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ABSTRACT 
 
Background 
The cosmetic industry is growing at a fast pace and, like other industries, there are a few problems 
regarding e-retailing that makes it hard for customers to make optimal purchase decision. Example of 
problems are; the number of e-retailers increase, e-retailers’ variety of products increase, and the 
content is almost unlimited. Companies have started to personalize to solve these problems. However, 
there is a lack in the literature regarding how-to best design personalization with regard to its 
dimensions and subcategories. Therefore, the next step is to get an understanding of which dimensions 
and subcategories that are the most effective. 
 
Objectives 
At present, the majority of the literature regarding personalization focus on how personalization can be 
performed and not in which way personalization should be performed to increase customer satisfaction 
and customer loyalty. This means that the knowledge regarding the subcategories within 
personalization and their effectiveness is limited. Therefore, the purpose of this thesis is to increase the 
body of knowledge regarding which subcategories that is the most effective in increasing customer 
satisfaction and/or loyalty. Knowledge about this topic can give companies perspectives to know how 
personalization should be designed to increase customer satisfaction and customer loyalty. 
 
Methods 
This study was a survey type, resulting in primary quantitative data collecting and analyzes. A pilot 
test was first made, before the final questionnaire. This to test the reliability and validity. The data 
from the pilot study were partly analyzed in SPSS and partly analyzed manually. The data from the 
final questionnaire were then analyzed in SPSS. 
 
Results 
Regarding customer satisfaction, there is a statistically significant difference between content 
personalization and AIGUI (Adaptive Interface and Graphical User Interface) personalization as well 
as between AIGUI personalization and combination (content and AIGUI) personalization. However, 
there is no statistical difference between content personalization and combination personalization. 
Regarding customer loyalty, the is no statistical difference between the personalization groups. 
 
Conclusions 
An e-retailer in the cosmetic industry should focus on content personalization or combination 
personalization 
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SAMMANFATTNING 
 
Bakgrund 
Industrin om kosmetik växer i en snabb takt och likt andra industrier finns det problem, kring 
återförsäljare som använder sig utav e-handel, som gör det svårt för kunderna att göra optimala 
köpbeslut. Exempel på problem är; Antalet återförsäljare som använder sig utav e-handel ökar, deras 
variationer av produkter ökar och informationen är i princip oändlig.  
 
Mål 
Litteraturen kring personligfiering handlar till större delen om hur personligfiering kan utformas och 
inte på vilket sätt personligfiering borde utformas för att öka kundnöjdhet och kundlojalitet. Detta 
innebär att kunskapen kring underkategorier av personligfiering och dess effektivitet är begränsad. 
Därför är syftet med studien att öka kunskapen kring underkategorier av personligfiering och ta reda 
på hur dessa påverkar kundnöjdhet och/eller kundlojalitet. Kunskap om detta kan ge företag perspektiv 
på hur de borde utforma sin personligfiering för att öka kundnöjdhet och kundlojalitet. 
 
Metod 
Denna studien använde sig utav en undersökning för att besvara avhandlingsfrågan. Detta resulterade i 
en studie av primär kvantitativ datainsamling och analysering. Först genomfördes en pilotstudie för att 
testa pålitligheten och giltigheten. Datan från pilotstudien var delvis analyserad i SPSS och delvis 
analyserad manuellt. Datan från den slutgiltiga käten analyserades i SPSS. 
 
Resultat 
Vad gäller kundnöjdhet framkom det att det finns en statistisk signifikant skillnad mellan innehålls 
personligfiering och AIGUI (Adaptive Interface and Graphical User Interface) personligfiering. Det 
finns också en statistisk signifikant skillnad mellan AIGUI personligfiering och combination (innehåll 
och AIGUI) personligfiering. Däremot framkom det att det inte finns någon statistisk signifikant 
skillnad mellan innehålls personligfiering och combination personligfiering. Vad gäller kundlojalitet 
framkom det att det inte finns någon statistisk signifikant skillnad mellan de olika 
personligfieringstyperna. 
  
Slutsatser 
En återförsäljare av kosmetik som använder sig utav e-handel borde fokusera på innehåll 
personligfiering eller combination personligfiering. 
 
 
Nyckelord 
Personligfiering, Kundnöjdhet, Kundlojalitet, Optimering, Kunders attityd 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
This chapter explain the background of the research and the current problems. This led to the 
development of a thesis question. To make it clear why this research is needed and useful, the purpose 
is explained. At last, the delimitations are mentioned.  

1.1 Background 
At present, almost all industries are changing. Industries are facing an industrial revolution called 
industry 4.0. One of the key factors with industry 4.0 is the change from producing one good that meet 
as many customers’ preferences as possible to producing a good that can be changed to suit every single 
customer’s preferences (Lasi et al., 2014). What can be understood from this is that the trend in industries 
are now changing, to focus on each specific customer’s needs. There are two different strategies to focus 
on fulfilling each customer preferences. The first one is called customization and the second one is called 
personalization (Arora et al., 2008). At present, these two strategies are very similar and it can be hard 
to separate them from one another. Some researchers say that they are different while some say that 
customization is a part in personalization. However, the main difference between them is that the 
customer is controlling the process in customization while in personalization the system and/or customer 
is controlling the process (Arora et al., 2008; Fan & Poole, 2006). These two strategies are further 
explained in the theoretical framework.  
 
One of the many industries that are changing is the e-retailing industry. However, there are a few 
problems that makes it is hard for customers to find relevant information and make optimal purchase 
decision. These problems are: the number of e-retailers increase, e-retailers’ variety of products increase, 
the content is unlimited and there is no physical interaction between customers and products nor the 
customers and the sales force (Shobeiri, Mazaheri & Laroche, 2014; Houdek et al., 2018). Therefore, e-
retailers must solve these problems to help their customers. Content is meant as the information that the 
user receives, through a channel and with a purpose (Serna, Guevara & Serna, 2017; The Word Factory 
2011). Content in the e-retailing industry is the information regarding a product. 
 
One industry that is growing at a very fast pace is the cosmetic industry. It is said that the compound 
annual growth rate (CAGR) will be over seven percent per year from 2017 till 2024. In 2024, the CAGR 
will have resulted to a total growth of over 62 percent (Reuters, 2018; Zion Market Research, 2018). 
For cosmetic e-retailers to generate economic growth they must focus on the actual needs of their 
customers and deliver solutions to fulfill these needs. A customer is here meant as an individual end-
user and will be meant as an individual end-user throughout the report. Due to the digitalization, 
companies can more easily scale customization and personalization to enhance present situation. An 
example of how digitalization is used to scale is the collecting and analyzing of data. Users transmit 
real-time data through their devices and users can be reached no matter where they are or when (Ariker 
et al., 2015). Therefore, companies have access to a lot of data about their users. This is called big data 
and is used to increase the personal relevance for the user (Lopes, Cabral & Bernardino, 2016). If a 
company apply personalization and scale it right, it will help customers but it can also lead to an increase 
of sales with five to 15 percent, a reduction of the acquisition costs with up to 50 percent as well as 
increase the efficiency of the marketing spend with around 10 to 30 percent (Econsultancy, 2014; Gregg 
et al., 2016). It can therefore be of interest for companies to use a strategy where they focus on each 
individual customer. This by using their knowledge and new functions to create innovative product-
services that are highly personalized. If they can use innovative ways to improve their product-services, 
it is expected to generate great revenue (Würtz et al., 2013).  
 
This indicates that a change is needed for cosmetic e-retailers, as well as other types of e-retailers. They 
need to create products and services that are personalized, to increase the competitiveness, customer 
satisfaction, loyalty, and to generate economic growth. However, to understand what to personalize an 
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understanding of the personalization structure is needed. There are a few researchers that have created 
a framework of how personalization should be structured (Fan & Poole, 2006; Sunikka & Bragge, 2008; 
Wu et al., 2003). These structures are of general approach and are aimed to regard industries of different 
sections. The structures are quite similar and will be discussed in the theoretical framework. In this 
report, the personalization framework will be structured as a combination of these three researchers’ 
framework. The personalization framework in this report consists of three dimensions. These three 
dimensions are what to personalize, to whom to personalize and the last one is who does the 
personalization. Within each dimension, there are subcategories (Fan & Poole, 2006). 
 
Currently, personalization has been proved to increase customer satisfaction and customer loyalty (Ball, 
Coelho & Vilares, 2006; Banyte et al., 2016; Liang, Lai & Ku, 2006; Tam & Ho, 2006). Customer 
satisfaction is meant as how a customer feels about the product and/or service that a company has 
provided (Nicereply, 2017; Oliver, 2010; Rodriguez, 2018). Customer loyalty is meant as what a 
customer is willing to do for a company (Dimitriades, 2006; Johnson et al., 2001; Reichheld & Detrick, 
2003). For example, Liang, Lai & Ku (2006) say that the higher the relevance are of recommendation 
regarding content, the higher the user satisfaction will be. Why the customer satisfaction increase is 
because the customer receives the content they are searching for and in the right amount. Ball, Coelho 
and Vilares (2006) suggest that if the personalization is performed properly, it should normally result in 
an increase in satisfaction. They also suggest that a person may feel that the company cares about them 
since they get personalized services, which result in the customer gaining trust toward the company. A 
personalized experience may also create an experience that competitors cannot replace. These three 
aspects affect customer loyalty, which mean that personalization affect loyalty. 
 
There is almost no knowledge of how-to best design personalization with regard to its dimensions and 
subcategories in the cosmetic e-retailing industry. Therefore, the next step is to get an understanding of 
which dimensions and subcategories that is the most effective (Fan & Poole, 2006; Tam & Ho, 2006; 
Thirumalai & Sinha, 2013; Wu et al., 2003). When talking about effectiveness, it is meant as the 
contribution to the increase in customer satisfaction and/or loyalty. Which mean that the aspect within 
personalization that is the most effective, is the aspect that contribute the most to the increase of 
customer satisfaction and/or loyalty. Since industries are different it is very likely that an optimal 
personalization strategy in one industry is not the same as an optimal personalization strategy in another 
industry. The problems mentioned by Shobeiri, Mazaheri and Laroche (2014) and Houdek et al. (2018) 
include problems related to content personalization and user interface (UI) personalization. UI is meant 
as the interaction between a user and an information system (Every Interaction; Rouse, 2016). In the e-
retailing situation, the UI is how a user execute tasks when being in an e-retailer’s website and/or 
smartphone application (WSA). Examples of UI in e-retailing is how a customer search for a product or 
how the design is changing in the WSA. Therefore, it is interesting to examine the content 
personalization and UI personalization in the cosmetic e-retailing industry. Even though there is no clear 
understanding of how-to best design personalization, companies spend billions of dollars in content 
personalization (Kwon, Cho & Park, 2010). What if these billions of dollars, or parts of them, are spent 
on a less effective subcategory of personalization? 
 
Kwon and Kim (2012) and Kwon, Cho and Park (2010) say that interface personalization can be more 
effective than content personalization when it comes to increasing customer satisfaction and loyalty. 
However, these conclusions are related to personalization performed in news portals, not in cosmetic e-
retailing. Therefore, further research in personalization is needed for companies in the cosmetic e-
retailing industry, to get knowledge of what type of personalization that is the most effective and affects 
the customers the most. 
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1.2 Problem Description 
Around one decade ago, frameworks regarding the structure of personalization was presented (Fan & 
Poole, 2006; Sunikka & Bragge, 2008; Wu et al., 2003). In more recent years, the interest of how 
personalization can be done well have increased. Due to this recent increase of interest, researchers have 
not had enough time to examine it. Therefore, most of the research that can be found focus on 
personalization in general and not on certain aspects within personalization or how subcategories can 
be combined. This implies that the research of personalization is at its starting phase (Fan & Poole, 
2006).  
 
The first dimension of personalization is about what to personalize, which consist of four subcategories. 
The four subcategories are content-, interface-, channel- and functionality personalization. At present, 
in industries, most companies are focusing on personalizing content. This to increase customer 
satisfaction and loyalty (Fan & Poole, 2006). A few researchers have examined the different 
subcategories of the first dimension, and they conclude that interface personalization can be more 
effective than content personalization, when the goal is to increase customer satisfaction and loyalty. 
However, those researchers have examined a news portal site by using participants, let them answer a 
questionnaire and then analyze the data (Kwon, Cho & Park, 2010; Kwon & Kim, 2012).  
 
