ABSTRACT
MAHESHWARI, RICHA. An Examination of the Impact of Brand and Experiential Factors
on the Acceptance of Apparel E-shopping using a Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)
Approach. (Under the direction of Dr. Marguerite Moore, Dr. Jeffrey Joines and Dr. Nancy
Cassill).

The purpose of this research was to examine the impact of brand and experiential
factors on the acceptance of e-shopping for apparel products using a Technology Acceptance
Model (TAM) approach. The TAM was initially developed by Davis (1989) as an
information system model to understand the acceptance of computer based technologies in
the workplace. The TAM has been also used to guide analysis of e-commerce adoption
among consumers. Ha and Stoel (2009) extended the TAM by integrating trust, enjoyment
and e-shopping quality and applying it to understand the adoption of e-shopping for apparel.
This study further developed the TAM for the apparel context by integrating brand factors
and experiential factors into the conceptual and operational models. The research specifically
examined the impact of brand factors including: brand trust, brand loyalty, brand image and
brand familiarity; and experiential factors including: trust in e-shopping, shopping
enjoyment, e-shopping quality and perceived risk, on the attitude of consumers towards e-
shopping and their purchase intention.

A self-administered survey research design was used to collect data from a sample of
college students enrolled in the undergraduate/graduate program in the North Carolina State
University. The final sample consisted of 283 students. The survey addressed all the twelve
focal constructs of the study, followed by consumer demographics. Measures for the survey

were predominantly adopted from the review of literature and previously established scales



developed by researchers. Scales were analyzed for reliability among the sample data using
Cronbach’s alpha. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and structural equation modeling
(SEM) were used to evaluate the twenty-one hypotheses.

Results suggest that e-shopping quality determines consumer perceptions of trust,
enjoyment and ease of use, which along with usefulness influence consumers’ attitude
towards e-shopping. Consumer perceptions of perceived risk and attitude towards e-shopping
influence consumers’ purchase intention. With the exception of shopping enjoyment, all
experiential factors used in the study gave significant results. The influence of brand factors
on consumer attitude and purchase intention produced mixed results. Significant positive
relationships were found between brand trust and brand loyalty, and brand trust and
perceived risk, whereas non-significant relationships were found between brand familiarity
and perceived risk, and brand image and consumer attitude. Implications for apparel and

footwear e-retailers are presented along with recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTERI
INTRODUCTION

E-commerce refers to the process of buying and selling products or services using
electronic data transmission provided by the Internet. Both buyers and sellers benefit from e-
commerce. Buyers gain access to global markets with large product availability from a
variety of sellers while sellers gain access to narrow market segments on a broad scale
(Grandon & Pearson, 2004). Therefore, consumers are empowered with a wide variety of
choice, better control and increased competition for their purchases. E-commerce provides a
linkage between suppliers and consumers by eliminating the middleman and subsequently
creating new opportunities to connect with consumers. The current study focuses on the
business-to-consumer (B2C) e-commerce context, which refers to the marketing and
distribution of products and services over the Internet to end users as opposed to business
users. E-commerce has become a fundamental component of marketing, distribution and
consumption of textile and apparel products.

The recent economic crisis has affected the textile and apparel industry. In previous
years, the U.S. online retailing market was growing at an annual rate of 25 percent or greater,
thus making it easy for e-retailers to attract customers and expand their channel (Brohan,
2009). The economic downturn changed the fundamental nature of online retailing whereby
consumers have become more concerned and cautious in terms of their purchase decisions.

But, despite the economic downturn, the e-retailers which took effort in providing the
best e-shopping experience, competitive pricing, superior merchandise and diversified

products were able to survive and grow (Brohan, 2009). Although comparable store-sales



dropped in 2008, many large chain retailers relied upon their e-commerce units to generate
business. At the end of 2008, it was quite clear that B2C e-commerce provided the growth
engine for the retailing industry (Brohan, 2009).

According to Forrester Research, Inc. (2008), (Table 1), online retail sales are
projected to grow from 2007 - 2012. Forrester (2008) projects that
apparel/accessories/footwear will constitute the majority of sales online during this period.
Online apparel sales are growing significantly each year with a documented increase from
$10.2 billion in 2006 to $30.5 billion in 2009. These numbers are also projected to increase

further to $34.4 billion in 2009 and by 2012 online sales are expected to reach $41.8 billion.

Table 1. Projected Online Retail Sales (2007-2012)

[In billions of dollars (174.5 represents $174,500,000,000)]

Online product or service | 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Retail trade, totali................ 1745 204.0 2354 267.8 310.0 334.7
Apparel/accessories/footwear........... 227 266 305 344 382 418
Appliances/tools............ccoeiiiiiiiiininnn... 7.5 9.0 10.7 126 146 16.9
Auto/auto parts...........eeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiian, 16,8 193 219 248 278 309
Computer hardware/software.......... 207 239 271 304 337 371
Consumer electronics......................... 135 163 194 226 260 295
Food/beverages/groceries................. 6.2 7.3 8.7 102 119 137
Home furnishings............................ee 123 148 176 205 236 26.7
MuUsSiC/VIAEOS. ..o veneenieiiiieieiee 8.2 8.9 9.8 105 111 117

1 Excludes travel. Includes other products/services not shown separately.

(Source: Mulpuru, S., Johnson, C., McGowan, B., and Wright, S. (January, 2008). US
eCommerce Forecast: 2008 To 2012. Forrester Research. Retrieved from
http://www.census.gov/compendia/statab/tables/09s1015.pdf)



http://www.census.gov/compendia/statab/tables/09s1015.pdf

Based upon recent sales statistics as well as the intense competition in the industry, it
is increasingly important for textile and apparel firms to understand the variables that impact
consumer decision to adopt e-commerce in their shopping behavior. Considerable research
has been carried out to understand consumer behavior in the acceptance of e-commerce or e-
shopping for various products and services. However, there is a lack of research in the
apparel category despite the fact that e-commerce provides one of the greatest drivers of sales
growth in the industry. Though several researchers have begun to investigate factors which
influence consumer attitudes and purchase intentions for online apparel, a comprehensive
framework of influences on consumer adoption of e-commerce for the apparel context has

not been established to date.

Purpose of Research

The purpose of this research is to examine the impact of brand and experiential
factors on the acceptance of e-shopping for apparel products using a Technology Acceptance
Model (TAM) approach. The TAM was initially developed by Davis (1989) as an
information system model to understand the acceptance of computer based technologies in
the workplace. The TAM has been also used to guide analysis of e-commerce adoption
among consumers. Ha and Stoel (2009) extended the TAM by integrating trust, enjoyment
and e-shopping quality and applying it to understand the adoption of e-shopping for apparel.
This study further develops the TAM for the apparel context by integrating brand factors and
experiential factors into the conceptual and operational models. The research will specifically

examine the impact of brand factors including: brand trust, brand loyalty, brand image and



brand familiarity; and experiential factors including: trust in e-shopping, shopping
enjoyment, e-shopping quality and perceived risk, on the attitude of consumers towards e-

shopping and their purchase intention.

Research Objectives

1. Integrate brand and experiential factors into a Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) for
apparel e-shopping acceptance.

2. Determine and measure the brand factors that influence consumer attitude towards
apparel e-shopping and their purchase intention.

3. Determine and measure the experiential factors that influence consumer attitude towards
apparel e-shopping and their purchase intention.

4. Examine the relationships between brand factors, experiential factors, original TAM
beliefs (perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use), and attitude of consumers

towards apparel e-shopping and their purchase intention.

Significance of the Study
This study provides a framework that will help researchers understand the factors that
drive consumers to shop on the Internet. In addition to understanding consumer perception
regarding usefulness, ease of use, enjoyment, trust, and e-shopping quality, it is also
important to understand some of the exogenous factors that influence consumer attitude and
purchase intention. From a technology acceptance approach, this study extends the
Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) by incorporating additional factors namely: brand

factors and experiential factors. The study establishes the importance of brand trust, brand



loyalty, brand image, brand familiarity, trust in online shopping, shopping enjoyment, e-
shopping quality, and perceived risk in a framework for acceptance of online shopping for
apparel, thus providing an important contribution to the existing literature on Technology
Acceptance Model.

The findings of the study will benefit both online marketers and online retailers, since
it will enable them to assess the features that specifically attract consumers to shop on the
Internet. This will provide them with important insights on how to create attractive shopping
environments on the Internet with minimum risk and maximum benefits for consumers. By
understanding consumer behavior and their motivations to shop online, online retailer can
take advantage of this knowledge in making important decisions while developing marketing
strategies, and technological and strategic planning. This will result in increased consumer
satisfaction. The results will also provide directions to retailers on how to build their brand
equity and ultimately drive consumers to shop online. For example, the conceptual
framework of this study proposes that consumer attitude and purchase intention is not only
influenced by utilitarian factors such as usefulness and ease of use, or hedonic factors such as
enjoyment, but the apparel brand name plays an equally important role in terms of trust,

loyalty, image, and familiarity.

Limitations of the Study
The conceptual framework developed in this study includes several factors that are
considered to drive consumers to shop on the Internet. Although these factors are a result

from various previous researches on Technology Acceptance Model, online shopping,



acceptance of e-commerce, etc., there can always be additional factors that are excluded from
this study, or have not been addressed in the past literature as well. Secondly, the framework
incorporates brand factors in association with the Technology Acceptance Model. Only four
brand factors namely: brand trust, brand loyalty, brand image, and brand familiarity have
been included in this study based on findings from previous literature. There might be
additional brand factors which have not been included and require equal importance in
determining acceptance of online shopping for apparel. Finally, the study surveys a
convenience sample of college students in the College of Textiles, North Carolina State
University, which makes it difficult to generalize results to college students in other states,

and other age groups.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Theoretical Framework

Technology Acceptance Model

The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) was initially developed in 1986 by Fred
Davis as an information system model which was used to help understand the adoption of
computer-based technologies in the workplace (Monsuwe, Dellaert & Ruyter, 2004). The
TAM is an extension of Ajzen and Fishbein’s Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) (1975),
which links belief, attitude, intention and behavior, and is used for specifying the casual
relationships between two key beliefs: perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use; and
user’s attitudes and intentions (Davis, Bagozzi & Warshaw, 1989). Although TAM was
originally designed to apply only to computer usage behavior, researchers have established
that the model is well-suited for the study of e-commerce adoption (Chen &Tan, 2004;
Childers, Carr, Peck & Carson, 2001; Klopping & McKinney, 2004; Lee & Turban,
2001Monsuwe et al., 2004). Based upon the model’s usefulness in the research of e-
commerce adoption, the TAM is used to as the conceptual framework to guide the study.
According to TAM, there are two major determinants that influence the use of a system:
perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use (Davis et al., 1989). The Technology
Acceptance Model is shown is Figure 1. Perceived usefulness is defined as, “the degree to
which a person believes that using a particular system would enhance his or her

performance” (Davis et al., 1989, p.320). Perceived case of use refers to “the degree to



which a person believes that using a particular system would be free of effort” (Davis et al.,
1989, p.320). Perception regarding the outcome of an experience is basically referred to as
“usefulness” whereas; perception regarding a process leading to final outcome is referred to
as “ease of use” (Monsuwe et al., 2004). Both perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use
are expected to influence an individual’s attitude towards using the system. Attitude along
with perceived usefulness are expected to explain the variance in intention to use the system

(Vijayasarathy, L.R., 2004).

Perceived
Usefulness

A 4

Intention

h 4

Attitude

Perceived
Ease of Use

Figure 1. The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)
(Source: Davis, F. D. (1989) Perceived Usefulness, Perceived Ease of Use, and User
Acceptance of Information Technology. MIS Quarterly, 13(3), 319-39)
Previous researchers have established TAM as a robust, powerful and parsimonious
model for predicting user acceptance of a technology (Davis et al., 1989; Monsuwe et al.,
2004; O’Cass and Fenech, 2003; Venkatesh, 2000; Vijayasarathy, 2004). Although previous

findings suggest a significant and consistent effect of perceived usefulness on attitude

towards using the technology, there have been inconsistent findings associated with the effect



of perceived ease of use on attitude (Davis et al., 1989; Klopping & McKinney, 2004;
Venkatesh, 2000). Research also demonstrates a relationship between perceived usefulness
and perceived ease of use in determining consumer attitude towards using a system (Davis et

al., 1989; Monsuwe et al., 2004; Venkatesh, 2000; Vijayasarathy, 2004).

Extensions of the TAM

Various researchers have incorporated additional variables into the original TAM in
order to better understand the adoption of the Internet technology for e-shopping. The factors
in original TAM are limited in its ability to capture beliefs about situations involving
consumers’ voluntary choices like e-shopping (Ha & Stoel, 2009). A second motivation for
extending TAM is to improve the validity and predictive nature of the model for its
application to the e-shopping environment (Monsuwe et al., 2004). Therefore, additional
external factors should be incorporated in the TAM to adequately explain the behaviors
within the online apparel purchasing context.

For establishing a long-term relationship with consumers, the online retailers need to
understand how consumers perceive brands in an online as well as offline environment
(Fournier, 1998). Hence one of the priorities of firms in the textile and apparel industry
should be to build strong brand perceptions among consumers. Considering the importance
of brand and consumer perceptions of them, researchers have taken effort to measure some of
the brand attributes to determine consumer attitude and purchase intentions. However, past
research has not adequately studied the importance and influence of brands on consumer

behavior while shopping in an online environment. Specifically, in case of online apparel



shopping where it is impossible to feel and try on the clothing prior to purchase, consumers
might purchase a brand they trust or are more familiar with, based on their experience with
the retailers’ brick-and-mortar store. Similarly, consumers might judge an online retailer
based on its brand image. This makes it extremely important to understand how consumers
perceive different brands and also understand their relationship with other factors in the
framework like usefulness, ease of use, e-shopping quality etc. The current study therefore
incorporates four brand factors namely: brand trust, brand loyalty, brand image, and brand
familiarity into a framework of Technology Acceptance Model built for studying the

acceptance of online shopping for apparel.

Conceptual Background
The conceptual framework of the current study is based upon the Technology
Acceptance Model (TAM) and is depicted in Figure 2. The following section presents the
core components of the original TAM including: attitude, intention, usefulness and ease of

use.

Consumer Attitude towards E-shopping

Attitude is defined as the inclination of consumers to demonstrate a certain response
towards a concept or object (Doob, 1947). Attitude is also defined as an enduring set of
beliefs about an object that predispose consumers to behave in particular ways towards an
object (Wiegl 1983, p.257). Helander and Khalid (2000) found that a positive attitude
towards e-commerce significantly influences a consumer to shop online. Attitude is modeled

as a mediator between beliefs and intentions in most intention-based theories including TAM

10



(Vijayasarathay, 2004). In TAM, there are several factors which influence consumer attitude
towards e-shopping. Consumer attitude significantly influences consumers’ purchase

intention (Davis, 1989).

Brand Trust Percerved 1sk

Previous
expetience

Brand Loyalty
Brand Image

Brand Familiarity

Trust in
online shopping

Usefulness

Purchase Intention

E-shopping Quality |———>]  Ease of use
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Enjoyment

Figure 2. Conceptual Model

Purchase Intention
Purchase intention can be simply represented by the statement: what we think we will
buy (Blackwell, Miniard & Engel, 2001, p. 283). There are both direct and indirect links

relating consumer beliefs and consumer purchase intentions. Some beliefs directly influence
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consumer’s purchase intention without the mediation of attitude whereas; some beliefs
influence consumer attitude, which in turn influences their purchase intention
(Vijayasarathay, 2004). Previous researchers examining attitude towards home shopping
have found that consumer intention to purchase via home shopping is significantly influenced
by consumer attitude towards home shopping (Akaah, Korgaonkar, & Lund, 1995). The
Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) behavioral intention model states that a consumer’s behavioral
intention is influenced by his/her attitude towards an object. Several researchers have
established that a strong link exists between attitude and purchase intention (Davis et al.,
1989; Vijayasarathy, 2004; Goldsmith & Bridges, 2000; Shim et al., 2001; Ha & Stoel,
2009). Likewise, researchers in the apparel industry found that a positive relationship exists
between attitude toward Internet purchasing and intention to purchase apparel over the
Internet (Ha & Stoel, 2009; Kim et al., 2003; Watchraveringkan and Shim, Yo et al., 2003).

