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Thesis Abstract
Emre Cakmak, “Consumer Trust in the Online Environment”

In recent years, the use of internet is growing rapidly in Turkey. With the rise of the
internet usage, shopping habits of Turkish people has also changed. The amount of
online sales increased by more than ten times between the years 2005 and 2010 in
Turkey. However, the sales amounts are below the averages of developed countries
and many consumers still have some reservations because they do not trust online
firms. This study aims analyze consumer trust and examine the relationship between f;
“trust dimensions and determinants of trust” and “online consumer trust”. Data

collected from 248 online consumers was analyzed by using descriptive, factor,

correlation, and difference (t-test and ANOVA) analyses. The results of analyses

show that there are negative and positive relations between online consumer trust;

and dimensions of trust, belief in business self-regulation, satisfaction from previous

online purchases and online risk perception. In the study, the three dimensions of

trust (competence, integrity, and benevolence) which have an important place in the

online trust literature, have also been tested with Turkish consumers and new sub-

dimensions of online trust are discovered.



Tez Ozeti

Emre Cakmak, “Internet Ortaminda Miisteri Giiveni”

Son yillarda iilkemizde internet kullanimi1 hizli bir artis gostermektedir. Bu artigla
birlikte Tiirkiye’de tiikketicilerin aligveris aliskanliklart da degismeye baslamugtir.
Tiirkiye’de internetten satis rakamlari 2005 ve 2010 yillar1 arasinda 10 kattan fazla
arti gostermistir. Ama satig rakamlar hala gelismis {ilkelerin ortalamalarinin
altindadir ve ¢ogu tiiketici, internet firmalarina giivenmedigi i¢in internetten aligveris
konusunda bazi ¢ekincelere sahiptir. Bu ¢aligmanin amact tiiketici giiveninin
boyutlar: ve belirleyicileriyle internet ortamindaki miisteri giiveni arasindaki iliskiyi
arastirmaktir. 248 kisiden toplanan veri tamimlayici, faktor, korelasyon ve farklilik (t-
test and ANOVA) analizleri kullanilarak incelenmistir. Bu analizler; miisteri
giiveninin boyutlari, firmalarin 6z-diizenlemelerine olan inang, 6nceki internet
aligveriglerinden duyulan memnuniyet, internet aligveriglerindeki risk algist ve
internet ortamunda miisteri giiveni arasinda pozitif ve negatif iligkiler oldugunu
gostermigtir. Bu ¢alismada ayrica literatiirde 6nemli yeri olan miisteri gliveninin
boyutlar (yeterlilik, diiriistliik ve iyi niyet) Tiirk tiiketicileriyle test edilmis ve

miisteri giiveninin yeni alt-boyutlar: bulunmustur.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The use of internet continues to grow both in the World and in Turkey. In Turkey the
number of internet users increased by more than two times between the years 2005-
2010. This growth led to many changes in human life. One of the most important
changes was the transformation of consumers’ shopping habits. With the rise of
Internet, businesses have also transformed themselves and created online stores.

In the past, consumers used to go to malls or conventional stores for
shopping. But nowadays many internet users are making online purchases since it
offers wider choices, lower prices, customization, comfort and more. Online

‘shopping is becoming a popular issue in Turkey, too. The amount of online sales
increased by more than ten times between the years 2005 and 2010 in Turkey. The
amounts are below the averages of developed countries but the numbers are
increasing rapidly. Therefore, Turkish electronic commerce market is expected to
grow more in the following years, and consumers are expected to shop more in
online stores.

However, online shopping also has some limitations. In traditional shopping,
consumers may physically check the quality of the product, talk to the salesperson
and have face to face interaction. These are impossible in online shopping.
Consumers also have problems related with privacy and security of their personal

and financial information. Besides, online shopping is characterized by uncertainty,



anonymity, lack of control, and potential opportunism (Hoffman et al., 1999).
Moreover, there is physical separation between buyers and sellers compared to
traditional shopping types. Thus, consumers need to trust the online firms in order to
do online shopping. Researchers have found that one of the most important problems
related to electronic transactions is the consumers’ lack of online trust (Hwang, 2008;
Keen, 1997). They state that in order to carry on a successful electronic commerce,
online consumer trust is needed.

The literature about online trust points out that consumers’ online trust
decision depends on many factors. The important factors that are highlighted in the
literature are; dimensions of trust, demographics, consumers’ internet usage and
online shopping behavior, risk perception, privacy, security, characteristics of
consumers, and characteristics of internet vendors.

The purpose of this study is to find the (1) relations between “trust
dimensions” and “online consumer trust”, (2) relations between “determinants of
trust” and “online consumer trust”, (3) correlations between “satisfaction from
previous online shopping experiences” and “perceived risks of online shopping”, (4)
correlations between “satisfaction from previous online shopping experiences” and
“belief in online business self-regulation”, (5) relationships between “demographic
characteristics of consumers” and “perceived risks of online shopping”, (6)
relationships between “demographic characteristics of consumers™ and “belief in
online business self-regulation”, (7) relationships between “internet usage and online
shopping behavior” and “perceived risks of online shopping”, (8) the relationships
between “internet usage and online shopping behavior” and “belief in online business

self-regulation”.



For this purpose, the study first reviews the literature about definition and
dimensionality of trust and trust in electronic commerce. Consequently, definition of
privacy, privacy concern in e-commerce, and actions toward privacy concern are
reviewed. Then information about security concerns in e-commerce and third party
organizations are collected from the literature. Moreover, risk perception, sources
and factors of perceived risk, and risk perception and its relationship with online trust
is reviewed. Finally, the study reviews vendor, website, and consumer characteristics
related with online trust.

The survey part of the study includes a detailed questionnaire which is
delivered online to 248 consumers who are familiar with online shopping.
Descriptive analyses, factor analysis, cluster analysis, correlation analyses, difference
analyses (i-test, ANOVA) are used to analyze the data and to state the results.

Our contributions with this study are:

1. Testing the dimensions of trust (competence, integrity, benevolence)
with Turkish consumers,

2. Finding out new trust sub-dimensions,

3. Testing two self-constructed scales (“belief in online business self-
regulation” and “perceived risks of online shopping™) with Turkish consumers.

This thesis is composed of the following chapters. Chapter 1 covers the introduction
as an overview for the study. Chapter 2 reviews the literature on definition of trust,
online trust, online risk perception, privacy and security issues in the online
environment, characteristics of consumers, and characteristics of vendors. Chapter 3
introduces the model and the hypotheses of the thesis. Chapter 4 presents the

methodology of the study. Chapter 5 covers the descriptive and multivariate




analyses, and the findings with the results of the analyses. Chapter 6 includes a

conclusion and notes the implications for researches, businesses, and consumers.




CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

The Concept of Trust

Definition of Trust

There are many definitions of trust that can be found in the literature; however there
is no universally accepted scholarly definition of trust. Trust has been examined by
many researchers from different disciplines over the years. In psychology, trust is
defined as expectancy held by an individual or a group that the word, promise, verbal
or written statement of another individual or group can be depended upon (Rotter,
1967). In marketing, trust is generally regarded as a necessary element for a
successful relationship (Berry, 1995; Dwyer et al 1987; Moorman et al., 1993). In
management theory, Sitkin and Roth (1993) define trust as one’s belief and
expectation about the likelihood of having a desirable action performed by the
trustee. In sociology and economics, trust is characterized mainly as a phenomenon
within and between institutions, and as the trust individuals put in those institutions
(Mayer et al., 1995).

Although the importance of trust is widely recalled in many disciplines, there
is not a common agreement about its definition, characteristics, antecedents, and
outcomes. The following five issues that summarize the basis of this disagreement

have been identified by Mayer et al. (1995):

1. The difficulty of defining trust,




2. Confusing trust with its antecedents and outcomes,

3. Failing to clearly understand the relationship between trust and risk,

4. Confusing the levels of analysis due to lack of specificity of trust referents,
and

5. Failure to consider both the trusting party and the party to be trusted.
Drawing upon a comprehensive literature review, Rousseau et al. (1998) defined
trust as a “psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based
upon positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of another under conditions
of risk and interdependence”. Chen and Dhillon (2003) state there are four significant
issues that must be emphasized in this definition.

1. Trust is a psychological state that researchers in different disciplines
interpret in terms of beliefs, confidence, positive expectations, or perceived
probabilities.

2. Trust is not a behavior (e.g., cooperation), or a choice (e.g., taking a risk),
but an underlying psychological condition that can cause or result from such actions.

3. Trust has positive outcomes.

4. Trust is developed under specific conditions — risk and interdependence.
The condition of risk states that a person who trusts assesses the vulnerability and
uncertainty of whether the other party aims to and will act in a suitable way. There
would be no need to trust if there was no uncertainty and risk about the actions of
other parties, and the one who trusts is not in a sensitive position. In case of trust
under interdependence, interests of one party should only be achieved with

depending upon another (Chen and Dhillon, 2003).




Dimensionality of Trust and Overall Trust

In trust literature, there are two opposing views about the dimensionality of trust.
One view argues that trust is single dimensional. For instance, Mohr and Spekman
(1994) suggest that reliability is the single dimension of trust, whereas Anderson and
Waitz (1989), Anderson and Narus (1990) suggest that motivation is the only
dimension of trust. On the other side, the opposing view states that trust is multi-
dimensional. For instance, Ganesan and Hess (1994) proposed credibility and
benevolence as two dimensions of trust. Morgan and Hunt (1994) suggest that trust is
formed through reliability and integrity and another research states reliability,
honesty, and predictability are the dimensions of trust. (Zaheer et al., 1998).
Following an extensive review of the trust literature, McKnight et al. (2002)
state that competence (the rational expectation that a trustee will have the ability to
fulfill its obligations as understood by the customer), integrity (the rational
expectations that a trustee will make good faith agreements, tell the truth, and fulfill
promises) and benevolence (the rational expectation that a trustee will care about the
customer and intend to act in the customer’s interest) were the most highlighted
dimensions of trust in the literature. Chen and Dhillon (2003) suggest that these three
distinct dimensions of trust — competence, integrity, and benevolence — vary
- independently; however they are interrelated and together will contribute to overall

consumer trust.




Trust Dimensions Relevant Literature
Overall Trust Swan, Trawick Jr., Rink, and Roberts (1938); Driscoll (1978); Scoit
{1980); Johnson-Gearge and Swap (1982); Chen and Dhillon (2043)

Competence Barber (1983); Baier (1986); Gabarro (1978); Kee and Knox (1970};
Koller (1988); Thorslund {1976); Sitkin and Roth (1993} Mishra
{1996); McLain and Hackman {1995); Anderson and Narus (1990)

Integrity Morgan and Hunt (1994); Zzheer and Venkatraman (1993); Sato (1988);
Rempel et al (1985); Koller (1988); Johnson-George and Swap (1982);
Blakeney (1986): Cummings and Bromiley (1996); Gabarro (1978);
Selnes (1998)

Benevolence Ganesan and Hess (1994): Barber (1983); Bonoma (1976} Cummings
and Bromiley (1996}; Gaines (1980); Heimovics (1984); Holmes (1991);
Johnson-George and Swap (1982); Kasperson et al (1992); Koller
(1988); Lindskold (1978).

Figure 1 - Trust dimensions and overall trust (Chen and Dhillon, 2003)

Trust in Electronic Commerce
Hoffman et al. (1999) states that trust is an important element of online transactions.
Online trust is identified by uncertainty, anonymity, lack of control, and potential
opportunism. In online shopping, the consumer cannot physically check the quality
of the product, observe the privacy, security, and safety of sending their sensitive
personal or financial information and there is lack of face to face interaction between
the buyer and the seller. Therefore, electronic commerce involves more risk and
uncertainty than conventional shopping (Hoffman et al., 1999). But trust helps assure
that one party will not take advantage of the vulnerability of the other party during or
after the transaction. Trust is viewed as an informal control mechanism that reduces
friction, limits opportunistic behaviors, minimizes the need for bureaucratic
structures, encourages future transactions, and helps build long-term relationships.
On the other hand, lack of trust may require full disclosure of otherwise commonly
accepted transaction files in the form of extensive legal contracts, that causes greater
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transaction costs and decrease business efficiencies of firms (Cummings and
Bromiley, 1996). Therefore, initiating, building, and maintaining trust between
buyers, sellers, and partners are mostly identified as the key factors of success for
most firms in online business (Keen, 1997). Similarly, Hwang (2008) states that trust
is a critical element of longevity and success in an electronic business and often
viewed as one of the major concerns by consumers regarding the conducting of
transactions online. Gefen and Straubb (2004), Koufaris and Hampton (2002),
Corbitt et al. (2003), Belanger et al. (2002) state that customer trust is an important

determinant of customer intention to transact online.