Shobeiri, Mazaheri and Laroche (2014) and Houdek et al. (2018) say that there are a few problems that 
makes it is hard for customers to find relevant information and make optimal purchase decision. 
These problems are: the number of e-retailers increase, e-retailers’ variety of products increase, the 
content is unlimited and there is no physical interaction between customers and products nor the 
customers and the sales force. All of these problems match problems faced by customers who do 
businesses in the cosmetic e-retailing industry (Kestenbaum, 2018). These problems include content 
personalization and UI personalization. Since these problems makes it hard for the customer to fulfill a 
task, it affects the customer satisfaction and customer loyalty. This makes it interesting to examine how 
content- and UI personalization affect customer satisfaction and customer loyalty and if there are any 
differences between the two personalization types. Or if a combination of content- and UI 
personalization is better, with regard to customer satisfaction and customer loyalty.  
 
According to Nichols (2018) there are five common user experience problems that personalization can 
solve. These are: 

1. Website visitor being pushed irrelevant content 
2. Friction during the purchase process 
3. Too many distractions onsite 
4. Marketing messages being out of sync with a visitor’s place in the buyer journey 
5. Visitors who feel overlooked by the brand, and so bounce 

 
When examine these five problems, the result is that the first problem would likely be solved with 
content personalization. The second, third and fourth problem would likely be solved with UI 
personalization and the last problem can be solved by not overdoing personalization at the start but 
rather consistently increase the “amount” of personalization. What is interesting in these statements is 
that content personalization would solve one problem while UI personalization would solve three 
problems. Therefore, if all the problems are being assumed to affect a user equally negatively, the UI 
personalization would increase the customer satisfaction and loyalty more than content personalization 
would by reducing or eliminate more problems. However, what already has been mentioned is that 
companies spend billions of dollars (Kwon, Cho & Park, 2010). Therefore, it is interesting to examine 
if there are any differences between content personalization and UI personalization in the cosmetic e-
retailing industry, regarding the effectiveness in customer satisfaction and customer loyalty 
 
Due to this and to the few types of research that have been done in this area, it is of a high interest to get 
an understanding of which personalization type that companies should focus on when personalizing 
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their WSA. What the above information also imply is that no-one has investigated the difference 
between the personalization types with regard to their effectiveness in customer satisfaction and 
customer loyalty in the cosmetic e-retailing industry, so far. 
 
 

1.3 Thesis question 
Due to what was mentioned in the background and the problem description, it led to the following thesis 
question:  
 
When using content personalization, user-interface personalization or a combination of both for skin 
care in the cosmetic e-retailing industry, will any of those result in a higher customer satisfaction 
and/or customer loyalty than the others? 
 
 

1.4 Purpose  
At present, the majority of the literature regarding personalization focus on how personalization can be 
performed and not in which way personalization should be performed to reach the highest degree of 
effectiveness (Fan & Poole, 2006). This means that the knowledge regarding the subcategories within 
personalization and their effectiveness is limited (Fan & Poole, 2006; Wu et al., 2003). Therefore, the 
purpose of this thesis is to increase the body of knowledge regarding which subcategories that is the 
most effective in increasing customer satisfaction and/or loyalty. Knowledge about this topic can give 
companies perspectives to know how personalization should be designed in the most effective way, with 
regard to content personalization, user-interface personalization or a combination of both. This thesis 
may therefore be able to help companies in the e-commerce industry to find the optimal personalization 
design to generate the highest customer satisfaction and/or loyalty.    
     
 

1.5 Delimitations 
Much of the research that has been done on personalization is done in the area of e-services. There are 
many areas that need further research but in this report the author has chosen to focus on skin care 
products that is sold by cosmetic e-retailers and through the WSA. Skin care products is one of the 
product categories related to cosmetics (U.S. Food and Drug Administration, 2017). In 2016, skin care 
products were the leading category and accounted for about 36 percent of the total global cosmetic 
market. It was also the product category that grew the most in value, from 2014 to 2019 (Statista A; 
Statista B). Therefore, the author chose to focus on skin care products. Why cosmetic e-retailers were 
chosen was because of two aspects. First, there is a lack of knowledge about the differences between 
content personalization and user-interface personalization among cosmetic e-retailers, regarding the 
effectiveness in customer satisfaction and customer loyalty. These two subcategories were chosen due 
to that they can solve problems mentioned by Shobeiri, Mazaheri and Laroche (2014), Houdek et al. 
(2018) and Nichols (2018). Plus, that content personalization is the most common type of 
personalization, but the UI personalization is told to be just as effective and sometimes more effective 
than content personalization (Kwon, Cho & Park, 2010; Kwon & Kim, 2012). Therefore, it is interesting 
to examine if this statement is true in the cosmetic e-retailing industry. Second, most people are familiar 
with cosmetic e-retailers which makes it easier to get a large sample of participants, with experience in 
the field, that are willing to support this research. Why the research focus on WSA was due to that the 
vast majority of literature regarding personalization focus on these online services. 
 
Another delimitation that was made was to focus on the intention of loyalty and not on actual loyalty. 
Due to that the thesis regard scenarios and not an actual event, the questions about customer satisfaction 
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will not examine the actual customer satisfaction but rather the perceived customer satisfaction. This 
applies to the questions regarding loyalty too. The thesis does not examine actual loyalty but the 
intention of loyalty. However, the perceived customer satisfaction can be used as an indicator of a 
probable customer satisfaction. The same goes for the intention of loyalty, it can be used as an indicator 
of a probable actual loyalty.  
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2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
 
In this report, there will be three variables that will be analyzed; customer satisfaction, customer 
loyalty and personalization. Personalization however will consist of three levels, content 
personalization, Adaptive Interface and Graphical User-Interface (AIGUI) personalization and a 
combination of both. In the theoretical framework, the author will discuss the information regarding 
these variables as well as discuss the difference between customization and personalization and 
discuss the current research regarding the effectiveness of personalization. 
 
 

2.1 Personalization framework 
Personalization itself isn’t something new, it has been known and used in the history of mankind. Many 
centuries ago, tutoring was performed individually. The purpose of personalized tutoring was to pass 
the knowledge from one generation to the next one (De Bra, 2017). In the most recent years, research 
has been performed within personalization. As told in the introduction, personalization frameworks were 
introduced a few years ago. Why they introduced this was because there are no standard way to structure 
personalization in the literature (Fan & Poole, 2006; Sunikka & Bragge, 2008; Wu et al., 2003). The 
frameworks are meant to help researchers explore and structure personalization. 
 
The different frameworks 
Fan and Poole (2006) examined eight disciplines and created a personalization framework to suit all 
eight disciplines. The disciplines are; marketing, e-commerce, cognitive science, social science, 
computer science, architecture, environmental psychology and information science. Their framework 
consists of three dimensions. The first dimension consists of four options and is about what to 
personalize. These four options are content, user interface, channel and functionality. The second 
dimension is about targeting and consist of the two options individuals and categories of individuals. 
The last dimension is the personalization initiation and consists of the two options implicit and explicit. 
Explicit personalization is personalization that is initiated by the user. Would the personalization be 
initiated by the system, it is called implicit personalization. The framework by Fan and Poole (2006) 
includes all the dimensions and subcategories that are shown in figure 1. 
 
When Sunikka and Bragge (2008) created their personalization framework they mostly examined 
research performed in the fields of e-commerce, mobile and ubiquitous commerce, online learning and 
information retrieval (including search engines). Their examination led to a personalization framework 
that consist of three dimensions. The first dimension consists of the options intangibles and tangibles. 
Intangible personalization is personalization done in services while tangible personalization is 
personalization done to products. The second dimension is to whom the personalization is focused to. 
In their framework, personalization can be targeted to either individuals or groups. In the third 
dimension, the personalization initiations are described. The initiations are customer initiated and 
system or company initiated. Since this thesis will focus on services, the first dimension will exclude 
the tangibles. This result in that the framework created by Sunikka and Bragge (2008) consist of the 
subcategories implicit, explicit, individuals and categories of individuals in figure 1. 
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The personalization framework by Wu et al. (2003) is created for personalization in e-commerce. Their 
framework consists of two dimensions with two subcategories. The first dimension is about what to 
personalize. This dimension consists of content and interface. The second dimension is about the 
initiation. This dimension consists of implicit and explicit initiation. The implicit initiation address that 
it is the computer that personalize. The explicit initiation address that it is the user that initiate the 
personalization. This result in that their framework consist of the subcategories content, interface, 
implicit and explicit in figure 1.  
 
What all three personalization frameworks have in common is that they are suitable for the e-commerce 
discipline. Then, since the personalization framework by Sunikka & Bragge (2008) and Wu et al. (2003) 
are parts of the personalization structure by Fan & Poole (2006), a combination of the personalization 
structures was created by the author and is shown in figure 1.  
 

 
 

Figure 1. Tree diagram of the personalization structure when combining the structures created by Fan and Poole 
(2006), Sunikka and Bragge (2008) and Wu et al. (2003) 

 
Further explanation of figure 1 
The framework consists of the main subject which is personalization. This subject is then divided to 
three dimensions. Those are called what to personalize, to whom to personalize and who does the 
personalization. Each of those three then has subcategories to explain what’s included in each 
dimension.  
 
The first dimension, what to personalize, includes four subcategories. These four are content, interface, 
channel, and functionality. Content is the information, interface is how the information is presented, 
channel is meant as a media through which the information is delivered to users and functionality imply 
in what the user can do with the system. The meaning of these four subcategories is that these are the 
ones that deliver personalization to the user. This implies that these subcategories can be formed to make 
a system personalized (Blom, 2000; Fan & Poole, 2006). 
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In the dimension to whom to personalize there are two subcategories. These are individuals and 
categories of individuals. The meaning of these two is who the personalization is for. When 
personalizing for individuals it means that the provider focuses on each specific user. Then the provider 
can choose to personalize to categories of individuals, which mean a group of individuals with the same 
preferences or attributes (Fan & Poole, 2006).  
 
The third dimension also consists of two subcategories. These are implicit and explicit. Implicit 
personalization means that it’s solely the system that personalizes, based on data and interactions 
between the system and the user. Explicit personalization, however, is personalization that is made by 
letting the user apply conditions to the system. In this case, the user is aware of the personalization that 
is made (Fan & Poole, 2006; Kaptein et al., 2015). Another way of describing it is that the user is 
controlling the personalization in the explicit personalization and that the system is controlling the 
personalization in the implicit personalization (Wu et al., 2003). Even though the meaning is the same, 
some researchers may prefer to use the word user-initiated instead of explicit and system-initiated 
instead of implicit (Sunikka & Bragge, 2008). 
 

2.2 Description of content and user interface 
In this thesis, the researcher has chosen to examine the content- and user-interface personalization. 
Therefore, further explanation, regarding content and user-interface, is required to make the definition 
of those clear. 
 

2.2.1 Content 
Even though content is a common word, used by almost everyone, it can be hard to understand the 
meaning of it. Many articles write about it without clearly defining it (Blom, 2000; Fan & Poole, 2006; 
Ferretti et al., 2016; Kwon, Cho & Park, 2010; Kwon & Kim, 2012). The definition of content according 
to Serna, Guevara and Serna (2017, 211) is “the information presented with a specific purpose to a target 
audience and through a media and a way”. According to The Word Factory (2011) content is "the 
presentation of information for a purpose to an audience through a channel in a form".  
 
When regarding the definitions above, this report will define content as: 
 

“The information that the user receives, through a channel and with a purpose” 
 
Information is meant as the news, facts or knowledge and content is the message which is written, said, 
created, or represented (Cambridge Dictionary, A; Cambridge Dictionary, B). The information is created 
by a sender with a purpose and that is to fulfill the target’s needs. The sender can be a company, 
organization or anyone that attract a user’s interest (Serna, Guevara & Serna, 2017). 
 
In the e-retailing discipline, content is the information regarding a product. This means that when a 
customer is, for example, looking at a product online the customer is not looking at the actual product 
but rather the content of the product. The content can for example be a text describing the product or a 
picture showing the product. Content personalization therefore mean matching the information 
regarding a product with a user’s preferences. A WSA that does not use content personalization will not 
match the information regarding a product with a user’s preferences, it will instead use information 
about all products available. A WSA that does use content personalization will match the information 
regarding a product with a user’s preferences but may use information about other products too.  
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2.2.2 User Interface 
When talking about UI, Rouse (2016) say that the definition of UI is “everything designed into an 
information device with which a person may interact”. As with the content, the definition for UI is not 
clear and according to Every Interaction UI is “a conduit between human and computer interaction – the 
space where a user will interact with a computer or machine to complete tasks”.  
 
