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Abstract 
 

Aim 

The aim of the thesis is to examine if there are internal variations within generation Y and to 

what extent it is in their online clothing purchase intention, based on existing knowledge of 

factors influencing them. 

 

Methodology 

A survey was distributed online to Swedish generation Y residents, born between 1979 and 

2000. Thus, primary data totalling 114 responses were collected and analysed by using analysis 

of variance (ANOVA) and multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA). The non-

probability sampling technique was applied using convenience and snowball sampling 

methods.  

 

Results 

There were no statistically significant differences in the effect of perceived risk, perceived 

benefit and personal factors on purchase intentions within generation Y (Y1, Y2 and Y3 

groups) towards online clothing purchase. 

 

Practical implication 

As generation Y is an attractive segment to business managers, this research affirms the 

previous studies confirming generational cohort as a suitable way of categorising consumers. 

Thus helping managers in market segmentation strategies.  

 

Originality/Value 

This study contributes to the literature on generational cohorts by questioning the concept of 

cohort and how reliable it is for business managers to use in market segmentation. 

 

Keywords 

E-commerce, purchase intention, generation Y, perceived risk, perceived benefit, personal 

factors, generational cohort 
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1. Introduction  

 
1.1 Background to the topic 
 

The development of e-commerce has improved over the years and has previously influenced 

peoples’ lives by creating opportunities for both consumers and companies. Therefore, 

companies have cultivated the system of incorporating this into their strategies of distribution 

channel thus, reaching their desired audience (Goldsmith & Flynn cited in Escobar-Rodriguez 

& Bonsón-Fernández, 2017). This simply involves the use of the internet, which has developed 

rapidly since its availability to the public in 1983. Furthermore, the operations of e-commerce 

may be classified into the Business-to-Business (B-to-B) and Business-to-Consumers (B-to-C) 

categories (Koyuncu & Lien, 2003).  

 

Statistics have shown that the most popular form of e-commerce is the B-to-C category, which 

includes online shopping. Records revealed that about 1.6 billion people purchased goods 

online in 2016 (Statista, 2018). According to KPMG Global Online Consumer Report (2017), 

the growing trend in the purchase of online products have extended to the purchase of heavier 

and larger products that are traditionally sold in stores, for example, furniture, appliances, and 

vehicles. This suggests the growing trend for online shopping all over the world, particularly 

from the Asian market.  

 

For this thesis, the researchers are concentrating on the B-to-C e-commerce as it is regarded as 

the flourishing product-selling channel of distribution in the 21st century (Dahlgaard-Park, 

2015). Consequently, this may influence the online purchase intention of consumers. To this 

research about examining consumer purchase intention towards online clothing within 

generational cohort. Consumer behaviour involves the way in which individual or groups select 

and purchase products or services by creating maximal preferences to satisfy their wants 

(Consumer behaviour, 2017). In addition, it is related to factors that influence the purchase 

decisions of consumers. Purchase decision can be influenced by cultural, social, personal and 

psychological factors (Kotler, Armstrong, Wong & Saunders, 2008). However, these factors 

all have different dimensions that consumers might not recognize they exhibit during the 

purchase process. According to Cheah, Phau, and Liang (2015), these factors can be related to 

price, quality, online and promotional offers. Furthermore, the advancement of technology and 

ease of purchase online nowadays especially with mobile phones may prompt a consumer to 
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decide on making purchases. Also, some customers may be driven to purchase online due to 

preferences of some specific local and international stores, which are only available online.    

 

In Sweden for example, online clothing purchases are known to be common despite the 

physical presence of different clothing retail stores. Meanwhile, PostNord the postal company 

operating within the Nordic region has identified ages ranging between 18 and 79 years as the 

actual consumers who purchased products online particularly clothing in recent years 

(PostNord, 2017). Almost the entire population have access to the internet resulting in easy 

online purchases due to organized delivery system, convenience and safe payment methods. 

Thus, a total of 8.5 billion euros was spent by consumers in Sweden, on online purchase of 

products in 2016. Also, the number of orders of clothing products have increased recently 

compared to the popular orders on electronics in previous years (PostNord, 2017). Therefore, 

for convenience and practical reasons of the researchers’ presence in Sweden, the sample will 

be drawn from the Swedish population and will be used as an example for this study due to 

easy access. 

 

Within the age group in which PostNord specified the consumers who purchased the most 

online, generation Y (Gen Y) cohort fits into the category and are considered to be active 

purchasers of clothing products online (PostNord, 2017). Meanwhile, numerous authors have 

grouped Gen Y by the years in which they are born (Gurau, 2012; Lissitsa & Kol, 2016). 

Although the age range describing the cohort varies in literature. For example, Parment (2009) 

says 1980-1990, Sullivan and Heitmeyer (2008) says 1977-1994; Mangelsdorf (2015) says 

1980-1995 while Gurau (2012) defined Gen Y as those born during the late 1970s and 2000. 

 

Researchers have classified this generation as individuals born between late 1970s and 2000 

(Pentecost & Andrew, 2010; Lissitsa & Kol, 2016; Reisenwitz & Iyer, 2009; Gurau, 2012). 

Consequently, this group comprises heterogeneous individuals ranging from high school 

students to young parents. Gen Y has been described as an increasing population that has more 

spending power across different types of products especially towards the fashion industry 

(Valaei & Nikhashemi, 2017). Another researcher has claimed that this cohort spends about 70 

percent of their earnings on fashion and apparel (Bakewell & Mitchell, 2003). Gen Y are fast 

adopters of opportunities and technology as they have the exposure quite early than other 

generations (Filipova, Mokrejsova, Sulc & Zeman, 2017). These explains the reason why this 

cohort are vast in the use of different types of technological innovations and wide social 
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networks. This technological comfort has also been extended to other areas of life inside Gen 

Y, with communication devices used socially than just as communication tools (McCrindle & 

Wolfinger, 2009). Furthermore, Gen Y has been described as possessing both critical approach 

and automatic screening of information they encounter and are quick to make faster and more 

natural decisions than other generations (Parment, 2013). 

 

Despite being fashion and trend conscious, there are discrepancies in loyalty to brand, style, 

and price making marketers to be more innovative and seek new means to attract this segment 

to capture their purchasing power (Valaei & Nikhashemi, 2017). Their loyalty changes quickly 

even though they are fashion, trend and brand-conscious. More importantly, they focus on style 

and quality versus prices (Reisenwitz & Iyer, 2009). According to Colucci and Scarpi (2013), 

Gen Y has been described as a cohort that has a significant impact on market platforms due to 

their overwhelming interest in fashion. Therefore, the author articulated that research into the 

fashion world suggests studies on Gen Y members as Bakewell and Mitchell (2003) views that 

they spend a larger share of their income on apparel products.  

 

 

1.2 Research gap 

While reviewing academic literature, it was apparent that some authors have researched on the 

subject of consumer behaviour in online shopping (Bauboniene & Gulevicivte, 2015; Valaei & 

Nikhashemi, 2017). This was due to the lack of research on e-commerce in regards to consumer 

behaviour and decisions to make purchases online. In addition, various authors have researched 

on consumer behaviour towards online shopping in different geographical locations (Valaei & 

Nikhashemi, 2017; Jadhav & Khanna, 2016). Some of these studies were conducted on a 

general basis where the findings are not applicable to a particular product or group of 

consumers. 

 

As stated earlier, PostNord (2017), reports that an age category of 18-79 years represents active 

consumers involved in online clothing purchases. From this age category exists Gen Y cohort, 

which is an important target market for online retailers nowadays (Sox, Kline & Crews, 2014). 

In addition, Gen Y have been described by numerous authors to have interest in purchasing 

and that they have significant spending power resulting to impulsive spending (Bakewell & 

Mitchell, 2003; Gardyn, 2002; Jin Ma & Niehm, 2006). Results from a study conducted by 

Huseynov and Yildrim (2016) shows that clothing is one of the most purchased products online. 
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However, from the researchers’ point of view, it is difficult to be certain that all members of 

Gen Y are interested in fashion and have same purchase intention towards online clothing. 

Numerous authors Lissitsa and Kol (2016); Mitchell (2003), have stated that members of Gen 

Y have similar values and may be grouped by their years of birth (Gurau, 2012; Sullivan & 

Heitmeyer, 2008). Lissitsa and Kol (2016) further attributed them to having same ideas, values 

and sharing the same political and economic views. Sullivan and Heitmeyer (2008) stated 

further that consumers belonging to Gen Y have about 81% influence on the family purchase 

of apparel products. Furthermore, Gen Y believes that they are active purchasers, they celebrate 

their individual identities and diversity though still express themselves as belonging to a group 

(Sullivan & Heitmeyer, 2008). 

 

Moreover, Muposhi and Dhurup (2016) and Bartlett (2004) posit Gen Y members may change 

as they have contrasting behaviour, which suggests they are moving targets. Most importantly, 

Soares, Zhang, Proenca and Kandampully (2017) explained that Gen Y is the largest and have 

the most access to numerous social media network thus, representing an impactful consumer 

voice compared to other generations. According to Sox, Kline and Crews (2014), Gen Y 

consumers have become the most attractive market segments and the new target for marketers 

due to their increasing buying strength. 

 

Considering the description and characteristics given to Gen Y from existing literature, the 

basic assumption is that this particular cohort shares same values and are likely to behave in 

the same manner (Lissitsa & Kol, 2016). The actual problem that is of interest to researchers 

is that the period of years in which authors categorize Gen Y seem to be wide enough to make 

a difference in the purchase intention of Gen Y towards online clothing.  

 

Although, researchers are aware that many studies have been carried out comparing consumer 

behaviour of generational cohorts towards online purchases, there are limited or no research 

breaking Gen Y into smaller age categories comparing if their behaviour as regards purchase 

intention towards online clothing is the same. In addition, if categorizing them as a cohort is 

appropriate in analyzing their online purchase intention. In other words, there exists a gap of 

not addressing the possibility of varying purchase intentions due to different interests and 

factors, which may be personal towards online clothing.  
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Referring to Gurau’s (2012) description of the Gen Y as individuals born between 1979 and 

the year 2000, researchers assume that individuals born in 1979 though accepted the use of 

technology the same way as those born in year 2000 (Filipova, Mokrejsova, Sulc & Zeman, 

2017). They may have contrary interest regarding their pattern of purchase intention towards 

online clothing. This becomes an issue if reflections are made on Sullivan and Heitmeyer 

(2008) statement that consumers belonging to Gen Y influence family purchase of apparel 

products. This may be true however; there is also a possibility that not all members of Gen Y 

will influence their family purchase of apparel products.  

 

In addition, Gen Y comprises heterogeneous mix of individuals ranging from high school, 

university students, adults and parents. To this end, researchers developed that individuals born 

between 1979 and 1985 will represent Gen Y1, those born between 1986 and 1993 as Gen Y2 

while those born between 1994 and 2000 will represent Gen Y3 for this research.  

 

The motivation behind these categories is to examine what impact the wide period of years 

could have on consumers’ purchase intention towards online clothing. This inspiration is from 

Markert (2004) who stated that a generation may consist of three groups “the early, core and 

late”. Further, the early attitudes may be similar to the previous generation due to its closeness 

and in the case of late. Thus, their values and attitudes may not be homogeneous to the core.   

 

It is believed that this will enable easy comparisons between these groups to infer if cohorts 

are suitable for categorizing consumers. Therefore, the research will be carried out on studying 

the internal variations in online consumer purchase intention of Gen Y1, Y2 and Y3 as stated 

above. Consequently, this will contribute more knowledge to understanding cohorts and 

possible challenges that may be associated with grouping them into cohort by birth years.  
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1.3 Relevance of study 

From previous sections, it is apparent that there is lack of research as regards investigations 

into Gen Y cohort to examine possible variations in their purchase intention towards online 

clothing. Moreover, only few studies have researched on similar cases. For example, there are 

studies that have compared about two cohorts in their online purchase behaviour (Lissitsa & 

Kol, 2016). However, there is little or no research questioning the groupings of individuals 

within a certain range as a cohort. 

