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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to provide a better understanding of the 

relationships among quality, value, satisfaction, and loyalty when consumers choose to 

use technology-based retail formats such as online shopping. Three research objectives 

served to guide the development of an e-shopping loyalty model. The first objective was 

to investigate the extent to which the direct and indirect relationships among quality, 

value, satisfaction, and loyalty in technology-based retail environments parallel those that 

occur in traditional retail and service settings. The second research objective was to 

examine how the factors that predict quality-value perceptions for shopping online as 

compared to offline influence evaluations of e-shopping satisfaction and loyalty for an 

online merchant. The third objective was to investigate how a consumer's receptiveness 

to e-shopping technology influences evaluations of and loyalty to a merchant's website. 

There is a paucity of research regarding the interrelationships among these variables in 

technology-based consumption environments, therefore, the conceptual framewoik for 

the e-shopping model was drawn primarily from the relevant research in the retail and 

services literature. Data for the study was collected using a survey distributed by mail to 

the online apparel customers of a U.S. based company. The structural model employed 

to test the e-shopping loyalty model supported nine of the eleven hypothesized 

relationships. The links found in the causal model were reinterpreted as an Integrated 

Model of e-Shopping Loyalty. Findings suggest that online customer loyalty is less 

directly impacted by value-driven cognitions than by satisfactory shopping experiences. 



More specifically, perceptions of online shopping value impacted e-shopping loyalty only 

indirectly through the positive and direct effect of e-shopping satisfaction. Although 

cognitive assessments related to the merchandise offering played an important role in the 

evaluative process, shoppers' judgments of e-service quality were found to be more 

influential in affecting e-shopping loyalty. Additionally, shoppers appeared to be as 

concerned about the time and effort costs involved in online shopping as they were with 

the merchandise price. Finally, stronger feelings and beliefs about online shopping 

influenced consumers' evaluations of e-shopping primarily through their impact on 

perceptions of e-service quality. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In the contemporary retailing environment, customer loyalty depends on a 

retailer's ability to consistently deliver quality, value, and satisfaction. The importance 

of each of these factors in affecting consumer responses such as positive word-of-mouth 

and future purchase intentions is supported by a substantial body of industry-based and 

scholarly research. The advent of electronic commerce, however, has stimulated 

intensified interest in understanding the nature of the relationships among quality, value, 

satisfaction, and loyalty when consumers choose to shop online. 

The technological aspects of online shopping, in particular, have generated a 

number of important research issues. For example, what specific service and 

merchandise attributes form the basis of consumers' perceptions of quality when 

shopping online (Zeithaml, Parasuraman, and Malhotra, 2000)? In what way do 

consimier characteristics, such as a shopper's predisposition toward e-shopping, affect 

their perceptions of quality and value regarding shopping online (Dabholkar, 2000; 

Parasuraman and Grewal, 2000)? How do the technological aspects associated with 

online shopping alter assessments of satisfaction and loyalty (Bitner, Brown, and Meuter, 

2000)? Most importantly, what drives customer loyalty for e-shopping (Meuter, Ostrom, 

Roundtree, and Bitner, 2000)? 

Addressing these issues will not only contribute to the extant literature regarding 

the relationships among these factors, but will also assist merchants in reaping the full 
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benefits of implementing an online retail strategy. Furthermore, a more complete 

understanding of how online shoppers assess quality, value, satisfaction, and loyalty 

should facilitate the process of integrating e-retailing into an existing offline retail 

approach. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this research is to propose and empirically test a conceptual model 

of e-shopping that assesses the simultaneous effects of quality, value, and satisfaction on 

customer loyalty. Drawing upon recent findings in the literature regarding the 

interrelationships among service quality, value, satisfaction, and behavioral intentions 

(Cronin, Brady, and Hult, 2000), an adapted model will be developed in order to examine 

these variables in a technology-based shopping context. Not only does the study intend 

to further an understanding of how consumers evaluate online shopping specifically, but 

it also proposes to contribute to what is known about how consumers perceive and 

respond to technology-based self-service options more generally. As such, this research 

has the three objectives outlined as follows: 

• To determine the extent to which the direct and indirect relationships among 
quality, value, satisfaction, and loyalty in a technology-based shopping 
environment such as online shopping is similar to those that occur in more 
traditional retail and service settings. 

• To examine how the factors that lead to quality-value perceptions for shopping 
online as compared to offline impact satisfaction with and loyalty to a merchant 
in the online shopping channel. 

• To investigate the effect of shoppers' predispositions toward technology-based 
shopping (i.e., online shopping) on evaluations of and loyalty to an online 
merchant. 
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Background 

Since the commercialization of the Internet, retailers have explored how best to 

implement e-commerce technology so as to better meet the needs of their customers. At 

the outset, some visionaries predicted that online shopping would eventually replace 

traditional retail venues as the preferred mode of shopping (Scansaroli and Eng, 1997). 

This early era of Intemet retailing, however, proved to be a costly learning experience for 

many online-only, or pure-play, merchants. While shoppers appeared to be interested 

and willing to visit online retail sites, conversion rates (i.e., the ratio of buyers to 

browsers) were less than one-third the average of offline retailers (Emst & Young LLP, 

2001). 

Equally alarming were industry estimates of shopping cart abandonment. 

Forrester Research (Chain Store Age Executive, 2000) and Boston Consulting Group 

(Wellner, 2000) reported that nearly two-thirds of online shoppers abandoned shopping 

carts prior to checkout. Lower conversion rates and shopping cart abandonment have 

been attributed to a variety of factors including technical problems with online shopping 

sites, high shipping costs, difficulties in finding products, invasive information requests, 

and reluctance to enter credit card information (Blank, 2000; Boston Consulting Group, 

2000; Emst & Young LLP, 2001; Wellner, 2000). 

What has emerged from this early period of online commerce is a revised and 

more conservative view of how e-tailing fits within the scope of the larger retail picture. 

Rather than abandon traditional retail formats for web-based stores, offline retailers are 

encouraged to view online retailing as a complementary retail channel (Coyle, 2000). In 



fact, the presence of both an on and ofiQine channel is increasingly viewed as a necessity 

rather than an option as it affords retailers an opportunity to add value by giving 

customers the flexibility to choose the shopping option that best serves their personal 

needs (Ernst and Young LLP, 2001; Nasella, 2000). 

As more and more shoppers browse, search, and buy products and services across 

two or more channels (Buechner, 2002), it becomes imperative that retailers deliver on 

customers' expectations in the online channel (Chain Store Age, 2000; Ernst & Young 

LLP, 2001). Unfortunately, the online shopping experience has been far from 

satisfactory for many e-shoppers (Bloxham, 2000; Dodson, 2001). The impact of 

unrealized customer expectations may be particularly detrimental for retailers serving 

customers in both an online and offline channel. Industry studies indicate that very often 

dissatisfied shoppers not only fail to return to the merchant's online site, but they also 

stop patronizing the retailer's traditional channel(s) as well (Boston Consulting Group, 

2000). 

Technology and Patronage Behavior 

For nearly four decades, retail scholars have shown interest in how consumers 

respond to innovative, technology-based retail formats. In an early study. Cox and Rich 

(1964) examined the importance of risk in differentiating telephone shoppers from non-

telephone shoppers. A majority of the shoppers interviewed for the study perceived the 

risks associated with telephone shopping too great to make it an acceptable shopping 

option. Since that time, fiirther research across a number of technology-based retail 

formats, such as television shopping (Kim and Leimon, 2000), interactive teleshopping 
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(Eastlick, 1996) videotex (Ledingham, 1984) and online shopping (Van den Poel and 

Leunis, 1999), indicates that consumers are anxious about a variety of issues related to 

technology-based shopping formats. More specifically, shoppers appear to be concerned 

about loss of privacy (Ledingham, 1984; Miyazaki and Fernandez, 2000), inadequate 

transaction security (Miyazaki and Fernandez, 2000), insufficient product information 

(Kim and Lennon, 2000), high shipping costs (Strader and Shaw, 1999), difHculty in 

returning or exchanging merchandise (Wolfinbarger and Gilly, 2001), inability to 

examine and try on items (Liang and Huang, 1998), and the impersonal nature of the 

format due to minimal, if any, human contact (Ledingham, 1984). 

In a body of related research, scholars have focused on identifying consumer 

characteristics that predict consumers' willingness to adopt and use new technology-

based shopping formats (e.g., Donthu and Garcia, 1999; Eastlick, 1996; Korgaonkar and 

Moschis, 1987; Ledingham, 1984; Shim and Drake, 1990). In general, technology-based 

shoppers tend to be more innovative and less risk adverse than other shopper segments 

(Donthu and Garcia, 1999; Eastlick, 1996). Studies also demonstrate that prior 

experience with technology and technology proneness play important roles in affecting 

consumers' willingness to adopt technology-based shopping formats such as videotex 

(Korgaonkar and Moschis, 1987; Ledingham, 1984; Shim and Drake, 1990), interactive 

teleshopping (Eastlick, 1996), and online shopping (Liao and Cheung, 2001; Van den 

Poel and Leunis, 1999). 

In summary, these studies offer many usefiil insights regarding consumers' 

willingness to adopt and their intentions to use iimovative forms of technology-based 
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shopping. Very little research, however, has been conducted to ascertain how differences 

in the shopping environment related to technology might impact how consumers evaluate 

their shopping experience. Additional contributions regarding this issue may be gleaned 

from a complementary stream of research in the literature related to self-service 

technologies. 

Research Related to SelfService Technologies 

The lack of a human interface is one of the defining characteristics of self-service 

technologies (SSTs), of which online shopping is but a single example. Automated teller 

machines (ATM), electronic ticketing, and self-pump/pay gas facilities represent a 

handful of the growing number of technology-based self-service options available in the 

marketplace today. Self-service technologies eliminate the need for frontline employees, 

allowing customers to obtain the desired service or product entirely through a 

technological interface (Dabholkar, 1996; Meuter et al., 2000). Implemented effectively, 

SSTs can be used to streamline customer transactions, making a single encounter 

between the customer and the organization more efficient and less time-consuming. 

Barring technology breakdowns, technology-facilitated transactions can ensure the 

delivery of a consistent outcome by removing the human variation that occurs when, over 

time, different employees within an organization perform a particular task. 

While some people respond positively to self-service technologies because of 

perceived advantages such as efficiency and speed, other customers are less enthused 

with the technology due in part to its impersonal nature and their individual need for 

human contact (Dabholkar, 1996,2000; Prendergast and Marr, 1994). Studies indicate 
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that very often consumers cite a preference for conducting transactions with a human 

being when discussing reasons for their reluctance to use technology for activities such as 

shopping (Ledingham, 1984) or banking (Prendergast and Marr, 1994). 

Although the lack of a human interface may be a negative aspect of technology-

based shopping for some consiuners, others are motivated by the absence of a human 

presence, particularly with respect to online shopping. The ability to shop anonymously 

and alone can enhance feelings of freedom and control (Dabholkar, 1996; Wolfinbarger 

and Gilly, 2001). Online shoppers are able to avoid the crowds associated with 

traditional shopping formats as well as steer clear of uninformed and/or aggressive sales 

personnel (Wolfinbarger and Gilly, 2001). 

Consumer evaluations of self-service technologies may be impacted by other 

factors as well. For some consumers, ease of use and fun are important criteria for using 

technology-based self-service (Dabholkar, 1996, Wolfinbarger and Gilly, 2001). 

Research by Meuter et al. (2000) found, among other considerations, that consumers tend 

to evaluate self-service technologies favorably, and, subsequently, are satisfied when the 

technology works as expected, functions better than an interpersonal alternative, and/or 

helps solve a difficult consumption problem. Conversely, when the technology produces 

feelings of incompetence, performs inadequately, and/or is poorly designed, consimers 

experience dissatisfaction. 

In stunmary, consumers demonstrate varied responses to the absence of human 

contact that is characteristic of most self-service technologies. This, and other factors -

control, waiting time, ease of use, and fim - appear to be key determinants for using self-
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service technologies. These studies, as well as the aforementioned research related to 

technology-based retail formats, represent an important contribution in understanding 

what factors predict consumers' willingness to use consumption technology. 

A call for additional research related to consumers' perceptions of and responses 

to technology has been issued by a number of scholars (Bitner et al., 2000; Parasuraman 

and Grewal, 2000). More specifically, further research is needed to provide better insight 

into the perceptual processes that drive satisfaction and customer loyalty in technology-

mediated settings. For example, the extant research has yet to offer and empirically test a 

comprehensive model of how consumers evaluate technology-based retail formats. This 

study represents an effort to address the need for further knowledge regarding the 

interrelationships among perceptions of quality and value, satisfaction, and loyalty when 

consimiers shop via the online channel. 

Research Objectives 

As presented earlier, three central research objectives form the basis of this study. 

First, numerous studies, both industry-based and academic, have been conducted in the 

interest of developing a better understanding of the relationships among quality, value, 

satisfaction, and loyalty. Very few studies, however, have examined this full set of 

variables simultaneously. Moreover, most of this research has been conducted in service 

and retail settings that involve human interaction and social exchanges. Increasingly 

business-to-consumer encounters are taking place in technology-mediated settings 

(Meuter et al., 2000). Although some scholars contend that the relationships in the 
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traditional quality-value-satisfaction chain will hold true when customers engage in 

technology-based encounters, there is an absence of empirical research to support this 

claim. Therefore, the first objective of this study is to examine the relationships among 

quality, value, satisfaction, and loyalty in the technology-based context of online 

shopping. To best assess how these relationships are likely to impact customer loyalty, 

customers of an existing company will be used to empirically test a model of e-shopping 

loyalty. 

Second, retail customers are increasingly offered a choice of product and service 

delivery options - either via self-service technologies such as online shopping and/or 

through more conventional channels (e.g., brick and mortar stores). To create and 

execute a winning multichannel strategy, merchants need to have a better understanding 

of not only how customers perceive their store, brand, or service in one channel relative 

to another, but also how those perceptions impact customer satisfaction and loyalty. The 

second objective of this study, then, is to investigate this issue by empirically testing how 

shoppers' perceptions of the factors that lead to perceived quality and value online as 

compared to offline impact their satisfaction and loyalty to a merchant in the online 

channel. 

Finally, research indicates that the presence of technology tends to elicit varied 

responses from consumers. Consumers' acceptance of and willingness to interact with 

technology is likely to play an important role in affecting assessments of service quality 

and value in technology-based retail encounters (Barnes, Dunne, and Glynn, 2000; 

Cowles and Crosby, 1990; Dabholkar, 1996; Parasuraman and Grewal, 2000; Zeithaml et 



al., 2000). For merchants offering goods and services via both online and offline 

chaimels, receptivity to technology may be a particularly useful consideration for 

differentiating shoppers into meaningful customer segments (Bames et al., 2000; 

Dabholkar, 1996). Although scholars have called for additional work in the area of 

individual differences related to self-service technologies, empirical research is very 

limited (Bames et al., 2000; Dabholkar, 1996, 2000; Parasuraman, 2000; ZeithamI et al., 

2000). The third objective of this study is to examine the effect of receptivity to 

technology-based shopping on shoppers' evaluations of and loyalty to an online 

merchant. 

Organization of the Study 

The first chapter of this study set forth the introduction and included an overview 

of relevant background material, both historic and academic, as well as the purpose of the 

study and the focal research objectives. The remainder of the study is presented in the 

five subsequent chapters. Chapter 2 contains a review of the germane literature in the 

areas of quality, value, satisfaction, loyalty, and consumer technology. Chapter 3 

presents the theoretical framework for the study and includes the proposed conceptual 

model of e-shopping, rationale for each of the relationships to be tested in the model, and 

the hypotheses to be examined by the research. Chapter 4 describes the methodology 

employed to conduct the investigation, including sample selection, data collection, 

conceptual and operational definitions of the variables, and questionnaire development. 

Chapter 5 presents the results of the statistical analysis and a discussion of the study's 
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findings. The conclusions and implications that may be drawn from the findings of the 

research are presented in chapter 6. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This study intends to promote a better understanding of the factors that influence 

shopping loyalty to technology-based retail formats. More specifically, the study 

examined the interrelationships among quality, value, satisfaction, and loyalty when 

consimiers choose to shop online. The following sections present an overview of the 

relevant literature related to each of the key constructs proposed in the study - customer 

loyalty, satisfaction, value, and quality. 

Customer Loyalty 

According to Jacoby and Chesmut (1978), interest in loyalty as a marketing 

phenomenon surfaced early in the twentieth century. Melvin Copeland (1923) introduced 

the concept of brand loyalty as "brand insistence;" that is, as an attitudinal continuum 

extending firom brand recognition on one end to extreme preference on the other. At that 

time, exclusive purchase behavior was assumed to be a reflection of strong brand 

preference. 

Despite this early attitudinal perspective, over the next fifty years, brand loyalty 

was viewed as a stochastic phenomenon. In other words, the prevailing perspective held 

repeat purchase behavior to be characterized by a strong random component (Bass, 

1974). Consequently, research during this period focused heavily on the development of 
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probabilistic models designed to predict repeat purchase behavior, with little concern for 

estabUshing a conceptual definition to direct empirical work. 

Jacoby and Chestnut's (1978) seminal book on brand loyalty reflects the shift to a 

more detenninistic view. From this perspective, loyalty is not merely a behavior; it is a 

function of underlying psychological factors as well. Without assessing the degree of 

emotional or psychological commitment, repeat purchase behavior may be mistaken for 

loyalty when it is not. For example, repeat purchase behavior accompanied by a shallow 

level of commitment is more susceptible to social influence and situational effects, a 

condition referred to as spurious loyalty (Day, 1969; Dick and Basu, 1994). 

Additionally, measures of repeat purchase behavior do not adequately capture multibrand 

loyalty; that is, a tendency to purchase more than one brand on a regular basis (Jacoby 

and Chesmut, 1978). Thus, conceptualizing and measuring loyalty from both a 

behavioral and attitudinal perspective facilitates both prediction and explanation. To that 

end, Jacoby and Chestnut (1978) offered the following definition of brand loyalty: 

. .the biased (i.e., nonrandom) behavioral response (i.e., purchase) expressed over time 

by some decision-making unit with respect to one or more alternative brands out of a set 

of such brands and is a function of psychological (decision-making, evaluative) 

processes" (p. 80). According to this view, then, loyalty is a nonrandom pattem of repeat 

purchase behavior that is exhibited over time based on a comparative decision-making 

process that results in a psychological commitment to the altemative(s) under 

consideration. 
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Drawing upon an information-processing perspective, Jacoby and Chestnut 

(1978) further presented an attitudinally-based theory of the development of brand 

loyalty. They suggested that three types of "structures" of information - beliefs, states of 

affect, and behavioral intentions - represent an underlying continuum of learning. 

Hierarchical in nature, consumers' beliefs about a brand may, based on experience over 

time, evolve into positive feelings toward the brand, which, in turn, may eventually result 

in an explicit intention to be loyal. Movement from beliefs to a state of affect requires an 

accumulation of multiple positive experiences over time. Even then, positive feelings 

toward the brand may not deter brand switching in the interest of variety, price savings, 

or impulse purchasing. It is at the point of intention that consumers become most 

committed to the brand. In effect, all three conditions - beliefs, affect, and intention -

must be present for true loyalty to occur. 

In an effort to generate a more fully integrated conceptualization of loyalty, Dick 

and Basu (1994) suggested that customer loyalty be viewed as the strength of the 

relationship between an individual's relative attitude and repeat patronage behavior. 

Relative attitude is the extent to which an individual's evaluation of one alternative (i.e., 

brand, service, vendor, store) dominates the evaluation of others in a consideration set. 

Loyalty occurs when an individual exhibits both a high relative attitude toward an 

alternative and high repeat purchase behavior. When high repeat purchase behavior is 

accompanied by low relative attitude, spurious loyalty results. Consistent with Jacoby 

and Chestnut's (1978) theoretical framework, Dick and Basu (1994) consider loyalty to 

be a fimction of cognitive (beliefs), affective, and conative (intentions) antecedents. 
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Most recently, Oliver (1999) proposed a definition of true or ultimate loyalty. In 

his conceptualization loyalty is "a deeply held conunitment to rebuy or repatronize a 

preferred product/service consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive same-brand 

or same brand-set purchasing, despite situational influences and marketing efforts having 

the potential to cause switching behavior" (p. 34). Oliver's (1999) conceptualization 

reflects the essence of'1)rand insistence" in that loyal customers will willingly overcome 

barriers to repurchase a favored alternative. 

Oliver (1997) extends the framework initially proposed by Jacoby and Chesmut 

(1978) by suggesting that each element of the underlying attitude development structure -

beliefs, affect, and intention - is accompanied by a corresponding loyalty phase. Thus, 

loyalty develops in a progression, with one phase preceding the next. The four loyalty 

phases as proposed by Oliver (1997) are first, cognitive loyalty, a shallow level of loyalty 

based on attribute performance; second, affective loyalty, a higher level of loyalty 

comprised of both a cognitive and an affective dimension; third, conative loyalty, a 

conunitment to the intention to repurchase; and, fourth, action loyalty, a readiness to act 

and a willingness to overcome obstacles that prevent action (e.g., brand-specific 

purchase). 

Industry studies and scholarly research across a number of consumption contexts 

indicate that quality, satisfaction, and value play important roles as determinants of 

customer loyalty. As the purpose of the study is to test the nature of the relationships 

between these variables and loyalty in the context of online retailing, a theoretical 
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overview of the conceptualizations of each of the three concepts - quality, satisfaction, 

and value - is presented in the following three sections of this chapter. 

Satisfaction 

Over the years, numerous studies have linked satisfaction to customer retention 

and loyalty (e.g., LaBarbera and Mazursky, 1983; Newman and Werbel, 1973; Rust and 

Zahorik, 1993). Not surprisingly, its importance in affecting favorable consimier 

responses has generated an extensive body of literature related to its conceptualization, its 

antecedents, and it consequences (e.g., Foumier and Mick, 1999; Oliver, 1997; Yi, 1990). 