In this report, the definitions above have been regarded but the report will concern UI as:  
 

“The interaction between a user and an information system” 
 
Designing the UI in a software is a process where the designer creates interfaces with a focus on style 
and look (Interaction Design Foundation). Example of UI is the the layout, buttons, taking over parts of 
routine tasks or offering advice on the task at hand (Arazy, Nov & Kumar, 2015; Bacha, Oliveira & 
Abed, 2011; Jameson, 2002). For a program to be powerful it is known that the UI has to be “user-
friendly” (Christensson, 2009). 
 
If a customer would be in a physical store, the customer can ask the staff to get help and find what he or 
she is looking for. However, if a customer uses a WSA the customer cannot get help from any staff 
immediately. That is why WSA use UI. UI’s are used to “communicate” with the user and help the user 
to complete a task (Maruti Techlabs, 2017).  
 
When talking about UI there are many different types. However, all of these types will include an 
interaction between a user and an information system. In this report the focus was on the adaptive 
interface and the graphical user interface (GUI). These two have therefore been called AIGUI.  
 
In the article by Jameson (2002), it is said that an adaptive interface is a user-adaptive system. According 
to the article, there is no clear name for this type of systems and therefore Jameson call this system a 
user-adaptive system. The definition of this system is “An interactive system that adapts its behavior to 
individual users on the basis of processes of user model acquisition and application that involve some 
form of learning, inference, or decision making” (Jameson, 2002, 2). What this mean is that a user is 
using a system, the system learns and then develop a user model. The user model is a model of what the 
user may be like. Then the user model will be applied to relevant features of the current situations by 
the system. This is done to conclude on how the system adapt its behavior to the user. To the question 
“what can this system be good for”, Jameson say that adaptive interfaces are good for supporting system 
use and information acquisition. Jameson then say that taking over routine tasks or adapting the user 
interface, such as a menu or a search function, are typical examples of what an adaptive interface is used 
for. An adaptive interface is therefore a personalized service (Liang, Lai and Ku, 2006). When it comes 
to information acquisition, the report will only regard the part “Tailoring Information Presentation” in 
the AIGUI personalization. 
 
A GUI is related to a software and is the software’s graphical appearance. What this mean is that the 
GUI is the appearance of what the user sees while being inside a WSA. This makes it easier for the user 
to understand the program. The graphical appearance can for example be buttons, windows, menus, 
icons and text. When talking about GUI, it is one of the main types of UI today and when the people 
who work with GUI talk about GUI, they may say UI. However, it is important to understand that there 
is a difference between GUI and UI (Beal; Christensson, 2006; Every Interaction; Techopedia).  
 
In the e-retailing discipline, the AIGUI is how a user execute tasks when being in the WSA. Examples 
of AIGUI in e-retailing is how a customer search for a product, a change of the layout or getting help 
with a routine task such as writing personal information. These are examples of interactions between a 
user and an information system. AIGUI personalization therefore mean making the interaction between 
the user and an information system according to the user’s preferences.  
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2.3 Customers satisfaction and customer loyalty 
Every company must get or keep customers to survive. It’s cheaper to keep customers than to get new 
ones (Reichheld & Detrick, 2003). But to keep customers, the products and/or services that a company 
sell must fulfill their customers' needs. If the products and/or services fulfill those needs or exceed them, 
it’s likely that customer satisfaction and loyalty will be high. 
 

2.3.1. Customer satisfaction 
Customer satisfaction is about making the customers satisfied and in return get a profit (Yi & Nataraajan, 
2018). What is meant by customer satisfaction is that: “Satisfaction is the consumer’s fulfillment 
response. It is a judgment that a product/service feature, or the product or service itself, provided (or is 
providing) a pleasurable level of consumption-related fulfillment, including levels of under- or 
overfulfillment” (Oliver, 2010, 8).  
 
If a fulfillment gives or increase pleasure, or decrease the pain, it will be meant as pleasurable in this 
case. Fulfillment does not fully imply in meeting customers’ needs. The fulfillment includes over 
fulfillment, which means that the pleasure is additional, and under fulfillment, which means that the 
pleasure is less but it can still be pleasurable if the pleasure is above the expectations. Expectation is a 
central aspect in customer satisfaction (Oliver, 2010). Expectations is constructed in four different 
degrees and in to three areas. The degrees are; minimum tolerable, expected, ideal and desirable. The 
areas are; expectations about the nature of the product or service, expectations of social benefits or costs 
and expectations about the costs and efforts in obtaining benefits (Churchill & Surprenant, 1982). The 
meaning of expectation is the perceived probabilistic outcome of a purchase that a customer has (Oliver, 
2010). 
 
Customer satisfaction is related and different to each individual. Even though two customers experience 
the same events, they can have two different customer satisfactions. In an article by Liu et al. (2013), it 
is concluded that in general females get more satisfied than males when purchasing cosmetics online. 
Yi (1989) say that the customers may perceive the performance differently which result in different 
customer satisfactions. While one customer may end up overfulfilled, another customer may end up 
underfulfilled. Related to this are emotions. In a research by Hume and Sullivan Mort (2010) they 
conclude that the core- and peripheral service quality affect influence appraisal emotion and that 
appraisal emotion affect customer satisfaction. The appraisal emotions can be of different types. There 
is a two-factor structure of affect created by Watson and Tellegen (1985). In this structure, there are six 
different emotions that contains in the category “pleasantness”. These emotions are; content, happy, 
kindly, pleased, satisfied and warmhearted. They conclude that “superficially similar positive mood 
terms are not entirely interchangeable” (Watson & Tellegen, 1985, 233). Therefore, it can be important 
to analyze different similar positive emotions when analyzing customer satisfaction. In a research by 
Steenkamp and Geyskens (2006), they use different emotions when measuring pleasure. Like with 
fulfillment, the same applies for emotions. People may have different levels of emotions and therefore 
it is interesting to measure as many of them as possible, for example happiness and pleasure.  
 
The process a customer goes through before feeling satisfaction, or dissatisfaction, is the following; 
create a perception about a product and/or service, try its performance and then evaluate it. The 
satisfaction arises when the performance matches or exceed the perception. If the performance would 
be lower than the perception it would result in the customer feeling dissatisfaction (Oliver, 2010).  
 
For customer satisfaction, aspects related to products and/or services can have different degrees of 
impacts. In the cosmetic industry, much research about this area has been made. What researchers 
conclude is that quality is a major aspect that has a great impact on customer satisfaction. Other aspects 
that has an impact, but not as great as quality, are price, packaging, promotions, etc. (Gayathri & 
Kousika, 2016; Ramesh & Siranjeevi, 2017) 
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When measuring customer satisfaction, a typical way is to use a Likert scale which ask the consumer 
how his or her expectations was, how satisfied he or she was, etc. The customer then answers between 
two values or statements. Yi (1989) however say that if the same scale is used twice it could cause wrong 
result. A consumer can have very high expectations and therefore give the highest score on expectations. 
Even though the expectations were very high the performance were even higher. The consumer then 
fills in the highest score for performance. Since the scales are the same and the consumer filled in the 
highest score in both alternatives it may seem like the consumer was just pleasured when in fact, he or 
she was overfulfilled. The same may happen with underfulfillment.  
 
An aspect that is said to be an antecedent to satisfaction is involvement. Involvement is meant as how 
much a consumer is engaged in a product or service. There are two types of involvement, high 
involvement goods and low involvement goods. If a good is a high involvement good, then the consumer 
is very engaged in the good. If a good is a low involvement good, then the consumer has a little 
engagement to the good (Fatima and Razzaque, 2013; Saleh and Akhavanfar, 2015). In an article by 
Fatima and Razzaque (2013) they conclude that a consumer that is more involved will result in a greater 
consumer satisfaction. When it comes to cosmetic goods, the consumers have become highly involved 
compared to before. It is said that the consumers are very knowledgeable and savvy (Penning, 2011). 
 
Compared to Churchill and Surprenant (1982), Spreng et al. (1996) say that desire is not included in 
expectations but rather an aspect that the consumer compare against, like expectations. According to 
them, the performance must match or exceed both the expectation and desired for satisfaction to be 
generated. Even though customer satisfaction is such an explored area, researchers do still not agree 
with each other fully. Therefore, there might be some minor differences regarding the structure of 
customer satisfaction. However, the concept is the same for every researcher. 
 
When talking about customer satisfaction it is important to understand that customer satisfaction is 
referred to as a temporary satisfaction. This is meant as the satisfaction the customer has after completing 
an action (Nicereply, 2017; Rodriguez, 2018). Customer satisfaction can therefore be summarized as: 
 

“How a customer feels about the product and/or service that a company has provided” 
 
 

2.3.2 Customer loyalty 
The meaning of customer loyalty is as it sounds, it’s a customer that is loyal. For a customer to be loyal, 
a company must satisfy the customer for a longer period. This means that customer satisfaction is a part 
of loyalty, but loyalty is not a part of customer satisfaction. When a customer is loyal, the customer 
tends to buy more from the company as well as refer others to the company (Reichheld & Detrick, 2003). 
However, the customer does not have to be satisfied every time when being loyal but should be satisfied 
in the long-term (Financial Times). 
 
There are different types of loyalty, depending on what type of organization or company it is. The 
different loyalties are; brand loyalty, vendor loyalty, service loyalty and store loyalty. Brand loyalty is 
connected to frequently purchased package goods, vendor loyalty is connected to industrial goods, 
service loyalty is connected to services and store loyalty is connected to retail establishments. However, 
when it comes to loyalty, there are different conditions of loyalty for a customer to have (Dick & Basu, 
1994).  
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Figure 2. Loyalty conditions according to Dick and Basu (1994).  
 
To understand this cross-classification in figure 2, relative attitude and repeat patronage must be clear. 
Repeat patronage is meant as the frequency of business made between the customer and the provider 
(Cambridge Dictionary, C; Dick & Basu, 1994; Your Dictionary). Relative attitude consists of affective-
, cognitive- and conative antecedents and is meant as how the antecedents cause the attitude of a 
customer. The affective antecedents consist of emotion, feeling states/mood, primary affect and 
satisfaction. The cognitive antecedents consist of accessibility, confidence, centrality and clarity. The 
conative antecedents consist of switching cost, sunk cost and expectation (Dick & Basu, 1994). 
 
The “worst” customer is in the condition called no loyalty. This type of customer has a low relative 
attitude towards the company as well as a low repeated patronage. A customer in this condition is 
therefore not likely to return to the company. A customer in the latent loyalty condition is a customer 
that have a high relative attitude towards the company but a low repeat patronage. What this mean is 
that the customer wants to buy from the company but there are factors that prevent the customer from 
buying, which cause low repeated patronage. Another condition is the spurious loyalty. This type of 
loyalty is usually related to goods of low involvement were the high repeat patronage is caused by 
situational factors, such as familiarity and price. A customer in the spurious loyalty condition is likely 
to change provider if another provider can arrange better situational cues. This type of loyalty can also 
be called fake loyalty. The “best” customer, that every company want to have, is the customer in the 
loyal condition. This customer has a high relative attitude towards the company and a high repeat 
patronage, which mean that the customer have a good attitude towards the company and frequently do 
businesses with the company (Dick & Basu, 1994).  
 
There are many aspects that can keep a customer loyal. It can, for example, be depending on a person’s 
characteristics, one type of person can be different from another person and these two persons can feel 
different degrees of loyalty (Homburg & Giering, 2001). Then trust is an aspect that a loyal customer 
feel (Reichheld & Detrick, 2003). Other aspects that can keep a customer loyal is psychological-, 
economical-, technical- and contractual aspects (Financial Times). Then there are areas that affect 
customer loyalty and different industries might have different areas that affect customer loyalty. These 
areas also affect customer loyalty to different degrees. In the cosmetic industry, Yousaf et al. (2012) 
examine the impact that brand credibility, brand awareness, brand association, perceived quality and 
product knowledge have on brand loyalty. They conclude that all the areas impact brand loyalty but to 
different degrees and that brand awareness has the highest impact on brand loyalty.  
 