Privacy

Definition of Privacy

Privacy is defined as the expectation of anonymity, the expectation of fairness and
control over personal information, and the expectation of confidentiality (Berman
and Mulligan, 1999). Stone and Stone (1990) state that privacy is a state or condition
in which an individual is able to control the release or subsequent exposure of
information about him or herself, control the amount and nature of social interaction,
and exclude or isolate himself or herself from undesirable auditory or visual stimuli.
Culnan (1995) defined privacy as the ability of individuals to control the access of

others to their personal information.

Privacy Concem in Electronic Commerce

As the number of Internet users continues to grow, privacy issues will become areas
that attract attention from consumers, business, and policy makers (Breward, 2007).
Similarly, Godwin (2001) states that, privacy issues pose a great threat for today’s

online IT users. His survey study also addresses privacy concerns as major barriers




for e-commerce. Besides, Culnan (2000) and Malhotra et al. (2004) state that privacy
concerns or unwillingness to give personal information is viewed as a major
threat to e-commerce and the digital economy.

Smith, et al. (1996) outlined five dimensions of privacy concerns for
organizational practices:

» Collection: the perception that too much data are being collected.

« Unauthorized secondary use: personal data collected for one purpose are
used for another without permission. |

» Errors: personal data are accidentally or deliberately altered, corrupting the
integrity of a database.

« Improper access: unauthorized individuals access personal data.

» Invasion: unsolicited and unwanted communications to consumers.
Malhotra, et al. (2004) identified that the most frequently highlighted consumer
concerns in literature were; unauthorized secondary use of data, invasion of privacy,
and errors. Muchira and Brown (2004) focused on these three specific privacy
concerns that have been frequently identified as being of most significant for
consumers. Results of their survey study indicated that both errors and invasion of
privacy have a significant inverse relationship with online purchase behavior.
However, unauthorized use of secondary data is found to have only a little impact.

The role of privacy protection and privacy information is also an important
subject for reducing consumer concern about privacy. A study reported that, people
will tend to purchase from merchants that offer more privacy protection and even pay
a premium to purchase from such merchants once privacy information is made more
obvious (Tsai et al., 2007). The study also emphasizes on the meaning of privacy

icons and symbols and states that icons that users do not understand may not play a

10




significant role in their decision-making process. Xie et al. (2006) also supported the
importance of privacy notices on consumer privacy perception. Besides privacy
notices, reputation and rewards were also found to be encouraging for people to

provide personal information on web (Xie et al., 2006).

Security

Definition of Security

Besides privacy, consumer security concern has also been recognized as one of the
barriers in the growth of e-commerce (Gray, 1999). A security threat has been
defined as a circumstance, condition, or event with the potential to cause economic
trouble to data or network resources in the form of destruction, disclosure, and
modification of data, denial of service, and/or fraud, waste, and abuse (Kalakota and
Whinston, 1996).

Although privacy and security are closely linked to each other, security is a
different construct. Conceptualization of privacy and security concerns can be
identified as different as ‘control over secondary use of information’ and
‘environmental control’ (Belanger et al., 2.002). Environmental control is defined as
the concerns of consumers regarding online information sharing because they expect
threats to their online security, including fear of hackers and informational theft

(Belanger et al.,2002).

Security Concerns

The open architecture of the Internet makes it unguarded to anumber of
security threats which consist of break-ins, technology disturbance, stalking,

impersonation, and identity theft. Janal (1998) informs about the seriousness of

11




these issues and states that everyone should be concerned about them. These security
threats increase consumer concerns and they have been cited as one of the major
barriers for e-commerce (Udo,2001). Salisbury et al. (2001) state that security
concerns of consumers are caused by the doubt that online companies will be able
to protect the transaction information from security violations during transmission
and storage.

Warkentin et al. (2004) state that information assurance, which means the
maintenance of confidentiality, integrity, and availability of information resources
for authorized organizations and users is the aim of e-commerce security. Ensuring
security and confidentiality are viewed as the main requirements before any
electronic transactions involving sensitive personal information can take place
(Jayawardhena and Foley, 2000). Hutchinson and Warren (2003) state that
protection; verification, authentication, and non-repudiation are important factors to

ensure customers’ trust.

Third Party Organizations

Third Party Organizations address user security concerns by providing assurance
services to online businesses. Their aim is to stimulate trusting attitudes that allow
electronic transactions to proceed unhindered. Third Party Organizations web
assurance seal on an e-retailers website indicate to the consumer certain guarantees
such as legitimacy, security of transactions, privacy, and integrity (Wakefield and
Whitten, 2006). Research shows that feelings of security and trust are stimulated by
web seals (Houston & Taylor, 1999; Schneiderman, 2000; Palmer, Bailey, and Faraj,

2000).

12




Wakefield and Whitten (2006) proposed a model and found that TPO
credibility affect consumer trust in three ways:

1. Positive perceptions of TPO credibility increase consumer trust in e-
retailers

2. Positive perceptions of TPO credibility increase value of Web seals;
therefore, it increases consumer trust in e-retailers

3. Positive perceptions of TPO credibility reduce purchase risk perceptions;

therefore, it increases consumer trust in e-retailers.
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Figure 2 - TPO and risk perception (Wakefield and Whitten, 2006)

On the other hand, Odom et al. (2002) state that consumers rarely click on the
assurance’s seal logo. Therefore many consumers do not know e-retailers’ privacy
and security practices but the presence of an assurance seal logo had an effect in
influencing consumer trust. The authors also suggest that reputation and consumer

beliefs about the TPO seals are more important for online consumers.

13




Risk Perception

Risk Perception and Electronic Commerce

In literature, there are many definitions of perceived risk. Perceived risk is defined as
the probability of a loss and the subjective feeling of unfavorable consequences
(Cunningham, 1967). Bauer and Cox (1967) defined perceived risk as a combination
of uncertainty and seriousness of the results involved, and Peter and Ryan (1976)
defined it as the expectation of losses related with purchase and plays a role in
decreasing purchasing.

A survey study reported that consumers perceive online shopping more risky
than conventional shopping (Kerkhof, 2007). Pavlou (2001) stated that consumers
avoid making online transactions mainly because of risk concerns. Therefore, risk
perception regarding the Internet is identified as a very significant barrier to the
growth of e-commerce and is one of the main forecasters of consumers’ decisions to

shop in an online or a traditional store (Miyazaki and Fernandez, 2001).

Sources of Perceived Risk

A study reports that there are three significant sources of consumer’s perceived
risk—technology, vendor, and product risk (Lim, 2003). Bhatnagar et al. (2000), Lee
et al. (2001), and Raijas (2002) state that perceived product risk refers to the degree
to which individuals believe that if they buy products or services through the
Internet, the products or services will cause them to suffer losses. Cheung and Lee
(2000), Kim and Prabhakar (2000), and Borchers (2001) state that perceived vendor
risk refers to the degree to which individuals believe that if they purchase products or
services through the Internet, the Internet vendors will cause them to suffer losses.

Fram and Grady (1997), Kim et al. (2000), and Lee et al. (2001) state that perceived
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technology risk refers to the degree to which individuals believe that if they purchase
products or services through the Internet, the Internet and its related technologies will
cause them to suffer losses. On the other hand, Chang et al. (2005) identified two risk
categories, which are product and transaction risks. Transaction risk is defined as the
uncertainty that something unfavorable and unforeseen may result during the
transaction process.

Product risk can be defined as not getting what was expected. (Chang et al.,
2005). Transaction risks include authentication, privacy, security and non-
repudiation of the transaction. Authentication risk refers to the uncertainty that the
true identity of the seller is not revealed. Privacy risk refers to the possibility of theft
of private information (Pavlou, 2003). Security risk relates to the safety of the data
transmitted over the Internet (Chang et al., 2005). Nonrepudiation refers to ensuring
that a transferred message has been sent and received by the parties claiming to
have sent and received the message (Suh and Han, 2003).

Cunningham (1967) stated that perceived risk has six dimensions. These are:
performance, financial, opportunity/time, safety, social and psychological loss.
Featherman and Pavlou (2003) later adapted these facets to electronic services. Since
safety (physical) risk is unrelated with e-services, they used privacy risk as a risk

facet instead of safety risk and defined the risk facets as shown in Figure 3.
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Description and deftnition of perceived risk facets

Perceived Risk
Facet

Description—Definition

1. Performance risk

2. Financial risk

3. Time risk

I

. Psychological risk

. Social risk

wn

o

. Privacy risk

7. Overall risk

“The possibility of the product malfunctioning and not performing as it was
designed and advertised and therefore failing to deliver the desired benefits.”
{Grewal et al,, 1994}

“The potential monetary outlay associated with the initial purchase price as well
as the subsequent maintenance cost of the product’” (Grewal et al., 1994). The
current financial setvices research context expands this facet to include the
recurring potential for financial loss due to fraud.

Consumers may lose time when making a bad purchasing decision by wasting
time rescarching and making the purchase, learning how to use a product or
service only to have to replace it if it does not perform to expectations.

The risk that the selection or performance of the producer will have a negative
effect on the consumer’s peace of mind or self-perception (Mitchell, 1992},
Potential loss of self-esteem (ego loss) from the frustration of not achieving a
buying goal.

Potential loss of status in one’s social group as a result of adopting a product or
service, looking foolish or untrendy.

Potential loss of control over personal information, such as when information
about you is used without your knowledge or permission. The extreme case is
where & consumer is “spoofed” meaning a criminal uses their identity to perform
frandulent transactions.

A general measure of perceived risk when all criteria are evaluated together.

Figure 3 - Description and definition of perceived risk facets (Pavlou, 2003)

Risk Perception and Trust

Several studies have been made for analyzing the relationship between trust and risk

perception. Mutz (2004) states that trust is needed most when risks are perceived to

be high and e-commerce is perceived as highly risky by most consumers. Salam et al.

(2003) suggest that consumer-perceived risk is reduced with the increase in

institutional trust. Similarly, Pavlou (2003) states that trust negatively affects

perceived risk, thus high level of trust decreases perceived risk. Besides, McKnight

et al. (1998) suggest that in order to decrease risk perception, creating trust has been

recognized as an important antidote.

On the other hand, McKnight et al. (2003) argues that distrust concepts

should also be examined to understand the relationship between trust and risk
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perception. Their study found that disposition to trust predicted the low risk Web
constructs, while disposition to distrust predicted the high risk Web constructs. This
suggests that disposition to distrust may be more effective and has greater potential

for predicting high-risk outcome constructs in e-commerce.

