analysis: the 

parsimony fit statistics penalize large models with many estimated parameters and few 

leftover degrees of freedom. 

The fit output contains a large array of model fit statistics. All are designed to test or describe 

overall model fit. Each researcher has his or her favourite collection of fit statistics to report. 

Commonly reported fit statistics are the chi-square (labeled Discrepancy in the output shown 

above), its degrees of freedom (DF), its probability value (P), the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), 



and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and its lower and upper 

confidence interval boundaries. There is also a Standardized Root Mean Residual 

(Standardized RMR), but it is important to note that this fit index is only available for 

complete datasets (it will not be printed for databases containing incomplete data). 

Various rules of thumb for each of these fit statistics exist. These rules of thumb change as 

statisticians publish new simulation studies that further document the behaviour of various 

measures of fit. The chi-square test is an absolute test of model fit: If the probability value 

(P) is above .05, the model is accepted. 

As the  RMSEA = 0.075, GFI = 0.931,  CFI = 0.905, and IFI = 0.906. All  measures  fulfill 

the suggested values. Therefore, model can be said as a good fit model. 

Summary Table-Model 2 

The Normed Fit 

Index (NFI)  0.888 

The Normed Fit Index  Exceeds 0.90 (Byrne, 1994) or 

0.95 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004) 

 

Incremental fit index, 

IFI 0.906 

IFI should be more than or equal to 0.90 to accept the 

model 

the Tucker-Lewis 

Index (TLI) 0.879 

Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) must be nearer to one 

The Comparative Fit 

Index 0.905 

CFI exceeds 0.93 (Byrne, 1994) 

 

The Goodness of Fit 

Index  

 0.931 

The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) exceeds .90 (Byrne, 

1994) 

 

RMSEA 0.075 the RMSEA (good models < .08) 

 

 



 

Figure 10 Model Testing 

 



 

 

Table 11Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

WUI <--- CUS .217 .035 6.240 *** 
 

WUI <--- DC .020 .123 .159 .874 
 

WUI <--- OF -.007 .030 -.225 .822 
 

WUI <--- QI .000 .022 -.009 .993 
 

WUI <--- CC .051 .028 1.808 .071 
 

WUI <--- age .004 .007 .532 .595 
 

WUI <--- gender .031 .015 2.106 .035 
 

WUI <--- occupation -.003 .023 -.151 .880 
 

WUI <--- education .018 .010 1.767 .077 
 

WUI <--- income -.002 .007 -.320 .749 
 

BS <--- WUI .858 .174 4.916 *** 
 

BS <--- age -.124 .048 -2.596 .009 
 

BS <--- gender -.009 .089 -.102 .919 
 

BS <--- occupation .075 .145 .518 .604 
 

BS <--- education .012 .063 .197 .844 
 

BS <--- income .150 .044 3.402 *** 
 

 

Hypotheses testing-Model2 

The probability of getting a critical ratio as large as 6.24 in absolute value is less than 0.001. 

In other words, the regression weight for CUS in the prediction of WUI is significantly 

different from zero at the 0.001 level (two-tailed). So we accept the hypothesis that 

Customization is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage Intention. 

The probability of getting a critical ratio as large as 0.159 in absolute value is 0.874. In other 

words, the regression weight for DC in the prediction of WUI is not significantly different 

from zero at the 0.05 level (two-tailed). SO we do not accept the hypothesis that Design 

clarity vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage Intention 

The probability of getting a critical ratio as large as 0.225 in absolute value is .822. In other 

words, the regression weight for OF in the prediction of WUI is not significantly different 

from zero at the 0.05 level (two-tailed). So we do not accept the hypothesis that order 

fulfilment vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage Intention 



The probability of getting a critical ratio as large as 0.009 in absolute value is .993. In other 

words, the regression weight for QI in the prediction of WUI is not significantly different 

from zero at the 0.05 level (two-tailed). 

The probability of getting a critical ratio as large as 1.808 in absolute value is .071. In other 

words, the regression weight for CC in the prediction of WUI is not significantly different 

from zero at the 0.05 level (two-tailed). So we accept the hypothesis that content interactive 

is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage Intention 

The probability of getting a critical ratio as large as 0.532 in absolute value is .595. In other 

words, the regression weight for age in the prediction of WUI is not significantly different 

from zero at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).So we do not accept the hypothesis that age is an 

important predictor influencing website usage intention 

The probability of getting a critical ratio as large as 2.106 in absolute value is .035. In other 

words, the regression weight for gender in the prediction of WUI is significantly different 

from zero at the 0.05 level (two-tailed). So we accept the hypothesis that gender is an 

important predictor influencing website usage intention 

The probability of getting a critical ratio as large as 0.151 in absolute value is .880. In other 

words, the regression weight for occupation in the prediction of WUI is not significantly 

different from zero at the 0.05 level (two-tailed). So we do not accept the hypothesis that 

occupation is an important predictor influencing website usage intention. 

The probability of getting a critical ratio as large as 1.767 in absolute value is .077. In other 

words, the regression weight for education in the prediction of WUI is not significantly 

different from zero at the 0.05 level (two-tailed). So we do not accept the hypothesis that 

education is an important predictor influencing website usage intention at 95% confidence 

level but we will accept the hypothesis that education is an important predictor influencing 

website usage intention at 90% confidence level. 

The probability of getting a critical ratio as large as 0.32 in absolute value is .749. In other 

words, the regression weight for income in the prediction of WUI is not significantly 

different from zero at the 0.05 level (two-tailed). So we do not accept the hypothesis that 

Income is an important predictor influencing website usage intention. 

The probability of getting a critical ratio as large as 4.916 in absolute value is less than 0.001. 

In other words, the regression weight for WUI in the prediction of BS is significantly 



different from zero at the 0.001 level (two-tailed). So we accept the hypothesis that Website 

usage Intention is an important factor influencing brand selectiononline. 

The probability of getting a critical ratio as large as 2.596 in absolute value is .009. In other 

words, the regression weight for age in the prediction of BS is significantly different from 

zero at the 0.01 level (two-tailed). So we accept the hypothesis that age is an important 

predictor influencing brand selection online. 

The probability of getting a critical ratio as large as 0.102 in absolute value is .919. In other 

words, the regression weight for gender in the prediction of BS is not significantly different 

from zero at the 0.05 level (two-tailed). So we do not accept the hypothesis that gender is an 

important predictor influencing brand selection online. 

 

The probability of getting a critical ratio as large as 0.518 in absolute value is .604. In other 

words, the regression weight for occupation in the prediction of BS is not significantly 

different from zero at the 0.05 level (two-tailed). So we do not accept the hypothesis that 

occupation is an important predictor influencing brand selection online. 

 

The probability of getting a critical ratio as large as 0.197 in absolute value is .844. In other 

words, the regression weight for education in the prediction of BS is not significantly 

different from zero at the 0.05 level (two-tailed). So we do not accept the hypothesis that 

education is an important predictor influencing brand selection online. 

 

The probability of getting a critical ratio as large as 3.402 in absolute value is less than 0.001. 

In other words, the regression weight for income in the prediction of BS is significantly 

different from zero at the 0.001 level (two-tailed). So we accept the hypothesis that Income is 

an important predictor influencing brand selection online. 

 

H7 Trust is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage Intention. Not 

Accepted 



H8 Customization is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage 

Intention Accepted 

H9 Design Clarity is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage 

Intention. Not Accepted 

H10 Order Delivery is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage 

Intention. Not Accepted 

H11 Quality Image is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage 

Intention. Not Accepted 

H12 Content Interactive is vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage 

Intention Accepted 

H13 Website usage Intention is an important factor influencing brand selectiononline. 

Accepted 

H14 Age is an important predictor influencing Website usage Intention. Not Accepted  

H15 Gender is an important predictor influencing Website usage Intention Accepted 

H16 Educational qualification is an important predictor influencing Website usage Intention 

Accepted 

H17 Income is an important predictor influencing Website usage Intention. Not Accepted 

H18 Age is an important predictor influencing brand selectiononline. Accepted 

H19 Gender is an important predictor influencing brand selection online. Not Accepted 

H20 Educational qualification is an important predictor influencing brand selection online. 

Not Accepted 

H21 Income is an important predictor influencing brand selectiononline. Accepted 

 

  



Chapter 5 Discussions 

  



5.1 Introduction 

Online buying behaviour (alsocalledonline shopping behaviour andInternetshopping/buying 

behaviour) refers to the process of purchasing products or services via the  Internet.  In  the  

typical  online  shopping  process,  when  potential  consumers recognize a need for some 

merchandise or service, they go to the Internet and search for need-related information. 

However, rather than searching actively, at times potential consumers are attracted by 

information about products or services associated with the felt need. They then evaluate 

alternatives and choose the one that best fits their criteria for meeting the felt need. Finally, a 

transaction is conducted and post-sales services provided. Online shopping attitude refers to 

consumer’s psychological state in terms of making purchases on the Internet. The study was 

conducted with an intention to know the perception of Indian consumers towards brand 

selection while shopping online. 

A sample of 331 respondents were collected vie emails with a help of well-drafted 

questionnaire asking the respondents about their perception of using a website for a brand 

selection. Following were the objectives drafted for the accomplishment of the study: 

 To study the various factors that affects the choice of brand selection online. 

 To study the online buying behaviour of consumers. 

 To study the threats and challenges towards online transactions. 

 To study the various factors that affects online buying behaviour of consumers 

and their choice of brand selection. 

5.2 Key Finding 

Based on the objectives hypotheses were formulated and statistically tested to prove the 

hypotheses developed. Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to find out the factor 

affecting the choice of brand selection online and structural equation modelling was 

conducted to know the various dimensions of online transaction. And finally the impact of 

demographic characteristics on website usage intention and brand selection has been tested in 

order to fulfil the objective. Following hypothesis were formulated and tested:- 

Trust (H1) has been an important factor in various studies conduct pan world but in our study 

trust did not emerge as a vital factor for the online purchase behaviour. Different researches 

gave different descriptions for the online trust, even though the general statements of online 



trust from different researchers are similar in some extent, everyone contributed some new 

things in the term of feature, dimension, element and role of trust. Kim and Benbasat (2003) 

identified four categories of trust related issues: “personal information, product quality and 

price, customer service, and store presence”. In the case of e-commerce shopping, Ang, 

Dubelaar, and Lee (2001) built three dimensions of trust which improve the perception of 

trust on the internet. The three dimensions include the ability of the online merchant to 

deliver a product or service that performs as promised, the willingness of the online merchant 

to rectify should the purchase not meet the customer’s satisfaction, and the presence of a 

privacy policy or statement on the web site. In the research of Kim, Song, Braynov, and Rao 

(2001), it claimed that there were six dimensions of online trust, namely information content, 

product, transaction, technology, institutional, and consumer-behavioral. The division of 

dimensions is different from other literature about trust online, because it broken down into 

many sub-dimensions or properties. The most important worth to mention is that the 

researchers built the theoretical framework of online trust, covering the different stages that a 

consumer went through to complete an online transaction. Kim et al. (2001) proposed that 

consumer could perceive trust before, during, or after the online transaction, furthermore, the 

researchers emphasized that different determinants of trust were associated with different 

stages of the transaction. as experimenter-controlled reputation profiles. 16 According to the 

statement above, we can see that the different divisions of online trust are similarity and 

overlapped in some extent. To sum up, the whole process of online transaction security, 

vendor’s reputation and capability, privacy and customer’s feedback should be considered by 

consumer perceiving online trust, however, apply to our research, we picked up transaction 

security, consumer privacy and vendor’s reputation and capability as the three most important 

elements of trust to test their importance of affecting customers’ attitude, when the consumers 

purchasing online for electronic products. Though many dimensions of trust has been 

undertaken as a vital parameter for online purchase decision but in our research trust was 

dropped in the pilot testing conducted on 81 respondents and many statement of trust got 

included in order deliver . 

Customisation (H2) is found to an important factor which perceived high in making an online 

purchase decision.  Earlier researches have also found it to be important parameter for online 

purchase.In the study conducted by Pine (1993) and Davis (1987) they were first introduced 

and described customization as a newbusiness approach that would gratify customers’ 

immediate desires. Pine (1993) stated thatconsumers’ involvement in design choice, delivery, 



or production options would fulfil consumers’ wants and needs. Other researchers described 

customization as “a strategy thatcreates value by some form of company–customer 

interaction at the fabrication/assembly stageof the operations level to create customized 

products with production cost and monetary pricesimilar to those of mass produced products” 

(Kaplan & Haenlein, 2006, p. 176–177).Furthermore, Gilmore and Pine (1997) explained that 

customization could beimplemented by modifying the standard product as well as the 

representation of the product tomeet an individual’s demand. They suggested a model of 

customization and identified fourapproaches to customization from the view of customizers: 

cosmetic, transparent, adaptive, and collaborative. In the first approach, cosmetic 

customization merely modifies the representation ofthe product, not the product itself. 

Transparent customization also modifies the representation ofthe product; however, it goes 

one step further and modifies the actual nature of the product. 