When looking at goods, they can be categorized in to two types; hedonic and utilitarian. A hedonic good 
is a good that the customer wants and can be said to be a “luxury” good. A utilitarian good however is 
a good that the customer need. A hedonic good is therefore said to be consumed for an affective 
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experience or for fun and pleasure (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982). A utilitarian good however is a good 
that is consumed due to a need and fulfill a practical task (Strahilcvitz & Myers, 1998). In a study that 
researched if cosmetics were bought because of usefulness or due to emotional reasons, it was found 
that cosmetics is mainly bought for emotional reasons. This indicate that cosmetics should be seen as 
hedonic goods (Apaolaza et al., 2011). 
 
According to Chitturi, Raghunathan and Mahajan (2008), utilitarian goods that meet or exceed the 
prevention goals that are set by the customers enhance customer satisfaction. Goods of this type are 
goods that brings less joy, therefore the customer is more price sensitive and can easily change between 
products/companies if something happen. These goods are therefore goods that fits in the no loyalty or 
spurious loyalty conditions. Hedonic goods however are goods that brings joy, cheerfulness and 
excitement. Therefore, these goods is not as price sensitive as utilitarian goods. If the customers feel 
that the hedonic goods have met or exceed their wants and fulfilled promotion goals it will lead to 
enhanced customer delight. Customer delight is a reaction from the customer when a good go beyond 
satisfaction and provide an unexpected value or unanticipated satisfaction (Chandler, 1989). The state 
of delight drives the customer’s commitment and will in turn improve customer loyalty (Verma, 2003). 
The hedonic goods are therefore goods that fit in the loyalty or latent loyalty conditions. 
 
Example of procedures a loyal customer will do is to speak positively about the company to other people, 
recommend the company to other people, buying from the company again and can consider paying a 
higher price (Dimitriades, 2006; Johnson et al., 2001). Customer loyalty can therefore be summarized 
as: 

 
“What a customer is willing to do for a company” 

 

2.4 Personalization vs. Customization 
When talking about personalization it is important to mention that there are some differences between 
it and customization. In everyday life, people may say customization when they mean personalization 
or vice versa. But these are two different subjects.  
 

2.4.1 Personalization 
In the perfect world, the provider will know exactly what each customer wants, when they want it, how 
they want it and provide it, without the customer asking for it. This is the goal for personalization but 
also its characteristics. The definition of personalization is still a little unclear, even though there has 
been much research about it (Kwon & Kim, 2012). The definition may vary depending on which field 
one might research about (Fan & Poole, 2006). In this report, the definition that is created by Fan and 
Poole (2006) will be used. This definition was chosen since it is a general definition. Their definition of 
personalization is: 
 

 “A process that changes the functionality, interface, information access and content, or 
distinctiveness of a system to increase its personal relevance to an individual or a category of 

individuals” 
 
To increase the personal relevance, the company must have data about the user. This data is usually 
collected by reviewing previous actions made by the customer, for example by monitoring what the user 
has bought and what links the user clicks on (Arora et al., 2008; Lopes, Cabral & Bernardino, 2016). 
 
Even though personalization is a one-to-one strategy it can be at a segment level too. Depending on how 
well a provider can predict a user’s intention, the provider may choose different approaches. But there 
are other factors that affect too, for example, the economic one (Arora et al., 2008). However, with 
personalization there might be some concerns regarding privacy. It is common that people want to know 
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and be able to control what the personalization provider know about them (Kobsa, 2007). All of these 
factors must be regarded by the provider when choosing a strategy.  
 
One of the most known personalization effects is the increase in customer satisfaction. But another effect 
that personalization have is that it lets companies increase their accuracy in price discrimination. This 
by getting better at evaluating a customer’s thought of value (Arora et al., 2008). Therefore, companies 
can use personalization to not only increase customers satisfaction of the company but to also increase 
sales and a customer’s buying will. 
 
A typical example of a personalization system is Amazon’s recommendation system. The system will 
collect a user’s history when being at Amazon and then Amazon will use this data to recommend similar 
products for a user (Arora et al., 2008). Why a recommendation system can be of interest is because it 
can increase sales. In Amazon’s case it is said that the recommendation system account for 35 percent 
of their sales (MacKenzie, Meyer, & Noble, 2013). 
 

2.4.2 Customization 
However, since the world isn’t perfect, yet, there are other ways to provide what the customer wants. 
One way, in one-to-one marketing, that can be appropriate is to let the user decide on certain options, to 
the user’s liking. This is called customization (Arora et al., 2008; Shyam Sundar & Marathe, 2010). 
Even though most researchers agree to what customization is and what it does, the definition of 
customization is not clear. According to Kobsa, Koenemann and Pohl (2001) customization is when the 
user is controlling the initiation, proposal, selection and production of adaptation. Fan and Poole (2006, 
184) define customization as “a suite of template-driven, finite set of options from which users choose”. 
Then there is the definition by Arora et al. (2008, 306) where they say that customization is “when the 
customer proactively specifies one or more elements of his or her marketing mix”. In this report the 
author has summarized these definitions and chosen to define customization as: 
 

“A process where the user is controlling the adaptation by choosing elements from a finite set of 
options” 

 
It can sound good to let the user decide what options he or she want to customize, but if there are too 
many options it can lead to too much information for the user. This would imply poor quality and a bad 
outcome. On the other hand, the perceived control that the user may feel is higher in customization than 
personalization (Arora et al., 2008; Shyam Sundar & Marathe, 2010). According to (Shyam Sundar & 
Marathe, 2010), users are very concerned about the privacy and therefore providers must consider this 
subject. Otherwise, users may discard the system and use something else.  
 
Still, it’s hard to grasp the information and differences between personalization and customization, even 
for researchers. In the sections above, it is said that customization is something completely else than 
personalization. However, all researchers have not agreed to this statement. Fan & Poole (2006) for 
example say that customization is an approach for reaching personalization. In this report, the author 
will regard personalization as the structure of figure 1, which imply that customization will be a part of 
personalization since the structure include explicit personalization.  
 
When it comes to customization, Dell is a typical example that is given to make it easy to understand 
what is meant by customization. Dell let its customers customize their computer before they buy it. The 
customer could choose between different computer specification based on the customer’s needs and 
preferences. This customization strategy that was used by Dell was the strategy that made Dell one of 
the major computer companies (Arora et al., 2008). A customer who can customize a product are willing 
to pay around 20 percent more for the product. Why customers are willing to pay more for a customized 
product can, for example, be because they might demand it or feel that a customized product is rarer and 
more special (Kenton, 2018; Spaulding & Perry, 2013).   
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2.5 Current research regarding personalization’s effectiveness  
Most of the research at present has been done on personalization in general. These researches also tend 
to focus on their own fields and do not consider personalization functions of other fields. For example, 
research in computer science fields tends to focus on the personalization aspects that are interesting in 
their field but don’t consider the aspects of cognitive science (Fan & Poole, 2006). Research that has 
been done in the computer science field has, for example, conclude that personalization is effective due 
to a result of an increase in click rate (Peyton, 2003). In (Ball, Coelho & Vilares, 2006) the researchers 
examine the link between service personalization and loyalty. They perform a case study in the bank 
industry. The findings that they made was that personalization is important and that it affects loyalty in 
multiple ways, by affecting customer satisfaction and trust.  
 
Due to that the researchers tend to focus on their own field, the researchers do not get the full picture. 
This matches the statement that Fan and Poole (2006) have, that researchers focus on defining what 
personalization is and not how it can be developed. Therefore, In the more recent years, the research in 
the personalization subject has started to expand.  
 
Effectiveness of content- and interface personalization 
There are two scholarly articles that present their research in the area of personalization. They have 
taken the next step into personalization research by examining what type of dimension and subcategories 
within personalization that has a higher effect on customer satisfaction and loyalty. When doing their 
literature review, they found a gap in the literature. There was no research regarding the content- and 
interface personalization and its effect on customer satisfaction and loyalty. 
 
The article by Kwon and Kim (2012) have three different kinds of questions in mind when analyzing 
personalization. The first question is regarding the effects of personalization strategies. The second 
question is regarding the interaction effects for levels/objects of personalization. The third and last one 
is regarding which content- and interface strategy that is the most effective. To answer these questions 
the researchers used participants and divided them into groups. The participants would use a news portal 
site for a short period, for the tests to be done. There were four stages that the participants had to go 
through. The first three stages are about joining the news portal, provide personal information about 
themselves for the new portal site and then use the news portal site. After these three stages, the 
participants went through the fourth and last stage, which was the evaluation stage. At this stage, the 
participants filled in a questionnaire regarding their satisfaction and loyalty. After the participants had 
completed the stages the researchers analyzed the data to get values that can be compared. The last step 
that was made was that the researchers drew a conclusion, based on the values. The article by Kwon, 
Cho and Park (2010) want to “answer the question of how best to characterize a personalization construct 
in order to increase customer satisfaction and/or customer loyalty in an empirical manner”. In this article, 
the researchers use the same method as Kwon and Kim (2012). However, the time the participants had 
to use the website was two instead of four weeks.  
 
The result from Kwon and Kim (2012) was that interface personalization can have a greater impact than 
content personalization and therefore it should not be neglected. The result from Kwon, Cho and Park 
(2010) was that although most research has focused on content personalization, interface personalization 
should not be neglected since it can have a greater impact than content personalization.  
 
Kwon and Kim (2012) and Kwon, Cho and Park (2010) say that interface personalization can be more 
effective than content personalization when it comes to increasing customer satisfaction and loyalty. 
These two ends up with similar conclusions which may increase the validity of these journals. Validity 
is meant as the accuracy of measuring a concept (Heale & Twycross, 2015). This would mean that the 
conclusion is plausible. However, both researches use the same methods which decrease the validity. 
But since the result is very similar, the reliability of the research can be considered high. The meaning 
of reliability is how consistent the measures are (Heale & Twycross, 2015).  
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These two conclusions are related to news portal sites and there is not much knowledge about the 
differences between content personalization and UI personalization in e-retailing, regarding the 
effectiveness in customer satisfaction and customer loyalty. Therefore, further research should be done 
to expand the body of knowledge regarding the area of personalization, customer satisfaction, customer 
loyalty and e-retailing. 
 
 

2.6 Relationships between variables  

 
Figure 3. Relationships between personalization types and customer satisfaction as well as customer loyalty 

 
Relationship between content personalization, customer satisfaction and customer loyalty 
Then there is research performed by Lavie et al. (2010) and Liang, Lai and Ku (2006) regarding content 
personalization and its effect on customer satisfaction. They both conclude that content personalization 
affects customer satisfaction. Liang, Lai and Ku (2006) say that the higher the relevance are of 
recommendation regarding content, the higher the user satisfaction will be. This because the user does 
not have to waste time on searching for what the user desire. Lavie et al. (2010, 491) perform a survey 
and their conclusion is that content personalization “can provide readers with information they are 
interested in, can limit the information overload, and can minimize the number of steps required to reach 
articles of interest”. These researchers have increased the body of knowledge regarding personalization 
by concluding that the content subcategory within personalization affect customer satisfaction and 
loyalty.  
 
Relationship between user interface personalization, customer satisfaction and customer loyalty 
When Zviran, Glezer and Avni (2006) examined how user-based design and website usability affect 
user satisfaction. After analyzing data from participants of a questionnaire, their conclusions are that 
web sites affect user satisfaction. According to their findings, they noticed that the satisfaction is caused 
by different, hidden, and subjective factors. These factors appear in the interface process. Then there is 
a research performed by Findlater and Gajos (2009) were they conclude that UI personalization can 
improve user satisfaction by automatically tailoring the presentation. In a research performed by Chang 
and Chen (2008) they examined what effect customer interface quality, and some other variables, have 
on loyalty. They let the participants use a website and then answer a questionnaire about their 
experience. After analyzing what the participants answered in the questionnaire, their conclusion is that 
customer interface quality affect customer satisfaction and loyalty. They point out that the increase of 
convenience particularly enhances the loyalty.  



17 
 

 
This information about content personalization and UI personalization imply that the relationship can 
be constructed as in figure 3. However, these researchers that are mentioned above do not compare the 
subcategories of personalization against each other. This makes it difficult to conclude which 
subcategory that is the most effective.  
 