Based upon this empirical evidence the following hypothesis is proposed:

H1: As positive attitude towards apparel e-shopping/e-retailer increases, consumer

purchase intention for apparel increases.

Perceived Usefulness

As defined above, perceived usefulness is, “the degree to which a person believes that
using a particular system would enhance his or her performance” (Davis et al., 1989, p.320).
In the current study context, usefulness refers to a consumers’ perception that outcome of
his/her shopping experience will be enhanced if he/she uses the Internet as a shopping

medium (Davis, 1989). The attitude of consumers towards e-shopping and their purchase
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intention is greatly influenced by these perceptions (Davis, 1989, 1993). According to Davis
et al. (1989), the direct link between perceived usefulness and purchase intention is strong as
compared to the direct link between perceived usefulness and attitude which he found to be
rather weak. Monsuwe et al., (2004) explained this by stating that consumers often intend to
use a technology because it is useful, although they may not have a positive attitude towards
using the technology. Various researchers have concluded that consumer attitude towards e-
shopping and their purchase intention is positively influenced by perceived usefulness (Ha &
Stoel, 2009; Monsuwe et al, 2004; Vijayasarathy, 2004). Based on the above literature,

following hypotheses are proposed:

H2: As perceived usefulness of the Internet technology increases, positive attitude
towards apparel e-shopping increases.
H3: As perceived usefulness the Internet technology increases, consumer purchase

intention for apparel increases.

Perceived Ease of Use

Perceived ease of use refers to a consumer’s perception that using a new technology
will be free of effort (Davis, 1989, 1993). In the e-shopping context, Monsuwe et al. (2004)
defined perceived ease of use as consumers’ perception that shopping on the Internet will
require minimum effort. According to TAM, ease of use has both direct and indirect
influence on consumers purchase intention (Davis, 1989). The indirect effect on intention is
through perceived usefulness. Discussed previously, perceived usefulness is significantly

influenced by perceived ease of use (Davis et al., 1989). TAM suggests that consumers’
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perception of technology usefulness is significantly influenced by their perception about how
easy or difficult it is to use that technology (Monsuwe et al., 2004; Vijayasarathy, 2004). The
easier it is to use a technology, the more useful it is perceived to be (Dabholkar, 1996; Davis
et al., 1989; Venkatesh, 2000). Behavioral decision-making suggests that consumers tend to
minimize effort in their behaviors, thus stating a direct effect of ease of use on consumer
purchase intention. Therefore, consumers intend to use a technology, if it is easier and
effortless to use (Monsuwe et al., 2004; Venkatesh, 2000).

Both perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness are expected to influence
consumer attitude and their purchase intention (Davis, 1989). However, Ha and Stoel (2009)
found that in the apparel e-shopping context, attitude towards e-shopping is significantly
influenced by perceived usefulness but not by ease of use. These inconsistent findings require
a further examination of the relationship between ease of use, usefulness, attitudes and
purchase intentions. Based upon the findings, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H4: As perceived ease of use of the Internet technology increases, perceived

usefulness of the Internet technology increases.

H5: As perceived ease of use of the Internet technology increases, positive attitude

towards apparel e-shopping increases.

Beliefs about E-shopping
Ha and Stoel (2009) examined consumer acceptance of e-shopping for apparel from a
technology acceptance perspective by incorporating beliefs about trust and enjoyment as

additional influences on attitude. They also established e-shopping quality as an antecedent
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to beliefs about e-shopping (Ha & Stoel, 2009). Since the current study is based upon the

work of Ha and Stoel (2009), we first discuss the constructs established in their model.

Trust in E-shopping

Many consumers browse for the products on the Internet but do not purchase online.
One reason for this is because of belief about the safety of conducting business over the
Internet (Gefen & Straub, 2003). Trust is defined as the extent to which one believes that the
new technology usage will be reliable and credible (McKnight & Chevrany, 2001). As
compared to the brick-and- mortar stores, trust plays a much more critical role in an e-
shopping context. While shopping on the Internet, consumers cannot physically touch or feel
the product to check its quality (Ha & Stoel, 2009). There is no way for the consumers to
monitor the safety and security of their personal and financial information while shopping
online (Lee & Turban, 2001). In a traditional brick-and-mortar store, one of the most salient
sources of trust is the salesperson, where consumer’s trust is generated by the salesperson’s
expertise, likeability and similarity to the customer (Doney & Cannon, 1997). However,
while shopping on the Internet, there is an absence of face-to-face interaction and the
physical salesperson is replaced by help buttons and search features (Lohse & Spiller, 1998).
All these factors create greater uncertainty and risk for consumers in making their decisions
to shop on the Internet thus affecting their e-shopping behavior (Ha & Stoel, 2009). One of
the most effective ways to reduce uncertainty and risks is to generate trust (Pavlou, 2003;

Suh & Han, 2002). There are two types of trust associated with e-shopping, Interpersonal

15



Trust (between e-retailers and consumers) and Institutional Trust (between consumers and
the Internet technology) (McKnight & Chervany, 2002).

Within this study Interpersonal Trust is synonymous with Brand Trust which will be
discussed in the later part of the study. If consumers trust the e-retailers and the Internet
technology, they will perceive the technology to be safer and secure, therefore making trust a
crucial factor in determining consumers’ online buying behavior. In an e-shopping
experience, a high level of security and privacy will reduce the risk involved with
information exchange and thus positively affects consumer trust (Monsuwe et al., 2004).

Trust has been incorporated into the TAM by various researchers. The Trust-
Enhanced Technology Acceptance Model was developed by Dahlberg et al. (2003) to better
explain the adoption of the Internet technology as compared to the original TAM. Monsuwe
et al. (2004) propose that the relationship between consumer attitude towards e-shopping and
their purchase intention is moderated by trust. This may mean that although the consumer has
a positive attitude towards e-shopping, the risk of conducting business on the Internet may
negatively affect purchase intention. Monsuwe et al. (2004) also find that there is a positive
relationship between the level of trust (both interpersonal and institutional), and consumer
attitude and purchase intention. In the case of e-shopping, any misuse of consumers’ personal
or financial information would lead to violation of consumer trust in the Internet technology
and the e-retailer. This would therefore lead to reluctance among consumers to shop online
(Monsuwe et al., 2004). Monsuwe et al. (2004) have yet to subject this idea to empirical

inquiry.
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Pavlou (2003) found that trust is an antecedent to ease of use, usefulness and
intention. Dahlberg et al. (2003) also found that trust is an antecedent to usefulness. Other
researchers confirmed the same relationships between trust, attitude and behavioral intention
(Chen &Tan, 2004; Gefen & Straub, 2003; Suh & Han, 2003).

There have been inconsistent findings about the relationship between trust and
usefulness. Suh and Han (2002) suggested that perceived usefulness influences trust while
other researchers suggested that trust influences usefulness (Gefen, 2004). Ha and Stoel
(2009) extended these findings in the context of e-shopping for apparel. Their results indicate
that trust significantly influences perceived usefulness and consumer attitude towards e-
shopping and that trust is also an antecedent to usefulness. Therefore, additional research is
needed to establish an understanding of the relationship between trust, usefulness and

attitude. Based on the review of literature, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H6: As perceived trust in the Internet technology increases, perceived usefulness of
the Internet technology increases.
H7: As perceived trust in the Internet technology increases, positive attitude towards

apparel e-shopping increases.

Shopping Enjoyment

There are numerous reasons why consumers choose to shop using the Internet. These
reasons include extrinsic or utilitarian motivations and intrinsic or hedonic motivations (Ha
& Stoel, 2009; Monsuwe et al., 2004). Consumer behavior differs by shopping motivations

(Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982; Shang, Cehn, & Shen, 2005). Utilitarian consumer behavior
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has been described as task-related, and rational (Batra &Ahtola, 1991; Engel, Roger & Paul,
1993). Utilitarian perspectives of e-shopping are related to the primary advantages of e-
shopping, for example, greater access to product information, convenience and competitive
pricing (Childers et al, 2001; Joines, Scherer, & Scheufele, 2003; Parsons, 2002). If a
consumption need stimulates e-shopping, then it is referred to as utilitarian perceptive of
shopping. In such cases, the consumer might find value only if the shopping is completed
successfully and in a fastidious manner (Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982; Monsuwe et al.,
2004). However, the hedonic value in shopping results from fun and playfulness of e-
shopping experience rather than shopping task-completion (Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982;
Monsuwe et al., 2004). Hedonic value is more personal and subjective than its utilitarian
counterpart (Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982). Hedonic aspects of e-shopping include
enjoyment, self-gratification and social experiences (Childers et. al, 2001; Joines, Scherer,
&Scheufele, 2003; Parsons, 2002). In this case, the experience provided by e-shopping
determines consumers’ purchase intention (Monsuwe et al., 2004). Childers et al. (2001)
defined shopping enjoyment as the extent to which a consumer believes that shopping would
provide reinforcement in its own right, apart from any performance consequences that may
be anticipated. According to Monsuwe et al. (2004, p.109), “enjoyment reflects consumers’
perceptions regarding the potential entertainment of e-shopping”. In a framework created by
Monsuwe et al. (2004), three latent dimensions of enjoyment constructs were identified.
These are “escapism”, “pleasure” and “arousal” (Mathwick, Malhotra & Rigdon, 2001;
Menon & Kahn, 2002). Escapism is defined as the activity which offers an escape from the

demands of the day-to-day world. When shopping on the Internet offers a consumer a high
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level of happiness and satisfaction, it is called pleasure. When an e-shopping experience
makes a consumer stimulated, active or alert, it is called arousal (Monsuwe et al., 2004).
Thus, if an e-shopping experience exposes a consumer to pleasing and arousing stimuli, they
will tend to browse more and are more likely to purchase online (Monsuwe et al., 2004).
Therefore, both utilitarian and hedonic beliefs about e-shopping play a crucial role in
understanding the adoption of the Internet technology for shopping.

A major factor that drives the consumers to use a new technology is “enjoyment”
(Bruner & Kumar, 2005; Davis, Bagozzi, & Warshaw, 1992). The original TAM was
extended to incorporate the hedonic aspects (enjoyment) of technology usage. Perceived
enjoyment was found to be an additional motivational factor driving consumers to adopt a
new technology (Davis et al, 1992). Childers et al. (2001) found that enjoyment is a
consistent and a strong predictor of consumer attitude towards e-shopping. The more the
consumers enjoy their e-shopping experience, the more positive attitude is generated towards
e-shopping (Monsuwe et al., 2004). Ha and Stoel (2009) extended these findings for the
adoption of e-shopping for apparel and found that shopping enjoyment significantly
influences perceived usefulness and consumers attitude towards e-shopping. In order to
derive a relationship between enjoyment, usefulness and attitude along with other factors in

the model of the current study, similar hypotheses are proposed:

H8: As perceived e-shopping enjoyment increases, perceived usefulness of the

Internet technology increases.
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H9: As perceived e-shopping enjoyment increases, positive attitude towards apparel

e-shopping increases.

E-shopping Quality

With increasing expectations of online businesses, there is an increasing need to
understand the issue of online quality. Several methodologies have been developed by
various firms in order to measure consumer satisfaction and/or overall website quality. Some
of the examples of online researchers that have attempted to measure quality and suggest
attributes that are related to consumer rating of online experiences are Bizrate.com, Forrester
Research, comScore Networks and Jupiter Communications/Media Matrix (Wolfinbarger &
Gilly, 2003). Consumers’ online experiences include a number of attributes like product
selection, product representation, information search, post-purchase problem resolution,
customer support and interactions, on-time delivery, shipping, handling, privacy policies,
ease of ordering, website browsing or navigation and consumers’ satisfaction (Ha & Stoel,
2009; Tam, 2002; Wolfinbarger &Gilly, 2003). E-shopping quality is defined as “overall
consumer perceptions of the excellence and effectiveness of an e-retailer’s products and/or
service offering through its virtual store” (Ha & Stoel, 2009, p.567). Consumers perceive e-
shopping by considering various factors. Among those are the quality of web site
features/interface performance and the quality of features going beyond web site interface
(Ahn, Ryu & Han, 2003; Wolfinbarger and Gilly, 2003).

In order to measure the quality of website interface, one of the most empirically

grounded scales - WebQual™ was developed by Loiacono, Watson & Goodhue (2002)
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(Wolfinbarger and Gilly, 2003). Twelve dimensions were identified namely: informational
fit-to-task, interactivity, trust, response time, ease of understanding, intuitive operations,
visual appearance, innovativeness, flow/emotional appeal, consistent image, online
completeness and better than alternative channels (Loiacono et al., 2002). Kim and Stoel,
2004 examined the web site quality of apparel retailers using the WebQual™ scale and
identified six dimensions : web appearance, entertainment, informational fit-to-task,
transaction capability, response time, and trust. Another scale that measures the website
interface was developed by Yoo and Donthu (2001) and is called SITEQUAL. SITEQUAL
had four rather than twelve dimensions: ease of use, aesthetic design, processing speed, and
security of personal and financial information (Yoo & Donthu, 2001). However, in both these
scales which focus on website interface attributes, customer service and delivery issues were
not investigated (Wolfinbarger and Gilly, 2003).

In order to study the quality attributes that go beyond the website interface and
examine the consumers’ entire e-shopping experience, Szymanski and Hise (2000) suggested
four factors that are important in “e-satisfaction”: consumer perceptions of convenience,
merchandising, site design and financial security. “eSQ” scale developed by Zeithaml,
Parasuraman & Malhotra (2000) provides a comprehensive view of web site quality. Eleven
key dimensions were identified in the original scale: reliability, responsiveness, access,
flexibility, ease of navigation, efficiency, assurance/trust, security/privacy, price knowledge,
site aesthetics, and customization/personalization (Zeithaml et al., 2000). This scale has been

refined by the authors and is called E-S-QUAL with 22 items and four dimensions:
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efficiency, fulfillment, system availability, and privacy (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Malhotra,
2004).

Researchers have developed scale to study the website quality of all kinds of sites,
and not just e-retailers. Wolfinbarger and Gilly (2003) developed a comprehensive online
retail quality scale. It is 40-item scale (eTailQ) composed of eight factors —
fulfillment/reliability, customer service, personalization, experiential/atmospheric, ease of
use, informativeness, selection, and security/privacy — in which both web site interface and
marketing attributes are included (Wolfinbarger & Gilly, 2003). Further analysis refined the
scale and reduced it to 14-items and four dimensions: website design (all elements that the
consumer experiences at a web site such as information search, order processing,
personalization and product selection), security/privacy (security of payments and privacy of
given information), fulfillment/reliability (the precise presentation of a product and delivery
of the right product at the right time promised), and customer service (ready and supportive
service that is quick to respond customer queries). Both the quality of website as perceived
by consumers and the attitude towards the website can be determined by all four dimensions
(Wolfinbarger & Gilly, 2003).

Any of the above scales (WebQual, SiteQual, eSQ, etailQ) do not consider the
hedonic and emotional aspects of web site and thus they do not capture beliefs about
shopping enjoyment (Bauer, Falk, & Hammerschmidt, 2006; Ha & Stoel, 2009). In the
measurement of e-shopping quality, hedonic and emotional aspects of web site are extremely
critical (Bauer et al., 2006). The 14-item e-TailQ scale of Wolfinbarger and Gilly (2003) had

deleted their original measurements related to hedonic and emotional features of e-shopping
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experiences. Therefore, Ha & Stoel (2009) used the original 40-item E-TailQ scale developed
by Wolfinbarger and Gilly (2003) in order to identify e-shopping quality dimensions that
reflect an apparel e-shopping context. Succeeding analysis yielded 14-items for e-shopping
quality comprised of four dimensions: web-site design, customer service, privacy/security,
and atmospheric/experiential quality (Ha & Stoel, 2009). Among the four dimensions of e-
shopping quality, website design was found to have the maximum variance and thus has a
greater proportion in the overall perception of e-shopping quality. Similar results were found
by previous researchers (Kim & Kim, 2004; Kim & Stoel, 2004). Peterson, Balasubramanian
& Bronnenberg (1997) suggested that for different products and retailers, the dimensions of
e-shopping quality would be different.

