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ABSTRACT

Nowadays, Internet is increasingly becoming a shopping medium. After having attracted
customers online, the next stage will not only be to satisfy customers but above all to
retain them. Studies show that it is cheaper for online retail stores to concentrate their
efforts in fostering current customers “e-loyalty” — in other words online loyalty. e-
Loyalty has become a major source of potential revenues for companies selling online

(Gefen, 2002; Law and Gallupe, 2001; Reid Smith, 2000)

The main purpose of this research is to identify what variables influence online retail
stores customers loyalty. The research used a question based methodology and was
conducted among students. 165 questionnaires were used to test the proposed model of
this research. Among the following variables — web design, trust, web personalization
and service quality — trust, web personalization and service quality are all related with
attitudinal e-loyalty - the motivational dimension of e-loyalty. Within the same variables,
trust only is related with behavioral e-loyalty — the manifestation in actions of e-loyalty.
Finally, the study opens news insights of research in e-loyalty that are linked to purchase

characteristics or customers’ demographics.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The emerging electronic economy is fundamentally changing the relationship between
buyers and sellers. Competition is nowadays only a mouse click away. Customer
relationships hold the key to organizational success and possibly even survival (Seiders et
al., 2000; Sawy and Bowles, 1997; Colgate and Danaher, 2000). Attracting, satisfying
and retaining customers have become major challenges for brick and mortar
organizations and above all for online retail stores. Thus, an increasing number of them
have realized that they have to pay more deliberate attention to their customers and try to
foster their loyalty. As the focus on the Internet changes from a customer acquisition
perspective to a customer loyalty perspective, companies selling online will begin to shift
their attention from *“how many people am I attracting” to “whom am [ attracting and
how long are they staying” (Addison, 2000). Because customer loyalty is the key to long-
term profitability, both in retail and business-to-business (B2B) commerce (Reichheld et
al., 2000a), this study will therefore focus on how to leverage e-loyalty to most likely

achieve success.

Recently, research has been conducted on the adoption of innovations and Internet
(Atkins et al., 1998; Rogers, 1995; Ho, 1997). Very few dealt with fostering customer
loyalty on the Internet from a consumer perspective. Thus, this research will not study the
individual consumer’s acceptance of online shopping. Rather, it will focus on the next
level that remains poorly explored in the e-commerce context: the loyalty mechanisms.

Many traditional stores have implemented online transaction web sites to sell the same



products on the Internet as they sell in their brick and mortar stores. However, the
medium is not the same, doing business on Internet involves a clear understanding of
technology (Griffith and Krampf, 1998; Parasuraman and Grewal, 2000; Bellman et al.,
1999). Therefore, the following question is raised: once customers have accepted Internet
as a distribution channel, what factors can online retail stores lever to foster customer e-
loyalty? Customer loyalty is inextricably linked to the creation of value and it remains

nowadays applicable for online retail stores (Reichheld et al., 2000b).

This study proposes a framework to foster customer e-loyalty in order to achieve what
one would call “e-success”. The research suggests that four variables influence online
customers’ loyalty. The respective links between web design, trust, web personalization
and service quality on one side and e-loyalty on the other side will be investigated. The
interaction between e-loyalty and several other factors such as consumer characteristics
and purchase characteristics will also be further developed. The results of an empirical
study that addresses the above research questions are reported in this paper. This study

will provide ground for later research in understanding the different mechanisms in

online shopping.



2. LITERATURE REVIEW

In the following sections, the recent developments in e-loyalty research and especially in
several variables — web design, trust, web personalization and service quality - will be
further described. As it will be stated, e-loyalty is a concept which deals with several

different streams of research: e-commerce, marketing, and MIS.

2.1 E-LOYALTY

Customer’s loyalty has been deeply developed in the marketing literature (Reichheld and
Sasser, 1990; Reichheld, 1993; Gronroos, 1994; Zeithaml et al., 1996; Jones and Sasser,
1995). Loyalty is a very complex issue that is worth investigation since acquiring new
customers is costly (Reichheld et al., 2000b). The cost of acquiring a customer is
substantially higher than keeping and fostering loyalty (Oliver, 1999; Reichheld et al.,
2000b). For this reason, loyalty has become a major source of potential revenues for
companies. Firms operating traditionally or using the Internet as their main sales channel
follow this same rule: developing loyalty or “e-loyalty”. Loyalty can be described as “a
deep commitment to rebuy or patronize 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” (Oliver, 1997).

Customer loyalty can be either attitudinal or behavioral. Attitudinal loyalty is the
dimension of loyalty in its motivational perspective. On the contrary, behavioral loyalty

is manifested in actions (act of purchasing). Some authors have argued on the direct link



between loyalty and profits (Reichheld and Schefter, 2000). Their conclusions are that
companies should look ultimately for high repurchase rate rather than high customer
salisfac.tion rate. Therefore, the importance of the behavioral dimension of loyalty is
acknowledged. Jacoby and Chestnut (1978) researched the psychological meaning of
loyalty with the objective of distinguishing it from behavioral (i.e., repeat purchase)
definitions. They conclude that consistent purchasing as an indicator of loyalty could be
invalid because of “happenstance buying or a preference for convenience”. They then
conclude that it would be unwise to infer loyalty solely from repeat purchase patterns
without further analysis. e-Loyalty - both attitudinal and behavioral - is defined in this
research as the development of customer loyalty through Internet as a distribution

channel.

2.2 LOYALTY VS. E-LOYALTY

e-Loyalty is the notion of loyalty in the web context. In the next sections, frameworks
related to e-loyalty will be described with the objective of understanding the most
important research trends. Firstly, the concept of loyalty for traditional stores will be
further developed. This stage provides a benchmark to compare both offline and online
loyalty. Then, the importance of “stickiness” in the e-loyalty building mechanism will be
stressed out. Finally, the state-of-the-art studies about e-loyalty will be reviewed in order

to acknowledge these trends as the foundation of a new emerging e-loyalty model.

2.2.1 Research on loyalty for brick and mortar stores
In the past decade, customer satisfaction has been heavily researched even though, as
Reichheld (1996) states, “satisfaction isn’t enough”. Nevertheless, Oliver (1999)

4



mentions that “consumer loyalty and satisfaction are linked inextricably”. This link has
been clearly identified: there is no loyalty without customer satisfaction. Consequently,
the concepts of satisfaction and loyalty are difficult to differentiate, contributing to each
other. Identifying the factors that influence customer satisfaction would lead to detect
factors influencing customer loyalty (Law and Gallupe, 2001). However, satisfaction
does not automatically transform in loyalty. Without personal determination and social
support, loyalty might stay dormant (Oliver, 1999).

Oliver (1999) categorizes loyalty into 4 stages which are (see Table [): cognitive,
affective, conative and action. Cognitive is the first stage of loyalty and represents the
loyalty to information. Affective loyalty is the loyalty to a liking. Conative loyalty deals

with loyalty intentions. Finally, action loyalty represents the actual action inertia.

Table 1: Loyalty phases (Oliver, 1999)

Stage [dentifying Marker
Cognitive Loyalty to information such as price, features and so forth.
. Loyalty to a liking:
Affective | [ buy it because [ like it.”
. Loyalty to an intention:
Conative “I’m committed to buying it.”
Action Loyalty to action inertia, coupled with the overcoming of obstacles.

Loyalty is therefore a complex concept which can be divided into different categories. e-
Loyalty, because it infers with a new shopping medium, encompasses related but distinct
categories. One of the very components of e-loyalty is web site stickiness. Stickiness is a

necessary but non sufficient step to build e-loyalty.



22.2 The “stickiness” concept

Practitioners agree to consider website stickiness as a good indicator of e-loyalty.
Stickiness can be defined as the characteristics of a web site that maximizes duration,
frequency, and depth of a user's visit (Marketing Terms.com). For some categories of
online firms, such as those which manage information websites, website stickiness is
crucial since it incites visitor to stay longer on the site. This process increases the chances
that the advertising banners will be clicked, generating generally the only source of
revenue for these companies. According to research found on MarketingTerms.com,
stickiness is made of two distinct elements: behavioral and cognitive stickiness. The
behavioral element can be measured through three components: duration of visits,
frequency of visits and depth of navigation. According to Hamilton (1998), the five
“stickiest” websites all have in common their focus toward: a critical mass of content, a
strong and large community and personalization features to customize services to
individuals’ taste. Theses five websites are: Yahoo.com, AOL.com, eBay.com,
Excite.com and Geocities.com. Thus, stickiness might be referred as a non-shopping
notion of e-loyalty. Stickiness plays an important role for non-merchant websites but is
only an indicator of online stores e-loyalty. In other words, stickiness is a necessary but
not sufficient condition for e-loyalty.

Nemzow (1999) highlights the role of website stickiness in the e-commerce environment,
particularly for online retail stores. The ultimate goal of stickiness is to drive favorable
consumer attitude and behavior such as e-loyalty. Stickiness, he explains, can be
narrowed down in 3 distinct concepts: (1) affinity, (2) short-term stickiness and (3) long-

term stickiness. Affinity addresses the overlap between a demographic group and potential



desire to buy the products / services offered at a site. Short-term stickiness could be
interchangeably used with brand equity and customer loyalty. Personalized content also
adds to the stickiness because it is directly aimed at the buyer. Finally long-term
stickiness which is a step further than short-term stickiness by “capturing” and retaining
customers while increasing to the maximum the switching costs. Table 2 summarizes all
the features that help developing theses different levels of “stickiness”. There are fewer
features that can create long-term stickiness than affinity or short-term stickiness.
Features categorized as “competitive” are considered as key to lever long-term stickiness.
For instance, the content quality is useful for creating affinity or developing short-term

stickiness but is not enough for insuring long-term stickiness.

Table 2: Stickiness details (Nemzow, 1999)

Stickiness (short term) Stickiness (long term)

Demographics
Interests
Price points
Useful tools
Useful services
Needs
Desires
Design
Content
Freshness
Personalized news
Instant rebates
Accumulating rebates
Visitor conversion rates
Brand equity
Performance
Customer support
Site utility
Switching costs
Process integration
Stored information

Competitive
Competitive
Competitive

Competitive

X
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On the contrary, the implementation of useful services is not only useful in creating
affinity and short-term stickiness but also for insuring long-term stickiness and
competitive edge.

Nemzow (1999) insists on the too short-term oriented advantages of affinity and the so-
called “short-term stickiness”. The researcher states that “these features grow stale as
hyper competition erodes value and distinction between competing e-commerce sites”.
On the contrary, the author recommends that e-tails' nurture long-term stickiness by
implementing for instance price points, useful tools and services or switching costs.
Then, it will be too expensive, risky, and impractical for customers to alter the ingrained
workflows and switch to rivals. It is therefore important to underline that stickiness is the
measure of loyalty for non-merchant websites whereas e-loyalty is the appropriate

measure of loyalty for online retail stores.

223 e-Loyalty frameworks

Rice (1997) studied what pushes users to revisit an information web site. The research
found that the most important variables were design features and emotional experiences.
On their side, Intelliquest (1999) suggested a framework that illustrates the mechanisms
of e-loyalty. They recommend online companies to look for the e-loyalty drivers - among
the ones listed in Figure 1- that are most important to their customers. As indicated,
five variables (website usability, features and benefits, purchase process, service and
support and dialogue and relationship) influence the customer perceived value which, on

the same token, has an impéct on loyalty behavior and intentions.