Suwunniponth (2014) examined the factors that driven consumers’ intention in 

onlineshopping. The nature of the study was qualitative and quantitative. He determined the 

differentonline factors like website design, perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness, and 

trustinfluence consumers’ intentions to shop online. The data was collected through 

questionnaireand in depth interviews. It was collected in the form of a questionnaire through 

350 experiencedonline consumers in Bangkok, Thailand and then descriptive analysis and 

path analysis wereused to scrutinize the data. The study revealed that the website perceived 

ease of use andusefulness. The trust had significant influence on the consumers’ intention to 

shop online. Theresults found that the website had significant effect on the consumer’s online 

shopping attitudeand online consumer prefers to have a user friendly website in online 

shopping environment.The study concluded technology acceptance factors and trust that had 

significant relationshipwith intentions towards different products and services and also 

towards intended behavior toshop. In study conducted it was found that Design Clarity(H3)  is 

vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online purchase decisions 

Order Delivery (H4) was vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online 

purchase decisions.According to a study was conducted by Ba and Pavlov (2002), which 

involved 95 experienced eBay buyers, the result reported that trust can be built by the 

positive and negative feedback about the sellers, their offers and delivery service. It also 

states that positive feedback was associated with greater trust in a seller than was negative 

feedback, presented to the buyer subjects. Though trust was taken as an important parameter 

but in our study order delivery was found to be an important a parameter for making an 



online purchase. Hong (2015) suggested that the product delivery risk had a positive effect if 

consumer orderedthe product from a reliable online merchant, thus customers find ways to 

approach trustworthyonline sellers to reduce the product delivery risk. During purchasing 

from reliable onlinemerchant, the consumer feels safe and secure from undesired product 

delivery problems.Adnan (2014) indicated that the product delivery had a negative impact on 

consumer’s buyingbehavior. Furthermore, Adnan (2014) suggested that online merchants 

should provideinsurance coverage to online buyers if an item is not delivered to the consumer 

in time.Consumers fear not to receive products in time or delay in delivery which leads to a 

highproduct delivery risk (Yeniçeri & Akin 2013). 

From the study it was found that Quality Image (H5) was vital factors that are highly valued 

(perceived) in making online purchase decisions.For the web quality factor, we used four 

previous researches to describe the elements which are related to web quality and how they 

affect the consumers’ buying attitude and intention. Ranganathan and Ganapathy (2002) 

claimed that the principles of designing a B2C web site highlight three important issues: ease 

of navigation of the web site, time taken for navigation and page download, and use of 

multimedia to improve its visual appeal. B2C 20 web sites provide electronic means of 

interactivity to consumers, meanwhile, B2C web sites should incorporate appropriate security 

measures and adopt privacy practices in order to develop consumer trust, thus, an effective 

B2C web site should be qualified with three factors: easy to navigate, consumer less time in 

searching, and have an aesthetic appeal. According to the survey conducted by Ranganathan 

and Ganapathy (2002), the result revealed security as the most important factor. Providing 

non-online modes with provision of individual accounts with logon-ID and password for 

consumers can attract more consumers to their web sites. Privacy is the second highest 

discriminate, which is a key factor discriminate between high and low purchase intents of 

online shoppers. Thus, more attention should be paid to guard consumers’ privacy when 

designing website. The third one is information content which represents another predictor of 

online purchase intention and differentiates competing ones. Zhang, von Dran, Small, and 

Barcellos (2000)’ research showed that the main objective is to exam if the web quality can 

affect the consumers’ satisfaction, the researchers divided the web design into two different 

factors: hygiene factor and motivator factor. Hygiene factors are mainly related to function 

and service aspect of a website, take some example to explain further, it could concern 

consumers’ privacy and transaction security, ease of navigation, and useful information of the 



web content. It was found from the research that quality image of a website is an important 

influencer and is perceived high in making an online purchase. 

 

Interactivity is a multi-dimensional construct and its composition is stillcontroversial 

(McMillan, 2002). Some researchers view interactivity in terms of whatinteractive 

technological features enable it. For example, does the web message boardpromote level of 

control by the users? Downs and McMillian (2000) define interactivityin terms of direction of 

communication, timing flexibility, sense of place, level of control,responsiveness, and the 

perceived purpose of communication. Timing flexibilityemphasizes the flexible nature of an 

individual’s control in responding to a promptedsignal. For example, a customer might 

receive a message and the individual has controlover when to respond to the message. 

Responses are not necessarily instantaneous andflexibility is the characteristic of 

interactivity.Similar to Downs and McMillian, Heeter (1989) identified six dimensions 

ofinteractivity assessing a new technology: complexity of choice available, accessibility of 

information, responsiveness to the user, information use monitoring, easy of useraddition of 

information, and interpersonal communication facilitation. Content interactivity (H6)was 

found to be one of the important parameter for online purchasing. 

Though trust was taken as an important aspect for website usage intention (H7) but in the 

study conducted, trust was not found to be an important aspect for website usage. Unlike 

other studies conducted where trust emerged as vital for website usage intention.According to 

a study was conducted by Ba and Pavlov (2002), which involved 95 experienced eBay 

buyers, the result reported that trust can be built by the positive and negative feedback about 

the sellers, their offers and delivery service. It also states that positive feedback was 

associated with greater trust in a seller than was negative feedback, presented to the buyer 

subjects as experimenter-controlled reputation profiles. According to the statement above, we 

can see that the different divisions of online trust are similarity and overlapped in some 

extent. To sum up, the whole process of online transaction security, vendor’s reputation and 

capability, privacy and customer’s feedback should be considered by consumer perceiving 

online trust, however, apply to our research, we picked up transaction security, consumer 

privacy and vendor’s reputation and capability as the three most important elements of trust 

to test their importance of affecting customers’ attitude, when the consumers purchasing 

online for electronic products.Attitude is an immediate determinant of intention to perform a 



behavior (Ajzen, 1991, p.201). Previous researches demonstrate that attitudinal factors have 

been tested andshown to be significant predictors of retail patronage intentions. For example, 

in theresearch of Shim, Eastlick, Lotz and Warrington (2001), in the context of 

internetshopping, consumers’ attitudes toward internet shopping affected their intentions 

topurchase via the internet. The positive attitude toward the internet shoppingsignificantly 

increased intention to use the internet for purchasing. In other words, themore positive 

attitude of consumer’s toward a brand or store, the higher intentions to buythe brand or at the 

store. In conclusion, attitude toward Internet shopping will positivelypredict intention to use 

the internet for product information search. 

The relationship between intention to use the internet for information search andintention to 

use the internet for purchasing was found in the online pre-purchaseintentions model 

developed by Shim et al. (2001, p. 411). Intent to search via theinternet contributed a 

substantial portion of the variance explained in internet purchaseintention. Consumers who 

report intentions to search a product possess higher actualbuying rates than consumers who 

report that they have no intention of searching(Whitlark et al., 1993, p. 21). In addition, 

consumers tend to search more informationfrom the internet when purchasing products online 

(Kim & Park, 2005, p.111; Lohse,Bellman & Johson, 2000, p. 21). 

Previous studies (Kim & Park, 2005; Lohse et al., 2000) also suggested that an intentionto 

search the internet for product information leads to an intention to purchase throughthe same 

medium. Therefore, information search and its selected channel should beconsidered 

extremely crucial elements leading to a choice in purchase format. 

Shoppers use computers more, are on-line more, andare more comfortable with both 

computer and Internet use. This may indicate that the amount of the internet use for 

information search influences purchasing behavior online.(Lohse et al., 2000, p.21).Online 

shoppers express that they could fully examine various options for productpurchases through 

online shopping, compared to the offline shopping context(Wolfinbarger & Gilly, 2001, p. 

40). On the hand, information is an important resourcefor consumers, so they search 

information to reduce uncertainty about sources, productfeatures, prices and brand before 

making decision. Customers also actively look out forpromotional offers. Therefore, they 

may spend more time at the online retailer toexplore alternatives or to examine the detailed 

product information to fulfill theirutilitarian needs (i.e. making right decisions) and/or 

intrinsic motivations (i.e. enjoysearching for more product info for itself). (Kim & Kim, 

2008, p.131).Positive word-of-mouth (WOM)for online retailers has been one of the most 



effective formats of advertising. It has beendemonstrated that WOM has a significant effect 

on online behavioral intentions. Kimand Kim (2008) found out that the more consumers feel 

confident with shopping at theonline store, the higher behavioral intention will be toward the 

online store, indicatingthat consumers are more willing to recommend the online store to 

others. Stone (1954)also revealed that WOM of the retailer’s online operations had the 

dominant effect ononline trust and the effect was found to be much stronger than that of 

offline trust. Incontrast, consumers with a low level of online purchasing experience were 

more likelyto engage in higher levels of negative word of mouth, if they felt dissatisfied after 

aservice failure incident. In general, online WOM is becoming an important marketingtool 

for retailers these days, and it is much more powerful than offline WOM because itaffects 

many people over a short period of time (Kim &Kim, 2008, p.137). It was found from the 

research that Trust (H7) was not vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website 

usage Intention. Design Clarity (H9)wasnot found to be vital factors that are highly valued 

(perceived) in Website usage Intention. Order Delivery (H10) was also not vital factors that 

are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage Intention. And Quality Image (H11) wasnot 

found to be vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website usage Intention. On the 

contrary Customization (H8) was vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in Website 

usage Intention and Content Interactive (H12) was vital factors that are highly valued 

(perceived) in Website usage Intention. And finallyWebsite usage Intention (H13) was found 

to be an important factor influencing brand selectiononline. 

 

The problem of predicting innovation adoption at the individual level is considered using a 

choice-basedapproach. The choice model incorporates information uncertainty, risk aversion, 

perceived productattributes, and product use norms in a utility maximization framework to 

predict innovation adoption. An empirical example of the model isused to estimate welfare 

impacts for a group of anglers. (W. Douglass Shaw & J. Scott Shoukwilcr, Universityof 

Nevada, Reno,1994).This study explores brand choice behavior of older Chinese consumers 

in comparisonwith the X-Generation (aged 18-35 years). Based on a survey of 2500 

respondents on their purchase behavior of30 brands across four categories of fast moving 

consumer products, we have found that old consumers sharemany similarities of brand choice 

behavior with the X-generation while some significant differences do exist.Theoretical and 

managerial implications of the findings are discussed. Older adults constitute a rapidly 

growingdemographic segment, but stereotypes persist about their consumer behavior. Thus, a 



more consideredunderstanding of age-associated changes in decision making and choices is 

required. The author’s underlyingtheoretical model suggests that age-associated changes in 

cognition, affect, and goals interact to differentiateolder consumers’ decision-making 

processes, brand choices, and habits from those of younger adults. They firstreview literature 

on stereotypes about the elderly and then turn to an analysis of age differences in the 

inputs(cognition, affect, and goals) and outputs (decisions, brand choices, and habits) of the 

choice process. Pastresearch suggests that consumers who have greater perceived control 

over a situation are more likely to evaluatethe situation in a favorable manner. In the current 

study, this theoretical prediction is extended to the domain ofproduct trial and brand choice. 

Specifically, the results of the study suggest that consumers who experience aproduct trial 

resulting from a brand choice process will find the trial to be more useful and valid, and they 

willfeel more expert at judging the brand in the trial compared to those consumers who did 

not freely choose thetrial brand but were simply given a sample of the target brand. There is 

also some indication that consumersexperiencing free choice will judge the brand more 

favorably in the trial Implications for theory and practice arediscussed. Grocery store 

managers change prices on a weekly basis either as part of price promotions or inresponse to 

changes on their supply side. Consumers experience this price variability and may respond to 

it.Even though behavioral literature suggests that price variability affects consumers’ 

decisions, most brand choicemodels have not focused on the consumers’ response to such 

variability. This study attempts to remedy thisomission and examine the effect of price 

variability on consumer brand choice. We use scanner data to showthat price variability 

affects consumer’s price sensitivity. 

 

Aside from the web site features or characteristics offered by e-retailers to theconsumers, 

specific characteristics of the consumer itself are also positing influence to theirintentions to 

shop online or not. Besides, Hausman and Siekpe (2009) found out that bothcomputer and 

human factors are indirect requisites for online shopping via the attitude to website and its 

flow. One of these includes the demographic characteristics of the consumer suchas age, 

gender, educational background and income. In a study conducted by Hui and Wan(2007), 

they found out that for apparel shops in the internet, gender differences posed aninfluence. 

Females show hesitation to shop online since they are not able to fulfil theirshopping 

experience physically (Hui and Wan, 2007). In other words, females would muchrequire 

physical touch or test the desired clothing apparel prior the purchase. Females werealso found 



out to show lower cognitive and affective attitudes than males which reduce theirintention to 

shop online than men (Hasan, 2010). In addition, Cowart and Goldsmith (2007)stated that the 

intention to engage in internet shopping is a matter of decision making styles ofconsumers. 

The authors further mentioned that the value conscious consumers less likelyengage in online 

shopping than other with different decision making styles. Also, Balaji &Babu (2015) 

mentioned that consumer goals are main drivers that enable consumers toexperience pleasure 

for the products or services bought. 

Nevertheless, interactivity, sufficient information and the friendly user interface of theweb 

site can substitute the constraint (Hui and Wan, 2007). In fact, the initiative positivelyimpacts 

men. As pointed out by Ganguly et al., (2010), masculine individuals are likely to bemore 

assertive and quick in their purchase decision if the e-retailer is able to presentinformation 

logically in the web design. However, Soopramanien and Robertson (2007)indicated that 

effects of gender and age are insignificant and that income is major influencingfactor to 

increase the likelihood of purchasing products online. Hui and Wan (2007) alsoindicated that 

educational attainment of individuals also influences the decision to engage ininternet 

shopping. The authors mentioned that highly educated individuals don’t have thesufficiency 

of time to do physical shopping since most of them are probably spending muchof their time 

in workplaces and other activities.  