Several researchers have examined the relationship between quality, ease of use and
usefulness. The e-shopping quality perception of a consumer positively affects perceived
ease of use and perceived usefulness (Adamson & Shine, 2003; Lucas & Spider, 1999;
Vijayasarathy, 2004). In case of online shoppers, both perceived ease of use and perceived
usefulness are positively affected by system quality and information quality, however, only
perceived usefulness is affected by product quality and delivery service (Ahn et al., 2003).
Consumer attitude towards e-shopping by using an online retailer is directly affected by
customer service quality, whereas, only perceived usefulness is affected by product quality
and information (Chen &Tan, 2004). Ha and Stoel (2009) found that e-shopping quality has a
significant impact on perceived ease of use. Similarly, previous researchers have also
examined the relationship between e-shopping quality and consumer perceptions of trust and

enjoyment. A direct link was found between trust and quality in various retail settings
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(Anderson & Sullivan, 1993; Sultan & Mooraj, 2001). Childers et al. (2001) suggested that
hedonic motivations such as personalization and experiential dimensions of e-shopping
quality provided by a website will generate greater enjoyment and fun for consumers.
Consumers might perceive that a fun and enjoyable shopping experience is positively related
to high quality e-shopping sites in terms of information-related and marketing-related
attributes (Ha & Stoel, 2009). After further analysis, Ha and Stoel (2009) found that e-
shopping quality has a significant impact on both perceived trust and perceived enjoyment.
Therefore, e-shopping quality is an antecedent to beliefs (trust and enjoyment) about e-
shopping (Ha & Stoel, 2009). The measurements used in the study conducted by Ha and
Stoel (2009) showed high correlations among error variances of e-shopping quality factors
and belief variables (Ha & Stoel, 2009). Thus, to investigate further and substantiate the

previous findings, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H10: As e-shopping quality increases, perceived trust in the Internet technology
increases.

H11: As e-shopping quality increases, perceived e-shopping enjoyment increases.
H12: As e-shopping quality increases, perceived ease of use of the Internet

technology increases.

Incorporation of Additional Factors
This study aims to integrate additional factors into the TAM for consumer acceptance
of e-shopping for apparel. Considering the apparel perspective of this study and the

importance of brand, the following factors are incorporated.
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1) Brand Trust

2) Brand Loyalty
3) Brand Image

4) Brand Familiarity

5) Perceived risk in e-shopping/brand

Brand Trust

A crucial factor for successful business trades and long-term customer relationships is
consumer trust. The ultimate goal of marketing is to generate an intense bond between
consumers and brand, and the main ingredient of this bond is trust (Ballester, 2003). Trust
has been defined as “a willingness to rely on an exchange partner in whom one has
confidence, reliability and integrity” (Moorman et al., 1992; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Elena
defined brand trust as “a feeling of security held by the consumer in his/her interaction with
the brand, that it is based on the perceptions that the brand is reliable and responsible for the
interests and welfare of the consumer” (Ballester, 2003, p.11) According to Pavlou (2003,
p.106), trust is defined as “the belief that allows consumers to willingly become vulnerable to
web retailers after having taken the retailers’ characteristics into consideration”. E-shopping
involves various levels of risk/uncertainty, such as financial risk, product risk and concern
for privacy and security (Bart, Shankar, Sultan & Urban, 2005; Li & Zhang, 2002; Winch &
Joyce, 2006). In such a case, if a consumer trusts a brand, it may reduce any risk that
consumers have about e-shopping from that brand’s website (Hahn & Kim, 2009). Various

studies have investigated the issue of trust in an online environment. Lee, Kang & McKnight
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(2007) studied the impact of trust in an offline banking system on consumer’s perception of
online banking system. Kuan and Bock (2007) studied the consumers’ perception of trust for
an online supermarket retailer. Hahn and Kim (2009) investigated the relationship between
consumer trust in an offline retailer and perceived confidence while shopping at the retailer’s
online store within a multi-channel retailing context for apparel products. They suggested
that if a consumer trusts a traditional brick-and-mortar store, then he/she is more likely to
trust the Internet shopping website for that particular store for their shopping needs (Hahn &

Kim, 2009).
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Brand Trust: Perceived Risk and Purchase Intention. Hahn and Kim (2009)
suggested that online retailers carry over a brand image already established by the traditional
brick-and-mortar store of the same retailer. This makes consumers more confident in
shopping at their online sites and thus leading to reduction in perceived risk associated with
the e-shopping context (Hahn & Kim, 2009). Previous researchers have found a positive
relationship between consumer trust and their online purchase intention (Kuan & Bock,
2007; Lee et al., 2007; Lui, Marchewka, Lu & Yu, 2005). A study conducted by Zjoba and
Voorhees (2006) found a positive relationship between brand trust and consumers’
repurchase intentions. By conducting a study on college students, Hahn and Kim (2009,
p.126) found that “consumer trust in an offline store was a significant predictor of perceived
Internet confidence and search intention for product information online offered by the e-
retailer.” Thus, a positive relationship was found between consumer trust in an offline store
and their perceived Internet confidence (Hahn & Kim, 2009). However, the study found that
there was no direct relation between consumer trust in an offline store and their online
purchase intention. In that case, they suggested that, consumers’ trust might indirectly
influence purchase intention through perceived Internet confidence and search intention for
product information online (Hahn & Kim, 2009). Based on the literature review, following
hypotheses are proposed:

H13: As trust in a brand increases, perceived risk associated with that brand

decreases.

H14: As trust in a brand increases, consumer’s purchase intention for that brand

increases.
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Brand Loyalty

Brand loyal consumers perceive some unique value in the brand that no other
alternative can provide and thus, they may be willing to pay a premium price for that brand
(Chaudhari and Holbrook, 2001). The reason for such uniqueness can be a greater brand trust
or a favorable affect when consumers use the brand (Chaudhari and Holbrook, 2001). Some
of the advantages of brand loyalty are: reduced marketing costs, new customers, and greater
trade leverage (Chaudhari and Holbrook, 2001). According to Oliver (1999, p. 34), brand
loyalty is defined as “a deeply held commitment 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”. Previous researchers have emphasized on two
different aspects of brand loyalty: behavioral/purchase (willingness of the average consumer
to repurchase the brand) and attitudinal (level of commitment of the average consumer
toward the brand) (Chaudhari & Holbrook, 2001). The study conduct by Chaudhari &
Holbrook (2001) also suggested that brand trust and brand affect are separate constructs that
combine to determine two different types of brand loyalty — purchase and attitudinal loyalty
which in turn influence such outcome-related aspects of brand equity as market share and
relative price, respectively. In the current study, it is proposed that brand loyalty in a brand
significantly affects consumers’ purchase intentions for that brand. Based on literature

review, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H15: As trust in a brand increases, brand loyalty for that brand increases.
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H16: As brand loyalty towards a brand increases, consumer’s purchase intention for

that brand increases.

Brand Image

One of the most important considerations in purchasing apparel products online is
brand image. Brand image is the first consumer brand perception that was identified in the
marketing literature (Gardner & Levy, 1955). It impacts consumers’ preferences and
purchase intentions as well as their willingness to pay a premium price and recommend the
brand to others (Forsythe et al., 2008). Brand image is defined as “perceptions about a brand
as reflected by the brand associations held in consumer memory” (Keller, 1993, p.7).
According to Forsythe et al. (2008, p.1), “Brand image can provide a sustainable competitive
advantage that can moderate the impact of price and other product attributes on consumers’
purchase decisions.” A strong brand image is extremely helpful especially in case of e-
shopping because online consumers are more receptive to products with a strong brand image
(Garner, 2000). This is because when a company wants to establish its presence in new retail
channels, those companies having a strong brand image will benefit from a “halo effect”
(Harvin, 2000). This means that if the consumers perceive a brand to have a strong image in
one retail channel, they are likely to have a similar opinion in other retail channels as well.
Some of the advantages of a strong brand image are: increased sales, greater gross margin,
and improved Return on Investment (ROI) (Forsythe et. al, 2008). Thus, it is very crucial to

understand how brand image impacts consumer attitudes and purchase intentions, in order to
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maximize apparel sales in increasingly competitive multi-channel markets. Based on the
above literature, the following hypotheses are developed:
H17: Strength of a brand image significantly influences consumers’ attitude towards
that brand.
H18: Strength of a brand image positively influences consumers’ purchase intention

for that brand.

Brand Familiarity

Brand familiarity has been linked to brand experiences. It is defined as “the number
of brand-related direct or indirect experiences that have been accrued by the consumer” (Park
& Stoel, 2005, p.150). Brand familiarity can be enhanced by frequent exposure to the brand
(Park & Stoel, 2005). Exposure to the brand in various ways, for example, in a store or in
media advertisements, and purchase or usage of the brand creates brand experience and thus
increases brand familiarity (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987). This leads to a better knowledge
structure in an individual memory and thus leading to belief that they know the brand very
well (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987). Kent and Allen (1994) suggested that, more the familiarity
with the brand, the better recall they may achieve and the better they are protected from
competitive advertising interference. Also, consumers tend to pay more attention to the
product information in advertisements for familiar brands rather than unfamiliar brands
because familiar brands are recognized as being available to them (Maclnnis, Moorman &

Jaworski, 1991).
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Brand familiarity: Perceived Risk and Purchase Intention. A study conducted on
a traditional retail store found that brand familiarity increased consumer’s confidence about
that brand, thus decreasing the risk associated with the brand (Laroche, Kim & Zhou, 1996).
Bennett and Harrell (1975) suggested that intention to purchase a brand is positively
influenced by consumer’s overall confidence in the brand. Thus, high level of confidence
towards the brand generated by high brand familiarity, positively influenced intention to buy
the brand (Laroche et al., 1996). Park and Stoel (2005) extended these findings to online
apparel stores. By conducting a study on college students at a large, Midwestern US
university, they found that the more familiar a consumer is with an online retailer brand, the
less risk he/she perceives and the greater is his/her intention to purchase from that retailer
(Park & Stoel, 2005). Park and Stoel (2005, p. 148) suggested that “Internet retailers should
capitalize on the power of their brand names”. Building brand familiarity among consumers
might help domestic and global retailer in increasing consumers’ purchase intention. The
findings also suggested that in order to judge and evaluate the quality of apparel sold online,
consumers might use brand name as a core internal source of information rather than amount
of information (Park & Stoel, 2005). In order to extend the previous findings for this
particular study, the following hypotheses are developed based on the literature review:

H19: As familiarity with a brand increases, consumers’ purchase intention for that

brand increases.

H20: As familiarity with a brand increases, perceived risk associated with that brand

decreases.
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Perceived Risk in E-shopping

Consumer behavior is considered to be a risk-taking behavior since certain actions of
a consumer may produce unanticipated consequences; some of which might be unpleasant
(Bauer, 1960). Consumers become uncertain when they have to match their buying goals
with product or brand offerings (Park & Stoel, 2005). In purchasing products online,
consumers become uncertain and perceive a certain level of risk, especially when they have
to provide their personal and financial information to the e-retailer. The nature and the
amount of uncertainty the consumers experience in contemplating a specific purchase
decision is called perceived risk (Cox, 1967; Cox & Rich, 1964). It is also defined as
situational or personal consumer behavior construct influencing product purchase and choice
(Dowling, 1986). A higher level of perceived risk is associated with an “apparel” shopping
context as compared to other consumer products (Cunningham, 1967; Hawes & Lumpkin,
1986; Jacoby & Kaplan, 1972; McCorkle, 1990). In case of home shopping, concerns
regarding apparel fit and fashionability cannot be adequately addressed thus leading to higher
levels of perceived risk (Kim & Lennon, 2000). Also, product attributes such as color, style,
quality, fabric hand and others cannot be fully evaluated when purchased from home
(McCorkle, 1990). The degree of uncertainty/risk experienced by consumers in their inability
to make a decision regarding their purchase may be considered the inverse of consumer’s
confidence in making that purchase (Park & Stoel, 2005). A consumers’ confidence in the
Internet technology or a particular online retailer brand is positively related to purchase
intention (Benneth & Harrell, 1975; Howard & Sheth, 1969). Hahn and Kim (2009) also

found that as consumers’ perceived confidence in the Internet shopping at e-retailer
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increases, their behavioral intention toward those e-retailer increases. A consumers’
perceived confidence is inversely proportional to perceived risk (Park & Stoel, 2005). Based

on the literature, the following hypothesis is developed:

H21: As perceived risk in apparel e-shopping/e-retailer decreases, consumers’

purchase intention increases.
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CHAPTER 111
METHODOLOGY
This chapter presents the methods used in the study in the following five sections:
(1) Research Design (2) The Population and Sample (3) Data Collection and Instrumentation

(4) Development of Measures, and (e) Data Analysis.

Research Design

The purpose of the study was to examine the impact of brand and experiential factors
on the acceptance of e-shopping for apparel using a Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)
approach. The research design is depicted in the operational model presented in Figure 3. The
operational model was built upon the Technology Acceptance Model. Researchers have
integrated factors including trust, enjoyment and e-shopping quality into the TAM in past
studies.

This study aimed to further the understanding of consumers’ acceptance of e-
shopping by establishing the importance of brand and experiential factors. Thus, four brand
factors (brand trust, brand loyalty, brand image and brand familiarity) were incorporated into
the model along with an additional experiential factor: perceived risk/confidence associated
with e-shopping. To date, previous research has not considered brand influences in the
analysis of consumer behavior for apparel e-shopping in the Technology Acceptance Model
perspective. This study aimed to fill this gap, and ultimately contribute to the developing
literature on Technology Acceptance and inform practical directions for marketing apparel

online.
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To this end, a quantitative study was conducted to collect data using an in-class self-
administered survey. A survey design was used for various reasons. The survey approach
provides a numeric description of trends, attitudes, or opinions of a population by studying a
sample of that population. These sample results can be used to make generalizations or
claims about the population (Creswell, 2003). The survey approach is a relatively
inexpensive and effective tool for gaining access to a large group of respondents. The survey
approach also provides rapid turnaround in data collection (Creswell, 2003) and a systematic
way to obtain information about variables that are not observable, such as attitudes and
intentions (Hair et al., 2006). The survey for this study was cross-sectional in nature because

the data was collected at one point of time.
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Figure 3. Operational Model
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The Population and Sample

This study was performed on a purposive sample of college students who represent an
important current and future market for apparel and footwear. The survey recruited college
students who have purchased apparel/footwear over the Internet within the last six months. In
order to answer a few questions, recall method was utilized in the survey to ask the
participants to recall their latest shopping experiences of apparel e-shopping. Based on the
statistical analysis, 284 college students enrolled in the undergraduate/graduate program in
the North Carolina State University were used as the target sample.

There are various reasons why college students were chosen as the target market for
this study. As compared to older adults, college students are more likely to use the Internet
(Williamson, 2006). College-age consumers are a major target for e-retailers, and also are a
realistic market segment for both clothing and online purchasing (Bakewell & Mitchell,
2004). These young consumers are heavy buyers of clothing, they influence other consumers
to spend more money on clothing and make frequent purchases on the Internet and offline
stores (Hogg et al., 1998). Based on the Internet shopper demographics, college students are
especially likely to be potential Internet shoppers and 32 percent of Internet apparel shoppers
were under 30 (Lee & Johnson, 2002). Also, according to Yoh (1999), college students have
greater intentions for purchasing apparel online. Since, this study involved identifying
multivariate relationships among constructs, rather than the univariate differences, college
students are generally accepted for such theory testing (Calder et al., 1981). Therefore, it was

appropriate to use students between the ages of 18-30 as the sample in this study.
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Data Collection and Instrumentation

A self-administered survey was used to capture the data in an in-class setting in the
College of Textiles at the North Carolina State University. The criterion for recruiting
participants was enrollment in a graduate/undergraduate degree at the university. A
questionnaire approved by the North Carolina State University Institutional Review Board
was administered to students in class. The survey instrument was developed to collect
quantitative data about consumer attitudes, behaviors, intentions and characteristics about
apparel and footwear e-shopping. Measures for the survey were predominantly adopted from
the review of literature and previously established scales developed by researchers. Data was

collected during the Spring 2010 semester.