Despite considerable progress toward a broadly accepted definition of 

satisfaction, the literature remains equivocal. According to Oliver (1999), many of these 

definitions are inadequate in that they are process definitions. Rather than attempting to 

explicate the psychological meaning of satisfaction, process definitions focus on what the 

customer does to attain satisfaction. For example, in the traditional confirmation-

disconfirmation paradigm, the consumer's level of satisfaction (or dissatisfaction) is 

determined by the degree to which the consumption experience confirms, negatively 

disconfirms (underachieves), or positively disconfirms (exceeds) pre-consumption 

performance standards or expectations. This particular approach, however, tends to 

minimize the emotional aspects of the satisfaction construct (Foumier and Mick, 1999). 

Therefore, Oliver (1999) defines satisfaction very simply as "pleasurable fulfillment." 

This definition acknowledges the cognitive aspect of satisfaction in that consumers seek 

to fiilfiU needs, desires, and goals. Equally important, however, is the a£fective 
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component of satisfaction or the extent to which that fiilfiUment is deemed pleasurable 

(or not) by the consumer. 

In an effort to redress the lack of a conceptualization of customer satisfaction in 

the retailing literature, Westbrook (1981) proposed that retail satisfaction is an emotional 

response to an individual's evaluation of the entire set of experiences realized from 

patronizing a retailer. His empirical study of the sources of retail satisfaction indicated 

that shoppers evaluate various elements of the shopping experience. In order of 

importance, the components of retail satisfaction that were most influential in affecting 

retail satisfaction were satisfaction with store personnel, satisfaction with special store 

sales, satisfaction with products/services purchased at the store, satisfaction with store 

environment, and satisfaction with value-price relationships offered by the store. The 

sum of these component evaluations across the entire retail experience expresses a 

shopper's feelings of overall dissatisfaction/satisfaction with the retail outlet. Although 

research is limited, satisfaction in an online environment has been shown to be driven 

more by convenience, site design, and financial seciuity than merchandising factors such 

as product offering or product information (Szymanski and Hise, 2000). 

Satisfaction may also be defined as either an encounter-specific judgment or as an 

overall judgment that reflects a consumers' accumulated satisfaction over repeated 

experiences with a brand, product, or service provider (Anderson and Fomell, 1994; 

Bitner and Hubbert, 1994; Oliver, 1997). According to Anderson and Fomell (1994), 

behavioral research in the services literature related to satisfaction has tended to 

emphasize the former of the two perspectives. Unfortunately, these temporal distinctions 



may have contributed to difficulties in conceptually distinguishing the constructs of 

quality and satisfaction. Anderson and Fomell (1994) have drawn attention to the 

similarity between overall assessments of a firm's service delivery system as embodied 

by the use of the SERVQUAL scale, an instrument designed to measure service quality, 

and time-accumulated conceptualizations of satisfaction. Bitner and Hubbert (1994) 

found consumers to be unable to distinguish overall dissatisfaction/satisfaction based on 

all encounters with a firm (i.e., overall satisfaction) from an overall impression of the 

firm's inferiority/superiority (i.e., service quality). 

In an attempt to resolve the conceptual confusion between quality and 

satisfaction, Oliver (1993, 1997) has noted several differences. First, satisfaction must be 

based on experience since it involves a comparison of actual performance with 

performance expectations. In contrast, perceptions of quality need not be based on 

experience. External knowledge or vicarious experience may form the basis of quality 

perceptions. Second, whereas satisfaction is viewed as being both a cognitive and an 

affective response, quality judgments are based primarily on attributes and are therefore 

considered cognitive in nature. Finally, satisfaction is known to be influenced by a 

number of cognitive and affective processes including equity, attribution, and emotion. 

Quality has fewer conceptual antecedents than satisfaction. 

Finally, there is some debate about how the temporal focus affects the distinction 

between the two constructs. Based on an overview of the literature, Oliver (1997) 

implies that quality and satisfaction both contribute to encounter-specific and global 

judgments. Encounter-specific evaluations of quality may accumulate over time to form 
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contribute to a more global evaluation of satisfaction. Oliver (1997) does, however, 

suggest that the extent to which a product or service is constantly experienced may 

influence whether a short- or long-term approach is appropriate. In other words, whereas 

products and services that are consumed with regularity (e.g., everyday appliances) may 

qualify for measurement at both the encounter-specific and global levels, satisfaction is 

best measured at the encounter level for products that tend to be consumed infrequently. 

A number of studies in the services literature have attempted to resolve this 

conceptual dilemma by empirically testing the causal order of satisfaction and quality. 

Whereas some scholars have assumed the position that satisfaction is a superordinate 

concept to quality, others have posited satisfaction to be an antecedent of quality. The 

latter perspective holds that global judgments of quality result from satisfying or 

dissatisfying service encounters (Bitner, 1990; Bolton and Drew, 1991). Recently, 

however, empirical evidence appears to support the alternative perspective; that is, that 

perceived quality leads to satisfaction. In a study conducted in four service industries, 

Cronin and Taylor (1992) tested for a reciprocal relationship between quality and 

satisfaction. Whereas quality had a direct and positive effect on satisfaction, the reverse 

causal relationship was not supported. Similar findings have occurred in subsequent 

studies (Anderson, Fomell and Lehmann, 1994; Anderson and Sullivan, 1993; 

Dabholkar, Shepherd, and Thorpe, 2000; Gotlieb, Grewal, and Brown, 1994). For the 

most part, these studies have examined the relationship between quality and satisfaction 
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at the encounter level. Oliver (1997) recommends that further work is necessary to assess 

whether similar effects extend to global assessments of satisfaction. 

Value 

Whereas satisfaction is a post-consumption evaluation reflecting some degree of 

affect or emotion (Oliver, 1997), value is a cognitive assessment of the net gains 

associated with an exchange. Although empirical evidence supports the role that 

satisfaction plays in affecting customer loyalty, some researchers contend that value is 

the key driver (Neal, 1999; Parasuraman and Grewal, 2000). For example, Neal (1999) 

notes that while a minimum level of satisfaction is required to keep a product or service 

in the consideration set, it is value that that predicts customer loyalty. Accordingly, 

customers select the alternative that is at the top of a hierarchy of products/service 

providers/stores based on value perceptions. 

Conceptually, value is a complex construct with varied meanings across the 

marketing and consumer behavior literature. Whereas values (plural) are commonly 

defined as ideals in the form of preferred modes of behavior or end-states (Rokeach, 

1973), the precise definition of value (singular) is less easily articulated due, in part, to its 

close association with concepts such as quality and satisfaction. Recognizing that value 

conveys various meanings to consiuners, Zeithaml (1988) organized responses from an 

exploratory study into four consumer definitions of value: (I) value is low price, (2) 

value is the benefits or usefulness the consimier hopes to derive fix>m the product, (3) 
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value is quality for the price paid, and (4) value is the full set of benefits received for the 

all costs incurred. 

Integrating these various perspectives of value into a single comprehensive 

definition, Zeithaml (1988) proposed "perceived value is the consiuner's overall 

assessment of the utility of a product based on perceptions of what is received and what is 

given" (p. 14). Thus, perceived value is a subjective evaluation of the tradeoff between 

all that is received and all that is given up in the process of acquiring or using a 

consumption-related object (i.e., product, store, service) (e.g., Dodds, Monroe, and 

Grewal, 1991; Monroe, 1990; Woodruff, 1997; Zeithaml, 1988). Despite this broader 

view, a number of studies have focused on Zeithaml's (1988) third definition by 

conceptualizing and/or examining perceived value as quality for the money (Dodds and 

Monroe, 1985; Dodds et al., 1991; Kerin, Jain, and Howard, 1992; Sirohi, McLaughlin, 

and Wittink, 1998; Sweeney, Soutar, and Johnson, 1999; Teas and Agarwal, 2000). 

Antecedents of Value 

According to Darden and Dorsch (1990), shoppers develop strategies such that the 

costs of shopping are minimized relative to the benefits received. In other words, the 

formation of a shopping plan or strategy results from an evaluation of the expected 

benefits to be derived from the act of shopping relative to the resources of time, energy 

and money that may be expended. This view of value as a relative assessment of benefits 

and costs is well grounded in the marketing literature (Downs, 1961; Monroe, 1990; 

Thaler, 1985; Zeithaml, 1988). 
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In addition, value judgments vary across consumers as each individual brings his 

or her criteria to bear on the evaluative process. The influence of differences in customer 

characteristics has been empirically investigated in the services literature and shown to 

have an important influence on assessments of value (Bolton and Drew, 1991). Overall, 

however, empirical research related to the impact of individual difference factors on 

consimier value perceptions is lacking. 

Benefits. The benefit component of value includes salient intrinsic attributes, 

extrinsic attributes, and other relevant mid-level abstractions such as quality and 

convenience (Zeithaml, 1988). For example, consumers' perceptions of non-product 

related store cues (i.e., store cleanliness, friendliness of personnel, and check-out waiting 

time) were found to play an important role in affecting store value perceptions both 

directly and indirectly via price and merchandise quality perceptions (Kerin et al., 1991). 

A significant portion of the extant literature related to value and its antecedents 

has emphasized the role of quality as a benefit. More personal and individualistic than 

quality, value is considered to be a higher order concept in that it takes into account the 

tradeoff between benefits and sacrifices (Zeithaml, 1988). Drawing upon a means-end 

approach, Zeithaml et al. (2000) offered a conceptual fi'amework for understanding the 

relationships among quality, value, and loyalty in an online context. More specifically, 

perceived e-service quality and perceived price are conceptualized as antecedents of 

perceived value, which, in tiun, is posited to be the key driver of purchase/repurchase 

behavior online. Additional literature related to the concept of perceived e-service 

quality, as well as perceived quality more generally, will be presented shortly. 
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Sacrifice, A consumer's subjective evaluation of what must be given up to obtain 

the desired benefits represents the cost or sacrifice component of value. Conceptualized 

as being comprised of both monetary and nonmonetary dimensions (Dodds and Monroe, 

1985; Monroe, 1990; Zeithaml, 1988), empirical research related to value has tended to 

focus on price as the "give" component (e.g., Dodds et al., 1991; Sweeney et al., 1999). 

In a conceptual model of perceptions of e-service quality, Zeithaml et al. (2000) 

presented perceived price as the sacrifice component of perceived value in an online 

context. According to this conceptualization, online shoppers draw upon specific 

concrete cues, such as shipping costs and comparison costs, to form perceptions of price 

or monetary sacrifice. For the most part, quality-value models have been concerned with 

examining the impact of price on the evaluative process associated with product 

acquisition (Grewal, Monroe, and Krishnan, 1998) rather than the effects of nonmonetary 

sacrifices such as perceptions of time and effort (Monroe, 1990; Zeithaml, 1988). 

Consumers' Attitudes Toward Technology. Consimier perceptions of value are 

relative in the sense that they are situational and personal (Holbrook, 1994). Drawing 

upon the proposition that value judgments depend on a person's fi'ame of reference 

(Zeithaml, 1988), Bolton and Drew (1991) developed and empirically tested a framework 

that documented the effect of individual difference characteristics on perceptions of 

service value. 

The perceived value of shopping online is likely to be influenced by individual 

difference factors as well. Mick and Foumier (1998) conceptualize consumers' 

interactions with technology as being paradoxical in nature. In other words, technology 



36 

simultaneously produces positive and negative feelings with which consumers must cope. 

In addition, the relative dominance of these feelings is posited to vary across individuals. 

Parasuraman (2000) suggests that an individual's position along a hypothetical 

positive/negative technology beliefs continuum correlates with their readiness to use new 

technology. Academic research conducted in collaboration with industry suggests that an 

individual's paradoxical feelings and beliefs about online technology are one of several 

factors that influence the maimer in which online and offline retail chaimels are used to 

search for and purchase products (Shim, Eastlick, and Lotz, 2000). 

Empirical studies related to the adoption and use of technology-based service and 

retail formats may provide guidance regarding this issue as well. For example, value 

perceptions for e-shopping may be influenced by an individual's need for freedom, 

control, and/or less employee-customer interaction, factors that motivate consumers to 

use self-service technologies (Dabholkar, 1996; Wolfinbarger and Gilly, 2001). 

Consumer characteristics that predict the adoption and use of technology for shopping 

may also play a role in shaping perceived value for online shopping. These include 

individual difference factors such as technology proneness and a tendency to be 

innovative and/or less risk adverse (Donthu and Garcia, 1999; Eastlick, 1996; 

Korgaonkar and Moschis, 1987). 

Quality 

Perceptions of quality play a central role in a consumer's evaluative process 

(Dodds et al., 1991; Kerin et al., 1992; Zeithaml, 1988). Research has demonstrated that 
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the effect of perceived quality on customer loyalty is direct (Cronin et al., 2000) as well 

as indirect through value (Cronin et al., 2000; Sirohi et al., 1998; Sweeney et al., 1999) 

and satisfaction (Andreassen and Lindestad, 1998; Cronin et al., 2000; Ennew and Binks, 

1999; Fomell, Johnson, Anderson, Cha, and Bryant, 1996). 

Conceptually, quality is viewed very broadly as an attitude-like judgment of 

superiority or excellence (Zeithaml, 1988). An important distinction, however, is 

typically drawn between objective quality and perceived quality (Holbrook and Corfinan, 

1985; Jacoby and Olson, 1985; Oliver, 1997; Zeithaml, 1988). Objective quality implies 

the existence of predetermined technical standards or specifications against which 

excellence or superiority may be verified (Monroe and Krishnan, 1985; Oliver, 1997; 

Zeithaml, 1988). Other terms used in the literature to refer to objective quality include 

manufactiuing-based quality (Garvin, 1984) and product management quality 

(Steenkamp, 1990). In contrast, perceived quality is a consumer's evaluation of 

superiority or excellence (Zeithaml, 1988). Research indicates that consumers' 

perceptions of quality may differ substantially from technical specifications (Oliver, 

1997). 

Recent discussions regarding the quality construct suggest that a distinction be 

drawn between consimier judgments that are transaction or encounter-specific and those 

that represent global evaluations (Bitner and Hubbert, 1994; Oliver, 1997). Encounter-

specific quality judgments are based upon a single or discrete purchase or consimiption 

experience. Over time, an impression of overall (global) quality is formed based upon 

the accimiulated effect of multiple product experiences or service encounters. 
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It is useful to further distinguish product quality from service quality since the 

aspects upon which they are evaluated differ (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry, 1985). 

Consumers use product-specific intrinsic cues to assess product quality. Intrinsic cues 

are an inseparable and highly integral part of the product (e.g., flavor or color) (Olson, 

1977; Olson and Jacoby, 1972). Consumers, however, also rely on relevant extrinsic 

product cues, such as price, brand name, and store name, as indicators of product quality 

(Dodds and Monroe, 1985; Dodds et al., 1991; Rao and Monroe, 1989; Teas and 

Agarwal, 2000; Zeithaml, 1988). In other words, cues that are related to, but not parts of, 

the actual physical product are used as signals to infer overall product quality (Zeithaml, 

1988). 

Perceived service quality is typically viewed in much the same way as perceived 

product quality in that it reflects the customer's overall judgment of the superiority or 

excellence of a service. Somewhat differently than perceived product quality, however, 

service quality involves a comparison of service performance with expectations of 

service excellence (Gronroos, 1982; Lewis and Booms, 1983; Parasuraman, Zeithaml, 

and Berry, 1988). The SERVQUAL scale was developed to measure the "gap" between 

service expectations and performance across the five service quality dimensions 

encompassing perceived service quality; tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, 

and empathy (Parasuraman et al., 1988). Research in this stream has focused on 

investigating service quality dimensions as components rather than antecedents of service 

quality. More recently, however, empirical research indicates that these service elements 

may serve as antecedents to, rather than components of, a separate global service quality 
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evaluation. According to this perspective, perceived service quality is more than just the 

simple sum of the service elements (Dabholkar, 2000). 

In store-based retail settings, shoppers evaluate merchandise-related aspects, 

service-related aspects, and pleasantness of shopping to form an impression or an image 

of a store (Mazursky and Jacoby, 1986). Merchandise-related aspects include assortment, 

brand names, and prices. Shoppers rely on these cues to make inferences of the store's 

merchandise quality. For example, Mazursky and Jacoby (1986) found brand name to be 

the most important cue in forming impressions of merchandise quality. 

Similarly, service quality in store-based settings may be inferred from cues such 

as return policies and the number of available sales personnel. Studies have found that, 

in a store-based setting, service quality is an important extrinsic store cue that influences 

consumers' perceptions of overall merchandise quality (Sirohi et al., 1998; Sweeney et 

al., 1999). As consumers possess greater amounts of information about a store's 

merchandise or service quality, they become less reliant on cues (Bloom and Reve, 1990; 

Zeithaml, 1988). For example, price diminishes in its influence as a cue for merchandise 

quality as other merchandise-related information is available (Sirohi et al., 1998). 

Scholars are presently working towards developing a conceptual framework for 

understanding the factors that drive consumer perceptions of quality in an online 

environment. The E-QUAL scale, conceptually based on the SERVQUAL instrument, 

suggests that online service quality is comprised of seven dimensions: (1) content, (2) 

accessibility, (3) navigation, (4) design and presentation, (S) responsiveness, (6) 
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interactivity, personalization^ and customization, and (7) reputation and security issues 

(Kaynama, 2000). 

Somewhat differently, Zeithaml et al. (2000) define e-service quality as "the 

extent to which a website facilitates efficient and effective shopping, purchasing, and 

delivery" (p. 11). Based on focus-group research, Zeithaml et al. (2000) found that 

consumers evaluate e-service quality on eleven dimensions; access, ease of navigation, 

efficiency, flexibility, reliability, personaUzation, security/privacy, responsiveness, 

assurance/trust, site aesthetics, and price knowledge. Several of these dimensions 

combine to form two higher-level abstractions that serve as antecedents of perceived e-

service quality; that is, perceived control and perceived convenience. As discussed 

previously, perceived e-service quality, in turn, affects the higher-level abstraction of 

perceived value. 

Chapter Summary 

The primary objective of this chapter was to provide a conceptual overview of 

each of the key constructs to be examined in the study - customer loyalty, satisfaction, 

value, and quality. In addition, information was provided concerning three antecedents 

of value - benefits, sacrifice, and consumer characteristics. The following chapter 

presents the theoretical firameworic for the study and the proposed research model is 

introduced. Additionally, chapter 3 sets forth the theoretical rationale for each of the 

hypotheses to be examined in the study. 
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CHAPTERS 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

For the most part, extant models representing the relationships among quality, 

value, satisfaction, and loyalty have done so in traditional consumption settings (i.e., 

product, service, and retail) characterized by a high degree of human interaction. Online 

shopping differs in that it is entirely facilitated by a technological rather than a physical 

and/or human interface. Despite this difference, scholars have conceptualized the chain 

of effects among perceived service quality, perceived value, and customer loyalty in 

technology-based environments to be similar to those found in traditional product and 

service settings (Parasuraman and Grewal, 2000; Zeithaml et al., 2000). Conceptual 

models have yet to incorporate the role of satisfaction and its potential impact on the 

chain of effects in technology-mediated encounters. As such, this study will draw upon 

the interrelationships found among quality, value, satisfaction, and loyalty in traditional 

consimiption settings in order to examine these relationships in the context of online 

shopping. 

Conceptual Model 

The theoretical framework for the e-shopping model is rooted in the quality-value 

relationship offered by Dodds and Monroe (198S) (Figure l.l) as well as the Service 

Profit Chain (Hallowell and Schlesinger, 2000) (Figure 1.2). Dodds and Monroe (1985) 

conceptualized perceived value as being directly linked to behavioral outcomes (i.e. 
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Perceived Sacrifice 

Perceived Quality 

Perceived Value Willingness to Buy Perceived Value Willingness to Buy 

Figure 1.1. Quality-Value Chain 
Adapted from "The EfTect of Brand and Price Information on Subjective Product Evaluations" by W.B. Dodds and K-B. 
Monroe. I98S. In Advances in Consumer Research, (p. 86). Copyright 1985 by Association for Consumer Research. 

External Service 
—• 

Customer —• Customer Customer 
Quality Value Satisfaction Loyalty 

Figure 1.2. The Service Profit Chain 
Adapted from "The Service Profit Chain: Intellectual Roots, Current Realities, and Future Prospects," by R. Hallowell and 
L.A. Schlesinger, 2000. In T.A. Swanz and D. lacobucci (Eds.), Handbook of Services Marlieting and Management, (p. 
204). Copyright 2000 by Sage Publications Inc. 

Service Value 

Satisfaction 

Sacrifice 

Service Quality Behavioral Intentions 

Figure 1.3. Conceptual Model of Service Quality-Value-Satisfaction 
Adapted from "Assessing the Eflects of Quality. Value, and Customer Satisfaction on Consumer Behavioral Intentions 
in Service Environments." by J J. Cronin, Jr., M JC Brady, and G.T.M Hult, 2000, Journal ofRetailiHg. 76. p. 207. 
Copyright 2000 by New Yoric University. 
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willingness to buy). In their model, perceived value is portrayed as a tradeoff between 

perceptions of quality and sacrifice, both of which are impacted by a consiuner's 

perception of price. Somewhat differently, the Service Profit Chain conceptualizes the 

key factors that predict customer loyalty as a chain of effects. External service quality 

leads to customer value, which, in turn, impacts customer satisfaction. According to this 

framework, satisfaction, rather than value, is the most direct link to customer loyalty. 

In an effort to reconcile opposing theories regarding the collective effects of 

quality, value, and satisfaction on behavioral outcomes such as customer loyalty, Cronin 

et al. (2000) empirically examined and compared the conceptual model presented in 

Figure 1.3 to three competing models (see Figure 2). Model I, the "value model," 

suggests that value is the primary direct link, mediating most of the impact of other 

factors on positive behavioral outcomes (e.g., Cronin et al., 1997; Sweeney et al., 1999). 