Other than the characteristics mentioned beforehand, the culture of an individual alsoplays a 

role. Like for instance, Cowart and Goldsmith (2007) found out that customers withhigh 

uncertainty avoidance significantly value the navigation design of the web site togenerate 

trust. This necessitates e-retailers to provide or create e-retailing website that enables users to 

navigate easily with certain levels of interactivity and acquire needed information tosupport 

purchase decision. Other than that, collectivism is also found to exert negativemoderation 

towards the relations of trust and purchase intention (Cowart and Goldsmith,2007). The 

authors mentioned that western customers greatly place value on trust priorgenerating a 

purchase intention. As mentioned in the earlier discussions, web security is amajor concern 

for most individuals engaging in internet shopping. Yet, the perception of howsecure the web 

site is depends on one characteristic of an online shopper which is his/herliteracy in using 

computers and previous ecommerce experience (Chen et al., 2010).  

Intentions to shop online also depend on the type of product being offered by the e-retailer in 

the web site. Moon, Chadee and Tikoo (2008) found out that search goods are more 



appropriate to be sold online than experience goods. They added that this scenario presents a 

huge challenge for marketers who are selling  experience goods. The provision of options for 

experience goods is not an attractive strategy to drive consumers’ intentions to shop online 

(Moon, Chadee and Tikoo, 2008). Also, in a study conducted by Won Jeong et al., (2009), 

product presentation features offered by e-retailers in the internet can lead to successful 

participation of consumers in the online environment. The authors added that offering rich 

sensory information including lifestyle-oriented information of the product generates pleasure 

and arousal. In addition, Lian and Lin (2008) pointed out that products which require high 

involvement can positively impact attitudes towards online shopping. Meanwhile, offering 

well-known and respected products in the web site pose a strong influence on building 

consumer trust as this create positive outlook to the online vendor (Wakefield et al., 2004).    

Product perception “Customers’ online shopping behavior is impacted by the product features 

which are variety of goods, product quality/performance/product uncertainty, product 

availability, price, social presence requirement, product presence requirement, dependability 

of product, possibility of customized product and brand” (Liang & Huang 1998, p.33; 

Lowengart & Tractinskky, 2001, p. 20; Muthitacharoen, 1999, p.533). Firstly, the product can 

be characterized by using the distinction between search-goods versus experience-quality 

goods (Nelson, 1974, p.732-735). This distinction concerned with how product quality can be 

determined. Quality can be determined in advance before the consumers buy or use (e.g., 

thickness of cloth), which is search goods. The quality of some other products cannot be 

determined prior to purchase and use (e.g., sharpness of an image on a television screen). 

Thus, the researcher defined that search goods are products whose physical characteristics are 

known prior to purchase (e.g., book), while experience goods have some uncertainty with 

respect to their quality of higher likelihood of physical malfunctioning (e.g., a computer). For 

our research, electronic product belongs to the experience goods, since customer cannot tell 

the product quality, function and performance until purchasing and using. (Lowengart & 

Tractinsky, 2001, p.142). Liang and Huang (1998) claimed that online consumers have ability 

to get more information about both price and non-price attributes, which presents a more 

prominent advantage of online to offline shopping. More information about prices could 

decide the consumer price sensitivity for undifferentiated products. In the same way, more 

information about non-price attributes could reduce price sensitivity for differentiated 

products. Therefore, for electronic product online shopping, it offers consumers a platform to 

get more price information and more opportunities to make price comparison between 



products. 19 Brynjolfsson, Hu and Smith (2003) pointed out that increased product variety 

made products available through electronic markets can be a larger source of consumer 

surplus gains. The researchers gave an online book store example, the number of book titles 

available at Amazon.com is more than 23 times larger than the number of books on the 

shelves of a typical Barnes & Noble superstore, and 57 times greater than the number of 

books stocked in a typical large independent bookstore. The online consumers can easily 

locate, evaluate, order, and receive millions of books that are not available on the shelves of 

local bookstores. The researchers’ analysis figured out that the increased product variety of 

online bookstores enhanced consumer welfare by $731 million to $1.03 billion in the year 

2000. For our research, electronic product online shopping also highly concerned with 

product perception, we focus on the product perception in term of four aspects: product price, 

product quality, product availability and product variety. We would like to examine the four 

aspects through our survey in order to see how these aspects affect the consumers’ buying 

behavior when they make decision for purchasing electronic product online.  (Ho & Wu, 

1999; Liang & Huang, 1998; Lohse & Spiller, 1998; Kim et al., 2001; Muthitacharoen, 1999) 

tested different service factors concerning online shopping attitudes and behavior, including 

“(1) customer communication channels/ease of vendor contact, (2) response to customer 

needs, (3) accessibility of sales people, (4) reliability of the purchasing process/process 

uncertainty, (5) timeliness of orders or services/waiting time, (6) availability of personalized 

services, (7) ease of return and refunds, (8) fraud, (9) delivery (speed, tracking and tracing), 

(10) transaction costs, (11) peripheral costs, and (12) promotion” Through the review of 

above theoretical information, product and service perception refers to a wide range, which is 

mainly related to twelve factors. The authors picked up customer communication channels, 

ease of return and refunds, and delivery tracking. From the research it was found that Age 

(H14) and Gender (H15) were important predictorsof Website usage Intention,whereas 

Educational qualification (H16) and Income (H17) has no influence of the Website usage 

Intention. But for brand selection online, Age (H18) and Income (H21) were important 

predictor influencing brand selectiononline while Gender (H19) and Educational qualification 

(H20) were not influencing brand selection online.  

5.3 Implications 

 It is found from the study that these people don’t consider trust as an important factor 

for making online purchase which implies that the people have started believing 



online shopping more and more as the time is passing by. Further the marketers have 

to bear this in mind that cannot cheat or take fraudulent action which can lead to 

mistrust amongst online shoppers 

 In the study conducted customisation of website according to the needs of online 

shoppers was found to be a significant factor for online purchase, this implies that the 

marketer have to develop their website which suits best to the customer segment 

whom they are targeting in order to ensure that if they click on their site online 

purchasing is done. 

 It was found from the research that design clarity was a vital factors that are highly 

valued (perceived) in making online purchase decisions this implies that the online 

shopper prefer to visit such website which are easy to use and can be easily accessible 

and understandable, so the marketer has to be clear in the design. 

 Order delivery was vital factors that are highly valued (perceived) in making online 

purchase decisions implies that the marketers have to be prompt in their deliver and 

have to be fair in delivering the order placed by the online purchasers. 

 In the research conducted quality image was valued (perceived) in making online 

purchase decisions, this means that the brand image of the website is considered while 

making an online purchase. This implies regular branding of the websites is an 

essential task for the marketer in order to ensure that they can draw more and more 

online purchase. 

 Content Interactive was found to be vital factors that are highly perceived in making 

online purchase decisions which means that the online shoppers want some or the 

other interaction which can give them a feel of offline purchase experience. This 

implies that regular feedback, suggestions, information updating is required by the 

online shopper which will supplement the shopper to purchase online. 

 Age and Income were not found to be  important predictor influencing Website usage 

Intention whereas Gender andEducational qualification were important predictor 

influencing Website usage Intention, this implies that marketer need to segment the 

websites based on gender and education qualification. Doing this would increase their 

websites accessibility. 

 On the contrary it was found from the research that Age and income are the  important 

predictor influencing brand selection online which implies that for brands the 



marketer need to segment the portal on the basis of age and income, this would lead to 

better brand selection by the online purchaser. 

 

 

  



Chapter 6 Conclusions 

  



6.1 Introduction 

The existence of the internet has significantly affected retail businesses nowadays. Since, 

traditionally, goods and services were only offered in brick and mortar (physical) stores. 

However, with the presence of technology-driven generations and further heightening of 

technological development, the internet has driven businesses to transition its typical 

marketing mode into a more convenient and encouraging way. Likewise, the internet has able 

to facilitate companies in streamlining its operations, allowing better communication to 

customers and reducing unnecessary costs incurred. Besides, a new business function called 

e-business/e-commerce was created with a platform to facilitate buying and selling of goods 

and services through the internet. With the nearly 2 billion people using the internet, e-

commerce made a strong contribution to economic growth, generating around 3.4% of the 

GDP across large economies. Apparently, e-commerce has been clicking in the market as it 

continues to provide soaring contribution to the economy. 

The  Internet  has  revolutionized  the  way  socio-economic  activities  are  conducted 

globally. One of such activities is shopping. The Internet has revolutionized the way 

shopping is done. The traditional shopping of visiting the store is fast being displaced by 

online shopping, especially in developed countries, where many customers shop online.The 

internet has played a significant role in our daily life in that people can talk through the 

internet to one who is actually on the other side of the Earth, can send email around the clock, 

can search information, can play game with others, and even can buy things online. 

Meanwhile, Internet shopping has been widely accepted as a way of purchasing products and 

services It has become a more popular means in the Internet world (Bourlakis et al., 2008). 

The internet is the best way to save time and money through purchasing online within their 

range of budget at home or in anywhere. Online consumers don’t have limits to online 

shopping. They also use internet for comparison of prices of goods and services, news, visit 

social networks and search information and so on. The recession has so much impact on 

online consumer behavior (Rodriguez, 2009,).Nowadays influencing consumer behaviours is 

very important for companies which aim to be successful in such an intense competitive 

environment. To cope with intense competition and to influence consumer behaviours is 

inevitable for companies to consider cultural, social, psychological and, personal status of 

consumers. Main aim of the companies is to make profit. Therefore companies should 

understand behaviours of their consumers to keep the permanency of the situation, to keep 

their customers and to keep their customers to buy. 



 

Consumer behavior of every individual is different from other depending on buying choices 

which is influenced by buying habits and choices that are turn tampered by psychological and 

social drivers that affect purchase decision process. (Brassington, F. and Pettitt, S., 2000). 

According to PriceGrabber survey, consumers are divided by age wise and then take into 

account the online shopping to analysis the scenario. After survey it is clearly shown that 

older aged online consumers are totally different from younger online consumers. Why is it 

that? The answer is that older online consumers have the sense of saving and purchasing 

while younger online consumers have no experience and don’t have enough maturity to buy 

goods with planned spending (Rodriguez, 2009).Online shopping has been shown to provide 

more satisfaction to modern consumers seeking convenience and speed ((Yu and Wu, 2007)). 

On-line shopping is a recent phenomenon in the field of  E-Business and  is definitely going  

to  be  the future ofshopping in the world. Most of the companies are running their on-line 

portals to sell their products/services on-line. Though online shopping is very common 

outside India, its growth in Indian Market, which is a large and strategic consumer market, is 

still not in line with the global market. The potential growth of on-line shopping has triggered 

the idea of conducting a study on on-line shopping in India. The results of study reveal that 

on-line shopping in India is significantly affected by various Demographic factors like age, 

gender, marital status, family size and income. 

The study was conducted with an intention to know the perception of Indian consumers 

towards brand selection while shopping online. And it was found from the research that 

people don’t consider trust as an important factor for making online purchase.Customisation 

of website according to the needs of online shoppers was found to be a significant factor for 

online purchase.Furthermore, design clarity was a vital factors that are highly valued 

(perceived) in making online purchase decisions this implies that the online shopper prefer to 

visit such website which are easy to use and can be easily accessible and understandable, so 

the marketer has to be clear in the design. And Order delivery was vital factors that are highly 

valued (perceived) in making online purchase also quality image was valued (perceived) in 

making online purchase decisions. Finally, Content Interactive was found to be vital factors 

that are highly perceived in making online purchase decisions which means that the online 

shoppers want some or the other interaction which can give them a feel of offline purchase 

experience. Age and Income were not found to be important predictor influencing Website 

usage Intention whereas Gender andEducational qualification was important predictor 



influencing Website usage Intention. On the contrary it was found from the research that Age 

and income is the important predictor influencing brand selection online which implies that 

for brands the marketer need to segment the portal on the basis of age and income, this would 

lead to better brand selection by the online purchaser. 

 

6.2 Scope for Further Research 

No research can be left without a scope for further research, hence the research conducted 

have some limitation which lead to the scope for further research. Following are the areas 

where further research can be conducted:- 

 The research is confined to Delhi NCR online users if research is conducted pan India 

the result may not be the same. 

 The study conducted is on the general perception on online purchaser, if specific 

product or services is considered for research the results may come out to be more 

specific according to the product or service. 

 No study has been conduct for up gradation or technical advancement has not 

considered for this study, results may be conducted taking this aspect into account. 

 Judgmental sampling has been used to contact the online shopper in this research, 

though any random sampling if taken may bring different results. 

 No comparative analysis of online and offline usage pattern have studied in this 

research. 

 The research is conducted in the Metro city of India no comparative analysis of the 

Metro cities has been considered for the research.  

 The study conducted considers website usage intention as a single dimension whereas 

study can be considered to highlight the various dimensions of website usage 

intention like attitude intention or actual use. 

 While considering about the factor influencing the online purchase models like 

Rogers innovation model, Technology adoption Model or unified theory of 

acceptance and use of technology have not been considered. New models can be 

developed using the said models. 



 While choosing the demographic profiling Age, Gender, Income and Education have 

been considered as important parameters while further research can be considered by 

using Area of residence. 

 For the research website usage intention or online purchasing behaviour has been 

much talked about but the study conducted does not consider the usage patterns or the 

frequency of usage. Research can be conducted regarding the pattern and frequency of 

website usage intention or online purchase behaviour. 



Appendix 
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Questionnaire-Customer Survey 

 

Dear Respondent, we are conducting a research on Socially Responsible Consumer 

Behaviour. The information provided by you will be kept confidential and would be used for 

academic purpose only. Your kind co-operation will help to see through the study. Thanking 

you for sparing your valuable time. 