 

Therefore, the relevance of this thesis is its contribution to fill the research gap of fewer studies 

in questioning the norm of a cohort to behave in the same manner. This will therefore, provide 

more understanding of challenges that may emerge with the assumption that Gen Y cohort can 

be expected to have homogeneous purchase intention towards online clothing. As the trend 

towards online purchase is increasing, it is expected that there will be competition amongst 

online retailers striving to gain a competitive edge in this field. To gain this in the market, 

managers need to be aware of consumer behaviour as regards the purchase intention of the 

group of people who make most purchases in online shopping. This will enhance their 

knowledge of how to categorize the consumers regarding their interest and pattern of purchase 

intention towards online clothing.  

 

Furthermore, it is important to identify and analyse the factors influencing the consumer 

purchase intention of three age groups in Gen Y. It was mentioned earlier that, despite this 

group being a cohort (Gurau, 2012; Lissitsa & Kol, 2016; Markert, 2004) there are possibilities 

that members might exhibit different behaviour towards online clothing purchase intention due 

to varying interests most especially in cases where birth periods are over a decade. Therefore, 

this might assist managers in formulating marketing strategies to capture the demands of that 

active cohort. In addition, the result of this research will add to the knowledge and research in 

the field of online shopping amongst Gen Y consumers and how they may be segmented by 

behaviour, interests and personal preferences in online purchase of clothing products. 
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1.4 Research aim 

After presenting the research gap and relevance of this study, the aim of the thesis is to examine 

if there are internal variations within Swedish generation Y and to what extent it is in their 

online clothing purchase intention, based on existing knowledge of factors influencing them.  
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2. Theories & conceptual framework 

This chapter is based on the literature concerning theories and concepts guiding consumer 

behaviour and detailed review of the factors that might influence Gen Y1, Y2 and Y3 consumer 

behaviour towards online clothing purchase intention. 

 

2.1 Generational cohort and age theory 

Generation was described by Johnson and Johnson (2010) as a group of individuals sharing the 

same knowledge, which affect their attitudes and behaviours. Similarly, Costanza, Badger, 

Fraser, Severt and Gade (2012) defined generation as a cohort of individuals that are similar in 

age, share experiences and are influenced by the same historical events. Another author, 

Giancola (2006) explained a cohort as a group of individuals experiencing an event in life at 

the same period. Generational cohort not only explains the homogeneity of individuals born 

during the same period but of major external events during their formative years (Schewe & 

Meredith, 2004). However, these definitions may have its limitations due to varying events 

across different cultures (Costanza et al., 2012). In addition, researchers believe that as there 

may be varying events across cultures, there may also be varying interest, which may be further 

influenced by their income, education or occupation.  

 

The most common categorization of generational cohorts was from Strauss and Howe (1991) 

that used historical data to define generations in the United States. Strauss-Howe generational 

theory studies “recurring dynamics of generational behaviour and how and when it results in 

social change” (Strauss & Howe, 1991, p.8). The categorization of cohorts according to the 

period may influence the values, attitudes preferences, expectations and buying behaviours, 

which may result in a lifetime generational identity (Schewe & Meredith, 2004). According to 

Smith and Clurman (2010), it is important to understand the values and motivations of a 

generation as each one has unique ideas about lifestyle aspirations. Various authors have 

categorized cohort groups into different names and dates, most literature agree on grouping 

them according to general attitudes and behaviours (Wellner, 2000; Norum, 2003).  

 

Moving from generational perspective to age, Chaney, Touzani & Slimane (2017), stated that 

age and generation are two concepts that are closely related in marketing segmentation. The 

authors further stated that managers consider age alongside other demographic factors for 

example, gender and occupation in the process of market segmentation due to significant 
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changes in attitude and perception of humans over a lifetime. Thus, reflects the changes in their 

buying behaviour according to specific age groups. Therefore, age is inevitable as it has effects 

on consumers’ physical, sociological, psychological and cultural factors in choosing products 

or brands (Chaney et al., 2017). This supported the researchers’ conceptualization of 

categorizing the cohort into smaller age groups. In the study of consumer behaviour, there is 

the need for marketers to understand how to segment their market in attracting and targeting 

specific groups with similar consumer behaviour and buying patterns. In addition, advertising 

is more effective when marketers understand the different age groups and can be targeted 

directly (Howell, 2012). This may enhance easy assessment of the cohort by revealing the 

variations in purchase intentions between the Gen Y groups category for this study.  

 

However, the age concept have been criticized by different authors. According to empirical 

studies conducted by Bone (1991), it was concluded that age segmentation is inappropriate for 

mature market and that it is an archaic and simple means that is less useful in addressing 

consumer needs (Straughan & Roberts, 1999; Mueller-Heumann, 1992). However, researchers 

thought that as much as age segmentation is considered too simple it could also provide the 

possibilities of identifying factors influencing purchase intentions thereby revealing variations 

in the groups’ purchase intention towards online clothing. It is perceived that Gen Y1, Y2 and 

Y3 may have varying interests or values that are considered as a risk or benefit while shopping 

for clothing online. In addition, demographic factors for example income may influence these 

groups’ purchase intentions. 

 

The success of generational cohort approach according to Chaney et al. (2017) is in two-steps, 

the first is where major global historical and sociocultural events of the different cohorts are 

identified and second is the understanding of the beliefs and attitude associated with the period 

the generational cohorts were born. These two-step approaches provide a more effective 

segmentation using generational cohort than in using the chronological age (Parment, 2013; 

Schewe & Meredith, 2004). 
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2.2 Purchase intention 

Purchase intention involves consumers’ tendency or plan to buy certain products or services 

within a designated time or in future (Flavián, Guinalíu & Gurrea, 2006; Hair, Celse, Money, 

Samuel & Page, 2016). In addition, Wu, Wu, Lee and Lee (2015), suggested that purchase 

intention is a link between willingness and the prospect to buy a product or service. Therefore, 

it is important to identify consumers purchase intention because the behaviour of consumers 

are often predicted by his or her intention (Park & Kim, 2016). Furthermore, it is expected that 

consumers purchase intention will assist managers to make sales forecast of existing and new 

products or services.  

 

Purchase intention has been assumed and confirmed in some studies (Ajzen and Fishbein, 

1980; De Cannière, Pelsmacker and Geuens, 2010; Park and Kim, 2016) to be related to actual 

behaviour or behavioural intention. This behavioural intention indicates the extent to which an 

individual is willing to try and the motivation to perform a certain behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). 

Further, behavioural intention is a direct predictor of behaviour. Consequently, behavioural 

intention is described as the likelihood that a person will behave in a particular way (Fishbein 

& Ajzen, 1975). Similarly, the interests of marketing scholars on purchase intention is 

developed from its relationship with buying behaviour. The Theory of Planned Behaviour 

(TPB) and the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) were developed to understand the 

relationships of belief, attitude and behavioural intention of consumers in online purchase of 

products. 

 

The Theory of Reasoned Action (1980) which was developed by Ajzen and Fishbein is one of 

the major theories used in explaining consumer behaviour. The theory suggests that consumers 

exhibit certain behaviour through their attitudes towards purchase, which is influenced by the 

normative value or subjective norms (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Subjective norms occur due to 

one’s perception of the beliefs of people around that could affect the person’s attitude (Ajzen 

& Fishbein, 1980). Example of people around could be families, friends and colleagues.  In the 

context of this study, subjective norms influence consumers online purchase intention through 

the attitude consumers have towards online clothing purchase. Salisbury, Pearson, Pearson and 

Miller (2001), confirmed that the use of internet and attitudes towards products online are 

strong predictors of the consumers intention to purchase products or services online. As a 

result, this theory assumes that consumers make rational decisions based on available 
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information obtained and their behavioural intention to act accordingly or otherwise is 

determined by their actual behaviour.  

 

The Theory of Reasoned Action has been shown to have strong predictive power of consumers’ 

behavioural intention for consumer in fashion products purchases (Chung & Pysarchik, 2000: 

Kim, Kim & Kumar, 2003). Similarly, the Theory of Planned Behaviour, which is an extension 

of the Theory of Reasoned Action by Ajzen (1985), is also useful in explaining purchase 

intention. The theory accounts for other conditions whereby individuals do not have total 

control over their behaviours by adding perceived behavioural control into the model of TRA. 

This theory predicts deliberate behaviour of an individual as it can be intended and planned. 

The additional variable, perceived behavioural control explains the ease or difficulty 

encountered when attempting to perform a behaviour and the knowledge to access resources 

that are needed to achieve that behaviour such as money and time (Ajzen, 1991). Furthermore, 

perceived behavioural control is a correlation between experiences and expected obstacle 

towards purchase intention (Ajzen, 2011).  

 

According to Lee and Lee (2015) online purchase intention is a means by which to reach the 

goal of actual purchase, which is a dichotomous situation whereby consumers have to make 

purchase or not purchase products or services. Therefore, online purchase intention is a 

significant predictor of actual purchase (Kim, Ferrin & Rao, 2008). 

 

 

2.3 Consumer decision-making process 

Consumer decision-making is a decision process that includes making choices between two or 

more alternatives. In particular, consumers have to make decision during purchase of products 

or services where there are many choices available (Kumra, 2007). However, this integration 

process requires knowledge when evaluating the alternatives. Before getting to this point, the 

consumer would have searched into the psychological being or memory before seeking internal 

and external sources for information regarding his or her needs.  

 

According to Kotler et al. (2008), there are five stages of the decision-making process - problem 

recognition, information search, evaluation of alternatives, purchase, and post-purchase. In 

other words, consumer decision-making may proffer solutions in solving consumers’ problems. 
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These problems are issues between desired and ideal state for a decision-making process 

(Jobanputra, 2009). Relating this stages to the study, researchers believe that due to different 

interest and factors, members of Gen Y groups may perceive or react to these stages differently 

which could therefore result into variations in purchase intentions towards online clothing. 

 

In figure 1 below, the diagram outlines the first stage as the problem recognition whereby the 

customer realizes a problem or need that must be fulfilled. These problems might be prompted 

by an internal or external response (Kotler et al., 2008). Nevertheless, it is unclear how much 

one is prompted from the stable state until the point at which action is taken. It is, therefore, 

the task of marketing managers to understand the needs and wants of consumers and further 

determine if it meets their satisfaction. Abraham Maslow developed a hierarchy of needs to 

include physical needs, safety needs, belonging needs, esteem needs and self-actualization 

needs (Kotler & Keller, 2009). The hierarchy is represented by means of a pyramid structure, 

and explains why people's needs may differ as circumstances vary.  

 

The second stage is the information search for alternatives. At this stage, consumers begin to 

check for information about the product or service after having identified a problem to be 

resolved. Consumer at this stage may also encounter different advertisement and promotional 

campaigns, which is dependent on how they are inspired to search for information (Solomon, 

2006). There, are possibilities that Gen Y1, Y2 and Y3 behave differently as to which 

information is considered useful. For example showing preference for an information because 

it addresses a brand. However, consumers may limit the search for further information at this 

stage if a preferred brand is available. In addition, Richard, Chebat, Yang and Putrevu, (2010) 

claims there are differences in gender when gathering information online. Male consumers 

make quicker purchase decisions than female who spend time gathering information about 

products before considering making purchase (Kim, Lehto and Morrison, 2007). 

 

In succession, the evaluation of alternatives which represents how customers perceive 

information among choices or brand. Consumers may make decisions on which product or 

service they will purchase. Applying this to Gen Y groups of this research, the process can vary 

based on their personalities and buying situations, or the presence of the favourite brand may 

also affect decision at this stage. In this way, consumers might skip some process when they 

are purchasing regular goods (Kotler et al., 2008). According to Solomon, Bamossy and 

Askegaard (2002), the evaluation of alternatives is done by characterizing products into three 
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sets. The first is identifying products that the memory has registered which is termed as the 

evoked set, the second are the alternatives, which consumers do not consider buying but are 

aware of, termed as the inept set and lastly, the inert set, which are products that will not be 

considered for purchase. 