! Name given to online retail stores
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Figure 1: e-loyalty driver diagram (Intelliquest, 1999)

Two main variables have also an impact on customer perceived value: style / design and
trust toward the store. Intelliquest emphasizes the link role between customer satisfaction
and loyalty. They recommend conducting two types of methodologies: (1) determining
what the loyalty drivers are for the website through qualitative research and
(2) prioritizing these drivers through quantitative research. Reid Smith (2000) highlights
the fact that this loyalty framework applies to the web context even though these
attributes vary for a given product class and category. However, empirical data that
would demonstrate the validity of the proposed model was not released.

Law and Gallupe (2001) submitted a framework which aims to measure the influence of
technical factors on e-loyalty. Despite the fact that no measures has yet been released,
their literature review (Parasuraman and Grewal, 2000; Lee, 1999) shows a strong
support to hypothesize that technical factors as showed in Figure 2 — customer service,

breadth of compatibility, security, speed of operation and interface design — would be



related with e-loyalty. All theses variables would interact with customer satisfaction and

consequently e-loyalty.

Breadth of Customer
compatibility Service
Securit Web Site | Customer Repeat Web
4 Store Front Satisfaction Purchase (loyalty)
Speed of Interface
operation design

Figure 2: Theoretical framework for e-loyalty and Technology Factors (Law and Gallupe, 2001)

Gefen’s (2002) research — surveying customers from the online bookstore world leader
Amazon.com - demonstrated that service quality independently and through increased
trust contributes in an online environment to the creation of loyalty (see Figure 3).
Moreover, the cost to switch vendors contributes less to the creation of e-loyalty than
service quality through increased trust. Decreased perceived risk in doing business with
the vendor was significantly correlated with customer loyalty only when studied

independently from the other variables.
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Figure 3: Gefen's (2002) research model

However, when the other variables were added to the model, this effect was cancelled.
Furthermore, veteran customers showed loyalty through primarily the product of service
quality and customer trust, itself the product of service quality and to a lesser degree also
by cost-to-switch to another online vendor. Finally, the data suggested that service quality
in the case of an online vendor could be decomposed into three dimensions: (1) tangibles,
(2) a combined dimension of responsiveness, reliability, and assurance, and (3) empathy.
More research will need to be conducted to confirm if this is a trend specific to the web

environment. All results of Gefen’s (2002) research are summarized in Figure 4.

11
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Figure 4: Gefen's (2002) empirical results
Some of the variables that were included in some of the previous research models were
not kept for deeper investigations because there was not enough support from the
literature to retain them in the final research model. Even though website stickiness has
been argued to participate to the e-loyalty miechanism, no research could give for instance
a clear indication on the link between the two variables. After having reviewed previous
research on e-loyalty, four specific variables will be further detailed: web design, trust,

web personalization and service quality

2.3 WEB DESIGN

The acceptance of a system through its interface design has been extensively discussed in
the MIS literature (Agarwal and Prasad, 1997, 1998; Parthasarathy and Bhattacherjee,

1998). As CASE tools have been developed to design traditional IS applications, other



technologies have been further applied for web-based applications such as What You See

[s What You Get (WYSIWYG) software.

Web site design is categorized in three elements (Cunliffe, 2000): (1) information
content, (2) visual appearance, (3) usability / ease of use. The relative importance of these
three elements can be site and user specific, though it has been suggested (Nielsen, 1996)
that the visual appearance of web interfaces (and interfaces generally) is becoming

increasingly significant (Cunliffe, 2000).

Day (1997) points out that the content should be decided according to users / customers
focus groups. Wolfinbarger and Gilly (2001) reported that one of the main advantages
perceived by online customers is that they do not need to deal with any salesperson. They
also highlight the importance of freedom / control when shopping online and stress out
the importance of content to inform customers. Furthermore, Chen and Wells (1999)
analyzed ratings reported about entertainment value, informativeness and organization.
They conclude that informativeness, which is the degree to which the Web is resourceful

and helpful in providing users information, is among the most important factors.

Some investigations have been made on the variables enhancing website aesthetics and
visual appearance. In Tarasewich’s (2000) research, no relationship could have been
made between perceived aesthetics and usability of websites but several factors were
found to contribute to making a website attractive: graphics, animation, layout, colors,

style, content, navigational features and site specific features. In his study, Artz (1996)

13



found that the following characteristics are important parts of a detailed design: colors,
backgrounds, horizontal rules, browser specific formatting conventions, images, anchors,
conventions and printing. Faraday (2000) built a framework to critique visual interfaces
of web pages. The author developed heuristics based on empirical results from eye
tracking studies of multimedia presentations. The author mentioned that it is a cognitive
process to view a web page and he divides the process of reading a web page into two
phases: the first phase is ‘search’; the second is ‘scannjng’. These components of web
pages are ranked in terms of attention. The first phase — the search phase - decides where
attention should penetrate the page according to the following: (1) motion (the highest
attention factor), (2) size, (3) images, (4) color, (5) text style, (6) position, (7) area and
(8) proximity and reading order. The second phase produces scanning of the area which
contains the entry point. The author argues that proximity and reading order are crucial to

the scanning of the page.

Usability has been studied in the field of Human Computer Interaction (HCI) (Davis,
1989, 1993). In the web context, usability, also often reported as “ease of use” in the
literature, is defined by the degree to which a user perceives the easiness of use of the
website. Usability is about the ease of navigation and whether or not the design is
appropriate to the type of website (Bamnes and Vidgen, 2001). According to Nielsen
(1998), usability can be assessed at two often-interrelated levels: site-level usability and
page-level usability. Usability is made of the following characteristics (Roy et al., 2001):

(1) ease of navigation, (2) consistency, (3) ease of learning, (4) perception, (5) support. A
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Forrester Research survey (quoted in Nielsen, 1998) reports that only 24% of large
corporations conducted usability tests for their web site.

Although there is little empirical evidence, it seems likely that users will prefer to obtain
the information they require from a site which has been designed to meet their needs,
rather than one that is only useful (Cunliffe, 2000). To make the difference, a web site not

only needs to be useful, but it also needs to be usable.

On a related topic, “website quality” has been deeply researched in the recent literature
(Wolfinbarger and Gilly, 2002; Barnes and Vidgen, 2001). Interaction quality is the
quality of the service interaction experienced by users as they navigate deeper into the
site, “embodied by trust and empathy”. Bames and Vidgen (2001) highlighted that
“interaction” quality might be another dimension of the web site quality framework they
designed. To conclude, the user interface in the web context is “an essential link between
the customer and the retail store in web-based shopping environments” (Lohse and

Spiller, 1998).

2.4 TRUST

Trust is a concept that has been studied in depth in many distinct fields of research such
as social sciences (Coleman, 1990), behavioral, psychological approaches (Hollis, 1998),
economics (Goodwin, 1996), and managerial, organizational approaches (Olson and
Olson, 2000).

Firstly, the literature on trust suggests that trust, or confidence, is associated with

qualities such as consistence, competence, honesty, faimness, responsibility, helpfulness,
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and benevolence (Morgan and Hunt, 1994). Trust has been defined as “a willingness to
rely on an exchange partner in whom one has confidence” (Moorman et al., 1993). This
definition gathers two different approaches. First, the concept of trust is seen as a belief,
Oor an expectation about an exchange, resulting from partner’s expertise, reliability and
intention. Second, trust is seen as a behavioral intention. Whether one believes that
he / she can trust a partner without being willing to rely on this partner, trust can be
considered as limited. If one is confident, one must be willing to act (Morgan and Hunt,
1994).

In the e-commerce literature, trust is considered as a factor influencing Intemet adoption
as a shopping medium (Turban et al., 2000). As a matter of fact, trust was found to have a
significant impact on willingness to complete online shopping (Jarvenpaa et al., 1999).
Brynjolfsson and Smith (2000) mentioned in their study that online trust may derive its
crucial role from the characteristics of the internet itself. The authors point out that very
few consumers have actual experience with online retail stores and that the spatial and
temporal separation between buyers, sellers, and products on the Internet may explain
why trust endows such an important role. They say that one way of signaling trust to
customers is through heavy advertising. For instance, Amazon.com spent in 1999 about
24% of its total revenue in advertising while its brick and mortar competitor Barnes and

Nobles spent 4% of its revenues on marketing for its conventional stores.

Usually, trust is conceptualized both in terms of trust in the salesperson and in terms of
trust in the seller organization (Morgan and Hunt, 1994). When the salesperson is absent

or peripheral to the selling and buying processes, as it is generally the case with online

16



retail stores, then the online retail store becomes the primary target of the consumer’s
trust (Chow and Holden, 1997; Jarvenpaa et al., 1999) and therefore the salesperson is
replaced by a website (Lohse and Spiller, 1998). In this case, the trustor is the end
consumer and the trustee the online retail store which sell goods or services on the

Internet.

The online retail store perceived size and perceived reputation have been found to be
significantly related to trust building mechanisms (Jarvenpaa et al., 1999). According to
Doney and Cannon (1997), perceived reputation is the extent to which a customer will
believe that the selling organization is honest and concerned about its customers.
Perceived size implies that the online retail store has “significant resources invested in
the business and has much to lose by acting in an untrustworthy way” (Jarvenpaa et al.,
1999). Therefore, a customer shall believe that the larger the online retail store, the more
it will be likely to fulfill its promises. Another dimension is hypothesized to participate to
the trust building mechanism: customer testimonials (Grazioli and Wang, 2001). This
notion is very close to the community based features concept. Dellarocas (2001) points
out that the Internet is the appropriate medium to build recommendation repositories from
a large number of community members. However, Dellarocas (2001) concludes that these
repositories do not give a perfect image of store reputation since they can be subjects to
customers’ false testimonials. Nevertheless, these repositories can give an “indication” to
consumers about the reputation of an online retail store.

Trust is the social lubricant that facilitates the meeting of consumers and unfamiliar firms

on the Internet. (Jarvenpaa et al., 1999). In this study, trust is defined as Mayer et
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al (1995) defined it: “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another
party, based on the expectations that the other will perform a particular action important

to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party”.

2.5 WEB PERSONALIZATION

With the emergence of many different online retail stores offering the same products or
services, the competition has increased dramatically. Online retail stores need to find
another way than price to differentiate themselves from their competitors. Internet,
because it is a high technology related medium, enables online stores to actually collect
information and data about their customeré. Hoffman and Novak (1997) highlighted that
web personalization is the essence for Internet companies to make the Internet a unique
consumer market. Bain and Company (2000) found that 20% of web companies track

customer loyalty systematically, or learn lessons from customer defection.

Often, web personalization is used by online retail stores through collaborative filtering
methods generating suggestions for individual users based on the data of a community of
like-traits people. Back office software using statistical techniques such as nearest
neighbor algorithm are among the tools used in the collaborative filtering methods. When
a user visit a website, an agent identifies the potential consumer and presents an
individual welcome screen with pre-selected product suggestions that match the

customers’ needs or preferences (Elofson and Robinson, 1998).
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Sakagami and Kamba (1997) compared three methods to better detect user preferences
from users behavior. They studied the effects of explicit feedback and implicit feedback
on users reading online newspapers. In the explicit feedback, users rated the relevance of
the article to their taste while a learning engine inferred users’ preferences from the
interaction agent. They found out that the ideal solution to personalize an online
newspaper was to use a mix of both types of explicit and implicit feedback. Despite these
findings, web personalization still lacks grounded academic research when it comes to

online retail stores.