 

Section I: Customer profiling 
 

Please give the following information about yourself. 

 

Gender:  (1) Male  (2) Female 

 

Age:       (1) 18-20 yrs     (2) 21-30 yrs     (3) 31-40 yrs  (4) 41-50 (5) 51 and above 

 

Household income per month in Rs.: (1) Less than 20,000        (2) 20,001-40,000    (3) 

40,001-  60,000  (4) 60,001 and above.  

 

Educational qualification:  (1) Intermediate and below (2) Graduate (3) Post-graduate or 

above  

   

Occupation: (1) Service   (2) Business (3) Students (4) Others. 
 

Section II 

This website 

provides a "one-

stop shop" for 

my shopping. 

1 2 3 4 5 

This website 

does not satisfy a 

majority of my 

online shopping 

needs. (r)  

1 2 3 4 5 

The choice of 

products at this 

website is 

limited. (r) 

1 2 3 4 5 

This website 

does not carry a 

wide selection of 

products to 

choose from. (r) 

1 2 3 4 5 

There were 1 2 3 4 5 



no errors or 

crashing. 

There were 

no busy server 

messages. 

1 2 3 4 5 

There were 

no pages “under 

construction.” 

1 2 3 4 5 

Overall 

layout of the site 

is clear. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The process 

for browsing is 

clear. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The site is 

visually 

appealing. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Delivery 

options are 

available. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Return 

policies or other 

measures of 

accountability 

are present. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Order 

confirmation is 

given via e-mail. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I am familiar 

with the 

company whose 

site this is. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The site 

represents a 

quality company 

or organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The quality 

of the brands 

being advertised 

on this site is 

consistent with 

the quality of the 

site's sponsoring 

company. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My overall 

trust in this site. 
1 2 3 4 5 

My overall 

believability of 

the information 

on this site.  

1 2 3 4 5 



My overall 

confidence in the 

recommendations 

on this site. 

1 2 3 4 5 

This website 

enables me to 

view the 

merchandise 

from different 

angles.  

1 2 3 4 5 

This website 

has a search tool 

that enables me 

to locate 

products. 

1 2 3 4 5 

This website 

does not have a 

tool that makes 

product 

comparisons 

easy. (r) 

1 2 3 4 5 

I feel that this 

is a very 

engaging 

website. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I believe that 

this website is 

not a very 

dynamic one. (r) 

1 2 3 4 5 

I need lots 

more information 

about this brand 

before I’d buy it. 

(r) 

1 2 3 4 5 

I know what 

I’m going to get 

from this brand, 

which saves time 

shopping around. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I know I can 

count on this 

brand being there 

in the future. 

1 2 3 4 5 

This brand 

gives me what I 

want, which 

saves me time 

and effort trying 

to do better. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Total 1 2 3 4 5 



shopping time 

Convenience 1 2 3 4 5 

Ease of 

browsing 
1 2 3 4 5 

I would 

purchase an item 

at this site.  

1 2 3 4 5 

I would 

recommend this 

site to a friend.  

1 2 3 4 5 

I would 

register at this 

site. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I would like 

to receive 

updates 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Thanks for your Cooperation!!! 
 

Output sheets 
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Analysis Summary 

Date and Time 

Date: 23 March 2017 

Time: 16:30:01 

Title 

custom: 23 March 2017 16:30 

Groups 

Group number 1 (Group number 1) 

Notes for Group (Group number 1) 

The model is recursive. 

Sample size = 331 

Variable Summary (Group number 1) 

Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 



Observed, endogenous variables 

C1 

C2 

C3 

C4 

Unobserved, exogenous variables 

CUS 

e1 

e2 

e3 

e4 

Variable counts (Group number 1) 

Number of variables in your model: 9 

Number of observed variables: 4 

Number of unobserved variables: 5 

Number of exogenous variables: 5 

Number of endogenous variables: 4 

Parameter Summary (Group number 1) 

 
Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 

Fixed 5 0 0 0 0 5 

Labeled 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Unlabeled 3 1 5 0 0 9 

Total 8 1 5 0 0 14 

Models 

Default model (Default model) 

Notes for Model (Default model) 

Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 

Number of distinct sample moments: 10 

Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 9 

Degrees of freedom (10 - 9): 1 

Result (Default model) 

Minimum was achieved 

Chi-square = 9.534 

Degrees of freedom = 1 

Probability level = .002 

Group number 1 (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 



Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

C1 <--- CUS 1.000 
    

C2 <--- CUS .520 .039 13.203 *** 
 

C3 <--- CUS .658 .037 17.894 *** 
 

C4 <--- CUS .429 .038 11.446 *** 
 

Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

C1 <--- CUS .934 

C2 <--- CUS .661 

C3 <--- CUS .847 

C4 <--- CUS .592 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

e2 <--> e4 .177 .055 3.226 .001 
 

Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

e2 <--> e4 .201 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

CUS 
  

2.563 .250 10.260 *** 
 

e1 
  

.375 .109 3.460 *** 
 

e2 
  

.893 .077 11.661 *** 
 

e3 
  

.436 .057 7.710 *** 
 

e4 
  

.877 .073 12.040 *** 
 

Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

e3 <--> e4 6.332 .096 

e2 <--> e3 4.470 -.082 

e1 <--> e4 4.387 -.101 



Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

Minimization History (Default model) 

Iteratio

n  

Negative 

eigenvalue

s 

Conditio

n # 

Smallest 

eigenvalu

e 

Diamete

r 
F 

NTrie

s 
Ratio 

0 e 3 
 

-.470 
9999.00

0 

643.52

3 
0 

9999.00

0 

1 e 1 
 

-.143 1.547 
161.74

7 
20 .541 

2 e 0 71.711 
 

.426 30.694 5 .835 

3 e 0 21.693 
 

.478 12.116 2 .000 

4 e 0 21.805 
 

.123 9.580 1 1.014 

5 e 0 22.153 
 

.013 9.534 1 1.011 

6 e 0 22.157 
 

.000 9.534 1 1.000 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 9 9.534 1 .002 9.534 

Saturated model 10 .000 0 
  

Independence model 4 646.050 6 .000 107.675 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .029 .986 .860 .099 

Saturated model .000 1.000 
  

Independence model .877 .482 .137 .289 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .985 .911 .987 .920 .987 

Saturated model 1.000 
 

1.000 
 

1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 



Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .167 .164 .164 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 8.534 2.082 22.397 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 640.050 560.288 727.211 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model .029 .026 .006 .068 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.958 1.940 1.698 2.204 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .161 .079 .261 .015 

Independence model .569 .532 .606 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 27.534 27.811 61.753 70.753 

Saturated model 20.000 20.308 58.021 68.021 

Independence model 654.050 654.174 669.259 673.259 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model .083 .064 .125 .084 

Saturated model .061 .061 .061 .062 

Independence model 1.982 1.740 2.246 1.982 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 133 230 

Independence model 7 9 

Execution time summary 



Minimization: .001 

Miscellaneous: .153 

Bootstrap: .000 

Total: .154 
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Analysis Summary 

Date and Time 

Date: 28 March 2017 

Time: 16:55:02 

Title 

Dc: 28 March 2017 16:55 

Groups 

Group number 1 (Group number 1) 

Notes for Group (Group number 1) 

The model is recursive. 

Sample size = 331 

Variable Summary (Group number 1) 

Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 

Observed, endogenous variables 

DC4 

DC5 

DC6 

DC1 

DC2 

DC3 

Unobserved, exogenous variables 

DC 

e5 

e6 

e7 

e8 

e9 

e10 

Variable counts (Group number 1) 

Number of variables in your model: 13 



Number of observed variables: 6 

Number of unobserved variables: 7 

Number of exogenous variables: 7 

Number of endogenous variables: 6 

Parameter Summary (Group number 1) 

 
Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 

Fixed 7 0 0 0 0 7 

Labeled 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Unlabeled 5 3 7 0 0 15 

Total 12 3 7 0 0 22 

Models 

Default model (Default model) 

Notes for Model (Default model) 

Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 

Number of distinct sample moments: 21 

Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 15 

Degrees of freedom (21 - 15): 6 

Result (Default model) 

Minimum was achieved 

Chi-square = 19.539 

Degrees of freedom = 6 

Probability level = .003 

Group number 1 (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

DC4 <--- DC 1.000 
    

DC5 <--- DC 1.237 .142 8.726 *** 
 

DC6 <--- DC 1.526 .213 7.161 *** 
 

DC1 <--- DC 1.476 .208 7.082 *** 
 

DC2 <--- DC 1.036 .171 6.051 *** 
 

DC3 <--- DC .606 .169 3.582 *** 
 



Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

DC4 <--- DC .494 

DC5 <--- DC .636 

DC6 <--- DC .775 

DC1 <--- DC .766 

DC2 <--- DC .493 

DC3 <--- DC .240 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

e5 <--> e8 -.141 .063 -2.258 .024 
 

e9 <--> e10 .407 .111 3.678 *** 
 

e5 <--> e6 .446 .085 5.269 *** 
 

Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

e5 <--> e8 -.156 

e9 <--> e10 .219 

e5 <--> e6 .406 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

DC 
  

.416 .106 3.919 *** 
 

e5 
  

1.288 .119 10.871 *** 
 

e6 
  

.936 .089 10.505 *** 
 

e7 
  

.646 .086 7.502 *** 
 

e8 
  

.637 .083 7.682 *** 
 

e9 
  

1.389 .118 11.823 *** 
 

e10 
  

2.494 .197 12.642 *** 
 

Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

e8 <--> e10 5.205 .183 

e7 <--> e10 5.986 -.198 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 



   
M.I. Par Change 

DC1 <--- DC3 6.790 .083 

DC6 <--- DC3 7.444 -.088 

Minimization History (Default model) 

Iteratio

n  

Negative 

eigenvalue

s 

Conditio

n # 

Smallest 

eigenvalu

e 

Diamete

r 
F 

NTrie

s 
Ratio 

0 e 2 
 

-.667 
9999.00

0 

541.44

8 
0 

9999.00

0 

1 e 1 
 

-.058 1.545 
216.93

4 
21 .373 

2 e 1 
 

-.045 .487 
125.02

2 
5 .656 

3 e 0 71.071 
 

.677 56.489 6 .714 

4 e 0 42.577 
 

.688 33.856 1 .845 

5 e 0 112.194 
 

.272 20.965 1 1.111 

6 e 0 171.618 
 

.231 19.700 1 1.164 

7 e 0 228.812 
 

.101 19.544 1 1.105 

8 e 0 240.496 
 

.023 19.539 1 1.025 

9 e 0 247.681 
 

.001 19.539 1 1.001 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 15 19.539 6 .003 3.256 

Saturated model 21 .000 0 
  

Independence model 6 535.713 15 .000 35.714 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .064 .981 .935 .280 

Saturated model .000 1.000 
  

Independence model .530 .591 .428 .422 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .964 .909 .974 .935 .974 

Saturated model 1.000 
 

1.000 
 

1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 



Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .400 .385 .390 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 13.539 3.765 30.892 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 520.713 448.770 600.068 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model .059 .041 .011 .094 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.623 1.578 1.360 1.818 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .083 .044 .125 .080 

Independence model .324 .301 .348 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 49.539 50.189 106.571 121.571 

Saturated model 42.000 42.910 121.844 142.844 

Independence model 547.713 547.974 570.526 576.526 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model .150 .121 .203 .152 

Saturated model .127 .127 .127 .130 

Independence model 1.660 1.442 1.900 1.661 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 213 284 

Independence model 16 19 

Execution time summary 



Minimization: .011 

Miscellaneous: .215 

Bootstrap: .000 

Total: .226 
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Analysis Summary 

Date and Time 

Date: 28 March 2017 

Time: 16:52:57 

Title 

Of: 28 March 2017 16:52 

Groups 

Group number 1 (Group number 1) 

Notes for Group (Group number 1) 

The model is recursive. 