 

The next stage is the purchasing stage, which is seen as a problem-solving activity whereby 

consumers choose which product or service will satisfy their needs the most. However, this 

stage may be influenced by information about the products, perception about the product or 

previous shopping experience in the evaluation of alternatives. Consumers at this stage may 

tend to associate higher price for better value and quality (Solomon et al., 2002). 

 

The final stage is the post-purchase stage, in which consumers decide if the product or service 

purchased is the actual purchase and acquires more knowledge about it. This stage however, 

determines future purchase by the consumer (Kumra, 2007). 

 

 

Figure 1: Decision-making process  

Source: Kotler et al., 2008 
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2.4 E-commerce 

Electronic commerce has been defined as a means of maintaining relationships and conducting 

business transactions, which involves the sales of information, services and products through 

the computer telecommunication networks. Also, the introduction of World Wide Web 

(WWW) in 1991 and the adoption of the internet had changed the manner in which business is 

transacted. An outstanding benefit the internet has provided is the ability to link anywhere all 

over the world in good time (Zwass, 2016). Thus, the evolvement of internet shopping. 

Consumers are now able to make and receive purchases both locally and globally through the 

help of a click on the internet. Similarly, e-commerce is perceived to be associated with 

transactions that facilitate business activities with the aid of computer network thus, having a 

major effect on the global economy (Huseynovs & Yildirm, 2016). 

 

There are various reasons why e-commerce based technology is important to both retailers and 

shoppers perspectives. According to Kini (2002), the possible reasons are related to labour cost 

savings, improved quality of products and services, wider product varieties, enhanced customer 

service and faster response to customers for increased satisfaction. 

 

 

2.5 Shopping online vs in-store 

The popularity of online shopping has increased both in developed and in developing countries 

(Ding & Lu, 2017). Consequently, this development has an impact on in-store shopping. Online 

shopping may be substituted for in-store shopping as trips to shopping in the stores is 

minimized following the emergence of online shopping (Mokhtarian, 2004). Referring to the 

group categories for this research, there are possibilities that some individuals belonging to a 

particular age category may be more comfortable to check for their products in store before 

proceeding to shop online.   

 

Furthermore, Ding and Lu (2017) stated that online shopping might be complementary to in-

store shopping as online shopping can induce new in-store shopping for consumers. According 

to Rose, Hair, and Clark (2011), online purchases have continued to increase due to the 

adoption and penetration of internet technology with results of increased sales return in the 

U.S. This supported Filipova, Mokrejsova, Sulc and Zeman’s (2017) view that Gen Y are 
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familiar with the use of various technologies. Thus it may be stated that the adoption of 

different technology by these groups enhance their interest in online purchases.    

 

Moreover, Rose et al., (2011) reiterated that the key difference between online and offline 

customer experience is the degree in which personal contacts are established varying from face 

to face contact online. The authors stated that more attention from sales representatives might 

be derived from online shopping rather than in-store shopping where there may be other 

interfering factors.   

 

Bagga and Bhatt (2013) stated that consumers buying behaviour depends upon different 

motivations, demographic profiles, and lifestyles that make them decide on the type of product 

they are willing to purchase. However, Rose et al., (2011) presented further that differences 

can occur in the manner in which brands are presented to the consumers in audio visuals and 

are of high importance in online shopping while in-store shopping depends on how much the 

sales representatives make to sell the brands. 

 

 

2.6 Factors influencing online purchase intention 

Numerous authors have emphasized the importance of the growing trend of online shopping as 

consumers see beyond traditional shopping system due to technological advancement (Akroush 

& Al-Debei, 2015; Bagga & Bhatt, 2013). Consequently, consumers are gradually developing 

interest in shopping online. This development is related to the internet as a major marketing 

tool (Bagga & Bhatt, 2013). Therefore, Al-debei, Akroush, and Ashouri, (2015); Bagga and 

Bhatt, (2013) stated that there are numerous internal and external factors influencing consumer 

behaviour towards online shopping. 

 

Although, there may be numerous factors influencing online purchase intention however, the 

key factors from existing literature will guide the framework for this research (Akroush and 

Al-debei, 2015; Chen and Barnes, 2007). These factors are perceived risk and perceived 

benefit. Perceived risks are associated with unfavourable conditions that may affect online 

purchase intentions while perceived benefits are conditions that may be of advantage to 

consumers thus influencing purchase intentions. In addition, due the characteristics of Gen Y, 
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researchers will introduce personal factors, as there were other numerous reasons that could 

influence purchase intention. 

 

Researchers therefore collated some of the reasons and addressed it as one factor, which is the 

personal factor. This is because the component, which made up the factor were considered to 

depend on each consumers' opinion. The perception of the component of this factor is expected 

to vary since each component depends on personal opinion or preferences of the individuals. 

Thus, it is likely that Gen Y groups may display different preferences. These components are 

duration of time spent online, medium of purchase, influence of family and friends, brand 

loyalty and interest in latest fashion. Therefore, the components will be reviewed, hypotheses 

will be developed and used to test the variations of its effect on the purchase intention of Gen 

Y groups designed for this research towards online clothing purchase.  

 

2.6.1 Perceived risk 

Perceived risks are concerned with issues that are in connection with online shopping platforms 

(Kayworth & Whitten, 2010). According to Chen and Barnes (2007), consumers who shop 

online weighs perceived risks as important thus giving it more consideration than other types 

of risks that may be associated with online shopping mainly due to the environment of online 

shopping. This can be linked to lack of compliance with the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) 

rules as regards privacy policy, therefore, raising the concerns of consumers' perceived risks in 

online shopping (Culnan, 2000). Although in a study conducted by Miyazaki and Fernandez 

(2001), perceived risk is believed to have a minor impact on the decision to adopt online 

shopping.  

 

Meanwhile, Rajamma, Paswan, and Ganesh (2007) have emphasised that there is a significant 

negative influence of perceived risk on online shopping behaviour of consumers. This may be 

due to the reason that internet users may not have the required knowledge to protect their data 

thus, depend on institutional laws to protect their rights (Lwin, Wirtz &Williams, 2007). 

Moreover, numerous literature has identified perceived risk to be a major factor affecting 

online purchase intentions of consumers (Zendehdel, Paim & Delafrooz, 2016; Milberg, Smith 

& Burke, 2000). 
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In addition, Milberg, Smith, and Burke (2000) argued that the reason why many consumers do 

not make complete online purchases is due to lack of sufficient privacy and security. This may 

be linked to the notion that consumer’s personal data are transferred to a third party resulting 

into possible transactions, which the owner is unaware of thus, exposure of personal 

information (Miyazaki & Fernandez, 2001). Some external factors associated with perceived 

risks are cyber theft and frauds (Bagga & Bhatt, 2013). Similarly, Lee and Huddleston (2010) 

view trust, privacy and security issues as factors that may influence online consumer behaviour. 

In addition, Bagga and Bhatt (2013) stated that younger people are likely to risk issues 

concerning privacy and security. However, some technology inclined consumers continue 

purchasing products without hesitation. The author explained further that consumers are 

exposed to manipulation by fake personnel who reveal their private information. To this end, 

Chen, Hsu and Lin (2010) emphasized the importance of privacy control to imbibe confidence 

in online consumers, as there is the possibility that consumers may consider the online 

environment risky to make purchases.  

 

We, therefore, assume that on one hand, Gen Y1’s purchase intentions may be significantly 

influenced by perceived risks associated with security issues, as they are more concerned about 

how their personal information is protected. It is expected that these group may be working, 

and are parents who value privacy. On the other hand, Gen Y2 due to their overwhelming 

interest in fashion may not be significantly influenced by perceived risks associated with 

purchase intentions towards online clothing as Bagga and Bhatt (2013) describes them as risk 

takers regarding privacy and security. Meanwhile, Gen Y3 purchase intentions are also 

expected to be influenced by these risks most especially because it is very likely that some of 

them are in the work force thus earn income and do care about how their credit card and 

personal information are protected. Thus, the hypothesis generated to test the variances in the 

effect of perceived risk within Gen Y groups’ purchase intention towards online clothing is 

that: 

H1: There are differences in the effect of perceived risks within Swedish generation Y 

groups towards online clothing purchase intentions. 
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2.6.2 Perceived benefit 

Various authors have referred to perceived benefit in different terms; perceived benefit 

according to Wu (2003) is the advantages that satisfy human needs or wants. Choundhury and 

Karahama (2008) relate that consumers prefer online shopping provided the advantages are 

more than it supersedes precisely regarding lowered cost or time-saving. For consumers to be 

attracted towards shopping online, the advantages derived should be perceived as more than 

the traditional shopping (Hsiao, Lin, Wang, Lu & Yu 2010). In addition, Eastin (2002) posits 

that time-saving and convenience are some of the benefits derived from e-commerce. Also, 

Eroglu, Machleit and Davis (2001) stated that the growth of online shopping is as a result of 

perceived benefits and that nowadays firms rely greatly on it to reach maximum profits. It 

enables consumers to make purchases of their needs conveniently, as regards where and how 

purchases are made (Eastin, 2002).  

 

Akroush and Al-debei (2015) stated that online shopping provides for the consumer the ability 

to search and acquire information with a high level of transparency thus ensuring a significantly 

positive effect on the behaviour of consumers regarding online shopping. Consequently, 

perceived benefit is understood by numerous researchers to make a significant difference and 

creates positive purchase intention towards online shopping. Positive behaviour moreover, 

tends to increase, as consumer perceive that they derive more benefits from shopping online 

(Kim, Ferrin & Rao, 2008; Al-debei, Akroush & Ashouri, 2015). 

 

Numerous ways of promotion to enhance online shopping could also be inclusive in perceived 

benefit that influences consumers' online purchase intentions. Thus, promotional activities 

enhance consumers’ attitude or actions towards the purchases of a product (Yan, Wang & 

Chen, 2016). Bagga and Bhatt (2013) have expressed online adverts, banners, pop-up, and 

marketing as promotional factors. These factors have a positively significant impact on the 

consumers' purchase intention. Adverts generally are perceived by online consumers to be a 

reliable source of acquiring information. According to Yan et al., (2016) online consumers 

enjoy promotion schemes for example, from online retail firms and by offering coupons via e-

mail marketing thus, enhancing the purchase intentions of consumers (Bagga & Bhatt, 2013). 

Therefore, numerous researchers have stated the importance of promotional offers to online 

consumers (Yan et al., 2016; Bagga & Bhatt, 2013). As a result, consumers tend to influence 
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group buying of products due to the availability of promotional offers for multiple buyers 

(Coulter & Roggeveen, 2012). 

 

Moreover, Bagga and Bhatt (2013) explained that online shopping provides opportunities for 

consumers to gain access to different brands from which their preferences can be made. 

Delivery systems and words of mouth through friends and families also serve as promotional 

strategies thus influencing consumers' online purchase intentions. Hence, perceived benefit 

according to this research concerns affordable product price, the shopping convenience as 

regards the time of shopping and the availability of the site of shopping. In addition, 

promotional offers are also inclusive as perceived benefit. These are considered as likely 

benefits, which consumers may derive from attempting to purchase product online.  

 

Since existing literature has proven perceived benefit to be one of the factors influencing Gen 

Y towards online purchase intention (Coulter & Roggeveen, 2012; Bagga & Bhatt, 2013). 

Researchers therefore, propose that the age categories representing Gen Y1, Y2 and Y3 have 

the possibility of not being influenced by perceived benefits, which are believed to motivate 

online purchase intentions in the same manner since they may make different purchase 

decisions due to their interest and self-decision. Self-decision in this context is the ability to 

take independent decisions and not influenced by some factors that provide certain advantages 

when attempting to make online purchases.  

 

Researchers therefore assume that Gen Y1 are not expected to be influenced by these benefits 

due to ability to take independent decisions for their families. In addition, they tend to have 

planned how to manage their resources. Gen Y2 on the other hand are expected to be highly or 

not significantly influenced by perceived benefits since they are in the middle range, they may 

show similar behaviour in terms of strong decisions towards online purchases as Gen Y1 or be 

highly influenced by perceived benefits. However, Gen Y3 will be easily influenced to show 

purchase intentions online in order to enjoy the benefits they may derive from making 

purchases, as most of them may be students who do not have much income and might want to 

take advantage of the benefits of online purchases. Therefore, the following hypothesis was 

stated.  