Web personalization is seen as positive when it refers to features that increase the sense
of control and freedom, including order tracking, purchase histories, saving information
for quicker transactions during future sessions, and opt-in email notification of new
products and special deals (Wolfinbarger and Gilly, 2001). It is negative when it results
in “unsolicited offers or in users feeling less anonymous, these features being perceived

as taking away user control and freedom” (Wolfinbarger and Gilly, 2001).

Companies selling products and services on Internet can deliver personalized information
to customers in several ways. One classification is the delivery method “pull, push and
passive” (Adomavicius and Tuzhilin, 2001). Push methods reach customers not currently
interacting with the system in order to attract them to the transaction place. Pull methods
only display information when the customers request it. Passive delivery personalizes

information while the users are using the transaction application. For instance, a passive
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delivery method displays recommendations for related products to the product currently

seen online.

Bloch et al (1996) give an example of a strategy based on web personalization.
Amazon.com, the famous online bookstore, allows its customers to program agents,
which will send them relevant information. Amazon will provide a list of the existing
books that matches the customer’s taste, but also offer to keep the request "in mind" and
send the information on titles published as they arrive. This information is sent through
electronic mail and links with the online bookstore. In this study, web personalization
will be considered as “any action that makes the Web experience of a user personalized

to the user’s taste”” (Mobasher et al., 1999).

2.6 SERVICE QUALITY

Service quality has been identified as a key element in improving market share, return on
investment and cost reduction (Anderson and Zeithaml, 1984; Parasuraman et al., 1985).
Nevertheless, service quality is more difficult to define and measure than product quality
because services are intangible, heterogeneous, and production is inseparable from
consumption (Parasuraman et al., 1985).

Sasser et al. (1978) reported seven major attributes in the context of the service industry:
security, consistency, attitude, completeness, conditions, availability, and training. Later,
Parasuraman et al. (1985) found out ten dimensions in an exploratory study: tangibles,
reliability, responsiveness, credibility, communication, security, competence, courtesy,

understanding the customer, and access. In another study (1988), the same authors



narrowed down these ten dimensions of service quality into five: tangibles, reliability,
responsibility, empathy, and assurance. Based on this conclusion, Parasuraman
etal. (1988) developed the SERVQUAL instrument for measuring service quality.
SERVQUAL is the most important model of service quality (Bolton and Drew, 1991).
Since, SERVQUAL is a widely used tool to measure service quality in various service
industries. SERVQUAL defines quality as the gap between customers’ expectations and
perceptions of service quality. It assumes that a customer will perceive quality positively
only when the service provider meets or exceeds expectations. The SERVQUAL model
identifies specific criteria by which customers evaluate quality. These criteria are
classified under five general dimensions (Parasuraman et al., 1988):

l. Tangibles, which include the appearance of physical facilities, equipment,

personnel, and communications materials.

2. Reliability, which is defined as the ability to perform the promised service

dependably and accurately.

3. Responsiveness, described as the willingness to help customers and provide

prompt service.

4. Assurance, understood as the competence of the system and its credibility in

providing a courteous and secure service.

5. Empathy, which is defined as the approachability, ease of access and effort

taken to understand customers’ needs.
Nevertheless, this instrument has been criticized (Dabholkar et al., 1996), the objections
being that service quality dimensions tend to be service-type dependent and grounded on

the expectation / performance subtraction paradigm (Bienstock, 1997; Van Dyke et al.,



1999). Moreover, although SERVQUAL has been empirically tested in a number of
studies involving "pure" service settings, it has not been successfully adapted and
validated in a retail store environment.

The second model, developed according to the perception paradigm, is based only on
perceptions of performance. The SERVPERF framework was first developed and tested
by Cronin and Taylor (1992). It accepts the general dimensions proposed by Parasuraman
etal., while rejecting the idea of measuring gaps between the expectations and
perceptions about the service as credible indicators of quality. So far, no agreement has
been reached about the importance of customer expectations in the service quality
concept. Perception, however, is recognized as being a meaningful indication of service
quality in both SERVQUAL and SERVPERF.

Several articles have supported Cronin and Taylor's (1992) performance-based paradigm
(Babakus and Boller 1992). As a matter of fact, Boulding et al. (1993) stated that instead
of considering the gap between expectations and performance, service quality would be
better measured directly only by perceptions.

In the MIS context, Pitt et al. (1997) stated that the five dimensions of service quality
seem to be applicable to the IT setting. Cody and Hope (1999) operationalized an
instrument derived from SERVQUAL to measure the service quality performance of
Extranets. They concluded that several items of SERVQUAL are often considered by
practitioners as redundant. In this research, we define perceived service quality as a
“global judgment or attitude relating to the superiority of a given service” (Parasuraman

et al., 1988).
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To summarize, e-loyalty has been described as a crucial stage for e-tails. Attitudinal and
behavioral e-loyalty need to be nurtured to reach customer e-loyalty. Because of the
transaction facet involved in e-tails activities, stickiness is necessary but not sufficient to
foster customer e-loyalty. As explained in this section, several variables have been clearly
identified in different frameworks as participating to the e-loyalty building mechanism:
web design (Intelliquest, 1999 about “web usability”; Law and Gallupe, 2001 about “web
interface™), trust (Gefen, 2002; Intelliquest, 1999) and service quality (Gefen, 2002; Law
and Gallupe, 2001). More research needs to be conducted to confirm empirically these
links. Also, one more variable — web personalization ~ that didn’t belong to any solid
framework but which can be argued to participate to the e-loyalty building mechanism
will be detailed in more depth. The next section will integrate all these findings into a

new model that will be tested.
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3. METHODOLOGY

3.1 RESEARCH MODEL

The proposed research model illustrated in Figure 5 is a schematic representation of the
following research question: once customers have accepted Internet as a distribution
channel, how can online retail stores foster customer e-loyalty? This model was designed

with the objective of answering this research question.

INDEPENDENT HYPOTHESES DEPENDENT
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Figure 5: Research model
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3.2 RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

Based on the previous literature review, this study considers the relationships between
four distinct independent variables and the dependent variable. The hypotheses were

derived as follows.

3.2.1 Web design and e-loyalty

Lohse and Spiller (1998) identified - in their study on online store - design features that
impact online store traffic and sales. Theses features are: merchandise, service,
promotion, convenience, checkout and navigation. They pointed out that web design is a
factor influencing repeat traffic and sales which are two factors demonstrating loyalty
from the customer perspective.

Law and Gallupe (2000) hypothesized that web interface design should have an impact
on behavioral e-loyalty. They mention that if the interface is not easy to use or if the
items are too difficult to find, people will simply not visit again the web site and will
therefore not buy from the store anymore. Finally, Parasuraman and Grewal (2000)
pointed out that Web site Design may influence service quality, value and ultimately e-
loyalty. This leads to the following hypotheses:

H1A: Web design is positively related to attitudinal e-loyalty.

H1B: Web design is positively related to behavioral e-loyalty.

3.2.2 Trust and e-loyalty

According to Grazioli and Jarvenpaa (2000), trust has been found to influence attitudes,

purchase intentions, and purchase behavior in consumer product channels of distribution
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(Crosby et al, 1990; Ganesan, 1994; Macintosh and Lockshin, 1997). In addition,
customers who do not trust an online store will less likely do business again with the
online store (Jarvenpaa et al., 1999) or even to return for more purchases (Reichheld and
Schefter, 2000).

Jarvenpaa et al. (1999) demonstrated that consumers’ trust in an Internet store affects
their willingness to patronize the store. Reichheld et al. (2000a) affirm that brick and
mortars retailers are often ahead on trust compared to online stores and that online stores
pay therefore 20 to 40% more to acquire new customers. Nevertheless, they mention that
it is possible for online stores to make trust a differentiation factor and they remind that
trust should be one of the main concerns of an online store in order to foster customer e-
loyalty. Therefore, the following hypotheses can be suggested:

H2A: Trust is positively related to attitudinal e-loyalty.

H2B: Trust is positively related to behavioral e-loyaity.

3.2.3 Web personalization and e-loyalty

Reid Smith (2000) explained the distinction between “customization” and
“personalization” in the web environment. Customization enables a store to treat a
customer “as others in a group” while in personalization, the content is “truly
personalized by the individual’s preferences”. In contrast with brick and mortar stores,
she underlines how personalization can be a useful tool for the e-tails to tailor
communications (content, advertising, suggested links, email, etc...) to the customer
needs. Reid Smith (2000) concludes on the importance of leveraging web personalization

in order to foster customer e-loyalty.

26



According to OpenMarket (2000), a firm specialized in personalization, web
personalization was at “the top of initiatives to help achieve the goals of satisfied visitor
relationships”. As stated, web personalization holds the key to long-term profits and
survival in a more and more complex web environment. The following hypotheses are
therefore stated:

H3A: Web personalization is positively related to attitudinal e-loyalty.

H3B: Web personalization is positively related to behavioral e-loyalty.

3.24 Service quality and e-loyalty

Service quality is very likely to have an impact on e-loyalty (Parasuraman and Grewal,
2000). In addition, as Reid Smith (2000) stated, implementing a powerful service quality
will improve e-loyalty but needs to be coupled with a sound e-loyalty customer program.
Reid Smith (2000) reminds that it is useless to implement a strong service quality if it is
not part of a larger strategy plan where the store will persuade customers to want a
relationship.

Gefen’s (2002) results suggest that customer loyalty to a specific online store increases
with perceived better service quality both directly and through increased trust. Thus, the
following hypotheses are drowned:

H4A: Service quality is positively related to attitudinal e-loyalty.

H4B: Service quality is positively related to behavioral e-loyalty.

Each dimension of service quality is now specifically addressed with regard to e-loyalty

in order to generate a better understanding.
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Firstly, responsiveness focuses traditionally on the human service ability to respond to

the customers in an accurate, error-free, helpful, and prompt way. When it comes to an

online retail store, responsiveness relies also on the technical aspects of the online retail

stores. Many features are ultimately controlled by automated programs. Further, an e-tail

can be perceived as unresponsive if it fails to respond quickly to emails or online queries

of its users (Cody and Hope, 1999). Therefore, the following hypotheses can be raised:
H4aA: Responsiveness is positively related to attitudinal e-loyalty.

H4aB: Responsiveness is positively related to behavioral e-loyalty.

Secondly, reliability refers to how well the store fulfills its promises. Online retail stores
must prove even more than traditional stores to their customers that they are reliable since
they are “virtual” and therefore represent a greater perceived risk (Gefen, 2002).
Therefore, the hypotheses below are derived:

H4bA: Reliability is positively related to attitudinal e-loyalty.

H4bB: Reliability is positively related to behavioral e-loyalty.

Thirdly, in the traditional brick and mortar environment, tangibles refer for example to
the image that employees project to the customer (i.e.: if their appearance is neat). In the
web context, it is more difficult to assess such things. Nevertheless, the way the interface
looks like picture the dimension of tangibles for an e-tail. The following hypotheses are
tested:

H4cA: Tangibles are positively related to attitudinal e-loyalty.

H4cB: Tangibles are positively related to behavioral e-loyalty.
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Fourthly, empathy is usually considered as the ability from employees to personalize
their service to each individual customer and understand their needs. An online retail
store might have more difficulties achieving such an objective since transactions are
usually done interacting with a computer. However, if there is no empathy from the e-tail
toward its customers, these customers might feel that the online retail store does not care
about their needs and may therefore be tempted to terminate relationships (Gefen, 2002).
Empathy plays therefore an important role in building long-term e-loyalty. Consequently,
one can think that empathy might influence e-loyalty as stated in the following
hypotheses:
HA4dA: Empathy is positively related to attitudinal e-loyalty.