Questionnaire

The format of the questionnaire was a ten page 8.5 x 11” booklet. The cover page
explained the purpose of the study and its implications and benefits to the textile and apparel
industry. It also contained the names of the researcher, the committee chair and information
regarding subject rights and informed consent. The questionnaire addressed all the focal
variables (dependent and independent) involved in the study, followed by consumer
demographics in a systematic manner. The guestionnaire consisted of the following eleven
sections: (I) experience (Internet/brand) and usage, (1) technology perception, (l11)
enjoyment perception, (IV) attitude and intention perception, (V) quality perception, (VI)
trust and risk perception, (VII) brand trust and loyalty perception, (VIII) brand image
perception (1X) brand familiarity perception, and (X) purchase intention perception (XI)

consumer demographics.
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The questionnaire was given to college students and it measured the following
variables: usefulness, ease of use, trust in e-shopping, shopping enjoyment, e-shopping
quality, brand trust, brand loyalty, brand image, brand familiarity, perceived risk/confidence
in online shopping, consumer attitude and consumer purchase intention. Respondents were
asked to provide some demographics related to age, sex, ethnic background, major and class
standing for classification purposes. Detailed information regarding scales that were used to

measure the variables in this study is explained in the following section.

Development of Measures

Attitude

The attitude items included in the questionnaire were adapted from a study conducted
by Suh and Han (2002), which measured the effect of trust on consumer acceptance of
Internet banking. These items were modified for the present study to make it suitable for
online shopping. Items focused on the extent to which consumers have a positive attitude
towards online shopping. The five items were measured on a five-point Likert type scale (1=
strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). Respondents were asked to think of the website they
named in the first part of the survey in order to answer these questions. Items used to

measure attitude can be found in Table 2.
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Table 2. Items used to measure Consumer Attitudes

Number Item
2.1 Using this online retailer for shopping is a good idea.
2.2 Using this online retailer for shopping is a wise idea
2.3 Using this online retailer for shopping is a pleasant idea
2.4 Using this online retailer for shopping is a positive idea
2.5 Using this online retailer for shopping is an appealing idea

Purchase Intention

Consumers’ purchase intention in this study was divided into two categories: (a)
consumers’ purchase intention towards an online retailer, and (b) consumers’ intention to use
the Internet for shopping in general. The four-items used to measure consumers’ purchase
intention towards an online retailer in this study were adapted from Hahn and Kim (2009).
This study was undertaken to understand the effect of brand trust and perceived Internet
confidence on online shopping intention in an integrated multi-channel context. Among the
four items, two items were developed by Kim and Park (2005) which measured consumer
willingness to purchase online, an additional item was developed by Kim et al. (2007) to
measure the willingness to spend more time at the online retailer and a final one item was
developed by Zeithaml et al. (1996) to measure the willingness to recommend the online
retailer to others. All these four items demonstrated acceptable construct reliabilities and
adequate convergent validity (Hahn & Kim, 2009). Three items used to measure consumers’
intention to use the Internet for shopping were adapted from Vijayasarathy (2004).

Vijayasarathy (2004) originally adopted this measure from Taylor and Todd (1995) and
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modified it to fit the context of online shopping. The items were measured on a five-point
Likert type scale (1= strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). Respondents were asked to think
of the online retailer they named in the first part of the survey specifically, in order to answer
the first four questions. The following three questions could be answered based on
consumers’ general experiences shopping online. Items used to measure consumers’

intention can be found in Table 3.

Table 3. Items used to measure Intention

Number Item
3.1 I would be willing to buy apparel/footwear through this online
Purchase retailer
intention 3.2 I would buy apparel/footwear from this online retailer when 1
towards an find something I like
online retailer 3.3 I would spend more time shopping online on this online
retailer than I planned
3.4 I would recommend this online retailer to my friends.
Intention 35 I intend to use the Internet frequently to do my shopping
towards using 3.6 | intend to use the Internet whenever appropriate to do my
the Internet for shopping
shopping in 3.7 I will shop for apparel using the Internet in the near future
general (Anchored by 1-highly unlikely and 5 — highly likely)

Perceived Usefulness

The items used to measure perceived usefulness in this study were adapted from the
scale developed by Davis (1989) in his study on user acceptance of information technology.
This scale measured the extent to which a consumer believes that using a particular

technology would enhance his/her performance. The scale has exhibited high validity and
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reliability in previous research (Davis, 1989). The wordings of the items were modified to
relate the measure to online shopping. The six usefulness items were measured on a five-
point Likert type scale (1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree). Respondents were asked to
answer these questions based on their general experiences shopping online. Items used to

measure perceived usefulness can be found in Table 4.

Table 4. Items used to measure Perceived Usefulness

Number Item
4.1 Online shopping enables me to shop more quickly
4.2 Online shopping improves my shopping performance
4.3 Online shopping increases my productivity in shopping
4.4 Online shopping enhances my effectiveness in shopping
4.5 Online shopping makes it easier to do shopping
4.6 Online shopping is useful in my shopping task

Perceived Ease of Use

The items used to measure perceived ease of use in this study were also adapted from
the scale developed by Davis (1989) in his study on user acceptance of information
technology. This scale measured the extent to which a consumer believes that using a
particular technology would be free of effort. The scale has exhibited high validity and
reliability (Davis, 1989). The wordings of the items were modified to relate the measure to
online shopping. The six ease of use items were measured on a five-point Likert type scale

(1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree). Respondents were asked to answer these questions
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based on their general experiences shopping online. The following table (Table 5) shows the

six items used to measure perceived ease of use.

Table 5. Items used to measure Perceived Ease of Use

Number Item
5.1 Learning to use the Internet for shopping is easy for me
5.2 | find it easy to use the Internet to shop
5.3 My interaction with online shopping is clear and understandable
54 | find online shopping to be flexible to interact with
55 It is easy for me to become skillful at using the online shopping
5.6 | find online shopping easy to use

Trust in E-shopping

The three items used to measure trust in e-shopping or an e-retailer in this study were
adapted from a study conducted by Wang et al. (2005), which measured the trustworthiness
of small online retailers. Respondents were asked to think about their most recent (within six
months) apparel purchase from an online retailer and then answer the questions based on that
online retailer specifically. The three-items in the scale were measured on a five-point Likert

type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) and can be found in Table 6.

Table 6. Items used to measure Trust in E-shopping

Number Item
6.1 This online retailer is trustworthy
6.2 This online retailer can be counted on to do what is right in terms of my
transaction
6.3 This online retailer can be relied upon to be fair
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Shopping Enjoyment

Shopping enjoyment was measured in this study in order to examine the hedonic
aspects of online shopping. The eight-items used to measure shopping enjoyment in this
study were adapted from a study conducted by Childers et al. (2001), which measured both
utilitarian and hedonic motivations for online retail shopping behavior. These items sought to
measure how consumers tend to perceive online shopping apart from its utilitarian benefits.
The scale measured the intrinsic enjoyment of using the Internet for shopping. Respondents
were asked to think about their most recent (within the last six months) apparel purchase
from an online retailer and then answer the questions based on that online retailer
specifically. The eight-items in the scale were measured on a five-point Likert type scale (1 =

strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree).

Table 7. Items used to measure Shopping Enjoyment

Number ltem

7.1 Online shopping is fun for its own sake

7.2 Online shopping makes me feel good

7.3 Online shopping is boring

7.4 Online shopping involves me in the shopping process
7.5 Online shopping is exciting

7.6 Online shopping is enjoyable

7.7 Online shopping is uncomfortable

7.8 Online shopping is interesting
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E-shopping Quality

The e-shopping quality items included in the questionnaire were designed to aid the
apparel e-retailers in understanding consumer perception of quality of online shopping sites
and the various attributes consumers consider for the evaluation of these websites. This
would help the e-retailers in improving their e-shopping sites. The items used to measure e-
shopping quality were originally adapted by Ha and Stoel (2009) from a comprehensive 40-
item online retail quality scale (eTailQ) developed by Wolfinbarger and Gilly (2003). This
original scale was further modified and refined by Ha and Stoel (2009) in their study on
consumer acceptance of e-shopping. Considering the apparel perspective of their study, in
order to identify the e-shopping quality factors, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) of the 40
e-shopping quality measurement items was conducted. This was followed by Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA) on the remaining items from the pre-test in the study which finally
yielded a 17-item e-shopping quality scale (Ha and Stoel, 2009). This scale showed
satisfactory validities and reliabilities (Ha and Stoel, 2009).

Thus, the items used to measure e-shopping quality in this study were adapted from
Ha and Stoel (2009) and can be found in Table 8. This scale included four factors comprised
of 17-items. Respondents were asked to think about their most recent (within the last six
months) apparel/footwear purchase from an online retailer and then answer the questions
based on that online retailer specifically. Factor 1 (items 8.1 — 8.4) consisted of items that
measured the website design (all elements that the consumer experiences at a web site such
as information search, order processing, personalization and product selection), Factor 2

(items 8.5 — 8.9) consisted of items that measured customer service (ready and supportive
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service that is quick to respond customer queries). Factor 3 (items 8.10 — 8.14) measured
privacy/security (security of payments and privacy of given information). Finally, factor 4
(items 8.14 — 8.17) measured the experience of consumers at a website (hedonic factors of
online shopping, like enjoyment). All the items were measured on a five-point Likert type

scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree).

Table 8. Items used to measure E-shopping Quality

Number ltem

8.1 This online retailers’ site doesn't waste my time
Website 8.2 I can go to exactly what | want quickly

Design 8.3 The organization and layout of the web site facilitates searching
for products
8.4 The site gives me enough information so that | can identify the
item to the same degree as if | am in the store

8.5 The company is ready and willing to respond to customer needs
8.6 The web site has reasonable shipping and handling costs

Customer 8.7 Customer service personnel are always willing to help you
Service 8.8 Inquiries are answered promptly
8.9 When you have a problem, the web site shows a sincere interest
in solving it.
8.10 | feel like my privacy is protected at this site
8.11 | feel safe in my transactions with this web site
Privacy/ 8.12 | I feel I can trust this web site
Security 8.13 | The web site has adequate security features

8.14 | The company behind the site is reputable

_ 8.15 It is really fun to shop at this web site
Atmospheljlcl 8.16 The site almost says, “come in and shop”
Experiential 8.17 Buying at this web site is exciting for me
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Brand Trust

The scale used to measure brand trust was adapted from Delgado-Ballester et al.
(2003), from a study primarily done to develop and validate a Brand Trust Scale (BTS). The
items used in the scale are shown in Table 9. Brand Trust was measured by two its
dimensions — Fiability and Intentionality. The five items used to represent the fiability
dimensions of brand trust (items 9.1-9.5) measured the extent to which a consumer believes
that the brand accomplishes its value promise. The other five items (items 9.6 — 9.11), used to
represent the intentionality dimensions measured the emotional security provided by the
brand and the belief that consumers’ vulnerability will not be misused by the brand. The
items were slightly modified in its wordings considering the apparel perspective of the study.
Respondents were asked to think about their most recent (within the last six months)
apparel/footwear purchase from an online retailer and then answer the questions based on the
brand purchased specifically. The eleven items used to measure brand trust in this study were
measured on a five-point Likert type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) and can

be found in Table 9.

47



Table 9. Items used to measure Brand Trust

Number Item
9.1 With this brand name | obtain what I look for in an
Fiability apparel/footwear product
dimension 9.2 This is a brand name that meets my expectations
9.3 I have confidence in this brand name
9.4 This is a brand name that never disappoints me
9.5 This brand name is not constant in satisfying my needs
9.6 This brand name would be honest and sincere in addressing my
concerns
) ) 9.7 This brand name would make any effort to satisfy me
Intentionality 9.8 | could rely on this brand name to solve the problem
dimension 9.9 This brand name would be interested in my satisfaction
9.10 This brand name would compensate me in some way for the
problem with the apparel product
9.11 This brand name would not be willing in solving the problem I
could have with the apparel product

Brand Loyalty

The scale used to measure brand loyalty was adapted from Delgado-Ballester et al.
(2003), from a study primarily done to develop and validate a Brand Trust Scale (BTS) and
investigate its relationship with satisfaction and brand loyalty. This scale was a combination
of few related items developed by Beatty, Kahle and Homer (1988), Bloemer and Kasper
(1995) and Dick and Basu (1994). Delgado-Ballester et al. (2003) adapted these measures
and chose four related items to measure the brand loyalty in their study that described a
generalized sense of positivity towards the brand. The items in the brand loyalty scale used in
this study focused on price sensitivity, self stated retention and the likelihood of spreading

positive word of mouth (Delgado-Ballester et al., 2003). Respondents were asked to think
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about their most recent (within the last six months) apparel/footwear purchase from an online
retailer and then answer the questions based on that brand purchased specifically. All the
items in the scale were measured on a five-point Likert type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 =

strongly agree) and can be found in Table 10.

Table 10. Items used to measure Brand Loyalty

Number ltem

10.1 I consider myself to be loyal to this brand

10.2 I am willing to pay more for this brand than for other brands on the market
10.3 If this brand is not available at the store, | would buy it in another store.
10.4 I recommend to buy this brand

Brand Image

In order to develop a scale for measuring brand image, product category specific scale
items were required (Dobni & Zinkhan, 1990). For example, the scale items for measuring
the brand image of a television set would be different from those that would measure the
brand image of an apparel/footwear product category. One of the techniques suggested for
measuring brand image consists of semantic differential items generated for the relevant
product category (Dolich, 1969; Fry and Claxton, 1971). In a study conducted by Low and
Lamb Jr. (2000), a protocol was developed and tested which could be used at the product
category, market segment, or individual brand level, depending on product/market
characteristics. Although a set of generic scales for brand image that can be used across all

product categories could not be developed, the protocol which consists of developing
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customized scale items could be used to measure brand image. Following the protocol, we
developed the scale items for brand image for an apparel/footwear brand. All the items used
to measure brand image of the apparel brand were measured on a semantic differential scale
and can be found in Table 11. Respondents were asked to think about their most recent
(within the last six months) apparel/footwear purchase from an online retailer and then

answer the questions based on the brand purchased specifically.

Table 11. Items used to measure Brand Image

Number I think that this apparel/footwear brand is:

11.1 Not Reputable Reputable
11.2 Not dependable Dependable
11.3 Modern Outdated
114 Unpopular Popular
115 Unattractive Attractive
11.6 Not Stylish Stylish
11.7 Unreliable Reliable
11.8 Low Quality High Quality
11.9 Not Durable Durable

Brand Familiarity

The scale used to measure brand familiarity in this study was adapted from Laroche et
al. (1996). It consisted of two five-point scales (no information/a great deal of information;
no previous experience/a lot of previous experience) to measure brand familiarity.
Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they feel they have enough
information to make an informed judgment about whether or not to purchase a brand; and the

previous experience they had with the particular brand.

50



According to Laroche et al. (1996), in order to increase a consumers’ intention to buy
a specific brand, the marketer needs to generate and enhance the consumers’ confidence in
the brand. This can be done by making the consumers knowledgeable about the brand by
providing them with more product related information, or direct experience, thus increasing
brand familiarity. Thus, we incorporated an additional item in the brand familiarity scale
which asked the respondents to indicate the extent to which they are knowledgeable about the
particular brand. Respondents were asked to think of the brand they purchased within the last
six months specifically, and then check the most appropriate space on the scale. The scale

used to measure brand familiarity can be found in Table 12.