2.7 Hypotheses 
 

 
 

Figure 4. A map over the research design in this thesis 
 
With regard to the thesis question and to what previously has been mentioned about the relationship 
between the variables and the effectiveness of the variables, the author created six hypotheses. Two 
hypotheses per personalization type. One regarding satisfaction and one regarding loyalty. The dotted 
lines were meant to present that “Combination Personalization” consist of “Content Personalization” 
and “AIGUI Personalization”. The sixth hypotheses were the following: 
 

● H1. Content personalization have a greater impact on the perceived customer 
satisfaction than AIGUI personalization 

● H2. Content personalization have a greater impact on the intention of customer loyalty 
than AIGUI personalization 

● H3. AIGUI personalization have a greater impact on the perceived customer satisfaction 
than content personalization 

● H4. AIGUI personalization have a greater impact on the intention of customer loyalty 
than content personalization 

● H5. A combination of content- and AIGUI personalization result in a greater impact on 
the perceived customer satisfaction than using one personalization alone 

● H6. A combination of content- and AIGUI personalization result in a greater impact on 
the intention of customer loyalty than using one personalization alone 
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3 METHOD 
Chapter three explain how the research was conducted as well as which methods that has been used 
and why, for collecting data and analyzing it. In the beginning of the chapter, the research process 
and design are explained. Then the operationalization of the variables is explained. After that, the 
survey method will be presented followed by an explanation of the pilot study and the data analysis. At 
last, the reliability and validity are explained. 

3.1 Research process 
According to Ghauri and Grönhaug (2010), the research process can be viewed as a linear process with 
different phases. Their research process can be found in figure 3.  
 

 
Figure 5. Research process according to Ghauri and Grönhaug (2010) 

 
However, the research process is often not a step by step process but rather an iterative process that goes 
back and forth (Edmondson & McManus, 2007; Ghauri & Grönhaug, 2010). Therefore, Edmondson and 
McManus (2007) created the iterative research process model, which is illustrated in figure 6.  
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Figure 6. The research process in an iterative research (Edmondson & McManus, 2007) 

 
When performing this thesis, the author has followed the model created by Edmondson and McManus 
(2007). Why the author chose to follow this research process model instead of the linear research model 
by Ghauri and Grönhaug (2010) is because the iterative research model is a more realistic model of the 
process of a research, especially when the researcher can get advice from a university advisor and a 
supervisor. Then the researcher will execute the research, get advice from the advisor and supervisor, 
go back if needed to improve some parts, then process will start over. If the author would perform the 
thesis without the advisor and supervisor, it is more likely that the process would be more linear. 
However, since the author could be guided and get advice about improvements, the research process 
became iterative, which increased the quality of the work.  
 
The first step that was made was to examine the literature to get a deeper understanding of the subject. 
When a sufficient amount of literature had been reviewed the research question was developed. In this 
thesis the research question implied in an examination between variables to find if there are any 
relationship between them. To answer the research question, a method had to be chosen. It is the research 
question that determine which method that is suitable to execute. The process then followed the iterative 
research process. 
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3.2 Research design 
Since the author did not have the possibility nor the resources to use a company's app or website to 
execute the research, the scenario method was chosen. Each scenario will only regard the type of 
personalization that is mentioned in the box in figure 4. By using scenarios, the author can create an 
experiment and control the variables. This makes it possible for the author to conclude if there are any 
differences between the variables. The research regarded three scenarios and each scenario was meant 
to be in a WSA. The first scenario was to focus on content personalization only. The second scenario 
was to focus on AIGUI personalization only. The third scenario was to focus on when content 
personalization and AIGUI personalization are combined. The thesis question was about finding if any 
of the personalization types result in a higher customer satisfaction and/or customer loyalty than the 
others.  
 
Due to that the thesis regard scenarios and not an actual event, the questions about customer satisfaction 
will not examine the actual customer satisfaction but rather the perceived customer satisfaction. This 
applies to the questions regarding loyalty too. The thesis does not examine actual loyalty but the 
intention of loyalty. However, the perceived customer satisfaction can be used as an indicator of a 
probable customer satisfaction. The same goes for the intention of loyalty, it can be used as an indicator 
of a probable actual loyalty.  
 
By having a scenario that focus on content personalization only, the author could gather data that relates 
to perceived customer satisfaction and intention of customer loyalty but only regards content 
personalization. This resulted in the first and second hypotheses. The second scenario, to focus on 
AIGUI personalization only, let the author gather data related to customer satisfaction and intention of 
customer loyalty but only regards AIGUI personalization. This resulted in the third and fourth 
hypotheses. The third scenario, to focus on a combination of both personalizations, let the author gather 
data related to customer satisfaction and intention of customer loyalty that regards both AIGUI- and 
content personalization. This resulted in the fifth and sixth hypothesis. The data for each scenario were 
then analyzed against each other, to be able to answer the thesis question. 
 
 

3.3 Operationalization 
As told in the beginning of the theoretical framework, there are three variables in this thesis. These 
variables are personalization, customer satisfaction and customer loyalty. Dependent variables are the 
variables that the researcher want to find and to examine if these are related to other variables, known 
as independent variables. However, a dependent variable can be related to other factors too. To maintain 
a high reliability and validity, as well as reduce resources needed, the author used questions created by 
other researchers to the highest degree possible. The structure in the questionnaire was that first there 
was a question asking about a dependent variable. Then there were statements about the independent 
variable that the participant had to answer. 
 
Questions about a participant’s demographic and preferences were asked too. By being able to 
descriptive the sample group, the author could examine if the questionnaire was answered by the targeted 
audience. By doing this, the author could make sure that the answers from the questionnaire were valid. 
This report used and adapted demographic- and preference questions that have been used by Muñoz‐
Leiva, Hernández‐Méndez and Sánchez‐Fernández (2012) and Wu, Chen and Chiu (2016). The 
demographic- and preference questions’ scales were of nominal and ratio type. These were the 
questions: 

● How much online shopping experience do you have? 
● How often do you buy products and/or services online? 
● What is your gender 
● What is your age? 
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3.3.1 Dependent variables 
Since the target is to measure the perceived customer satisfaction and the intention of customer loyalty, 
these two were the dependent variables. When measuring these two, the data were of ordinal type. This 
since ordinal data is a typical data type used in research regarding satisfaction and loyalty (My Market 
Research Methods, 2019; Steenkamp & Geyskens, 2006). In the questionnaire, the measuring was done 
by using a Likert scale, from zero to 100, were zero is “Not likely at all” and 100 is “Extremely likely”. 
However, in some questions the scale was reversed. Why the scale was reversed in some questions was 
to prevent a systematic failure of getting a great correlation between the variables. The scale worked in 
such a way that the participant used a “slider”, this to make it easier for the participants to choose a 
value. By using 0 to 100 the analyze can be more precise compared to a Likert scale of, for example, 1 
to 5. 
 
In this report the author chose to regard customer satisfaction and customer loyalty of features that a 
customer interacts with when going through the needed steps to reach their goal. This because the 
product/service itself is not of interest, but rather the personalization process that a customer face. The 
product/service features consist of, for example, recommendations, change of language and changing 
the design of the website. These features can be found in the parts “Content Personalization” and “User 
Interface Personalization” in section 3.2.2. 
 
Customer satisfaction 
The definition of customer satisfaction say that the satisfaction is a fulfillment response from the 
customer regarding a judgment of a product/service feature or the product/service itself. If a fulfillment 
gives or increase pleasure, or decrease the pain, it will be meant as pleasurable (Oliver, 2010). Since the 
satisfaction is a giving or increasing of pleasure or decrease of pain, the questions concerning satisfaction 
in the questionnaire regarded these aspects. These questions were adapted from Oliver (1980), 
Steenkamp and Geyskens (2006) and Wu (2013). Since “superficially similar positive mood terms are 
not entirely interchangeable”, three different types of pleasantness were used (Watson & Tellegen, 
1985). In Steenkamp and Geyskens (2006) these questions had a Cronbach’s alpha of 0,70. A 
Cronbach’s alpha value of 0,70 or higher is seen as a reliable value (Samuels, 2015). In an article by 
Agnihotri et al. (2016) they use a company’s effectiveness in helping their customers as a measure for 
satisfaction. In an article by Flavián, Guinalíu, Gurrea (2006) they examine perceived usability, 
satisfaction and consumer trust. They use a question regarding a consumer’s thought about “correct 
decision”. When testing the question, it had a Cronbach’s alpha over 0,70.  
 
 Therefore, the questions that was used in the questionnaire were: 

● How likely are you to get pleasured if a company…  
● How likely are you to feel a decrease in inconvenience if a company… 
● How likely are you to feel happy if a company…  
● How likely are you to feel satisfied if a company…  
● How likely are you to feel that the company is effective in helping you, if a company…  
● How likely are you to think that you made the correct decision to use a company if the 

company…  
 
If the questions above receive high values, the variables are supposed to correlate with satisfaction. 
These variables regard the giving or increasing of pleasure. When it comes to the measurement variables 
regarding frustration, if these variables have high values, the variables are supposed to correlate with 
satisfaction. These variables regard the decrease of pain.  
 
Customer loyalty 
This thesis used measurement variables created by Johnson et al. (2001) when measuring the customer 
loyalty. Why these measurement variables were chosen was because they correspond to the definition 
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of what a loyal customer is willing to do. These three measurement variables are likelihood of retention, 
likelihood of speaking positively about a company and likelihood of recommending the company to 
others. Then the aspect of trust was used in the questionnaire, since trust is a part of loyalty (Reichheld 
& Detrick, 2003). Zeithaml, Berry and Parasuraman (1996) mentioned that encouraging others are a 
sign of loyalty. Since this is a plausible event that people may do, the question was used in this report. 
An aspect about loyalty, according to Chang and Chen (2008), is that a loyal customer likes being on a 
company’s website. When Chang and Chen (2008) used a question regarding this, their question got a 
Cronbach’s alpha value of over 0,70. The questions that were used in the questionnaire were: 

● How likely are you to speak positively about a company to other people if the company…  
● How likely are you to recommend a company to other people if the company…  
● How likely are you to encourage others to buy from a company if the company…  
● How likely are you to buy products from a company again if the company…  
● How likely are you to trust a company if the company…  
● How likely are you to enjoy using a company if the company…  

 

3.3.2 Independent variable 
Which factor that are said to affect the dependent variable is personalization. This imply that it was the 
independent in this research. In this research, the independent variable consists of three levels; content 
personalization, AIGUI personalization and combination personalization. Combination personalization 
is a combination of content personalization and AIGUI personalization.  
 
Content Personalization 
Since the content in this report is defined as the information that the user receives through a channel and 
with a purpose, statements about content personalization therefore were the information regarding a 
product which is matched with a user’s preferences. 
 
When constructing statements about content personalization the author adapted questions created by 
Chang and Chen (2008), Doll and Torkzadeh (1988), Lavie et al. (2010), Liang, Lai and Ku (2006) and 
Srinivasan, Anderson and Ponnavolu (2002). The last two statements were developed by using the 
definition of content. Since the last two statements fulfill the criteria for content and personalization, 
and due to that it is a plausible event that might occur in a WSA, they were used in the questionnaire. 
These were the statements that was used in the questionnaire:  

● Find products that you are looking for 
● Filters out the products that you do not want 
● Recommend products that are related to your personal taste and preferences 
● Give discounts on products you prefer 
● Changes the language to the language you prefer  
● Changes the measurements to the measurements you prefer 

 
 
AIGUI Personalization  
In this report the definition of UI is an interaction between a user and an information system. Therefore, 
statements that regard AIGUI personalization in the questionnaire asked about interactions between the 
user and the information system. According to Jameson (2002), a personalized UI can help the user with 
routine tasks. In e-commerce, a common routine task that a user will face if the WSA is not personalized 
is to write their personal information when completing a purchase process. Therefore, the questionnaire 
used an example of a routine task as an independent variable. The GUI is the graphical appearance of 
what the user sees while being inside a WSA. Since GUI is one of the main parts of the UI in a WSA, 
the questionnaire included questions about GUI.  
 
When constructing statements regarding AIGUI personalization the author adapted questions created by 
Doll and Torkzadeh (1988) and Srinivasan, Anderson and Ponnavolu (2002). The definition by Jameson 
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(2002) has also been regarded when creating questions. The first and the last statements was developed 
by using the definition of UI, together with what adaptive interface and GUI is. Since the two statements 
fulfill the criteria for UI and personalization, and is either an adaptive interface or a GUI, as well as that 
it is a plausible event that might occur in a WSA, they were used in the questionnaire. All the statements 
that was used in the questionnaire are listed below:  

● Let you change the design of the website to your preferences 
● Help you with the purchase process (i.e the system automatically fill in your name and address) 
● Change the position of buttons or links for you 
● Have a search function that remember what you have searched for before 
● Show you the most relevant products first 

 
 

3.4 Survey  
The data that a researcher collects by themselves, for the researcher’s specific purpose, is called primary 
data. This data is usually collected by an interaction with participants. The advantages with using 
primary data is that the researcher can choose what to collect, which makes it easier to fulfill the purpose 
of the research (Institute of Work & Health, 2015).  
 