H4dB: Empathy is positively related to behavioral e-loyalty.

Lastly, assurance is a construct close but distinct from trust. According to Grazioli and
Jarvenpaa (2000) and Hagen and Choe (1998), trust refers to the expectation that the
promise of another can be relied upon and that, in unforeseen circumstances, the other
will act in the spirit of goodwill and in a benign fashion towards the trustor. Spreitzer and
Mishra (1999) clearly explain that by contrast, assurance exists “when the seller will not
cheat because of the fear of penalty”. Knowledge and courtesy are traditionally the two
main components of assurance. It is argued that assurance impacts e-loyalty as stated in
the hypotheses below:
HS5eA: Assurance is positively related to attitudinal e-loyalty.

HSeB: Assurance is positively related to behavioral e-loyalty.
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3.3 VARIABLES AND MEASUREMENTS

This study was based on a survey methodology using a self-administered questionnaire.

The data was collected among a sample of students within Concordia University.

3.3.1 Measurements of the variables

Very few of the variables suggested in the research model have been studied in the
Internet business context. The questionnaire was designed following two distinct
rationales: test the validity of the suggested research model but also open insights for
future research.

l. instruments to measure the five variables of the study (see Table 3 page 33):

a. e-loyalty

The strongest conceptualization of customer loyalty is a multi-faceted construct which
takes into account both psychological and behavioral components (Too et al., 2000;
Fournier and Yao, 1997). Thus, it was decided to use the instrument of loyalty extracted
from the traditional business context. Attitudinal loyalty - 10 items - and behavioral
loyalty - three items - were instruments derived from Too et al (2000). One of the items
suggested by the authors was not kept in the final instrument of this study— “I have used
this store for a number of years™ - since it didn’t fit the youth and recent emergence of the
web environment. Nevertheless, we added two items, one in each dimension. To better
measure attitudinal loyalty, it was decided to insert the concept of switching costs in the
loyalty measure using the item A10: “For me, the cost in time, money, effort and grief to
switch from this online retail store to another is high”. In addition, we added to
behavioral loyalty the notion of future customer willingness with the following item: “I

will buy from this online retail store on a regular basis”.
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b. Web design

The instrument used for measuring web design was derived from the instrument used by
Wolfinbarger and Gilly (2002) and the items listed under the concept of usability
extracted from Barnes and Vidgen (2001). In total, the instrument encompasses 12 items.
c. Trust

No precedent measure of trust was satisfying enough for the web environment. In order
to measure trust, a new instrument was derived from the measures of trust from Grazioli
and Jarvenpaa (2000) and Grazioli and Wang (2001) ~ four items. One item was used
from Wolfinbarger and Gilly (2002).

d. Web personalization

Web personalization has been poorly researched from the consumer perspective.
Therefore, very few instruments were developed in order to capture this construct.
Nevertheless, Wolfinbarger and Gilly (2002) had the most satisfying measure in their
model of website quality (.comQ) with seven items.
e. Service quality

Two methods are commonly used to measure service quality through the SERVQUAL
instrument: the gap and the perception only methods. The perceptions-only instrument is
better for evaluating the predictive validity of service quality (Zeithaml et al., 1996).
Several questions were adapted in order to make them fit the web environment. Several
items from the SERVPEREF instrument were dropped since they were evaluated as being
not applicable to the e-tail environment. The 17 reworded items were extracted from

Cody and Hope's (1999) work on service quality measures of extranets.
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2. factors heiping the understanding of the actual research model and providing good

insights for future research:
a. the category of purchase
b. the time when the purchase took place
c. the intent of the shopping occasion
d. the type of online retail store
e. the transaction budget of that specific purchase
f. the possible cancellation of the order
g. the possible complaint sent to the online retail store
h. the overall budget spent in the online retail store.
These factors were extracted from the instrument of Kehoe et al. (1999) used in their

yearly study about the Intemnet.

3.3.2 Pretest the questionnaire

A class of 25 MBA students was selected to pretest the questionnaire. 15 respondents had
purchased on the Internet and therefore filled out the whole questionnaire whereas
10 only answered the pages reserved for people who never transacted online. In order to
help the author refining the questionnaire, the students were then invited to either write
their comments on the last page or talk to the researcher. According to this feedback, the
researcher refined several items modifying confusing questions. The researcher also
conducted reliability tests on the constructs which all resulted in an acceptable level of

minimum .70. The complete final questionnaire is in Appendix 1 page 68.
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Table 3: Operational dimension of the variables

Variable i::::s Measurement and Source Definition
Attitudinal Extracted from: Too et al. (2000) The degree that a
Pearson (1996) )
1 and Att: 10 Schii d Schroder (1996 consumer is ready to
behavioral Beh: 3 Jins an 3¢ er ( ) rebuy or patronize from
*2 | Selnes (1993) y or patron,
e-loyalty Sirohi et al. (1998) a preferred e-tail.
Bailey and Pearson (1983)
Bamnes and Vidgen (2001)
Davis (1989, 1993)
Davis et al. (1989)
Eighmey (1997)
Levi and Conrad (1996)
mz:’s'; 2'2‘:9[;‘9"‘,%88)” The degree to which the
2| Waebdesign 12 T consumer likes the e-tail
Parasuraman et al. (1988, 1991) b desi
Pitt et al. (1995, 1997) web design.
Shneiderman (1998)
Spool (1999)
Venkatesh and Davis (2000)
Wolfinbarger and Gilly (2002)
White and Manning (1998)
Zeithmal et al. (1988, 1990, 1993)
Grazioli and Wang (2001) The degree to which the
3 Trust 5 Grazioli and Jarvenpaa (2000) consumer is willing to
Wolfinbarger and Gilly (2002) be vulnerable to the
actions of an e-tail.
Wolfinbarger and Gilly (2002) The degree to which the
consumer perceives that
4 Web 4 his/her shopping
personalization experience in the e-tail
is personalized to his/her
taste.
Derived from SERVPERF The consumer
. . Cody and Hope (1999) evaluation of the e-tail
5 | Service quality 17 Grazioli and Wang (2001) service quality

Grazioli and Jarvenpaa (2000)

performance
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4. DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

The hypotheses stated before will be analyzed and tested in the following sections.

4.1 SAMPLE SELECTION AND DATA COLLECTION

396 students from a Canadian university participated to the study. With prior permission
from professors from 12 commerce classes, students were contacted and asked to
participate by filling out a research questionnaire. Due to the rationale of the research, we
selected only the 165 respondents who purchased online at least once in an online retail
store. This research looks into the attitude and behavior of consumers who already
purchased online. For statistical purposes, arithmetical means replaced the 3.1 % of

missing values in the sample.

4.2 DEMOGRAPHICS OF RESPONDENTS

The demographics of the survey respondents are showed in Appendix 2 page 74. The
sample was initially made of 396 respondents who returned the questionnaire. Out of
theses 396 returned questionnaires, eight were not exploitable — because of too many
missing data - resulting in a sample size of 388 questionnaires.

The actual sample was made of 165 respondents who “purchased at least once in an
online retail store”. As showed in Appendix 2, 70.9% of the respondents were 24 years
old or below. Also, 32.4% of them had at least a bachelor degree. 57.8% of the
respondents had less than five years of work experience. 73.5% declared to be “very

comfortable with computers usage” and 95.4% had been using the Internet for at least
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three years. Finally, 39% of them declared that their family income was higher than
$60,000 a year while 30.8% affirmed it was lower than $35,000.

As showed in Appendix 7 and Appendix 8, 11.3% of the respondents purchased on
eBay.com, 10.6% on Amazon.com, 9.9% on futureshop.ca, 8.6% on admission.com, and
6.6% on chapters.ca. 29.7% of the respondents bought books/CDs/DVDs, 18.2%
electronics / computer equipment, 10.3% show tickets and 9.7% body products.

More than one customer out of two (52.1%) made the online transaction - evaluated in
the questionnaire - in the last three months. 85.4% of the customers had the intent to
make a purchase while 14.6% did not intent to make a purchase. 88.5% of the customers
transacted with a regular online retail store while 11.5% decided to purchase on an
auction type website. 14.5% of the respondents contacted the customer service with a
complaint while only 3.6% actually returned the merchandise or cancelled the service.
Finally, their last purchase was in 77.6% of the cases lower than $200. Overall, the
estimated average amount of money they spent in this particular online retail store is

higher than $200 in 39.4% of the cases.

4.3 SCALE RELIABILITIES

Reliability analysis is a method to study the properties of measurement scales and the
items that make them up. Cronbach's alpha is a model of intemal consistency, based on
the average inter-item correlation. It determines how well a set of items (or variables)
measures a single one-dimensional latent construct (Hair, 1992). In this study,

Cronbach’s alpha will be used as the reliability coefficient.
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Table 4: Scale reliabilities

Counstructs Reliability Initial Final
number of number of
items items
Independent variable
Web design .9360 12 12
Trust .8344 5 4
Web personalization .8584 7 7
Service quality .9261 17 17
Responsiveness 7554 3 3
Reliability .8287 5 5
< | Tangibles 7836 4 4
Empathy .6535 2 2
Assurance .7905 3 3
Dependent variable

Attitudinal e-loyalty .8481 10 8
Behavioral e-loyalty .8614 3 3

Total sample size is 165.
Cronbach’s alpha is reported for scale reliability. The minimum statistical significant
level is at 0.70.

From Table 4, it can be concluded that all constructs, except empathy, reached the
acceptable level - 70% - for social sciences research. The construct empathy was
measured with only two items and that might be the reason why the reliability coefficient
is lower than the commonly designated threshold of .70. Nevertheless, the construct was

kept as designed initially.

4.4 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF THE VARIABLES

The descriptive statistics of the independent and dependent variables are listed in Table 5.
All constructs range from one to five that are respectively the minimum and maximum
evaluation. Also, this table shows that both attitudinal and behavioral e-loyalty and at a

lesser extent web personalization have much lower means that the other variables.
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Table 5: Descriptive statistics (N=165)

Variable | Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Std Deviation
Independent variable
Web design 1 5 39156 .7059
Trust l 5 4.0003 .7945
Web personalization 1 5 3.2213 7742
Service quality 1 5 3.8246 6555
Responsiveness 1 5 3.8619 .8365
Reliability 1 5 3.8356 7792
$  [Tangibles L 5 3.9159 7024
Empathy l 5 3.5579 .8440
Assurance | 5 3.8251 7710
Dependent variable
Attitudinal e-loyalty 1 5 3.1347 7521
Behavioral e-loyalty I 5 2.7891 .9899

4.5 CORRELATION ANALYSIS

As previously mentioned, the suggested research model led to four main hypotheses
which could all be tested using the same statistical tool: the individual correlation
coefficient between the suggested independent and dependent variables. If this
correlation is significant (p<0.05), it means that the related hypothesis is validated.

As shown in Table 6, all hypotheses were validated except H3B. Furthermore, all
hypotheses — HIA, H2A, H3A, H4A, H4aA, H4bA, HdcA, H4dA and H4eA - that aimed
to test the correlation of attitudinal e-loyalty with the independent variables were
validated at the level of p<.001, which demonstrates a very high correlation level
between the variables.