H2: There are differences in the effect of perceived benefit within Swedish generation Y 

groups towards online clothing purchase intentions. 
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2.6.3 Personal factors   

Personal factors according to this research are varying personal decisions taken by an 

individual during the process of making online purchases. Meanwhile, from existing literature, 

researchers gathered that perceived risks and benefits are the major influences on consumers' 

online purchase intentions Coulter & Roggeveen, 2012; Bagga & Bhatt, 2013). This is believed 

to affect both groups for this study, although there may exist some differences in the effect of 

these factors on the groups. Researchers rather expect more similarities in the effect of these 

factors between the groups. To this end, some personal decisions by individuals in these groups 

may indicate more significant differences in the purchase intentions of the consumers towards 

online clothing purchase. This may be an indicator, which could reveal that Gen Y1, Y2 and 

Y3 groups, differ in their purchase intentions toward online clothing purchase.  

 

Regarding the duration of time spent online, numerous literature have emphasized convenience 

to be one of the reasons for flourishing online shopping (Chiang & Dholakia, 2003). Swinyard 

and Smith (2003) expressed that consumers perceive online shopping to be straight-forward 

and entertaining than in the traditional stores. Thus, resulting in consumers making effort to 

save time spent while shopping in-store (Li, Kuo & Russell, 1999). Although Forsythe and Shi 

(2003) stated that, some consumers might perceive time spent online as a loss especially when 

they think about financial risk, for example, the misuse of credit cards. Researchers, therefore, 

assume that the duration of time spent online during leisure and shopping by Gen Y groups 

may differ, as the concept of online shopping is perceived differently by individuals.  

 

According to Jin ma and Niehm (2006), Gen Y is likely to impulsively purchase product online 

depending on the amount of free time available for shopping. In addition, Wasserman and 

Richmond-Abbott (2005) claimed that males are competent and more comfortable with the use 

of computers and internet than females. This could explain their desire to shop online more 

than females as they place more value on time and convenience (Zhang, Prybutok, & Strutton, 

2007). To this end, researchers assume that the amount of free time available for shopping may 

not be the same within the Gen Y groups for this study. In addition, the duration of time spent 

online may have an impact on the purchase intention of an individual considering numerous 

advertisement that emerges while shopping online. Gen Y1 may spend less time online 

compared to Gen Y3 who maybe students and who have more time to shop online. For instance, 

there is the possibility that members of Gen Y1 or Y2 who are working may not have so much 
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time to spend on shopping online thus lowering their access to likely promotional offers that 

may trigger their purchase intention. To this effect, the hypothesis generated is that: 

H3a: There are differences in the duration of time spent online within Swedish 

generation Y groups towards online clothing purchase intentions. 

 

Moreover, concerning the medium of purchase, researchers believe that consumers purchase 

intentions may be affected by the medium chosen to make online purchases. The assumption 

is Gen Y1's purchase intention may be influenced if they do not have access to laptops or 

desktop to view products from different angles before making purchases. Lu and Yu-Jen’s 

(2009) also claimed that the accessibility of mobile phones in addition to ease of use may 

facilitate online shopping. However, Gen Y are generally described as individuals who are 

active users of technology. This is based on Filipova, Mokrejsova, Sulc and Zeman (2017) 

statement that Gen Y have been exposed to technology quite early than other generations. It is 

assumed that Gen Y3 due to being the youngest within the cohort may be more comfortable 

with making purchases for example on mobile phones. There is also the possibility that their 

purchase intention is affected if they do not have access to mobile phones in order to complete 

their purchase. Hence, researchers hypothesize that:  

H3b: There are differences in the medium of purchase within Swedish generation 

Y groups towards online clothing purchase intentions. 

 

Researchers further assumed that Gen Y1 may not be influenced significantly by family and 

friends, as they are also decision makers in their homes. What is very likely is that Gen Y3 will 

be more influenced by their family and friends in their intention towards online clothing 

purchase. This could be linked to Bakewell and Mitchell (2003) who views them as influencing 

their family and friends’ purchase of fashion and apparel products. However, it will be 

interesting to see the effect of family and friends also on Gen Y2 as these groups are old enough 

and may be parents who take decisions. Moreover, according to Makgosa and Mohube (2007), 

peer influence have great impact on the purchase decisions taken by individuals. Due to Chang 

and Chuang as cited in Makgosa and Mohube’s (2007) emphasis that influence of peers is 

common after high school, researchers therefore expect that Gen Y3 being the youngest group 

should be more influenced by family and friends than Gen Y1 and Y2. Therefore, the 

hypothesis to test this is that: 

H3c: There are differences in the influence of family and friends within Swedish 

generation Y groups towards online clothing purchase intentions. 
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According to Russel-Bennet, McColl- Kennedy & Coote (2007) A brand loyal consumer is 

committed in attitudes and behaviours, willing to establish and maintain a relationship with a 

brand while disregarding any changes in the market. As the concept of brand loyalty remain 

strong in business, it is likely that at a point in time members of Gen Y1, Y2 and Y3 may 

demonstrate their loyalty to a particular brand while shopping for clothing online. This can be 

related to Baldinger and Rubinson cited in Yu, Cho and Johnson (2017) stating that loyalty 

towards a brand encourages positive purchase intention towards that brand. Since, Valaei and 

Nikhashemi (2017) posited that there are discrepancies in brand loyalty, What is known from 

existing literature is that individual’s level of loyalty to a brand may influence online clothing 

purchase. However, what is not clear is if the groups' loyalty to a brand influence their purchase 

intention the same way. Referring to Markert (2004), the early and late members of a generation 

have the tendency to demonstrate same or similar behaviour as the generation before them. To 

this end, we assume that on one hand Gen Y1 may be more interested in the search for brands 

while shopping online, on the other hand Gen Y2 or Y3 due to being young and overwhelming 

interest in fashion might decide to follow the fashion trend rather than a brand. Therefore, this 

may indicate a difference within the groups. To test this, researchers' hypothesis is that: 

H3d: There are differences in the effect of brand loyalty within Swedish 

generation Y groups towards online clothing purchase intentions. 

 

Valaei and Nikhashemi (2017); Colucci and Scarpi (2013), posited that Gen Y are conscious 

and have overwhelming interest in fashion. This motivated researchers' assumptions that Gen 

Y groups’ interest in fashion may be significantly different from one another. Despite the three 

groups are within a cohort, their level of interest in fashion may be different. For instance, there 

is the possibility that Gen Y1’s level of interest in fashion may not induce impulse buying as it 

may have been in the case of Gen Y3 who are much more younger and may be spontaneous in 

making impulse purchase intentions due to overwhelming interest in fashion (Pentecost & 

Andrews, 2010).  

 

Although Gen Y3 are perceived to earn less than those in Gen Y1 and Y2 they are more likely 

to show purchase intentions towards online clothing when they are under the influence of their 

friends. Meanwhile as those in Gen Y1 group are older and may already be parents who have 

more responsibilities, they may have planned their resources thus, not making impulse 

purchase intentions. Researchers therefore, believed that despite the likelihood of Gen Y1 or 

Y2 earning more income than those in Gen Y3, they may still display less interest in fashion. 
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This group of people are perceived to have planned their income as a result not highly 

influenced by latest fashion. In addition, Cho and Workman (2011) claims that males are not 

as responsive to fashion as their female counterparts. Result of this hypothesis may therefore 

reveal if there are differences in the interest in latest fashion within Gen Y groups and possibly, 

if gender has an influence. Hence, to test this, we assume that:  

H3e: There are differences in the interest in latest fashion within Swedish 

generation Y groups towards online clothing purchase intentions. 
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2.7 Hypotheses framework 

A framework for this study is presented below. The three factors representing the independent 

variables to be tested with hypotheses are perceived benefits, perceived risks and personal 

factors, while online purchase intention represents the dependent variable. In addition, the 

expected control variables will be taken into consideration to enrich the analysis. 
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Figure 2: Hypotheses framework 
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3. Research design  

This chapter presents the methodological design by discussing the research approach, the data 

collection and analysis techniques. In addition, it will focus on the quality of the research, the 

limitations and ethical considerations. 

 

 

3.1 Research approach, method & strategy 

Primary data was collected from Gen Y1, Y2 and Y3 who are residents in Sweden. These 

groups were represented by those who are between the ages of 33-39, 25-32 and 18-24 years 

respectively. Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2016), views quantitative research methods as 

procedures using numeric data for the data collection and analysis together with qualitative 

elements. For this research, a quantitative approach was used as quantitative data and analysis 

has become an important part of research and business (Scherbaum & Schockley, 2015). The 

data that was collected from the age categories fit into the type of information that may be 

analyzed through a quantitative approach. Quantitative research is commonly approached 

using a deductive method by supporting or not supporting an existing theory in real life 

(Saunders et al., 2016). As the field of business studies have numerous existing theories 

concerning consumer behaviour, it is thus considered appropriate to apply the deductive 

approach of applying relevant theories to this study. 

 

The research for this study was focused on variations in consumer purchase intentions, within 

Gen Y cohort towards online clothing purchase. Nowadays, it has become a trend for 

consumers to purchase specific needs online due to unlimited internet access and effective 

technology. Concerning research strategy, the variations in online consumer behaviour of a 

generation cohort was the main area of investigation. To this end, the survey strategy was 

adopted, the survey strategy is believed to enable researchers to collect large responses from 

the target population.  

 

The questionnaire was created with a survey monkey, a free online survey tool. This 

questionnaire was sent to participants through personal email addresses and social media 

networks. Researchers sent the questionnaire to friends in the university, Facebook profiles and 

Instagram to reach participants for the three groups within Gen Y. In addition, for researchers 

to ensure they have the appropriate respondents, demographic information provided in a first 



 

26 
 

part of the questionnaire were carefully checked so  as to exclude  participants who does not 

belong to any of the specified age groups for the study.  

 

 

3.2 Research population, data collection & sampling 

A population in research is defined as a set of individuals, household, objects or entities with 

some common observable characteristics (Sirakaya-Turk, Hammitt, Uysal, Vaske, 2017). The 

population for this study was Gen Y however, as researchers are presently in Sweden, the 

Swedish Gen Y was easily accessible to them. Although members of Gen Y from other 

countries who are residents in Sweden also participated in the survey provided, they fit into the 

age categories. 

 

Consequently, the major criterion for selection of participants is based on the period they were 

born. Hence, individuals born between 1979 and 2000 were eligible to participate. This 

indicated that Gen Y1, Y2 and Y3 were represented by friends on social media networks and 

contacts on webmail. The reason for using various channels was to reach the specified target 

audience. Researchers found these groups accessible considering the time-frame, as the 

research period is short. The Swedish Generation Y accounts for about 2.5million of the entire 

population, which is approximately 24.4% (Statistiska Centralbyrån, 2018).  

 

Samples were drawn from the three groups stated in previous sections from the research 

population under investigation. Thus, the survey was distributed through various channels and 

personal networks of the researchers in order to reach the target population. Although Saunders 

et al. (2016) stated that a probability sampling might be adopted for quantitative research where 

the aim is to generalize from the sample to the population. However, non-probability sampling 

method was used for this research as a sampling frame providing the details of each person in 

the population cannot be listed to fit into the requirements of probability sampling. According 

to Scherbaum and Shockley (2015), examples of non-probability sampling methods are 

convenience, snowball, purposeful and quota sampling methods. Therefore, as it was not 

possible to provide a sampling frame, researchers rather adopted the non- probability sampling 

method.  
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A combination of convenience and snowball methods of sampling were applied. It is also 

important to state that volunteer sampling which Saunders et al., (2016) described as a sampling 

where participants volunteer to be part of the survey by themselves was part of the methods 

used because the researchers did not choose the participants for the survey, rather participants 

volunteered to be part of the study as they could decide whether or not to answer the survey.  