Table 12. Items used to measure Brand Familiarity

No. ltem

12.1 | Please indicate the extent to which you feel you have enough information to make an
informed judgment about whether or not to purchase this brand.
No information Great deal of information

12.2 | Please indicate the extent to which you have previous experience with this brand.
No previous A lot of previous
experience experience

12.3 | Please indicate the extent to which you are knowledgeable about this brand.
No knowledge A lot of knowledge

Perceived Risk/Confidence
The scale used to measure perceived risk/confidence in this study was originally

adapted from Eastin and LaRose (2000). Hahn and Kim (2009) had used this scale in their
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study to examine the influences of consumer trust and perceived Internet confidence on
apparel Internet shopping via the online store operated by a multi-channel retailer. The scale
used in this study consisted of five items which determined the extent to which consumers
feel confident about apparel/footwear shopping at an online retailer. Since perceived
confidence is inversely proportional to perceived risk (Park & Stoel, 2005), therefore, this
scale appeared to be an appropriate one. Respondents were asked to think about their most
recent (within the last six months) apparel/footwear purchase from an online retailer and then
answer the questions based on that online retailer specifically. All the constructs in the scale
achieved adequate reliabilities and validities (Hahn & Kim, 2009). All the items of the scale
were measured on a five-point Likert type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree)

and can be found in Table 13.

Table 13. Items used to measure Perceived Risk

Number Item

13.1 I have concerns about searching for apparel/footwear product information via this
online retailer

13.2 I have concerns about browsing apparel/footwear products via this online retailer

13.3 I have concerns about making a purchase of apparel/footwear products via this
online retailer

13.4 I have concerns about making a payment transaction via this online retailer

135 I have concerns about reporting my complaints about the purchase made from this
online retailer
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Data Analysis

Preliminary Analysis

Scales were analyzed for reliability among the sample data using Cronbach’s
Coefficient alpha. Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) criterion for acceptable scale alpha’s
(>0.70) was used for a benchmark. Using the final data set, confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) was performed to determine whether the scales used to measure the constructs
required modification. Descriptive statistics including means and frequencies were used to

evaluate the characteristics of the sample.

Hypothesis Testing

Once the scales were confirmed and after fitting an acceptable CFA, a two-stage
Structural Equation Model (SEM) was used to test the network of hypotheses. The SEM and
research hypotheses were evaluated using analysis of covariant structure techniques
supported by the SEM software AMOS. This modeling method is ideal for simultaneously
testing relationships between latent constructs. The following chapter discusses the sample
characteristics, results of the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and the subsequent

structural equation model (SEM) developed for this study.
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CHAPTER IV
DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
The purpose of this chapter is to explain the data analysis and results for the current
study. First, the sample characteristics and online shopping behavior are described. Next, the
measure refinement process is examined. This process includes reliability analysis,
unidimensionality analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, and structural equation modeling.

Finally, the hypotheses included in the study are tested and the findings are presented.

Sample Characteristics

Demographic Characteristics

A total of 283 students were included in the final sample. The demographics of the
sample are summarized in Table 14. The ages of the respondents range from 18- 30 years
with none of the respondents exceeding 30 years of age. The majority of students were in the
age range of 18-20 (60.4 percent) followed by 21-23 (35.7 percent). There were only 11
respondents who were above 23 years old, mostly consisting of graduate students. Gender
was highly skewed with 86.2 percent of the respondents being female and 13.8 respondents
being male. The class standing of the respondents showed diversity. The majority of the
respondents were sophomores and juniors (25.4 percent and 20.5 percent, respectively).
There were almost equal number of freshmen (18.4 percent) and seniors (18.7 percent) and
15.5 percent of master students in the sample. PhD students made up only 1.4 percent of the
survey respondents. The majority of undergraduate students in the sample are due to the

predominant use of undergraduate classes for data collection.
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Table 14. Sample Demographic Characteristics

Characteristic Frequency Percent
Age

18-20 171 60.4
21-23 101 35.7
24-26 5 1.8
27-29 4 1.4
30 2 0.7
Over 30 0 0
Gender

Male 39 13.8
Female 244 86.2
Grade level

Freshman 52 18.4
Sophomore 72 25.4
Junior 58 20.5
Senior 53 18.7
Masters 44 15.5
PhD 4 1.4
Major

FTM 224 79.2
TT 24 8.5
TE 24 8.5
PCC 8 2.8
Other 3 1.1
Ethnic background

African-American or Black 27 9.5
Asian 44 155
Caucasian or White 203 71.7
Hispanic 5 1.8
Others 4 1.4

The majority of the respondents were pursuing degree in Fashion and Textile

Management (79.2 percent). There were equal numbers of respondents pursuing degrees in
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both Textile Technology and Textile Engineering (8.5 percent each) and 2.8 percent of the
respondents were pursuing degree in Polymer and Color Chemistry. The other majors
contributed only 1.1 percent of the survey respondents. In terms of race, 71.7 percent of
respondents were Caucasian/White, 15.5 percent Asian, 9.5 percent African-American/Black,
1.8 percent Hispanic/Latino, and 1.4 percent of the respondents had some other ethnic

background.

Online Shopping Behavior

Next, the online purchase behavior of the respondents was analyzed. The results of
this analysis can be found in Table 15. Respondents were asked to name the online retailer
and brand from where they had most recently purchased apparel/footwear within the last six
months. Respondents were also asked to mention the apparel/footwear product they
purchased from that retailer. All 283 respondents (100 percent) owned a computer and had
purchased apparel & footwear online within the past six months. Approximately 71.7 percent
of the respondents had purchased apparel/footwear from the online retailer/website they
mentioned before. This indicates that most of the respondents have had previous experience
shopping for apparel/footwear from the online retailer/website they mentioned. The majority
of the respondents (39.2 percent) spend 10-20 hours a week using the Internet.
Approximately 30 percent of respondents spend more than 20 hours using the Internet,
followed by 25.4 percent who spend 5-10 hours and only 5.7 percent who spend less than 5
hours using the Internet. It is not surprising that our sample consisting of college students
spend a great deal of time using the Internet. Forty eight percent of the students responded

that they ‘often’ purchased apparel/footwear (online + offline). Seventeen percent of the
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respondents purchased apparel/footwear (online + offline) ‘very often’. However, 22.6
percent of the respondents ‘sometimes’ purchase apparel/footwear (online + offline). The
remaining 12.4 percent of the respondents rarely purchased apparel/footwear (online +
offline). When respondents were asked how often they purchase apparel/footwear online
only, 47.3 percent of the respondents answered ‘sometimes’, 36.4 percents responded ‘rarely’
and the rest 16.3 percent responded ‘often’ and ‘very often’ (11.7 percent and 4.6 percent,
respectively). Most respondents spend less than 99 dollars per month on apparel/footwear
purchases online, twenty-three percent of the respondents spend 100-249 dollars per month
and the remaining only 2.1 percent of the respondents spend more than 250 dollars per month
on apparel/footwear purchases online.

Respondents were asked to name the online apparel/footwear retailer from which they
purchased apparel/footwear within the last six months, in order to anchor their answers to a
specific purchase experience. The top online apparel/footwear retailers are shown in Table
16. Victoria’s Secret was the most frequently mentioned online retailer, with 10.3 percent of
respondents reporting an online purchase from Victoria’s Secret as their most recent purchase
experience. Nordstrom and Zappos were the next most cited online retailers, with 6.5 and 6.1
percent each. Similarly, other online retailers and their frequency and percent are shown in
Table 16. “Others” include other online retailers which were cited by three or less than three

respondents in the survey, thus contributing 38.1 percent in total.
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Table 15. Online Shopping Behavior

Question Frequency Percent
Do you own a computer?
Yes 283 100
No 0 0
On average, how many hours a week do you spend using the
Internet?
1-5 16 5.7
5-10 72 25.4
10-20 111 39.2
>20 84 29.7
Have you ever purchased apparel & footwear online?
Yes 283 100
No 0 0
How often do you typically purchase apparel & footwear?
Very Often 47 16.6
Often 137 48.4
Sometimes 64 22.6
Rarely 35 12.4
Never 0 0.0
How often do you typically purchase apparel & footwear online?
Very Often 13 4.6
Often 33 11.7
Sometimes 134 47.3
Rarely 103 36.4
Never 0 0.0
How much do you spend on apparel & footwear purchases online in
an average month?
>500 2 0.7
250-499 4 1.4
100-249 65 23.0
<99 212 74.9
Have you ever purchased from this online apparel & footwear
retailer/website before?
Yes 203 71.7
No 80 28.3
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Table 16. Top Apparel/Footwear E-retailers

Online retailer Frequency Percent
Victoria’s Secret 29 10.3
Nordstrom 18 6.5
Zappos 17 6.1
American Eagle 15 5.4
J Crew 14 5.0
Urban Outfitters 14 5.0
Forever 21 13 4.7
Target 9 3.3
E-bay 7 2.6
TOMS 6 2.3
Nike 6 2.3
Amazon 5 2.0
Express 5 2.0
Aldo 4 1.7
Abercrombie & Fitch 4 1.7
Others 117 38.1
Total 283 100

Table 17 shows the frequency and percent of top apparel/footwear product purchased
by the respondents from the online apparel/footwear retailer they cited. Shirt/t-shirts/tops,
and boots were the most frequently purchased product categories, accounting for 19.7 percent
each. The next frequently purchased products were dresses (15.3 percent), shoes (14.0
percent), jeans/pants (10.5 percent), jackets/blazers/coats (10.2 percent), and lingerie/bathing
suits (5.2 percent). Other apparel/footwear products were mentioned just once or twice by the

respondents, constituting 4.3 percent of the overall survey responses.
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Table 17. Top Apparel/Footwear Product Categories

Apparel/footwear product Frequency Percent
Shirts/t-shirts/tops 56 19.7
Boots ol 19.7
Dresses 41 15.3
Shoes 38 14.0
Jeans/pants 29 10.5
Jackets/blazers/coats 27 10.2
Lingerie/bathing suits 14 5.2
Others 27 4.3
Total 283 100

In addition to the name of the online apparel/footwear retailer, respondents were also
asked to cite the name of the apparel/footwear brand they purchased from that retailer. For
example, a few respondents purchased Nike from Nike.com, while others purchased Nike
from Amazon.com. The top online apparel/footwear brands can be found in Table 18.
Victoria’s Secret brand including the sub-brand Pink was the most frequently cited brand
(10.4 percent). This was likely because Victoria’s Secret was also the top online
apparel/footwear retailer. J Crew, American Eagle and Forever 21 were the next three cited
brands, with 5.0 percent, 4.6 percent and 4.3 percent, respectively. Others include the
apparel/footwear brands which were mentioned by only three or less than three respondents,

constituting 53.1 percent of the overall survey responses.
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Table 18. Top Online Apparel/Footwear Brands

Brand Frequency Percent
Victoria’s secret, Pink 29 104
J Crew 14 5.0
American Eagle 13 4.6
Forever 21 12 4.3
Nike 10 3.6
Urban Outfitters 9 3.5
UGG 8 2.9
TOMS 6 2.2
Steve Madden 6 2.1
Express 5 1.8
Joe 5 1.8
Puma 5 1.9
Abercrombie & Fitch 4 1.4
Aldo 4 1.4
Others 153 53.1
Total 283 100

Measure Refinement
The measures used in the study were refined in order to retain only those items that
are the most relevant, valid, and reliable. This refinement is required for data analysis using
structural equation modeling. All the measures in the study were examined by first checking
their reliabilities using Cronbach’s Alpha prior to performing confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA). The unidimensionality of the measures was then examined by performing
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). After fitting an acceptable Confirmatory factor Model,

the structural equation model (SEM) was tested using AMOS software.
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Reliability Analysis

“A measure of the internal consistency of the construct indicators, depicting the
degree to which they ‘indicate’ the common latent (unobserved) construct” is referred to
reliability (Hair et al., 1995, p.641). In order to measure the reliability of the scales used in
the study, Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha, ranging from zero to one was used. In general,
Cronbach’s alpha increases as the correlation between items increases, values of one were
indicating higher reliability among the indicators (Hair et al., 1995). Cronbach’s alpha
values of 0.70 and higher are considered acceptable when determining reliability (Frankel &
Wallen, 2006). Table 19 presents the reliability coefficients for the measures in the study. All
the items in the following measures: attitude, perceived usefulness, trust in e-shopping, e-
shopping quality, brand loyalty and perceived risk, were retained because the associated
reliability coefficients were 0.867, 0.876, 0.845, 0.879, 0.773 and 0.944 respectively (all

greater then 0.70) (Frankel & Wallen, 2006).

Table 19. Reliability Analysis of Measures

Measure Initial Cronbach’s Items Removed Final Cronbach’s

Alpha Alpha
Attitude 0.867 None 0.867
Purchase Intention 0.408 P17 0.688
Usefulness 0.876 None 0.876
Ease of Use 0.915 EASE1 0.934
Trust in e- shopping 0.845 None 0.845
Shopping Enjoyment 0.694 ENJOY3, ENJOY7 0.874
E-shopping Quality 0.879 None 0.879
Brand Trust 0.859 BTRUSTS5, BTRUST11 0.893
Brand Loyalty 0.773 None 0.773
Brand Image 0.857 BIMAGE3 0.895
Brand Familiarity 0.629 BFAM2 0.718
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Purchase Intention. The original scale used to measure purchase intention indicated
a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.408 which was below the acceptable threshold, and was thus deemed
unacceptable. The item-total statistics indicated that a single item P17, “I will shop for
apparel & footwear using the Internet in the near future” needed to be removed from the
scale. With this deletion, the reliability coefficient would incrementally improve (0.688).
Thus, item PI7 was eliminated from the scale to increase the Cronbach’s coefficient alpha
value and the reliability of the model. Finally, six out of the original seven purchase intention
items were retained.

Ease of Use. The original scale used to measure ease of use indicated a Cronbach’s
coefficient alpha of 0.915. However, item EASEL, “Learning to use the Internet for
shopping is easy for me” was eliminated from the results to increase the Cronbach’s alpha
value to 0.934, thus increasing the reliability of the model. Finally, five out of the original six
ease of use items were retained.

Shopping Enjoyment. The original scale used to measure shopping enjoyment
indicated a Cronbach’s coefficient alpha of 0.694, which was below the acceptable threshold,
and was thus deemed unacceptable. The item-total statistics indicated that if two items,
ENJOY3, “Online shopping is boring” and ENJOY7, “One shopping makes me
uncomfortable” were removed from the scale, the reliability coefficient would be improved
(0.874), thus increasing the reliability of the model. Therefore, these two items were deleted

and six out of the original eight shopping enjoyment items were retained.
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Brand Trust. The original scale used to measure brand trust indicated a Cronbach’s
coefficient alpha of 0.859. However, two items, BTRUSTS, “This brand does not always
satisfy my needs” and BTRUST11, “This brand would not be willing in solving the problem I
could have with the apparel/footwear product” were eliminated to increase the Cronbach’s
alpha value to 0.893, thus increasing the reliability of the model. Finally, nine out of the
original eleven brand trust items were retained.

Brand Image. The original scale used to measure brand image indicated a
Cronbach’s coefficient alpha of 0.857. However, item BIMAGE3, “I think that this
apparel/footwear brand is: Modern/Outdated” was eliminated to increase the Cronbach’s
alpha value to 0.895, thus increasing the reliability of the model. Finally, eight out of the
original nine brand image items were retained.

Brand Familiarity. The original scale used to measure brand familiarity indicated a
Cronbach’s coefficient alpha of 0.629. The item-total statistics indicated that if one item,
BFAM2, “Please indicate the extent to which you feel you have enough information to make
an informed judgment about whether or not to purchase this brand: No previous
experience/a lot of previous experience” was removed from the scale, the reliability
coefficient would be improved (0.718), achieving an acceptable alpha level thereby
increasing the reliability of the model. Since one item, BFAM2 was eliminated from the
analysis, only two items remain. Pearson’s correlation coefficient was used to evaluate the
consistency between these two items. The test indicated a positive, significant estimate
(R=0.576, P-value=.000), supporting the use of these items in the measurement model.