Factors Affecting Perceived Risk

Risk perception in e-commerce varies with cultural differences (Kyu and Lee, 2003).
Their study reported that both perceived risk levels and risk factors are different
across cultures (Korea and USA). Pires et al. (2004) examined whether the perceived
risk of online purchasing by consumers varies with the frequency of previous
purchases, satisfaction with previous purchase experiences, the good/service
orientation of an intended purchase and the level of purchase decision involvement
required. They found that only satisfaction with previous purchase experiments had
an impact on risk perception, but only for low-involvement products. Kerkhof et al.
(2008) discuss the concept of regulatory fit and online safety cues and state that there
is a regulatory fit between online safety cues and consumers' prevention focus. The
study reported that prevention focused individuals show lower level of risk
perception toward safety oriented websites but there were no significant differences
in perceptions of promotional focused individuals. Therefore, the attraction of online
safety cues relies on the regulatory focus of consumers. Moreover, maturity levels in
e-commerce (Kyu and Lee, 2003) and economic incentives (Salam et al., 2003) also

effects risk perception.
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Characteristics of Consumers

Disposition to Trust

Existing research in trust literature reveals that, consumer’s disposition to trust is a
dimension of trust that lies deep within in the essence of the consumer (Lumsden and
Mackay, 2006). Mayer et al. (1995) state that propensity to trust is the general
willingness to trust other people and a measure of an individual’s tendency to trust or
distrust. Kim et al. (2003) suggest that propensity to trust is affected by cultural
background, personality type and previous experiences of an individual. The
propensity to trust moderates the effect of trustworthiness attributes on the
development of trust (Lee and Turban, 2001). They argue that this moderation effect
acts positively in the sense that the higher the level of trust propensity, the greater the
impact of trust attributes on the formation of trust. Gefen (2000), McKnight et al.
(2003), and Teo and Liu (2007) state that an individual’s propensity to trust has a
significant effect on his/her trust. Consumers with a greater disposition to trust
will more easily trust an e-retailer even they have little information about the
vendor, whereas other consumers will need more information in order to develop
trusting beliefs in the vendor (Salam et al., 2005). Similarly, Uslaner (2004)
suggests that trusting people are more likely to believe they have little to fear from
the Internet: they are more willing to shopping online and less likely to believe that
they will have privacy problems on the web. On the other hand, mistrusters are
12.4% more likely to be very concerned that businesses have access to their
personal information. Gefen (2002) states that a person’s online trust reflects his or
her offline trust and no matter what people do online, they will not become more or
less trusting as a result. Similarly, Uslaner (2004) suggests that the Internet does not

remake people’s personalities.
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Post Purchase Behavior and Experience

Liang and Huang (1998) state that, consumers’ prior experience had a moderating
effect in predicting their acceptance of Internet shopping. Similarly, Shim and Drake
(1990) found that consumers, who had previous experience with the use of personal
computers, are more likely to make online transactions. As Ganesan (1994) argues,
perceived satisfaction with past outcomes is also very important. People who are
experienced in buying online and have had positive experiences will view e-retailing
as being trustworthy. Eastlick (1996) states that previous non-store experience may
help predict intention to adopt interactive electronic formats. Moreover, Miyazaki
and Fernandez (2001) found that more experience with the Internet and the use of
other remote purchasing methods are related to lower levels of perceived risk toward
online shopping, which encourages people to do online purchase. Similarly, a
positive experience with the web site (Koufaris and Hampton, 2002) and user’s web
experience (Brian et al., 2003) is found to increase perceived trust of consumer.
Kuan et al. (2007) states that consumers own experiences affect their online
trust. In the electronic commerce context, the online purchasing experience has three
aspects: online navigation experience (McKnight et al., 2002; Kim et al., 2004),
order fulfillment (Thirumalai and Singha, 2005) and retailer’s service quality
(Dabholkar et al., 1996). The online navigation experience includes aspects of the
website navigation such as product information and ease of online ordering, order
fulfillment is related with the characteristics of product delivery such as the
timeliness and correctness of delivery and retailer’s service quality indicates the
commitment of the retailer to resolve customer concerns, such as consumer
complaints, product returns and product exchanges. When consumers feel satisfied

with these aspects of the online purchases, they think that e-retailers do not take
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advantage of them and furthermore the e-retailer has goodwill and really concerned
about their welfare. Walczuch and Lundgren (2004) state that, if customers are
unsatisfied with their previous online shopping experiences from the e-retailer, they
would perceive the retailer as untrustworthy and would feel uncomfortable while
shopping from the retailer online.

Kuan et al. (2007) state that after consumers’ initial online purchase,
customers may encounter or even intentionally search for information sources
regarding the retailer’s online operations. Mitra et al. (1999) and Walczuch and
Lundgren (2004) mention two forms of information sources: customer-dominated
and neutral. Consumer-dominated sources includes in customers’ social relations and
networks whereas neutral sources are the form of independent customer reviews.
Coleman (1988) states that since conscious efforts to obtain specific information can
be costly, people generally take this kind of information from their social relations as
a basis for trust and their future action. On the other hand, neutral customer reviews
available online is far more extensive in numbers and includes various units of
positive and negative information presented together from multiple sources
(Chatterjee, 2001). Since online customers have concerns about the wisdom of their
online purchases, they would collectively asses their online shopping experiences
together with post-purchase information sources to evaluate their online trust of the

e-retailer (Kuan et al., 2007).

Psychological Factors

Walczuch and Lundgren (2004) focus on psychological factors (personality-based
factors, perception-based factors, experience-based factors, knowledge-based factors

and attitude) that effect consumer trust in e-tailing environments. The study shows
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that the most significant psychological trust factor in e-tailing is perception-based
factors (perceived reputation of e-retailer, perceived investment of e-retailer,
perceived similarity of e-retailer, perceived normality of e-retailer, perceived control
of consumer, perceived familiarity of consumer) and consumers make perception-
based decisions in online shopping environments. Similarly, a study reported that
perceptions regarding the web site (perceived usefulness, ease of use of the web site
and perceived security control of the site) and the company (reputation of the
company and perceived willingness of the company to customize its products and

services) determine initial trust towards the company (Koufaris and Hampton, 2004).

Vendor and Website Attributes

Vendor Attributes

Firm size is an important determinant of customer’s trust towards a firm (Doney and
Cannon, 1997). If a firm has a large size and big market share, the firm will have a
large number of customers and that would mean that the firm has followed through
with commitments made to its customers. On the other hand, a less trustworthy firm
would be unable to build sales volume or large market share (Hill, 1990). Therefore
larger firms are perceived more trustworthy than smaller firms (Lewichi and Bunker,
1995).

Chen and Dhillon (2003) state that number of years a firm remains in
business also determines the level of trustworthiness of a company. A company
which is perceived as being untrustworthy could not be able last long in business
environment; therefore consumers tend to trust firms which are in business for a long

time.
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Firm reputation is also an indicator of trust. If the firm begins to violate
consumers’ trust, the consumers quickly let it be known that the firm is disreputable
through their information channels (Lewichi and Bunker, 1995). Ganesan (1994)
found that a retailer’s positive perception of a vendor’s reputation leads to increased
consumer trust. Similarly, McKnight et al. (1998) state that, consumers perceive
vendors with a high reputation as trustworthy and those with a low reputation as
untrustworthy.

Chen and Dhillon (2003) suggest that brand recognition is also an important
factor that leads to consumer trust. They argue that, perceived uncertainty and risk in
a transaction is reduced by brand equity and therefore it increases online consumer

trust.

Website Attributes

Since the website is the main place for interaction of consumers and the company, If
customers find a company’s web site easy to use and useful they will also view the
company more favorably and perceive it as being more trustworthy (Koufaris and
Hampton, 2002). Moreover, Brian et al. (2003) found that site quality affects
perceived trust positively. Similarly, a study reported that perceptions regarding the
web site (perceived usefulness, ease of use of the web site and perceived security
control of the site) determine initial trust towards the company (Koufaris and

Hampton, 2004).
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CHAPTER 3

THEORETICAL MODEL AND HYPOTHESES

Demographics
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Figure 4 - Theoretical model
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Figure 5 - Theoretical model after factor analysis
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In this part of the study, a theoretical model which contains a comprehensive
collection of variables that are expected to influence online consumer trust is

explained in detail.

Module 1: Demographic Characteristics of Consumers
This module includes the various demographic characteristics that may affect
consumers online trust decision. Included characteristics are:

1. Age: It is one of the most used demographic characteristics in literature,
however for this study it is used only for proving that the respondents are above the
legal age to have a credit card and do online shopping.

2. Gender: It is also one of the most used demographic characteristics used in
researches, but for this study, gender is asked to have similar percentages of males
and females parallel to Turkish online shoppers.

3. Marital Status: It is a part of consumer demographics, but it is not expected
to play a significant role in the study, since the survey is made with young and early
adult respondents.

4. Education: It is one of the important demographics in research since
education level gives an opinion about technology and internet usage and online
shopping experiences.

5. Income: It is an important demographic consumer characteristic for the
research because the level of income reflects the possibility of having enough

resources to use technology and internet and do online shopping.
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Module 2: Internet Usage & Online Shopping Behavior

1. Internet Usage History: It is a basic characteristic to reflect the
respondents’ familiarity and knowledge of internet which makes them potential
online shoppers.

2. Internet Using Frequency: It is another basic characteristic that reflects the
time spent online, which motivates consumers for online shopping.

3. Online Shopping Experience: It shows how many past purchases are made
by the respondents and reflects the familiarity of the respondents with shopping
online.

4. Maximum amount of money to be paid for an online shopping: It shows
how much money a consumer may pay for an online shopping at once. The aim of
asking the maximum amount of money to be paid for an online shopping is to
determine whether the consumers attach a financial problem to online shopping.

5. Current online shopping percentage of total shopping: This characteristic
also reflects the familiarity of the respondents with online shopping. Besides, by
showing the ratio of online shopping to total shopping experiences, it reflects the
current shopping habits of the sample

6. Expected future percentage of online shopping: This characteristic gives
an opinion about the future expectations of consumers about online shopping.

7. Complaints about an online purchase: The aim of whether the respondents
had complaints about their online purchases is to find out if they had some problems
with online shopping and how they affect their online trust.

8. Complaint resolution: This item is closely related with the previous item to

discover the complaint resolution percentages and their effects on consumers.
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Module 3: General Satisfaction from Previous Online Shopping
General satisfaction from previous online shopping gives an idea of overall positive
or negative thoughts of consumers from online shopping experiences. This
component is expected to play an important role in the study, since online trust is

expected to increase too, if satisfaction level of online shopping increases.

Module 4: Dimensions of Trust (Competence, Integrity, Benevolence)
Competence, integrity and benevolence are the most used and most referred trust
dimensions in the trust literature. Trust literature states that these dimensions of trust

vary independently but jointly contributes to overall consumer trust.

e Competence items

1. Website awareness: This characteristic shows the recognition of the website
and the awareness of consumer about the website. It is an important characteristic in
the literature and it is a significant factor for consumers to build online trust to a
website.

2. Being a leader company in business: A leader company/website is often
characterized as a trustable firm since it has grown so much.

3. Being an old and experienced company: An old and experienced
company/website is also characteristics of a trustable firm, since it must have
followed through its commitments made to its customers in order to be in business
for many years.

4. Being used by friends: Friends are very important information sources for
today’s young and early adult consumers, therefore if a website is used by friends, it

is a signal to trust the website easily.
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5. Opinions on the internet regarding the website: Opinions on the internet
regarding the website are very important since online users may easily reach them
which may shape their online trust.

6. Taking part in the media: The media plays a very important role in today’s
world. If a website takes part in the media, the reputation of the site increases and
consumers may perceive the website as more trustable.

7. The amount of publicity on the internet and real media: Publicity and
advertisements are very popular for businesses to attract consumers. Consumers may
perceive these websites as more trustworthy, since they are confident in the business
and make investments in publicity.

8. Having a professional site design: A professional website design is often
perceived as the firm’s own professionalism and therefore consumers often tend to
trust them.

9. Having an advanced technological infrastructure: Technological infrastructure
is very important in online transactions, since all the operations are conducted online.
Therefore, an advanced technological infrastructure may be perceived as more
trustworthy.

10. The owner, partner and the shareholders of the company: There are many
websites for online shopping in web. However, consumers could consider the owner,
partner and the shareholders of the company in order not to experience any online
hazards.

11. Partners of the website regarding distribution, payment etc.: Many firms in
online shopping business works with intermediaries, therefore partners of the website

regarding distribution, payment, etc. may be important factors for consumers.
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e Benevolence items

12. Having various communication channels with customers: Having various
communication channels is an important characteristic of a website since there is no
face to face contact and communication with customer like traditional shopping.

13. Openness to customer questions and complaints: Like traditional shopping
types, openness to consumer questions and complaints should play an important role
for consumers to build trust to a website.

14. Quick and resolving responses to customer information needs: Unlike
traditional shopping types, the consumer is not able to get information directly from
the salesperson. Therefore the information needs of the customers should be fulfilled
in a timely manner.

15. Having the principal of 'customer is always right': In marketing the principal
of 'customer is always right' is a widely accepted subject. The firms which transfer
this principal to their online transactions are expected to be successful and
trustworthy.

16. Having links like FAQ and Help: The presence of links like FAQ (Frequently
Asked Questions) and help, makes it simpler for the consumer to reach the necessary

information.

e Integrity items

17. Complaint resolution percentages displayed in evaluation websites: The
evaluation websites displays the firms’ percentages of complaint resolution. This
information may give a notion to the customer how trustworthy a website is related

to solution of online problems.
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18. Making reliable promises about purchasing transactions: Making reliable
promises about purchasing transactions is important for customers because
unrealistic words or promises may easily destroy consumer trust.