As told before, since the research question in this thesis is of a quantitative type, the method must collect 
data that fulfill the research type. Quantitative methods measure data objectively and use statistical-, 
mathematical or computational ways when analyzing the data. The data is collected by using either 
questionnaires, polls, surveys and/or by using data that already exist and manipulate it (Bhat; McKee, 
2015; SurveyMonkey). This led to a decision of using the survey method. When performing the survey, 
a questionnaire was used for the participants to answer questions and express their thoughts.  
 
Since the purpose of the research is to examine differences between the personalization types, regarding 
the effectiveness in customer satisfaction and customer loyalty, it is something new and innovative. 
Innovative research is a part of “interesting” research (Bartunek, Rynes and Ireland, 2006). A propose 
by Ramirez et al. (2015) is that interesting research can be made through scenarios and that this is a 
methodology that can be used in scholarly research. Due to this and to the fact that the author could not 
make any experiment by using a company’s WSA, a suitable methodology was to use scenarios within 
the questionnaire. 
 
Scenarios, according to Ramirez et al. (2015) is “a small bespoke set of structured conceptual systems 
of equally plausible future contexts, often presented as narrative descriptions, manufactured for someone 
and for a purpose, typically to provide inputs for further work”.  
 
The way that participants executed the scenarios was by imagine that they were going to buy a skin care 
product through an e-retailer, read a question, read statements related to that question and then answer 
the statements. This procedure is inspired and similar to a procedure used by Sankaran et al. (2014) 
when they did a research about leadership. However, their procedure was to let the participants imagine 
that they were part of a leadership, then read a scenario and after that answer a few questions.  
 
The questionnaire collect data regarding the variables. These variables are then analyzed against each 
other. When conducting the questionnaire, the researcher used a program called QuestionPro. In 
Questionpro the user can execute surveys, create questionnaires, analyze the questionnaires, distribute 
the questionnaire and perform other processes (QuestionPro). There are other online survey softwares 
to use too, but since the researcher were recommended QuestionPro by Blekinge Institute of Technology 
(BTH) the researcher chose to follow their advice. 
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3.4.1 Questionnaire 
A questionnaire is usually handed to participants directly by the researcher or via the internet. If the 
questionnaire is distributed to the participants via internet, the researcher will then not be able to answer 
participants concerns regarding the questions in the questionnaire. Therefore, a questionnaire has to be 
well designed, to make sure that every question is clear and cannot be misunderstood. If the 
questionnaire can be misunderstood it will result in false data and a false result (Rowley, 2014).  
 
Since it is said that the quality of the response will be better if there is a short introduction, to explain 
the purpose, and a “thank you for participating” the questionnaire that was used followed this advice 
(Rowley, 2014). Next to the link that took the people to the questionnaire there was a short introduction, 
this to let the author present his name, what the questionnaire was about, its purpose and that the 
questionnaire targeted that have or will buy skin care products. When the participant then clicked on the 
link, to get to the questionnaire, they were welcomed with a page that described the purpose, said that 
the questionnaire was voluntary, that all the responses will be confidential and then thanked the person 
for participating in the questionnaire. The questionnaire was then divided into three parts. The first part 
was about the preferences of the participant, regarding how often the participant shop online and their 
shopping experience. This part was to validate that the right people answered the questionnaire. The 
second part was about the variables, this to be able to achieve the thesis question. The third and last part 
was about the participants demographic, in this case gender and age. Why the questions about 
demographic were placed in the end was to encourage the participants to complete the questionnaire in 
case they did not want to answer these “sensitive” questions (Rowley, 2014). 
 
To make sure that each scenario was answered by randomly, to prevent systematic failure, the 
questionnaire had a page with three “A” after the welcome page. Each “A” led the participant to a 
specific scenario. To increase the probability that all scenarios were answered by an equal number of 
participants and that the scenarios was of a random selection, the three “A” changed place every time 
the author encouraged people to participate. 
 

3.4.2 Selection of participants 
When a researcher performs a quantitative study, the optimal data gathering would include all people of 
interest, for example a population of a country. But since it is hard for a researcher to collect data from 
all these people, due to limits of time, money and logistical aspects, a sample of these people must be 
chosen (El-Masri, 2017). The way to choose a sample is either by probability or non-probability. A 
probability sample is a sample of people that has been randomly selected. Due to this, the sample should 
share the same characteristics as the whole population. In the non-probability sample, the people in the 
sample has been chosen in a systematic way. Due to this, the sample will not share the same 
characteristics as the whole population. However, this sample method may be preferred in some cases. 
One major aspect to take in consideration when conducting a quantitative method is that the greater size 
of participants providing data, the greater chance of a more valid research. A measure to have in mind 
is that the questionnaire should get responses from around 100 to 1000 participants, this to make it 
possible to generalize the answers (Rowley, 2014). However, according to Hair et al. (2005), the 
minimum amount size of a sample size should be 20 and the distribution among them should be fairly 
equal. 
 
Since this research does not need to account for any special cases, the probability sample was used. The 
type of participants that the researcher wanted to target were the customers or potential customers of 
cosmetic e-retailing. Due to this target, the amount of people is very high. The questionnaire was 
distributed through different social media platforms, this to reach a great amount of people that probably 
are familiar with e-commerce. When the questionnaire was posted on social media, it meant that not 
everyone attempted it but only those who found it interesting. The researcher did not know who might 
found it interesting and therefore the people who participated were of a random selection. Since the 
distribution was through the authors social media accounts, it can have resulted that most of the author’s 
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“friends” on social media share the same characteristics, such as demographics. However, the author 
encouraged the “friends” to share the questionnaire to their “friends” in hope of reaching a greater 
audience and a greater diversity.  
 

3.5 Pilot study 
Before the final questionnaire was handed out, a pilot study was made. The meaning of the pilot study 
was to unveil uncertainties, patterns, if a question had low validity or other problems that may exist in 
the questionnaire. According to Samuels (2015) a reliability analysis should not be made on a sample 
size less than 30. Even though this is recommended, the author of this report chose to execute a reliability 
analysis. However, a manual analysis was made too. In the manual analysis, the author unveiled 
uncertainties and patterns. 
 
Since the author used a survey program called QuestionPro, the author could analyze how many 
participants that viewed the questionnaire, how many participants that dropped out and how many 
participants that completed the questionnaire. According to the program, 35 participants started the 
questionnaire but only 18 participants finished it. When analyzing the 35 participants, and listen to 
feedback from the majority of them, the author found some interesting results.  
 
In the scenario regarding content personalization, the results were the following: 

● Three out of 12 participants dropped out at the question “How likely are you to feel a decrease 
in inconvenience if a company…” 

● Two other participants did not answer the question mentioned above 
● Two participants answered less and less the further they came in the questionnaire 
● Seven participants fully completed the questionnaire 
● The questions regarding satisfaction had a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0,869 
● The questions regarding loyalty had a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0,943 

 
In the scenario regarding AIGUI personalization, the results were the following: 

● Two out of 15 participants dropped out at the question “How likely are you to feel a decrease 
in inconvenience if a company…” 

● One participant did not answer the question mentioned above 
● Four participants answered less and less the further they came in the questionnaire 
● Nine participants fully answered the questionnaire 
● The questions regarding satisfaction had a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0,906 
● The questions regarding loyalty had a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.928 

 
In the scenario regarding both content and AIGUI personalization, the results were the following: 

● Two out of eight participants dropped out at the question “How likely are you to feel a decrease 
in inconvenience if a company…” 

● Four other participants answered less and less and then dropped out at other questions later in 
the questionnaire 

● Two participants fully completed the questionnaire 
● The questions regarding content satisfaction had a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0,852 
● The questions regarding content loyalty had a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0,904 
● The questions regarding AIGUI satisfaction had a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0,862 
● The questions regarding AIGUI loyalty had a Cronbach’s alpha value of -10,072 

 
Summary of all the three scenarios: 

● Seven out of 35 participants dropped out at the question “How likely are you to feel a decrease 
in inconvenience if a company…”. 

● Three out of 35 participants did not answer the question mentioned above.  
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● Ten participants answered less and less the further they came in the questionnaire 
● 18 participants fully completed the questionnaire 

 
Since the author used other researchers’ questions, were most of them had a Cronbach’s alpha value 
greater than 0,70, and the definition of content and UI when creating other questions, it is not a surprise 
that the majority of the Cronbach’s alpha values is greater than 0,70. What is a surprise is that the 
questions regarding AIGUI loyalty in scenario three got a Cronbach’s alpha value of -10,072. However, 
since only two people were analyzed in this scenario it is of a high risk that the values will not reflect 
the true Cronbach’s alpha values. Due to this, and to the fact that the same questions and alternatives 
were used in the other scenarios, the author neglected the Cronbach’s alpha values received in scenario 
three. This means that questions used in the test questionnaire had a Cronbach’s alpha value of over 0,70 
and therefore are seen as reliable.  
 
For the final questionnaire, however, the author chose to use fewer questions, this due to that many 
participants dropped out at a certain question, the feedback from the participants was mostly negative 
and other researchers have used fewer questions (Chang and Chen, 2008; Chitturi, Raghunathan and 
Mahajan, 2008). When analyzing if removal of questions would affect the Cronbach’s alpha value 
negative, some removal did in fact affect the Cronbach’s alpha value negatively. However, the value 
would still be higher than 0,70. The participants’ feedback was that the questionnaire felt like it had a 
few similar questions with almost no difference and that one question was very strange. In the 
participants opinion the question regarding “recommend” and the question regarding “encourage” was 
very similar. Therefore, one of these questions were removed, in this case “encourage” was removed. 
The question regarding “decrease in inconvenience” was also removed due to the feedback and to the 
result of the test questionnaire. The final questionnaire will therefore not include the following 
questions; “How likely are you to feel a decrease in inconvenience if a company…” and “How likely 
are you to encourage others to buy from a company if the company…”. 
 
The items regarding content personalization and AIGUI personalization that was used in the test 
questionnaire were then used in the final questionnaire. This due to the contribution of a Cronbach’s 
alpha value of over 0,7 and that Hinkin, Tracey and Enz (1997) conclude that most constructs should 
use four to six items.  
 
 

3.6 Data analysis 
After all the data were collected in the final questionnaire, the data analyzation phase took place. In this 
report, the analyze program called SPSS Statistics were used. Why this analyzing program were chosen 
was because the program makes it easy for the user to understand the data by showing diagrams, graphs, 
charts, etc. 
 
The first step in the data analysis process was to sum each participants’ score in the customer satisfaction 
category and customer loyalty category. These scores were then divided by the amount of questions in 
each category. This resulted in an average score, for each participant, regarding customer satisfaction 
and one for customer loyalty. The score each participant received were a value between zero and 100, 
since this was the score used in the questionnaire. Why this method was used was due to that the author 
wanted a generalized score for each participant since this would make further analyses easier. 
 
The first analysis that were made was to find if the data followed normality. Why this type of analyze is 
interesting is to find how the author should continue the data analysis phase. Depending on the result 
from the normality analyses, the author would then have to choose between either an analyzation type 
that regards normal distribution or an analyzation type that regards non normal distribution. After the 
normality analysis, the author wanted to find if there was a statistically significant difference between 
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the personalization groups. Why a statistical significance test is of interest is due to that a statistical 
conclusion can be made about the differences of the personalization groups. If the groups were different 
from each other or not. In the significant analysis, two dependent variables and one independent variable 
were used. The independent variable includes three levels. Therefore, the significance test needed to be 
able to regard this. After the significance tests were made, the final analyses were made. These analyses 
were about the mean and median values as well as the standard deviations. The purpose of using mean 
values was to get a general result of the personalization types, that everybody understands. The purpose 
of the median was to confirm if the mean value was likely to be correct. If the data would turn out to be 
normally distributed, or quite normally distributed, the mean- and median values should be almost the 
same. However, if the data were not normally distributed and very skewed, the mean value can display 
falsified result due to outliers. In that case, median values can display a more truthfully result. The 
purpose of using standard deviation was to analyze if the data appear to be consistent or not 
 
 

3.7 Reliability and validity  
When performing a research, the researcher cannot be sure that the result he or she will get will be the 
true result. Therefore, it is necessary to examine which instrument that is the most suitable for the 
research. By instrument, it is meant as the tool that is used to collect data. By suitable, it is meant as 
which instrument that will generate the highest validity and reliability. The meaning of validity refers 
to the instrument and if it measures the data that it should measure. Reliability is also referred to the 
instrument, however, reliability is meant as how consistently the instrument measure what it should 
measure (Bui, 2013).  
 