Finally, the hypotheses that dealt with behavioral e-loyalty had different levels of
significance. For example, H2B (p<.001) and also H4B, H4aB, H4dB and H4eB (p<.01)
were strongly supported while HIB, H4bB and H4cB were relatively less significant

(p<.05). Thus, we can conclude that all the independent variables web design, trust, web
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personalization and service quality are positively related to the construct attitudinal e-
loyalty of the dependent variable e-loyalty. Moreover, the variables web design, trust,
and service quality are positively related to the construct behavioral e-loyalty of the

dependent variable e-loyalty.

Table 6: Results of correlation coefficients

Variables Hypothesis Pet:rtst(i)tnudinal_ loyalty Behavioral_ -loyalty
Web design HI1A/HIB 477
Trust H2A / H2B 488
Web personalization H3A /H3B 384
Service quality H4A / H4B .508
Responsiveness | H4aA / H4aB 397
Reliability H4bA /H4bB 461
< | Tangibles H4cA /H4cB | 370
Empathy H4dA /H4dB 457
Assurance H4eA / H4eB 459

* Correlation is significant at the level of 0.05 (1-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the level of 0.01 (1-tailed).
*** Correlation is significant at the level of 0.001 (1-tailed)

On the contrary, the suggested positive relationships between the variable web
personalization with the construct behavioral loyalty of the dependent variable e-loyalty
was not found to be statistically significant. Within the variable service quality, all sub-
constructs were positively linked to behavioral e-loyalty. All theses final results are
presented graphically in Figure 6.

One unexpected outcome from the data analysis is that the hypothesis H3B which
assumes that the variable web personalization would be correlated with behavioral e-
loyalty, was not supported. One reason may be that the respondents did not pay attention

to theses features at the time of their purchase and could not remember them with
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exactitude. Another possible explanation is that they actually did not perceive correctly
the meaning of the concept. Finally, as we stated before, a store may have more important
implicit rather than explicit web personalization features. This would perhaps explain

why the customer is not aware of the web personalization components of an online retail

store.
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VARIABLES VARIABLE
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** Regression significant at p <Gl
*** Regression significant at p <.001
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Figure 6: Correlation coefficients in research model
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4.6 REGRESSION ANALYSIS

A regression analysis can be used in this study to test the validity of the model for both
type of e-loyalty. All hypotheses except one were supported by the sample in this study.
This regression analysis intent to set up a linear function in which the independent
variables web design, trust, web personalization and service quality are predictors of the
dependent variable attitudinal e-loyalty. Also, another regression analysis intent to set up
another linear function in which the independent variables web design, trust and service
quality are predictors of the dependent variable behavioral e-loyalty.

The dataset meets the relative assumptions for implementing a regression analysis. All
items and variables had normal probability plots. All respondents answered the
questionnaire individually which confirms the independence statistical assumption. Also
the distribution of the residuals is almost a straight line which confirms that there is a
normal distribution of errors (see Figure 7 and Figure 8). No outliers (considering

three standards deviations) had been detected. All variables had a standard scatter plot.

- v e

25 4 x

Expected Cum Prob

Expected Cum Prob
(=]
E &

om = -7} s 1.m om 25 50 1s 100

Observed CumProb Observed Cum Prob

Figure 7: Plot of Regression Standardized Residual for attitudinal and behavioral e-loyalty
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Figure 8: Histograms of Regression Standardized Residual for attitudinal and behavioral e-loyalty

4.6.1 Regression analysis for attitudinal e-loyalty

The stepwise method was used since it helps to determine the most important factors in a
regression. According to Table 7, R square is .334 which indicates that the suggested
regression model explains 33.4% of the total variance. The regression result is

statistically significant at the .000 level (Table 8).

Table 7: Regression Model Summary

Model R | R Square Std. Error
of the Estimate

1].508 .258 .64965
21.554 307 .63017
3[.578 334 .61928

a Predictors: (Constant), Service quality

b Predictors: (Constant), Service quality, Web personalization

¢ Predictors: (Constant), Service quality, Web personalization, Trust
d Dependent Variable: Attitudinal e-loyalty
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Table 8: ANOVA table for regression

Model
I

(L8]

Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total

Sum of Squares
23.980
68.794
92.774
28.441
64.332
92.774
31.029
61.744
92.774

df

l
163
164
2
162
164
3
161
164

Mean Square
23.980
422

14.221
397

10.343
.384

Sig.

a Predictors: (Constant), Service quality

b Predictors: (Constant), Service quality, Web personalization

¢ Predictors: (Constant), Service quality, Web personalization, Trust
d Dependent Variable: Attitudinal e-loyalty

Table 9: Regression coefficients

Model

N

-
S,
B E
g3
-
58
B
(Constant) 904
Service quality 583
(Constant) 532
Service quality 489
Web personalization | .228
(Constant) .406
Service quality .249
Web personalization | .241
Trust 250

< wv)

8 g

5.9

5.9

- =

59 <

7] - n
Std. Error | Beta
.300 3.009 | .003
077 508 | 7.538 | .000
312 1.709 | .089
.080 426 | 6.093 | .000
.068 .234 | 3.352 | .001
310 1.310 { .192
121 217 |1 2058 | .041
.067 248 | 3.597 | .000
.096 264 1 2598 | 010

Collinearity
Statistics

Tolerance

1.000

.876
.876

370
871
401

VIF

1.000

1.142
1.142

2.699
1.148
2.493

a Dependent Variable: Attitudinal e-loyalty

Nonetheless, as showed in Table 9, trust, web personalization and service quality are
variables that can be taken in account in the regression since their coefficients reach the
minimum level of acceptance (p<.05). In addition, as demonstrated in Appendix 3 and

Appendix 4, there are no significant problems of collinearity since all VIF ratios are close
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to 1 and since all multicollinearity coefficients are below .8. The regression function is

therefore the following at the significant level of p<.000:

Attitudinal e-loyalty = .406+ .250%Trust + .249*Service Quality + .241*Web Personalization

Based on the function above, it is possible to conclude that there is a linear function
relationship between the dependent variable attitudinal e-loyalty and the predictors trust,

service quality and web personalization.

46.2 Regression analysis for behavioral e-loyaity

The stepwise method was also used in this case. According to Table 10, R square is .067
which indicates that the suggested regression model explains 6.7% of the total variance.

The regression result is statistically significant at the .000 level (Table 1 1).

Table 10: Regression Model Summary

Model | R R Square | Adjusted R Square | Std. Error of the Estimate
1 .258 | .067 061 .95930

a Predictors: (Constant), Trust
b Dependent Variable: Behavioral e-loyalty

Table 11: ANOVA table for regression

Model Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square | F Sig.
| Regression | 10.688 1 10.688 11.614 | .001
Residual 150.000 163 | .920
Total 160.688 164

a Predictors: (Constant), Trust
b Dependent Variable: Behavioral e-loyalty
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Table 12: Regression Coefficients

Model
1 (Constant)
Trust

@ Unstandardized
Coefficients

g

321

Std. Error
.385
094

Standardized
Coefficients

Beta

.258

3911
3.408

.20
7

.000
.001

Collinearity
Statistics

Tolerance

1.000

VIF

1.000

a Dependent Variable: Behavioral e-loyalty

Nonetheless, as showed in Table 12, trust, is the only variable that can be taken in
account in the regression since its coefficient reach the minimum level of acceptance
(p<.05). In addition, as demonstrated in Appendix 5 and Appendix 6, there are no
significant problems of collinearity since all VIF ratios are close to 1 and since all

multicollinearity coefficients are below .8. The regression function is therefore the

following at the significant level of p<.000:

Behavioral e-loyalty = 1.504 + .321*Trust

Based on the function above, it is possible to conclude that there is a linear function

relationship between the dependent variable behavioral e-loyalty and the predictor trust.

All results are summarized in Figure 9.
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Figure 9: Results of the regression analysis

4.7 RESPONDENTS CHARACTERISTICS

At the beginning of the research questionnaire (see Appendix | page 68), several
questions aimed at collecting information about the purchases characteristics of the
respondents. Demographics questions were added at the end of the questionnaire. The
independent variables Student T-Test and the ANOVA Tables methods were used to

compare means for two groups of cases. These tools represent an excellent way of
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studying purchase characteristics and respondents demographics relations on each of the

variables from the research model.

4.7.1 Decomposition by gender

By proceeding to this decomposition, the objective was to test whether or not gender has
an influence on any of the suggested constructs. Table 13 shows that gender has a

significant impact on the perception of e-tail responsiveness and tangibles (p<.05).

Table 13: T-Test regarding gender (N = 165?)

= . w Q ‘—"h
s S = 8 4 s
7] 5 S £ & g 2 ] 8 e
@ - a N 2 > = = = £ - -
T-Test | S g S = = G 2 £ s 8 = 3
° = g 3 £ 8 & e g £ s
=2 = e 2 e — ] g 7] - .-
9 E > = @ [ =l «a = »
= Bl & | §F | & < | 2| &
s, 0 (- b1 )
< -]
Gender

Female 4 4.2002 5 4.1082 4 3.2135 4 3.9540 4 4.0505 § 3.9642 5 4.1045 § 3.5199 4 3.9203 § 3.1432 | 2.6554

PGS TGS TSI GGG T ST TSI 'I'I”'I‘II-V”’""I“"‘l’/’l'*”’”/"lfl""l"l’,’l"’l”'J

Male | 3.7875 [ 3.9407 4 3.2409 4 3.7633 | 3.7429 | 3.7734 | 3.8191 # 3.6023 /4 3.7999 # 3.1621 / 2.8816 *

Fvalue | .533

1.076 126 814 .038 450 .344 .078 3.253 .057 832
211 .838 085 018 .148 011 .570 375 881 187

Significant at the level of 0.01 (2-tailed).
Indicates the highest mean of the two data sets.

p

]

With even more support for this conclusion, the perception of web design is perceived
differently whether the consumer is a man or a woman (p<.01). Apparently females tend
to be more receptive to these features. However, both means of attitudinal and behavioral
loyalty are slightly higher for males. Nevertheless, the gap is not statistically significant

(p>.05) which lead to the conclusion that gender is not correlated with e-loyalty.

2 See Appendix 7 and Appendix 8 for the decomposition of N.
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4.7.2 Decomposition by respondents’ age, revenue, work exp®,
and knowledge of Internet

Table 14 shows that the customer’s age, revenue, work experience and knowledge of

Internet has no impact on any of the variables from the suggested research model.

Table 14: ANOVA table of respondents’ age, revenue, work exp, and knowledge of Internet (N = 165)

= F. 7] _B_‘

B - = = g 2

ANOVA s | g |8l 2| 2| E| 2| €| g8 |&E&|=

= £ > @ z S E & 5 |28 £

Table 2 | < |®E| £ | §E| S| 5| E| g |E8| £

= 2| & & & = = < | < z

) Q 9 -]

-9 /] -4 @

-]

Age
F value 1.149 | 1.187 | 776 | 1.382 | 1.532 | 715 | 1.212] 1.141 | 1.562 | .399 | 1.347
p-value 336 | 319 | 542 | 243 | (196 | 583 | .308 | .339 | .187 | .809 | .255
Revenue
F value 1795 | L.L118 | 532 | 1.668 | .889 | 1.663 | 1.343 | 1.332 | 1.274 | 420 | 1.955
p-value 33 ) 350 | 713 | 161 | 472 | 162 | 257 | 261 | 283 | .794 | .105
Work experience
F value 1.280 } 1.077 | 1.766 | 1.214 | 1.321 ] 1.046 | .771 957 | 1.120 | 953 | 1.642
p-value 276 | 376 | 123 | 306 | 258 | 393 | 572 | 446 | 352 | 449 ] .152
Knowledge of Internet use
F value 1.211 | 1.843 ] .328 | 1.349 | 1.724 | 848 | 1.046 | 1.242 | 1.153 | .200 | .097
p-value 308 | 142 | 805 | 261 | .165 | 470 | 374 | 297 | 330 | .896 | 962
Significant at the level of 0.05 (2-tailed).