Sample size = 331 

Variable Summary (Group number 1) 

Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 

Observed, endogenous variables 

OF1 

OF2 

OF3 

OF4 

OF5 

OF6 

Unobserved, exogenous variables 

OF 

e11 

e12 

e13 

e14 

e15 

e16 

Variable counts (Group number 1) 

Number of variables in your model: 13 



Number of observed variables: 6 

Number of unobserved variables: 7 

Number of exogenous variables: 7 

Number of endogenous variables: 6 

Parameter Summary (Group number 1) 

 
Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 

Fixed 7 0 0 0 0 7 

Labeled 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Unlabeled 5 4 7 0 0 16 

Total 12 4 7 0 0 23 

Models 

Default model (Default model) 

Notes for Model (Default model) 

Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 

Number of distinct sample moments: 21 

Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 16 

Degrees of freedom (21 - 16): 5 

Result (Default model) 

Minimum was achieved 

Chi-square = 5.700 

Degrees of freedom = 5 

Probability level = .337 

Group number 1 (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

OF1 <--- OF 1.000 
    

OF2 <--- OF 1.014 .062 16.449 *** 
 

OF3 <--- OF .825 .062 13.240 *** 
 

OF4 <--- OF .654 .079 8.236 *** 
 

OF5 <--- OF .603 .070 8.675 *** 
 

OF6 <--- OF .503 .066 7.656 *** 
 



Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

OF1 <--- OF .841 

OF2 <--- OF .878 

OF3 <--- OF .692 

OF4 <--- OF .461 

OF5 <--- OF .483 

OF6 <--- OF .434 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

e14 <--> e15 .922 .113 8.190 *** 
 

e15 <--> e16 .757 .094 8.099 *** 
 

e13 <--> e16 -.168 .052 -3.234 .001 
 

e14 <--> e16 .940 .109 8.606 *** 
 

Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

e14 <--> e15 .539 

e15 <--> e16 .534 

e13 <--> e16 -.150 

e14 <--> e16 .576 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

OF 
  

1.242 .142 8.772 *** 
 

e11 
  

.514 .068 7.614 *** 
 

e12 
  

.379 .063 6.042 *** 
 

e13 
  

.920 .083 11.074 *** 
 

e14 
  

1.971 .160 12.339 *** 
 

e15 
  

1.485 .121 12.276 *** 
 

e16 
  

1.353 .110 12.354 *** 
 

Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 



   
M.I. Par Change 

Minimization History (Default model) 

Iteratio

n  

Negative 

eigenvalue

s 

Conditio

n # 

Smallest 

eigenvalu

e 

Diamete

r 
F 

NTrie

s 
Ratio 

0 e 5 
 

-.624 
9999.00

0 

921.58

4 
0 

9999.00

0 

1 e 2 
 

-.071 1.686 
208.37

8 
20 .551 

2 e 0 161.195 
 

.589 55.219 5 .792 

3 e 0 33.725 
 

.667 27.301 2 .000 

4 e 0 33.352 
 

.265 6.750 1 1.069 

5 e 0 33.984 
 

.079 5.711 1 1.056 

6 e 0 33.243 
 

.008 5.700 1 1.011 

7 e 0 33.043 
 

.000 5.700 1 1.000 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 16 5.700 5 .337 1.140 

Saturated model 21 .000 0 
  

Independence model 6 950.660 15 .000 63.377 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .031 .994 .976 .237 

Saturated model .000 1.000 
  

Independence model .790 .447 .226 .320 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .994 .982 .999 .998 .999 

Saturated model 1.000 
 

1.000 
 

1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .333 .331 .333 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 



Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model .700 .000 10.938 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 935.660 838.286 1040.424 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model .017 .002 .000 .033 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 2.881 2.835 2.540 3.153 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .021 .000 .081 .717 

Independence model .435 .412 .458 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 37.700 38.394 98.534 114.534 

Saturated model 42.000 42.910 121.844 142.844 

Independence model 962.660 962.920 985.473 991.473 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model .114 .112 .145 .116 

Saturated model .127 .127 .127 .130 

Independence model 2.917 2.622 3.235 2.918 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 641 874 

Independence model 9 11 

Execution time summary 

Minimization: .001 



Miscellaneous: .197 

Bootstrap: .000 

Total: .198 
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Analysis Summary 

Date and Time 

Date: 24 March 2017 

Time: 14:01:19 

Title 

Bs: 24 March 2017 14:01 

Groups 

Group number 1 (Group number 1) 

Notes for Group (Group number 1) 

The model is recursive. 

Sample size = 331 

Variable Summary (Group number 1) 

Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 

Observed, endogenous variables 

BS1 

BS2 

BS3 

BS4 

Unobserved, exogenous variables 

BS 

e17 

e18 

e19 

e20 

Variable counts (Group number 1) 

Number of variables in your model: 9 

Number of observed variables: 4 

Number of unobserved variables: 5 

Number of exogenous variables: 5 

Number of endogenous variables: 4 



Parameter Summary (Group number 1) 

 
Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 

Fixed 5 0 0 0 0 5 

Labeled 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Unlabeled 3 1 5 0 0 9 

Total 8 1 5 0 0 14 

Models 

Default model (Default model) 

Notes for Model (Default model) 

Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 

Number of distinct sample moments: 10 

Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 9 

Degrees of freedom (10 - 9): 1 

Result (Default model) 

Minimum was achieved 

Chi-square = 1.544 

Degrees of freedom = 1 

Probability level = .214 

Group number 1 (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

BS1 <--- BS 1.000 
    

BS2 <--- BS 1.125 .094 11.953 *** 
 

BS3 <--- BS 1.547 .147 10.532 *** 
 

BS4 <--- BS 1.267 .123 10.312 *** 
 

Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

BS1 <--- BS .620 

BS2 <--- BS .698 

BS3 <--- BS .893 

BS4 <--- BS .723 



Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

e17 <--> e18 .229 .060 3.791 *** 
 

Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

e17 <--> e18 .279 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

BS 
  

.562 .099 5.688 *** 
 

e17 
  

.899 .081 11.053 *** 
 

e18 
  

.747 .074 10.105 *** 
 

e19 
  

.340 .084 4.036 *** 
 

e20 
  

.821 .083 9.842 *** 
 

Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

Minimization History (Default model) 

Iteratio

n  

Negative 

eigenvalue

s 

Conditio

n # 

Smallest 

eigenvalu

e 

Diamete

r 
F 

NTrie

s 
Ratio 

0 e 2 
 

-.577 
9999.00

0 

534.99

9 
0 

9999.00

0 

1 e 2 
 

-.023 1.064 
226.18

8 
20 .638 

2 e 0 148.298 
 

.571 90.686 5 .825 

3 e 0 36.069 
 

.483 42.846 4 .000 

4 e 0 21.470 
 

.396 14.857 2 .000 

5 e 0 35.141 
 

.288 3.412 1 1.163 

6 e 0 44.241 
 

.168 1.660 1 1.113 

7 e 0 51.727 
 

.046 1.545 1 1.049 



Iteratio

n  

Negative 

eigenvalue

s 

Conditio

n # 

Smallest 

eigenvalu

e 

Diamete

r 
F 

NTrie

s 
Ratio 

8 e 0 52.535 
 

.005 1.544 1 1.005 

9 e 0 52.556 
 

.000 1.544 1 1.000 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 9 1.544 1 .214 1.544 

Saturated model 10 .000 0 
  

Independence model 4 525.863 6 .000 87.644 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .014 .998 .977 .100 

Saturated model .000 1.000 
  

Independence model .693 .511 .185 .307 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .997 .982 .999 .994 .999 

Saturated model 1.000 
 

1.000 
 

1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .167 .166 .166 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model .544 .000 8.336 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 519.863 448.299 598.829 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model .005 .002 .000 .025 



Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.594 1.575 1.358 1.815 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .041 .000 .159 .385 

Independence model .512 .476 .550 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 19.544 19.821 53.763 62.763 

Saturated model 20.000 20.308 58.021 68.021 

Independence model 533.863 533.986 549.072 553.072 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model .059 .058 .083 .060 

Saturated model .061 .061 .061 .062 

Independence model 1.618 1.401 1.857 1.618 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 822 1419 

Independence model 8 11 

Execution time summary 

Minimization: .000 

Miscellaneous: .156 

Bootstrap: .000 

Total: .156 
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Analysis Summary 

Date and Time 

Date: 28 March 2017 

Time: 16:59:03 

Title 

Qi: 28 March 2017 16:59 

Groups 

Group number 1 (Group number 1) 

Notes for Group (Group number 1) 

The model is recursive. 

Sample size = 331 

Variable Summary (Group number 1) 

Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 

Observed, endogenous variables 

QI1 

QI2 

QI3 

QI4 

QI5 

QI6 

Unobserved, exogenous variables 

QI 

e21 



e22 

e23 

e24 

e25 

e26 

Variable counts (Group number 1) 

Number of variables in your model: 13 

Number of observed variables: 6 

Number of unobserved variables: 7 

Number of exogenous variables: 7 

Number of endogenous variables: 6 

Parameter Summary (Group number 1) 

 
Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 

Fixed 7 0 0 0 0 7 

Labeled 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Unlabeled 5 4 7 0 0 16 

Total 12 4 7 0 0 23 

Models 

Default model (Default model) 

Notes for Model (Default model) 

Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 

Number of distinct sample moments: 21 

Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 16 

Degrees of freedom (21 - 16): 5 

Result (Default model) 

Minimum was achieved 

Chi-square = 8.319 

Degrees of freedom = 5 

Probability level = .140 

Group number 1 (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 



   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

QI1 <--- QI 1.000 
    

QI2 <--- QI 1.536 .165 9.328 *** 
 

QI3 <--- QI 1.728 .214 8.066 *** 
 

QI4 <--- QI 1.431 .184 7.772 *** 
 

QI5 <--- QI 1.109 .160 6.945 *** 
 

QI6 <--- QI .951 .155 6.135 *** 
 

Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

QI1 <--- QI .478 

QI2 <--- QI .748 

QI3 <--- QI .866 

QI4 <--- QI .712 

QI5 <--- QI .568 

QI6 <--- QI .463 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

e25 <--> e26 .356 .064 5.547 *** 
 

e24 <--> e25 .256 .053 4.806 *** 
 

e21 <--> e22 .305 .067 4.563 *** 
 

e22 <--> e26 -.180 .052 -3.466 *** 
 

Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

e25 <--> e26 .330 

e24 <--> e25 .306 

e21 <--> e22 .331 

e22 <--> e26 -.197 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

QI 
  

.369 .088 4.172 *** 
 

e21 
  

1.246 .104 11.968 *** 
 

e22 
  

.683 .074 9.211 *** 
 

e23 
  

.369 .065 5.637 *** 
 

e24 
  

.734 .071 10.341 *** 
 

e25 
  

.951 .080 11.830 *** 
 

e26 
  

1.224 .102 12.031 *** 
 

Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 



Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

Minimization History (Default model) 

Iteratio

n  

Negative 

eigenvalue

s 

Conditio

n # 

Smallest 

eigenvalu

e 

Diamete

r 
F 

NTrie

s 
Ratio 

0 e 4 
 

-.791 
9999.00

0 

758.62

2 
0 

9999.00

0 

1 e 2 
 

-.124 1.495 
294.38

8 
21 .466 

2 e 0 330.900 
 

.554 
134.15

5 
6 .900 

3 e 0 43.839 
 

.800 59.511 4 .000 

4 e 0 125.904 
 

.571 29.233 1 .701 

5 e 0 110.940 
 

.500 14.488 1 .898 

6 e 0 208.860 
 

.216 8.522 1 1.084 

7 e 0 306.131 
 

.104 8.324 1 1.088 

8 e 0 333.082 
 

.024 8.319 1 1.023 

9 e 0 333.437 
 

.001 8.319 1 1.001 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 16 8.319 5 .140 1.664 

Saturated model 21 .000 0 
  

Independence model 6 762.663 15 .000 50.844 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .035 .992 .965 .236 

Saturated model .000 1.000 
  

Independence model .584 .488 .284 .349 

Baseline Comparisons 



Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .989 .967 .996 .987 .996 

Saturated model 1.000 
 

1.000 
 

1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .333 .330 .332 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 3.319 .000 15.426 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 747.663 660.922 841.804 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model .025 .010 .000 .047 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 2.311 2.266 2.003 2.551 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .045 .000 .097 .494 

Independence model .389 .365 .412 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 40.319 41.013 101.153 117.153 

Saturated model 42.000 42.910 121.844 142.844 

Independence model 774.663 774.923 797.476 803.476 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model .122 .112 .159 .124 

Saturated model .127 .127 .127 .130 

Independence model 2.347 2.085 2.633 2.348 



HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 440 599 

Independence model 11 14 

Execution time summary 

Minimization: .012 

Miscellaneous: .212 

Bootstrap: .000 

Total: .224 

 

C:\Users\Rao\Documents\saurav\CC.amw 

Analysis Summary 

Date and Time 

Date: 24 March 2017 

Time: 14:41:50 

Title 

Cc: 24 March 2017 14:41 

Groups 

Group number 1 (Group number 1) 

Notes for Group (Group number 1) 

The model is recursive. 