Finally, two out of the original three brand familiarity items were retained.
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Unidimensionality Analysis

When the items of a scale estimate just one factor, the scale is considered
unidimensional. In order to examine the unidimensionality of the measures, confirmatory
factor analysis was used (Gerbing & Anderson, 1988). The standardized regression weights
for all the items were examined. All items that loaded weakly on a hypothesized factor
(factor loading < 0.5) were removed from the scale, thus supporting a unidimensional scale.

Using this approach, two items were removed from two different constructs: P16, “I
intend to use the Internet whenever appropriate to do my shopping” from the Purchase
Intention (PI) scale and EQUALL, “This website is a waste of my time” from the E-shopping
Quality (EQUAL) scale. Item P16 loaded at 0.309 and was consequently eliminated from the
Purchase Intention (PI) scale. Item EQUAL1 loaded at 0.442 and was removed from the E-
shopping Quality (EQUAL) scale. The item EQUALL was reverse scored and the wording of
the item may have confused the respondents. After these two items were removed, all the

scales in the study were assumed to be unidimensional.

Data Analysis
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was used to analyze the items that measured
each latent variable. In order to analyze the relationships between the variables used in the
study, structural equation modeling (SEM) was used. Both stages of the analysis, the CFA
and SEM were performed using the AMOS software. Model fit for both the CFA and SEM
with respect to the given data set can be assessed using numerous indices. For this study,

Chi-square the goodness-of-fit statistic, CMIN/DF ratio, the Bentler comparative fit index
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(CF1), and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) and its corresponding p-

close value were examined.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) is a special form of factor analysis which is
used to assess the number of factors and the loadings of variables. This analysis is done to
improve the overall fit of the model. The unnecessary items are omitted and the similar items
are correlated. In a confirmatory factor analysis, all the variables in the model are allowed to
co vary, even though there is no expected relationship between the variables. Therefore, all
the variables in the proposed model are included in the CFA. The first CFA model was run
using the full dataset (N=284).

Normality and Mahalanobis d-squared. First, the normality of the data set was
evaluated based upon evaluation of skewness/kurtosis of the data. An analysis on critical
ratios for skewness/kurtosis indicated no significant evidence of threats to normality.
Therefore all the items were retained at this point for the SEM. Secondly, the Mahalanobis
distances were used to examine the data for ‘outliers’. Mahalanobis distance is the distance
of the observations from the centroid. From the results of CFA, it can be seen that
observation number 238 has Mahalanobis d-squared of 211.655 and p<0.000. Thus, it was
removed from the data set leaving the total number of observations to 283 (N = 283).

Factor Loadings. The majority of the standardized regression weights between items
and variables were determined to be significant, with the exception of two items (PI6 and
EQUALL1L) as discussed in the previous section. Item P16, “I intend to use the Internet

whenever appropriate to do my shopping” produced a weak loading of 0.309 and item
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EQUALL, “This website is a waste of my time” produced a weak loading of 0.442.
Therefore, both the items were removed from the model.

CFA Modifications. Finally, the modification indices of the within factor correlated
error terms among the items were examined. All those items measuring the same variable
and which were similar in content were examined. All those cases where the modification
index for the error terms of two items measuring the same construct was greater than 20 were
considered for examination in this stage of the analysis. All these error terms of the two items
were correlated in order to determine if this improved the fit of the model. Previous literature
indicates that the practice of correlating adjacent and consecutive items can substantially
improve the fit of a model (Fields, Thacker, & Tetrick, 1990). The results of all the above

analysis are discussed in the following section.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) Results

A large Chi-square statistic relative to the degrees of freedom is an indicative of a
considerable difference between the observed and the estimated matrices (Hair et al., 1995).
The initial run of the CFA model (CFA baseline) produced a chi-square of 6196.866 at 2573
degrees of freedom. The CMIN/DF ratio should be equal to or less than 2.0 in order to
indicate a close fit of the model. CMIN/DF for the baseline CFA model was 2.408, and thus
considered unacceptable. Next, the Bentler comparative fit index (CFI) was examined. In
determining the CFI for the model, the existing model is compared to the independence
model, which assumes that the latent variables in the morel are uncorrelated (Hair et al.,
2006). The range of the Bentler CFI index is from 0.0 to 1.0, with the value of 1.0

representing the best fit model. The CFI for the baseline CFA was found to be 0.735.
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The RMSEA (Root mean square error of approximation) reflects the error of
approximation in the population (Byrne, 2001). Therefore, it actually estimates how well the
model would theoretically fit the population covariance matrix. The RMSEA value for the
initial run of the CFA model was 0.071 with a p-close of 0.000. A close-fitting model in
relation to the degrees of freedom is indicated by a RMSEA value of 0.05 or less (Bryne,
2001; Browne & Cudeck, 1993). The perfect fit of the model would be indicated by a
RMSEA value of 0.00, a reasonable fit would be indicated by a RMSEA value of 0.08 and
likewise, a RMSEA value of 0.10 or higher would indicate a poor fitting model. The
closeness of the fit value (p-close) is also important to the RMSEA value. P-close value
indicates the probability that the fit meets the closeness criterion of the RMSEA value.

As we can see from the above results, the statistics produced from the initial run of
the CFA model (Baseline CFA) were not acceptable; certain steps were taken to improve the
fit of the model. The first step was to remove the observation number 238 from the data set
since the observation indicated a very high Mahalanobis d-squared. Secondly, the two items
(P16 and EQUAL1) which had weak standard regression weights were removed. The next
step was to examine the modification indices for within-factor correlation between items.

Table 20 shows the within factor correlated error terms included in the model:
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Table 20. Correlated Error Terms

Correlated error terms Items

e2/el BTRUST2/BTRUST],

e3/e2 BTRUST3/BTRUST2,

e6/e5 BTRUST7/BTRUSTS,
el11/e10 RISK2/RISK1,
e21/e23 BIMAGE4/BIMAGES,
e22/e23 BIMAGE5/BIMAGES,
e25/e26 BIMAGE9/BIMAGES,
e46/e45 EQUALS3/EQUALZ2,
e51/e50 EQUALS/EQUALY7,
e55/e54 EQUAL12/EQUAL11,
e58/e60 EQUALI15/EQUAL17,
£69/e68 USE6/USE5

The first area of concern about within-factor correlation occurred in the brand trust
construct. Item BTRUSTL, “With this brand I obtain what I look for in an apparel/footwear
product” and item BTRUST2, “This is a brand that meets my expectations” produced a
modification index of 97.616. The error terms of these two items were allowed to correlate
since it seems reasonable that someone who feels that a brand meets their expectations may
also feel that with that brand, they obtain what they look for in an apparel /footwear product.
Iltem BTRUSTZ2, “I have confidence in this brand” and item BTRUST3, “I have confidence
in this brand” produced a modification index of 145.241 and thus the error terms of these
two items were correlated. Again, a brand that meets consumers’ expectations is likely to
increase consumers’ confidence in that brand, and hence it is reasonable to correlate the
errors related to these two items. Similarly, item BTRUSTG6, “This brand is honest and

sincere in addressing my concerns” and item BTRUST7, “This brand makes every effort to

69



satisfy me” produced a modification index of 94.020, and hence the error terms of these two
items were allowed to correlate.

Another area of concern regarding within-factor error correlation occurred in the
perceived risk construct. Item RISK1, “I am concerned about searching for
apparel/footwear product information via this online retailer” and RISK2, “I am concerned
about browsing apparel/footwear products via this online retailer” produced a modification
index of 72.064. Here, the wordings of the items might have confused the respondents and
thus, the error terms of these two items were allowed to correlate.

Iltem BIMAGEA4, “I think that this apparel/footwear brand is: Unpopular/Popular”
and item BIMAGESG, “I think that this apparel/footwear brand is: Not Stylish/Stylish”
produced a modification index of 103.400. Thus, the error terms of these items were allowed
to correlate. Item BIMAGES, I think that this apparel/footwear brand is:
Unattractive/Attractive” and item BIMAGESG, “I think that this apparel/footwear brand is:
Not Stylish/Stylish” produced a modification index of 125.960. Someone who considers a
brand to be stylish might also feel that that brand is attractive and vice-versa. Hence, it is
reasonable to correlate the error terms of these two items. Item BIMAGES, I think that this
apparel/footwear brand is: Low quality/High quality” and item BIMAGEY, “I think that this
apparel/footwear brand is Not durable/Durable” produced a modification index of 53.134.
Again, someone who considers a brand to be of low quality might also consider the brand to
be not so durable, and vice-versa. Hence, the error terms of these two items were also

allowed to correlate.
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Another area of concern about the within-factor correlation occurred in the e-
shopping quality construct. Item EQUAL2, “I can go to exactly what I want quickly” and
item EQUALS, “The organization and layout of the website facilitates searching for
products” produced a modification index of 51.814. Respondents who feel that the layout of
the website facilitates their search for products might also feel that they can go to exactly
what they want on the website quickly. Therefore, the error terms of the items EQUAL2 and
EQUAL3 were allowed to correlate. Similarly, item EQUAL7Y, “Customer service personnel
are always willing to help you” and item EQUALS, “Inquiries are answered promptly”
produced a modification index of 73.305. Since both the statements are related to each other,
as only if the customer service personnel are willing to help consumers, their inquires will be
answered promptly, therefore the error terms of both these items were allowed to correlate.
Similarly item EQUALLL, “I feel safe in my transactions with this website” and item
EQUAL12, “I feel I can trust this website” produced a modification index of 54.847 and the
error terms were allowed to correlate. Item EQUALL5, “It is really fun to shop at this
website” and EQUALL7, “Buying at this website is exciting for me” produced a modification
index of 71.527, and the error terms of these two items were allowed to correlate.

Finally, another area of concern about the within-factor correlation occurred in the
usefulness construct. Item USES, “Online shopping makes it easier to do shopping” and item
USEG6, “Online shopping is useful in my shopping task” produced a modification index of
67.047. Respondents who considered online shopping to be useful in their shopping task

might also feel that it makes it easier for them to shop online rather than brick-and-mortar
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stores. Hence, the error terms of these two items were reasonable to correlate with each other.
Therefore, the error terms of the items USES and USEG6 were allowed to correlate.

After these changes were made in the CFA model, it was run again and it showed a
great improvement with a chi-square of 4817.877 at 2418 degrees of freedom, a CMIN/DF of
1.993, a CFI of 0.825, and a RMSEA value of 0.059. All these values were close to the
acceptable ranges and based on the results of this analysis, the confirmatory factor analytic
model was accepted. Table 21 summarizes the results of the CFA analysis before-and-after

the changes made in the model.

Table 21. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results

Action Taken Chi2 DF P | Chi2/DF | CFI | RMSEA LO HI

(p-close) 90 90

Original CFA Model | 6196.866 | 2573 | .000 | 2.408 735 | .071 .068 | .073
(.000)

Final CFA Model 4817.877 | 2418 | .000 | 1.993 .825 | 0.059 .057 | .062
(.000)

Structural Equation Model (SEM)

Structural equation modeling (SEM) was performed using AMOS software to
evaluate the theoretical model developed in the previous chapter. Table 22 shows the list of
four exogenous (independent) variables and eight endogenous (dependent) variables in the

structural equation model.
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Table 22. Endogenous and Exogenous Variables in the SEM

Endogenous Exogenous
Brand Loyalty Brand Trust
Perceived Risk Brand Familiarity

Purchase Intention Brand Image
Attitude E-shopping Quality

Trust in online shopping
Perceived usefulness
Perceived Ease of Use
Shopping Enjoyment

The SEM produced a chi-square of 4464.824 (p-value = 0.000) at 2445 degrees of
freedom, a CMIN/DF of 1.9, a CFI of 0.839, and a RMSEA value of 0.0056 (p=0.000).
These statistics reflect an acceptable model fit for the sample data. Therefore, the analysis

proceeded with interpretation of the hypothesis.

Hypotheses Tests
All the twenty-one hypotheses were tested using structural equation modeling. Table
23 summarizes the results of the hypotheses tests. Thirteen of the 21 hypotheses were
supported in the expected directions. P-values associated with each standardized path

estimate are used to determine significance at an alpha level of 0.05 (Figure 4).
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Table 23. Results of SEM Model

Hypothesis | Relationship ~ Estimate S.E. C.R. P Supported
H1 ATT >PI 0.306 0.080 3.818 0.000 Yes
H2 PU 2ATT 0.177 0.073 2.423 0.015 Yes
H3 PU >PI 0.021 0.019 1.067 0.286 No
H4 PEOU >PU 0.359 0.069 5.169 0.000 Yes
H5 PEOU 2>ATT 0.141 0.068 2.073 0.038 Yes
H6 TRST >PU 0.207 0.079 2.623 0.009 Yes
H7 TRST >ATT 0.486 0.081 5.974 0.000 Yes
H8 ENJ > PU 0.494 0.099 4.992 0.000 Yes
H9 ENJ >ATT -0.034 0.092 -0.371 0.711 No
H10 EQ >TRST 0.850 0.116 7.303 0.000 Yes
H11 EQ > ENJ 0.397 0.084 4.749 0.000 Yes
H12 EQ ->PEOU 0.473 0.099 4.768 0.000 Yes
H13 BT >RISK -0.255 0.094 -2.705 0.007 Yes
H14 BT >PI -0.028 0.044 -0.628 0.530 No
H15 BT->BL 0.625 0.064 9.820 0.000 Yes
H16 BL >PI 0.069 0.049 1.408 0.159 No
H17 Bl >ATT 0.090 0.056 1.606 0.108 No
H18 Bl >PI 0.003 0.020 0.138 0.891 No
H19 BF >PI 0.006 0.026 0.214 0.831 No
H20 BF >RISK -0.067 0.086 -0.779 0.436 No
H21 RISK 2Pl -0.056 0.023 -2.429 0.015 Yes
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Figure 4. Structural Equation Model with Estimates. Note. ** significant at p-value < 0.001; * significant at p-value < 0.05
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Hypothesis One

Hypothesis one states that consumers’ attitude towards apparel/footwear e-shopping
would be positively associated with consumers’ purchase intention. This hypothesis was
supported based on the standardized estimate of 0.306 with an associated p-value of 0.000.
Higher values of standardized estimates are generally more desirable, based on the fact that
the standardized estimate is equivalent to beta weights in other forms of multivariate
analysis. However, the p-value associated with the standardized weight is a better indicator
of the fit. In cases where the p-value is less than 0.001, the standardized estimates are not as
important. Based on the results of the hypothesis test, it appears that consumer’ attitude

towards e-shopping has a positive influence on consumers’ purchase intention.

Hypothesis Two

Hypothesis two states that consumers’ perception of usefulness of the Internet
technology for e-shopping would be positively related to consumers’ attitude towards e-
shopping. Since the hypothesis test produced a standardized estimate of 0.177 with an
associated p-value of 0.015, the hypothesis is supported. Hence, it is likely that consumers’
perception of usefulness of the Internet technology for e-shopping has a significantly positive

influence on consumers’ attitude towards e-shopping.

Hypothesis Three
Hypothesis three states that consumers’ perception of usefulness of the Internet
technology for e-shopping would be positively related to consumers’ purchase intention.

Since the hypothesis produced a standardized estimate of 0.021 with an associated p-value of
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0.286, the hypothesis is not supported. Hence, even though consumers’ perception of the
Internet technology has a significant influence on consumers’ attitude, it does not have a

significant influence on consumers’ purchase intention.