Model 2, the "satisfaction model," contends that satisfaction rather than value is the 

important direct link to behavioral intentions (e.g., Andreassen and Lindestad, 1998; 

Ennew and Binks, 1999; Foraell et al., 1996). Model 3, the "indirect model," posits a 

direct effect on favorable outcomes for both value and satisfaction, but only an indirect 

effect for quality (e.g., Gotlieb et al., 1994; Patterson and Spreng, 1997). Finally, Cronin 

et al. (2000) introduced their research model, suggesting that all three variables - quality, 

value, and satisfaction - would have a simultaneous direct and positive impact on 

outcome measures. They also hypothesized that (1) service quality would have an 

indirect effect on behavioral outcomes through value perceptions and satisfaction, and (2 
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Model 1 - The ''Value ModeP 

Sacrifice 

Service 
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Service Value 

Satisfaction 

Behavioral 
Intentions 

Model 2 - The ''Satlsfactioii Model** 

Service 
Quahty 

Service Value 

I 
Satisfaction 

Behavioral 
Intentions 

Model 3 - The ''Indirect ModeP 

Figure 2. Competing Models 
Adapted from "Assessing the Effects of Quality. Value, and Customer Satisi '̂on on Consumer Behavioral Intentior^ in 
Service Environments," by J J. Cranio, Jr., M JC Brady, and G.T.M Hult, 2000, Journal ofRetailing. 76. p. 198. Copyright 
2000 by New Yoric University. 
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value perceptions would have an indirect impact on behavioral intentions through 

customer satisfaction. 

Using data collected from six service industries, the research model outperformed 

the three competing models in that it yielded a significantly better fit to the data and 

accounted for a greater share of the variance in behavioral intentions. Thus, all three 

constructs - quality, value, and satisfaction - were found to have a direct impact on 

consumers' behavioral intentions. Service quality was also indirectly linked to 

behavioral intentions via independent relationships with service value (i.e., SQ SV 

BI) and satisfaction (i.e., SQ -> SAT —> BI)- And, finally, service value indirectly 

affected consumers' behavioral intentions through its influence on customer satisfaction. 

Proposed e-Shopping Model 

The e-shopping model in Figure 3 is most closely adapted from the Cronin et al. 

(2000) research model (see Figure 1.3) as it represents an important step forward in 

explicating how the relationships among value, satisfaction, and quality impact 

repurchase and recommendation intentions, two key indicators of customer loyalty. 

Customer loyalty is referred to as e-shopping loyalty, or psychological loyalty to 

shopping with a merchant in the online chaimel. E-shopping loyalty is posited to be 

directly affected by three key variables: e-shopping satisfaction, perceived e-shopping 

value, and perceived e-shopping quality. E-shopping satisfaction reflects a shopper's 

evaluative and affective satisfaction with respect to a specific online shopping occasion. 

Perceived e-shopping value is a relative judgment of the benefits versi^ costs associated 
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with shopping in an online as compared to a store-based retail format. Similarly, 

perceived e-shopping quality involves a global evaluation of the perceived quality 

experienced when a consumer shops in an online versus store-based venue. Perceptions 

of e-shopping value and e-shopping quality are also posited to impact e-shopping loyalty 

indirectly through e-shopping satisfaction. 

Antecedents of perceived e-shopping value include perceived e-shopping quality 

as well as perceived e-shopping sacrifice and receptivity to e-shopping technology. 

Perceived e-shopping sacrifice is conceptualized as the shopper's assessment of the 

monetary and nonmonetary costs associated with shopping online as compared to 

shopping offline in a store-based setting. Receptivity to e-shopping technology, an 

individual difference variable, is defined as an individual's propensity to use Internet 

technology for shopping. 

The perceptual attributes that theoretically lead to perceptions of service quality 

online, i.e., perceived e-service quality, are investigated as antecedents of the higher level 

construct of e-shopping quality. Perceived e-merchandise quality, that is, perceptions of 

the quality of merchandise available online as compared to offline in a store-based 

context, are proposed to impact e-shopping quality as well. Finally, receptivity to e-

shopping technology is posited to directly influence perceived e-service quality. 

Hypotheses 

Five sets of hypotheses corresponding to the various links in the proposed e-

shopping model were examined in this study. The following sections provide a 
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discussion of the underlying rationale for each of the proposed hypotheses. All five 

hypotheses are summarized in Figure 4. 

Determinants of eShopping Loyalty 

Value. Conceptually, perceived value is believed to be a key determinant of 

customer loyalty (Parasuraman and Grewal, 2000). Scholars have examined the 

relationship between perceptions of value and a wide range of behavioral outcomes, some 

of which may or may not serve as indicators of customer loyalty. For example, empirical 

studies have established support for the link between perceived value and willingness to 

buy (Dodds and Monroe, 1985; Dodds et al., 1991; Grewal et al., 1998; Sweeney et al., 

1999), search intentions (Grewal et al., 1998), purchase intentions (Grewal, Krishnan, 

Baker, and Borin, 1998), repurchase intentions (Cronin et al., 2000; Lapierre, Filiatrault, 

and Chebat, 1999; Sirohi et al., 1998), and recommendation intentions (Cronin et al., 

2000; Lapierre et al., 1999; Sirohi et al., 1998). 

An empirical study set in the context of supermarket retailing focused specifically 

on determinants of store loyalty intentions by measuring likelihood to continue shopping, 

likelihood to use a store for more purchases in the future, and likelihood of 

recommending a retailer to a fiiend. As such, it is one of the few studies to demonstrate 

the association between perceptions of value and multiple indicators of loyalty in a retail 

setting (Sirohi et al., 1998). 

Although perceived value has been theoretically linked to behavioral outcomes 

such as purchase/repurchase intentions in an online setting (Zeithaml et al., 2000), 

empirical evidence of this link is limited. Drawing upon a multidimensional 
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conceptualization of value, Mathwick, Malhotra, and Rigdon (2001) developed a scale to 

assess the types of value experienced by shoppers in different retail contexts. Value, 

conceptualized as the perceived return on financial, temporal and behavioral investment 

(i.e., consumer return on investment), was found to be a significant predictor of Internet 

shopping preference, which, in turn, predicted future patronage intent. Based on these 

findings, the following hypothesis (see Figure 4) contends that consumers' assessments 

of perceived e-shopping value, that is, the tradeoff among the benefits and costs 

associated with shopping online as compared to shopping in a store-based retail format, is 

a critical factor affecting a customer's loyalty to shopping with a merchant online. 

HI a: The perceived value of shopping online, as compared to shopping in traditional 

stores, positively and directly predicts e-shopping loyalty. 

Quality. Superior performance or quality has long been associated with market 

growth, profitability, and customer retention. Most notably, analyses of the PIMS (Profit 

Impact of Maiiceting Strategy) data set have established a convincing link between the 

provision of outstanding quality and market share growth (Buzzell and Gale, 1987). 

Furthermore, higher levels of quality are presumed to improve profitability by lowering 

customer defection rates (Reichheld and Sasser, 1990). As such, superior quality is 

believed to be an effective differentiation strategy that fosters customer loyalty and serves 

as a barrier to competition (Porter, 1980). Empirical research conducted in both retail 

and pure-service settings has substantiated the positive effects of perceived quality on 

consumers' loyalty intentions (Sirohi, et al., 1998; Zeithaml, Berry, and Parasiuraman, 

1996). 



This study intends to demonstrate evidence of the direct relationship between 

perceptions of quality and customer loyalty when consumers choose to shop online. As 

such, perceived e-shopping quality is defined as a shopper's encounter-specific 

evaluation of the overall quality of shopping in an online as compared to an offline, 

brick-and-mortar context. The following hypothesis regarding the relationship between 

perceived e-shopping quality and e-shopping loyalty is proposed. 

Hlb: The perceived quality of shopping online, as compared to shopping in traditional 

stores, positively and directly predicts e-shopping loyalty. 

Satisfaction. There has been a long-standing consensus among practitioners and 

scholars alike that satisfaction leads to customer retention and loyalty. Industry studies 

indicate that when customers are not just satisfied, but totally satisfied, the chances that 

they will remain loyal increases dramatically (Jones and Sasser, 1995). For example, 

totally satisfied Xerox customers were six times more likely to repurchase Xerox 

products over the next eighteen months than satisfied customers. 

The positive impact of satisfaction on repeat purchase behavior (Bearden and 

Teel, 1983; Ennew and Binks, 1999; LaBarbera and Mazursky, 1983; Rust and Zahorik, 

1993; Westbrook, 1981) and customer loyalty (Oliver, 1997, 1999) is acknowledged in 

the scholarly literature as well. Szymanski and Henard (2001) recently conducted a 

meta-analysis of the reported findings on customer satisfaction. Based on a total of nine 

studies, there is substantial evidence of a strong positive relationship between satisfaction 

and repeat purchase behavior as indicated by the reliability-adjusted correlation of 0.53, 
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one of the strongest correlations among all the relationships examined in the meta

analysis. 

Empirical research specifically related to retail customer satisfaction has tended to 

focus on the determinants rather than the consequences of satisfaction (Szymanski and 

Henard, 2001). Furthermore, studies in the retailing literature that have examined the 

satisfaction -> behavioral intention link have done so primarily in settings that are 

comprised of a high service orientation such as retail banking (Cronin et al., 2000; Cronin 

and Taylor, 1992; Rust and Zahorik, 1993). 

Factors that lead to customer satisfaction, rather than outcomes, have tended to 

dominate the research related to satisfaction in technology-mediated settings as well 

(Meuter et al., 2000; Symanski and Hise, 2000). In a recent study regarding the sources 

of satisfaction with self-service technologies, however, Meuter et al. (2000) examined the 

extent to which satisfying/dissatisfying experiences with self-service technologies 

prompted future behaviors such as repeat purchase and word-of-mouth. The study's 

findings suggest that factors such as technology failure, process failure, or poor design 

are likely to lead to unsatisfactory SST experiences that, in turn, negatively impact 

repurchase intentions. This discussion suggests the following hypothesis: 

Hlc: E-shopping satisfaction positively and directly predicts e-shopping loyalty. 

Satisfaction as a Mediator of Quality and Value 

The mediating role of satisfaction has been examined in a number of studies. For 

example, Cronin and Taylor (1992) examined the effects of perceived service quality and 

satisfaction on future purchase behavior. The effect of perceived service quality on 
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behavioral intentions was mediated by satisfaction among patrons for fast food 

restaurants as well as among consimiers for services such as banking, pest control, and 

dry cleaning. 

In an attempt to reconcile a vast body of literature regarding the interrelationships 

among the concepts of quality, value, satisfaction, and behavioral responses, Cronin et al. 

(2000) demonstrated support for the appraisal —»emotional —»coping response 

firamework proposed by Bagozzi (1992). That is, cognitively oriented service quality and 

value appraisals were shown to lead satisfaction, which is comprised of affective as well 

as cognitive components. In turn, satisfaction positively influenced the likelihood of 

repurchase and recommendation intentions. Based on this discussion, the following 

hypotheses are posited. 

H2a; The perceived value of shopping online, as compared to shopping in traditional 

stores, positively predicts e-shopping loyalty indirectly through e-shopping 

satisfaction. 

H2b: The perceived quality of shopping online, as compared to shopping in traditional 

stores, positively predicts e-shopping loyalty indirectly through e-shopping 

satisfaction. 

Antecedents of VtUue 

Perceptions of value are presiuned to directly influence customer retention and 

loyalty, and, by doing so; mediate some or all of the effects of its antecedents on 

behavioral outcomes (Bolton and Drew, 1991; Zeithaml, 1988). The direct impact of 

perceived quality and perceived sacrifice on consumer perceptions of value has been well 



54 

documented in the literature in research related to products and brands (Dodds and 

Monroe, 1985; Dodds et al., 1991; Grewal et al., 1998), services (e.g., Cronin et al., 

2000), business-to-business contexts (Lapierre et al., 1999), and retailing (e.g., Grewal et 

al., 1998; Sirohi et al., 1998; Sweeney et al., 1999). Despite the plethora of research 

related to the antecedents of value, scholars have called for additional research related to 

two issues - (1) the influence of nonmonetary sacrifice (Teas and Agarwal, 2000) and (2) 

the role of individual consumer characteristics (Baraes et al., 2000; Parasuraman and 

Grewal, 2000). 

Perceived Sacrifice. Perceived sacrifice reflects an individual's subjective 

evaluation of what must be given up to obtain the desired consumption benefits. 

Perceived sacrifice encompasses various factors related to merchandise price as well as a 

shopper's perception of time and effort (Monroe, 1990; Zeithaml, 1988). For some 

consumers, the constrained resources of time and effort may be perceived as being more 

costly than price (Zeithaml, 1988). 

In the context of online shopping, time-consuming factors associated with 

navigation, complexity, and slow response times created by high traffic and inadequate 

bandwidth (Katz and Aspden, 1997) may tend to negatively impact evaluative judgments 

of online shopping. And, while some consimiers view online shopping as a cost-effective 

shopping altemative, industry evidence indicates that shipping costs are a key deterrent to 

the completion of online purchases (Ernst and Young, 2001). To redress the lack of 

research regarding the nonmonetary aspects of sacrifice, e-shopping sacrifice in this study 

is conceptualized as encompassing a consumer's perception of the time and effort as well 
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as the price constraints associated with shopping online as opposed to shopping in a 

store-based retail format. 

H3a: As compared to shopping in traditional stores, the perceived sacrifice associated 

with shopping online negatively and directly predicts the perceived value of 

shopping online. 

H3b: As compared to shopping in traditional stores, the perceived quality of shopping 

online positively and directly predicts the perceived value of shopping online. 

Individual Differences. Less well researched than perceptions of quality and 

sacrifice is the direct effect of individual characteristics on consumer judgments of value. 

A relevant issue to consider in an investigation of online shopping is the effect of its 

technological nature on consumer perceptions and responses. In fact, scholars have 

called for research designed to investigate the extent to which a person's feelings and 

beliefs about technology affect the perceived value of using technology-mediated retail 

and service formats (Barnes et al., 2000; Parasuraman and Grewai, 2000). 

Theoretically, consumer technology may be viewed in terms of paradoxes (Mick 

and Foumier, 1998). Described as being "both X and not-X at the same time (p. 125)," 

technology paradoxes continuously push and pull individuals in opposing directions. For 

example, the ability to shop online from home at any time of the day or night may 

stimulate feelings of control. At the same time, however, concerns about the 

unauthorized use of shared personal information online may create a sense of losing 

control. The eight focal paradoxes of consumer technology identified by Mick and 

Foumier (1998) include: control/chaos, freedom/involvement, new/obsolete. 
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competence/incompetence, efBciency/inefficiency, fulfills/creates needs, 

assimilation/isolation, and engaging/disengaging. Accepting that technological 

paradoxes are an integral part of contemporary life, consumers develop psychological and 

behavioral coping strategies to reduce the anxiety and stress they produce. 

Drawing upon the work of Mick and Foumier (1998), Parasuraman (2000) 

suggests that, while feelings about technology are fluid, constantly shifting along a 

continuum between positive and negative positions, an individual will display a tendency 

towards one end or the other. He fiuther contends that an individual's willingness to use 

technology (i.e., technology readiness) is closely associated with a dominant position 

along this continuum. In an effort to tap technology readiness, Parasuraman (2000) 

developed a proprietary scale in collaboration with an industry-based service and 

technology research firm. The Technology Readiness Index (TRI) is comprised of four 

dimensions: optimism, a positive belief that technology is beneficial to people's lives; 

innovativeness, a tendency to be a "technology pioneer;" discomfort, a perception that 

technology is intimidating or overwhelming; and insecurity, a feeling of distrust or 

skepticism about technology and its capabilities. Whereas optimism and innovativeness 

propel individuals toward technology, discomfort and insecurity pull them back. 

The TRI is a useful instrument for assessing a consiuner's predisposition towards 

technology generally rather than towards any particular type of technology. An 

altemative approach designed specifically to assess a consumer's propensity to search for 

and purchase products online is presently under development (Shim, Eastlick, and Lotz, 

2000). The measures, based upon the eight technology paradoxes conceptualized by 
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Mick and Foumier (1998), tap three broad areas related to a consumer's feelings and 

beliefs about using online technology for shopping. The largest set of items encompasses 

the positive and life enriching aspects of online shopping technology. A second group of 

measures captures shoppers' concerns about privacy and the impersonality of the online 

shopping environment. Finally, a third set of statements assesses the extent to which 

online shopping technology produces feelings of incompetence. Referred to as online 

shopping sophistication, the measures were found to be a useful tool for predicting how 

multi-channel consumer segments search for and acquire products. 

Taken together, this stream of research suggests that an individual's feeling and 

beliefs about technology and/or technology-based consumption formats may shape his or 

her perceptions of the value of technology-mediated encounters. When shoppers display 

more (less) favorable feelings and beliefs toward technology-based shopping formats, the 

perceived value of shopping online is likely to be more (less) positive. Based on this 

discussion, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H3c: Receptivity to e-shopping technology positively and directly predicts the 

perceived value of shopping online as compared to shopping in traditional stores. 

Antecedents of eShopping Quality 

As discussed previously, perceived e-shopping quality is conceptualized as an 

overall evaluation of the quality of a specific online shopping encounter as compared to 

what might be expected when shopping in a traditional store based setting. This 

conceptualization of shopping quality draws upon empirical research suggesting that 

overall quality be viewed as a separate construct encompassing more than the sum of the 
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underlying perceptual components (Dabholkar et al., 2000). In other words, consumer 

evaluations of the quality of an online retailer's service and merchandise offering should 

be regarded as antecedents that lead to an overall assessment of quality rather than 

dimensions that may be computed to form an overall quality evaluation. 

In a traditional store setting, perceived service quality reflects shoppers' 

evaluations of operational features such as store hours, the physical appearance of the 

facility, and the level of customer service provided by store personnel (Sux>hi et al., 

1998). In other words, shoppers' perceptions of service quality are inferred from 

evaluations of these various service attributes. Service factors that are important for 

online shopping will vary &om those in a traditional store environment and will likely 

include such attributes as site navigation, access to customer assistance by email or 

phone, explicit return procedures, and privacy protection policies (Kaynama, 2000; 

Zeithaml et al., 2000). Further discussion of perceived service quality in an online 

context in presented in the next section of this chapter. 

With respect to merchandise, online shoppers are likely to infer quality from 

product and merchandise attributes similar to those that are used in traditional store 

environments, i.e., brand selection and merchandise variety. The virtual environment of 

the Internet presents retailers with the opportunity to offer more extensive merchandise 

assortments than might be found at traditional retail outlets to the extent that constraints 

related to fulfillment can be overcome. Through expanded assortments, online merchants 

may be able to better meet the needs of their customers; which, in turn, will positively 

impact perceptions of overall e-shopping quality. 
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H4a: Perceived e-service quality positively and directly predicts the perceived quality 

of shopping online as compared to shopping in traditional stores. 

H4b: As compared to shopping in traditional stores, the perceived quaUty of 

merchandise offered online positively and directly predicts the perceived quality 

of shopping online. 

The Concept of eService QuaUty 

The concrete cues and perceptual attributes that form the basis of consumer 

evaluations of service quality in an online environment differ substantially from those 

consumers typically evaluate in traditional retail or service settings (Zeithaml et al., 

2000). For example, courteous and knowledgeable salespeople play an important role in 

creating positive evaluations of store-based retail service quality (Dabholkar, Thorpe, and 

Rentz, 1996). Although advances in technology may eventually improve a retailer's 

ability to humanize Internet shopping (Hunt, 2000; Schwartz, 2001), presently online 

shoppers rarely experience interactive human contact. 

Using an exploratory research approach, Zeithaml et al., (2000) laid the initial 

groundwork necessary for future development of a scale to assess e-service quality. In a 

series of six focus-group interviews, consiuners were asked to discuss their expectations 

about and perceptions of purchasing products and/or services on the Internet. Based on 

the participants' responses, the following eleven dimensions of e-service quality were 

cited: access, ease of navigation, efficiency, flexibility, reliability, personalization, 

security/privacy, responsiveness, assurance/trust, site aesthetics, and price knowledge. 

Whereas several of these dimensions are conceptually comparable to the five dimensions 
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that are believed to form the basis of service quality judgments more generally (e.g., 

reliability, responsiveness, and assurance), others reflect the unique aspects of service in 

a technology-based context (e.g., navigation, security/privacy, and site aesthetics). 

The specific cues and perceptual attributes that underlie these eleven dimensions 

are website specific. For example, shoppers evaluate "ease of navigation" by considering 

criteria related to their ability to maneuver through the site, the speed of maneuvering 

through the site, and speed of checkout. The study also revealed that consumers hold 

Internet-wide evaluative criteria as well. Factors that appear to be important in 

motivating consumers to shop online as opposed to other retail formats include 

convenience, ease of comparison shopping, and lower prices. 

As discussed previously, consumers' responses to new technologies may vary 

based upon their attitudes and beliefs about technology generally (Mick and Foumier, 

1998). Furthermore, research related to technology-based retail and service formats 

indicates that an individual's feelings, beliefs, and attitudes about a specific technology 

are useful in predicting willingness to adopt and intention to use the technology itself 

(e.g., Dabholkar, 1996; Eastlick, 1996). Based on this body of literature, Zeithaml et al. 

(2000) conclude that individual differences are also likely to play a role in the evaluative 

process used to assess e-service quality. More specifically, they suggest that individuals' 

varied responses to new technologies may affect the expectations and performance 

perceptions used to evaluate e-service quality. As such, the following hypothesis is 

proposed. 



H5: Receptivity to e-shopping technology positively and directly predicts perceived 

service quality. 

Chapter Summary 

Chapter 3 presented the theoretical framework that serves as a basis for the 

proposed research model. Adapted from previous research, the proposed e-shopping 

model was first discussed generally and presented in Figure 3. A set of empirically 

testable hypotheses was presented next (see Figure 4) accompanied by the theoretical 

rationale supporting each of the proposed relationships in the model. 

The next chapter, Chapter 4, provides a discussion of the methodology for the 

study. More specifically, the procedures for sampling, data collection, questionnaire 

development, operationalization of the variables, and data analysis will be set forth in 

detail. 
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CHAPTER 4 

METHOD 

This study intends to provide a better understanding of how customers evaluate 

online shopping and to demonstrate the effect of these evaluations on online shopping 

loyalty. More specifically, the proposed e-shopping model investigated the impact of 

quality-value perceptions on assessments of e-shopping satisfaction and loyalty toward 

shopping at a merchant's website. Additionally, the study examined how an individual's 

propensity to use e-shopping technology influenced judgments about the quality and 

value of shopping online. 

The methodology used to investigate these relationships is presented in the 

following sections. The first section consists of an overview of the sampling and data 

collection procedures. Questionnaire development is reviewed in the second section. 