19. Providing all information required for purchase: Some websites hide some
information about purchasing transactions, which may be perceived as untrustworthy
by the customers, therefore providing all the necessary information for the
transactions may play a role in developing and sustaining customer trust.

20. Keeping the promises: Like in all business sectors, keeping the promises
made to customers is expected to increase consumer trust in online shopping, too.

21. Giving fair advices and guidance about purchases: Giving fair advices and
guidance is very important both in conventional and online shopping. However it is
more important in online shopping because consumers take all the advices and
guidance from the website, not directly from the salesperson.

22. Presence of a meaningful “terms of use”: Most of the online shoppers do not
read the terms of use but want to see a “terms of use” in the website. But for the ones

who read, these statements are usually complex not easily understood, therefore a

meaningful and easily understood privacy policy may increase consumer online trust.

23. Presence of a meaningful privacy policy: Most of the online shoppers only
seek the presence of a privacy policy. However, a meaningful and easily understood
privacy policy may increase consumer online trust.

24. Having web seals: Web seals offer some guarantees about the security of
transactions, therefore the presence of web seals may assure the consumer that they

are safe and increase trust to the website.
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25. Rating of the website on internet rating platforms: Internet rating platforms
provides ratings for websites. Consumers may consider this information as an idea of

trustworthiness.

Module 5: Perceived Risks of Online Shopping
Perceived risks of online shopping module measures the consumers’ expectations
about the possibility of online hazards related to online shopping. It reflects
consumers’ perception of financial, privacy, security, product and service risks.

1. Products/services failing to meet customer expectations: This situation
occurs when the expectations and the real situation do not overlap with each other.
Therefore consumers may perceive this as an online risk.

2. Failing to distribute product/services on time: Since most of the online
firms work with intermediaries for delivery, they may not have full control over
them. Therefore, the products and services may not be delivered as they are
promised. So the consumers may perceive the online shopping as risky.

3. Expensive goods/services compared to other firms: Some websites may
demand higher prices compared to other firms and this may cause a risk for the
consumer.

4. Misleading information or pictures of product/services: Some websites
may deceive the consumers by misleading information or false picture of product and
services and the consumers may perceive this as an online risk.

5. Difficulty in money or product returns: Since there is no face to face
interaction and a physical presence of a store, product or money returns should be

administrated online. So this may cause a difficulty and a risk for the customer.
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6. Rejection of money or product returns: Many people think that there are
not satisfactory rules and regulations related with online shopping and the product
and money returns are up to the goodwill of the web firm.

7. Getting no response to customer complaints: Some of the online vendors
may not have adequate communication channels. Therefore consumers may perceive
a risk that they may not get a response when they face a problem with their online
shopping.

8. Sharing of personal information without customer consent: Websites
demand some information from the customer in order to complete the transaction.
But consumers may perceive a risk that this information may be shared by the online
firm.

9. Demand of excess information: All websites demand information from
their customers, but some consumers may think that some websites demand excess
information that is not really necessary to complete the transaction.

10. Selling personal information to other firms: Since many people are
registered to electronic commerce website, these websites have large amounts of
personal information ahd it may be perceived as risky by the customers since these
firms may sell this information to other firms.

11. Construction of positive experiences: Most of the e-commerce firms have
comments of customers about products and services on their websites; however some
consumers believe that these positive experiences are self-constructed by the firm to
persuade them to shop from the website.

12. Theft of personal information due to lack of security: If an online firm

does not have enough online security, their websites may be hacked and the personal
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information of the consumers may be stolen which is a risky situation for the
customer.

13. Withdrawal of excess money from customer credit card: The probability
of withdrawal of excess money from their credit card causes a financial risk for the
online customer.

14. Keeping of credit card information for other purposes: Many consumers
have a fear that when they give their credit card information on the internet, it may

be stored and used for other purposes and pose a financial threat for them.

Module 6: Belief in Online Business Self-Regulation
Belief in online business self-regulation module measures how much consumers
believe in the adequacy and efficiency of governmental regulations and business self-
regulations to protect the online safety of customers.

1. Enforcement of laws to protect customers: This item aims to measure the
belief of consumers to governmental laws and regulations which are supposed to
protect their safety on the internet.

2. Various technologies protecting customers: This item aims to measure the
belief of consumers to various technologies that help them protect their safety in
online shopping.

3. Effect of competition on firms' security efforts: This item aims to measure
whether the consumers believe that competition among the firms makes the firms
invest more in security.

4. Effects of media and evaluation websites on firms' security efforts: Since the

media and evaluation websites have effects on websites, firms would increase their
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security efforts. Therefore this item measures how much consumers believe these
cases.

5. Security technologies as major investments for companies: In todays’ online
environment firms should invest in security technologies in order to protect their
customers and succeed in their business. So this item intents to measure the belief of
customers whether these investments are the major ones for the firms.

6. Effects of consumer awareness on firms' security efforts: The purpose of this
item is to evaluate the customers’ belief to the effect of their own awareness on

firms’ security efforts.

Module 7: General Level of Online Trust
General level of online trust measures the overall consumer trust in the online

environment.

Hypotheses
This exploratory study aims to find the relationship between:
e Online satisfaction and perceived risks
o Belief in business self-regulation and online satisfaction
e Perceived risks and online trust
e Online trust and belief in business self-regulation
e Online trust and trust dimensions
e Demographics and perceived risks
e Demographics and belief in business self-regulation

e Internet usage & online shopping behavior and perceived risks
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e Internet usage & online shopping behavior and belief in business self-
regulation
Hypothesis 1: There is a negative relationship between “satisfaction from previous
online shopping experiences” and “perceived risks of online shopping”.

Hypothesis 2: There is a positive relationship between “satisfaction from
previous online shopping experiences” and “belief in online business self-
regulation”.

Hypothesis 3: There is a difference between groups with different levels of
“general online trust” and “perceived risks of online shopping”.

Hypothesis 4: There is a difference between groups with different levels of
“general online trust” and “belief in online business self-regulation”.

Hypothesis 5: There is a difference between the levels of importance attached
to “competence, benevolence and integrity of online businesses” for consumers with
different levels of “general online trust”.

Hypothesis 6a: There is a difference between different “demographic groups”
with respect to “perceived risks of online shopping”.

Hypothesis 6b: There is a difference between different “demographic groups”
with respect to “belief in online business self-regulation”.

Hypothesis 7a: There is a difference between groups with different “internet
usage and online shopping behavior” with respect to “perceived risks of online
shopping”. |

Hypothesis 7b: There is a difference between groups with different “internet
usage and online shopping behavior” with respect to belief in online business self-

regulation”.
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CHAPTER 4

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

In this chapter, the technical details of the survey study are described. Important
issues such as preparation of the questionnaire, choice of respondents; the pilot
questionnaire, the final questionnaire, variables and their measurement constructs,

and data analysis approach will be covered.

Preparation of the Questionnaire
After completing the literature review, the questionnaire was developed. A pilot
study was made with 18 MIS Masters students in class. The reliability results of the
scales and preliminary findings were satisfactory. The questionnaire was reviewed
after the pilot study. Only some expressions in the questions of the questionnaire

were changed. Finally, an online link was created for the questionnaire.

Choice of Respondents for the Questionnaire
Convenience sampling is used for selecting the people who will take part in the
questionnaire. Questionnaire link is posted via e-mail to people over the age of 18,
since the respondents should have their own credit card to do online shopping.
Besides, people who had previous online shopping experience are selected since it is
a must for a person to do at least one online shopping in order to answer the

questionnaire. Other selection criteria were the level of education and the level of

income. Respondents of the survey were students or working people who may afford
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online shopping with their income level. Since the respondents should be familiar
with both internet and online shopping, young and early adult people were preferred.
In total, 298 people responded to the online questionnaire, however 50 responses

were deleted, because they were not fully completed.

Components of the Questionnaire
The questionnaire has four parts: (1) Internet usage and online shopping behavior, (2)
Factors that affect shopping decisions, (3) Trust in the online shopping environment,
and (4) Demographics.
“Internet usage and online shopping behavior” part covers nine questions

which are:

e Internet usage history

e Internet usage frequency

e Online shopping experience

e Maximum amount of money to be paid for an online shopping

e Current online shopping percent to total shopping

e Expected future percent of online shopping

e General satisfaction from previous online shopping

e Complaints about an online purchase

e Complaint resolution

“Factors that affect shopping decisions” part covers a question that has 25 items

measured with a 5-point interval scale (1: Very unimportant, 5: Very important)

which were classified under 3 groups:
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Competence (items from 1 to 11):

This part aims to measure how much do competence items affect consumer decision.

The measured items are:

o

This part aims to measure how much do benevolence items affect consumer decision.

Website awareness

Being a leader company in business

Being an old and experienced company

Being used by friends

Opinions on the internet regarding the website

Taking part in the media

The amount of publicity on the internet and real media
Having a professional site design

Having an advanced technological infrastructure

The owner, partner and the shareholders of the company

Partners of the website regarding distribution, payment etc.

Benevolence (items from 12 to 16):

The measured items are:

0]

O

Having various communication channels with customers
Openness to customer questions and complaints

Quick and resolving responses to customer information needs
Having the principal of 'custofner is always right'

Having links like FAQ and Help
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e Integrity (items from 17 to 25):

This part aims to measure how much do integrity items affect consumer decision.

The measured items are:

o Complaint resolution percentages displayed in evaluation
websites

o Making reliable promises about purchasing transactions

o Providing all information required for purchase

o Keeping the promises

o Giving fair advices and guidance about purchases

o Presence of a meaningful terms of use

o Presence of a meaningful privacy policy

o Having web seals

o Rating of the website on internet rating platforms

“Trust in the online shopping environment” part includes three questions:

Risk perception ( Question 11):

This section aims to measure consumer risk perception related to possible online

hazards. The question has 14 items measured with a 4-point scale (1: Very often, 4:

Never). Included items are:

o]

O

Products/services failing to meet customer expectations
Failing to distribute product/services on time
Expensive goods/services compared to other firms
Misleading information or pictures of product/services
Difficulty in money or product returns

Rejection of money or product returns
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Getting no response to customer complaints

Sharing of personal information without customer consent
Demand of excess information

Selling personal information to other firms

Construction of positive experiences

Theft of personal information due to lack of security
Withdrawal of excess money from customer credit card

Keeping of credit card information for other purposes

General online trust (Question 12):

This section aims to measure consumers’ general trust to online shopping. The

respondents were asked to select the best answer from these alternatives:

@]

0]

I don’t think shopping over the internet is safe at all.

Since all websites are not secure, only shopping on well-known and
professional websites is safe.

I believe most websites are secure to shop; however, there are still
some websites not to be trusted.

I think almost all websites are secure to shop, since websites with

unsecure features don’t have a chance to survive.

Belief in online business self-regulation ( Question 13):

This section aims to measure how much consumers believe in online business self-

regulation. The question has 6 items measured with a 5-point Likert scale (1:

Strongly Disagree, 5: Strongly Agree). Included items are:

@]

Enforcement of laws to protect customers
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o Various technologies protecting customers

o Effect of competition on firms' security efforts

o Effects of media and evaluation websites on firms' security efforts
o Security technologies as major investments for companies

o Effects of consumer awareness on firms' security efforts

“Demographics” part includes five questions which are:
o Age
e Gender
e Marital status
e Education Level

e Income Level

Statistical Analyses

. Descriptive analyses are done for perceived risks of online shopping,

belief in online business self-regulation and trust dimensions.
. Factor analysis is done for items of trust dimensions to find sub-

components which can be grouped together.

o Cluster analysis is done to classify consumers into groups according to

their perceived risks levels in order to understand the consumer groups and the
risks each group attaches to online shopping.

° Correlation analyses are done for the relations between “satisfaction
from previous online shopping experiences” and “perceived risks of online
shopping”, and between “satisfaction from previous online shopping

experiences” and “belief in online business self-regulation”.
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. Difference analyses (t-test and ANOVA) are done to test the
differences between groups with different levels of “general online trust” and
“perceived risks of online shopping”, between groups with different levels of
“general online trust” and “belief in online business self-regulation”, between the
levels of importance attached to “competence, benevolence and integrity of
online businesses™ for consumers with different levels of “general online trust”,
between different “demographic groups” with respect to “perceived risks of
online shopping”, between different “demographic groups™ with respect to
“belief in online business self-regulation”, between groups with different
“internet usage and online shopping behavior” with respect to “perceived risks of
online shopping”, between groups with different “internet usage and online

shopping behavior” with respect to “belief in online business self-regulation”.
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ANALYSES AND FINDINGS

Descriptive Analyses

Demographic Profile

CHAPTER 5

As a result of the data collection process, 248 valid responses have been collected.