Significant at the level of 0.01 (2-tailed).

The p-values related to each variable are higher than the accepted level of .05.
Enos (2000a, 2000b) discovered that income and knowledge of Internet use are factors
that definitely influence significantly Internet shopping adoption. Nevertheless, in this

research, all theses factors do not seem to have an impact on e-loyalty. Therefore, it

 Work experience
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seems that the factors enabling an online retail store to attract customers are not the same

as the ones needed to foster their e-loyalty.

4.7.3 Decomposition by respondents’ level of education and
comfort using computers

The results of the ANOVA table listed in Table 15 demonstrate that the level of education
relates to the customers’ perception of service quality, responsiveness and reliability (all
significant at the .01 level), while the customer comfort to use computers only relates to

his/her perception of an online retail store responsiveness (significant at the .01 level).

Table 15: ANOVA table regarding respondents' level of education and comfort using computers (N =

165)
g 2 =y
e = - K]
S HEAR A AR RENE
wowe | F a8l 2222 F) E 5
Tale | g | £ |FE) 8| B | S| £ E| § |52 5
2 2 7| = = = < | & z
gl @ & S
-}
Level of education
F value 2.104 | 1.352 | .364 | 3.006 | 3.018 | 3.240 [ 1.735 | 1.340 | 1.781 | .381 | .749
p-value 056 | 238 | 901 117 | 243 | 107 | 890 | 611
Comfort using computers
F value 2.196 | 2.006 | 1.440 1.078 | .802 | 1.504 [ 1.503 | .758
p-value 072 | .096 | .224 ‘ 369 | 526 | .204 | 204 | .554
Significant at the level of 0.05 (2-tailed).

Significant at the level of 0.01 (2-tailed).

Enos (2000a, 2000b) argued that the level of education ended having a significant impact
in his study about Internet shopping adoption. However, none of these factors actually

interacts with e-loyaity.
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4.8

4.8.1

PURCHASE CHARACTERISTICS

Purchase budget, category, intent and cancellation

None of the following factors — purchase category, purchase budget, purchase intent or

purchase cancellation — has an influence on any of the variables of the research model.

Table 16 shows that purchase intent and purchase cancellation are both higher than the

acceptable level of .05.

Table 16: T-Test table regarding the intent while browsing and the cancellation (N = 165)

el = | 2 | &
5 il 3|5 8| s|2|¢| &)|&
g g 2 8 3 Z = = ] 8 = 3
et S| E |28 ¢ | E| 2| 2| B | 5| £ | %
= 2| % g & = = < 2 z
-9 7] - k= S
< =
remmns crrrens Intent while Psgyfm 2 S
NolInt §3.9724 / 3.9327 § '3”3'9’5'7’;, ;“318'2’53’[,1;/1?' ’ 3’8ﬂ8’6’2’, 3.9375 § 3. 6066 7 3.8666 4 3. 3”77 "3 0:1§§ A
Intent | 3.9064 /. ’i 0155 43.1919 43 E:.jj"lz §§§z 43.8292 [ 3.9134 [ 3.5536 | 3.8215 | 3.0990 | 2.7363
Fvalue | 324 | 2990 | .19l 2.404 | 6.149 | 2.589 .000 .866 1.339 | L.714 | .000
p-value | .630 570 171 999 225 .784 .873 .750 755 126 .165
Cancellanon" mend
Yes !2’7’791 31923.0, ’3’111'9’8’ }’7’5’79} 3.9965 / 3. 9265 ’ 3.7083 | 3.3784 | 3. 555.6' 3.1162 ;'3 -0000 !
No ¢ 3.9208 ::4014214 3.2251 ’ 3. 8’2’73 / 3 8569 | 3.8322 § 3. 9238 7 3.5647 4 3 8353 4 3.1354 ; 7 781[
Fvalue [ 1.133 | .003 | 4.183 "458 2439 | 2020 | 3341 | 1.788 | 1.777 | .034 027
p-value | 478 287 .397 714 578 617 .628 .370 .159 947 630
Significant at the level of 0.05 (2-tailed).
oo Significant at the level of 0.01 (2-tailed).
2'"’ [ Indicates the highest mean of the two data sets.
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Table 17: ANOVA table regarding the budget spent for this specific purchase and the category of

purchase (N = 165)

>

s oS § -~

& 2 = > ] = g.

2 ] s =2 8| 2| & )

ANOVA : | g |g8| 2| 2| 5|5 £ 8 5 2=

S| 22| « | E| 8| ™| & t | 2¢| &

Table e |l & || 8 5 = g g 2 2| e

S 2| | &1 & & 8 |82 =

= El s 8|%=|F << |2

&l @ - @

-]

Amount of money spent for this specific purchase
F value 417 | 384 | 1.091 | 370 | .802 | 447 | 290 | .474 | 1.135} .938 | 1.342
p-value .837 | 859 | .368 | 869 |.550 | .815 | 918 |.795| 344 | 458 | .249
Category of the purchase
F value 946 | .886 | 915 | 487 | 581 | .560 | .483 | .709 | 988 | 1.249 | 1.744
p-value 503|563 | 534 1920 .855 | .871].922 | .741 | 463 | .255 | .063
Significant at the level of 0.05 (2-tailed).

Significant at the level of 0.01 (2-tailed).

On the same token, the p-values of the p-values of purchase category and purchase
budget listed in Table 17 do not lead to any statistical support. However, the cancellation

factor was only measured through the report of six respondents.

4.8.2 Purchase complaint

The factor complaint (see questionnaire in Appendix 1) aims to highlight whether or not a
customer complaint about the product/service has any relation with his/her perception of
e-loyalty. As listed in Table 18, all the variable means related to this factor are higher
when a customer never had to contact the online retail store with a complainr. Not
surprisingly, customers who contacted the online retail store with a complaint tend to

appreciate much less the service quality (p<0.01).
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Table 18: T-Test table regarding the complaint (N = 165)

_ . 2| 2z

= ] s

5 i1 5| 5| 2| ¢g|2z| 8| 2| &

T-Test © E ; = @ 2 2 ] & 5 £ E

S = s = 2 = a E} 2 L= £

= % = ] - = < 2 a

& @ - s S

< -]

Complaint?

Yes 2.4559J 3.5541 | 3.0918 3.4787'1 3.2900 3.4969 | 3.6667 | 3.0208 | 3.4819 | 2.8812 | 2.5945
No i 3.9938 * 4.0763 / 3.2433 ‘ 3.8835 1112325—: 3.8933 ¢ 3.95843 3.6494 ¢ 3.8835 4 3.1778 ¢ 2.8222

255 | 792 | 612 | 1.556 | 7.890 | 191 | 065 | .445 | .164
3 | 045 ] o015 | 036 ] 055 | .165 f 004 | 030 | 073 | 287

They also tend to have lower trust in the online retail store (p<0.0l) and to appreciate
much less web design (p<0.0l1). Thus, the same rules applies for online and offline
shopping. Customer complaint that might engender customer dissatisfaction would be a

factor lowering e-loyalty.

4.8.3 Store type

The factor store type confirmed the assumption that auction stores do better in fostering
customer loyalty. As shown in Table 19, customers of auctions stores show more e-
loyalty (p<.05) — both attitudinal and behavioral. Moreover, this type of online store tend
to develop stronger and efficient web personalization features (p<.05). Auction stores
foster successfully e-loyalty of their customers. One of the tools they probably use is web
personalization. One limit of this analysis is that only 19 of the respondents reported that

their last purchase was done through an auction store.
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Table 19: T-Test regarding the type of store (N = 165)

- 7 2 2

ey 3 s

& 2 = E 2 b > 8 2 2

g g | 28| = 2 = = = £ = =

Tet| = | E (25| £ | E| 2| B B E|E|E
su - -~ L

a < &
Auction § 40579 £ 10310 4 3.6307 1 3.0627 4 3.9628 4 4.0089 4 4.0877 4 3.1956 3 3.8306 § 34414 4 3.2401 #
| Regular | 3.8971 | 3.9964 | 3.1680 | 3.8067 | 3.8488 | 3.8131 | 3.8936 | 3.5270 | 3.8244 | 3.0948 | 2.7304
Fvalue | 821 | 1.382 | 221 | 3.210 [10.707 | 6.014 | 3612 | .128 | 3.396 | 3.933 | .007
p-value | 234 169 | 340 | 110 | it | 217 | 966 | 013 | 045

Significant at the lev05 (2-tailed).
o, Significant at the level of 0.01 (2-tailed).
! Indicates the highest mean of the two data sets.

[

Moreover, at least 17 of them purchased at the same auction store eBay. This does not

help to conclude about auction stores in general.

484 Overall budget spent in the online retail store

From Table 20, it can be seen that web design and service quality of online retail stores
have an actual impact on the overall budget spent in the online retail store (p<0.05).
Furthermore, the overall budget spent has an important impact on e-loyalty. It has an
impact on both attitudinal and behavioral loyalty (level of confidence respectively p<.05
and p<.01). This once again illustrates that there are several basic rules that applies for

both online and offline shopping.
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Table 20: ANOVA table regarding the overall budget spent in this e-tail (N = 165)

>

Sl 2| 8 s

& - = £ 2 8 > 8 | &8 -y

i - = = o= B x|l =

ANOVA 8 g gé & % = 2| % g8 |52 e
Table = | £ |BE| & s | 32 g E| & g_g; 5
= 2 & g & | = < | & -

& @ & E

Amount of money spent overall in this online retail store

F value 2.348 ] 2.085 | .632 | 3.139 | 3.588 | 2.787 | 1.323

257

p-value 043 1§ 070

Significant at the level of 0.05 (2-tailed).
Significant at the level of 0.01 (2-tailed).

4.8.5 Date of purchase

Last but not least, the date of purchase is a factor that relates to behavioral loyalty. From
Table 21, it can seen that the level of confidence is p<.0l. It seems rather possible that

time has an effect on behavioral e-loyalty.

Table 21: ANOVA table regarding the date of the purchase (N = 165)

>
13 > =
s S = 3 - s
) 5| E | 5| &| 8 > | 8|78 g
avova | B/ 3 |g8| 5213|555 |58 3
Table s | = [BE| 8 gl 8| B g 2 2z &
° 2| E| 2|8 & E= |2
= L g -4 b= < | =
& @4 | & S
-}
Date of this purchase
F value .342 | 932 | 854 | .448 | 910 | 643 | 859 | 1.237 ] .623
p-value .849 | 447 | 493 | .774 | 459 | 633 | 490 | 297 | 647
Significant at the level of 0.05 (2-tailed).