The final section presents the operational definitions of the variables employed in the 

study. 

Sampling and Data Collection 

Data for the study was collected using a siuvey distributed by mail to 3,112 online 

customers of a U.S. based company. The company is primarily engaged in the design, 

development, marketing, and distribution of watches, fashion accessories, apparel, and 

other products. The company's website is used as the primary retail channel of 

distribution for apparel; therefore, men's and women's jeans were determined to be a 
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mutually acceptable product category for the study. The respondents for the study were 

selected randomly by the company from its database of approximately 14,000 U.S. adult 

customers (18+) who had purchased at least one pair of jeans from the company's 

website since the first of January 2001. The website was considered typical of an online 

technology-based self-service interface. At the time the study was conducted, Internet 

shoppers in need of personal (i.e. human) customer service were directed to contact the 

company's toll-free telephone number during regular business hours (i.e., Monday 

through Friday from 8:00 a.m. - 6:00 p.m.). 

The initial mailing, which took place in early January 2002, was followed by a 

second mailing about four weeks later. Approximately 2,700 questionnaires were mailed 

to participants who had not responded to the first mailing. To minimize the number of 

undeliverable pieces, both mailings were processed with a mailer endorsement of "Return 

Service Requested." This allowed a questionnaire with an incorrect address to be 

returned to the investigator, readdressed, and remailed to a corrected address. 

Additionally, to encourage completion of the questionnaire, respondents were offered an 

incentive in the form of an opportunity to enter their name for a $50 cash drawing for 

their participation. Ten cash awards were distributed to the randomly selected 

participants. 

The survey resulted in a 93.5% delivery rate and a 17.9% response rate of which 

95.6% were usable (n = 497 usable questionnaires). The response rate for the study may 

have been negatively impacted by two factors. First, response rates for the direct mail 

industry declined substantially following both the terrorist attack on September II, 2001 
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and the discovery of anthrax in the mail of several high-ranking government ofiBcials 

some weeks later (DiPasquale, 2001; Stamler, 2001). Second, the central focus of the 

survey, online shopping, may have heightened consimiers' sensitivity to online privacy 

and security issues (Miyazaki and Fernandez, 2000). Based on these considerations, the 

response rate was considered to be acceptable. 

Questionnaire Development 

The written questionnaire contained measures of the following variables: 

perceived e-merchandise quality, perceived e-service quality, perceived e-shopping 

sacrifice, receptivity to e-shopping technology, perceived e-shopping quaUty, perceived 

e-shopping value, e-shopping satisfaction, and e-shopping loyalty. Additionally, 

respondents were asked to indicate how frequently they shop for jeans at the company's 

online retail site, the recency of their last online shopping trip for jeans at the company's 

online site, and the approximate amount expended for jeans from the company's site 

since January 2001. The following demographic data was collected as well: age, gender, 

employment status, occupation, state of residency, education, income, ethnicity, and 

marital status. 

The final version of the questionnaire was printed in a 12-page booklet containing 

the following eight sections: Part A. Online Shopping, Part B. Your Recent Shopping 

History, Part C. Perceptions of Your Shopping Experience, Part D. Online Shopping 

Satisfaction, Part E. Website Performance, Part F. Additional Thoughts about e-

Shopping, Part G. Product Satisfaction, and Part H. Information about You. 
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Respondents were asked to recall their most recent purchase occasion for jeans at the 

company's website in order to respond to items in Parts C, D, E, and G. The items 

contained in Part G were included in the questionnaire at the request of the participating 

firm, and therefore, will be excluded from further discussion. 

A multi-stage process was employed for the development of the questionnaire. 

First, preliminary measures of the variables included in the study were adapted from 

previous research that has investigated the effects of quality, value, and satisfaction on 

consumer responses. These items were further refined based on the results from a focus-

group interview. A convenience sample consisting of online shoppers (i.e., people with 

online shoppmg experience) was conducted in September 2001 to aid in the development 

of items related to e-service quality, e-shopping value, and e-shopping loyalty. Varying 

in age, gender, and Internet shopping experience, the focus-group participants were 

encouraged to talk openly about various aspects of their Internet shopping experiences 

through a guided discussion process. The focus-group protocol (Appendix A), which 

served as a guide in questioning participants about their online shopping experiences, was 

adapted fn)m previous research related to perceived e-service quality (Zeithaml et al., 

2000). 

The next stage of questionnaire development involved the administration of a 

series of pretests. The first pretest was implemented to fiuther refine the perceived e-

service quality items derived from the focus-group interview and previous research 

regarding e-service quality (Zeithaml et al., 2000). Thirty-three (33) undergraduate 

students majoring in Retailing and Consumer Sciences at the University of Arizona 
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participated in the pretest as a requirement of an Internet technology course. The 

participants were asked first to spend time browsing at an online bookstore of their choice 

and to proceed through the shopping process to the final order placement step. After 

completing the shopping task, the participants were asked to rate the website on 36 

performance criteria. As the third and final step, participants ranked their top five most 

important website performance criteria when shopping for books online. A copy of the 

pretest instrument is provided in Appendix B. Based on the results of the pretest, five 

items were eliminated from the original set of 36 items. 

Two additional pretests were conducted to ensure that all instructions and 

questions were understood as intended. A convenience sample of 43 undergraduate 

students majoring in Retailing and Consumer Sciences at the University of Arizona were 

asked to complete Sections A, B, C, D, F, and H of the questionnaire. The students, who 

participated on a voluntary basis, were offered an opportunity to win two firee movie 

passes (S winners) as an incentive. Participant feedback was used in combination with 

the results of the first pretest to refine the questionnaire. The revised version of the 

questionnaire, comprised of all eight sections (sections A-H), was administered in a one-

on-one setting to five individuals of varied ages, gender, and Internet shopping 

experiences. The participants were asked to read each item aloud and to stop when the 

meaning of an item was unclear or the wording was difficult to understand. Based on the 

comments and responses of the participants, several statements were fiirther refined to 

improve clarity and readability. The final version of the questionnaire may be found in 

Appendix C. 
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Operational Definitions of the Variables 

Operational definitions and scale development employed for each variable are 

discussed in the following sub-sections. Although the literature related to each variable 

served as a guide in the development of the measures, well-established scales for most of 

the constructs were not readily available. As a result, with the exception of the 

instrument used to measure e-shopping satisfaction, the scales were primarily 

exploratory. 

In addition, perceptual reference points were used for some, but not all, of the 

measures in the study. First, the perceptual measures for e-merchandise quality, e-

shopping sacrifice, e-shopping quality, and e-shopping value assessed perceptions of 

shopping online relative to shopping in traditional stores. Research suggests that 

consimiers frequently use traditional stores as a reference point in evaluating online 

shopping and as a comparative standard when making satisfaction judgments (Szymansld 

and Hise, 2000; Zeithaml et al., 2000). Items based on similar perceptual comparisons 

have been used in previous research related to e-satisfaction (Szymansld and Hise, 2000). 

Second, the items for e-service quality captured perceptions of the concrete cues 

and attributes specific to websites. For the most part, the cues and signals used by 

shoppers in an online environment are different than those used by shoppers in traditional 

store settings; therefore, a store comparative was not employed for the perceived e-

service quality scale. In keeping with previous research, e-shopping satisfaction was 

measured without using a comparison to a perceptual reference point as well (Szymanski 

and Hise, 2000). 
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Finally, the e-shopping loyalty scale consisted of behavioral indicators of 

customer loyalty. When appropriate, these items were comparative in the sense that they 

reflected a commitment to the online merchant over other retail shopping alternatives, 

including traditional stores. A synopsis of the measures is provided in Table 1. 

Exogenous Constructs 

Receptivity to eShopping Technology. Receptivity to e-shopping technology 

was intended to capture an individual's predisposition regarding the use of Intemet 

technology for shopping. Seventeen items were adapted from a 20-item instrument used 

in previous research. Developed to examine consumers' propensity to search for and 

purchase products online (Shim, Eastlick, and Lotz, 2000), the instrument consisted of 

three factors: Life Enriching/Technology Optimism, Privacy Concern/Impersonal, and 

Technology Incompetence. Reliabilities for the three factors based on Cronbach's 

coefficient of alpha were 0.91,0.79, and 0.76, respectively. Life Enriching/Technology 

Optimism consisted of 12 items intended to tap the extent to which online shopping 

enhances consumers' feelings of freedom, control and competence and its efficiency as a 

shopping format. Nine of the 12 items on this factor were adapted for use in the 

receptivity to e-shopping technology scale. Privacy Concern/Impersonal consisted of 

five items encompassing shoppers' anxieties about the privacy and security of shopping 

online as well as concerns regarding its lack of personal interaction. All five items from 

this factor were adapted for use in the receptivity to e-shopping technology scale. The 

extent to which online shoppers may feel confused about or frustrated with online 

shopping technology was assessed by the third three-item factor. Technology 
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Table 1 

Operationalization of the Proposed Variables* 

Source Scale Type Items 

Part A. Receptivity to e-Shopping Technology 

Adapted from research on 
technology sophistication 
(Shim, Eastlick, and Lotz, 
2000). 

Five-point Likert: 
very strongly disagree (1) 
to very strongly agree (5). 

Lifestyle Enrichment /Technology 
Optimism (A2, A4, A6, A7, AI1, A13, 
A14. A16, A17)^ 
Privacy Concern/Impersonal (A3, AS, 
A9,A10,A15) 
Technology Incompetence (Al, A8, 
A12) 

Part B. Merchant Shopping History and Future Intention 

Written by researcher Ordinal, open-ended, and Recency (BI) 
five-point Likert: Frequency (B2) 
very strongly disagree (1) Expenditures (B3) 
to very strongly agree (S). Intention (B4) 

Part C. Perceptions of e-Shopping Quality, e-Merchandise Quality, e-
Shopplng Value, and e-Shopping Sacrifice 

Written by researcher 
using literature on service 
quality, merchandise 
quality, value, and 
sacrifice (Cronin et al., 
2000; Kehn et al, 1992; 
Sirohi et al., 1998; 
Zeithaml, 1988). 

PartD. e-Shopping Satisfaction 

Five-point Likert: 
very strongly disagree (1) 
to very strongly agree (5). 

e-Shopping Quality (CI, CI I, CI6) 
e-Merchandise Quality (C3, C6, C9) 
e-Shopping Value (C4, CIO, CIS) 
SacriHce - Effort (C2, C8) 
Sacrifice - Time (CS, C12, C14) 
Sacrifice - Price (C7, C13, C17) 

Adapted from items in the 
Universal Product/Service 
Consumption Satisfaction 
Scale (Oliver, 1997, p. 
343) 

Five-point Likert: 
very strongly disagree (I) 
to very strongly agree (S). 

Overall satisfaction (DI) 
Affect (D2,D5) 
Attribution (D4, D6) 
Regret (D4) 
Evaluation (D7) 

' Part G is excluded from Table I as it was included in the questionnaire at the request of the participating 
merchant. 
^ Items listed in parentheses are references to the specific item statements found in the questionnaire (see 
Appendix Q. 
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Source Scale Type Items 

Part E. Perceived e-Service Quality 

Adapted from qualitative 
research on e-service 
quality (Zeithaml, et al., 
2000) 

Five-point Liken: 
very strongly disagree (1) 
to very strongly agree (S). 

Efiiciency (El, ElO, E14,) 
Reliability (E2, El 1. E17, E28) 
Site Aesthetics (E3, EIS) 
Accessibility (E4, El 6) 
Hexibility (E12, E21, E30. E31) 
Personalintioa (E8, E27, E28) 
Navigation (E7, E13, E18) 
Responsiveness (E23, E24, E29) 
Security/Privacy (E19, E20) 
Assurance/Trust (ES, E9, E2S) 
Site Aesthetics (^, EIS) 
Price Knowledge (E6, E22) 

Part F. e-Shopping Loyalty 

Written by researcher 
using recommendations 
for item development 
offered by Oliver (1997, 
p. 398-399) 

Five-point Likert: 
very strongly disagree (1) 
to very strongly agree (5). 

Cognitive (F4, F8 ) 
Affective (F2, F3, F7, F9) 
Conative (Fl. F6, Fll, F12) 
Action (F5,F10,F13) 

Part H, Demographic Data 

Written by researcher Nominal, ordinal, and 
open-ended. 

Gender (G I) 
Agc(G2) 
Employment Status (G3) 
Occupation (G4) 
Permanent Residency (GS) 
Household Income (G6) 
Education (G7) 
Ethnicity (G8) 
Marital Status (G9) 
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Incompetence. The receptivity to e-shopping technology scale employed all three items 

from this factor. Responses for the scale were measured using a S-point Likert scale 

ranging from "very strongly disagree" (1) to "very strongly agree" (5). 

Perceived e-Merchandise Quality. Perceived e-merchandise quality was defined 

as the extent to which the online merchant's product offering (i.e., jeans) was deemed 

superior to what the shopper might find in a store-based venue. Drawing upon previous 

research related to perceived merchandise quality (Kerin et al., 1992; Sirohi et al., 1998), 

a three-item scale was constructed; one item to measure overall perceptions of online 

product quality and two items to assess merchandise assortment and selection. 

Participants were asked to respond to the items using a S-point Likert-type scoring format 

ranging from "very strongly disagree" (I) to "very strongly agree" (5). 

Perceived eShopping Sacrifice. Perceived sacrifice was defined as the sacrifices 

incurred in shopping for jeans at the merchant's online site as opposed to shopping for 

jeans in a traditional store-based setting. Adapted from a three item sacrifice scale 

employed by Cronin et al. (2000), the multiple item scale included eight indicators 

designed to assess the monetary and nonmonetary aspects of perceived sacrifice 

(Zeithaml, 1988). Of the eight perceived sacrifice items, three items were used to tap 

monetary sacrifice and five items were used to measure nonmonetary sacrifice. All items 

were measured using a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from "very strongly disagree" 

(1) to "very strongly agree" (5). 
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Endogenous Constructs 

Perceived eService Quality. Perceived e-service quality was defined as the 

extent to which the merchant's website was perceived as being an efficient and effective 

retail format for purchasing jeans. Measures for a multiple item scale were obtained by 

adapting the findings firom an exploratory qualitative study on e-service quality (Zeithaml 

et al., 2000). Comments fix)m the focus-group participants were also used to guide scale 

development. Based on pretest results, an initial set of 36 items was reduced to 31 final 

statements. Designed to tap 11 dimensions of e-service quality, the scale included two 

items for access, three items for ease of navigation, three items for efficiency, four Items 

for flexibility, four items for reliability, three items for personalization, two items for 

seciuity/privacy, three items for responsiveness, three items for assurance/trust, two items 

for site aesthetics, and two items for price knowledge. A S-point Likert scale ranging 

fi-om "very strongly disagree" (1) to "very strongly disagree" (5) was used to assess each 

item. 

Perceived eShopping Quality. Perceived e-shopping quality was intended to 

capture an overall evaluation of the extent to which the online setting was perceived as 

being superior to a traditional store-based setting when shopping for jeans. Research 

indicates that although consimiers evaluate various service-related factors (i.e., 

dimensions), they may also form an overall evaluation of service quality that is more than 

the sum of the factors (Dabholkar et al., 2000). Additionally, the literature supports the 

use of perception measures as opposed to disconfirmation measures when the purpose at 

hand is to increase prediction and/or explanation (Cronin et al., 2000; Dabholkar et al.. 
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2000; Zeithaml et al., 1996); therefore, a multiple item scale containing three statements 

was developed to measure perceived e-shopping quality. A S-point Likert scale ranging 

from "very strongly disagree" (1) to 'Very strongly agree" (5) was used to assess each 

statement. 

Perceived eShopping Value. Perceived e-shopping value was defined as an 

assessment of the benefit-sacrifice tradeoff associated with shopping for jeans online as 

compared to shopping for jeans in a traditional store (Zeithaml, 1988). The three items 

used to measure perceived e-shopping value were adapted from studies that have 

investigated perceived value in retail settings (Cronin et al., 2000; Kerin et al, 1992; 

Sirohi et al., 1998). The scale was assessed using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 

"very strongly disagree" (1) to "very strongly agree" (5). 

eShopping Satisfaction, e-shopping satisfaction was defined as a shopper's 

evaluative judgment regarding a specific online shopping experience (Westbrook and 

Oliver, 1991). The expectation-disconfirmation (ED) model (Boulding, Kalra, Staelin, 

and Zeithaml, 1993; Oliver, 1997; Tse and Wilton, 1988) has served as the guide for 

measuring satisfaction based on the assumption that consimiers' preconsumption 

expectations are either confirmed (moderate satisfaction), positively disconfirmed (high 

satisfaction), or negatively disconfirmed (dissatisfaction). Research indicates, however, 

that perception measures are equally reliable (Dabholkar et al., 2000). 

The items for the study were adapted from Oliver's (1997) universal 

product/service consumption satisfaction scale. The scale has been used in a number of 

studies with reported reliabilities ranging fix>m 0.7S to 0.98 (see Oliver, 1997, p. 344). 
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Designed to tap the range of dimensions that underlie the concept of satisfaction, the 

adapted scale for this study included a satisfaction anchor as well as two affect items, a 

regret item, two attribution items, and a shopping evaluation item. Responses were 

measured using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from "very strongly disagree" (1) to "very 

strongly agree" (5). 

eShopping Loyalty. The outcome variable of interest in this study differed 

somewhat from that examined in the service-based model by Cronin et al. (2000). In 

their study, three items reflecting repurchase and recommendation intentions were used to 

capture behavioral intentions. Similar measures have been used frequently throughout 

the services marketing literature as they are generally considered indicators of customer 

loyalty (Zeithaml et al., 1996). 

The customer loyalty scale used in this study was designed to tap the cognitive, 

affective, conative, and action stages of loyalty as conceptualized by Oliver (1997). 

Thirteen items were developed to assess a consiuner's deeply held commitment to shop 

online with a merchant regularly and consistently in the future despite factors that might 

cause switching behavior (Oliver, 1997, 1999). The multiple-item scale encompassed the 

behavioral intentions measures used by Cronin et al. (2000) (i.e., conative loyalty) as well 

as other factors that reflect various degrees of loyalty. Based on Oliver's (1997) 

recommendation, the scale also included items to assess switching behavior. Additional 

resources used in the development of the loyalty scale included findings from the focus-

group interview and literature related to the measurement of customer loyalty (Raju, 
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1980; Sirohi et al., 1998). Responses to the loyalty statements were measured using a 5-

point Likert scale ranging from "very strongly disagree" (1) to "very strongly agree" (5). 

Demographic Variables 

The following definitions were used to operationalize and measure nine 

demographic variables. 

• Age: 

• Gender: 

• Education: 

• Income: 

• Ethnicity: 

• Employment Status 

• Occupation: 

• State of Residency 

• Marital Status 

Age in years was indicated by selecting the 
appropriate age range (ordinal data). 

Female, male (nominal data). 

Highest level of formal education completed 
(nominal data). 

Indicated by selecting the appropriate household 
income range (ordinal data). 

Indicated by selecting the appropriate ethnic group 
(nominal data). 

Indicated by selecting the appropriate employment 
status (nominal data). 

Indicated by selecting the most appropriate 
occupation (nominal data). 

State in which the respondent maintains permanent 
residency (nominal data). 

Married, Single (never married, divorced, widowed) 
(nominal data). 

Shopping History 

Four items were used to assess a respondent's shopping history with the 

participating merchant. Respondents were asked to indicate how recently they had 

shopped for jeans at the merchant's website (i.e., either search purchase) by selecting a 
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response from five categories ranging from "during the last 30 days" (1) to "more than 

nine months ago" (S). To assess shopping frequency, respondents were asked how often 

they shopped for jeans at the merchant's website. Responses were categorized in ranges 

from "once or twice per year" (1) to "more than eight times per year" (5). The third item 

required the respondent to estimate the total amoimt of online expenditures for jeans from 

the company's website since the first of January, 2001. The fourth item assessed a 

respondent's likelihood of shopping for jeans from the company's website in the future. 

Responses were measured using a S-point scale ranging from "not at all likely (1) to 

extremely likely (5). 

Chapter Summary 

Chapter 4 presented the methodology employed to empirically test the proposed 

e-shopping model including sampling protocol, data collection, and questionnaire 

development. In addition, an operational definition was provided for each of the 

variables in the model. 

In the subsequent chapter, the procedure for data analysis will be covered in more 

detail. Briefly, exploratory factor analysis using principal component factor analysis was 

first employed for each of the multiple scale items. Internal reliability of each factor was 

assessed using Cronbach's coefficient of alpha. The results of the exploratory factor 

analysis were used in confirmatory factor analysis conducted on indicators of each latent 

variable. Finally, structural equation modeling using LISREL 8.3 software was used to 

test the causal relationships among the variables of interest in the proposed model. 

Results of the statistical analysis are presented in the next chapter as well. 
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CHAPTERS 

DATA ANALYSIS 

The statistical analysis of the data collected from the questionnaire is presented in 

the six sections that comprise Chapter 5. The chapter begins by providing an overview of 

respondent characteristics followed by the results of the exploratory and confirmatory 

factor analyses. A two-stage approach to structural equation modeling was employed to 

assess the research model. As such, the overall fit of the model is described by 

discussing the results of both the measurement model and the structural model. The 

chapter concludes with a presentation of the findings associated with each of the tested 

hypotheses and a brief chapter conclusion. 

Respondent Characteristics 

The demographic analysis of the survey results indicated that respondents were 

predominantly female (85.6%), single (67.1%), and of Caucasian ethnicity (81.4%). The 

majority of respondents were young to middle-aged. Of the 83.6% reporting an age of 

18-44, 51% were aged 18-24. Despite the youthful characteristics of the survey 

respondents, over two-thirds (69.7) had either attended college or held a four-year college 

degree. Only a small proportion (9.4%) reported having attended graduate school or 

achieving an advanced degree. The occupational composition of the respondents was 

primarily professional (33.4%), managerial (11.9%), administrative (12.3%), or 

clerical/sales (11.9%). The household incomes of respondents ranged from middle to 
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high levels with 21.0% reporting anniial incomes of $30,000 - $49,999, 25.1% reporting 

annual incomes of $50,000 - $74,999, and 29.4% reporting annual incomes in excess of 

$75,000. According to data from the participating firm, the respondent group was 

comprised of a heavier proportion of females than the firm's target demographic (50% 

female/50% male), but otherwise, was relatively consistent with the company's target 

market profile for apparel. Compared to the general population of online users 

(Mediamark Research, 2002), the respondent group di£fered significantly (p's < .05) with 

respect to age (younger), gender (more female), and marital status (more single). 