The demographic profile of the respondent group is as follows:

Table 1 - Demographic Profile

18-25 over 25
AGE Freq. 135 113
% 54,44 45,56
Female Male
GENDER | Freq. 100 148
% 40,32 59,68
MARITAL Single Married
STATUS Freq. 211 37
% 85,08 14,92
Graduate &
High School Graduate & University Postgraduate
EDUCATION University Student Graduate Degree
Freq. 36 112 100
% 14,52 45,16 40,32
less than 1000 TL 1000-2500 TL 2500-4000 TL over 4000 TL
INCOME | Freq. 53 114 43 38
% 21,37 45,97 17,34 15,32

Parallel to the demographic profile of Turkish online shoppers, the questionnaire

respondents are generally young and well educated people who have enough income

to afford online shopping.
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Since a typical online shopper should be more than 18 years old, the sample
is composed of people who are at least at the age of 18. Respondents in this study,
who are below the age of 25, are slightly more than people who are over 25.

Males are slightly more than females in the sample, which overlaps with the
Turkish online internet shoppers.

Single people dominate the sample in this study. Since the survey was held by
young and high-educated people, married people in the sample accounts only for
14,92 per cent of the total sample.

In terms of education level, university graduate and postgraduate students
dominate the sample. This is because of the fact that, the questionnaire has been
performed online and many of the Turkish online shoppers are well educated people.

Finally, the respondents are relatively equally distributed to represent Turkish
online shoppers. Only 21,37% of the respondents have less than 1000 TL income,
who are mostly university students. 45,97% of the sample have middle level of

income and 32,66% have high income level.

Internet Usage History

Table 2 - Internet Usage History

Internet Usage History Frequency %
0-6 years 31 12,50
more than 6 years 217 87,50

The result about the Internet usage history shows that 87,5% of the total respondents
have been using the Internet for more than 6 years. Since potential online customers
should have a long internet usage history, this distribution is very important for the

study.
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Internet Usage Frequency

Table 3 - Internet Usage Frequency

Internet Usage Frequency Frequency %
very often (every day) 227 91,53
fairly often (fairly often,

sometimes, rarely) 21 8,47

The result of the internet usage frequency represent that 91,53% of the respondents
use the internet very often which means that they are online every day. Therefore, it
makes them good candidates for online shopping because they spend so much time

online.

Online Shopping Experience

Table 4 - Online Shopping Experience

Online Shopping Experience Frequency %

1-5 times 65 26,21
5-10 times 45 18,15
More than 10 times 138 55,65

The sample is composed of people who have done at least one online shopping.
55,65% of the respondents are very experienced about online purchases and have

done more than ten online shopping.
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Maximum Amount of Money Expected to Spend

Table 5 - Maximum Amount of Money Expected to Spend

Max1mum Online Frequency %
Shopping Amount

Less than 100 TL 39 15,7
100-500 TL 107 43,1
500-1000 TL 34 13,7
More than 1000 TL 68 27,4

Since the sample perceive some risks about online shopping, 58,9% of the
respondents hesitate to spend big amounts of money in the online environment,

however 27,4% of the sample don’t have any reservations.

Current Shopping Percentage

Table 6 - Current Shopping Percentage

Current Shopping Percentage Frequency %

Less than 5% 123 49,60
5-10% 49 19,76
10-20% 52 20,97
More than 20% 24 9,68

The current ratio of online purchases to total purchases is low in the sample. 69,4%
of the respondents stated that their online shopping percentage was less than 10%.

Only 9,7% of the responses was more than 20%.
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Expected Future Shopping Percentage

Table 7 - Expected Future Shopping Percentage

Expected Future Shopping

Percentage Frequency %
<5% 38 15,32
5-10% 49 19,76
10-20% 65 26,21
>20% 96 38,71

However, in five years’ time the popularity of online shopping is expected to grow in
the sample, too. The respondents expect that, their online shopping ratios are going

to increase in the near future.

General Satisfaction from Previous Online Purchases

Table 8 - General Satisfaction from Previous Online Purchases

General Satisfaction Frequency %

Not at all 2 0,8
Little 11 ' 4.4
Partially 30 12,1
Mostly 144 58,1
Completely 61 24,6

The sample consists of respondents who are generally very satisfied with online
shopping. Only two respondents which accounts for only ,8% of the total, are
unsatisfied with their shopping online. 72,7% of the sample is highly satisfied with

their experiences with online shopping.
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Complaint and Complaint Resolution

Table 9 - Complaint and Complaint Resolution

Complaint Frequency %

Yes 97 39,11

No 151 60,89
) Frequency %

Solution

Yes 48 48,00

Partially 36 36,00

No 16 16,00

39,1% of all respondents have had complaints about an online purchase before.
However, most of the complaints were resolved by online firms which increase the
level of consumer online trust and motivates the consumers for online shopping. An
interesting finding is that 3 respondents stated that, they did not complain to a
website because of dissatisfaction, but 2 of them stated that their complaint was
partially resolved. This may be because the online retailer understood its mistake and
tried to solve the problem itself. The other respondent stated that his problem was not

solved.

General Trust in Online Shopping

Table 10 - General Trust in Online Shopping

Frequency %
General Trust
No Trust 8 3,2
Trust in Reputable Websites 141 56,9
Trust in Most Firms 66 26,6
Trust in Almost All Firms 33 13,3
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Only 3,2 of the respondents showed no trust to online firms. A significant number of

respondents (56,9%) stated they trust only in reputable websites that reflects the

importance of website awareness and reputation.

Dimensions of Online Shopping

Table 11 - Means of Dimensions of Online Shopping Items

Mean Std.
Items (Over 5) | Deviation

Website awareness 4,85 0,45
Keeping the promises 4,79 0,56
Providing all information required for purchase 4,72 0,58
Quick and resolving responses to customer information 471 0,64
needs
Openness to customer questions and complaints 4,62 0,76
Making reliable promises about purchasing transactions 4,62 0,69
Being a leader company in business 4,52 0,79
Having the principal of 'customer is always right' 4,52 0,83
Being an old and experienced company 4,51 0,77
Having web seals 4,48 0,93
Giving fair advices and guidance about purchases 4,47 0,78
Having various communication channels with customers 4,35 0,91
Having an advanced technological infrastructure 4,29 0,92
Presence of a meaningful privacy policy 4,27 1,03
Being used by friends 4,23 1,03
Presence of a meaningful terms of use 4,16 1,10
Having links like FAQ and Help 4,13 1,00
Having a professional site design 4,06 1,03
Opinions on the internet regarding the website 4,01 0,96
Partners of the website regarding distribution, payment etc. 3,96 1,14
Complaint resolution percentages displayed in evaluation

. 3,94 1,12
websites
The amount of publicity on the internet and real media 3,48 1,06
Rating of the website on internet rating platforms 3,48 1,17
Taking part in the media 3,44 1,13
The owner, partner and the shareholders of the company 3,28 1,31

Most of the items in this section of the questionnaire have high means Website

awareness, keeping the promises made to consumers, providing all information
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required for purchase, quick and resolving responses to customer information needs,
openness to customer questions and complaints, making reliable promises about
purchasing transactions, being a leader company in business, having the principal of
'customer is always right', and being an old and experienced company were the most
highlighted topics by the respondents. The least highlighted items are the ones which
are related with partners of the website, online/offline advertisements, and rating
organizations. The findings overlap with the trust literature and represent the

importance of the items which are included in the trust dimensions (competence,

integrity, and benevolence). The results of the survey overlap with the trust literature.

Online Risk Perception

Table 12 - Means of Online Risk Perception Items

Mean Std.
Items (over 4) | Deviation

Demand of excess information 2,89 0,95
Difficulty in money or product returns 2,83 0,96
Failing to distribute product/services on time 2,75 0,82
Construction of positive experiences 2,67 0,91
Misleading 1pformat10n or pictures of 2,62 0,88
product/services
Products_/serwces failing to meet customer 2,59 0,79
expectations
Getting no response to customer complaints 2,52 0,93
Expensive goods/services compared to other firms 2,50 0,94
Rejection of money or product returns 2,46 1,00
Selling personal information to other firms 2,44 1,05
Sharing of personal information without customer

2,41 1,01
consent
Theft'of personal information due to lack of 2,38 0.97
security
Keeping of credit card information for other 2,00 0,99
purposes
Z;fihdrawal of excess money from customer credit 1,75 0.90
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The respondents have some concerns about online trust to websites. Privacy &
security, financial concerns and satisfaction are the main concerns of the sample.
Demand of excess information, difficulty in money or product returns, failing to
distribute product/services on time, construction of positive experiences, misleading
information or pictures of product/services, and products/services failing to meet
customer expectations are the highlighted risks by the respondents. On the other
hand, keeping of credit card information for other purposes and withdrawal of excess

money from customer credit card are found to be the least mentioned risks.

Belief in Online Business Self-Regulation

Table 13 - Means of Belief in Online Business Self-Regulation Items

Mean Std.
Items (over 5) | Deviation

Effects of consumer awareness on firms' security efforts 4,24 0,88
Effects of media and evaluation websites on firms' security

3,80 1,02
efforts
Security technologies as major investments for companies 3,65 1,11
Effect of competition on firms' security efforts 3,53 1,01
Various technologies protecting customers 3,24 1,27
Enforcement of laws to protect customers 3,12 1,15

The questionnaire sample mainly has belief in online business self-regulation but
they also have some security concerns. However they think that their awareness of
security threats makes firms to invest in security. Consumers perceive that media and
other objective evaluation websites are also have an impact on firms’ security efforts.
On the other hand consumers do not think that laws and governmental policies are

enough to protect them from security threats and help business self-regulation.
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Scale Reliabilities

Scale about Website Characteristics

A 25-item scale was used to measure the characteristics of websites. Cronbach’s
Alpha was found as .865. This value is accepted as consistent and reliable since it is

larger than .70.

Scale about Online Risk Perception

A 14-item scale was used to measure the characteristics of websites. Cronbach’s
Alpha was found as .910. This value is accepted as consistent and reliable since it is

larger than .70.

Scale about Business Self-Regulation

A 6-item scale was used to measure the characteristics of websites. Cronbach’s
Alpha was found as .808. This value is accepted as consistent and reliable since it is

larger than .70

Scale about Competence

A 11-item scale was used to measure the characteristics of websites. Cronbach’s
Alpha was found as .761. This value is accepted as consistent and reliable since it is

larger than .70
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Scale about Benevolence

A 5-item scale was used to measure the characteristics of websites. Cronbach’s
Alpha was found as .771. This value is accepted as consistent and reliable since it is

larger than .70

Scale about Integrity

A 9-item scale was used to measure the characteristics of websites. Cronbach’s
Alpha was found as .795. This value is accepted as consistent and reliable since it is

larger than .70

Factor Analysis

Factor analysis is done for items of trust dimensions to find components which can

be grouped together.

Sampling Adequacy

The number of the items in website characteristics part is 25, and the total number of
cases is 248. The ratio of total number of cases to the number of items is 9.92, which
means that it is sufficient for factor analysis.

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy is .820
which is a very acceptable level since it is over .5. Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is .00

which is also a very acceptable level since it is under .10.
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Total Variance Explained

The total variance explained is 66.80% with 8 components. This is a satisfactory

result since it is over 60% level.

Factor Solution for Dimensions of Trust

The total variance explained is 66.80% with 8 components. This is a satisfying result

since it is over 60% level.