To maintain a high reliability in this research, the data that has been collected and stored in a database. 
This mean that the data can easily be retrieved by the author or by other researchers. To examine the 
reliability and validity of the questionnaire, a pilot test was performed. When constructing the pilot test, 
the author mostly used other researchers’ question. By using other researchers’ questions, the researcher 
used questions that already have been tested on reliability and validity. Therefore, these questions should 
be okay to use. However, since there were a few questions that the researcher created a pilot test were 
performed.  
 
When a participant is reading the questions in a questionnaire, the order of the questions can affect how 
the participants answer the questions (Harrison, 2007). Therefore, the researcher changed the structure 
of the questionnaire depending on which social media platform that the participants use, to improve the 
quality of the data.   
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4 RESULTS 
In this chapter, the data from the questionnaire is going through different tests and presented. Three 
categories of tests were performed, distribution tests, statistically significant difference tests and 
mean- and median values tests.  
 

4.1 Distribution 
In the final questionnaire, the number of participants that answered was 66. The number of participants 
that started, the questionnaire was 124. This resulted in a 53.2 percent completion rate. When it comes 
to each scenario, it was quite even among them regarding how many of the 66 people that answered. 24 
participants answered the scenario regarding content personalization. 21 participants answered the 
scenario regarding AIGUI personalization. 21 participants answered the scenario regarding AIGUI- and 
content personalization. According to Hair et al. (2005), the minimum amount size of a sample size 
should be 20 and the distribution among them should be fairly equal. In the final questionnaire, each 
scenario fulfills the criteria of being over 20. Then, the criteria regarding a fairly equal distribution is 
also fulfilled. This result in a possibility to analyze the data received by the questionnaire. 
 
 

 
Figure 7. Histogram to visualize the age, together with a distribution curve 
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Figure 8. Histogram to visualize the online shopping experience, together with a distribution curve 

 
 

 
Figure 9. Histogram to visualize the buying frequency, together with a distribution curve 

 
 

 
The purpose of first analyses that were made was to get an understanding of how the distribution 
regarding the three personalization scenarios were. The result can be found in figure 7, 8 and 9.  
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In figure 7, the numbers on the x-axis meant the following; 1: under 18, 2: 18-24, 3: 25-34, 4: 35-44, 5: 
45-54, 6: 55-64, 7: above 64. In figure 8, the numbers on the x-axis meant the following; 1: less than a 
year, 2: One year or more but less than three years, 3: Three years or more but less than five years, 4: 
five to seven years, 5: more than seven years, 6: none. In figure 9, the numbers on the x-axis meant the 
following; 1: everyday, 2: a few times per week, 3: a few times per month, 4: a few times per quarter, 
5: a few times per year, 6: once per year or less, 7: never. 
 
Regarding the distribution in the category gender, more females answered the questionnaire than males 
and this applied to all personalization categories. In figure 7, the distribution was skewed to the younger 
population. In figure 8, the distribution was skewed to an online shopping experience of a quite many 
years. In figure 9, the distribution was skewed to the right, which imply in a “low” buying frequency. 
Since the distributions were skewed, a test for normality was made. The Shapiro-Wilk test was used, 
and the test resulted in the following values. 
 

  Personalization type Sig.  
 

Online Shopping Experience 
Content ,001 
AIGUI ,001 
Combination ,033 

 
  Figure 10. Results of normality for online shopping experience 

 
 

  Personalization type Sig.  
Buying frequency of online 

products and/or services 
Content ,001 
AIGUI ,001 
Combination ,000 

 
Figure 11. Results of normality for buying frequency of online products and/or services  

 
 
 

  Personalization type Sig. 
 

Age 
Content ,023 
AIGUI ,001 
Combination ,035 

 
Figure 12. Results of normality for age 

 
The Shapiro-Wilk test describe if the levels are normally distributed or not. A “Sig.” value of less than 
0.05 indicate that the distribution is not normal (Kasuya, 2001; Shapiro & Wilk, 1965). In the three 
figures above, the result is that none of the personalization types are normally distributed (all p < .05).  
 

4.2 Statistically significant difference  
Since the Shapiro-Wilk test resulted in not normally distributed, a nonparametric test was required for 
the next phase of the analyzes (Statistics How To). The next phase was to conclude if there were 
statistically significant differences between the groups. In the phase of statistically significant 
differences, the two dependent variables should be analyzed with regard to the independent variable 
with three levels. Since the data in this research fulfilled all the assumptions related to the Kruskal-
Wallis test and that the sample sizes were small, the Kruskal-Wallis test were chosen (Guo, Zhong & 
Zhang, 2013; McDonald, 2014).  



31 
 

 
  Satisfaction Loyalty 

Asymp. Sig. ,000 ,099 
 

Figure 13. Result from Kruskal-Wallis test 
 

In figure 13, the result from the Kruskal-Wallis test is displayed. A significance value less equal to or 
less than 0.05 indicate that there is a statistical significance between the groups (McDonald, 2014). What 
can be seen in the figure is that there is a statistically significant difference between the personalization 
groups in customer satisfaction (p < .001) but there is not a statistically significant difference between 
the personalization groups in customer loyalty (p = .099). Since there are no statistically significant 
differences between the personalization groups regarding loyalty, the hypotheses H2, H4 and H6 are 
rejected. 
 
However, regarding the customer satisfaction, the Kruskal-Wallis test does not inform the user of which 
groups (content-, AIGUI- or combination personalization) that are statistically significant different from 
one another. To get the knowledge of which groups that have a statistical significance difference, or not, 
Mann-Whitney U tests were executed.  
 
 

Comparison of personalization types Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 
Content personalization and AIGUI personalization ,000 
Content personalization and combination personalization ,069 
AIGUI personalization and combination personalization ,000 

 
Figure 14. Result from the Mann-Whitney U tests 

 
Like the Kruskal-Wallis test, the significance value in the Mann-Whitney U test must be equal or lower 
than 0.05 for the result to be statistically significant different (Kasuya, 2001). According to figure 14, 
the following results were found: 

● There is a statistically significant difference between content personalization and AIGUI 
personalization (p < .001).  

● There is not a statistically significant difference between content personalization and 
combination personalization (p = .069). 

● There is a statistically significant difference between the AIGUI personalization and 
combination personalization (p < .001).  

 
What this mean is that either content personalization and the combination personalization is “better” 
than AIGUI personalization or AIGUI personalization is “better” than content personalization and the 
combination personalization.  
 

4.3 Mean- and median values 
To found out which personalization type or types that is better than the other or others, the author used 
mean- and median values to find the score of each personalization type. 
 
In the questionnaire, the participants rated how likely they were to agree with scenarios. The ratings 
were values ranging from 0 to 100, were 0 was the “worst” value a participant could give and 100 was 
the “best” value a participant could give. 0 indicated that the person was “not likely at all” to agree and 
100 indicated that the participant was “extremely likely” to agree. 
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Satisfaction 
Scenario 1 

Satisfaction  
Scenario 2 

Satisfaction 
Scenario 3 

Loyalty 
Scenario 1 

Loyalty 
Scenario 2 

Loyalty 
Scenario 3 

Mean 81,16 70,66 77,38 67,22 69,23 79,76 
Median 79,87 69,84 75,36 63,28 67,52 82,38 
Std. Deviation 4,79 5,39 5,34 9,26 6,12 5,31 

 
Figure 15. Table of mean values and standard deviation regarding the 25 percent with highest values in each 

scenario 
 
In figure 15, the mean- and median values and the standard deviations are described for the different 
personalization types and their connection to satisfaction and loyalty. To find the “best” scenario, the 
mean- and median values got ranked. The higher the mean- and median values, the better it is. What 
figure 15 is explaining is that scenario 1 affect satisfaction more than scenario 2 and scenario 3, since 
the mean- and median value were higher in scenario 1. Regarding loyalty, scenario 3 has a higher 
mean- and median value which imply that scenario 3 affect loyalty more than the other two scenarios. 
When it comes to the standard deviation, they all have a low value. The standard deviation regards the 
spread of numbers and since the standard deviation is low, about 10 percent of the mean value, it 
implies that the participants answered very similarly to each other. 
 
  

Satisfaction 
Scenario 1 

Satisfaction  
Scenario 2 

Satisfaction 
Scenario 3 

Loyalty 
Scenario 1 

Loyalty 
Scenario 2 

Loyalty 
Scenario 3 

Mean 73,25 58,75 69,41 58,73 52,94 62,97 
Median 74,48 59,60 71,42 59,47 56,52 59,15 
Std. Deviation 6,88 10,18 7,74 7,59 13,29 12,18 

 
Figure 16. Table of mean values and standard deviation of all participants in each scenario 

 
In figure 16, the mean- and median values show almost the same results, with scenario 1 affecting 
satisfaction the most but there is a minor difference regarding loyalty. According to the mean values, 
scenario 3 affect loyalty more than the other scenarios. But the median values show that scenario 1 
affect loyalty more than the other scenarios. Regarding the standard deviation, the spread in some 
scenarios are greater than in the “top 25 percent” of each scenario mentioned above.  
 
These results led to the following; hypothesis H1 was not rejected, hypothesis H3 was rejected and 
hypothesis H5 was rejected. 
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5 ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 
Chapter five analyze and discuss the result from chapter four. The discussion also compares to what is 
said in the literature and in previous researches. The chapter starts with analyzes and discussions of 
the research result. Then, it is compared to the literature and previous research. At last, practical 
aspects will be analyzed and discussed.  

5.1 Research result 
Regarding the skewed distributions, the distributions are skewed when comparing it to the whole 
population. Most of the participants in this research tended to be women, younger, have a few years of 
experience and buying products/services online once in a while. What this imply in is that the sample 
group is reliable and valid since it follows the “typical” cosmetic buyers. Which are women between the 
age of 18 to 34 (Shapouri, 2016). When comparing the sample group to the overall cosmetic buyers, it 
tends to not be skewed. Therefore, a question that could be asked is if the research should have contained 
of a parametric test instead of a nonparametric test. Why a parametric test would be better is due to that 
they tend to be more accurate (Tyler, 2017). However, since the sample size in this research was quite 
small, a nonparametric test could be more appropriate (Foley, 2018).  
 
When finding the if the data followed a normal distribution or not, the method that was supposed to be 
use was the Skewness and kurtosis method. However, since researchers have said that the Shapiro-Wilk 
test is better for a smaller sample, is better to detect if a sample is non-normal distributed and some 
researchers argue that the Shapiro-Wilk test is the best normality test, the author got more critical to the 
Skewness and Kurtosis (Statistics4u, 2012; Steinskog, Tjøstheim & Kvamstø, 2007; Yap & Sim, 2011). 
The author did try the Skewness and Kurtosis test, however this test only regarded the personalization 
as a whole and did not focus on each personalization group. Therefore, the author chose to use the 
Shapiro-Wilk test. 
 
Even though there was no statistical difference between the personalization types regarding loyalty, it 
is still interesting to analyze it. When it comes to the top 25 percentage, the result was that the 
combination personalization type was the type that affected customer loyalty the most according to 
mean- and median values. Therefore, it would be seen as the “best” personalization type. However, the 
result from the whole group was different. According to the mean values in figure 16, the “best” 
personalization type would be the combination personalization. When looking at the median values in 
figure 16, the “best” personalization type would be the content personalization. However, the difference 
between the values of content- and combination personalization regarding the median values are so 
small that it can almost be neglected. This would then result in content- and combination personalization 
being equally effective. Since the combination personalization is the “best” personalization type in three 
out of four cases and equal in one, the combination personalization resulted in being the “best” 
personalization type when it comes to customer loyalty. However, this result cannot be said to be true 
in all cases since the p-value between the personalization groups regarding customer loyalty equaled 
.099. Which imply in no statistical difference between the different personalization types. Therefore, the 
result regarding customer loyalty only regards this research. Regarding the analysis of the top 25 percent, 
the data that these analyses is based on is just on a sample size of five to six participants. Therefore, this 
data cannot result in any definitive conclusions. However, what the result explain is that there are 
differences among the personalization types and that these results can be seen as an indicator. 
 