Exploratory Factor Analysis 

The first step in the data analysis procedure involved statistical analyses to refine 

the measures used in the study. Exploratory factor analysis using principal components 

factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted on each multiple-item scale. Results 

of the exploratory factor analyses, showing specific loadings on the factors representing 

each variable, are provided in Table 2 and described in detail for each variable. 

Exogenous Constructs 

Perceived eShopping Sacrifice, Exploratory factor analysis revealed a two-

factor solution for perceived e-shopping sacrifice. The first factor contained five items 

reflecting the nonmonetary aspects of sacrifice, while the second factor contained three 

items representative of monetary sacrifice. Further analysis of the second factor revealed 

that the internal reliability could be improved by eliminating one item (i.e., "was not as 

price competitive"). 
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Table 2 

Ejqfloratoiy Factor Analysis 

Variable and Items 
Factor 

Loading 
Eigen 
Value 

% Explained 
Variance ReUability 

Perceived e-Shopping Sacrifice 61.51 
Factor 1 (Nonmonetary) 2.98 42.S3 0.7SS 
Required less effort to shop -.790 
Provided a shopping experience that was more -.778 
time eflicient 
Offered a quicker way to shop for jeans -.732 
Required a greater investment of my time .612 
Made shopping for jeans more difficult .567 
Factor 2 (Monetary) 1.33 18.98 0.834 
Offered fairer prices -.917 
Offered more reasonable prices -.899 

Perceived e-Assortment Quality 1.S8 78.98 0.734 
Offered a better assortment of jeans to choose 
from .889 
Offered a more limited selection of jeans -.889 

Receptivity to e-Shopping Technology 4.07 43.23 0.845 
Online shopping is an efficient way to shop .762 
Online shopping allows me to shop without a 
hassle .740 
I can save time through online shopping .728 
Online shopping helps me accomplish things I 
otherwise could not .701 
Online shopping gives me more control over my 
shopping activities .697 
Online shopping fulfills most of my shopping 
needs .672 
Online shopping provides benefits that traditional 
methods of shopping cannot .644 
I become more involved in the shopping process 
when I'm online .591 
I don't want to rely too much on online shopping -.471 

Perceived e-Service Quality 3.36 56.02 0.839 
Was easy to find .852 
Was uncluttered .816 
Was simple to use -790 
Is a reputable shopping site -738 
Did not crash or freeze during my shopping visit .677 
Shipped the exact item(s) I ordered .585 
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Variable and Items 
Factor 

Loading 
Eigen 
Value 

% Explained 
Variance Reliability 

Perceived e-Shopping Quality 1.89 62.98 0.706 
Offered better service in every way .818 
Provided a higher standard of overall service .800 
Delivered poorer quality of service -.762 

Perceived e-Shopping Value 1.83 61.00 0.679 
Offered better value for the money .810 
Offered a shopping experience higher in overall 
value .801 
Did not provide benefits worth the cost -.729 

e-Shopping Satisfaction 4.66 66.63 0.916 
My choice to shop for jeans at Fossil.com was a 
wise one .895 
I was satisfied with my decision to shop for jeans 
at Fossil.com .873 
I am sxire I did the right thing when I chose to 
shop for jeans at Fossil.com .819 
1 truly enjoyed shopping at Fossil.com .792 
Shopping at Fossil.com was not a good experience -.791 
If 1 could do it over again, I'd shop for jeans at a 
different store -.776 
I am not happy that I shopped at Fossil.com -.759 

e-Shopping Loyalty 3.34 66.87 0.875 
I intend to shop for jeans at Fossil.com in the 
future .851 
I would recommend Fossil.com to firiends and 
family as a good place to shop .846 
I shop at Fossil.com because I like it .838 
Indicate the likelihood of shopping for jeans with 
Fossil.com in the future .798 
I have grown to like shopping at Fossil.com more 
so than at other stores .752 
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The final factor analysis on the remaining seven items again revealed a two-factor 

solution. Loadings on Factor 1, nonmonetary e-shopping sacrifice, ranged firom 0.567 to 

-0.790, while loadings for the two items on Factor 2, monetary e-shopping sacrifice, were 

-0.917 and -0.899 each. Variance explained for nonmonetary e-shopping sacrifice and 

monetary e-shopping sacrifice were 42.53% and 18.98%, respectively. Internal 

reliabilities, based on Cronbach's coefficient alpha, were 0.755 for nonmonetary e-

shopping sacrifice and 0.834 for monetary e-shopping sacrifice. 

Perceived e-Merchandise Quality, Exploratory factor analysis revealed that 

perceived e-merchandise quality was explained by one factor consisting of all three items 

in the scale. Although all factor loadings met the minimum requirement of 0.40 or 

higher, Cronbach's coefficient of alpha revealed that the internal reliability of the factor 

could be improved by eliminating one item (i.e., "offered better product quality"). The 

remaining two items related specifically to consumers' perceptions of the assortment 

available online as compared to that which might be found in traditional stores; therefore, 

the name of the construct was changed to perceived e-assortment quality. Factor 

loadings for the two items were 0.889 for "offered a better assortment of jeans to choose 

from" and -0.889 for "offered a more limited selection of jeans." Variance explained by 

the factor structure improved from 61.25% for the three-item factor to 78.98% for the 

two-item factor. Cronbach's coefficient alpha revealed an improvement in internal 

reliability as well, from 0.677 for the three-item factor to 0.734 for the two-item factor. 

Receptivity to eShopping Technology. The initial exploratory factor analysis for 

receptivity to e-shopping technology revealed a four-factor solution. The number of 
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items loading on each factor was nine on Factor 1, four on Factor 2, and two on each of 

Factors 3 and 4. Eigenvalues for Factor I, Factor 2, Factor 3, and Factor 4 were 5.35, 

1.78, 1.24, and 1.09, respectively. Explained variance for each of the factors was 

31.47%, 10.45%, 7.27%, and 6.40% for Factors I through 4, respectively. 

Of the nine items loading on the first factor, seven were consistent with items 

from previous research regarding a life enriching/optimistic view of shopping technology 

(Shim et al., 2000). Additionally, the items reflected five of the eight technology 

paradoxes (i.e., control, efficiency, freedom, fulfills needs, and engaging) conceptualized 

in the consumer behavior hteratiu-e by Mick and Foumier (1998). Internal reliability, 

based on Cronbach's coefficient of alpha, was 0.85. Factor 2, comprised of four items, 

conveyed the discomfort or incompetence that consumers may experience with new 

technologies (e.g., "As soon as I learn how to use the technology, it changes") 

(Parasuraman, 2000; Shim et al., 2000). Cronbach's coefficient of alpha revealed an 

internal reliability for Factor 2 of 0.70. Both items loading on Factor 3 were related to 

shoppers' concerns about privacy and security (e.g., "I don't feel that my privacy is 

secure online"). Cronbach's coefficient of alpha indicated an internal reliabiUty of 0.75. 

Finally, the two items loading on Factor 4 lacked face vaUdity as evidenced by an internal 

reliability of 0.32. 

Factor 1 encompassed many of the feelings and beliefs that consumers are 

believed to hold about using online technology for shopping. For example, the items 

included feelings and beUefs about the efficiency of using online technology for shopping 

and its ability to provide more control over shopping activities. Additionally, Factor 1 
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had the highest eigenvalue (5.35), the largest explained variance (31.47%), and the 

strongest internal reliability (0.85) of the three meaningful factors. As such. Factor 1 was 

deemed most representative of a shopper's receptivity to online shopping technology and 

was the only factor retained for further analysis. A final factor analysis extracted a single 

factor solution containing all nine items with factor loadings ranging from -0.471 to 

0.762. Variance explained by the final factor was 45.23%. 

Endogenous Constructs 

Perceived eService Quality. After eliminating 14 items loading on multiple 

factors, exploratory factor analysis produced a four-factor solution for the 17 remaining 

items used to assess perceived e-service quality. Eigenvalues were 5.40, 1.89, 1.20, and 

1.14 for Factors I through 4, respectively. The first factor, comprised of six items, 

accounted for 31.79% of the explained variance. Items loading on this factor reflected 

five of the eleven dimensions posited to form the basis of perceptions of e-service quality 

- efBciency, reliability, site aesthetics, accessibility, and assurance/trust (Zeithaml, et al., 

2000). Internal reliability for Factor 1, based on Cronbach's coefiScient alpha, was 0.84. 

Accounting for 11.14% of the explained variance. Factor 2 included four items related to 

consiuners' online privacy/security and payment concerns (Zeithaml et al., 2000). 

Cronbach's coefficient of alpha indicated an internal reliability of 0.77. The four items 

loading on Factor 3 were consistent with the personalization (e.g., "allowed me to save 

items in a shopping cart for purchase at a later time") and flexibility (e.g., "indicated that 

items purchased online could be returned to a store locally") aspects of perceived e-

service quality (Zeithaml et al., 2000). Explained variance and internal reliability, based 
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upon Cronbach's coefficient of alpha, were 7.05% and 0.67, respectively. All three items 

loading on Factor 4 were related to website search features ("allowed me to search the 

site using a variety of search methods"). Explained variance and internal reliability, 

based upon Cronbach's coefficient of alpha, were 6.72% and 0.62, respectively. 

As previously noted. Factor I reflected several of the dimensions consiuners are 

presumed to use in evaluating e-service quality (Zeithaml et al., 2000). Compared to the 

other three factors. Factor I had the highest eigenvalue (5.40), the largest explained 

variance (31.79%), and the strongest internal reliability (0.84). Based on these 

considerations. Factor I was the only factor retained for further analysis. A factor 

analysis of the six items loading on Factor I produced a single factor solution with factor 

loadings ranging from 0.585 to 0.852. Variance explained by the final factor was 

56.02%. 

Perceived eShopping Quality. Exploratory factor analysis produced a one-factor 

solution for perceived e-shopping quality consisting of all three items in the scale. 

Variance explained by the factor was 62.98% with factor loadings ranging from -0.762 to 

0.818. Internal reliability for the factor, based on Cronbach's coefficient of alpha, was 

0.706. 

Perceived eShopping Value. Exploratory factor analysis revealed that perceived 

e-shopping value was explained by one factor consisting of all three items in the scale. 

Variance explained by the factor was 61.0% with factor loadings ranging from -0.729 to 

0.810. Internal reliability for the factor, based on Cronbach's coefficient of alpha, was 

0.679. 
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eShopping Satisfaction. Exploratory factor analysis revealed that e-shopping 

satisfaction was explained by one factor consisting of all seven items in the scale. 

Variance explained by the factor was 66.63% with factor loadings ranging fix)m -0.759 to 

0.895. Internal reliability for the factor, based on Cronbach's coefficient of alpha, was 

0.916. 

eShopping Loyalty. After eliminating three items with multiple factor loadings, 

the initial exploratory factor analysis for e-shopping loyalty extracted a three-factor 

solution. The first factor consisted of six items with an eigenvalue of 4.08, explained 

variance of37.08%, and an internal reliability based on Cronbach's coefficient of alpha 

of 0.83. Factor 2 consisted of two items with an eigenvalue of 1.48 and variance 

explained of 13.49%. The third factor consisted of three items with a computed 

eigenvalue of 1.19 and a explained variance of 10.79%. 

The six items in Factor 1 appeared to tap the affective and conative stages of 

loyalty as conceptualized by Oliver (1997). More specifically, the items reflected a 

shopper's psychological commitment to the merchant based on liking (i.e., "I shop at 

.com because I like it") and behavioral intention (i.e., "I intend to shop for jeans 

at .com in the future"). The two items loading on the second factor were 

consistent with the action stage of loyalty (Oliver, 1997). For example, the item "When I 

need to shop for jeans, I only shop at .com" suggests a willingness to overcome 

obstacles to shop with the merchant. Internal reliability for Factor 2, based on 

Cronbach's coefficient of alpha, was 0.77. The three items loading on Factor 3 reflected 

a shopper's propensity to switch from shopping with the participating merchant to 
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another retailer. Termed "switching vulnerabilities," these items were included in the e-

shopping loyalty scale as recommended by Oliver (1997). Cronbach's coefficient of 

alpha indicated an internal reliabiUty of 0.49 for Factor 3. 

The six items loading on the first factor were consistent with many of the 

indicators used in previous loyalty research (Sirohi et al., 1998; Zeithaml et al., 1996). 

As such. Factor I appeared to adequately convey a shopper's psychological commitment 

to shopping with an online merchant. Additionally, Factor I had the largest computed 

eigenvalue (4.08) among the three factors in the initial solution as well as the largest 

explained variance (37.08%). The Cronbach's coefficient of alpha of 0.83 indicated good 

internal reliability as well. Therefore, only Factor 1 was retained for fiirther analysis. 

The revised factor analysis extracted a single factor solution consisting of all six 

items; however, one item did not meet the minimum loading criteria of 0.40. After 

eliminating this item, the final factor solution computed a single factor containing the five 

remaining items. Factors loadings ranged from 0.752 to 0.851. Variance explained by 

the factor was 66.87%. Intemal reliability based on Cronbach's coefficient of alpha was 

0.88 for the final five-item factor. 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Overall, results firom the exploratory factor analyses indicated that each of the 

multiple-item scales had acceptable construct reliability as evidenced by Cronbach's 

coefficient of alpha. Intemal reliabiUties ranged from 0.679 for perceived e-shopping 

value to 0.916 for e-shopping satisfaction. Next, a confirmatory factor analysis was 
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conducted to assess the validity of the scales to be used for the structural model. One 

item," I don't want to rely too much on online shopping," was removed to improve the 

internal reliability of the receptivity to e-shopping scale. 

An examination of the cross-correlations of the construct factors (from the phi 

matrix) indicated several potential problems with multicollinearity; therefore, thirteen 

indicators were eliminated from further analysis. The items selected for deletion were 

determined by examining the cross-correlations among potentially troublesome 

indicators. The following three items were removed from the perceived nonmonetary e-

shopping sacrifice scale: "made shopping for jeans more difficult," "offered a quicker 

way to shop for jeans," and "required a greater investment of my time." One item, 

"offered better value for the money," was removed from the perceived e-shopping value 

scale. Three additional items were eliminated from the receptivity to e-shopping 

technology scale: "I can save time through online shopping," "Online shopping is an 

efBcient way to shop," and "Online shopping provides benefits that traditional methods 

of shopping caimot." Four items were eliminated from the e-shopping satisfaction scale: 

"I truly enjoyed shopping at .com," "My choice to shop for jeans at .com 

was a wise one," "I am not happy that I shopped at .com," and "Shopping at 

.com was not a good experience." Two items were deleted from the e-shopping 

loyalty scale: " I have grown to like shopping at .com more so than at other 

stores," and "I intend to shop for jeans at .com in the future." 

The phi matrix also revealed that perceived e-shopping quality could not be 

clearly distinguished from perceived e-shopping value. In order to address concerns 
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regarding discriminant validity, perceived e-shopping quality was deleted and the 

theoretical model was modified. The revised e-shopping model (see Figure S) predicted 

positive and direct relationships between perceived e-service quality and three variables -

e-shopping loyalty (Hlb), e-shopping satisfaction (H2b), and perceived e-shopping value 

(H3b). Additionally, perceived e-assortment quality was predicted to positively and 

directly influence perceived e-shopping value (H3d). 

Based on the results of the exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, the 

effect of perceived e-shopping sacrifice on perceived e-shopping value (H3a) was 

assessed by examining the links between perceptions of nonmonetary (H3a') and 

monetary (H3a^) e-shopping sacrifice separately. In keeping with the original hypothesis 

(H3a), both constructs were predicted to negatively and directly predict perceived e-

shopping value. The remaining links in the revised model were consistent with the 

hypothesized relationships proposed in the original research model. 

The difference test was conducted (for a family of tests at p < O.Ol) to ascertain 

discriminant validity among three of the endogenous construct factors; perceived e-

shopping value, e-shopping satisfaction, and e-shopping loyalty (Joreskog, 1971). Fixing 

the correlation parameter to l.O between each set of construct factors one at a time 

resulted in a significantly lower for each of the constrained models as compared to the 

X^ obtained for the unconstrained model (x^ = 404.05, df= 241). Values obtained fix)m 

the constrained models were x^ = 474.17, df = 242 for perceived e-shopping value and e-

shopping loyalty, = Ai\A\,df= 242 for e-shopping satisfaction and e-shopping 

loyalty, and x^ = 465.08, df = 242 for perceived e-shopping value and e-satisfaction. 
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Figure 5. Revised Research Model of e-Shopping Loyalty* 

* Based on the confirmatory analysis, Hypothesis 4 was not supported, 
and therefore, is not included in the revised model. 
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Based on the results, the constructs may be viewed as distinct. Additionally, all latent 

constructs were deemed to have discriminant validity based upon Anderson's (1987) 

criteria that the correlation between two latent constructs plus or minus two standard 

errors not include one. 

The results from the confirmatory factor analysis on the multi-item scales were 

deemed to be acceptable for fiuther analysis. Table 3 contains a summary of the 

statistical results from the full confirmatory factor analysis including factor loadings, 

construct reliabilities, and average variances extracted. 

Overall Model Fit 

Structural equation modeling using Lisrel 8.3 was employed to test the 

hypotheses. Using a two-stage approach, the measurement model was first confirmed 

and then the structural model was constructed. Since the primary objective of the 

research model was to explicate the nature of the relationships among the constructs, a 

correlation matrix (see Table 4) was used to estimate the structural model (Hair, 

Anderson, Tatham, Black, 1995). 

Measurement Model 

Each of the constructs were examined separately to verify the statistical 

significance of the indicator loadings and to evaluate each constnict's reliability and 

variance. Statistical results of the measurement model are presented in Table 5 and 

include the standardized factor loadings, standard errors, construct reliabilities, and 

proportions of variance extracted for each construct. The analyses indicated that the 



Tables 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results 

Construct 

Standardized 
Factor 

Loading 
Construct 

Reliabilities 

Proportion 
of Variance 
Extracted 

Perceived e-Shopping Sacrifice Nonmonetary (2 
items) .70-.85 .753 .606 

Perceived e-Shopping Sacrifice Monetary (2 items) .83-.86 .833 .714 

Perceived e-Assortment QuaHty (2 items) .70-87 .766 .623 

Receptivity to e-Shopping Technology (5 items) .57-.72 .752 .380 

Perceived e-Service Quality (6 items) .51-.78 .834 .463 

Perceived e-Shopping Value (2 items) .59-.66 .562 .392 

e-Shopping Satisfaction (3 items) .75-.87 .837 .632 

e-Shopping Loyalty (3 items) .79-.88 .873 .696 



Table 4 

Correlation Matrix and Descriptive Statistics 
*1 *1 *4 M XT Xt x« Xiu Xu Tf: Tfl Y* YT Yi Yi Yv Yio Yn Y13 Yd Yu 

X| EfTort (0 shop 

xi Time to shop 60 -

X) Prkc 24 32 

X4 Prkc 20 28 71 " 

AisoTtmcnl • »7 -20 • 27 -27 

Sckciion • 26 •28 -36 •41 29 

x? Control -19 -27 • 08 - II II 17 

FulfiMf needs •20 -22 • 08 •12 II 16 34 " 

x» Accomplishment •24 • 25 .07 • 13 18 20 39 50 

X)o No husU •29 •34 • 13 •18 09 18 42 40 41 

X|| Involved • 18 - 18 -15 -19 11 24 34 J6 3J 4J 

Yi Simple -JO -33 -20 - 17 18 24 10 00 11 09 04 

Y: Did noi cnsh -09 - 13 00 04 04 II OS -02 OJ 10 02 42 

Y) Uncluttered • 20 •31 - 15 • 08 IJ 22 10 08 10 16 06 56 47 

Y4 Easy to find -2? 33 •18 - 14 13 26 11 07 09 12 05 61 45 65 

Y) Repiittblc •24 .33 - 19 • 12 17 32 08 ID 09 08 08 45 37 52 58 

Y* Shipped correctly -2J • 22 - 14 - 10 12 24 07 02 01 01 OJ 39 28 32 42 36 

Yt Benefits not worth 

cofts 
-30 -36 • 34 -33 J2 35 16 OJ 11 16 09 19 11 17 24 26 25 

Yi Hiuh overall value .J2 .42 -39 • 40 27 62 21 22 25 27 28 2J 06 20 21 26 17 39 

Y« Satisfied with 

choice 
• 37 -41 -36 -35 28 51 13 11 16 25 16 34 18 25 30 29 28 48 47 " 

Yio Rcfrcl choice -27 •31 -31 • 26 25 42 10 10 IJ 16 13 22 15 16 24 27 27 47 40 65 -

Yii Right choice • 34 • 41 -JO -33 22 44 15 09 14 22 18 25 14 18 29 27 24 42 48 68 55 

Yu Recommend to 

cdien 
•26 -38 • 32 • J2 28 49 14 II 14 21 15 41 19 27 39 46 43 46 46 64 53 50 

Yd Intention to shop 
-21 • 29 - Jl -29 21 43 06 12 08 17 18 21 , ,  15 23 30 23 40 43 63 61 56 54 

again 

Y(4 Shop because of 

liking 
•29 -37 •35 -34 23 46 18 16 19 24 20 37 17 26 40 45 40 40 43 53 46 49 70 51 

Means 2 17 221 2J4 2 49 3 16 331 J 51 J 12 J44 J 79 3 18 4 34 4 34 4 23 4 43 4 13 4 45 3 67 3 29 401 3 51 3 73 4 14 3 48 3 93 

SD 90 97 9i 8S i09 93 107 \ U 1 12 106 iOO 70 86 67 92 95 104 90 104 1 15 107 95 1 18 94 

M 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 468 
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Table 5 

Measurement Model Results 
Standardized Proportion of 

Factor Construct Variance 
Construct/Indicator Loading SE t^ Reliability Extracted 
^1 (Perceived e-Shopping Sacrifice-Nonmonetary) 0.76" 61.5%' 

X, .70* — — 

Xz .86 0.110 11.38* 
^2 (Perceived e-Shopping Sacrifice-Monetary) 0.83'' 70.6%' 

X3 .85* — — 

X4 .83 0.072 13.63* 
^3 (Perceived e-Assortment Quality) 0.77" 62.0%' 

Xs .85* — — 

xe .72 0.087 9.84" 
^ (Receptivity to e-Shopping Technology) 0.75" 37.0%' 

X7 .60* — — 

Xg .56 0.110 8.89« 
X, .59 0.110 9.25* 
Xio .71 0.120 10.38* 
x.i .57 0.100 9.19* 

Til (Perceived e-Service Quality) 0.84" 46.6%' 
Y, .IT — — 

Y2 .53 0.066 10.47* 
Y3 .70 0.070 12.99* 
Y4 .79 0.071 14.51* 
Ys .74 0.071 13.50* 
Y6 -51 0.065 10J5* 

t)2 (Perceived e-Shopping Value) .65" 48.4%' 
Y7 .66 • — — 

Y« -73 0.098 11.29* 
Ti3 (e-Shopping Satisfaction) .83" 62.2%' 

Y, .87' — — 

Yio -74 0.048 18.09* 
Yn -75 0.047 18.40* 

t)4 (e-Shopping Loyalty) .87" 68.5%' 

'<
 

M
 00

 
00

 

— — 

Yi3 -78 0.051 17.69* 
Ym -82 0.064 14.85* 

a. The first A. path for each construct was set to I; therefore, no SEs or (-values are provided. 
b. (Z Std. Loading 

(Z Std. Loading r 
c. Z Std. Loading 

ZStd. Loadinp^Zcj 
•p < .001 
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factor loadings of indicators of each construct were statistically significant and 

sufficiently high, supporting the underlying relationships among the indicators and 

constructs. 