Factor Solution

Table 14 - Factor Solution with Items Loaded

% of Cumulative Items Loaded
Component Variance o under each
° Component
1 | Benevolence 24,96 2496 | 121341
Business Integrity &
2 Trustworthiness 9,85 34,81 18,19, 20,21
Visibility & Credibility of
3 the Website 7,1 41,91 5,6,7,17
Clarity & Understandability
4 of Legal Information 6,15 48,06 22,23
Recognition and Reputation
> of the Website 2,59 53,65 1,2,3
6 | Partner Credibility 4,73 58,38 10, 11, 24,25
7 | Design & Technology 4,29 62,68 8,9
8 | Reference Group Influence 4,13 66,8 4

Varimax rotation is used for factor solution.
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Mean of Each Factor

Table 15 - Means of Factor Components in Order

Clo\rn:f;c;)n;nt Component Name Mean Std. Deviation

Business Integrity and

2 | Trustworthiness 4,65 0,51
Recognition and Reputation of

5 | the Web Site 4,63 0,55

1 | Benevolence 4,46 0,61

g | Reference Group Influence 423 1,03
Clarity and Understandability of

4 | Legal Information 4,22 0,97

7 | Design and Technology 4,18 0,83

6 | Partner Credibility 3,80 0,82
Visibility and Credibility of the

3| Web Site 3,72 0,76

Factor 1: Benevolence consists of the following items:
e Having various communication channels with customers
e Openness to customer questions and complaints
e Quick and resolving responses to customer information needs
e Having the principal of 'customer is always right'
e Having links like FAQ and Help
The mean of Factor 1 is 4.46 over 5. It is the first factor in the factor analysis with an

explanation power of 24,96% of variance.

Factor 2: Business Integrity & Trustworthiness consists of the following
items:

e Making reliable promises about purchasing transactions
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e Providing all information required for purchase
e Keeping the promises
e Giving fair advices and guidance about purchases
The mean of Factor 2 is 4.46 over 5. It is the second factor in the factor analysis with

an explanation power of 24,96% of variance.

Factor 3: Visibility & Credibility of the Website consists of the following
items:
e Opinions on the internet regarding the website
e Taking part in the media
e The amount of publicity on the internet and real media
¢ Complaint resolution percentages displayed in evaluation websites
The mean of Factor 3 is 4.46 over 5. It is the first factor in the factor analysis with an

explanation power of 24,96% of variance.

Factor 4: Clarity & Understandability of legal Information consists of the
following items:
e Presence of meaningful terms of use
e Presence of a meaningful privacy policy
The mean of Factor 4 is 4.46 over 5. It is the fourth factor in the factor analysis with

an explanation power of 24,96% of variance.

Factor 5: Recognition and Reputation of the Website consists of the following
items:
e Website awareness
e Being a leader company in business

e Being an old and experienced company
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The mean of Factor 5 is 4.46 over 5. It is the fifth factor in the factor analysis with an

explanation power of 24,96% of variance.

Factor 6: Partner Credibility consists of the following items:
e The owner, partner and the shareholders of the company
e Partners of the website regarding distribution, payment etc.
e Having web seals
e Rating of the website on internet rating platforms
The mean of Factor 6 is 4.46 over 5. It is the sixth factor in the factor analysis with

an explanation power of 24,96% of variance.

Factor7: Design & Technology consists of the following items:
e Having a professional site design
e Having an advanced technological infrastructure
The mean of Factor 7 is 4.46 over 5. It is the seventh factor in the factor analysis

with an explanation power of 24,96% of variance.

Factor 8: Reference Group Influence consists of the following items:

e Being used by friends
The mean of Factor 8 is 4.46 over 5. It is the eighth factor in the factor analysis with

an explanation power of 24,96% of variance.
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Correlation Analyses

General Satisfaction and Perceived Risks

Table 16 - Correlation between General Satisfaction and Perceived Risks

General
Satisfaction

Pearson Correlation | -,292"
1.Products/services failing to meet customer expectations

Sig. (2-tailed) 0

Pearson Correlation —,278**
2.Failing to distribute product/services on time

Sig. (2-tailed) 0

Pearson Correlation -,200**
3.Expensive goods/services compared to other firms

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,002

Pearson Correlation 157
4 Misleading information or pictures of product/services

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,014

Pearson Correlation -,21 8"
5.Difficulty in money or product returns

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,001

Pearson Correlation | -,183"
6.Rejection of money or product returns

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,004

Pearson Correlation -,15 8"
7.Getting no response to customer complaints

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,013
8.Sharing of personal information without customer Pearson Correlation |  -,164
consent - -

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,01
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General

Satisfaction

Pearson Correlation -,156°
9.Demand of excess information

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,014

Pearson Correlation -0,109
10.Selling personal information to other firms

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,086

Pearson Correlation -0,09
11Construction of positive experiences

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,156

Pearson Correlation -0,112
12.Theft of personal information due to lack of security

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,079

Pearson Correlation -,15 0"
13.Withdrawal of excess money from customer credit card

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,018

Pearson Correlation -,160"
14 Keeping of credit card information for other purposes

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,011

Pearson Correlation -250"
Risk Average

Sig. (2-tailed) 0

A negative correlation between “satisfaction from previous online shopping

experiences” and “perceived risks of online shopping” is proved.

The most significant negative correlations were found between “satisfaction

from previous online shopping experiences” and the risk factors “products/services

failing to meet customer expectations”, “failing to distribute product/services on

time”, “expensive goods/services compared to other firms”. But a significant

negative correlation was not proved between “satisfaction from previous online
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shopping experiences” and the risk factors “selling personal information to other

firms”, “construction of positive experiences”, and “theft of personal information due
3 2

to lack of security”.

Hypothesis 1 is confirmed by the result of correlation analysis. The
consumers, who are satisfied with their previous online shopping experiences, tend to

attach lower risk to online shopping.

(General Satisfaction and Online Business Self-regulation

Table 17 - Correlation between General Satisfaction and Online Business Self-
Regulation

General
Satisfaction | Belief in Business
from Online Self-Regulation

Shopping (Average)
General Satisfaction |Pearson Correlation 1 ,297**
from Online - -
Shopping Sig. (2-tailed) . ,000
Belief in Business Pearson Correlation 297" 1
Self-Regulation ’
(Average) Slg (2—tailed) ,OOO

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

A positive correlation between “satisfaction from previous online shopping

experiences” and “consumer belief in online business self-regulation” is proved.

Hypothesis 2 is confirmed by the result of correlation analysis. The
consumers, who are satisfied with their previous online shopping experiences, tend to
have a belief in online business self-regulation. Therefore a positive online shopping

experience is an important determinant of online trust.
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Cluster analysis is done to classify consumers into groups according to their

perceived risks levels in order to understand the consumer groups and the risks each

Cluster Analysis

group attaches to online shopping.

Table 18 - Iteration History of Cluster Analysis

Change in Cluster Centers

Iteration 1 2 3 4

1 2,790 | 3,240 3,687 3,727
2 ,155 ,344 ,525 ,385
3 ,038 ,108 117 ,178
4 ,000 ,057 ,079 ,131
5 ,048 ,000 ,000 ,087
6 ,000 ,000 ,050 ,061
7 ,000 ,000 ,065 077
8 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000

If the iteration is smaller than 10 in cluster analysis, it gives a healthy solution. In

this test iteration is 8, which means we have reasonable outcomes from the analysis.

Table 19 - Final Cluster Centers

Risks Cluster
1 2 3 4

1. Products/services failing to
meet customer expectations 1,98 2,90 3,23 2,52
2.Failing to distribute
product/services on time 2,17 3,17 3,33 2,54
3.Expensive goods/services
compared to other firms 1,93 2,64 3,11 2,58
4 Misleading information or
pictures of product/services 1,87 2,90 3,49 2,56
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Risks Cluster
1 2 3 4

5.Difficulty in money or
product returns 1,99 3,25 3,68 2,75
6.Rejection of money or
product returns 1,55 2,83 3,47 2,42
7.Getting no response to
customer complaints 1,82 2,71 3,51 2,33
8.Sharing of personal
information without customer 1,67 1,98 3,40 3.06
consent
9.Demand of excess
information 2,11 2,85 3,67 3,40
10.Selling personal information
to other firms 1,62 2,12 3,47 3,06
11.Construction of positive
experiences 2,05 2,73 3,56 2,60
12.Theft of personal
mforr.natlon due to lack of 1,64 2,14 3,35 281
security
13.Withdrawal of excess
money from customer credit 1,17 136 2,63 221
card
14 Keeping of credit card
information for other purposes 1,24 1,80 2,91 2,50

Final cluster centers present that the clusters differ from each other and we may
make healthy analyses with these clusters. The highlighted risks for each cluster can

be grouped as:
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1. Laid back consumers: This cluster attaches the lowest risks to online
shopping in all risk groups.

2. Sales process centric consumers: This cluster attaches risks to sales
processes of online shopping. The most significant risks for this cluster are:
products/services failing to meet customer expectations, failing to distribute
product/services on time, expensive goods/services compared to other firms,
misleading information or pictures of product/services, difficulty in money or
product returns, rejection of money or product returns, getting no response to
customer complaints, demand of excess information and construction of positive

experiences.

3. Skeptical consumers: This cluster attaches the highest risks to online
shopping in all risk groups.

4. Information centric consumers: This cluster attaches risks to
information and privacy issues of online shopping. The most significant risks for
this cluster are: Sharing of personal information without customer consent,
demand of excess information, selling personal information to other firms,
construction of positive experiences, theft of personal information due to lack of

security.

Difference Analyses

General Online Trust and Risk Perception

Table 20 - ANOVA Analysis Between General Online Trust and Risk Perception

Items F Sig.
Products/services failing to meet customer expectations 10,89 ,000
Failing to distribute product/services on time 9,49 ,000
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Items F Sig.
Expensive goods/services compared to other firms 6,59 ,000
Misleading information or pictures of product/services 9,59 ,000
Difficulty in money or product returns 12,47 ,000
Rejection of money or product retirns 16,98 ,000
Getting no response to customer complaints 10,32 ,000
Sharing of personal information without customer consent 4,58 ,004
Demand of excess information 4,06 ,008
Selling personal information to other firms 6,23 ,000
Construction of positive experiences 3,42 ,018
Theft of personal information due to Jack of security 9,13 ,000
Withdrawal of excess money from customer credit card 5,71 ,001
Keeping of credit card information for other purposes 9,22 ,000
Risk Average 17,94 ,000

Table 5.21 - Means of Risk Perception with Respect to General Online Trust Items

Risks Online Trust Mean Sj[d'.
Deviation
No Trust 3,13 0,64
T.rust in Reputable 2,77 0.76
Products/services failing to meet customer Firms
expectations Trust Most Firms 2,38 0,76
Trust All Firms 2,09 0,68
Total 2,59 0,79
No Trust 3,38 0,74
) N | | ;‘f;lrflts in Reputable 2,91 0.78
Failing to distribute product/services on time Trust Most Firms 2.55 0.81
Trust All Firms 2,27 0,72
Total 2,75 0,82
No Trust 2,75 1,04
| | glrlunsltS in Reputable 2,65 0.91
Expensive goods/services compared to other firms Trust Most Firms 2.45 0.90
Trust All Firms 1,88 0,89
Total 2,50 0,94
No Trust 3,38 0,52
. o . . Tmst in Reputable 277 0.86
Misleading information or pictures of Firms
product/services Trust Most Firms 2,50 0,86
Trust All Firms 2,03 0,77
Total 2,62 0,88
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Std.

Risks Online Trust Mean .
Deviation

No Trust 3,50 0,76
%“ﬁ;ts in Reputable 3,01 0,89
Difficulty in money or product returns Trust Most Fizms 274 0.95
Trust All Firms 2,03 0,85
Total 2,83 0,96
No Trust 3,50 0,53
o gﬁ;ts in Reputable 2,70 0,90
Rejection of money or product returns Trust Most Fixms 204 1.04
Trust All Firms 1,64 0,74
Total 2,46 1,00
No Trust 3,25 0,71
| | glrru;ts in Reputable 2,73 0,89
Getting no response to customer complaints Trust Most Fizms 2.3 0.96
Trust All Firms 2,03 0,68
Total 2,52 0,93
No Trust 3,00 1,07
T.rust in Reputable 253 1.01

Sharing of personal information without customer | Firms ’ ’
consent Trust Most Firms 2,33 1,10
Trust All Firms 1,91 0,58
Total 241 1,01
No Trust 3,63 0,52
| | g;uriz in Reputable 2,98 0.93
Demand of excess information Trust Most Fizms 2.80 1.04
Trust All Firms 2,52 0,76
Total 2,89 0,95
No Trust 2,88 0,83
| | | gﬁ;ts in Reputable 2,57 1,07
Selling personal information to other firms Trust Most Firms 2,45 1.08
Trust All Firms 1,76 0,61
Total 2,44 1,05
No Trust 3,50 0,76
| ) | Eﬁ;ts in Reputable 272 0,89
Construction of positive experiences Trust Most Firms 2,52 1,00
Trust All Firms 2,52 0,76
Total 2,67 0,91
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Std.