As stated by Scherbaum and Shockley (2015), convenience sampling is usually conducted on 

easily accessible people. The researchers considered friends on social media to be easily 

accessible together with personal contacts who are willing to be part of the survey. The process 

of reaching participants for the study was challenging as researchers wanted to carefully ensure 

they have the right respondents and at the same time use a channel that is convenient for both 

researchers and participants. Researchers could access friends on social media and their 

personal contacts. Since these group of people are convenient to access, they were the ones 

from which the responses were drawn. 

 

In all, the number of participants the researchers could send the questionnaire to was not 

satisfactory therefore, snowball sampling was applied by encouraging participants to send a 

copy of the questionnaire to their friends and families, who possess similar characteristics and 

are in the same age category. This is supported by Saunders et al. (2016) as the author stated 

that when difficulty arises in terms of identifying the target population, the snowball sampling 

method becomes appropriate to use. The major motivation for snowball sampling method is 

for the questionnaires to reach a wider audience. 

 

3.2.1 Research instrument and measures  

The research instrument for this study was the questionnaire, since researchers aimed at being 

able to apply the results to the target population with the aid of inferential statistics (Sirakaya-

Turk et al., 2017). The questionnaire was created through survey monkey, it was an online 

questionnaire where participants were expected to complete it in the absence of the researchers, 

as it was self-explanatory and carefully formulated to ensure clear understanding. 

 

Researchers further, adopted item scales to the questionnaires. These item scales were not 

developed by the researchers rather were found from existing literature and tested to be valid 

and reliable with Cronbach alpha > 0.7 which ensured its reliability. Some of the factors were 

therefore measured on a 5 point Likert scale of 1 to 5 ranging from strongly disagree to strongly 
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agree. Moreover, in other to examine the possibility of statistically significant differences 

within the three age groups adopted for this study, researchers decided to analyze some factors, 

which may depend on personal decisions of the respondents. This was done by providing 

dichotomous and multiple options to choose from, based on the choice of answers of the 

respondents. This is because there is a likelihood that the other factors considered to influence 

Gen Y could reveal homogeneous results than differences in cases where only Likert scale is 

used as a measure. 

 

The questionnaire is separated into three sections. The first section includes the demographic 

information of the respondents while the second part include questions about the factors 

influencing online clothing purchase intentions. The third section also include a factor 

influencing online clothing purchase intention, which is further classified into five items with 

multiple choices and dichotomous answers.  

 

The demographic information represents the control variable, which includes gender as a 

nominal scale while educational level, employment status and income are measured in ordinal 

scales. The factors perceived risk and perceived benefits represent the independent variables 

that are measure at an interval scale using 5-point Likert scale measurement. In addition, 

personal factors, which include time, spent online and medium of purchase are measured in 

ordinal scale while influence of family and friends, brand loyalty and latest fashion online are 

measured in nominal scales while Gen Y1, Y2 and Y3 represent the grouping or dependent 

variables. A copy of the questionnaire is provided as Appendix I. 

 

Regarding perceived risks, which is one of the factors believed to influence Gen Y's purchase 

intention, six items were provided in the questionnaire. These questions were used in testing 

H1. Similarly, there were also six items provided in the questionnaire for a second factor, which 

is perceived benefits. Questions for these factors were therefore designed to test H2. 

Meanwhile, personal factor, which represented the third factor, was developed, after gathering 

existing knowledge of more factors that were considered by researchers of this thesis to be 

personal to consumers. To this end, personal factors represented varying personal reasons from 

consumers, which may influence their purchase intention. Consequently, five items were 

provided in the questionnaire where respondents were required to choose from the options 

which answer was suitable for them unlike perceived risks and benefits where they were 
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required to answer on a 5-point Likert scale. Thus, the questions were designed to test H3a - e. 

In addition, the items generated for each factor was adapted from Makhitha (2014). 

A detailed matrix of these variables is provided in Appendix II. 

 

3.3 Data analysis technique 

After the data collection process from the sample, the data gathered were edited, coded and 

transferred to Microsoft Excel for easy importation into the statistical software. This is the IBM 

SPSS Statistics 25, where necessary tests and analysis based on the generated hypotheses were 

carried out.  

 

In order to display the demographics of the sample from the population, descriptive statistics 

was used. Furthermore, Cronbach’s alpha a statistical measure that is used to check the internal 

consistency of the responses was also presented. This was used to ensure if the research could 

be regarded as valid and reliable. Saunders et al. (2016) stated that alpha coefficient may range 

between 1 and 0 and that alpha scores ≥ 0.7 shows a high internal consistency indicating that 

the scales applied measured what it was intended to measure. 

 

Thus, Saunders et al. (2016) explained that in order to make deeper analysis, for example, 

examining variations within groups more advanced analysis are needed. As a result, researchers 

decided to go further to conduct analysis of variance ANOVA as it fulfilled its requirements. 

In this case the one- way ANOVA was used in order to determine if there are statistically 

significant differences between the means of Gen Y1, Y2 and Y3 (Sirakaya-Turk et al., 2017). 

Also, multivariate analysis of co-variance MANCOVA was used as there were multiple 

variables to be measured while co-variates were used as control. Co-variates are other variables 

that were not of direct interest however, as they may increase the accuracy of the results, it was 

used to control the effects of the independent variables on the groups’ purchase intention 

towards online clothing. These co-variates are gender, income, educational level and 

occupational status. The inclusion of co-variates ensured reduction of errors between the Gen 

Y groups and the factors influencing online purchase intentions. Consequently, the results from 

the analysis of these data will be presented in chapter 4 of this study. 

 



 

30 
 

3.4 Data quality and ethical considerations 

Most importantly, the length of the survey could affect participants’ interest to spend time on 

the survey. To this end, the researchers ensured that the length of the survey was not more than 

seven minutes at most as Crawford, Couper and Lamias (2001) recommended that a good 

survey should not exceed 10 minutes. Researchers included a brief description of the survey 

and an assurance on confidentiality; this was aimed to aid the provision of true responses, as 

participants were aware that they were anonymous thus preventing bias (Saunders et al., 2016). 

Thus, improved reliability issues.  

 

The researchers’ emails were also provided in case of any concerns from the participants. To 

improve internal validity as suggested by Saunders et al. (2016), researchers adopted the use 

of four control variables while carrying out the analysis so that it is only the independent 

variables that changed while others remain the same. In addition, construct validity was also 

ensured by adopting scales that were used in previous studies and which have been established 

with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.7. 

 

From the methods adopted, the snowball sampling method helped to increase the quality of the 

research as it was possible for participants to forward the questionnaires to their friends and 

family. This ensured that the survey travelled beyond the direct contacts, which the researchers 

distributed the questionnaires. In addition, by uploading the survey on Facebook profiles of the 

researchers, there was the chance that the survey was viewed by other profiles than the friends 

of the researchers, resulting into volunteer method of participating.  

 

Concerning ethical considerations in this study, researchers ensured that sources were referred 

to in the APA style. For the questionnaire, data collected were treated with utmost care as 

respondent were notified previously on the details of the research They were aware of their 

anonymity and that data gathered will only be used for the purpose of this research. Finally, 

the result generated from the analyzed data were reported objectively in order to comply with 

and take into considerations the importance of ethics. 
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4. Results  

This chapter presents the results of the analysis in the statistical software IBM SPSS 25. The 

section illustrates the sample description, demographic characteristics, internal consistency 

measures, ANOVA results and products purchased online. 

 

4.1 Analysis of collected data 

A total of 116 respondents were collected through survey monkey online tool. From the 116 

respondents, researchers found out that two of the responses were not completed. Thus, was 

removed from the total number of responses. Table 1 indicates the breakdown of the 

respondents into the three groups. Gen Y1 aged 33 to 39 accounted for 38.6% of the 

respondents, Y2 aged 25 to 32 was 35.1 % and Y3 aged 18 to 24 accounted for 26.3%.  

    

Table 1: Samples description 

(Source: Primary data from output SPSS)  
 

Gen Y groups n Mean Percentage 

Y1 (33 – 39) 

Y2 (25 -32)  

Y3(18 – 24)   

44 

40 

30 

36 

28.5 

21 

38.6% 

35.1% 

26.3% 

 114  100% 

 

  

4.2 Demographic profile  

From table 2 analysis below, Gen Y1 were 14.9% males and 23.7% females. Gen Y2 

respondents were 7.01% males and 28.07% females while Gen Y3 represented 11.40% males 

and 14.9% females.  

 

Educational level of the respondents show that there was no respondent in the 

Primary/Grundskola level. The Secondary/Gymnasium level showed Y1 and Y2 respondents 

to have the same distribution of 3.51%, and Y3, 8.7%. Gen Y1 had the highest distribution in 

the higher educational level attained of 35.1% while Y2 had 31.57%. It was obvious that Gen 

Y3 had the lowest in distribution of 17.5%. These distributions of highest educational 

attainment can be explained due to the age groups of the respondents. Gen Y1 represents adults 
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that might have completed a form of higher education while Y2 represents mostly university 

students who are currently studying.  

 

The occupational status of the respondents showed that Gen Y2 had the largest distribution of 

22.81% studying; Y3 was 17.54% and Y1 at 11.4%. The table also revealed that Gen Y1 had 

the highest distribution of 23.68% in the employment category and Y3 had the lowest 

distribution of 4.38%. However, it was not surprising that the result revealed that Gen Y1 had 

the highest distribution, as respondents are believed to be in the working class category. 

 

As regards the income of the respondents in SEK per month, Gen Y1 revealed the same 

percentage of respondents for the medium and high income levels between 10,000 – 24,999 

and 25,000 and above respectively. Gen Y2 had the highest percentage of income distribution 

in the medium level of 10,000 – 24,999 and Y3 had the highest distribution in the low-income 

level with 16.67% which is between 0 - 9,999.  

 

Overall, it can be concluded from the findings that females dominated this research. The group 

categorization of the respondents shows that Y1 respondents have the highest educational level; 

they are employed and have higher income, Y2 respondents are still studying in a form of 

higher education and working at the same time. However, Gen Y3 demographics reveal they 

have completed the secondary level and pursuing higher education with low-income. 

  

Table 2: Sample demographics analysis 

(Source: Primary data from output SPSS)  
 

 Y1 Y2 Y3 

n = 114 Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency  Percentage 

Gender       

Male 

Female 

Other 

17 

27 

0 

14.9% 

23.7% 

0% 

8 

32 

0 

7.01% 

28.07% 

0% 

13 

17 

0 

11.40% 

14.9% 

0% 

44 38.6% 40 35.1% 30 26.3% 

Educational level       

Primary/Grundskola 

Secondary/Gymnasium 

Higher education  

0 

4 

40 

0% 

3.51% 

35.1% 

0 

4 

36 

0% 

3.51% 

31.57% 

0 

10 

20 

0% 

8.77% 

17.5% 

44 38.6% 40 35.1% 30 26.3% 
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Occupational status      

Studying 

Unemployed 

Employed 

Others 

13 

1 

27 

3 

11.4% 

0.87% 

23.68% 

2.63% 

26 

2 

12 

0 

22.81% 

1.75% 

10.52% 

0% 

20 

4 

5 

1 

17.54% 

3.51% 

4.38% 

0.87% 

44 38.6% 40 35.1% 30 26.3% 

Income (monthly) SEK      

Low (0 – 9,999) 

Medium (10,000 – 24,999) 

High (25,000 & above) 

10 

17 

17 

8.77% 

14.9% 

14.9% 

15 

23 

2 

13.16% 

20.18% 

1.75% 

19 

8 

3 

16.67% 

7.01% 

2.63% 

44 38.6% 40 35.1% 30 26.3% 

 

 

4.3 Descriptive statistics  

Table 3, represents descriptive statistics of Gen Y1, Y2 and Y3 for the factors influencing 

online purchase intention. The table revealed the percentages of responses to the various 

factors. It could be seen from the table that Gen Y1, Y2 and Y3 had higher percentages in the 

disagree row for perceived risk. This means that all the groups will purchase clothing online 

despite the risks associated with it. The perceived benefit row revealed that all the groups rated 

higher in the agree row. This means that the groups are motivated to purchase clothing online 

due to the benefits they derive from it. 