Additionally, results &om the measurement model indicated acceptable reliability 

and reasonable variance. Computations using the standardized loadings and 

measurement error for each construct indicated reliabilities ranging fix>m 0.65 for 

perceived e-shopping value to 0.87 for e-shopping loyalty. Thus, all the constructs 

exceeded the minimum criterion of 0.60 recommended by Bagozzi and Yi (1988). 

Variance extracted measures ranged from 0.37 for receptivity to e-shopping technology 

to 0.71 for perceived monetary e-shopping sacrifice. Although the variance extracted of 

0.37 for receptivity to e-shopping technology fell somewhat below the recommended 50 

percent (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988), it was retained for further analysis based upon its 

construct reliability of0.745. Variance extracted measures for perceived e-shopping 

value and perceived e-service quality fell only slightly below the recommended criterion 

of 0.50 with computed estimates of0.484 and 0.466, respectively, and therefore, were 

also deemed acceptable for further analysis. 

Structural Model Fit 

Analysis of the model indicated an acceptable overall fit. Although the chi-square 

test for overall fit was significant (x^ = 499.86, df =251, p ^ .001), it should be noted 

that the chi-square statistic is sensitive to sample size as well as number of indicators and 

should not be used as the sole measure of fit in a structural equation model (Hair et al., 

1995; Joreskog and Sorbom, 1993; Bagozzi and Foxall, 1996). An assessment of 
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additional measures of fit indicated a goodness-of-fit index (GFI) of 0.92, adjusted 

goodness-of-fit (AGFI) of 0.90, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) of 

0.044, 1-99, comparative fit index (CFI) of 0.95, and normed fit index (NFI) of 

0.91. 

Examination of the structural model revealed that all model estimates were in the 

hypothesized direction as predicted in the proposed research model. With the exception 

of two paths, perceived e-shopping value to e-shopping loyalty (HI a) and receptivity to 

e-shopping technology to perceived e-shopping value (H3c), all of the hypothesized paths 

were supported {p ^ .05). The structural model was modified and the two nonsignificant 

paths were deleted. Overall fit for the final structural model was deemed to be acceptable 

based on the following measures of fit; GFI = 0.92, AGFI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.045, x*/# 

= 1.99, CFI = 0.95; and NFI = 0.90. The model and structural path coefficients for each 

relationship are presented in Figure 6. The correlation matrix among the latent constructs 

is presented in Table 6. 

Tests of Mediating Effects 

The conditions proposed by Baron and Kenny (1986) were employed to examine 

the mediating effects in the model. The procedure involves the estimation of three 

separate regression equations: I) the mediator on the independent variable, 2) the 

dependent on the independent variable, and 3) the dependent on both the independent and 

mediating variable together. Mediating relationships are indicated when the first two 

equations (1 and 2) are significant, and when the additional significant contribution of the 

mediator in the third equation exceeds the contribution of the independent variable. 
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Table 6 

Correlation Matrix for All Exogenous and Endogenous Variables 

Model Variables Correlations 

Mean 
Std. 

Dev. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Perceived e-Shopping Sacrifice 
Nonmonetary 

2.18 0.85 1.00 

2. Perceived e-Shopping Sacrifice Monetary 2.42 0.82 0.41 1.000 

3. Perceived e-Assortment Quality 3.20 0.94 -0.36 -0.40 1.000 

4. Receptivity to e-Shopping 
Technology 

3.40 0.79 -0.54 -0.26 0.33 1.000 

5. Perceived e-Service Quality 4.31 0.64 -0.14 -0.07 0.09 0.26 1.000 

6. Perceived e-Shopping Value 3.47 0.81 -0.63 -0.61 0.55 0.41 0.22 1.000 

7. e-Shopping Satisfaction 3.75 0.96 -0.50 -0.48 0.43 0.35 0.30 0.80 1.000 

8. e-Shopping Loyalty 3.84 0.88 -0.41 -0.38 0.35 0.32 0.41 0.66 0.82 1.000 
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Table 7 contains the results of the mediation tests conducted to assess the following 

efifects: 1) perceived e-service quality on the relationship between receptivity toward e-

shopping technology and perceived e-shopping value, 2) perceived e-shopping value on 

the relationships between its antecedents (i.e., perceptions of nonmonetary and monetary 

e-shopping sacrifice, e-assortment quality, and e-service quality) and e-shopping 

satisfaction, and 3) e-shopping satisfaction on the links between the perceived e-service 

quality and e-shopping value constructs and e-shopping loyalty. 

Significant mediating effects were found for all the relationships in the analysis. 

More specifically, the beta coefficients revealed that stronger receptiveness toward e-

shopping technology is associated with stronger perceptions of e-service quality, which 

resulted in stronger perceptions of e-shopping value. Similarly, stronger perceptions of 

nonmonetary sacrifice, monetary sacrifice, e-assortment quality, and e-service quality 

were associated with stronger perceptions of e-shopping value, which, in turn, 

contributed to greater e-shopping satisfaction. Finally, e-shopping satisfaction was 

revealed to be an important mediator of the effects of perceived e-service quality and e-

shopping value on e-shopping loyalty. 

Test of Hypotheses 

Hypothesis I, predicting three direct and positive links fit>m perceived e-service 

quality, perceived e-shopping value, and e-shopping satisfaction to e-shopping loyalty, 

received mixed support. Although the relationship between perceived e-shopping value 

and e-shopping loyalty (Hla) was in the predicted direction, the structural model 



Table? 

Tests for Mediating Effects 
Independent 
Variables 

Variable Added to Regression Equation 
Change 
in R 

F 

A. Role of e-Servke Quality on c-Shopping Value 

Receptivity to 
e-Shopping 
Technology 

(a) e-Service Quality = (0.1SS Receptivity to e-Shopping Technology 
(b) e-Shopping Value = (0.289,,) Receptivity to e-Shopping Technology „ 
(c) e-Shopping Value = (0.244 ) Receptivity to e-Shopping Technology + (0.283 ) e-Service Quality 

.024 

.084 

.160 

12.02 
44.80 
46.55 

B. Role of c-Shopping Value on e-Satlsfaclion 

Nonmonetary 
e-Shopping 
Sacriflce 

(a) e-Shopping Value = (-O^SS ) Nonmonetary e-Shopping Sacrifice 
(b) e-Satisfaction = (-0.472,,) Nonmonetary e-Shopping Sacrifice „ 
(c) e-Satisfaction = (-0.241 ) Nonmonetary e-Shopping Sacrifice + (0.S08 ) e-Shopping Value 

.207 

.223 

.428 

128.45 
141.52 
183.00 

Monetary 
e-Shopping 
Sacrifice 

•• 
(a) e-Shopping Value = (-0^72 ) Monetary e-Shopping Sacrifice 
(b) e-Satisfaction = (-0.411,,) Monetary e-Shopping Sacrifice „ 
(c) e-Satisfaction = (-0.1 S3 ) Monetary e-Shopping Sacrifice + (0.S4S ) e-Shopping Value 

.222 

.169 

.400 

141.05 
100.03 
164.03 

e-Assortment 
Quality 

#• 

(a) e-Shopping Value = (O401 ) e-Assortment Quality 
(b) e-Satisfaction = (0.346, ) e-Assortment Quality ,, 
(c) e-Satisfaction = (0.117 ) e-Assortment Quality + (0.S71 ) e-Shopping Value 

.161 

.120 

.393 

94.19 
66.77 

158.84 

e-Service 
Quality 

•• 
(a) e-Shopping Value = (0^ 19 ) e-Service Quality 
(b) e-Satisfaction = (0.404,,) e-^rvice Quality „ 
(c) e-Satisfaction = (0.228 ) e-Service Quality + (O.SS 1 ) e-Shopping Value 

.102 

.163 

.436 

55.54 
95.50 

188.70 

C. Role of c-Satisfaclion on c-Shopping Loyalty 

e-Shopping 
Value 

•• 

(a) e-Satisfaction = (0.618 ) e-S|),opping Value 
(b) e-Shopping Loyalty = (0.613„) e-Shopping Value ,, 
(c) e-Shopping Loyalty = (0.237 ) e-Shopping Value + (0.608 ) e-Satisfaction 

.382 

.375 

.604 

304.40 
296.16 
374.45 

e-Service 
Quality 

(a) e-Satisfaction = (0.404 ) e-S^price Quality 
(b) e-Shopping Loyalty = (0.470,,) e-Service Quality 
(c) e-Shopping Loyalty = (0.195 ) e-Service Quality + (0.682 ) e-Satisfaction 

.163 

.221 

.610 

95.50 
139.42 
382.27 

'to save spacc, the adjcciive "perccivcd" has been omitlcd from references to the perceptual measures of sacrifice, quality, and value in the table above, 
•ps .01; **P s .0001 
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indicated a nonsignificant path {p s .05). The posited relationship between perceived e-

service quality and e-shopping loyalty (Hlb) was supported as was the expected 

relationship between e-shopping satisfaction and e-shopping loyalty (Hlc). Results, as 

shown in Figure 6, indicated positive and significant paths of P41 = .18 (p s .001) and P43 

= .11 {p ^ .001) for Hypothesis lb and Hypothesis Ic, respectively. 

Both relationships posited in Hypothesis 2 were supported by the results. 

Perceived e-shopping value was directly and positively related to e-shopping satisfaction 

as indicated by the significant path of P32 = .77 (p s .001) for Hypothesis 2a. Similarly, 

the predicted positive and direct relationship between perceived e-service quality and e-

shopping satisfaction was supported by the significant path of P31 = .13 (p ^ .01) for 

Hypothesis 2b. 

Hypothesis 3 posited the relationships among perceived e-shopping value and 

four antecedents: perceived monetary and nonmonetary e-shopping sacrifice (H3a' and 

H3a^), perceived e-service quality (H3b), perceived e-assortment quality (H3d), and 

receptivity to e-shopping technology (H3c). Results demonstrated negative and 

significant paths (p ^ .001) from both perceived nonmonetary e-shopping sacrifice (Y21 = 

-.38) and perceived monetary e-shopping sacrifice (yn = -0.34) as expected. The effects 

of perceived e-assortment quality (H3d) and perceived e-service quality (H3b) on 

perceived e-shopping value were both supported with path coefiBcients of 723 = .26 (p ^ 

.001) and P21 = .12 (p ^ .05), respectively. Finally, the relationship between receptivity 

to e-shopping technology (H3c) and perceived e-shopping value was in the predicted 

direction; however, the structural model revealed a nonsignificant path (p ^ .05). 
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Evidence from the confinnatory analysis prompted a decision to remove 

perceived e-shopping quality from further analysis; therefore, there are no findings for 

Hypothesis 4. The final hypothesis, predicting a positive and direct link between 

receptivity to e-shopping technology and perceived e-service quality (HS), was supported 

as indicated by the significant path of Yi4 = .26 (p ^ .001). 

The total effects demonstrated by the model are presented in Table 8. The two 

strongest direct effects in the model were the influence of e-shopping satisfaction on e-

shopping loyalty (P43 = .77) and the impact of perceived e-shopping value on e-shopping 

satisfaction (P32 = .77). As a result of both a direct and an indirect effect through e-

shopping satisfaction, the strongest indirect effect in the model was perceived e-shopping 

value on e-shopping loyalty (P32«p43 = -59). 

Chapter Summary 

With the exception of two hypothesized relationships, the structural equation 

model revealed good support for the proposed e-shopping research model. In the 

concluding chapter, the statistical results from this chapter will be interpreted in greater 

detail. In addition, implications for theory and practice will be offered. Finally, the 

limitations of the study will be discussed as will suggestions for future research. 



Tables 

Structural Model Results (Total Effects) 

Source/Target 

Perceived Perceived 
e-Service e-Shopping 

Quality Value e-Satisfaction 
e-Shopping 

Loyalty 

Perceived e-Shopping Sacrifice Nonmonetary (^1) -.38 -.29" -.23' 

Perceived e-Shopping Sacrifice Monetary (p) -.34 -.26' -.20' 

Perceived e-Assortment Quality (^3) .26 .20* .15' 

Receptivity to e-Shopping Technology (^4) .26 .03" .06' .09' 

Perceived e-Service Quality (i}l) .12 .22" .35*' 

Perceived e-Shopping Value (t)2) .77 .59' 

e-Shopping Satisfaction (t)3) .77 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS 

The primary goal of this research was to empirically examine the simultaneous 

effects of quality, value, and satisfaction on loyalty to shopping in the online channel. 

Additionally, the study was designed to assess the impact of shoppers' feelings and 

beliefs about e-shopping technology on evaluations of e-service quality and e-shopping 

value. The structural model employed to test the e-shopping model supported most, but 

not all, of the hypothesized relationships. 

The purpose of this concluding chapter is to provide better insight into the 

meaning of the study's findings and their implications for scholarly research and 

management. Towards that end, this chapter will first present a more meaningful 

discussion of the statistical results presented in Chapter 5. The implications of these 

findings for theory and practice are provided next. Finally, the limitations associated 

with the study as well as fruitful areas for future research are identified. 

Discussion of Findings 

The three research objectives presented in Chapter 1 served to guide the 

development of the five hypotheses examined in the previous chapter. The first objective 

of the study was to investigate the extent to which the direct and indirect relationships 

among quality, value, satisfaction, and loyalty in technology-based retail environments 

are similar to those that occur in traditional retail and service settings. Hypotheses 1 and 
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2 were employed to empirically assess this first objective (see Chapter 3, Figure 4). The 

second research objective was to examine how the factors that predict quality-value 

perceptions for shopping online as compared to offline influence evaluations of e-

shopping satisfaction and loyalty for an online merchant. In order to address this issue, 

the antecedents of e-shopping value (H3a and H3b) and e-shopping quality (H4) were 

included in the model. Finally, Hypothesis 3c as well as Hypothesis 5 addressed the 

third objective of the study, to investigate how a consumer's receptiveness to e-shopping 

technology influences evaluations of and loyalty to patronizing an online merchant. 

A concern regarding the discriminant validity of perceived e-shopping quality 

prompted the removal of the construct fix>m the original research model. Operationalized 

as an overall evaluation of the extent to which the online setting was perceived to be 

superior to a traditional store-based setting, the perceived e-shopping construct appeared 

to be indistinct from the perceived e-shopping value construct. The revised e-shopping 

model (see Chapter 5, Figure 5) proposed that perceived e-service quality would 

positively and directly influence e-shopping loyalty (Hlb) in the absence of the e-

shopping quality variable. Additionally, perceived e-service quality rather than perceived 

e-shopping quality would positively predict e-shopping loyalty through e-shopping 

satisfaction (H2b). Finally, perceived e-service quality (H3b) and perceived e-

assortment quality (H3d) were predicted to positively influence perceived e-shopping 

value directly as opposed to indirectly through perceived e-shopping quality (H4). The 

following three sections discuss the findings of the research as it relates to each objective 

and its associated hypotheses depicted in Figure 5. 
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Objective I: Relationships Among Quaiity, Vaiue, Satisfaction, and Loyalty 

According to the retail and services literature, customer evaluations of quality, 

value, and satisfaction are key to building customer loyalty; yet, very few studies have 

examined these variables simultaneously. The direct and indirect relationships among e-

service quality, e-shopping value, e-shopping satisfaction, and e-shopping loyalty 

proposed in Hypotheses 1 and 2 were modeled based upon this literature. More 

specifically, these two hypotheses were intended to assess the extent to which the 

interrelationships among these variables in an online environment are similar to those 

found in other retail and service settings. 

Direct Relationships. The three direct determinants of e-shopping loyalty -

perceived e-service quality, perceived e-shopping value, and e-shopping satisfaction -

were examined in Hypothesis I. Results from the data analysis strongly support the role 

of perceived e-service quality and e-shopping satisfaction in affecting e-shopping loyalty. 

Research findings from the study did not support the direct relationship between 

perceived e-shopping value and e-shopping loyalty as expected. 

Numerous studies have documented a significant bivariate relationship between 

behavioral outcomes such as repurchase intention and each of the three variables -

quality, value, and satisfaction; however, research models with which to compare these 

simultaneous direct effects are limited. Retail models investigating the integrated direct 

efifects of quality and value on loyalty outcomes have not considered the simultaneous 

effect of satisfaction (Sirohi et al., 1998). The collective direct effect of all three 
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variables on indicators of customer loyalty has only recently been demonstrated in the 

services literature ( Cronin et al., 2000). 

The major difference regarding these direct effects in the Cronin et al. (2000) 

study and the e-shopping model concerns the direct effect of perceptions of value. 

Cronin et al. (2000) found the influence of perceived value on behavioral intentions to be 

the strongest (0.47) of the three direct effects (i.e., service quality, value, and 

satisfaction). In contrast, the link between e-shopping loyalty and e-shopping value was 

found to nonsignificant in the e-shopping model. Whereas behavioral outcomes such as 

word-of-mouth communications and repurchase intentions are predicted by favorable 

assessments of value as well as service quality and satisfaction in service settings, similar 

behavioral outcomes appear to be a direct result of only perceived service quality and 

satisfaction in an online environment. Contrary to findings in the services literature, 

online customer loyalty appears to be less directly impacted by value-dnven cognitions 

than by satisfactory shopping experiences. 

One possible way to account for the difference in the effect of value on loyalty 

in the e-shopping model relates to expectations. Conceptualizations in the services 

literature frequently view value as a comparison of perceptions relative to expectations 

(Hallowell and Schlesinger, 2000). Whereas shoppers may have very distinct 

expectations regarding the value of traditional store shopping, expectations of value for 

online shopping may be less well-defined. Research indicates that online shoppers very 

often have difficulty articulating their expectations about many aspects of online 

shopping (Zeithaml et al., 2000). It may be, then, that in the absence of clear value 
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expectations, behavioral outcomes in an online setting are derived more directly fix>m 

satisfactory experiences than from value judgments. 

The relative strength of e-shopping satisfaction as compared to that of perceived 

e-service quality in affecting e-shopping loyalty is similar to that found by Cronin et al. 

(2000). That is, the magnitude of the direct effect of perceptions of e-service quality on 

e-shopping loyalty (P41 = O.I8,p ^ 0.001) was less pronounced than that of e-shopping 

satisfaction on e-shopping loyalty (P43 = 0.77, p <, 0.001). Whereas assessments of 

quality are important, loyal online shoppers appear to be most directly influenced by the 

satisfaction derived from their online shopping encounters. 

Indirect Relationships. The indirect links to e-shopping loyalty from perceived 

e-service quality and perceived e-shopping value through e-shopping satisfaction were 

assessed in Hypothesis 2. As expected, the findings indicated the e-shopping satisfaction 

mediated the effect of both e-service quality and e-shopping value on e-shopping loyalty. 

Similar findings have been documented in a number of previous studies in the services 

literature (e.g., Anderson et al., 1994; Anderson and Sullivan, 1993; Boulding et al., 

1993; Cronin et al., 2000; Hallowell, 1996), although store- or nonstore based studies 

with which to compare these indirect effects are essentially nonexistent. The effect of 

perceived e-service quality on e-shopping satisfaction is, however, consistent with 

previous research indicating that more favorable perceptions of a website in terms of site 

aesthetics and ease of use positively influence evaluations of e-satisfaction (Szymanski 

and Hise, 2000). 
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As noted by Cronin et al. (2000), these effects support the proposition that 

cognitive assessments of quality and value lead to a more emotionally based response in 

the form of satisfaction (Bagozzi, 1992; Woodruff, 1997). Based on the strength of the 

relationship between e-shopping value and e-shopping satisfaction (P32 = .11, p ^ 0.001), 

the indirect influence of e-shopping value on e-shopping loyalty is considerable (P32 *P43 

= 0.59) and far greater than the mediated effect of perceived e-service quality through e-

shopping satisfaction (P3i*P43 = 0.10). 

Objective 2: The Effect of Online versus Store-based Evaluations on eShopping 

Satisfaction and eShopping Loyalty 

The second research objective examined how factors that influence quality-value 

perceptions for shopping online as compared to shopping in traditional stores influenced 

evaluations of e-shopping satisfaction and e-shopping loyalty. In order to address this 

issue, the sacrifice and benefit antecedents of perceived e-shopping value were included 

in the model. More specifically, the e-shopping model predicted that perceptions of e-

shopping sacrifice would negatively influence shoppers' perceptions of the value of 

shopping online as compared to shopping in traditional stores (H3a). Conversely, 

perceptions of e-service quality (H3b) and e-assortment quality (H3d) were predicted to 

positively influence e-shopping value perceptions. 