Sample size = 331 

Variable Summary (Group number 1) 

Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 

Observed, endogenous variables 

CC5 

CC4 

CC3 

CC2 

CC1 

Unobserved, exogenous variables 

CC 

e31 

e30 



e29 

e28 

e27 

Variable counts (Group number 1) 

Number of variables in your model: 11 

Number of observed variables: 5 

Number of unobserved variables: 6 

Number of exogenous variables: 6 

Number of endogenous variables: 5 

Parameter Summary (Group number 1) 

 
Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 

Fixed 6 0 0 0 0 6 

Labeled 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Unlabeled 4 2 6 0 0 12 

Total 10 2 6 0 0 18 

Models 

Default model (Default model) 

Notes for Model (Default model) 

Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 

Number of distinct sample moments: 15 

Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 12 

Degrees of freedom (15 - 12): 3 

Result (Default model) 

Minimum was achieved 

Chi-square = 4.449 

Degrees of freedom = 3 

Probability level = .217 

Group number 1 (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 



   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

CC5 <--- CC 1.000 
    

CC4 <--- CC .885 .103 8.621 *** 
 

CC3 <--- CC 1.240 .142 8.731 *** 
 

CC2 <--- CC 1.142 .131 8.702 *** 
 

CC1 <--- CC .845 .122 6.921 *** 
 

Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

CC5 <--- CC .602 

CC4 <--- CC .541 

CC3 <--- CC .799 

CC2 <--- CC .690 

CC1 <--- CC .505 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

e28 <--> e27 .310 .076 4.085 *** 
 

e31 <--> e30 .227 .072 3.139 .002 
 

Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

e28 <--> e27 .320 

e31 <--> e30 .222 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

CC 
  

.561 .108 5.177 *** 
 

e31 
  

.987 .095 10.393 *** 
 

e30 
  

1.061 .096 11.008 *** 
 

e29 
  

.488 .084 5.791 *** 
 

e28 
  

.805 .091 8.863 *** 
 

e27 
  

1.169 .105 11.172 *** 
 

Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

e30 <--> e27 4.115 .119 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 



   
M.I. Par Change 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

Minimization History (Default model) 

Iteratio

n  

Negative 

eigenvalue

s 

Conditio

n # 

Smallest 

eigenvalu

e 

Diamete

r 
F 

NTrie

s 
Ratio 

0 e 3 
 

-.525 
9999.00

0 

469.02

6 
0 

9999.00

0 

1 e 0 286.986 
 

1.023 
136.71

7 
20 .705 

2 e 0 238.227 
 

.436 90.040 5 .000 

3 e 0 19.651 
 

1.005 38.987 4 .000 

4 e 0 25.198 
 

.334 12.436 2 .000 

5 e 0 44.333 
 

.293 5.338 1 1.143 

6 e 0 55.688 
 

.141 4.486 1 1.108 

7 e 0 61.841 
 

.034 4.449 1 1.035 

8 e 0 63.689 
 

.002 4.449 1 1.002 

9 e 0 63.695 
 

.000 4.449 1 1.000 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 12 4.449 3 .217 1.483 

Saturated model 15 .000 0 
  

Independence model 5 464.357 10 .000 46.436 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .028 .995 .973 .199 

Saturated model .000 1.000 
  

Independence model .533 .567 .351 .378 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .990 .968 .997 .989 .997 

Saturated model 1.000 
 

1.000 
 

1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 



Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .300 .297 .299 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 1.449 .000 11.372 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 454.357 387.511 528.613 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model .013 .004 .000 .034 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.407 1.377 1.174 1.602 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .038 .000 .107 .515 

Independence model .371 .343 .400 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 28.449 28.893 74.074 86.074 

Saturated model 30.000 30.556 87.032 102.032 

Independence model 474.357 474.542 493.368 498.368 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model .086 .082 .116 .088 

Saturated model .091 .091 .091 .093 

Independence model 1.437 1.235 1.662 1.438 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 580 842 

Independence model 14 17 



Execution time summary 

Minimization: .000 

Miscellaneous: .172 

Bootstrap: .000 

Total: .172 
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Analysis Summary 

Date and Time 

Date: 24 March 2017 

Time: 14:55:34 

Title 

Wui: 24 March 2017 14:55 

Groups 

Group number 1 (Group number 1) 

Notes for Group (Group number 1) 

The model is recursive. 

Sample size = 331 

Variable Summary (Group number 1) 

Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 

Observed, endogenous variables 

WUI1 

WUI2 

WUI3 

WUI4 

Unobserved, exogenous variables 

WUI 

e32 

e33 

e34 

e35 



Variable counts (Group number 1) 

Number of variables in your model: 9 

Number of observed variables: 4 

Number of unobserved variables: 5 

Number of exogenous variables: 5 

Number of endogenous variables: 4 

Parameter Summary (Group number 1) 

 
Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 

Fixed 5 0 0 0 0 5 

Labeled 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Unlabeled 3 1 5 0 0 9 

Total 8 1 5 0 0 14 

Models 

Default model (Default model) 

Notes for Model (Default model) 

Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 

Number of distinct sample moments: 10 

Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 9 

Degrees of freedom (10 - 9): 1 

Result (Default model) 

Minimum was achieved 

Chi-square = 3.650 

Degrees of freedom = 1 

Probability level = .056 

Group number 1 (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

WUI1 <--- WUI 1.000 
    

WUI2 <--- WUI 1.321 .138 9.561 *** 
 

WUI3 <--- WUI .790 .148 5.332 *** 
 

WUI4 <--- WUI 1.169 .121 9.639 *** 
 



Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

WUI1 <--- WUI .687 

WUI2 <--- WUI .809 

WUI3 <--- WUI .351 

WUI4 <--- WUI .673 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

e34 <--> e35 .470 .107 4.372 *** 
 

Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

e34 <--> e35 .306 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

WUI 
  

.567 .094 6.048 *** 
 

e32 
  

.633 .070 9.029 *** 
 

e33 
  

.523 .096 5.444 *** 
 

e34 
  

2.526 .207 12.198 *** 
 

e35 
  

.936 .100 9.363 *** 
 

Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

Minimization History (Default model) 

Iteratio

n  

Negative 

eigenvalue

s 

Conditio

n # 

Smallest 

eigenvalu

e 

Diamete

r 
F 

NTrie

s 
Ratio 

0 e 2 
 

-.274 
9999.00

0 

353.94

6 
0 

9999.00

0 



Iteratio

n  

Negative 

eigenvalue

s 

Conditio

n # 

Smallest 

eigenvalu

e 

Diamete

r 
F 

NTrie

s 
Ratio 

1 e 0 69.908 
 

1.139 72.519 20 .678 

2 e 0 20.836 
 

.603 17.346 3 .000 

3 e 0 24.302 
 

.341 4.906 1 .939 

4 e 0 26.927 
 

.098 3.669 1 1.054 

5 e 0 27.650 
 

.012 3.650 1 1.010 

6 e 0 27.697 
 

.000 3.650 1 1.000 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 9 3.650 1 .056 3.650 

Saturated model 10 .000 0 
  

Independence model 4 334.314 6 .000 55.719 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .037 .995 .945 .099 

Saturated model .000 1.000 
  

Independence model .577 .631 .385 .379 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .989 .934 .992 .952 .992 

Saturated model 1.000 
 

1.000 
 

1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .167 .165 .165 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 2.650 .000 12.641 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 328.314 272.092 391.947 



FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model .011 .008 .000 .038 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.013 .995 .825 1.188 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .090 .000 .196 .161 

Independence model .407 .371 .445 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 21.650 21.927 55.869 64.869 

Saturated model 20.000 20.308 58.021 68.021 

Independence model 342.314 342.437 357.522 361.522 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model .066 .058 .096 .066 

Saturated model .061 .061 .061 .062 

Independence model 1.037 .867 1.230 1.038 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 348 600 

Independence model 13 17 

Execution time summary 

Minimization: .000 

Miscellaneous: .171 

Bootstrap: .000 

Total: .171 
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Analysis Summary 



Date and Time 

Date: 28 March 2017 

Time: 17:45:53 

Title 

Cfa-final: 28 March 2017 17:45 

Groups 

Group number 1 (Group number 1) 

Notes for Group (Group number 1) 

The model is recursive. 

Sample size = 331 

Variable Summary (Group number 1) 

Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 

Observed, endogenous variables 

WUI1 

WUI2 

WUI3 

WUI4 

C1 

C2 

C3 

C4 

DC1 

DC2 

DC3 

DC4 

DC5 

DC6 

BS1 

BS2 

BS3 

BS4 

QI1 

QI2 

QI3 

QI6 

QI5 

QI4 

CC5 

CC4 

CC3 

CC2 



CC1 

OF1 

OF2 

OF3 

OF4 

OF5 

OF6 

Unobserved, exogenous variables 

WUI 

e32 

e33 

e34 

e35 

CUS 

e1 

e2 

e3 

e4 

AE 

e5 

e6 

e7 

e8 

e9 

e10 

BS 

e17 

e18 

e19 

e20 

QI 

e21 

e22 

e23 

e24 

e25 

e26 

CC 

e31 

e30 

e29 

e28 

e27 

OF 

e11 

e12 

e13 

e14 

e15 

e16 



Variable counts (Group number 1) 

Number of variables in your model: 77 

Number of observed variables: 35 

Number of unobserved variables: 42 

Number of exogenous variables: 42 

Number of endogenous variables: 35 

Parameter Summary (Group number 1) 

 
Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 

Fixed 42 0 0 0 0 42 

Labeled 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Unlabeled 28 55 42 0 0 125 

Total 70 55 42 0 0 167 

Models 

Default model (Default model) 

Notes for Model (Default model) 

Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 

Number of distinct sample moments: 630 

Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 125 

Degrees of freedom (630 - 125): 505 

Result (Default model) 

Minimum was achieved 

Chi-square = 1704.305 

Degrees of freedom = 505 

Probability level = .000 

Group number 1 (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Scalar Estimates (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