Significant at the level of 0.01 (2-tailed).
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4.9 STATISTICS FOR NON-ONLINE SHOPPERS

223 respondents never purchased in an online retail store. In the total sample, gender was
almost balanced while our actual sample was made of 61.4% of males. As listed in
Appendix 2 page 74, there is a significant discrepancy between the numbers of men
(94, 61.4%) and women (59, 38.9%) who had made purchases in cyberspace. This seems
to confirm the findings of Enos (2000a, 2000b) who reported its findings in “The UCLA

Internet Report: Surveying the Digital Future”.

Table 22: Reasons for not shopping online (N = 165)

I never purchased through any online retail store Isareason | Percent (%)
because (check as many as apply):

I don’t want to divulge my credit card number. 145 65

I don’t feel safe divulging my private information. 139 62.3
I prefer human contact. 80 35.9
I am not interested. 51 229
[ don’t visit commercial web sites. 41 18.4
I'don’t have a credit card. 24 10.8
I never had the opportunity. 23 10.4
Prices are too high. 18 8.1
[don’t have a personal computer. 2 .9

I don’t have any email address. 0 0
Others (auto-suggestions)

Can't touch nor feel nor see the products 11 4.9
Product would be inferior, damaged or not as expected | 4 1.8
It can be a fraud 3 1.3

The instrument measuring the reasons - listed in Table 22 - for not shopping online was
extracted from Lacroix et al. (1998). They asked the same questions in a study of the
Quebec population. In Lacroix et al.’s (1998) research, respondents could only pick one
possible answer while in this study, the respondents were asked to check as many reasons
as apply. Lacroix et al. (1998) found that Quebecers who never shopped online did not do

so because they (1) don’t visit commercial web sites (30.9%) (2) don’t want to divulge
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my credit card number / don’t feel safe divulging my private information (19.4%)
(3) never had the opportunity (17.7%) and (4) are not interested (12.2%).

The reasons listed here in this study — see Table 22 - for not shopping online deal above
all with problems related to trusting e-tails. More than 60% of the non-online shoppers
never bought anything online because they “don’t want to divulge [their] credit card
number” and because they “don’t feel safe divulging [their] private information”. The
forecoming reason is about the lack of human contact when shopping online (35.9%).
22.9% of respondents were simply “not interested” whereas 18.4% of them don’t visit
commercial web sites. It therefore seems that the top main reasons are quite the same
even if they don’t rank in the same order. The difference might be coming from the

difference of demographics between the two studied samples.
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S. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This study confirmed many assumptions that were underlying in the literature. The
research showed strong support to confirm that the independent variables trust, web
personalization and service quality are positively related to attitudinal e-loyalty.

However, only trust is positively related to behavioral e-loyalty.

Firstly, these findings confirm the results of Gefen (2002) and Jarvenpaa et al. (1999)
who also concluded that trust was important in fostering e-loyalty. Moreover,
investigations about the barriers to online shopping pinpointed deeply the importance of
concentrating efforts in creating a trustworthy environment for customers. Secondly,
service quality was found to play a crucial role in the e-loyalty mechanism bringing value
to the customers (Parasuraman and Grewal, 2000). This research confirms partly (only
with the attitudinal dimension of e-loyalty) the results of Gefen (2002) who argued about
the role of service quality in online loyalty. However, the study seems to disconfirm the
findings of Wolfinbarger and Gilly (2002) who demonstrated that web design is a lever of
e-loyalty. Finally, although many researchers promoted web personalization to the edge
of competitive advantage, it was surprisingly not found to be playing a significant role in
fostering behavioral e-loyalty. More research will need to be done on this issue since this

aspect of e-tails was significantly related to attitudinal e-loyalty.

The findings of this research suggest that trust, and to a lesser extent, web personalization

and service quality, are important e-loyalty levers. Practitioners might take in account
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that in an increasing competitive online environment, theses factors play a key role in
fostering e-loyalty and therefore help the firm reaching a sustainable advantage. Thus,
companies need to focus on leveraging a trustworthy environment and in implementing
the best service quality for their customers before concentrating any efforts in more

sophisticated tools such as web personalization or web design.

Limitations

One may say that several important variables were not studied in this research. However,
the literature review demonstrated that some of these variables do not seem to have a
significant impact on consumers using Internet as a shopping medium. Enos (2000a,
2000b) and Gefen (2002) concluded that price, more precisely the hypothetical price gap
between shopping online and offline - is not a variable that may influence consumers.

On a different level, the study was conducted among a population of students. The very
nature of this population and their specific demographics may explain some of the
findings of the research. Moreover, the study took place in Canada and nothing confirms
that international populations would behave the same. Also, the study didn’t make any
distinction between online stores that belongs to brick and mortar companies (e.g.:
chapters.com) and the others that are purely virtual (e.g.: amazon.com). Reichheld et
al (2000a) argued that this factor would probably make a difference, at least in terms of
trust toward the online retail store. Furthermore, some online retail stores may have a
brick and mortar presence in the very city where the research took place. This would
perhaps have an impact on customers trust attitude toward the “virtual™ store. Finally, the

study was centered on the user perceptions which might be considered as a bias.
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Avenues for future research

In order to avoid this bias, a possible solution would be to measure the managerial
perceptions of all these variables. In terms of type of online store, the research showed
that auction stores foster customer e-loyalty better than regular online stores. More
research should investigate deeper into that. Further, analogous to Gefen (2002)’s
methodology, the same research framework could be tested among customers from only
one online retail store. Also, Lohse and Spiller (1998) measured the impact of web design
features on traffic and sales. Using the same methodology, future researchers could
consider testing the validity of the link between e-loyalty, traffic, sales, revenues and the
relative competitive situation of the e-tail in its online industry. More research could also
test the validity of the instrument used in this research. This would represent an actual
milestone in the understanding of online customers’ behaviors. Also, the concept of
stickiness should also be deeply investigated. Stickiness that is a vague concept for non-
merchant websites might also be measured in the e-tail context. It is hypothesized that
stickiness is a first step in engendering e-loyalty. The link between these 2 concepts —
web site stickiness and e-loyalty — needs to be clarified. Finally, the instrument design
stage of this research stressed out the similarities between several of the independent
variables such as web design and web personalization, and the sub-constructs of service
quality such as respectively tangibles and empathy. It would be interesting to test the
hypothetical boundaries in an empirical research.

As a last word, as this research suggests, e-loyalty cannot be bought, it must be

deserved...
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Appendix 1: Research questionnaire

E-LOYALTY SURVEY

The objective of this survey is to investigate the factors which help to increase
customer loyalty for online retail stores.

Have you ever purchased products or services through the Internet, for your personal use?

0Yes = please go to Part 2
oNo = please go to Part 1

L Part 1

I never purchased through any online retail store because (check as many as apply):

O [ don’t visit commercial web sites.

O I'don’t feel safe divulging my private information.
O [don’t want to divulge my credit card number.
O I never had the opportunity.

O [ am not interested.

O [ prefer human contact.

O I don’t have a personal computer.

O I don’t have a credit card.

O Prices are too high.

O [ don’t have any email address.

0 Others:

Please go to Part 3 on the last page of this questionnaire.

L Part 2 ]

Instructions: To complete this survey, we ask you to follow the instructions below:

Think about all the products you purchased online.

Select the LAST online retail store where you have purchased.

Select the last occasion when you purchased from this online retail store.
Please indicate the address of this website:

http://www. .

Please go to the next page.
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Please answer the following questions based on the experience of this purchase.

A) Please check the appropriate product or service category of this purchase (check as
many as apply):

0 Books / CDs DVDs

0 Electronics / Computer Equipment {7 Other products:

O Financial services [0 Other services:

B) Please specify when this purchase took place:
O In the last 3 months
O In the last 6 months
O In the last 12 months
O In the last 24 months
0O More than 24 months ago

C) When you began shopping on this occasion, were you:
O Browsing with no intent to purchase
O Intending to make a purchase

D) During this shopping occasion, did you purchase on an:
O Auction type web site

O Regular online retail store

E) Thinking about this transaction, how much did you spend? (in $ CAD)
O less than $25
O $26-$50
a $51-$75
O $76-$100
O $101-$200
O more than $200

F) Did you return this merchandise or cancel the service after you received it?
O Yes
OO No
G) Did you contact the customer service department of this online retail store with a
complaint or problem?
O Yes
O No

H) How much would you estimate you have spent with this online retail store (in $ CAD )?
0 less than $25
O $26-350
O $51-875
0 $76-3$100
O $101-$200
0 more than $200 Please go to the next page
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Using the provided scale, please answer the following questions indicating how you would
evaluate the online retail store keeping in mind the LAST specific occasion when you purchased
there. Please circle the number that best represents your opinion. There are no good or bad

answers. Just write your first impression.

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly Not
disagree  disagree agree agree  applicable
1 2 3 4 5 NA
B Trust and Customer Service
L. Ifeel that this online retail store:
a. is trustworthy. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
b. keeps its promises and comritments. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
c. keeps my best interest at heart. I 2 3 4 5 NA
d. can be relied upon. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
e. is visually appealing. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
f. is dependable and has minimal downtime. I 23 4 5 NA
g. has an up-to-date appearance. I 2 3 4 5 NA
h. contains accurate information. 1 23 4 5 NA
i. gives me prompt service. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
J- understands my specific needs. I 23 4 5 NA
k. answers my requests on time. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
[ tells me exactly when transactions will be performed. I 23 4 5 NA
m. provides its services/ products at the time it promisestodoso. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
n. has a user friendly and detailed help function. I 23 4 5 NA
2. Ifind it necessary to be cautious with this online retail store. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
3. The look of the web site of this online retail store is neat. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
4. The appearance of this online retail store is representative of the 1 2 3 4 5 NA
services / products being provided.
5. When this online retail store promises to do something by a certaintime, 1 2 3 4 5 NA
it does so.
6. This online retail store instills confidence in me. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
7. I feel safe transacting with this online retail store. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
8. Ifeel like my privacy is protected at this online retail store. 1 2 374 5 NA
9. The language and format used by this online retail store impliescourtesy. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

70



1.

N

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly Not

disagree  disagree agree agree  applicable
l 2 3 4 5 NA

Personalization and Web Site Design

The web site of this online retail store:

a. has features that are personalized for me. 1 2
b. gives me personalized attention. 1 2
c. understands my specific needs. 1 2
d. has an attractive appearance. I 2
e. conveys a sense of competency. 1 2
f. doesn’t waste my time. I 2
g provides me in-depth information. L2
h. creates a positive experience for me. I 2
i stores all my preferences. I 2
j-  offers me extra services or information based on my I 2
preferences.
k. does a pretty good job guessing what kinds of things [ might 1 2
want and making suggestions.
The level of personalization at this web site is about right, nottoomuch 1 2
or too little.
At this web site, [ find it easy:
a. to learn to operate. 1 2
b. to navigate. 12
c. touse. 12
My interaction with this web site is clear and understandable. 1 2
The design is appropriate to this type of web site. 1 2
The search function gives me useful results. 1 2
It is quick and easy to complete a transaction at this website. 1 2

Please go to the next page
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N

#

® N e w

Strongly Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Strongly Not
disagree  disagree agree agree  applicable
1 2 3 4 5 NA

Loyalty

[ really care about the future of this online retail store.

[ am willing to put in extra efforts to purchase from this online retail
store.

As long as the product is similar [ could just as well be buying from
a different online retail store.

[ am proud to tell others that I buy from this online retail store.

For me, this online retail store is the best alternative.

[ expect to stay with this online retail store for a long period of time.
[ feel very little loyalty to this online retail store.

As a consumer to this online retail store, [ feel that [ am prepared to
pay more for higher quality products / services.