Perceptions of eShopping Sacrifice. Based on the results of the exploratory 

factor analysis, the effect of the sacrifice construct on perceived e-shopping value was 

examined as two rather than one hypothesis (H3a) as originally proposed. The revised 

hypotheses predicted that, as compared to shopping in a traditional stores, perceptions of 
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nonmonetary (H3a') and monetary (H3a^) sacrifice would negatively influence 

perceptions of e-shopping value (see Chapter 5, Figure 5). 

When respondents were asked to compare shopping online to shopping in 

traditional stores, the study revealed that perceptions of value decreased as perceptions of 

the costs associated with merchandise price, time invested, and effort increased. The 

negative effect of perceived monetary e-shopping sacrifice on perceived e-shopping value 

parallels findings that have been documented in a variety of consumption settings (e.g., 

Chang and Wildt, 1994; Dodds et al., 1991). Similarly, the negative effect of perceived 

nonmonetary e-shopping sacrifice (i.e., time and effort) on shoppers' perceived e-

shopping value is consistent with prior research demonstrating the importance of 

convenience (i.e., expending less time and effort) in motivating consumers to use online 

shopping (Donthu and Garcia, 1999; Wolfinbarger and Gilly, 2001) as well as a variety 

of other technology-based and non-store shopping formats (e.g., Eastlick, 1996; Eastlick 

and Feinberg, 1999; Gehrt, Yale, and Lawson, 1996; Ledingham, 1984). 

An important finding relates to the relative importance of the two different 

sacrifice variables in affecting perceived e-shopping value. The magnitude of the direct 

effect of perceived nonmonetary e-shopping sacrifice on perceived e-shopping value (yii 

= -.38, p ^ 0.001) was not that much greater than that of perceived monetary e-shopping 

sacrifice (Y22 = --34, p s 0.001). In other words, time and effort concerns were only 

slightly more important than price concerns when shoppers assessed the value of 

shopping online as compared to shopping in traditional stores. As a result, there was 

virtually no difference in the indirect influence of perceived monetary and nonmonetary 
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e-shopping sacrifice on e-shopping satisfaction and e-shopping loyalty (see Chapter S, 

Table 8). 

Perceptions of eService and e-Assortment QwUity, While perceived e-

assortment quality was determined by asking respondents to indicate the extent to which 

the assortment and selection of merchandise online relative to that in traditional store 

settings was perceived to be superior, perceptions of e-service quality were based upon 

respondents' assessments of the website as an efficient and effective format for shopping. 

Both perceived e-service quality (H3b) and perceived e-assortment quality (H3d) 

demonstrated a direct and positive effect on perceived e-shopping value. Thus, favorable 

perceptions of quality in terms of both service and assortment led to more favorable 

assessments of the value of shopping online as compared to shopping in traditional store 

settings. 

Additionally, the magnitude of the effect of perceived e-assortment quality (Y23 = 

0.26, p <. 0.001) on perceived e-shopping value was considerably larger than that of 

perceived e-service quality (P21 = 0.12, p s 0.05). Online apparel shoppers perceived e-

service quality to be an important benefit related to the value of shopping online; 

however, merchandising factors such as assortment and selection were considered to be 

even more important. Empirical evidence in other retail settings with which to compare 

these findings is limited. In a study of supermarket retailing, Sirohi et al. (1998) 

essentially found no support for a direct relationship between perceived service quality 

and perceived value, but did a£Bnn an indirect effect through merchandise quality 

perceptions. 



Ill 

Two factors may account for the difference in the effects found among these 

variables in store-based versus online formats. First, the less tangible aspects of 

merchandise in an online environment as compared to a store setting may tend to alter the 

interrelationships among merchandise, service, and value perceptions. Whereas store-

based shoppers form quality judgments by walking through aisles of merchandise, 

interacting with store personnel, and physically examining products, online shoppers rely 

solely on a graphical presentation of the merchandise assortment and/or the item(s) under 

consideration. 

Second, prior store-based research indicates that shoppers tend to use service 

quality attributes (e.g., store-personnel, hours of operation, staffing and training) as 

extrinsic cues in the formation of perceptions of merchandise quality (Sirohi et al., 1998). 

Such cues serve as signals that aid consumers in assessing quality for goods that cannot 

be readily evaluated (e.g., experience goods). The technological environment of online 

shopping, however, dramatically alters the types of attributes used by consumers to 

evaluate service quality (Zeithaml et al., 2000). The findings here suggest that 

perceptions of e-service quality (i.e., cues and perceptual attributes related to website 

performance) play a more direct role in an online shopper's value equation than do 

perceptions of traditional service quality for shoppers in store settings. In addition, 

perceptions of website performance have no effect on how online shoppers perceive the 

quality of the merchandise in terms of assortment. 

Although cognitive assessments related to the merchandise offering played an 

important role in the formation of value perceptions, their effect on e-shopping 
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satisfaction (Y23*P32 = 0.20) was somewhat less pronounced than that of perceived e-

service quality (P31'KP21*P32) = 0.22). This finding is consistent with previous research 

indicating that merchandising factors play a less dominant role than service quality 

factors in affecting assessments of satisfaction in an online environment (Szymanski and 

Hise, 2000). 

In terms of the overall effects on e-shopping loyalty, perceptions of e-assortment 

quality, while influential, were less so than perceptions of e-service quality (see Chapter 

S, Table 8). In contrast to perceived e-shopping value and e-shopping satisfaction, e-

shopping loyalty was affected to a greater degree by perceptions of e-service quality 

factors such as reliability (i.e., shipped the exact items ordered) and efficiency (i.e., 

simple to use) than perceptions of merchandise quality factors related to assortment and 

selection. 

Objective 3: The Impact of Receptiveness to eShopping Technology 

Finally, the third research objective was to assess how an individual's 

receptiveness to online shopping technology impacts evaluations of and loyalty to an 

online merchant. To accomplish this objective, receptivity to e-shopping technology was 

predicted to directly influence perceived e-shopping value (H3c) and perceived e-service 

quality (H5). 

The effect of receptivity to e-shopping technology, while in the right direction, 

did not display a significant influence on the perceived value of shopping online as 

compared to shopping in traditional stores as expected (H3c). Receptivity to e-shopping 

technology did, however, directly predict perceptions of e-service quality (HS). Thus, 
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respondents' positive feelings and beliefs about online shopping technology in terms of 

control, freedom (i.e., no hassles), involvement, and competence heightened their 

perceptions of e-service quality (e.g., easy to find, uncluttered, simple to use). 

Further statistical analysis revealed additional support regarding the mediating 

role of perceived e-service quality (see Chapter 5, Table 7). In essence, stronger feelings 

and beliefs about online shopping were associated with a stronger perception of the 

efficiency and effectiveness of the merchant's website, which, in turn, influenced 

stronger perceptions of the value of shopping online. That said, the overall indirect 

effects of receptivity to e-shopping technology on perceived e-shopping value (.03), e-

satisfaction (.06), and e-shopping loyalty (.09) were the smallest of all the effects in the e-

shopping model (see Chapter 5, Table 8). 

The relatively weak effect of this variable may be due, in part, to the 

characteristics of the customers who shop from this website. The respondent group was 

found to be significantly younger than users of online technology more generally. In 

addition, the respondent group was similar to users of online technology in that they 

tended to be more highly educated than the general U.S. population. Both of these 

characteristics are associated with innovators, that is, individuals who are the first to 

adopt new ideas and technology (Gatignon and Robertson, 1985). Innovativeness has 

been identified as one of the key drivers of an individual's predisposition to use new 

technologies (Parasuraman, 2000). According to Mick and Foumier's (1998) technology 

paradox framework, innovators may be motivated to purchase and use state-of-the-art 

technology as a strategy for coping with specific paradoxes. Although innovators 
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experience anxieties about technology, they may be less sensitive to the negative aspects 

or dark side of technology than other adoption segments (i.e., late majority, laggards, 

rejectors). It is likely that the customers of this website hold more positive feelings and 

beliefs about online shopping than do consumers generally and that this resulted in less 

variability in the responses related to receptivity to e>shopping technology. 

Prior findings regarding the influence of individual difference characteristics is 

limited, but suggest that the effect should be related to value rather than quality (Bolton 

and Drew, 1991). The contradiction in findings may be a result of the technological 

aspects of online shopping. Receptive online shoppers may have rather vague 

expectations regarding the value of online shopping, yet hold positive expectations 

regarding specific service quality benefits (e.g., accessibility, efficiency). As such, the 

impact of receptivity to e-shopping technology tends to affect perceived e-shopping value 

only indirectly through perceptions of e-service quality. 

Implications 

The e-shopping model developed and empirically tested in this study represented 

an effort to assess the collective effects of the various determinants of e-shopping loyalty. 

The theoretical and managerial implications of this effort are discussed next. 

Theoretical Implications 

Empirical research regarding the collective effects of quality, value, and 

satisfaction on customer loyalty in retailing environments is limited; however, the 

simultaneous effects of these three variables on word-of-mouth communications and 
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repurchase intentions has been documented in the services literature. The most striking 

di£ference between a service-based model (Cronin et al., 2000) and the e-shopping model 

is the relative effects of e-shopping value and e-shopping satisfaction on e-shopping 

loyalty. The effect of e-shopping satisfaction on e-shopping loyalty was the strongest 

direct effect in the model (P43 = 0.77, p ^ 0.001). And, although perceived e-shopping 

value was not directly related to e-shopping loyalty, its effect through e-satisfaction was 

the strongest of the indirect effects (P32*P43 =0.59). 

The links documented in the e-shopping model and those found in traditional 

service models (e.g., Cronin et al., 2000) are likely to vary for several important reasons. 

First, the provision of traditional services typically involves a personal encounter between 

the service provider and the consumer. In contrast, online shopping encounters are 

characterized by a lack of human interaction. Second, the physical evidence of a service, 

referred to as tangibles, used by consumers to evaluate service encounters is not available 

to shoppers online. This includes the physical facility, appearance of service personnel, 

and other customers in the service facility (Parasuraman et al., 1985). Online shoppers 

do, however, mention website appearance, or site aesthetics, as an important evaluative 

criteria similar to tangibles in a service encounter (Ziethaml et al., 2000). Finally, 

services are consumed at the point and time of exchange between the service provider 

and the customer. Online shoppers, similar to other non-store shoppers (e.g., catalog 

shoppers), are unable to experience the immediate gratification that accompanies the 

purchase and consumption of products and/or services in many traditional service and 

store venues. 
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The chain of effects in the e-shopping model among value, satisfaction, and 

customer loyalty is most similar to that conceptualized in the Service Profit Chain (see 

Chapter 3, Figure lb). According to Hallowell and Schlesinger (2000), the theoretical 

links for this model are rooted in the value exchange principle advanced by March and 

Simon (1958). This perspective holds that satisfaction is the key to customer loyalty 

when it occurs as a result of obtaining greater value &om a firm than that perceived to be 

available from alternative sources. In this online shopping situation, e-shopping 

satisfaction based on optimized value perceptions (i.e., the perceived value of shopping 

online as compared to shopping in a traditional store) enhanced online customer loyalty. 

Previous industry research has shown that the Service Profit Chain is an effective model 

for improving customer loyalty in traditional retail environments. The e-shopping model 

affirms the value of using this conceptual approach to model the relationships that occur 

in online shopping situations as well. 

Several other relevant contextual issues are worthy of note as well. Consumers 

evaluate merchandise-related factors as well as aspects of the service environment when 

shopping for and purchasing products. The study's findings revealed that e-assortment 

quality perceptions were more influential in affecting perceptions of online shopping 

value than e-service quality perceptions such as efficiency, reliability, and accessibility. 

Conceptual and empirical models designed to explicate evaluative processes in pure-

service settings do not account for the effect of merchandising factors, and, therefore, are 

an inadequate representation of customer evaluations in an online retail setting. 
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Additionally, online shopping encounters are primarily self-service. The overall 

direct and indirect effects of perceived e-service quality on e-shopping loyalty (P41 + 

(P3i*p43) + (P2i*P32*P43) = 0.35) demonstrates the critical nature of service quality 

factors in affecting consumer evaluations of technology-based self-service shopping 

encounters. More favorable perceptions of e-service quality in terms of the perceptual 

attributes that signal efficiency (i.e., simple to use), reliability (i.e., shipped the exact 

items ordered), site aesthetics (i.e., uncluttered), assurance (i.e., reputable shopping site), 

and accessibility (i.e., easy to find) led to more positive assessments of e-shopping value 

and e-shopping satisfaction, which, in turn, contributed positively to e-shopping loyalty. 

Thus, the impact of service quality on customer retention in a technology-based self-

service shopping environment is as important and complex as has been documented in 

previous service research (Cronin, et al., 2000). 

The self-service nature of online shopping may impact shoppers' perceptions of 

sacrifice as well. Greater participation in the shopping task typically requires more time 

and greater effort on the part of the shopper; however, online shopping technology can 

help offset these time and effort constraints. With only a few exceptions (see Cronin, 

Brady, Brand, Hightower, and Shemwell, 1997; Cronin et al., 2000), there is little 

empirical research with which to compare the relative influence of nonmonetary versus 

monetary factors on customer evaluations. The research findings from this study 

demonstrated the importance of considering perceptions of time and effort as well as 

price when assessing shoppers' evaluations in an online shopping context. In effect, 

online shoppers appeared to be as concerned about the time and effort costs involved in 
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online shopping, compared to shopping in traditional stores, as they were with the 

merchandise price. 

This finding is consistent with Down's (1961) theory of customer efficiency and 

Zeithaml's (1988) qualitative research regarding the sacrifice-value relationship. When 

respondents' perceptions of the costs associated with merchandise price, time, and effort 

increased, perceptions of the value of shopping online were lessened. This effect 

negatively impacted e-shopping satisfaction, which, in turn, eroded loyalty towards the 

online merchant. 

Additionally, the magnitude of the negative direct effects of the two sacrifice 

constructs on perceived e-shopping value were greater than the positive effects of either 

perceived e-assortment quality or perceived e-service quality. It appears that, when 

shoppers compare shopping online to shopping in traditional stores, they are particularly 

sensitive to the monetary and nonmonetary costs incurred relative to the benefits received 

in terms of merchandise and service quality. 

Beyond these contextual issues, the e-shopping model emphasizes the need to 

examine the collective effects of quality, value, and satisfaction on customer loyalty 

when assessing shoppers' evaluations in an online retail setting. Empirical models that 

have documented the effect of quality and value on customer loyalty in traditional retail 

settings have done so without considering the impact of satisfaction (Sux>hi, et al., 1998). 

The e-shopping model demonstrated that, in an online environment, the pattem of the 

relationships is somewhat different firom that which might be expected in a store-based 

setting. Integrated retail models that encompass the direct and indirect effects among all 
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these variables will help to provide a more comprehensive view of the complexity of 

these interrelationships. 

The relationships examined in this study have been reinterpreted in an Integrated 

Model of e-Shopping Loyalty as illustrated in Figure 7. The links in the Service Profit 

Chain are more easily recognized from this perspective and may be found in the lower 

portion of the model referred to as the e-shopping process. Perceived e-shopping value is 

depicted as a tradeoff between sacrifices and benefits associated with shopping online. 

As shoppers perceive the value of shopping online to be greater than the value of 

shopping in alternative retail formats, online shopping satisfaction is enhanced. This 

leads to stronger loyalty to the online merchant on the part of the shopper. The upper 

portion of the model, referred to as the e-shopping technology process, demonstrates the 

role technology plays in affecting evaluations of online shopping. A shopper's 

receptiveness to e-shopping technology impacts e-service quality perceptions, which, in 

turn plays a diverse and critical role in afifecting the e-shopping process modeled below. 

Managerial Implications 

In order to effectively deploy strategies that foster customer retention and loyalty 

in an online environment, retailers should consider the collective impact of quality-value 

perceptions, satisfaction, and individual responses to e-shopping technology. Studies that 

provide a better understanding of the interrelationships among these variables can help 

guide retailers in their efforts to develop and implement strategies designed to optimize 

online shoppers' perceptions of quality and value and enhance online shopping 

satisfaction. 
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Despite the wealth of research in the services literature regarding the relationships 

among quality, value, satisfaction, and loyalty, scholarly efforts to extend this knowledge 

to retail settings, online or offline, has been limited. Service-based models, while helpful 

to retailers to some extent, fall short as these models do not assess the impact of a 

retailer's merchandise offering. Perceived merchandise quality, in terms of assortment 

and selection, was an important factor used by the online shoppers in this study to assess 

the value of shopping online as compared to shopping at traditional stores. 

Despite the less direct effect of value judgments, they nonetheless play a critical 

role in building online shopping satisfaction and loyalty. As such, retailers must be 

sensitive to all the factors that drive value perceptions when shoppers compare online 

shopping to more traditional retail formats. This includes merchandise as well as service 

issues, and a recognition that online customers are just as concerned about time and effort 

invested as money expended. Successful online retailers will not only excel at creating 

and maintaining websites that are uncluttered, fast, easy to find, and simple to use, but 

they will also offer the optimum breadth of merchandise at competitive prices. 

Ultimately, satisfactory shopping encounters are critical to building online 

customer loyalty. Not only will satisfied online shoppers be more likely to patronize a 

retailer's site again, there is also a greater chance that they will share their favorable 

experiences with others. The benefit to retailers is twofold. First, word-of-mouth 

communications serve as a highly credible source of information that can help lower 

marketing costs. Second, despite its increasing acceptance as a retail format, consumers 

often have vague expectations about online shopping (Zeithaml et al., 2000). Word-of-
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mouth communications can assist consiuners in forming clearer, and preferably more 

positive, expectations about shopping online. 

Furthermore, customers today shop multiple channels to save time and money. 

Rich and satisfying customer experiences online are likely to produce more favorable 

impressions of the retailer overall and build customer relationships that influence 

patronage across channels. Conversely, online shopping experiences that fall short of 

customers' expectations may negatively impact a shopper's future intention to shop again 

offline as well as online. 

While the effect is somewhat small, feelings and beliefs about e-shopping do play 

a role in shoppers' evaluations of their online shopping experiences. Satisfactory online 

experiences should reinforce positive predispositions and attitudes about using online 

technology, and, hopefully, improve less favorable ones. More positive predispositions 

and attitudes toward using online technology can help clarify shoppers' expectations 

related to service quality factors and enhance perceptions regarding the efficiency and 

effectiveness of using a retailer's website. 

In siunmary, whether an online shopper is using a retail website to gather product 

and service information or as means to conduct a purchase transaction, satisfactory 

outcomes are essential to retain customers and stimulate positive customer feedback. 

The e-shopping model demonstrates that, when shoppers evaluate online shopping 

relative to traditional store-based shopping, the effects of quality, value, and satisfaction 

on e-shopping loyalty are intricately intertwined and complex. Retailers should regularly 

monitor and strategically adjust to shoppers' expectations and perceptions regarding e-
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assortment quality, e-service quality, and all costs associated with online shopping, 

including price, time, and effort. 

Limitations 

As with any study, the limitations should be considered in any attempt to interpret 

and generalize the research findings. First, contextual issues related to the company, the 

characteristics of its customers, and the product purchased may alter the interrelationships 

among and/or the relative importance of the variables in other online shopping models. 

For example, the respondents were asked questions related to a specific type of product 

and a specific brand. The e-shopping model may need to be adapted to account for 

diflerences that result when consumers shop online for products other than apparel, jeans, 

or for other brands. 

Additionally, the characteristics of the respondents, while representative of the 

participating merchant's target profile, may not adequately reflect characteristics of 

customer groups for other types of products or other types of online retailers. 

Furthermore, as existing customers of an online merchant, it is possible that the study's 

respondents possess more favorable feelings and beliefs about online shopping 

technology than do consumers who have never shopped for or purchased products online. 

This may have weakened the impact of receptivity to e-shopping technology on other 

variables in the e-shopping model. 

Second, survey respondents were required to evaluate their most recent online 

purchase fix>m the participating merchant As such, a period of time had elapsed between 
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the time of purchase and the time the questionnaire was completed. The intensity of 

different perceptions or the degree of satisfaction experienced by a respondent 

immediately following the online shopping encounter may have eroded over this time 

frame. In addition, a respondent's evaluation of the event and its impact on future 

behaviors may be biased by factors that occurred between the time of purchase and the 

time this research was conducted. For example, respondents may have shopped either 

online or ofiOine for other products from this merchant over this time period. 

Third, there are several issues related to measurement that should be considered. 

Two of the scales, receptivity to e-shopping technology and perceived e-service quality, 

were adapted from previous research and have not been widely tested. Items for the 

perceived e-service quality scale were developed based upon exploratory qualitative 

research conducted by Zeithaml et al. (2000); therefore, there are no previous research 

findings with which to compare reliability and validity. And, although the receptivity to 

e-shopping measures had been used in previous research, the items have not been 

subjected to the rigorous analysis appropriate for establishing the reliability and validity 

of a scale. 

Another measurement issue is related to the respondents' perceptual reference 

point. Perceptions of e-assortment quality, monetary sacrifice, nonmonetary sacrifice, 

and value were assessed by asking respondents to compare their online shopping 

experience to shopping in traditional stores. As such, the perceptual reference point was 

previous store-based shopping experiences. This approach has been used in prior 

research regarding e-satisfaction (Szymanski and Hise, 2000); however, there are other 
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comparative reference points (e.g., previous nonstore shopping experiences) that may 

very well play an important role in consumers' evaluations of online shopping. 

A final concem regarding measurement involves e-shopping loyalty. The loyalty 

items used in the study were intended to tap various aspects of psychological loyalty as 

conceptualized by Oliver (1997). The measures are based on the respondents' feelings, 

beliefs, and intentions, and, therefore, may not reflect actual behavior. The cross-

sectional design of the study may have impacted the measurement of customer loyalty as 

well. More specifically, respondents were asked to report perceptions and responses 

concerning a single purchase occasion; therefore, their responses may not adequately 

reflect customer loyalty as it is a phenomenon that occurs over many purchase occasions. 