 

Regarding time spent online, this varied for the groups. Gen Y1 ranked highest in less than 

2hrs, Y2, had the same ranking for less than 2 hrs and 2 to 5hrs while Y3 ranked highest in 2 

to 5 hrs.  

 

The table also revealed that the medium of purchase for the groups vary within the groups. Gen 

Y1 ranked highest in the use of mobile phones to purchase clothing online with a percentage 

of 52.27%, Y2 ranked highest in the use of laptop and Y3 ranked the same for the use of mobile 

phones and laptop at 40%. 

 

Table 3 further revealed that the three groups are not influenced by family and friends towards 

online clothing purchase as they answered negatively to the question. Y1 had the highest score 

of 77.27%, Y2, 62.5% and Y3, 56.67. 
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Similarly, the groups also answered negatively to the effect of brand loyalty towards online 

clothing purchase intention. Generations Y1, Y2 and Y3 scored 72.73, 57.5% and 66.67 

respectively. 

 

Finally, all the groups answered positively to latest fashion online as a factor influencing online 

purchase intention. Gen Y1 had 61.4%, Y2, 55% and Y3, 60%. 

  

Table 3: Analysis of the factors 

(Source: Primary data from output SPSS)  

 

Factors Y1 Y2 Y3 

Perceived risk Percentage Percentage Percentage 

Disagree 

Agree 

40% 

32% 

51.25% 

28.75% 

42% 

38% 

Perceived benefit    

Disagree 

Agree 

14% 

77% 

20% 

88% 

8% 

76% 

Time spent online    

Less than 2hrs 

2 to 5hrs 

5hrs and above 

40.9% 

34.1% 

25.0% 

35% 

35% 

30% 

20.0% 

40.0% 

30.0% 

Medium of purchase    

Mobile phone 

Tablet/Ipad 

Laptop 

Desktop 

52.27% 

9.09% 

34.09% 

4.55% 

45% 

10% 

37.5% 

7.5% 

40.0% 

7.0% 

40.0% 

13.0% 

Influence of family/friends in online purchase    

Yes 

No 

22.73 

77.27 

37.5% 

62.5% 

43.33 

56.67 

Brand loyalty    

Yes 

No 

27.27 

72.73 

42.5% 

57.5% 

33.33 

66.67 

Latest fashion online    

Yes 

No 

61.4% 

38.6% 

55.0% 

45.0% 

60.0% 

40.0% 
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4.3 Internal consistency  

Table 4, shows the internal consistency of the measured concepts by means of the Cronbach’s 

alpha (α) measure. According to Saunders et al. (2016), this measure is suggested to test the 

reliability of the measured concepts. The table is based on Cronbach’s alpha for 114 

respondents on two major factors. It was revealed that all operationalized multi-item concepts 

fulfilled the required alpha level of α ≥ 0.7. As stated by Saunders et al. (2016), this indicates 

high internal consistency of the items measured. Based on the table, the α value of perceived 

risk and perceived benefit towards online clothing purchase intention is 0.858 and 0.788 

respectively. As a result, all items measured were retained.  

 

 

Table 4: Means, standard deviation and internal consistency of concepts 

(Source: Primary data from output SPSS)  
 

 
n = 114 Mean Std. Dev Cronbach’s alpha (α) 

Perceived risks 17.01 5.369 .858 

Item 1 Quality concern 

Item 2 High damages 

Item 3 Disputes/complaints 

Item 4 Loss of products 

Item 5 Fraud/cyber theft 

Item 6 Misuse of credit card 

3.08 

2.68 

3.20 

2.50 

2.50 

3.05 

1.233 

1.136 

1.127 

1.045 

1.143 

1.315 

 

Perceived benefits 23.66 4.146 .788 

Item 1 Cheaper price 

Item 2 Product varieties 

Item 3 Convenience 24/7 

Item 4 Online availability of products 

Item 5 Promotional offers 

Item 6 Price comparison  

3.91 

3.89 

3.85 

4.15 

4.16 

3.70 

1.106 

1.012 

1.096 

.847 

.851 

1.008 
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4.4 ANOVA  

To compare the means of the groups, in examining if there are statistical evidence that there 

are significant differences in groups Y1, Y2 and Y3 for the factors influencing online purchase 

intention, a one-way ANOVA was conducted. The available data for this research made it 

possible to be able to conduct a one-way ANOVA test, as there were multiple factors that may 

determine the online purchase intention of the groups. At a 95% confidence interval and a 5% 

margin of error, all the factors revealed higher p-values than the chosen significance level of p 

≤ 0.05.  

 

Perceived benefit 0.839, perceived risk, 0.140, time spent online 0.278, medium of purchase 

0.425, influence of family and friends 0.140, brand loyalty 0.344 and latest fashion online 

0.833. The result did not allow further analysis of a post hoc as there were no significant 

differences in the groups. This implies that there are no statistically significant differences in 

the means of the factors influencing online purchase intention of Gen Y1, Y2 and Y3.  Thus, 

we do not reject the null hypotheses. 

 

 

Table 5: ANOVA 

(Source: Primary data from output SPSS)  

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Variance 

Age 114 1 3 1,88 ,800 ,640 

Perceived risks 114 1 5 2,85 ,933 ,871 

Perceived benefit 114 1 5 3,99 ,735 ,540 

Time spent online 114 1 3 1,96 ,797 ,636 

Medium of purchase 114 1 4 2,11 1,095 1,199 

Influence of family/friends 114 1 2 1,67 ,473 ,224 

Brand loyalty 114 1 2 1,66 ,477 ,227 

Latest fashion online 114 1 2 1,41 ,494 ,244 

Valid N (listwise) 114      
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ONE-WAY ANOVA 

 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Perceived risks Between Groups ,312 2 ,156 ,176 ,839 

Within Groups 98,153 111 ,884   

Total 98,465 113    

Perceived benefit Between Groups ,432 2 216 309 ,140 

Within Groups 57,559 111 ,519   

Total 60,991 113    

Time spent online Between Groups 1,639 2 ,820 1,296 ,278 

Within Groups 70,220 111 ,633   

Total 71,860 113    

Medium of purchase Between Groups 2,076 2 1,038 ,863 ,425 

Within Groups 133,442 111 1,202   

Total 135,518 113    

Influence of family/friends Between Groups ,864 2 ,432 1,961 ,146 

Within Groups 24,469 111 ,220   

Total 25,333 113    

Brand loyalty Between Groups ,489 2 ,244 1,078 ,344 

Within Groups 25,169 111 ,227   

Total 25,658 113    

Latest fashion trend online Between Groups ,091 2 ,045 ,183 ,833 

Within Groups 27,532 111 ,248   

Total 27,623 113    

 

 

4.5 Multivariate analysis of covariates (MANCOVA) 

To examine statistical difference on the effect of the multiple dependent variables on the 

grouping variable while introducing the multiple covariates (gender, education, employment 

and income). Table 7 show the different covariates with the multivariate effects to test the 

statistical significance of the differences within groups. The Wilks’ Lambda (Λ) will be taking 

into consideration, as this is the most commonly used multivariate F-statistic. The tables 

revealed that there were no statistically significant differences along the “Wilks’ Lambda” row 

within the groups for the covariates (gender, education, occupation and income). Therefore, 

there were no statistically significant differences on the main effects on the grouping variable 

after introducing the covariates. To this end, there were no further interpretations needed, as 

the significant values were more than p ≤ 0.05. The results are highlighted in the table below. 

See Appendix III for the detailed MANCOVA results. 
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Table 6: MANCOVA 

(Source: Primary data from output SPSS)  

Multivariate Testsa 

Effects Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Gender Pillai's Trace ,145 1,546b 11,000 100,000 ,127 ,145 

Wilks' Lambda ,855 1,546b 11,000 100,000 ,127 ,145 

Hotelling's Trace ,170 1,546b 11,000 100,000 ,127 ,145 

Roy's Largest Root ,170 1,546b 11,000 100,000 ,127 ,145 

Age Pillai's Trace ,237 1,236 22,000 202,000 ,221 ,119 

Wilks' Lambda ,775 1,235b 22,000 200,000 ,222 ,120 

Hotelling's Trace ,274 1,234 22,000 198,000 ,223 ,121 

Roy's Largest Root ,190 1,746c 11,000 101,000 ,074 ,160 

Education Pillai's Trace ,127 1,328b 11,000 100,000 ,221 ,127 

Wilks' Lambda ,873 1,328b 11,000 100,000 ,221 ,127 

Hotelling's Trace ,146 1,328b 11,000 100,000 ,221 ,127 

Roy's Largest Root ,146 1,328b 11,000 100,000 ,221 ,127 

Age Pillai's Trace ,224 1,158 22,000 202,000 ,289 ,112 

Wilks' Lambda ,788 1,153b 22,000 200,000 ,295 ,113 

Hotelling's Trace ,255 1,148 22,000 198,000 ,300 ,113 

Roy's Largest Root ,167 1,529c 11,000 101,000 ,133 ,143 

Occupation Pillai's Trace ,239 2,852b 11,000 100,000 ,003 ,239 

Wilks' Lambda ,761 2,852b 11,000 100,000 ,003 ,239 

Hotelling's Trace ,314 2,852b 11,000 100,000 ,003 ,239 

Roy's Largest Root ,314 2,852b 11,000 100,000 ,003 ,239 

Age Pillai's Trace ,183 ,924 22,000 202,000 ,564 ,091 

Wilks' Lambda ,825 ,918b 22,000 200,000 ,571 ,092 

Hotelling's Trace ,203 ,913 22,000 198,000 ,578 ,092 

Roy's Largest Root ,131 1,207c 11,000 101,000 ,292 ,116 

Income Pillai's Trace ,070 ,684b 11,000 100,000 ,751 ,070 

Wilks' Lambda ,930 ,684b 11,000 100,000 ,751 ,070 

Hotelling's Trace ,075 ,684b 11,000 100,000 ,751 ,070 

Roy's Largest Root ,075 ,684b 11,000 100,000 ,751 ,070 

Age Pillai's Trace ,198 1,009 22,000 202,000 ,455 ,099 

Wilks' Lambda ,811 1,006b 22,000 200,000 ,459 ,100 

Hotelling's Trace ,223 1,002 22,000 198,000 ,464 ,100 

Roy's Largest Root ,152 1,393c 11,000 101,000 ,188 ,132 
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a. Design: Intercept + Gender + Age, Education + Age,  Occupation + Age, Income + Age 

b. Exact statistic 

c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on significance level. 

 

 

Intercept + Gender + Age 

There was no statistically significant difference in Y1, Y2 & Y3 on the factors influencing online 

purchase intention while introducing  gender as a control variable , F(22, 200) = 1.235, p > 0.05, 

Wilks’ Λ = .222, partial  η2  = .120. 

Intercept + Education + Age 

There was no statistically significant difference in Y1, Y2 & Y3 on the factors influencing online 

purchase intention while introducing  educational level as a control variable, F(22, 200) = 1.153, 

p > 0.05, Wilks’ Λ = .295, partial  η2  = .113. 

Intercept + Occupation + Age 

There was no statistically significant difference in Y1, Y2 & Y3 on the factors online purchase 

intention while introducing occupation as a control variable, F(22, 200) = 1.153, p > 0.05, Wilks’ 

Λ = .571, partial η2 = .092. 