I would recommend this online retail store’s brand to others.

For me, the cost in time, money, effort and grief to switch from this
online retail store to another is high.

[ buy from this online retail store on a regular basis.
[ will buy from this online retail store on a regular basis.
This online retail store stimulates me to buy repeatedly.

For how long have you purchased from this online retail store?
Please indicate the number of months.

How often have you transacted with this online retail store in the
past twelve months?

Please go to the next page
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Part 3

|

The following data will only be collected for statstical purposes. It will help me define the

demographical profile of the respondents.

How comfortable do you feel using
computers, in general?
a Very comfortable
O Somewhat comfortable
a Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable
O Somewhat uncomfortable
O Very uncomfortable
How long have you been using the Internet?
O Less than 6 months
0 6 to 12 months
O 1 to 2 years
O 3 to 6 years
0O 7 years or more

What is your work experience?
O Below 5 years
3 6-10 years
O L1-15 years
O 16-20 years
0 21-25 years
Q more than 25 years

What is your sex?
O Female
a Male

What is your family revenue?

a Below $20,000
o $20,000-$35,000
a $36,000-$50,000
a $51,000-$65,000
a Above $65,000

What is your highest accomplished
education level?

a High school

a College

O Bachelor degree

a Graduate certificate
0 Masters

a Doctorate

g Other

What is your age range?

O Below 18 years

O 18-24 years

a 25-34 years

Q0 35-44 years

0 45-54 years

O 55-64 years

0 65 years and more

Thank you for your precious cooperation!

If you have any comments or questions, please feel free to contact me.

Please return this survey to me completed at the end of the class.

Benoit Grondin, M.Sc. (Admin.) Student
Department of Decision Sciences and MIS

John Molson School of Business, Concordia University

1455, de Maisonneuve Blvd. West, GM 209-13, Montreal, PQ, H3G 1M8

Tel: (514)-846-2487 / Email: ben@bleu2blue.com
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Appendix 2: Demographics

Never Purchased in an

urchased online retail

Rnspondents Characteristics Global profile i online store

demographic Valid Valid Valid
Freq* | o e | Freq® | g | Freq® | o'y
Gender Female 188 52.1 129 62 59| 386
Male 173 479 79 38 94| 614
Below 18 years I 0.3 0 0 1 .6
18-24 years 234 | 64.1 125 59.5 109 70.3
25-34 years 108 29.6 70 33.3 38 24.5
Age 35-44 years 17 4.7 13 6.2 4 2.6
45-54 years 4 1.1 I S 3 1.9
55-64 years | 0.3 I .5 0 0
65 years and more 0 0 0 0 0 0
| High school 27 74 14 6.6 13 84
College 196 | 53.6 107 50.5 89 57.8
Bachelor degree 124 | 339 84| 396 40 26
Education Graduate certificate 7 1.9 2 9 5 3.2
Masters 6 1.6 3 1.3 3 1.9
Doctorate 3 .8 l 4 2 1.3
Other 3 .8 1 4 2 1.3
Below $20,000 62 18 45 22.7 17 11.6
$20,000 - $35.000 65 18.9 37 18.7 28 19.2
Family revenue $36,000 - $50,000 53 15.4 33 16.7 20 13.7
$51,000 - $65,000 55 16 31 15.7 24 16.4
Above $65,000 109 31.7 52 26.3 57 39
Below 5 years 209 57.3 120 56.9 89 57.8
6 — 10 years 126 34.5 76 36 50 32.5
Work experience 11~ 15 years 22 6 12 5.7 10 6.5
16 — 20 years 3 .8 1 S5 2 1.3
21 - 25 years 2 S [ ] 1 .6
More than 25 years 3 .8 1 S 2 1.3
Very comfortable 231 62.9 117 55.2 114 73.5
Comfort using Somewhat comfortable 108 29.4 74 349 24 21.9
computers Neither comf. nor uncomf 18 4.9 14 6.6 4 2.6
Somewhat uncomfortable 8 2.2 6 2.8 2 1.3
Very uncomfortable 2 S 1 S 1 6
Less than 6 months 3 .8 3 1.4 0 0
Usage of the 6 to 12 months 5 1.4 3 1.4 2 1.3
Internet 1 to 2 years 24 6.6 19 9 5 3.2
3 to 6 years 254 69.6 156 739 98 63.6
7 years of more 79| 21.6 30 14.2 49 31.8

* Total sample size reached 396 respondents. Numbers may not add up because of missing data.

** The percentage was calculated out of the number of people that inputted data.
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Appendix 3: Table of coefficients correlation for attitudinal e-loyalty

: §| 2
2 g | =
= &0 N{ O > @ )]
£ @ =1z = > K] 2
TS gl 5 3 E =) g
£318 |2 |(82|% |S |& |2 |2
N = 5] 9 o) £ S @
<2 | = = 2 8| = o o = <
Pearson Attitudinal e- 1.000
Correlation | loyalty
Web design 477 | 1.000
Trust 488 | .654 | 1.000
Web 384 1.390 |.227 | 1.000
personalization
Responsiveness | .397 | .674 | .616 | .225 | 1.000
Reliability 461 | .711 | .658 |.347 |.787 | 1.000
Empathy 457 | .544 | .634 | .381 |.566 |.611 | 1.000
Tangibles 370 | .736 | .567 |.251 |[.538 |.629 | .415 | 1.000
Assurance 459 | .699 |.793 | .283 [.659 |.743 |.625 |.550 | 1.000
Sig. (1- Attitudinal e-
tailed) loyalty
Web design 000 |.
Trust 000 |.000 |.
Web 000 | .000 |.002
personalization
Responsiveness | .000 | .000 |.000 |.002 |.
Reliability .000 |.000 |.000 |.000 |.000 |.
Empathy 000 |.000 |.000 [.000 [.000 |.000 |.
Tangibles 000 |.000 |.000 (.001 [.000 |.000 |.000 |.
Assurance 000 |.000 |.000 [.000 |.000 |.000 |.000 |.000
N Attitudinal e- 165
loyalty
Web design 165 165
Trust 165 165 165
Web 165 165 165 165
personalization
Responsiveness | 165 165 165 165 | 165
Reliability 165 165 165 165 | 165 165
Empathy 165 165 165 165 | 165 165 165
Tangibles 165 165 165 165 | 165 165 165 165
Assurance 165 165 165 165 | 165 165 165 165 165
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Appendix 4: Table of multicollinearity for attitudinal e-loyalty

Model

™~

Dimension

N - WO = 1 —

Eigenvalue

1.986
1.429E-02
2.954
3.198E-02
1.429E-02
3.934
4.044E-02
[.861E-02
6.894E-03

Condition
Index

1.000
11.789
1.000
9.611
14.379
1.000
9.863
14.538
23.888

Variance
Proportions
(Constant)

0l
.99
.00
.13
.87
.00
.00
95
.05

Service
quality
.01
.99
.00
13
.87
.00
.02
03
.95

Web
personalization

01
.99
.00
.00
81
.14
.05

Trust

.08
14
.78

a Dependent Variable: Attitudinal e-loyalty
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Appendix 5: Table of coefficient correlations for behavioral e-loyaity

\ §| 2
e = S| =
< 8o N| O > « L5
S, |8 32 |£ |2 |2 |¢8
S22 |z |=8/28 |2 |E |® |5
RS 2 C- I S £ g 4
mo| =2 = z 8| x 4 m = <
Pearson Behavioral e- 1.000
Correlation | loyalty
Web design .143 | 1.000
Trust 258 | .654 | 1.000
Web 120 }.390 |.227 | 1.000
personalization
Responsiveness | .200 | .674 | 616 | .225 | 1.000
Reliability 179 | .711 | .658 | .347 |.787 | 1.000
Empathy 211 1 .544 | 634 | 381 |.566 | .611 | 1.000
Tangibles .148 | .736 | .567 | .251 |.538 |.629 | 415 | 1.00O
Assurance 213 1.699 (.793 | .283 | .659 |.743 |.625 | .550 | 1.000
Sig. (1- Behavioral e-
tailed) loyalty
Web design 033 |.
Trust 000 |{.000 |.
Web 062 |.000 |.002
personalization
Responsiveness | .005 |.000 | .000 | .002 |.
Reliability Oil |.000 {.000 |.000 |.000 |.
Empathy 003 |.000 |.000 |.000 |.000 |.000 |.
Tangibles 029 |[.000 |.000 |.00l |{.000 |.000 |.000 {.
Assurance .003 |.000 |.000 |.000 |.000 {.00C |.000 |.000
N Behavioral e- 165
loyalty
Web design 165 165
Trust 165 165 | 165
Web 165 165 165 165
personalization
Responsiveness | 165 165 | 165 165 | 165
Reliability 165 165 | 165 165 | 165 165
Empathy 165 165 | 165 165 | 165 165 165
Tangibles 165 165 | 165 165 | 165 165 165 165
Assurance 165 165 165 165 | 165 165 165 165 165
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Appendix 6: Table of multicollinearity for behavioral e-loyality

Eigenvalue | Condition Variance
Index Proportions
Model Dimension (Constant) Trust
1 1 1.981 1.000 01 01
2 1.904E-02 | 10.199 .99 .99

a Dependent Variable: Behavioral e-loyalty
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Appendix 7: Frequencies (1/2)

Name of the website frequented

ebay.com 17 11.3
amazon.com 16 10.6
futureshop.ca 15 9.9
admission.com 13 8.6
chapters.ca 10 6.6
dell.com 6 4.0
columbiahouse.ca 5 3.3
sears.ca 4 2.6
yahoo.com 2 [.3
sympatico.ca 2 [.3
easyjet.com 2 1.3
abercrombieandfitch.com 2 1.3
Others 57 37.9
Total 151 100.0
Missing data 14

Total 165

Books / CDs DVDs 49 29.7
Electronics / Computer Equipment 30 18.2)
Show tickets (concert, events...) 17 10.3
Body products (clothing, cosmetics...) 16 9.7
Transportation tickets (airlines, trips...) 8 4.8
Home products 6 3.6
Sporting goods (sports equipment...) 6 3.6
[ntangibles (Internet subscription...) o 3.6
Financial services 4 2.4
Car equipment (automotive parts...) 4 2.4
Leisure goods (toys, video games...) 3 1.8
Other products 2 1.2
Other 14 8.5
Total 165 100.0
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Appendix 8: Frequencies (2/2)

Date of the actual purchase

In the last 3 months .
In the last 6 months 32 19.4
In the last 12 months 25 15.2
In the last 24 months 13 7.9
More than 24 months ago 9 5.5
Total 165, 100.0}
Browsing with no intent to purchase 24 14.
Intending to make a purchase 140 85.4)
Total 164; 100.0
Missing data l

Total 165

Auction type web site 19 11.5
Regular online retail store 146 88.5

Total
Amount of money spent for that pa

purchase

100.0

less than $25 16 9.7
$26-$50 40 24.2
$51-875 25 15.2
$76-$100 19 11.5
$101-$200 28] 17.0
more than $200 37 22.4

Total 165 lOOii
Yes 6 3.6

No 159 96.4
Total 165 100.0
Yes 2 14.5
No 141 85.5]
Total 165 100.0

‘Total budget spent in this onlin

¢ retail store

less than $25 5.5
$26-$50 24 14.5
$51-875 18 10.9
$76-$100 18 10.9
$101-$200 31 18.8
more than $200 65 39.4
Total 165 100.
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