Future Research 

The proposed e-shopping model represented an effort to provide a more 

comprehensive examination of quality, value, satisfaction, and loyalty in an online retail 

environment than has been done previously. The limitations set forth above, however, 

suggest a number of opportunities for future research. 

First, the e-shopping model should be examined to assess how differences in 

product class characteristics impact the interrelationships among the variables in the 

model. For example, future studies might examine the model using a 

search/experience/credence product categorization firamework (Klein, 1998). Similarly, 

online shopping evaluations might be assessed by considering the direct effect of other 

important individual difference characteristics (e.g., online shopping experience) other 
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than predispositions toward e-shopping technology. Moderating effects could be 

examined as well. These might include situational factors such as time limitations or 

individual variables such as involvement. 

Future studies might investigate the model based upon expectations rather than 

perceptions. Consumers' expectations regarding online shopping are often imprecise and 

difBcult to define. Given that expectations fonn the basis of performance evaluations, 

retailers are likely to benefit from more work in this area. In addition, the e-shopping 

model could be examined by altering the perceptual reference point. For example, online 

shopping evaluations might be compared to shopping at other similar online websites 

rather than store-based venues. 

Another area of research that might be fruitful relates to perceptions of risk. 

Shoppers tend to associate a greater amount of risk with nonstore shopping than store-

based shopping. Previous models in the retail and service literature have examined the 

direct impact of perceived risk on perceived value (Sweeney et al., 1999) and have 

included risk as an indicator of perceived sacrifice (Cronin et al., 1997). Future research 

could incorporate the effect of risk into the model using either approach. 

Future research might employ a broader conceptualization of value. The 

theoretical framewoik used in this study conceptualized value from a cognitive 

perspective as a tradeoff between benefits and sacrifices. Additional studies might 

conceptualize value as encompassing both utilitarian and hedonic dimensions (Babin, 

Darden, and Griffin, 1994) or draw upon the five dimensional framework (i.e., social. 
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emotional, functional, epistemic, and conditional value) developed by Sheth, Newman, 

and Gross (1991). 

Studies designed to assess the extent to which positive and/or negative shopping 

encounters influence evaluative and behavioral responses across multiple channels would 

be beneficial. For example, to what degree do shoppers' dissatisfactory shopping 

experiences with a retailer online impact evaluations of and behavioral responses to 

shopping with the same retailer offline? Future research might also examine whether 

perceptions of merchandise quality and service quality vary depending on how the online 

channel is incorporated within the overall channel configuration (i.e., single, dual). 

The measurement issues discussed previously can also be addressed through 

future research. A scale to measure perceptions of e-service quality would be beneficial 

to both scholars and practitioners. Further refinement of the measures to assess shoppers' 

predispositions toward online shopping technology would also be helpful. Shoppers' 

willingness to interact with e-shopping technology might also be assessed by measiuing 

shoppers' attitudes toward the use of online shopping using the multi-attribute attitude 

model (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). Another measurement issue worthy of attention is the 

development of scales designed to assess customer loyalty based on depth of 

psychological commitment toward the alternative under consideration (e.g., website). 

Finally, longitudinal research would be beneficial to assess the stability of e-

shopping perceptions, e-shopping satisfaction, and e-shopping loyalty over time. 

Additionally, assessing both the behavioral and psychological aspects of customer loyalty 
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would be useful in order to elicit a more complete representation of how the model 

variables impact e-shopping loyalty. 



APPENDIX A 
FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 



130 

APPENDIX A 

Online Shopping - Research Focus Group Interview' 
September 18, 2001 

• Introduction and Statement of Purpose of the Focus Group 

• Warm-up Questions 

1. How many times have you shopped for anything on the Internet during the 
last three months? What types of products or services did you buy (or try to 
buy)? What is the biggest purchase that you have made through the Internet 
and what was its approximate dollar value? 

2. Think about your most recent online shopping experience. What types of 
shopping activities did you engage in? How did you feel about your shopping 
experience? Why? 

• General Questions 

3. In general, how do you evaluate the overall online shopping experience? 
What if anything, do you compare it to in forming your evaluations? 

4. What specific criteria do you use in assessing how well a retailer's website 
serves your needs? 

5. What types of tradeoffs do you make when you shop online? In other words, 
what do you get for what you give up? 

6. What are some of the things you dislike about shopping on the Web? What is 
your biggest source of fiiistration in interacting with or purchasing from 
websites? Can you give specific examples? 

' Adapted from "A Conceptual Framework for Understanding e-Service Quality: Implications for Future 
Research and Managerial Practice," by Valahe A. Zeithami, A. Parasuraman, and Arvind Malhotra, 2000, 
Cambridge, MA; Marketing Science Institute, Report No. 00-1 IS. 
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7. Think back to the last few purchases you have made on the Internet. Were 
there any aspects that you found to be lacking at those websites, even though 
you purchased from them? What aspects did you find lacking? 

8. What are some of the things you like, or even love, about shopping on the 
Web? Can you give specific examples? 

9. Has there been an instance when you were especially pleased with a shopping 
experience you had using the Internet? If so, what aspects of your shopping 
visit led to your positive experience? 

10. Is there a retail website that you shop on a regular basis? How fi'equently do 
you visit this site? What might prompt you to patronize a competitor's 
website on the next shopping occasion? If you were unable to shop at your 
favorite retail website, where would you shop instead? 

11. How would you describe an ideal shopping trip on the Web? 
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APPENDIX B 
PRETEST QUESTIONNAIRE 
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APPENDIX B 

Female Male Evaluating a Bookstora Website 

Step 1: During class today, spend time at an online t)ookstore of vour choice as if you were 
really shopping. Browse the site by looking for authors, book titles, or use one of the ideas 
provided below. Follow the process through to the point of actually placing an online order. 

• Browse the bestseller list or look for titles from a well-known author such as John 
Grisham (/\ Painted House) or Michael Crichton (Airframe). 

• Try finding these - Who Moved My Cheese by Spencer Johnson, M.D.; Why We 
Buy by Paco Underhill. 

• Shop for titles within a book category that is of special interest to you: cookbooks, 
architecture, investing, etc. 

• Try to find and order the textbooks for one or more of your classes. 

Step 2: When you've finished shopping, exit the website. Next read through the 
statements below. Circle the number that indicates the extent to which you believe the 
website you shopped had the described characteristics. 

Boolcstore website I shopped today: 

The bookstore website above: 
Vtry 
strongly 
AorM 

V«ry 
Strongly 
Disagra* 

NA 

1. Has a good reputation. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

2. yvas omanized Btagiiwy ̂  7 e 5 4 ,̂ • 3 2 1 0 

3. Was uncluttered. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

4. easy to find. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

5. Did not crash or freeze. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

& Mad fiistdom 7 S Z 1 a 

7. Allowed me to keep a running total of all 
purchases as the order progressed. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

^ 7 " • St. 4' 12, • •;:f '  0 

9. Did not require me to input a lot of 
unnecessary information to find what 1 
needed. 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

10  ̂Allov^meito seardisthftsitB using a. 
7 S 2 1 

11. Displayed symbols or messages indicating 
that the transmission of personal 
information was secure. 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 
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rite bookston webs/te above; 

^ •-' 'Vr".^  /v "v 

v«ry 
strongly 
Agra* 

... •'J'l* • • 

Vary 
Strongly 
Oisagra* 

Z 1 

NA 

0 
13. Enabled me to easily move ronwards and 

backwards through the site. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

•' ^ ̂ :̂"':-
Jfy.; 

• "/y-' 
- 4 

. f-v" 1 0 

15. Forced me to click through too many levels 
to find the books 1 was searching for. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

T e --5=.: ^ 4 
. 

2 1' a 
17. Used colors in the design of the site that 

were appealing. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 
iBi Presented'̂ picturesoiKems thatwere--ciear 

• - .andmnj^tolflli^i:: ^ 6 5 \ • 2 0 
19. Provided recommendations of other books 

or items 1 might like. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 
20. OfTerecrproductratingir and reviews from 

customers and/br other relieve Musty 
sburcesw 

6 5 4 a 2 1 0 

21. Offered a choice about receiving future 
promotions and product information 
through e-mail. 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

22^ Provide(tcontact intormatK)na customer 
servipe tei^c^num & 5 2 1 0 

23. Indicated that the items I wanted were 
available for immediate shipping. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

24. oiferaa swideseiectiofvcr ttieboGKs and 
Nmnstfike. 6 5 4 • ^ 2 1 0 

25. Offered order placement that was quick. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

26^ dfrerwKjKyai^ • "7^ : M c r . ^  -1 0 
27. Offered the option of saving my personal 

information for future transactions. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 
2KMiowed me fo seftlpKstiipping charges 

pvibrtafihalb^ffft^^ 6 5 ' t 2 1 0 
29. Did not time-out dunng the checkout 

process. 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

30: c»Bari)t statedithatmyperscinaL infonnatKm 
would nofc^sharedwithb^ 
permKBskxi. 

7 6 5 4 2 t 0 

31. Indicated that I would be notified when my 
order was shipped. 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

'OanliCT^iilii^ s f'vm 
33. Guaranteed satlsfactkm or money back. 
sft^FMrniiMamttEiKsaHiaiiiMiiaiiKautiaDDinct; 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 
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Th9 bookston wbtha abov: 

35. Clearly stated that post>purchase problems 
would be taken care of promptly. 

Vary 
Strongly 
Agra* 

Very 
Strongly NA 
DisagrM 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 

step 3: Finally, think about the website characteristics that are MOST IMPORTANT when 
shopping for books online. Review statements 1-36 and select the five website 
characteristics that are, in your opinion, the most important. Enter the corresponding 
statement numbers in the blanks provided below. 

If there are features that are important to you that are not included in this list, please 
describe: 

Thank you for your assistance today! 
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E-Shopping; Customer Evaluations of Online Shopping 

Dear Online Shopper, 

As a graduate student in Retailing and Consumer Sciences at The University of Arizona, I am interested in 
your opinions about online shopping. With the permission of , you have been selected to 
participate in a research study designed to provide a better understanding of how customers evaluate the 
quality of their online shopping experiences. There are no risks associated with your participation, the 
results of which will benefit current and future customers of 

Please take the next IS minutes or so to complete this questionnaire and return it in the enclosed business 
reply envelope within 14 days. In exchange for your time, you have an opportunity to win one of 10 cash 
prizes worth S50 each. To be eligible for the drawing, we ask that you complete the majority of the 
questionnaire. Refer to the last page of this booklet for further infomiation about the drawing. 

Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary and the information you provide is completely 
confidential. By completing the questionnaire, you are giving us permission to use the information you 
provide. You may choose not to answer some or all of the questions. Also, you may stop at any time 
should you decide that you do not want to participate in the study. 

If you have a question about this study or if you would like to request a copy of the fmal results, please do 
not hesitate to call me or my graduate advisor at (320) 62I-I29S. Additionally, if you have questions 
concerning your rights as a research subject, you may call the Human Subjects Committee Office at (S20) 
626-6721. 

Thank you, in advance, for assisting me with my graduate research! 

Sincerely, 

3 
"3̂  

Patricia Warrington, M.B.A. Mary Ann Eastlick, Ph.D. 
Doctoral Candidate Associate Professor 

Retailing and Consumer Sciences 
Tucson* AZ 85721-0033 

UNNGRSIfY or AmZONA, 
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Part A. Online Shopping 

Let's begin by focusing on your feelings and beliefs about online shopping. Please 
indicate how strongly you agree with each of the following statements regarding 
the use of the Internet for shopping. 

Very Neither Very 
Strongly Agree Nor Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree 

A1. New technologies such as online shopping are 
often confusing to me. 1 2 3 4 5 

A2; I i;.-: ; -
-

A3. Giving my credit card and other personal 
information online is not safe. 1 2 3 4 5 

4 S 
A5. Online shopping fulfills most of my shopping 

needs. I 2 3 4 5 

5 

A7. Online shopping is an efficient way to shop. 1 2 3 4 5 

' ^ 
: k- 5 

A9. I don't feel that my privacy is secure online. 1 2 3 4 5 

All. Online shopping provides benefits that 
traditional methods of shopping cannot. 1 2 3 4 5 

r — , r -
V / - * ' •  • .  -v-S:''-

A13. Online shopping allows me to shop without a 
hassle. 1 2 3 4 s 

AlC I tMBComeimoEemyoli^ 
^ proce^9^iLr^qnI&ii '̂ I 2 3 4 5 

A15. I don't want to rely too much on online 
shopping. 1 2 3 4 5 

/ -5- • -
A17. Online shopping allows me to avoid interacmig 

with other people. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Part B. Your Recent Shopping History at 

Next, please answer the following questions about shopping for jeans at 

Bl. When was the last time you searched for or purchased jeans at 

1. During the last 30 days 
2. One to three months ago 
3. Four to six months ago 
4. Seven to nine months ago 
5. More than nine months ago 

83. Estimate the approximate amount of your total expenditures for 
jeans from this past year (since January 1,2001). 

$ 
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Section C. Perceptions of Your Shopping Experience 

Think about the most recent time you purchased jeans at Please 
indicate how strongly you agree with the following statements about your 
online shopping experience ̂  compared to shopping for jeans in traditional 
stores. Circle the appropriate number. 

Compared to shopping at traditional stores. 
Very Neither Very 

.com. Strongly Agiee Nor Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree 

CI. Provided a higher standard of 
overall service. I 2 3 4 5 

C2. Ma  ̂shoppmg for jeans more 1 2 3 4 5 

C3. Offered a better assortment of 
jeans to choose from. I 2 3 4 5 

q*. 
c p s t ^ : = - . . .  "  ®: •. V 4 . 5 

C5. Offered a quicker way to shop for 
jeans. 1 2 3 4 5 

jeans; • •" 1 • \2 4 5 

C I .  Was not as price competitive. 1 2 3 4 5 

tsi - 5 

C9. Offered better product quality. 1 2 3 4 5 

Gia 1 2 4 5 

Cll. E>elivered poorer quality of service. I 2 3 4 5 

CI2. Ptavided%sho|3^ 
niocetnnei  ̂ 1 2 3 4 5 

C13. Offered more reasonable prices. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Veiy Neither Veiy 
Strongly Agree Nor Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree 

CI4. Required a greater investment of my time. I 2 3 4 5 

: : 
• y 

- • 
5 

C16. Offered better service in every way. I 2 3 4 5 

PartD. Online Shopping Satisfaction 

Next, please indicate how strongly you agree with the following statements 
about your satisfaction on that particular occasion. 

Very 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree 

Very 
Strongly 

Agree 

Dl. I was satisfied with my decision to shop 
for jeans at 1 2 3 4 5 

m. rtniilvrenfcn^ r 2 • '  % 4 5 

D3. If I could do it over again, I'd shop for 
jeans at a different store. 1 2 3 4 5 

D4. My choice to shop for jeans at 
was a^wiseone. 1 2 3 4 5 

D5. I am not happy that I shopped at 1 2 3 4 5 

D6. I aiiLsiire:! did^thrag^thmg^^  ̂ I 2 4 5 

D7. ShoDoine at was not a eood I 2 3 4 5 
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PartE. Website Performance 

Please circle the number that indicates how strongly you agree with the 
following statements about the performance of *s website on that occasion. 

com : Veiy Very 
Not Strongly Neither Agree Stnwigly 
Apply Disagree Nor Disagree Agree 

EI. Was simple to use. 0 1 2 3 4 5 

• 

;8hoH|nafe!KBi&3K;:i'v '-- u • ft I v: 
• • *  -  •  >  : .  

4^ 5 

E3. Was uncluttered. 0 1 2 3 4 5 

WL W^e^tofind^ 0 1 2 3 4 5 

E5. Is a reputable shopping website. 0 1 2 3 4 5 

't X." 

-  '  Kyt: • '  K;! 3^ 4 5 

E7. Had too many graphics that slowed 
download time. 0 1 2 3 4 5 

E& 
•' • 0 1 V;3-- 4 5 

E9. Presented pictures that were clear and 0 1 2 3 4 5 easy to see. 0 1 2 

Em Dntiiotti^^ 
unnecesauy^n^ 0^-- A, : •: r • : ir i^-r- ' 

4 5 

Ell. Provided accurate information about their 
products. 0 1 1 2 3 4 5 

Et2. i^owi^nietoiseiack^si^ 
Var^ ofseare&meti^^ 
Iq^cBtegpcwsfwlii^  ̂

0 I 2 3 4 5 

E13. Provided drop-down menus and well-
defined links that allowed me to quickly 0 I 2 3 4 5 
find what I was searching for. 
iteBented^  ̂

~ih£b@n8tion;r 0 I 2 3 4 5 
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Docs 
Not 
Apply 

Very 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

Very 
Strongly 

Agree 
E15. Used colors in the design of the site that were 

appealing. 0 1 2 3 4 5 

E16. ^^di^j|iMittoni^coirtactmfo^^ a. 
cusftnkrt^^ 
e-rnttfladdp^ 

Ot I Z 3 4 5 

E17. Indicated that the jeans I wanted were in stock 
and available for immediate shipping. 0 I 2 3 4 5 

Ei&- 4 S 
E19. Displayed symbols or messages indicating that 

the transmission of personal information was 
secure. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

^0. CHeat^ stated that nqfrpersonaL infimnation 
wcmTdjiibtlxs diared without my pemussion. a I 2 3 4 5 

E21. Offered a variety of payment methods. 0 I 2 3 4 5 

E22;. ladicated-whatthe; shipping charges would be 
prior to finalizing^iny purchase. 0 t 3 4 5 

E23. Sent a confirmation of the item(s) I ordered. 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Pcovi&d^^iddi^<&l^st&jsro£iny^o^ 
•«i5 •». riass>'^>. - 11 f • 

a Z 3 4 5 

E25. Guaranteed satisfaction or money back. 0 1 2 3 4 5 

E26. AUowetG^^tosm^tra s^^sh^tng cart 
for puichi^ at a filer ^e. 0 I 2 3 4 5 

E27. Stored my customer information to smooth the 
processing of future orders. 0 I 2 3 4 5 

Em SIi^l^tfejnac|ite^^ ' 4 5 

E29. Indicated that service-related problems would 
be taken care of promptly. 0 1 2 3 4 5 

E3Q^ 
t j f ^  v . -  •  /  "  •  4 5 

E31. Indicated that items purchased online could be 
returned to a store locally. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
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Part F. Additional Thoughts About eShopping 

Please circle the response below that best expresses your degree of agreement 
with the following statements about shopping at 

Very Neither Very 
Strongly Agree Nor Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree 

Fl. I would reconunend to friends 
and family as a good place to shop. I 2 3 4 5 

K. t fiavr iao\lm 
• 

F3. If I had a dissatisfying shopping 
exDcrience with . I would 
switch to shopping somewhere else. 

1 2 3 4 5 

w 1 ; :  .3g . A - . 5 

F5. I rarely choose to shop for jeans anywhere 
other than 1 2 3 4 5 

F6. I:intend!fo shoD?fiir leans at nL the 1 2 3 4 5 

F7. I Drefd- to shoD at for ieans 
more so than at other stores or websites. 1 2 3 4 5 

F8. Fwoul<£sb^ 

' ldwK.price^ ̂ '''"' 
1 4 5 

F9. 1 shoD at because I like it. I 2 3 4 5 

FIO. 
• !Jfy- : \ 5 

Fll. If the item I wanted to buy was not in 
stock at .. I would shoo 
somewhere else. 

1 2 3 4 5 

E12. Ebeme^ 
IKii^r&pIacektal^^ M, 4- ! 5 

F13. Offering a gift with my purchase would 
persuade me to shop for jeans somewhere 
other than 

I 2 3 4 5 
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PartG. Product Satisfaction 

Finally, indicate how strongly you agree with the following statements about 
your decision to buy a pair of jeans. 

Very Neither Very 
Strongly Agree Nor Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree 

G1. I was satisfied with my decision to 
buy jeans. I 2 3 4 5 

G3. I have trulv enioved mv ieans. 1 2 3 4 5 

Compared to other jeans on the market. jeans are 
G4. More durable I 2 3 4 5 

G5. Mbre^^pre^'pow; I - "7 3 4 5 

G6. Trendier 1 2 3 4 5 

G7. Ektter fit I 2 3 4 5 

G8. More reasonably priced 1 2 3 4 5 

G9. I 4 5 

GIO. More stylish in design I 2 3 4 5 

Qll. Hi^ieequid^n^tennsofcQnstnictioa I 2 J 4 5 

G12. A more reputable brand 1 2 3 4 S 

Gi3. What is the likelihood that you would consider buying a pair of jeans 
the next time you purchase jeans? 

Not At Extremely 
All Likely Likely 

5 

G14. Which brands of jeans other than do you purchase most often? 
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Section H. Information about You 

Please provide some personal information about yourself. All responses 
are confidential and will only be summarized for the purpose of 
determining whether the characteristics of the participants in this study 
are similar to those of other online shoppers. 

HI. My gender is: i. pemale 2. Male 

. .." '6>-
- . .  .  

4.1:8^-24 
5> 25^19 _____rO. SS^amEovet 

113. My employment status is: (CHECK ONLY ONE) 
1. Not employed 
2. Employed full-time (30 or more hours per week) 
^3. Employed part-time (less than 30 hours per week 

'. 'iaice!upa(^onp.b^i^^fatir«^^ 

1. LaIior»- AdhMnfit^^" 
2 Machme operator 7. 

HS. I maintain permanent residency in the state of: 
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H6. My family household income is: (CHECK ONLY ONE) 
1. less than $10,000 5. $50,000 - 74,999 
2. $10,000 - 19,999 ^6. $75,000 -149,999 
^3. $20,000 - 29,999 7. more than $150,000 
4. $30,000 - 49,999 

_5. C^oix^Ietedlugh school 

H8. My ethnicity is: 
1. Caucasian or white 5. Native American 
2. Hispanic or Spanish origin ^6. Other (Please specify) 
^3. African-American 
4. Asian-American 

m. My marital stetor is: Manied 2. Singte (never 
manied, divorce<  ̂widowed) 

To Be Eligible to Enter the Drawing, Please Complete the Following Form 
To protect your privacy, this form will be separated from the questionnaire and 
destroyed upon completion of the drawing. 

Name: 

Street Address/PO Box: 

City, State, Zip Code: 

E-Mail Address: 
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