Risks Online Trust Mean .
Deviation
No Trust 3,25 0,89
T'rust in Reputable 2,54 0.95
Theft of personal information due to lack of Firms
security Trust Most Firms 2,24 0,99
Trust All Firms 1,76 0,66
Total 2,38 0,97
No Trust 2,38 1,19
. T-rust in Reputable 1,85 0,88
Withdrawal of excess money from customer credit Firms
card Trust Most Firms 1,71 0,97
Trust All Firms 1,24 0,50
Total 1,75 0,90
No Trust 3,00 0,76
- - - . T-rust in Reputable 2,12 1,01
Keeping of credit card information for other Firms
purposes Trust Most Firms 1,95 0,98
Trust All Firms 1,33 0,54
Total 2,00 0,99
No Trust 3,18 0,39
T.rust in Reputable 2,63 0,58
. Firms
Risk Average Trust Most Firms 236 | 0,65
Trust All Firms 1,93 0,45
Total 2,49 0,64

These analyses prove that “there is a difference between groups with different levels

of “general online trust” and “perceived risks of online shopping”.

Hypothesis 3 is confirmed by the result of difference analyses. The first group

perceives all risks related with online shopping more than other groups and the fourth

group perceives them least. Therefore, as the level of trust increases, consumer

online risk perception decreases.
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Online Trust and Business Self-Regulation

Table 22 - ANOVA Analysis Between General Online Trust and Business Self-

Regulation

Sig.

Business Self-Regulation 33,446

,000

Table 23 - Means of Business Self-regulation with Respect to General Online Trust

Items
Mean Std.
Online Trust Deviation
No Trust 2,17 0,69
) Trust in Reputable Firms 3,39 0,69
Self-Regulation 't Vost Firms 3,87 0,67
Average -
Trust All Firms 428 0,43
Total 3,60 0,77

These analyses prove the hypothesis that “there is a difference between groups with

different levels of “general online trust” and “belief in online business self-

regulation”.

Hypothesis 4 is confirmed by the result of difference analyses. The first group

showed the least belief in online business self-regulation, whereas the fourth group

showed the most belief in online business self-regulation. Therefore, as the level of

online trust increases, consumers’ belief in online business self-regulation increases,

too.
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Trust Dimensions and General Online Trust

Table 24 — ANOVA Analysis Between Trust Dimensions and General Online Trust

F Sig.
Competence 4,009 | 0,008
Benevolence 0,992 | 0,397
Integrity 1,074 | 0,361

This analysis states that only competence is proved to be significant.

Table 25 - Means of Competence with Respect to Online Trust Items

Mean Std.
Online Trust Deviation
No Trust 4,35 0,69
Trust in Reputable Firms 4,00 0,51
Competence | Trust Most Firms 4,01 0,52
Trust All Firms 431 0,56
Total 4,06 0,54

Hypothesis 5 is partially confirmed by the result of difference analyses. There is a
difference between the levels of importance attached to “competence” for consumers
with different levels on “general online trust”. The first group attaches the most
importance to competence; however the fourth group attaches the second most
importance to competence. This is because the first group perceives more risks and is
afraid of the lack of competence items, whereas the fourth group looks for these

items and trusts a website by considering them.
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Table 26 — ANOVA Analysis Between Trust Dimensions and General Online Trust

Items F Sig.
Benevolence 0,992 0,397
Business Integrity and
Trustworthiness 1,001 0,393
Visibility and Credibility of
the Web Site 1,53 0,207
Clarity and
Understandability of Legal 0,42 0,739
Information
Recognition and Reputation
of the Web Site 0,753 0,521
Partner Credibility 3,797 0,011
Design and Technology 2,98 0,032
Reference Group Influence 3,068 0,029

The analysis reflect that, only “partner credibility”, “design and technology”, and

“reference group influence” is found to be significant.
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Table 27 - Means of Trust Dimensions with Respect to General Online Trust Items

Online Trust Mean Sj[d'.
Deviation

No Trust 3,91 1,38

Trust in Reputable Firms 3,71 0,77

Partnet oo & Most Fi 3,75 0,75
Credibility | -1oSt V205 TIrms z =

Trust All Firms 4,23 0,88

Total 3,80 0,82

No Trust 431 0,92

Desi d Trust in Reputable Firms 4,12 0,81

CSIEN a0 1y st Most Firms 4,08 0,92

Technology -

Trust All Firms 4.56 0,60

Total 4,18 0,83

No Trust 4,88 0,35

Reference | Trust in Reputable Firms 4,13 1,07

Group Trust Most Firms 420 1,01

Influence | Trust All Firms 4,61 0,90

Total 4,23 1,03

A similar pattern is recognized in this analysis like the previous one. The first group
attaches the most importance to partner credibility and reference group influence,
whereas the fourth group attaches the second most importance to partner credibility
and reference group influence. However, for design and technology, the situation is
vice versa, where the fourth group attaches the most importance and the first group

attaches the second most importance.

Demographics and Risk Perception

Table 28 — T-test Analysis Between Age Groups and Risk Perception

t-test for Equality of Means
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
4
Risk Average 1,297 246 0,196
1,293 235,043 0,197
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This analysis proves that there is not a significant difference between different age

groups with respect to “perceived risks of online shopping™.

Since the sample covers only young and early adult respondents, it would be

interesting to find a significant difference between the age groups.

Table 29 — T-test Analysis Between Gender Groups and Risk Perception

t-test for Equality of Means
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Risk Average 0,852 246 0,395
0,835 197,989 0,405

This analysis proves that there is not a significant difference between different
gender groups with respect to “perceived risks of online shopping”. There may be
significant differences in rural areas of Turkey, where there is no internet and women
are less educated. However the sample is composed mostly of well-educated people
living in cities, it would be weird to find a significant difference between males and

females.

Table 30 — ANOVA Analysis Between Education Levels and Risk Perception

F Sig.

Risk Average 0,921 0,399

This analysis proves that there is not a significant difference between different
groups with different levels of education with respect to “perceived risks of online

shopping”. Since the sample covers mostly highly educated respondents, it would be
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strange to find a significant difference between the people with different education

levels.

Table 31 - ANOVA Analysis Between Income Levels and Risk Perception
F Sig.

Risk Average 0,803 0,493

This analysis proves that there is not a significant difference between different
groups with different levels of income with respect to “perceived risks of online
shopping”, because the sample covers mostly people with middle and upper middle

incomes. Besides respondents with lower incomes are mostly university students

who don’t have a job yet, but they are very interested in internet and online shopping.

Therefore, Hypothesis 6a is rejected by the result of difference analyses.

Demographics and Online Business Self-Regulation

Table 32 - T-test Analysis Between Age Groups and Business Self-Regulation

t-test for Equality of Means

t df Sig. (2-tailed)

Self- Regulation
Average -1,642 246 0,102

This analysis proves that there is not a significant difference between different age

groups with respect to “consumer belief in online business self-regulation”. Since the
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sample covers only young and early adult respondents, significant difference

between the age groups is not expected.

Table 33 — T-test Analysis Between Gender Groups and Business Self-Regulation

t-test for Equality of Means
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Self-Regulation 0,337 246 0,737

This analysis proves that there is not a significant difference between different
gender groups with respect to “consumer belief in online business self-regulation”.
There may be significant differences in rural areas of Turkey, where there is no
internet and women are less educated. However, the sample is composed mostly of
well-educated people living in cities; a significant difference between males and

females is not expected.

Table 34 — ANOVA Analysis Between Education Levels and Business Self-
Regulation

F | Sig

Self- Regulation Average | 0,435| 0,648

This analysis proves that there is not a significant difference between different
groups with different levels of education with respect to “consumer belief in online
business self-regulation”. Since the sample covers mostly highly educated
respondents, it would be strange to find a significant difference between the people

with different education levels.
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Table 35 - ANOVA Analysis Between Income Levels and Business Self-Regulation |
F Sig.

Self-Regulation Average 2,867 | 0,037

Table 36 - Means of Self-Regulation with Respect to Income Levels

Income Levels Mean Sj[d'.

Deviation
Less than 100 TL 3,54 0,72
Self- 100-500 TL 3,49 0,78
Regulation |500-1000 TL 3,71 0,80
Average | More than 1000 TL 3,87 0,73
Total 3,60 0,77

Interestingly, this analysis proves that there is a significant difference between
different groups with different income levels with respect to “consumer belief in
online business self-regulation”. This result may reflect that respondents with high
incomes are working people and know the business practices better than other groups

and therefore they have more belief in online business self-regulation.

Therefore, Hypothesis 6b is partially accepted by the result of difference
analyses. There is only significant difference between different groups with different

income levels with respect to “consumer belief in online business self-regulation”.
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Internet Usage & Online Shopping Behavior and Risk Perception

Table 37 — ANOVA Analysis Between Online Shopping Percentages and Risk
Perception ,

F Sig.

Risk Average 6,147 ,000

Table 38 - Means of Risk Perception with Respect to Online Shopping Percentage

Online Shopping Mean S.td..
Percentages Deviation

Less than 5% 2,66 0,62

g 5-10% 2,34 0,64

Risk —19020% 2,31 0,57

Average
More than 20% 2,31 0,69
Total 2,49 0,64

This analyses state that, there is a difference between groups with different online
shopping percentages with respect to “perceived risks of online shopping”. As seen
on the table above, the perception of online risks decreases from group 1 to group 3,
however online risk perception of group 4 is slightly higher than group 3. This may
be caused because the fourth group has done so many purchases that they know the

risks involved with it, in other words they are not afraid but aware of the risks.
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Table 39 — ANOVA Analysis Between Maximum Amount of Money to Be Paid and

Risk Perception

F Sig.

RiskAverage

7,456 ,000

Table 40 - Means of Risk Average with Respect to Maximum Amount of Money to

Be Paid

Maximum amount of Mean Std.
money to be paid Deviation
Less than 100 TL 2,84 0,72
100-500 TL 2,47 0,59

Risk Average |500-1000 TL 2,57 0,60
More than 1000 TL 2,26 0,59
Total 2,49 0,64

This analyses state that, there is a difference between groups with maximum amount

of money planned to spend for an online shopping with respect to “perceived risks of

online shopping”. As seen on the table above, the perception of online risks

decreases constantly from group 1 to group 4 except the group 3.

Table 41 — ANOVA Analysis Between Number of Online Shopping and Risk

Perception

F Sig.

Risk Average

3,842 | 0,023
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Table 42 - Means of Risk Average with Respect to Online Shopping Experience

Onhm? Shopping Mean Sjcd._
Experience Deviation
1-5 times 2,67 0,67
5-10 times 2,40 0,60
Ri E 2
Sk AVerage I\ fore than 10 fimes 2,43 0,62
Total 2,49 0,64

This analyses state that, there is a difference between groups with different numbers
of online shopping experience with respect to “perceived risks of online shopping”.
As seen on the table above, the perception of online risks decreases from group 1 to
group 2, however online risk perception of group 3 is slightly higher than group 2.
Similar with the relationship between online shopping percentages and “perceived
risks of online shopping”, this may be caused because the third group has done so
many purchases that they know the risks involved with it, in other words they are not

afraid but aware of the risks.

Table 43 — ANOVA Analysis Between Expected Online Shopping Percentages and
Risk Perception

F Sig.

Risk Average 9,065 ,000
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Table 44 - Means of Risk Average with Respect to Expected Online Shopping
Percentages

Expect.ed Online Mean Sjcd.
Shopping Percentages Deviation
Less than 5% 2,70 0,65
5-10% 2,72 0,58
Risk Average |10-20% 2,53 0,60
More than 20% 2,25 0,61
Total 2,49 0,64

This analyses state that, there is a difference between groups expected online
shopping percentages with respect to “perceived risks of online shopping”. As seen
on the table above, the perception of online risks decreases constantly from group 1

to group 4 except the group2. -

Table 45 - T-test Analysis Between Internet Usage History and Risk Perception

t-test for Equality of Means
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Risk Average 0,174 246 0,862

This analysis proves that there is not a significant difference between different
internet usage histories with respect to “perceived risks of online shopping”. The
sample has some young respondents who could not use internet for more than six
years due to their ages. However they are very familiar with internet and online
shopping. Therefore, internet usage history did not make any significant difference

for their online risk perception.
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Table 46 - T-test Analysis Between Internet Usage Frequency and Risk Perception

t-test for Equality of Means
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Risk Average -1,000 246 0,318

This analysis proves that there is not a significant difference between different

internet usage frequencies with respect to “perceived risks of online shopping”.