Hypothesis Four

Hypothesis four states that consumers’ perception of ease of use of the Internet
technology for e-shopping would be positively related to consumers’ perception of
usefulness of the Internet technology. The hypothesis provided a standardized estimate of
0.359 with an associated p-value of 0.000. Therefore, hypothesis 4 was supported. Hence, as
perceived ease of use of the Internet technology increases, perceived usefulness of the
Internet technology increases. This means that consumers who perceive that using the

Internet for shopping is easy, they also perceive that using the Internet for shopping is useful.

Hypothesis Five

Hypothesis five states that consumer perception of ease of use of the Internet
technology for shopping would be positively related to consumer attitude towards e-
shopping. This hypothesis was supported based on the standardized estimate of 0.141 with an
associated p-value of 0.038. Hence, it is likely that as perceived ease of use of the Internet

technology increases, consumer attitude towards e-shopping increases.

Hypothesis Six
Hypothesis six states that consumers’ perception of trust in the Internet technology
for shopping would be positively related to consumers’ perception of usefulness of the

Internet technology for shopping. Since the hypothesis produced a standardized estimate of
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0.207 with an associated p-value of 0.009, the hypothesis is supported. Hence, as perceived
trust in the Internet technology increases, perceived usefulness of the Internet technology for

shopping increases.

Hypothesis Seven

Hypothesis seven states that consumers’ perception of trust in e-shopping would be
positively associated with consumer attitude towards e-shopping. Since the hypothesis
produced a standardized estimate of 0.486 with an associated p-value of 0.000, the
hypothesis was supported. Therefore, it is likely that as perceived trust in online shopping

increases, positive attitude towards e-shopping increases.

Hypothesis Eight

Hypothesis eight states that more the consumers enjoy shopping online; more is the
perceived usefulness of the Internet technology for shopping. The hypothesis produced a
standardized estimate of 0.494 with an associated p-value of 0.000. Therefore, Hypothesis 8
is supported. Based on the hypothesis test, it appears that as the enjoyment in online

shopping increases, perceived usefulness of the Internet technology increases.

Hypothesis Nine

Hypothesis nine states that as the enjoyment in e-shopping increases, attitude of
consumers towards e-shopping increases. Based on the standardized estimate of (-0.034) with
an associated p-value of 0.711, this hypothesis is not supported. Hence, according to the
hypothesis test results, shopping enjoyment does not have a positive influence on consumers’

attitude.
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Hypothesis Ten

Hypothesis ten states that there is positive relationship between e-shopping quality
and consumers’ perception of trust in e-shopping. Since the hypothesis produced a
standardized estimate 0.850 with an associated p-value of 0.000, the hypothesis was
supported. Hence, it is likely that as e-shopping quality increases, consumers’ perceived trust

in e-shopping increases.

Hypothesis Eleven

Hypothesis eleven states that there is positive relationship between e-shopping quality
and consumers’ perception of enjoyment in e- shopping. Since the hypothesis produced a
standardized estimate of 0.397 with an associated p-value of 0.000, the hypothesis is
supported. Hence, it is likely that as e-shopping quality increases, consumers’ perceived

shopping enjoyment in e-shopping increases.

Hypothesis Twelve

Hypothesis twelve states that e-shopping quality has a positive influence on perceived
ease of use of the Internet technology. Since the hypothesis produced a standardized estimate
of 0.472 with an associated p-value of 0.000, the hypothesis is supported. Hence, it is likely
that as e-shopping quality increases, perceived ease of use of the Internet technology for

shopping increases.

Hypothesis Thirteen
Hypothesis thirteen states that as trust in a brand increases, perceived risk in online

shopping for that brand decreases. Since the hypothesis produced a standardized estimate of
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(-0.255) with an associated p-value of 0.007, the hypothesis is supported. The negative
standardized estimate is because of the reverse relationship between brand trust and
perceived risk. Hence, it appears that brand trust has a significant influence on perceived risk

in online shopping for that brand, and brand trust decreases as risk increases.

Hypothesis Fourteen

Hypothesis fourteen states that as brand trust increases, consumers’ purchase
intention for that brand increases. Since the hypothesis produced a standardized estimate of -
0.028 with an associated p-value of 0.530, the hypothesis is not supported. Hence, it appears
that brand trust does not have a significantly positive influence on consumers’ purchase

intention.

Hypothesis Fifteen

Hypothesis fifteen states that as brand trust increases, brand loyalty for that brand
increases. Since the hypothesis produced a standardized estimate of 0.625 with an associated
p-value of 0.000, the hypothesis is supported. Hence, brand trust has a significantly positive

influence on brand loyalty.

Hypothesis Sixteen

Hypothesis sixteen states that brand loyalty has a positive influence on consumers’
purchase intention. Since the hypothesis produced a standardized estimate of 0.069 with an
associated p-value of 0.159, the hypothesis is not supported. Hence, brand loyalty does not

significantly influence consumers’ purchase intention.
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Hypothesis Seventeen

Hypothesis seventeen states that strong brand image has a positive influence on
consumer attitude towards that brand. Since the hypothesis produced a standardized estimate
of 0.090 with an associated p-value of 0.108, the hypothesis was not supported. Hence, brand
image does not have a significantly positive influence on consumer attitude towards shopping

for that brand.

Hypothesis Eighteen

Hypothesis eighteen states that as the strength of brand image increases, consumers’
purchase intention for that brand increases. Since the hypothesis produced a standardized
estimate of 0.003 with an associated p-value of 0.891, the hypothesis was not supported.
Hence, brand image does not have a significantly positive influence on consumers’ purchase

intention.

Hypothesis Nineteen

Hypothesis nineteen states that as brand familiarity increases, consumers’ purchase
intention for that brand increases. Since the hypothesis produced a standardized estimate of
0.006 with an associated p-value of 0.831, the hypothesis is not supported. Hence, brand

familiarity does not have a significantly positive influence on consumers’ purchase intention.

Hypothesis Twenty
Hypothesis twenty states that as brand familiarity increases, perceived risk associated

with that brand decreases. Since the hypothesis produced a standardized estimate of (-0.067)
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with an associated p-value of 0.436, the hypothesis is not supported. Hence, brand familiarity

is not significantly influenced by perceived risk.

Hypothesis Twenty-one

Hypothesis twenty-one states that as perceived risk in e-shopping/brand decreases,
consumers’ purchase intention increases. Since the hypothesis produced a standardized
estimate of (-0.056) with an associated p-value of 0.015, the hypothesis is supported. Hence,

consumers’ purchase intention increases with decrease in perceived risk.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

The purpose of this research was to examine the impact of brand and experiential
factors on the acceptance of e-shopping for apparel products using a Technology Acceptance
Model (TAM) approach. Specifically the study examined the influence of four brand factors
including: brand trust, brand loyalty, brand image, and brand familiarity on consumer attitude
towards e-shopping and their purchase intention. The study also examined the influence of
experiential factors including: trust in e-shopping, shopping enjoyment, e-shopping quality,
and perceived risk in e-shopping on consumer attitude and purchase intention. In addition to
this, the relationships between the brand factors, experiential factors and the core constructs
of the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) including: perceived usefulness and perceived
ease of use, were also evaluated. The Technology Acceptance Model has been developing in
the literature; however, previous researchers have overlooked the importance of the
apparel/footwear brand in their studies. In contrast, this study was unique since it specifically
examined all the relationships among constructs and their influences on consumer attitude
and purchase intention only for “apparel/footwear” products. The study undertook a survey
of 284 students in the North Carolina State University enrolled in classes in the College of
Textiles.

Following is a review of the findings, implications, limitations and the suggestions for
future research for this study. Relationships between focal constructs are discussed and the
conceptual and methodological limitations of the study are presented. Further, the

implications are discussed and recommendations for future research are suggested.
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Conclusions

This study explores the brand and experiential factors influencing consumer
acceptance of online shopping for apparel/footwear. The study integrates brand trust, brand
loyalty, brand image, brand familiarity, trust, enjoyment and perceived risk as critical beliefs
about online shopping. E-shopping quality was proposed as an antecedent to trust and
shopping enjoyment (Ha & Stoel, 2009). All these concepts were tested using a modification
of the Technology Acceptance Model.

The statistical results indicated that thirteen out of twenty-one hypothesis were
supported (Figure 4 and Table 23). The results of the study indicate that consumer purchase
intention is significantly influenced by consumer attitude. Therefore, a strong link exists
between consumer attitude and consumer purchase intention. The findings of the current
study also indicate that consumer attitude towards apparel/footwear e-shopping is
significantly influenced by perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use. These results
support the prior TAM results finding usefulness and ease of use to be two important beliefs
influencing consumer attitude (Davis, 1989; Monsuwe et al, 2004; Vijayasarathy, 2004). The
findings also suggest that consumer attitude is significantly influenced by trust in online
shopping, but not influenced by shopping enjoyment. This finding is contrary to Ha and Stoel
(2009) who found that attitude towards e-shopping is significantly influenced by enjoyment,
but not by ease of use (Ha & Stoel, 2009). This inconsistency suggests the need for further
investigation.

Results show that perceived usefulness is significantly influenced by ease of use, trust

and shopping enjoyment. Again, these results support the findings of previous research which
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indicates that ease of use, trust and enjoyment significantly influenced perceived usefulness
(Childers et. al, 200; Gefen, 2004; Ha & Stoel, 2009; Monsuwe et al, 2004). Findings of the
current study suggested that as trust in online shopping and shopping enjoyment increases,
perceived usefulness of the Internet technology increases. Also, the easier to use a
technology, the more useful it is perceived to be. Findings indicate that e-shopping quality
significantly impacts trust, enjoyment and perceived ease of use, supporting all three
hypotheses. These findings are strongly consistent with previous research that suggests that
e-shopping quality is an antecedent to beliefs about online shopping (Ahn et. al, 2003; Ha &
Stoel, 2009).

This study extends the TAM framework for online shopping by incorporating brand
factors including: brand trust, brand loyalty, brand image, and brand familiarity. Research
indicates that brand trust positively influences brand loyalty (Ballester, 2003). Results also
indicate that consumers’ purchase intention was significantly influenced by perceived risk
and not by brand trust directly. These findings support the previous literature which
suggested that there was no direct relation between consumer trust in an offline store and
their online purchase intention (Hahn & Kim, 2009). The other findings related to the brand
constructs produced mixed results. This research proposed that as brand loyalty increases,
consumer purchase intention increases. However, it was found that brand loyalty did not
have a significantly positive influence on consumer purchase intention. Similarly, other
brand factors, brand image and brand familiarity, did not have a positive influence on

consumer attitude and consumer purchase intention as expected. The hypothesized
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relationships between brand loyalty, brand image and brand familiarity were not supported
by the sample data.

There are a variety of explanations as to why the relationships related to the brand
dimensions were not significant. The screening method used to select the respondents may
have failed to capture consumer purchases of products/brands to which they are loyal.
Respondents were asked to reflect their most recent purchase experience in the past six
months. Therefore, it is possible that that retailer/brand the consumers mentioned in the
survey was their first purchase experience and they had very less previous experience with
that retailer/brand. Similarly, the brand might have been suggested to the consumers by a
friend or someone else; thus, brand image and brand familiarity questions were not
effectively captured. Another consideration is that since the study focuses on Generation Y
(college students), which is noted for its variety seeking behaviors towards an
apparel/footwear rather than brand loyalty (Hanifin, 2009). This growing concern for fashion
and other marketing attributes rather than brand could have influenced the findings related to
brand loyalty, brand image and brand familiarity.

Perceived risk associated with online apparel/footwear shopping is high due to the
fact that product attributes such as color, quality, and fabric hand cannot be fully evaluated
when purchasing apparel online (Kim & Lennon, 2000; McCorkle, 1990). The results
indicated that as perceived risk in a brand decreases, brand trust increases. This finding
supports previous research which suggests that online retailers carry over a brand image
already established by the traditional brick-and-mortar store of the same retailer/brand (Hahn

& Kim, 2009). Thus, the consumers are more confident in shopping at the online sites of the

86



retailer whose brand they trust leading to reduction in perceived risk (Hahn & Kim, 2009). It
was also found that perceived risk has a significant influence on consumer purchase
intention. As perceived risk in apparel e-shopping decreases, consumer purchase intention
increases. Again, this finding supports previous studies which suggest that consumers’
confidence in the Internet technology is positively related to consumer purchase intention
(Park & Stoel, 2005). Since consumer’s confidence is inversely proportional to perceived
risk, consumer purchase intention is ultimately influenced by perceived risk (Park & Stoel,
2005)

In summary, the TAM model for apparel e-shopping was extended to include brand
and experiential factors. The additional brand factors indicated only partial influence on the
focal TAM variables. The relationships between the brand and experiential factors were also
examined and indicated significant results. Perceived risk was found to be a mediator
between brand trust and consumer purchase intention. All experiential factors, except
shopping enjoyment had a significantly positive influence on consumer attitude and purchase

intention.

Implications
In today’s increasingly competitive world, a company’s most reliable strategy is the
one that focuses on the consumer. In order to develop this strategy, it has become extremely
important to understand consumer behavior. This study provides important insight for online
apparel and footwear retailers in understanding the perceptions and attitudes that consumers
consider in the context of online apparel shopping. The specific finding related to brand and

experience benefits both online retailers and brands, by enabling them to assess the features
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including: trust, shopping enjoyment, e-shopping quality, and perceived risk, that specifically
influence consumer to purchase apparel and footwear online. Online retailers can then take
advantage of this knowledge in developing their strategic branding and marketing strategies.

The findings will provide important information to online retailers in terms of
positioning their brands. Results suggest that brand does not play an extremely significant
role in influencing consumer behavior for online apparel and footwear shopping. This
implies that online retailers should focus on other product attributes like style, fashion, color,
etc., and marketing attributes, rather than only focusing on developing their brand loyalty,
brand image and brand familiarity.

Additionally, the study provides a list of most frequently used top online retailers and
brands among the college student sample. This data will provide important information to
other online retailers and brands. They should try and understand the strategy of their
competitors and the top online retailers like, Victoria’s Secret, Nordstrom, Zappos and J
Crew, and should take efforts to develop their strategies in order to attract more consumers to
purchase online.

Since it was found that e-shopping is an antecedent to trust and ease of use, which in
turn influences consumer attitude and purchase intention, online retailers should focus on
developing their website design, customer service and privacy/security features in order to
generate more trust in their website and make it easy to use. This appears to be a requirement
in attracting consumers to purchase apparel/footwear online. Also, online retailers should
undertake efforts to reduce the perceived risk associated with their website by generating

confidence in consumers, since perceived risk directly influences consumer purchase
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intention. Online retailers should also recognize that they must meet the consumer’s
expectations in terms of the benefits the consumer is seeking.

The theoretical implications of this study contribute to the developing literature on
Technology Acceptance Model and consumer behavior by filling gaps in the literature and by
substantiating the findings of previous research. The relationships between the constructs
which existed in the previous studies were solidified by providing additional empirical
addition support. This study aimed to test a previously developed model of Technology
Acceptance in the context of online apparel and footwear shopping. The findings of this
study are not only a contribution to the academic literature on Technology Acceptance
Model, but they are important because they provide new information on a previously less
investigated area: impact of brand and experience on apparel and footwear shopping. The
results of this study suggest a great deal of support for using TAM to investigate online
consumer behavior for apparel/footwear. The role of brand within the TAM model from a
theoretical perspective, and within the consumer purchasing decision process from a practical
perspective is not completely clear. Therefore, the results of this study will help to organize a
framework for understanding the links between brand factors, experiential factors and the
core belief constructs of TAM (usefulness and ease of use) and their influences on consumer

attitude and purchase intention.

Limitations
The findings of this study contribute particularly within the TAM literature, however,
this study also has limitations that are important to note. Conceptually, there are additional

brand and experiential factors that potentially influence consumer attitude and purchase
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intention apart from the specific variables examined in the study. The study is limited to only
two categories of variables: brand and experiential. All potential relationships between brand
and experiential factors were not examined, in an effort to adhere to the previous literature.