Intercept + Income + Age 

There was no statistically significant difference in Y1, Y2 & Y3 on the factors influencing online 

purchase intention while introducing  income as a control variable, F(22, 200) = 1.006, p > 0.05, 

Wilks’ Λ = .459, partial  η2  = .100. 
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4.6 Summary 

Table 7: Results of tested hypotheses H1 – H3a-e  

(Source: Primary data from output SPSS)  

 

Research 

hypothesis 

Hypothesis path p-value  Result 

H1 Perceived risk           online purchase 

intention 

p ≥ 0.05 Null not rejected 

H2 Perceived benefit         online purchase 

intention 

p ≥ 0.05 Null not rejected 

H3a 

 

Time spent online           online 

purchase intention 

p ≥ 0.05 

 

Null not rejected 

H3b Medium of purchase          online 

purchase intention 

p ≥ 0.05 

 

Null not rejected 

H3c Influence of family & friends           

online purchase intention 

p ≥ 0.05 

 

Null not rejected 

H3d Brand loyalty           online purchase 

intention 

p ≥ 0.05 

 

Null not rejected 

H3e Latest fashion trend          online           

purchase intention 

p ≥ 0.05 

 

Null not rejected 
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5. Discussion   

This chapter presents analysis of the results in chapter 4. The result will be compared to the 

framework designed for this research. Consequently, it will be related to existing knowledge 

and research aim will be fulfilled. 

 

5.1 Perceived risk and online purchase intention of generation Y groups 

From the result, there were no differences in the effect of perceived risk on Gen Y1, Y2 and 

Y3 groups. It was evident that the variances in the effect of perceived risk are not statistically 

significant. The ANOVA result reveal that there were no statistically significant differences 

within the Gen Y groups on the effect of perceived risk towards online clothing purchase. The 

result showed a p-value of 0.839, which is more than the chosen significance level of p ≤ 0.05. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis is not rejected.  

 

Having explained that there were no differences within Gen Y groups, result also showed that 

40% of Gen Y1 would continue to purchase online while 32% will be affected by the risk. Gen 

Y2 had 51% respondents who would not be affected by the risk while 28% would not continue 

to purchase. Regarding Gen Y3, 42% will not bother about the risk while 38% will not purchase 

online. This affirms Miyazaki and Fernandez’s (2001) opinion that perceived risk have minor 

effect on consumers’ decision in adopting online shopping. However, this result contradicts 

Zendehdel, Paim and Delafrooz, 2016; Milberg, Smith and Burke’s, 2000 claim that perceived 

risk is a major factor affecting online purchase intention of consumers. This analysis supports 

Wellner, 2000; Norum, 2003 belief that most authors agree on grouping individuals according 

to their general attitudes and behaviours. This is because Gen Y groups for this study have 

demonstrated homogeneity in their behaviour towards online clothing purchase intention. Also, 

Parment, 2013; Schewe and Meredith, 2004 explains that using chronological age is considered 

not as effective as the use of generational cohorts in market segmentation. This study similarly 

reflects that regardless of Gen Y age categories, they have common behaviour towards the 

factors influencing their online purchase intention. 

 

This result indicates that Gen Y groups will continue to show interest in online clothing 

purchase irrespective of the risk involved. It is explainable that the groups do not have much 

concern about risk for example, quality of clothing, disputes resulting from not receiving 

products and the misuse of credit card information. In addition, results revealed that there was 



 

42 
 

no respondent with primary education, which indicates that Gen Y groups are educated thus, 

the possibility to be technologically inclined. This confirms Bagga and Bhatt’s (2013) opinion 

that Gen Y are risk takers when they have knowledge about various technological solutions. 

Thus, hypothesis 1 is not confirmed.  

 

5.2 Perceived benefit and online purchase intention of generation Y groups 

The ANOVA result of the perceived benefit indicates there was no statistically significant 

differences within the groups on the effect of perceived benefit towards online clothing 

purchase intention. The result showed a p-value of 0.140, indicating a value more than the 

significance level of p ≤ 0.05. This further showed that Gen Y1, Y2 and Y3 had more than 75% 

of the respondents agreeing to perceived benefit as a strong influence on their online clothing 

purchase intention. 

 

This confirms Valei and Nikhashemi’s (2017) description of Gen Y as a population that have 

more spending power especially towards the fashion industry. According to the results, 

perceived benefit is considered a motivation that influence purchase intention. This could be 

supported with Eroglu, Machleit and Davis’ (2001) statement that the growth of online 

purchase is as a result of perceived benefit. Most importantly, the Gen Y groups displayed their 

purchase intention towards online clothing where there are possibilities of deriving benefits 

from online shopping.  

 

In chapter 2, product price and promotional offers are examples of benefits that are derived 

from online purchases. According to Muposhi and Dhurup (2016) Gen Y members change due 

to contrasting behaviours. Researchers of this thesis further expressed that the age categories 

in these groups are wide, thus there could be differences in their interests and motivation 

towards online purchase. However, the results confirmed that the groups do not act differently 

concerning perceived benefit. Therefore, it could be stated that perceived benefit is a factor 

influencing the three groups of Gen Y for this research in the same pattern without significant 

differences within the groups. Therefore, we do not reject the null hypothesis and do not 

confirm hypothesis 2. 
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5.3 Personal factors and online purchase intention of generation Y 

Results from the analysis revealed that the personal factors influencing online purchase 

intention of Gen Y have no statistically significant differences within the groups.  

 

Time spent online had no statistically significant differences within the groups with p-value of 

0.278, which is higher than p ≤ 0.05. This shows that time spent online by the groups are not 

statistically different from one another. We can state that the null hypothesis is not rejected 

thus, hypothesis 3a is not confirmed. This result supports McCrindle and Wolfinger (2009), 

explanations that Gen Y are vast in the use of technological innovations and social networks. 

This may be attributed to the similarities in their responses concerning the amount of time spent 

online. In addition, they are quick adopters of opportunities (Filipova, Mokrejsov, Sulc & 

Zeman, 2017). This could mean that Gen Y groups find comfort in spending time online, which 

may induce shopping for various needs. However, it is important to note that the result from 

this study contradicts Wasserman and Richmond-Abbott’s (2005) notion that males are 

competent in the use of computers and internet than females. Therefore, researchers may 

conclude that gender do not have an effect on the amount of time spent online by Gen Y groups. 

 

Medium of purchase revealed that there are no statistically significant differences within the 

groups concerning the medium used in online clothing purchase as it showed a p-value of 

0.425. In this case, the null hypothesis is not rejected and hypothesis 3b is not confirmed. In 

other words, this result establishes that there are no significant differences in the variations of 

the medium of purchase within Gen Y1, Y2 and Y3. Rather, it explained that the variances in 

their choice of device used could be a matter of the most convenient medium as at the time of 

purchase. The result further indicated that the groups rated mobile phones higher than other 

medium of purchase. This confirms Lu and Yu-Jen’s (2009) claims that the accessibility of 

mobile phones influence individuals to make use of it as a shopping medium. 

 

Influence of family and friends shows that there are no statistically significant differences 

within the groups with its p-value at 0.146. According to the result, the pattern of their 

responses regarding influence of family and friends is similar as the groups affirmed not to be 

influenced by family and friends. However, this is contradictory to the existing knowledge 

about Gen Y being influenced by family and friends towards online clothing purchase 

(Bakewell & Mitchell, 2003). From the three groups, the responses regarding family and 
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friends not being an influence on them were high at a percentage of Y1; 77.23%, Y2; 57.5% 

and Y3; 66.7%. Thus, the null hypothesis is not rejected and hypothesis 3c is not confirmed. 

To this end, the result did not support Makgosa and Mohube’s (2007) statement that peer 

influence have great impact on purchase decision. 

 

Brand loyalty revealed that there are no statistically significant differences within the groups 

with a p-value of 0.344 as it is higher than the significance level of p ≤ 0.05. The result of this 

hypothesis is also contradictory to existing knowledge of Gen Y, having varying views on the 

issue of brand loyalty (Valei & Nikhashemi, 2017). It could be deduced from the analysis that 

there are no differences in the pattern of their responses on not being loyal to particular brands. 

This means that the importance of brand loyalty to the groups are not different. Thus, their 

loyalty to brands does not influence their online clothing purchase intention. Therefore, the null 

hypothesis is not rejected and hypothesis 3d is not confirmed. Regarding the frequency of 

respondents who are willing to shop online because they are loyal to a brand, this is low as Gen 

Y1, Y2, Y3 out of a 100% scored 27.27%, Y2, 42.5% and Y3, 33.3% respectively, compared 

to respondents who are not willing to shop online due to their loyalty to a brand. Although, 

Reisenwitz and Iyer (2009) claimed that loyalty changes rapidly. This was not confirmed 

according to the result as respondents showed low interest in brand loyalty. Most importantly, 

the variances within the groups are not significant. 

 

Latest fashion online result revealed that there are no statistically significant differences within 

the groups. The result showed a p-value of 0.833, which is higher than the significance level. 

It further revealed that the three groups would be influenced to purchase clothing online in 

search for latest fashion. Again, it was established that these groups seek to find latest fashion 

online, however, the variations in their search for latest fashion online is not significant. 

Therefore, the null hypothesis is not rejected and hypothesis 3e is not confirmed.  

 

5.4 Influence of demographics on the groups 

The MANCOVA result also generated no statistically significantly differences on the factors 

within the groups while introducing the control variables (gender, education, occupation and 

income) which serves as the background information of the respondents. The Wilks’ Lamda 

test revealed a higher p-value for all the control variables - gender, education, employment and 

income. This implies that there were no statistically significant differences on the outcome of 
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the main effects with the use of the control variables within Gen Y1, Y2 and Y3 groups. 

Referring to gender, this result does not support the variation in the claim of Wasserman and 

Richmond-Abbott’s (2005) claim that males are more inclined to the use of computers and 

internet than females. In addition, the result further contradicts Cho and Workman’s (2011) 

claim that males are not as responsive to fashion as their female counterparts. However, we can 

infer from the result of the survey that females are more active in online shopping thus, their 

interests in answering the survey more than male Gen Y. 

 

In the same pattern, the educational background, employment and income of the respondents 

yielded no statistically significant differences on the outcome of the main effects within the 

groups. Hence, the control variables do not have any effect on the factors influencing online 

clothing purchase intention of Gen Y groups. 
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6. Conclusion 

This chapter concludes the study by providing summaries of the findings and fulfillment of 

the research aim stated earlier in chapter 1, together with the academic contribution and 

limitations of the study.  

 

6.1 Fulfillment of research aim 

This research seek to fulfill the aim of the thesis which is to examine if there are internal 

variations within generation Y and to what extent it is in their online clothing purchase 

intention, based on existing knowledge of factors influencing them. In order to fulfil this aim, 

the variations in the effects of perceived risk, perceived benefit and personal factors influencing 

the purchase intention of Gen Y groups were tested.   

 

Based on the result of this study and the statistical inferences drawn from valid responses of 

114 participants through an online survey and sampling method of convenience and snowball, 

there were no statistically significant differences found in the internal variations of Gen Y1, 

Y2 and Y3 regarding the factors influencing their online clothing purchase intentions. Also, 

there were no significant differences in the outcome of the effects of the factors within the 

groups after introducing the control variables. Thus, the demographic variables had no effect 

on the factors influencing Gen Y groups.  

 

Therefore, perceived risk associated with online clothing purchase intention are homogenous 

within Gen Y1, Y2 and Y3. Similarly, perceived benefit related to online clothing purchase 

was found to be the same among the groups. In addition the responses from the groups 

concerning personal factors which consists of time spent online, medium of purchase, influence 

of family and friends, brand loyalty and latest fashion online did not reflect any differences 

within the groups towards their online clothing purchase intention. Moreover, demographic 

variables do not have effects on their perceived risk, perceived benefit and personal factors. 

Consequently, it was concluded that there are no significant differences in the internal 

variations within Gen Y groups. Hence, Gen Y can be considered a homogeneous group of 

individuals. To this effect, the generational cohort theory is an effective means of segmenting 

the market. This theory therefore supports Bone (1991) that age segmentation is inappropriate 

for mature market, as the study reveal no differences after grouping Gen Y into smaller 

categories. 
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Relating the results to the adopted theories in this study, conclusions can be made that the 

Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) and Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) corresponds 

without any differences within Gen Y groups attitudes and behaviour. In addition, Gen Y 

groups’ decision-making process are homogeneous and conforms to Kotler et al’s (2008) 

decision-making model. 