WUI1 <--- WUI 1.000 
    

WUI2 <--- WUI .962 .150 6.417 *** 
 

WUI3 <--- WUI 4.270 .647 6.600 *** 
 

WUI4 <--- WUI 1.681 .244 6.883 *** 
 



   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

C1 <--- CUS 1.000 
    

C2 <--- CUS .470 .032 14.601 *** 
 

C3 <--- CUS .586 .025 23.210 *** 
 

C4 <--- CUS .369 .032 11.489 *** 
 

DC1 <--- AE 1.000 
    

DC2 <--- AE 1.105 .131 8.441 *** 
 

DC3 <--- AE 1.974 .222 8.904 *** 
 

DC4 <--- AE .220 .087 2.520 .012 
 

DC5 <--- AE .386 .098 3.946 *** 
 

DC6 <--- AE .538 .092 5.839 *** 
 

BS1 <--- BS 1.000 
    

BS2 <--- BS .997 .072 13.817 *** 
 

BS3 <--- BS 1.064 .081 13.186 *** 
 

BS4 <--- BS .880 .083 10.661 *** 
 

QI1 <--- QI 1.000 
    

QI2 <--- QI 1.259 .132 9.565 *** 
 

QI3 <--- QI 1.398 .158 8.824 *** 
 

QI6 <--- QI 1.032 .141 7.335 *** 
 

QI5 <--- QI 1.178 .145 8.127 *** 
 

QI4 <--- QI 1.299 .153 8.486 *** 
 

CC5 <--- CC 1.000 
    

CC4 <--- CC .791 .078 10.151 *** 
 

CC3 <--- CC .820 .078 10.564 *** 
 

CC2 <--- CC .816 .083 9.786 *** 
 

CC1 <--- CC .907 .095 9.568 *** 
 

OF1 <--- OF 1.000 
    

OF2 <--- OF .844 .051 16.569 *** 
 

OF3 <--- OF .655 .059 11.188 *** 
 

OF4 <--- OF .866 .076 11.345 *** 
 

OF5 <--- OF .612 .063 9.694 *** 
 

OF6 <--- OF .568 .059 9.664 *** 
 

Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate 

WUI1 <--- WUI .327 

WUI2 <--- WUI .280 

WUI3 <--- WUI .902 

WUI4 <--- WUI .461 

C1 <--- CUS .990 

C2 <--- CUS .634 

C3 <--- CUS .800 

C4 <--- CUS .541 

DC1 <--- AE .695 



   
Estimate 

DC2 <--- AE .706 

DC3 <--- AE 1.058 

DC4 <--- AE .145 

DC5 <--- AE .266 

DC6 <--- AE .383 

BS1 <--- BS .770 

BS2 <--- BS .769 

BS3 <--- BS .763 

BS4 <--- BS .624 

QI1 <--- QI .523 

QI2 <--- QI .676 

QI3 <--- QI .766 

QI6 <--- QI .549 

QI5 <--- QI .656 

QI4 <--- QI .706 

CC5 <--- CC .723 

CC4 <--- CC .581 

CC3 <--- CC .635 

CC2 <--- CC .591 

CC1 <--- CC .653 

OF1 <--- OF .884 

OF2 <--- OF .769 

OF3 <--- OF .578 

OF4 <--- OF .648 

OF5 <--- OF .515 

OF6 <--- OF .514 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

WUI <--> CUS .648 .109 5.967 *** 
 

CUS <--> CC .705 .109 6.493 *** 
 

CUS <--> QI .542 .092 5.878 *** 
 

CUS <--> OF 1.286 .140 9.164 *** 
 

CUS <--> BS .565 .105 5.394 *** 
 

CUS <--> AE .885 .116 7.664 *** 
 

WUI <--> AE .199 .039 5.056 *** 
 

AE <--> CC .328 .056 5.875 *** 
 

AE <--> QI .276 .049 5.593 *** 
 

AE <--> OF .692 .089 7.730 *** 
 

AE <--> BS .354 .058 6.133 *** 
 

BS <--> OF .764 .090 8.481 *** 
 

BS <--> QI .461 .069 6.705 *** 
 

BS <--> CC .742 .085 8.707 *** 
 



   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

WUI <--> BS .132 .031 4.252 *** 
 

QI <--> OF .540 .079 6.817 *** 
 

CC <--> OF .753 .090 8.322 *** 
 

WUI <--> OF .295 .054 5.443 *** 
 

QI <--> CC .492 .072 6.814 *** 
 

WUI <--> QI .126 .028 4.450 *** 
 

WUI <--> CC .173 .036 4.797 *** 
 

e34 <--> e35 .071 .044 1.624 .104 
 

e2 <--> e4 .239 .053 4.506 *** 
 

e5 <--> e8 -.025 .070 -.355 .723 
 

e9 <--> e10 .490 .076 6.452 *** 
 

e5 <--> e6 -.117 .119 -.984 .325 
 

e17 <--> e18 -.003 .050 -.066 .947 
 

e25 <--> e26 .197 .053 3.739 *** 
 

e24 <--> e25 .243 .058 4.175 *** 
 

e21 <--> e22 .295 .061 4.850 *** 
 

e22 <--> e26 .051 .044 1.136 .256 
 

e28 <--> e27 .251 .060 4.210 *** 
 

e31 <--> e30 .066 .061 1.088 .276 
 

e14 <--> e15 .661 .098 6.725 *** 
 

e15 <--> e16 .667 .086 7.785 *** 
 

e13 <--> e16 -.157 .052 -3.030 .002 
 

e14 <--> e16 .615 .092 6.719 *** 
 

e32 <--> e33 .625 .076 8.253 *** 
 

e32 <--> e35 .439 .071 6.230 *** 
 

e33 <--> e35 .672 .084 8.041 *** 
 

e6 <--> e8 .033 .075 .439 .661 
 

e6 <--> e7 -.943 .247 -3.814 *** 
 

e29 <--> e28 .267 .054 4.946 *** 
 

e5 <--> e7 -.925 .221 -4.180 *** 
 

e3 <--> e4 .156 .040 3.852 *** 
 

e22 <--> e23 .200 .055 3.661 *** 
 

e22 <--> e24 -.170 .049 -3.453 *** 
 

e19 <--> e20 .289 .062 4.637 *** 
 

e31 <--> e27 -.259 .054 -4.813 *** 
 

e12 <--> e13 .304 .058 5.256 *** 
 

e11 <--> e14 -.278 .049 -5.706 *** 
 

e8 <--> e9 .916 .100 9.180 *** 
 

e8 <--> e10 .431 .086 5.011 *** 
 

e7 <--> e10 -.447 .114 -3.929 *** 
 

e5 <--> e10 .398 .078 5.123 *** 
 

Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 



   
Estimate 

WUI <--> CUS 1.065 

CUS <--> CC .462 

CUS <--> QI .481 

CUS <--> OF .647 

CUS <--> BS .357 

CUS <--> AE .603 

WUI <--> AE .642 

AE <--> CC .422 

AE <--> QI .480 

AE <--> OF .683 

AE <--> BS .440 

BS <--> OF .700 

BS <--> QI .746 

BS <--> CC .887 

WUI <--> BS .397 

QI <--> OF .695 

CC <--> OF .715 

WUI <--> OF .703 

QI <--> CC .825 

WUI <--> QI .529 

WUI <--> CC .536 

e34 <--> e35 .084 

e2 <--> e4 .252 

e5 <--> e8 -.021 

e9 <--> e10 .361 

e5 <--> e6 -.136 

e17 <--> e18 -.006 

e25 <--> e26 .252 

e24 <--> e25 .258 

e21 <--> e22 .298 

e22 <--> e26 .064 

e28 <--> e27 .265 

e31 <--> e30 .077 

e14 <--> e15 .465 

e15 <--> e16 .503 

e13 <--> e16 -.131 

e14 <--> e16 .465 

e32 <--> e33 .512 

e32 <--> e35 .366 

e33 <--> e35 .490 

e6 <--> e8 .026 

e29 <--> e28 .297 

e3 <--> e4 .214 

e22 <--> e23 .281 



   
Estimate 

e22 <--> e24 -.179 

e19 <--> e20 .336 

e31 <--> e27 -.318 

e12 <--> e13 .341 

e11 <--> e14 -.377 

e8 <--> e9 .584 

e8 <--> e10 .296 

e5 <--> e10 .396 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

WUI 
  

.128 .042 3.053 .002 
 

CUS 
  

2.882 .231 12.493 *** 
 

AE 
  

.748 .162 4.623 *** 
 

BS 
  

.867 .114 7.612 *** 
 

QI 
  

.441 .094 4.699 *** 
 

CC 
  

.808 .117 6.916 *** 
 

OF 
  

1.372 .141 9.740 *** 
 

e32 
  

1.071 .083 12.843 *** 
 

e33 
  

1.393 .108 12.906 *** 
 

e34 
  

.538 .128 4.202 *** 
 

e35 
  

1.347 .104 12.935 *** 
 

e1 
  

.056 .031 1.822 .068 
 

e2 
  

.947 .075 12.703 *** 
 

e3 
  

.557 .045 12.403 *** 
 

e4 
  

.952 .074 12.805 *** 
 

e5 
  

.802 .141 5.675 *** 
 

e6 
  

.919 .168 5.457 *** 
 

e7 
  

-.313 .442 -.707 .480 
 

e8 
  

1.688 .131 12.871 *** 
 

e9 
  

1.461 .114 12.841 *** 
 

e10 
  

1.258 .103 12.184 *** 
 

e17 
  

.594 .066 9.057 *** 
 

e18 
  

.597 .066 9.085 *** 
 

e19 
  

.703 .070 9.980 *** 
 

e20 
  

1.051 .092 11.415 *** 
 

e21 
  

1.173 .099 11.911 *** 
 

e22 
  

.833 .082 10.100 *** 
 

e23 
  

.609 .066 9.164 *** 
 

e24 
  

1.091 .093 11.735 *** 
 

e25 
  

.812 .075 10.861 *** 
 

e26 
  

.748 .073 10.229 *** 
 

e31 
  

.737 .076 9.691 *** 
 



   
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

e30 
  

.995 .086 11.564 *** 
 

e29 
  

.806 .069 11.617 *** 
 

e28 
  

1.004 .085 11.840 *** 
 

e27 
  

.896 .083 10.806 *** 
 

e11 
  

.384 .054 7.080 *** 
 

e12 
  

.677 .061 11.015 *** 
 

e13 
  

1.172 .096 12.230 *** 
 

e14 
  

1.420 .129 11.025 *** 
 

e15 
  

1.423 .116 12.308 *** 
 

e16 
  

1.233 .100 12.358 *** 
 

Notes for Model (Group number 1 - Default model) 

The following covariance matrix is not positive definite (Group number 1 - Default model) 

 
OF CC QI BS AE CUS WUI 

OF 1.372 
      

CC .753 .808 
     

QI .540 .492 .441 
    

BS .764 .742 .461 .867 
   

AE .692 .328 .276 .354 .748 
  

CUS 1.286 .705 .542 .565 .885 2.882 
 

WUI .295 .173 .126 .132 .199 .648 .128 

The following covariance matrix is not positive definite (Group number 1 - Default model) 

 
e10 e9 e8 e7 e6 e5 

e10 1.258 
     

e9 .490 1.461 
    

e8 .431 .916 1.688 
   

e7 -.447 .000 .000 -.313 
  

e6 .000 .000 .033 -.943 .919 
 

e5 .398 .000 -.025 -.925 -.117 .802 

Notes for Group/Model (Group number 1 - Default model) 

This solution is not admissible. 

Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

e16 <--> OF 6.628 -.089 

e16 <--> CC 19.476 .135 

e16 <--> BS 13.368 -.119 



   
M.I. Par Change 

e14 <--> OF 5.599 -.086 

e14 <--> CC 7.785 -.096 

e14 <--> BS 15.972 .146 

e13 <--> QI 6.882 .076 

e12 <--> e14 8.817 -.131 

e11 <--> QI 4.800 -.048 

e11 <--> e16 5.029 -.082 

e11 <--> e12 4.613 .070 

e27 <--> e13 4.955 -.115 

e28 <--> AE 5.505 .050 

e29 <--> OF 4.371 .071 

e29 <--> e12 6.692 .101 

e30 <--> OF 16.115 .157 

e30 <--> e13 17.703 .237 

e31 <--> OF 7.117 -.093 

e31 <--> BS 5.153 .073 

e31 <--> e16 9.492 .137 

e31 <--> e15 5.163 -.110 

e26 <--> QI 7.295 .066 

e25 <--> OF 4.270 -.068 

e25 <--> QI 4.211 -.050 

e25 <--> AE 5.775 .048 

e25 <--> e13 5.057 -.106 

e25 <--> e27 15.777 .174 

e24 <--> BS 4.570 .079 

e24 <--> e15 5.629 .129 

e24 <--> e27 8.262 .150 

e24 <--> e28 4.539 .109 

e24 <--> e29 5.074 -.111 

e24 <--> e30 11.033 -.188 

e23 <--> e16 4.735 .086 

e23 <--> e28 5.992 -.100 

e23 <--> e26 9.192 .118 

e22 <--> e28 7.096 .111 

e21 <--> OF 23.702 .196 

e21 <--> e13 22.724 .275 

e21 <--> e11 5.822 .105 

e21 <--> e27 6.427 -.136 

e21 <--> e28 4.798 -.115 

e21 <--> e29 8.294 .146 

e21 <--> e30 10.865 .192 

e20 <--> OF 9.870 .118 

e20 <--> e13 5.979 .132 

e20 <--> e11 4.239 .084 



   
M.I. Par Change 

e20 <--> e24 5.202 .124 

e20 <--> e22 10.200 -.142 

e19 <--> e15 8.544 -.132 

e19 <--> e14 12.113 .162 

e19 <--> e13 18.613 -.201 

e19 <--> e30 11.447 -.159 

e18 <--> e16 20.070 -.188 

e18 <--> e23 5.391 -.088 

e17 <--> CC 4.265 .059 

e17 <--> CUS 5.143 -.052 

e17 <--> e15 5.004 .102 

e17 <--> e31 14.487 .161 

e17 <--> e26 4.421 -.087 

e17 <--> e25 4.386 -.084 

e17 <--> e24 5.332 .110 

e17 <--> e23 5.337 .088 

e10 <--> e13 6.848 .136 

e10 <--> e27 6.351 -.121 

e10 <--> e24 7.112 .140 

e10 <--> e21 6.247 .134 

e9 <--> e27 4.783 .105 

e9 <--> e29 4.145 -.092 

e9 <--> e25 5.936 .107 

e9 <--> e22 4.307 .088 

e8 <--> e15 4.023 .112 

e8 <--> e29 7.696 .141 

e8 <--> e31 4.528 .111 

e8 <--> e25 7.988 -.139 

e8 <--> e18 5.499 -.115 

e8 <--> e17 6.851 .129 

e7 <--> e13 12.201 -.200 

e7 <--> e11 9.426 .127 

e7 <--> e28 4.080 .105 

e7 <--> e25 5.096 .110 

e7 <--> e23 6.639 -.119 

e6 <--> QI 5.011 .074 

e6 <--> e16 4.122 .113 

e6 <--> e19 8.659 .155 

e5 <--> e9 8.506 .139 

e4 <--> OF 4.098 .072 

e4 <--> AE 4.951 -.048 

e4 <--> e15 6.991 .130 

e4 <--> e13 4.148 .104 

e4 <--> e9 15.303 .185 



   
M.I. Par Change 

e4 <--> e7 5.182 -.120 

e4 <--> e6 5.693 -.137 

e3 <--> QI 4.623 .046 

e3 <--> e12 5.707 .078 

e3 <--> e26 9.046 .107 

e3 <--> e20 6.873 -.104 

e3 <--> e8 4.557 .090 

e3 <--> e6 10.418 .148 

e2 <--> OF 6.820 .095 

e2 <--> e15 14.442 .192 

e2 <--> e13 4.367 .109 

e2 <--> e31 5.151 -.107 

e2 <--> e8 27.228 .283 

e2 <--> e7 11.232 -.180 

e2 <--> e6 6.586 .151 

e1 <--> e15 6.446 -.063 

e1 <--> e17 4.187 -.045 

e35 <--> QI 12.811 .103 

e35 <--> e16 4.732 .106 

e35 <--> e11 5.899 -.100 

e35 <--> e28 4.803 .109 

e35 <--> e29 6.599 -.124 

e35 <--> e31 12.924 .178 

e35 <--> e26 4.977 .107 

e35 <--> e23 4.027 .088 

e35 <--> e20 4.822 -.117 

e35 <--> e3 6.163 .100 

e35 <--> e2 4.979 -.115 

e33 <--> e28 5.049 -.106 

e33 <--> e26 5.008 -.101 

e32 <--> OF 5.977 .083 

e32 <--> e16 11.798 .148 

e32 <--> e15 14.290 .177 

e32 <--> e13 7.334 .131 

e32 <--> e12 4.260 -.080 

e32 <--> e25 4.567 -.088 

e32 <--> e21 4.432 .106 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   
M.I. Par Change 