Therefore perception of risks is generally not related with internet usage frequency.

Therefore, Hypothesis 7a is partially accepted by the result of difference
analyses. There are significant differences between groups; “with different online
shopping percentages, with maximum amount of money planned to spend for an
online shopping, with numbers of online shopping experience, and .with expected

online shopping percentages” with respect to “perceived risks of online shopping”

Internet Usage & Online Shopping Behavior and Business Self-Regulation

Table 47 - ANOVA Analysis Between Online Shopping Percentages and Business
Self-Regulation

F Sig.

Self-Regulation Average 7,265 ,000
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Table 48 - Means of Business Self-Regulation Average with Respect to Online
Shopping Percentages

Online Shopping Std.
Percentages Mean Deviation
Less than 5% 3,39 0,78
_100
i[5 T
Average Mk 2 J

More than 20% 3,81 0,73
Total 3,60 0,77

This analyses state that, there is a difference between groups with different online
shopping percentages with respect to “belief in online business self-regulation”. As
seen on the table above, the belief in online business self-regulation increases from
group 1 to group 4, however belief in online business self-regulation of group 2 is the
highest. This may be caused because online shopping is becoming popular in Turkey
and the members of the second group are generally young people who met to online

shopping newly and want to shop online.

Table 49 - ANOVA Analysis Between Maximum Amount of Money to Be Paid and
Business Self-Regulation

¥ Sig.

Self-Regulation Average 4,445 0,005

Table 50 - Means of Business Self-Regulation Average with Respect to Maximum
Amount of Money to Be Paid

Maximum Amount of Mean Std.

Money to Be Paid Deviation
Less than 100 TL 3,44 0,85
Self- 100-500 TL 3,50 0,75
Regulation |500-1000 TL 3,51 0,78
Average | More than 1000 TL 3,88 0,69
Total 3,60 0,77
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This analyses state that, there is a difference between groups witﬁ maximum amount
of money planned to spend for an online shopping with respect to “belief in online
business self-regulation”. As seen on the table above, the belief in online business
self—regulation increases from group 1 to group 4, which states that as the level of
trust increases, the belief of consumers in online business self-regulation also

increases.

Table 51 — ANOVA Analysis Between Online Shopping Experience and Business
Self-Regulation

F Sig.

Self-Regulation Average 7,942 ,000

Table 52 - Means of Business Self-Regulation Average with Respect to Online
Shopping Experience

Onlin§ Shopping Mean Sjcd._
Experience Deviation
1-5 times 3,29 0,85
re Sellf; 5-10 times 3,61 0,77
A oo [ More than 10 times 3,74 0,69
verage
Total 3,60 0,77

This analyses state that, there is a difference between groups with different numbers
of online shopping experience with respect to “belief in online business self-
regulation”. As seen on the table above, the belief in online business self-regulation
increases from group 1 to group 3, which states that as the level of trust increases, the

belief of consumers in online business self-regulation also increases.
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Table 53 — ANOVA Analysis Between Expected Online Shopping Percentages and
Business Self-Regulation

F Sig.

Self-Regulation Average 10,474 ,000

Table 54 - Means of Business Self-Regulation Average with Respect to Expected
online Shopping Percentages

Expect.ed Online Mean Sjcd.-
Shopping Percentages Deviation
Less than 5% 3,14 0,82
Self- 5-10% 3,49 0,61
Regulation 10-20% 3,53 0,84
Average More than 20% 3,88 0,67
Total 3,60 0,77

This analyses state that, there is a difference between groups with different expected
online shopping percentages with respect to “belief in online business self-
regulation”. As seen on the table above, the belief in online business self-regulation
increases from group 1 to group 4, which states that as the level of trust increases, the

belief of consumers in online business self-regulation also increases.

Table 55 — T-test Analysis Between Internet Usage History and Business Self-
Regulation

t-test for Equality of Means
t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Self-Regulation Average | 0,041 246 0,967

This analysis proves that there is not a significant difference between different
internet usage histories with respect to “belief in online business self-regulation”.

The sample has some young respondents who could not use internet for more than
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six years due to their ages. However they are very familiar with internet and online
shopping. Therefore, internet usage history did not make any significant difference

for their belief in online business self-regulation.

Table 56 — T-test Analysis Between Internet Usage Frequency and Business Self-
Regulation

t-test for Equality of Means
T df Sig. (2-tailed)
Self-Regulation Average 2,602 246 0,010

Table 57 - Means of Business Self-Regulation Average with Respect to Internet
usage Frequency
Internet Usage Frequency Mean | Std. Deviation

Self- Very often (almost every day) 3,64 0,74
Regulation |Fairly often (fairly often,
Average sometimes, rarely)

3,18 0,97

This analysis proves that there is a significant difference between different internet
usage frequencies with respect to “belief in online business self-regulation”. As the
internet usage frequency increases, consumers’ belief in online business self-
regulation increases, too. This is because they are more familiar with internet and

online shopping.

Therefore, Hypothesis 7b is partially accepted by the result of difference
analyses. There are significant differences between groups; “with different online
shopping percentages, with maximum amount of money planned to spend for an
online shopping, with numbers of online shopping experience, with expected online
shopping percentages, and with internet usage frequencies” with respect to “belief in

online business self-regulation”.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

The aim of this study is to find out the relations between “trust dimensions and
determinants of trust” and “online consumer trust”.

In this study, a comprehensive list of studies about online trust, online risk
perception, privacy, security, consumer characteristics, and vendor characteristics are
studied in the literature.

After an extensive literature review, a questionnaire was developed and it was
delivered to the respondents via mail. Following the collection of data from the
online survey, the data was analyzed with SPSS 18. Performed analyses are;
descriptive analyses, factor analysis, cluster analysis, correlation analyses, and
difference (t-test and ANOVA) analyses.

Descriptive analyses returned the following results: Most of the trust
dimension items had high means. Website awareness, keeping the promises made to
consumers, providing all information required for purchase, quick and resolving
responses to customer information needs, openness to customer questions and
complaints, and making reliable promises about purchasing transactions, were the six
most highlighted items by the respondents. The least highlighted items are the ones
which are related with partners of the website, online/offline advertisements, and
rating organizations. In terms of risk perception, the respondents have some concerns
about online trust to websites. Demand of excess information, difficulty in money or

product returns, failing to distribute product/services on time, construction of
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positive experiences, misleading information or pictures of product/services, and
products/services failing to meet customer expectations are the highlighted risks by
the respondents. On the other hand, keeping of credit card information for other
purposes and withdrawal of excess money from customer credit card are found to be
the least mentioned risks. For online business self-regulation; consumer awareness of
firms’ security efforts, media, and other objective evaluation websites thought to
have an impact on firms’ security efforts. However, consumers do not think that
there are adequate laws and governmental policies to protect them from security
threats and help.

The result of the factor analysis expresses that online trust can be grouped
under 8 factors. These are:

Factor 1: Benevolence,

Factor 2: Business Integrity & Trustworthiness,

Factor 3: Visibility & Credibility of the Website,

Factor 4: Clarity & Understandability of legal Information,

Factor 5: Recognition and Reputation of the Website,

Factor 6: Partner Credibility,

Factor 7: Design & Technology, and

Factor 8: Reference Group Influence.

Factors with highest means are found to be “Business Integrity &
Trustworthiness”, “Recognition and Reputation of the Website”, and “Benevolence”.

Correlation analyses showed that:
. There is a negative relationship between “satisfaction from previous online

shopping experiences” and “perceived risks of online shopping”. If consumers are
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satisfied with their previous online shopping experiences, they tend to attach fewer
risks to online shopping than those who are unsatisfied.
. There is a positive relationship between “satisfaction from previous online
shopping experiences” and “belief in online business self-regulation”. If consumers
are satisfied with their previous online shopping experiences, they tend to believe the
online business self-regulation more than the ones that are unsatisfied.

Difference analyses showed that:
. There is a difference between groups with different levels of “general online
trust” and “perceived risks of online shopping”. The analyses reflect that as the
perceived online risk level decreases, the level of general online trust increases.
. There is a difference between groups with different levels of “general online
trust” and “belief in online business self-regulation”. The analyses reflect that as the
level of belief in online business self-regulation increases, the level of online trust
increases, too.
. There is a difference between the levels of importance attached to
“competence of online businesses™ for consumers with different levels of “general
online trust”. The analyses reflect that generally as the level of competence of online
businesses increases, the level of online trust increases, too.
. There is a difference between the levels of importance attached to “Partner
Credibility, Design & Technology, and Reference Group Influence” for consumers
with different levels on “general online trust”. The analyses reflect that generally as
the level of Partner Credibility, Design & Technology, and Reference Group
Influence of online businesses increases, the level of online trust increases, too.
. There are significant differences between groups; “with different online

shopping percentages, with maximum amount of money planned to spend for an
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online shopping, with numbers of online shopping experience, and with expected
online shopping percentages” with respect to “perceived risks of online shopping”.
As the “online shopping percentages, maximum amount of money planned to spend
for an online shopping, numbers of online shopping experience, and expected online
shopping percentages” increases, “perceived risks of online shopping” decreases.

o There are significant differences between groups; “with different online
shopping percentages, with maximum amount of money planned to spend for an
online shopping, with numbers of online shopping experience, with expected online
shopping percentages, and internet usage frequencies” with respect to “belief in
online business self-regulation”. As the “online shopping percentages, maximum
amount of money planned to spend for an online shopping, numbers of online
shopping experience, expected online shopping percentages, and internet usage
frequencies” increases, consumers’ belief in online business self-regulation
increases, t00.

There are a number of implications which can be derived from this thesis. For
the consumers, this study presented many factors that affect consumer trust in online
shopping. Many online customers trust or show distrust to an online vendor by
considering no or too few factors. In this context, this study provides the online
consumers a list of factors that help them evaluate an e-store while giving decisions
about online trust.

For businesses, this study presented many factors which an online consumer
takes into account when giving a decision about trust to a website. Website
awareness, keeping the promises made to consumers, providing all information
required for purchase, quick and resolving responses to customer information needs,

openness to customer questions and complaints, making reliable promises about
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purchasing transactions, being a leader company in business, having the principal of
'customer is always right', and being an old and experienced company were the most
highlighted topics by the respondents. By considering these factors, businesses may
increase consumer trust to their website and give better services to their customers in
the way the customers like. They may make advertisement campaigns and
promotional strategies that may attract consumers about the highlighted factors.
Since online business self-regulation is an important finding of this study, e-stores
may place importance to business self-regulation and increase the trust levels of their
customers. Online firms may place importance to business self-regulation and
increase their security standards. They may also build strategies that convince
consumers about their security standards. Moreover, the study also presents the
consumers’ perceived risks related to online shopping and the risk levels of different
consumer segments. Businesses may derive important insights from these online
risks, try to abolish these risks and determine different promotional strategies for
these different risks groups. As a result, companies may gain competitive advantage
in the online environment by taking these findings into account.

Governmental rules and regulations were found to be the least trusted item in
the questionnaire. The governmental organizations may also derive important
insights from these findings and may set up new rules and regulate the online
environment to decrease consumer concerns about online business self-regulation
and enhance electronic commerce activities in Turkey.

This study also has some limitations. The first limitation is the education
level and age distribution of the sample. The sample is composed mostly of well-
educated consumers, who are at least university graduate people. Besides, the

respondents were young and early adult consumers who are familiar with internet
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and online shopping. Therefore, the researchers may analyze different consumer
types with different educational levels and ages. Another limitation is that the sample
includes consumers who have at least one online shopping experience. Other
researches may be made in order to examine the online trust of consumers who did
not have any online shopping experience. Finally, this research examines online trust
in internet shopping from the consumer perspective. New researches might be made

from the business side of this topic.
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