 

6.2 Research contribution and practical implication 

This research contributes to existing literature by questioning Gen Y, as the period of years of 

birth within the generation is about two decade. The study further strengthens the concept of 

generational cohort with results supporting Gen Y as individuals with similar ideas and values, 

thus belonging to a group regardless of their individual preferences. It also examined if there 

are internal variations, which could have possibly emerged over time. Thereby, validating 

previous studies that affirms the generational cohort theory.  

 

This study will assist managers of online retail businesses striving to gain competitive 

advantage in the field of consumer behaviour to improve on their marketing strategies in 

reaching the target audience. In addition, it will assist them to forecast sales of new and existing 

products.  

 

6.3 Research limitation 

Due to the limited time for the study, the convenience and snowball sampling were adopted. 

This is contrary to Saunders et al’s (2016) views that the probability sampling method improves 

the generalizability of the sample to the population while reducing bias. A larger sample size 

is usually required for the sample to be a representative sub-group for the population. 

Therefore, the adoption of the non-probability sampling method limits this study, as it could 

not fully be generalizable and represent the Gen Y population.  
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6.4 Recommendations for further research 

The suggestions for future research is to examine consumer purchase intention towards online 

clothing within generational cohort by using the probability sampling method and another 

population. This can be of advantage as it may affirm that there are no variations in Gen Y 

groups online clothing purchase intention. The research may also be carried out by not 

restricting it to a particular product, rather on online purchase intentions generally. 

Furthermore, investigating the actual behaviour of generation Y cohort may provide a more 

realistic picture of the cohort. 
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Appendix I 
 
Questionnaire  

 

We are students of Dalarna University and currently in the process of writing our Master’s thesis in Business 

Administration.  

 

This survey is designed to obtain information for examining the purchase intention towards online clothing 

within Generation Y consumers (18 to 39 years).  

 

Your participation in this survey is important to the success of this research. Data obtained will be for this 

research and pure academic purposes. Utmost care will be taken to safeguard it and remain confidential.  

 

Kindly fill the questionnaire as freely and honestly as possible. 

 

Thank you for your time. 

 

Basirat & Opeoluwa 

 

 

SECTION ONE: 

Please TICK (√) the most appropriate box 

1. What is your gender 

          Male                          Female                      Other 

 

2. What is your age? 

          18-24 years                   25-32 years               33-39 years  

 

3. What is your educational level? 

          Grundskola/Primary               Gymnasium/Secondary                 Higher education           

 

4. Current occupational status? 

          Studying                        Unemployed                   Employed                  Others 

  

5. What is your monthly income (SEK)? 

           0-9,999                      10,000 - 24,999                     25,000 & above 

 

SECTION TWO: 

This section is regarding online clothing purchase. Please TICK (√) the appropriate answers to reflect the 

extent you agree or disagree with the following statements. 

 

RATINGS: 

Strongly disagree- 1       disagree- 2         Neutral- 3          Agree- 4         Strongly agree- 5 

 1 2 3 4 5 

Part 1: Risks of purchasing clothing online      

1 I would hesitate to shop online because I can’t determine the quality       

2 I would be afraid to shop online, as the risk of receiving damaged goods is 

high 

     

3 There might be difficulties in resolving disputes & complaints in online 

purchase (e.g., during return and claiming refund) 

     

4 The risk of not receiving my order is high      

5 I would not consider purchasing clothing online due to the risks of cyber 

theft, fraud & hackers 

     

6 I would feel insecure that my credit card details may be compromised & 

misused if I purchase online 
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Part 2: Benefits of purchasing clothing online      

7 I would consider shopping online if it is cheaper than in stores      

8 Shopping online would give wider selection of products      

9 I would shop online due to its convenience (24/7) availability and that it may 

take less time & effort 

     

10 I would shop online for products that are not easily available in stores      

11 I might shop online if I receive good deals than in stores e.g. discounts & 

offers 

     

12 I would shop online as it will be easier to compare prices of goods from 

different retailers. 

     

Part 3: Online purchase intention      

13 I would consider to purchase clothing online in future      

Part 4 : Rate to which extent you agree with the following statements 

14 I would not purchase clothing online if it is expensive than in stores      

15 I would not be afraid to purchase clothing online despite the risks involved      

16 I do not feel that my credit card details could be compromised and misused if 

I purchase clothing online 
     

17 I would not purchase clothing online if I do not receive good promotional 

offers 
     

18 I would be willing to purchase clothing online       

SECTION THREE 

This section is regarding personal reasons that may influence online clothing purchase intention TICK (√) 

the appropriate answer. 

Part 5: Personal reasons for purchasing online 

19 How much time do you spend online daily? 

        Less than 2 hours                 2 to 5 hours                      More than 5 hours 

20 What device would you prefer to make online clothing purchase with? 

        Mobile phone                   Tablet/Ipad                   Laptop                       Desktop 

21 Are you easily influenced by friends/families/colleagues in purchasing clothing online? 

        Yes                                No 

22 Would you purchase clothing online because you are loyal to a brand? 

        Yes                                No 

23 Would you purchase clothing online in search of latest fashion trend? 

        Yes                                 No 
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Appendix II 
 
 

 

Matrix of variables 
 

Variable Variable 

types 

Indicator Measurement 

scale 

Type of 

analysis 

Demographics Control  Gender Nominal Descriptives 

 

MANCOVA 

Educational level Ordinal 

Employment  Ordinal 

Income Ordinal 

Perceived risks Independent Quality of product 5-point likert 

scale 

(interval) 

ANOVA 

 

 

Problem with 

delivery system 

Customer complaints 

& dispute 

Perceived benefit Independent Product price 5-point likert 

scale 

(interval) 

ANOVA 

Convenience (time) 

Availability 24/7 

Personal factors Independent 

 

  ANOVA 

 
Time spent online Duration in hours Ordinal  

Medium of 

purchase 

Types of device used Ordinal  

Influence of family 

and friends 

Peer influence Nominal 

Brand loyalty Brand loyalty Nominal 

Latest fashion 

online 

Search for latest 

fashion online 

Nominal 

Generation Y1, Y2 

& Y3 

Dependent  

(Grouping 

variable) 

Y1 (33-39) 

Y2 (25-32) 

Y3 (18-24) 

Interval ANOVA 

  



 

61 
 

Appendix III 
 
MANCOVA results 
 

Box's Test of 

Equality of 

Covariance Matricesa 

Box's M 155,323 

F 1,004 

df1 132 

df2 27024,393 

Sig. ,469 

Tests the null hypothesis 

that the observed 

covariance matrices of 

the dependent variables 

are equal across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + 

Gender + Age 

Multivariate Testsa 

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Intercept Pillai's Trace ,899 81,339b 11,000 100,000 ,000 ,899 

Wilks' Lambda ,101 81,339b 11,000 100,000 ,000 ,899 

Hotelling's Trace 8,947 81,339b 11,000 100,000 ,000 ,899 

Roy's Largest Root 8,947 81,339b 11,000 100,000 ,000 ,899 

Gender Pillai's Trace ,145 1,546b 11,000 100,000 ,127 ,145 

Wilks' Lambda ,855 1,546b 11,000 100,000 ,127 ,145 

Hotelling's Trace ,170 1,546b 11,000 100,000 ,127 ,145 

Roy's Largest Root ,170 1,546b 11,000 100,000 ,127 ,145 

Age Pillai's Trace ,237 1,236 22,000 202,000 ,221 ,119 

Wilks' Lambda ,775 1,235b 22,000 200,000 ,222 ,120 

Hotelling's Trace ,274 1,234 22,000 198,000 ,223 ,121 

Roy's Largest Root ,190 1,746c 11,000 101,000 ,074 ,160 

a. Design: Intercept + Gender + Age 

b. Exact statistic 

c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 
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Box's Test of 

Equality of 

Covariance Matricesa 

Box's M 155,323 

F 1,004 

df1 132 

df2 27024,393 

Sig. ,469 

Tests the null hypothesis 

that the observed 

covariance matrices of 

the dependent variables 

are equal across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + 

Education + Age 

Multivariate Testsa 

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Intercept Pillai's Trace ,644 16,447b 11,000 100,000 ,000 ,644 

Wilks' Lambda ,356 16,447b 11,000 100,000 ,000 ,644 

Hotelling's Trace 1,809 16,447b 11,000 100,000 ,000 ,644 

Roy's Largest Root 1,809 16,447b 11,000 100,000 ,000 ,644 

Education Pillai's Trace ,127 1,328b 11,000 100,000 ,221 ,127 

Wilks' Lambda ,873 1,328b 11,000 100,000 ,221 ,127 

Hotelling's Trace ,146 1,328b 11,000 100,000 ,221 ,127 

Roy's Largest Root ,146 1,328b 11,000 100,000 ,221 ,127 

Age Pillai's Trace ,224 1,158 22,000 202,000 ,289 ,112 

Wilks' Lambda ,788 1,153b 22,000 200,000 ,295 ,113 

Hotelling's Trace ,255 1,148 22,000 198,000 ,300 ,113 

Roy's Largest Root ,167 1,529c 11,000 101,000 ,133 ,143 

a. Design: Intercept + Education + Age 

b. Exact statistic 

 
 

Box's Test of 

Equality of 

Covariance Matricesa 

Box's M 155,323 

F 1,004 

df1 132 
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df2 27024,393 

Sig. ,469 

Tests the null hypothesis 

that the observed 

covariance matrices of 

the dependent variables 

are equal across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + 

Occupation + Age 

Multivariate Testsa 

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Intercept Pillai's Trace ,959 213,507b 11,000 100,000 ,000 ,959 

Wilks' Lambda ,041 213,507b 11,000 100,000 ,000 ,959 

Hotelling's Trace 23,486 213,507b 11,000 100,000 ,000 ,959 

Roy's Largest Root 23,486 213,507b 11,000 100,000 ,000 ,959 

Occupation Pillai's Trace ,239 2,852b 11,000 100,000 ,003 ,239 

Wilks' Lambda ,761 2,852b 11,000 100,000 ,003 ,239 

Hotelling's Trace ,314 2,852b 11,000 100,000 ,003 ,239 

Roy's Largest Root ,314 2,852b 11,000 100,000 ,003 ,239 

Age Pillai's Trace ,183 ,924 22,000 202,000 ,564 ,091 

Wilks' Lambda ,825 ,918b 22,000 200,000 ,571 ,092 

Hotelling's Trace ,203 ,913 22,000 198,000 ,578 ,092 

Roy's Largest Root ,131 1,207c 11,000 101,000 ,292 ,116 

a. Design: Intercept + Occupation + Age 

b. Exact statistic 

c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

 
 
 
 

 

Box's Test of 

Equality of 

Covariance Matricesa 

Box's M 155,323 

F 1,004 

df1 132 

df2 27024,393 

Sig. ,469 
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Tests the null hypothesis 

that the observed 

covariance matrices of 

the dependent variables 

are equal across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + 

Income + Age 

Multivariate Testsa 

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Intercept Pillai's Trace ,933 126,779b 11,000 100,000 ,000 ,933 

Wilks' Lambda ,067 126,779b 11,000 100,000 ,000 ,933 

Hotelling's Trace 13,946 126,779b 11,000 100,000 ,000 ,933 

Roy's Largest Root 13,946 126,779b 11,000 100,000 ,000 ,933 

Income Pillai's Trace ,070 ,684b 11,000 100,000 ,751 ,070 

Wilks' Lambda ,930 ,684b 11,000 100,000 ,751 ,070 

Hotelling's Trace ,075 ,684b 11,000 100,000 ,751 ,070 

Roy's Largest Root ,075 ,684b 11,000 100,000 ,751 ,070 

Age Pillai's Trace ,198 1,009 22,000 202,000 ,455 ,099 

Wilks' Lambda ,811 1,006b 22,000 200,000 ,459 ,100 

Hotelling's Trace ,223 1,002 22,000 198,000 ,464 ,100 

Roy's Largest Root ,152 1,393c 11,000 101,000 ,188 ,132 

a. Design: Intercept + Income + Age 

b. Exact statistic 

c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

  

 
 