   
M.I. Par Change 

OF6 <--- QI 4.025 .161 

OF6 <--- CUS 4.215 .060 

OF6 <--- CC2 8.134 .113 

OF6 <--- CC3 7.077 .112 

OF6 <--- CC5 10.191 .126 

OF6 <--- QI3 8.017 .115 

OF6 <--- BS2 6.290 -.102 

OF6 <--- DC6 5.437 .094 

OF6 <--- DC5 9.798 .123 

OF6 <--- DC4 9.750 .117 

OF6 <--- DC2 5.927 .088 

OF6 <--- C2 8.392 .113 

OF6 <--- C1 4.117 .058 

OF6 <--- WUI4 20.899 .172 

OF6 <--- WUI2 15.201 .156 

OF6 <--- WUI1 30.035 .246 

OF5 <--- QI6 5.007 .096 

OF5 <--- DC4 5.542 .096 

OF5 <--- C4 6.305 .116 

OF5 <--- C2 5.635 .101 

OF5 <--- C1 4.208 -.064 

OF5 <--- WUI1 6.907 .128 

OF4 <--- CUS 14.246 .124 

OF4 <--- WUI 8.010 .390 

OF4 <--- OF2 4.480 -.091 

OF4 <--- BS4 5.025 .094 

OF4 <--- BS3 7.006 .113 

OF4 <--- C3 4.560 .095 

OF4 <--- C1 14.694 .123 

OF4 <--- WUI4 9.187 .128 

OF4 <--- WUI3 14.045 .122 

OF3 <--- CC4 16.063 .181 

OF3 <--- QI1 23.656 .212 

OF3 <--- DC6 13.317 .166 

OF3 <--- DC3 8.616 -.101 

OF3 <--- DC1 6.583 .114 

OF3 <--- WUI1 5.457 .118 

OF2 <--- CUS 4.617 -.057 

OF2 <--- OF4 8.212 -.081 

OF2 <--- CC3 5.532 .090 

OF2 <--- CC4 4.188 .074 

OF2 <--- QI2 6.063 .088 

OF2 <--- QI1 6.387 .088 

OF2 <--- DC2 5.666 -.078 



   
M.I. Par Change 

OF2 <--- DC1 7.259 -.096 

OF2 <--- C1 4.983 -.058 

OF2 <--- WUI3 4.033 -.053 

OF1 <--- CC 5.393 -.114 

OF1 <--- QI 5.239 -.156 

OF1 <--- OF6 5.421 -.075 

OF1 <--- CC5 8.569 -.098 

OF1 <--- QI4 6.188 -.085 

OF1 <--- QI3 5.788 -.083 

OF1 <--- QI2 4.176 -.069 

OF1 <--- DC6 5.777 -.082 

OF1 <--- DC5 7.680 -.092 

OF1 <--- DC4 8.725 -.094 

OF1 <--- DC2 4.206 -.063 

OF1 <--- WUI4 7.191 -.085 

CC1 <--- OF3 4.384 -.081 

CC1 <--- QI5 14.786 .166 

CC1 <--- QI6 14.665 .157 

CC1 <--- QI1 4.840 -.089 

CC2 <--- AE 7.849 .130 

CC2 <--- CUS 4.578 .064 

CC2 <--- WUI 4.091 .254 

CC2 <--- DC3 4.905 .069 

CC2 <--- C1 4.748 .064 

CC2 <--- WUI4 4.890 .085 

CC3 <--- OF2 4.132 .077 

CC4 <--- OF3 21.900 .197 

CC4 <--- OF2 8.336 .126 

CC4 <--- QI6 11.118 -.149 

CC4 <--- QI1 8.112 .125 

CC5 <--- WUI 4.233 -.256 

CC5 <--- OF5 5.830 -.087 

CC5 <--- BS1 6.387 .104 

CC5 <--- DC4 5.661 .090 

CC5 <--- C2 8.395 -.115 

QI4 <--- BS1 4.188 -.082 

QI5 <--- AE 7.049 .115 

QI5 <--- CUS 5.511 .065 

QI5 <--- WUI 5.771 .282 

QI5 <--- CC1 11.912 .130 

QI5 <--- QI1 4.244 -.076 

QI5 <--- DC3 6.592 .075 

QI5 <--- C1 5.752 .066 

QI5 <--- WUI3 5.065 .062 



   
M.I. Par Change 

QI6 <--- OF5 5.704 .096 

QI6 <--- CC1 9.678 .139 

QI6 <--- CC2 5.328 .104 

QI6 <--- CC4 5.374 -.106 

QI6 <--- BS4 6.414 .108 

QI6 <--- BS1 6.193 .115 

QI3 <--- CC2 5.297 -.082 

QI3 <--- QI4 4.326 .076 

QI3 <--- DC3 6.414 -.070 

QI2 <--- CC2 4.435 .077 

QI2 <--- BS4 6.336 -.088 

QI2 <--- DC5 5.608 .086 

QI1 <--- OF 5.309 .118 

QI1 <--- OF3 37.077 .263 

QI1 <--- OF2 15.163 .174 

QI1 <--- OF1 9.297 .132 

QI1 <--- CC3 4.480 .104 

QI1 <--- CC4 8.723 .138 

QI1 <--- DC6 6.071 .116 

BS4 <--- OF5 6.431 .098 

BS4 <--- OF3 4.797 .089 

BS4 <--- QI6 5.584 .102 

BS4 <--- QI2 6.913 -.114 

BS3 <--- OF4 5.757 .071 

BS3 <--- OF3 11.957 -.121 

BS3 <--- CC4 7.153 -.101 

BS3 <--- DC2 6.132 .085 

BS3 <--- C3 6.339 .094 

BS2 <--- OF6 11.292 -.122 

BS1 <--- CC5 8.626 .111 

BS1 <--- DC4 4.652 .077 

DC6 <--- CC1 5.379 -.096 

DC6 <--- QI6 4.283 .085 

DC6 <--- QI1 5.935 .099 

DC5 <--- CC1 4.210 .084 

DC5 <--- QI5 4.196 .088 

DC5 <--- QI2 4.189 .085 

DC5 <--- DC1 12.005 .143 

DC5 <--- C4 12.332 .155 

DC5 <--- WUI4 5.447 .092 

DC5 <--- WUI2 5.627 .099 

DC4 <--- OF6 7.548 .122 

DC4 <--- OF5 9.569 .128 

DC4 <--- CC3 8.971 .148 



   
M.I. Par Change 

DC4 <--- CC4 4.191 .096 

DC4 <--- CC5 9.775 .145 

DC4 <--- QI1 4.517 .096 

DC4 <--- BS1 7.331 .129 

DC4 <--- C4 4.865 .109 

DC4 <--- C3 5.419 .108 

DC4 <--- C2 24.722 .227 

DC4 <--- WUI2 6.868 .123 

DC4 <--- WUI1 7.311 .142 

DC3 <--- OF1 4.541 .092 

DC3 <--- CC2 4.593 .098 

DC3 <--- QI5 4.132 .097 

DC3 <--- QI6 4.477 .097 

DC3 <--- DC5 10.035 -.144 

DC3 <--- DC4 6.916 -.114 

DC3 <--- C4 7.856 -.138 

DC3 <--- C2 10.164 -.144 

DC3 <--- WUI1 4.612 -.112 

DC1 <--- BS 4.194 -.120 

DC1 <--- OF4 7.094 -.087 

DC1 <--- BS4 4.331 -.081 

DC1 <--- BS3 7.013 -.104 

DC1 <--- BS2 5.804 -.102 

DC1 <--- DC5 13.280 .148 

DC1 <--- DC4 4.765 .085 

C4 <--- OF5 9.224 .111 

C4 <--- OF3 5.177 .087 

C4 <--- DC6 11.759 .143 

C4 <--- DC5 26.777 .209 

C4 <--- DC4 10.601 .126 

C4 <--- WUI2 5.349 .095 

C4 <--- WUI1 4.590 .099 

C3 <--- QI4 9.053 .100 

C3 <--- DC4 4.783 .067 

C3 <--- DC2 10.426 .097 

C2 <--- OF 4.930 .103 

C2 <--- BS 4.796 .131 

C2 <--- OF6 16.857 .165 

C2 <--- OF5 28.895 .201 

C2 <--- OF4 5.879 .081 

C2 <--- OF3 7.460 .107 

C2 <--- OF1 5.349 .091 

C2 <--- QI1 4.446 .086 

C2 <--- BS4 8.213 .113 



   
M.I. Par Change 

C2 <--- DC6 6.795 .112 

C2 <--- DC5 8.641 .122 

C2 <--- DC4 35.629 .236 

C2 <--- DC2 16.191 .154 

C2 <--- DC1 7.857 .117 

C2 <--- WUI2 5.727 .101 

C2 <--- WUI1 6.738 .123 

C1 <--- OF5 4.783 -.040 

C1 <--- DC6 10.694 -.069 

C1 <--- DC5 10.548 -.066 

C1 <--- DC4 9.107 -.059 

C1 <--- WUI1 4.688 -.051 

WUI4 <--- CC 9.056 .194 

WUI4 <--- QI 12.346 .313 

WUI4 <--- BS 4.831 .138 

WUI4 <--- OF6 7.294 .114 

WUI4 <--- OF4 7.268 .094 

WUI4 <--- CC2 9.117 .133 

WUI4 <--- CC5 18.311 .188 

WUI4 <--- QI4 14.496 .170 

WUI4 <--- QI5 4.091 .092 

WUI4 <--- QI3 16.079 .180 

WUI4 <--- QI2 13.541 .162 

WUI2 <--- BS1 4.419 .090 

WUI2 <--- DC5 8.800 .122 

WUI2 <--- DC4 7.538 .108 

WUI2 <--- DC3 4.278 .066 

WUI1 <--- OF6 32.762 .213 

WUI1 <--- OF5 38.484 .215 

WUI1 <--- OF4 11.674 .105 

WUI1 <--- OF3 4.658 .078 

WUI1 <--- QI1 4.310 .079 

WUI1 <--- DC6 8.372 .115 

WUI1 <--- DC1 4.371 .081 

Minimization History (Default model) 
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Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 125 1704.305 505 .000 3.375 

Saturated model 630 .000 0 
  

Independence model 35 7810.298 595 .000 13.127 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .164 .779 .724 .624 

Saturated model .000 1.000 
  

Independence model .593 .200 .152 .188 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 

Delta1 

RFI 

rho1 

IFI 

Delta2 

TLI 

rho2 
CFI 

Default model .782 .743 .836 .804 .834 

Saturated model 1.000 
 

1.000 
 

1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .849 .664 .708 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 1199.305 1077.703 1328.472 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 7215.298 6933.392 7503.652 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 5.165 3.634 3.266 4.026 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 



Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Independence model 23.668 21.865 21.010 22.738 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .085 .080 .089 .000 

Independence model .192 .188 .195 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 1954.305 1984.918 2429.570 2554.570 

Saturated model 1260.000 1414.286 3655.335 4285.335 

Independence model 7880.298 7888.870 8013.373 8048.373 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model 5.922 5.554 6.314 6.015 

Saturated model 3.818 3.818 3.818 4.286 

Independence model 23.880 23.025 24.753 23.906 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 

.05 

HOELTER 

.01 

Default model 109 113 

Independence model 28 29 

Execution time summary 

Minimization: .088 

Miscellaneous: 1.844 

Bootstrap: .000 

Total: 1.932 

 

  



Code sheet 

CUS Customization 

C1  This website provides a "one-stop shop" for my shopping. 

C2  This website does not satisfy a majority of my online shopping needs. (r)  

C3  The choice of products at this website is limited. (r) 

C4  This website does not carry a wide selection of products to choose from. (r) 

DC Design Clarity 

DC4  1.There were no errors or crashing. 

DC5  2.There were no busy server messages. 

DC6  3.There were no pages “under construction.” 

DC1  1.Overall layout of the site is clear. 

DC2  2.The process for browsing is clear. 

DC3  3.The site is visually appealing. 

OF Order fulfilment 

OF1  1.Delivery options are available. 

OF2  2.Return policies or other measures of accountability are present. 

OF3  3.Order confirmation is given via e-mail. 

OF4  1.Total shopping time 

OF5  2.Convenience 

OF6  3.Ease of browsing 

QI Brand strength/quality image 

QI1  1.I am familiar with the company whose site this is. 

QI2  2.The site represents a quality company or organization. 

QI3  3.The quality of the brands being advertised on this site is consistent with the 

quality of the site's sponsoring company. 

QI4  1.My overall trust in this site is . . . . 

QI5  2.My overall believability of the information on this site is . . . .  

QI6  3.My overall confidence in the recommendations on this site is . . . . 

CI Content interactive 

CI1  1.This website enables me  to view the merchandise from different angles.  

CI2  2.This website has a search tool that enables me to locate products. 

CI3  3.This website does not have a tool that makes product comparisons easy. (r) 

CI4  4.I feel that this is a very engaging website. 

CI5  5.I believe that this website is not a very dynamic one. (r) 

BS Brand selection 

BS1  1.I need lots more information about this brand before I’d buy it. (r) 

BS2  2.I know what I’m going to get from this brand, which saves time shopping 

around. 

BS3  3.I know I can count on this brand being there in the future. 

BS4  4.This brand gives me what I want, which saves me time and effort trying to 

do better. 

WUI Website usage Intention 

WUI1  1.I would purchase an item at this site.  

WUI2  2.I would recommend this site to a friend.  

WUI3  3.I would register at this site. 



WUI4  I would like to receive updates 

 

c

odes 

Items 

C1  This website provides a "one-stop shop" for my shopping. 

C2  This website does not satisfy a majority of my online shopping needs. (r)  

C3  The choice of products at this website is limited. (r) 

C4  This website does not carry a wide selection of products to choose from. 

(r) 

DC4  1.There were no errors or crashing. 

DC5  2.There were no busy server messages. 

DC6  3.There were no pages “under construction.” 

DC1  1.Overall layout of the site is clear. 

DC2  2.The process for browsing is clear. 

DC3  3.The site is visually appealing. 

OF1  1.Delivery options are available. 

OF2  2.Return policies or other measures of accountability are present. 

OF3  3.Order confirmation is given via e-mail. 

OF4  1.Total shopping time 

OF5  2.Convenience 

OF6  3.Ease of browsing 

QI1  1.I am familiar with the company whose site this is. 

QI2  2.The site represents a quality company or organization. 

QI3  3.The quality of the brands being advertised on this site is consistent with 

the quality of the site's sponsoring company. 

QI4  1.My overall trust in this site is . . . . 

QI5  2.My overall believability of the information on this site is . . . .  

QI6  3.My overall confidence in the recommendations on this site is . . . . 

CC1  1.This website enables me  to view the merchandise from different angles.  

CC2  2.This website has a search tool that enables me to locate products. 

CC3  3.This website does not have a tool that makes product comparisons easy. 

(r) 

CC4  4.I feel that this is a very engaging website. 

CC5  5.I believe that this website is not a very dynamic one. (r) 

BS1  1.I need lots more information about this brand before I’d buy it. (r) 

BS2  2.I know what I’m going to get from this brand, which saves time 

shopping around. 

BS3  3.I know I can count on this brand being there in the future. 

BS4  4.This brand gives me what I want, which saves me time and effort trying 

to do better. 

WUI1  1.I would purchase an item at this site.  

WUI2  2.I would recommend this site to a friend.  

WUI3  3.I would register at this site. 

WUI4  I would like to receive updates 
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