Secondly, this study was restricted to a specific sample (college students) in a specific
geographic location. Therefore the results of the study must be restricted to the sample
population (college students) in the geographic area represented. The findings of the study
cannot be generalized to the entire population. Replication of the study using additional
samples and/or geographic location may produce different results. In addition to this, this
study was conducted among the students in the College of Textiles, who have additional
knowledge of the apparel industry and apparel brands. This could have influenced their
attitudes and might have produced biased results. The study should also be conducted on
students, or young consumers, with diverse academic backgrounds.

Next due to time restrictions, this study was conducted at a single point of time. The
results of this study indicate the attitudes, feelings and behavior of the consumers at that
point of time only. This is not a longitudinal study which is commonly conducted over a
period of time. The nature of data collection may potentially impact the generalizability of
the data.

Finally, all the measures used in the study were adapted from the previous literature.
However, during data analysis process, some of the items were removed from these measures
in order to get a better fitting confirmatory factor analytic model and structural equation
model. These changes made in the measures during the data analysis may have also

influenced the results of the study.
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Future Research

This research provides a primary step to understand the influence of brand and
experience on consumer attitude and purchase intention towards online apparel/footwear.
This research is in an early stage of development. Though, previous studies have examined
consumer behavior in the adoption of online apparel; however none of the work considered
understanding the importance of brand and experience within their conception. The primary
goal for future research should be to further investigate the dynamic interactions between the
TAM beliefs, and brand and experiential factors. This approach can help develop a better
understanding of TAM among e-retailers and would help them fine tune their marketing
approach by creating an appropriate shopping environment for the online apparel/footwear
consumer.

Since the results indicate that the brand factors included in the study does not play a
significant role in influencing consumer behavior to purchase apparel online, future research
should investigate other brand factors not included in this study and examine the influence of
those factors on consumer behavior. Results indicate that brand trust was significantly
affected by perceived risk, which in turn influences consumer purchase intention. However,
brand trust did not directly influence consumer purchase intention. Similarly, previous
studies have produced conflicting results of some of the hypothesis used in the current study
(Ballester, 2003; Hahn & Kim, 2009; Laroche et al., 1996). These conflicting results should
be further investigated by performing a qualitative study in the form of personal interviews
and focus groups. The qualitative study might provide a better understanding of the benefits

that consumers desire from their online purchase experience. This study includes only one
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hedonic aspect of online shopping, shopping enjoyment. Other hedonic factors like social
experience and self-gratification were not considered. Future research should enrich the
understanding of the hedonic aspects of online shopping by examination of these additional
factors.

Another area of improvement should be refinement of measures used to examine the
constructs in the current study. Future research should continue to examine the relationships
between those variables that are crucial to the success of the online retailers. Additionally,
this study should be replicated with a different target sample. Future research should focus on
a larger sample selection of wider range of consumers, with diverse backgrounds and
geographical origins. Additional study into older consumers would provide a good basis for
comparison to these results. This will provide an important insight in understanding the
behavioral differences of different age groups.

The perceptions of e-commerce change over a period of time with the advancement
of technology and development of innovative features in the website. Another
recommendation for future research is that a longitudinal study should be conducted in order
to understand the change in consumer behavior as they are exposed to advanced
technologies, and new brands and features. This will help the online retailers in developing
their marketing and branding strategies accordingly.

Although, the study involved an intensive literature review on online apparel
shopping and Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), future research should consider
investigating more literature into this concept in order to develop a model which includes

additional constructs not included in the model developed in the current study. Additionally,
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this model can be modified by eliminating the factors which are not significant, and
including other relevant factors. Although, consumers were asked to mention the name of the
apparel/footwear product they bought online and a list of top products bought online was
generated, the analysis did not focus on interpreting that information. Future research should
analyze the current model by considering different apparel and footwear product categories
and finding results specific to those categories.

Finally, this study focused on college students who had bought apparel/footwear
online within the last six months of the time the study was conducted. This was because
many of the questions were directly related to the online retailer and the brand they
mentioned. Therefore, the study focused only on purchasers within the last six months.
Future research should focus on extending this framework for online browsers/non-
purchasers. This will give important information to the e-retailers on the desires and needs of
consumers when they browse for products online, what is preventing them to make a

purchase, and how they can alter their strategy to attract consumers who do not purchase.
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Appendix A: Apparel and Footwear E-shopping Survey
Dear Respondent,

| am inviting you to participate in a research project to study the impact of brand and
experiential factors on the acceptance of online shopping for apparel & footwear. Attached to
this letter is a short survey with few questions related to your attitudes about online shopping.
| request you to complete the survey and return it to me. Please complete the survey only if
you have purchased apparel/footwear within last 6 months. It should not take more than
15-20 minutes.

The purpose of this research is to understand the factors affecting consumers to shop
online for apparel & footwear products. This research will help online retailers develop
marketing strategies and create attractive online shopping environments for consumers. The
results of the study will establish the presence of brand and experience in a framework for
studying consumer acceptance of online shopping for apparel & footwear.

There are no risks associated with your participation in the study. Your responses will
be completely anonymous. There are no identifying marks/links to you on the questionnaire.
Do not identify yourself in any place on the document. Results will be reported in aggregate
form. Your participation in the study is completely voluntary. Participation is not a course
requirement and your grade will not be affected if you choose not to participate. If you have
questions at any time about the study or the survey, please contact me, Richa Maheshwari, at
2401 Research Drive, Box 8301, Raleigh, NC 27695, rmahesh3@ncsu.edu, or (919-961-
0948). This study has approval from the North Carolina State University Institutional Review
Board for the Protection of Human Subjects in Research. If you have questions about your
rights as a research participant, you may contact Deb Paxton, Regulatory Compliance
Administrator, Box 7514, NCSU Campus (919-515-4514).

Thank you in advance for your participation.

Sincerely,

Richa Maheshwari, Masters Student
rmahesh3@ncsu.edu

Marguerite Moore, Associate Professor
Marguerite_ Moore@ncsu.edu

Consent To Participate

If you have read the above information and agree to participate, please complete and return
the attached survey. This will indicate your willingness to participate. If you do not wish to
participate, you are free to leave or submit a blank survey.

Investigator's signature Richa Maheshwari Date 01/31/2010
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Directions: Please answer the following questions to the best of your ability by
choosing the options that most closely reflects your typical usage and experience
with the internet.

1. Do you own a computer?
Yes[ ] No[ ]

2. On average, how many hours a week do you spend using the Internet?
None[ ] Lessthanl[ ] 1to5[] ] 5t0l10] ] 10to20[ ]
Morethan 20 [ ]

3. Have you ever purchased apparel & footwear online?
Yes[ ] No[ ]

4. How often do you typically purchase apparel & footwear? (Online + Offline)
Very Often[ ] Often[ ] Sometimes [ ] Rarely[ ] Never[ ]
(once aweek)  (twice a month) (once a month) (less than once (once a year
a month) or less)

5. How often do you typically purchase apparel & footwear online?
Very Often[ ] Often[ ] Sometimes [ ] Rarely[ ] Never[ ]
(once aweek)  (twice a month) (once a month) (less than once (once a year
a month) or less)

6. How much do you spend on apparel & footwear purchases online in an average month?
More than 5008 [ ] 250-499%[ ] 100-249$[ ] Lessthan99$[ ]

7. Please name an online apparel & footwear retailer/website where you most recently
purchased apparel/footwear (within last 6 months).

a. Please name the apparel/footwear product you purchased. (e.g., jeans, t-shirt, boots
etc.)

b. Please name the Brand of the apparel/footwear product you purchased. (If you
purchased an apparel/footwear product whose brand name is same as the retailer
(e.g. GAP, Banana Republic), please use that brand. If you purchased a brand that is
different (e.g. Nike from Amazon), use the “Nike” brand).

8. Have you ever purchased from this online apparel & footwear retailer/website before?
Yes[ ] No[ ]
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Write down the Retailer that you stated in # 7 on Page 1:
Thinking of this retailer specifically, please indicate the extent to which you agree or
disagree with the following statements.

Strongl Neither Strongl

. gy Disagree  Agree/  Agree gy

Disagree . Agree
Disagree

Using this online retailer for shopping is
a good idea

Using this online retailer for shopping is
a wise idea

Using this online retailer for shopping is
a positive idea

I would be willing to buy apparel/
footwear through this online retailer

I would buy apparel/footwear from this

online retailer when | find something | [ 1] [ ] [ 1] [ 1] [ 1]
like

I would spend more time shopping

online with this online retailer than | [ 1] [ ] [ ] [ 1] [ 1]
planned

I would recommend this online retailer
to my friends
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Again, write down the Retailer that you stated in # 7 on Page 1:
Thinking of this retailer specifically, please indicate the extent to which you agree or
disagree with the following statements.

Strongly . Neither Strongly
. Disagree Agree/  Agree
Disagree . Agree
Disagree

1. This website is a waste of my time [ 1] [ 1] [ 1]
2. | can go to exactly what I want quickly [ ] [ 1] [ 1]
3. The organization and layout of the web

site facilitates searching for products L] L] L]
4. This website gives me enough

information so that | can identify the item [ ] [ 1] [ ]

to the same degree as if | am in the store
5. The company is ready and willing to

respond to customer needs. [ ] L] [ ]
6. This website has reasonable shipping and

handling costs L] ] L]
7. Customer service personnel are always

willing to help you L] L] [ ]
8. Inquiries are answered promptly [ ] [ 1] [ ]
9. When you have a problem, this website

shows a sincere interest in solving it. L] L] [ ]
10. | feel like my privacy is protected at this

website [ ] L] L]
11. | feel safe in my transactions with this

website L] L] [ ]
12. | feel | can trust this website [ ] [ 1 [ ]
13. This website has adequate security

features L] L] [ ]
14. The company behind this website is

reputable [ ] [ ] L]
15. It is really fun to shop at this website [ 1 [ 1 [ 1]
16. The website almost says, “come in and

shop” [ ] [ ] [ ]
17. Buying at this website is exciting for me [ ] [ 1] [ ]
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Again, write down the Retailer that you stated in # 7 on Page 1:
Thinking of this retailer specifically, please indicate the extent to which you agree or
disagree with the following statements.

Strongl Neither Strongl
. gy Disagree  Agree/ Agree gy
Disagree . Agree
Disagree
This online retailer is trustworthy [ 1 [ 1 [ 1] [ 1 [ 1]

This online retailer can be counted on

to do what is right in terms of my [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
transaction

This online retailer can be relied on to
be fair

I am concerned about searching for
apparel/footwear product information [ 1] [ 1 [ 1] [ 1 [ 1]
via this online retailer

I am concerned about browsing

apparel/footwear products via this [ 1] [ 1 [ 1] [ 1 [ 1]
online retailer

I am concerned about purchasing

apparel/footwear products via this [ 1] [ 1] [ ] [ 1] [ ]
online retailer

I am concerned about making a

payment transaction via this online [ 1] [ 1] [ 1] [ 1] [ 1
retailer

I am concerned about reporting my

complaints about the purchase made [ 1] [ 1] [ 1] [ 1 [ 1]

from this online retailer
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Write down the Brand that you stated in #7(b) on Page 1

Thinking of this brand specifically, please indicate the extent to which you agree or

disagree with the following statements.

Neither

Strongly Disagree  Agree/ Agree Strongly
Disagree . Agree
Disagree
1. With this brand | obtain what | look [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
for in an apparel/footwear product
2. This is a brand that meets my
expectations ] L] L] L] L]
3. | have confidence in this brand [ 1] [ 1 [ 1] [ 1 [ ]
4. Thisis a brand that never disappoints
me [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
5. This brand does not always satisfy my
needs [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
6. This brand is honest and sincere in
addressing my concerns L] ] L] L[] L]
7. This brand makes every effort to
: [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
satisfy me
8. I can rely on this brand [ 1] [ 1] [ ] [ 1] [ 1]
9. | believe this brand is interested in my
satisfaction ] L] L] L] L]
10. This brand would compensate me in
some way for the problem with the [ 1] [ 1] [ ] [ 1] [ 1]
apparel/footwear product
11. This brand would not be willing in
solving the problem I could have with [ 1] [ 1] [ 1] [ 1] [ 1]
the apparel/footwear product
12. 1 consider myself to be loyal to this
brand [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
13. I am willing to pay more for this [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
brand for other brands on the market
14. If this brand is not available at the
store, 1 would buy it in another store. L] L[] ] L] ]
15. I recommend this brand to my friends [ 1 [ 1 [ 1] [ 1] [ 1]
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VI.

Again, write down the Brand that you stated in #7(b) on Page 1

Thinking of this brand specifically, please check the most appropriate space on the .
following scale that expresses your opinion about the brand.

I think that this apparel/footwear brand is:

1 2

VII.

Not Reputable

Reputable

Not Dependable

Dependable

Modern

Outdated

Unpopular

Popular

Unattractive

Attractive

Not Stylish

Stylish

Unreliable

Reliable

Low Quality

High Quality

Not Durable

Durable

Again referring to the same Brand, please check the most appropriate space on the
following scale that expresses your opinion about the brand.
1. Please indicate the extent to which you feel you have enough information to make an

informed judgment about whether or not to purchase this brand.

No information

Great deal of information

2. Please indicate the extent to which you have previous experience with this brand.

No previous experience

A lot of previous experience

3. Please indicate the extent to which you are knowledgeable about this brand.

No knowledge
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VIIl.  Based on your general experiences shopping online for apparel & footwear, please
indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements.

Strongl Neither Strongl

. gy Disagree  Agree/  Agree gy

Disagree . Agree
Disagree

1. Online shopping enables me to shop
more quickly

2. Online shopping improves my shopping
performance

3. Online shopping increases my
productivity in shopping

4. Online shopping enhances my
effectiveness in shopping

5. Online shopping makes it easier to do
shopping

6. Online shopping is useful in my
shopping task

7. Learning to use the Internet for
shopping is easy for me

8. I find it easy to use the Internet to shop [ 1] [ ] [ ] [ 1] [ 1]

9. My interaction with online shopping is
clear and understandable

10. I find online shopping to be flexible to
interact with

11. It is easy for me to become skillful at
using online shopping

12. 1 find online shopping easy to use [ 1] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 1]
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IX.  Again, based on your general experiences shopping online for apparel & footwear,
please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statements.

Neither
St.rongly Disagree  Agree/  Agree Strongly
Disagree . Agree
Disagree
1. Online shopping is fun for its own sake [ 1] [ 1] [ ] [ 1 [ ]
2. Online shopping makes me feel good [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
3. Online shopping is boring [ 1] [ ] [ ] [ 1] [ ]
4. Online shopping involves me in the
shopping process L] ] [ ] L] L]
5. Online shopping is exciting [ ] [ 1] [ 1] [ 1] [ 1]
6. Online shopping is enjoyable [ 1] [ 1] [ ] [ 1] [ ]
7. Online shopping makes me
uncomfortable [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
8. Online shopping is interesting [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 1] [ ]
9. lintend to use the Internet frequently to
do my shopping (1 1 01 [1 [1
10. I intend to use the Internet whenever
: : [ ] [ ] [ ] L1 [ 1
appropriate to do my shopping
X. Again, based on your general experiences shopping online for apparel & footwear,
please indicate the likelihood of the following statement.
Very Likely ~Somewhat Unlikely  Highly
Likely Likely Unlikely
I will shop for apparel & footwear using
the Internet in the near future. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 1] [ 1]

117



Demographics

Please answer the following questions for classification purposes.

1. What is your age in years?
18-20[ ] 24-26[ ] 30[ 1]

21-23[ ] 27-29[ ] Other

2. What is you gender?
Male[ ] Female[ ]

3. What is your grade level?

Freshman [ ]
Sophomore [ ]
Junior [ ]
Senior [ 1]
Masters [ 1]
PhD [ 1]

4. What is your major?

FTM [ ]
TT [ ]
TE [ ]
PCC [ 1]
Other

5. Which of these categories best describes your ethnic background?

African-American or Black [
Asian [
Caucasian or White [
Hispanic [
Other (Specify) [

el ] ] bd e

118