When analyzing scenario 2 in figure 15 and 16, it is shown that the mean- and median values are 
approximately equal in the satisfaction part and the loyalty part. A plausible explanation for this would 
be the following. It is well known that if a website is complicated or a hassle, people will most likely 
not buy from it and specially not repeatedly. As Chang and Chen (2008) point out, that the increase of 
convenience particularly enhances the loyalty. Therefore, AIGUI personalization could be equally 
important in the short term, for customer satisfaction, as for the long term, customer loyalty. Therefore, 
the result of the mean- and median values for AIGUI personalization could be approximately equal. 
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In figure 15 and 16 it is shown that participants gave a higher score for customer satisfaction than for 
customer loyalty when it comes to content personalization. An aspect that could affect this result is that 
it is easier for a participant to imagine a scenario once and how it would affect them than imagine it 
happen, for example, 20 times and how they would be affected (DeFranzo, 2012). Therefore, the 
participants may feel more confident when answering customer satisfaction questions and give more 
extreme results, for example a score of 100 or 10. However, when answering the customer loyalty 
questions the participants may feel less confident which can result in results that are less extreme, for 
example a score of 60 or 40. This would then explain the decrease from customer satisfaction to 
customer loyalty. However, this should then occur with AIGUI personalization too, but it did not. 
Therefore, it is questionable if this truly was the cause for the decrease for the values related to content 
personalization.  
 

5.2 Research results compared to other researchers’ results 
What surprised the author in this research was that the combination of content- and AIGUI 
personalization did not receive higher scores. Ball, Coelho and Vilares (2006) suggest that if the 
personalization is performed properly, it should normally result in an increase in satisfaction. According 
to this, the logical “winner” of which personalization type that is the “best” should be the combination 
personalization and not content personalization. What may have caused the result of this research to not 
comply with Ball, Coelho and Vilares suggestion could be the choice of experiment type. If the 
participants would have used a platform to examine AIGUI-, content- and combination personalization, 
the participant could have experienced the platform without AIGUI- or content combination too. Since 
the examination of content personalization would only regard content personalization, the participants 
would experience how it would be without AIGUI personalization. It would then be the same for AIGUI 
personalization. The participants would only examine AIGUI personalization and would experience 
how it would be without content personalization. This type of experiment would make it clearer for the 
participants the advantages and disadvantages of using the different personalization types. However, in 
this research the experiment was of the scenario type. The participants were not told about how it would 
be to not have the other personalization type, content personalization and no AIGUI personalization or 
AIGUI personalization and no content personalization. The participants had to imagine this. This may 
have made the scenarios complex or vague which could have led to participants only focusing on content 
when in content personalization and AIGUI when in AIGUI personalization. This may have affected 
Ball, Coelho and Vilares suggestion. 
 
When comparing the result in this research to the result from Kwon and Kim (2012) and Kwon, Cho 
and Park (2010), they are very different. The researchers conclude that interface personalization can 
have a greater impact than content personalization on customer satisfaction and customer loyalty. In this 
research, the result was that content personalization had a greater impact on customer satisfaction than 
AIGUI personalization. One possibility why these results could be so different could be due to the 
questions asked in the questionnaire. In this research, the questions itself might be skewed. Since most 
people like to get discounts about products they like as well as being shown products they are looking 
for, it might be that the questions regarding content personalization relate to the “best” advantages about 
content personalization. The questions about AIGUI personalization could then relate to “normal” 
advantages. This could imply in content personalization getting a better result than it should. However, 
the author of this report mostly used questions created by other researchers and that has been used in 
previous research. Therefore, the questions in this report should not be too skewed. Since Kwon and 
Kim (2012) and Kwon, Cho and Park (2010) do not present their questionnaire in their reports, it is hard 
to argue about how much differences there are. Another aspect that could cause the result in this report 
is the problem that the younger cosmetic buyers tend to be distrusting and suspicious when buying 
cosmetics (Shapouri, 2016). Therefore, an example of a question asking “How likely are you to feel 
satisfied if a company find products that you are looking for” might get a better score than for example 
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a question asking “How likely are you to feel satisfied if a company change the position of buttons and 
links for you”. This since the company would be more helpful in the case of solving the customers’ 
problem. 
 
Another result from this research was that there was no statistical difference between the groups 
regarding customer loyalty. This research does not examine the personalization groups in exactly the 
same ways nor within the same area as Kwon and Kim (2012) and Kwon, Cho and Park (2010). 
Therefore, differences may occur.  
 
According to Gayathri and Kousika (2016), the specification of a cosmetic had the highest influence 
when consumers made decisions of what to buy. When comparing the result from this research to 
Gayathri and Kousika’s conclusion, it strengthens the result that content personalization have a greater 
impact on customer satisfaction than AIGUI personalization. Since specifications are related to content. 
 

5.3 Practical aspects 
What this result imply in is that all those companies that have spent billions of dollars on content 
personalization have spent their money on one of the personalization types that affect customer 
satisfaction the most. Then, what this research means for companies in the cosmetic e-retailing industry, 
that do not use personalization at the moment, is the following; choose either content- or combination 
personalization. For a company that have a limited amount of resources to spend and want to increase 
their customer satisfaction to the greatest extent possible they should focus on creating content 
personalization. When thinking about all the companies that have spent so much money on content 
personalization it could be strange if the result from this thesis concluded that content personalization 
was not among the “best” ones. Since companies want to get the highest value possible from their 
resources, they experiment and try to be as effective as possible and do what is best. From this 
perspective, it would therefore be strange if UI personalization were “better” than content 
personalization, but the companies still chose content personalization. However, it is still plausible that 
UI personalization is “better” in another situation. Therefore, further research regarding sub categories 
of personalization and their effectiveness on customer satisfaction and customer loyalty should be done. 
 
What must be remembered is that personalization focusses on what is important for an individual or a 
category of individuals. Therefore, the result in this research might only be applicable for e-retailers that 
works with skin care products in the cosmetic industry. In the theoretical framework it was mentioned 
that Kwon and Kim (2012), that performed a research in a news portal site, conclude that interface 
personalization could be the optimal personalization strategy. This imply in that what might be the 
optimal strategy for a company in one business area might not be the optimal personalization strategy 
for a company in another business area. Therefore, the result in this research might only be applicable 
for e-retailers that works with skin care products in the cosmetic industry. 
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6 CONCLUSION 
This chapter will first present a summary of the report and then explain limitations in this research 
and what can what work that can be done in the future. Finally, a conclusion about the research is 
presented. 
 

6.1 Summary of the research 
This research had the purpose to get an understanding if any personalization type, AIGUI, content or a 
combination, affected customer satisfaction and/or customer loyalty more than the others. To fulfill 
the purpose, over 60 people participated in the questionnaire. The participants answers were analyzed, 
and conclusions were made. 
 
In this study, it has been shown that content- and combination personalization statistically affect 
customer satisfaction the most. AIGUI personalization affect customer satisfaction too, but not to the 
same degree as content- and combination personalization. When it comes to customer loyalty, it was 
shown that there were no statistically significant differences between the three personalization groups.  
 
This led to the first hypothesis “Content personalization have a greater impact on the perceived 
customer satisfaction than AIGUI personalization” not being rejected and all other hypotheses being 
rejected. Even though combination personalization affected customer satisfaction more than AIGUI 
personalization, the fifth hypothesis was rejected. This since there was no statistical difference 
between content- and combination personalization and the hypothesis said that combination 
personalization had to have a greater impact than both AIGUI- and content personalization. 
 

6.2 Limitations 
Since the survey was of a scenario type, it is related to the respondents’ most recent online experiences 
or how imaginative the respondents are. Depending on how easily it is for each respondent to 
remember previous experiences or being able to imagine future experiences, it can vary for the 
participants on how easy it was to answer the questions. Due to this, the information may be falsified 
from some participants. They might answer even if they cannot imagine how the scenario would affect 
them (DeFranzo, 2012). It would have been interesting to only examine people that recently have 
made a skin care purchase, for example directly after a purchase. Since the people would get the 
questionnaire directly after a purchase, they would still remember the purchase experience very 
clearly. This could lead to other results. However, if an examination like this were made it would then 
analyze the actual customer satisfaction and the actual customer loyalty. This would then not be the 
same type of research as this one, since this research examine the perceived customer satisfaction and 
the intention of customer loyalty. 
 
A great limitation in this work is the sample size gathered through the questionnaire. Since only 66 
participants answered, and these were spread out on three categories resulting in just over 20 participants 
in each group, the data analyzed in this report is questionable. To get a more reliable result, a much 
greater sample size should have been gathered.  
 
Another limitation related to the questionnaire is the spread of participants. There were participants from 
countries apart from Sweden, but the majority of the participants were from Sweden. This due to that 
the author had a greater network in Sweden. To get a sample group that can reflect all people in the 
world, more people from different countries should be examined. 
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6.3 Future Work 
The next step of research in the subject effectiveness of content- and AIGUI personalization regarding 
customer satisfaction and customer loyalty would be to reiterate this research but generating a greater 
sample with participants from different countries. Since the sample size is quite small, a sample of a 
great size could confirm or disconfirm this research’s result and conclusion. If this advice would be 
followed, researchers should reiterate processes used by the author of this report. 
 
As mentioned in the first paragraph in the limitations’ subchapter, the scenario method relies on that 
participants had a previous experience and therefore can understand the scenario. Or that participants 
have a great imagination and can imagine how a scenario would affect them. Therefore, a scenario might 
have some falsified data. Then, scenarios in this research measure the perceived customer satisfaction 
and the intention for customer loyalty, the result in this report will not, therefore, reflect actual customer 
satisfaction nor actual customer loyalty. Due to these two problems, participants possibility to 
understand or imagine the scenario and the fact that the actual customer satisfaction nor the actual 
customer loyalty is not measured, improvements can be made for future work. That is to measure the 
actual customer satisfaction and the actual customer loyalty without the need to rely on participants 
being able to understand or imagine a scenario. Future work that should be done, to find the actual 
customer satisfaction and the actual customer loyalty related to the personalization types, should be to 
perform an experiment in a “real” environment. By “real” environment, it is here meant as a plausible 
platform that a customer will be in when buying skin care products through an e-retailer’s WSA. This 
platform should then let each user use only content personalization, AIGUI personalization or a 
combination of both. The future researchers should let the participants use the platform for a while and 
then examine the participants by letting them answer a questionnaire and analyze the results. This would 
lead to a discovery of the real customer satisfaction and customer loyalty related to the different 
personalization types. 
 
An upgrade that could be made to the previous example of a future work could be that the researchers 
have the possibility to adjust the “amount” of personalization being used. In the previous future research 
example, the researchers let their participants experience the different personalization types to a full 
degree. However, this might not lead to the optimal personalization strategy since the method does not 
include a lot of possibilities of how much personalization that should be used. Due to that most 
researchers have focused on what personalization is rather than how it can be developed, as mentioned 
by Fan and Poole (2006), there is a lack of knowledge of how personalization should be structured. 
Liang, Lai and Ku (2006) say that the higher the relevance are of recommendation regarding content, 
the higher the user satisfaction will be. But at the same time, it is known that with personalization there 
might be some concerns regarding privacy (Kobsa, 2007). Therefore, it is not known how much of each 
personalization type that should be used. Is it better to personalize content a lot and have a little of UI 
personalization? Or is it better to personalize content and UI to the maximum degree? Or should only 
UI be personalized and to approximately 75 percent of its maximum degree? Questions like these can 
be answered if the researchers can adjust the “amount” of personalization in the previous example and 
a more precise personalization strategy can be found.  
 
This research only regards two out of four personalization types in the category “what to personalize”. 
Therefore, the next step of a contribution to science would be to compare all four personalization types 
to each other. Since the younger cosmetic buyers tend to be distrusting and suspicious when buying 
cosmetics, channel could be interesting to investigate. By examine channel, a conclusion of how younger 
cosmetic buyers’ problems best can be solved could be possible. 
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6.4 Closure  
This thesis concludes that content- and combination personalization were the most effective 
personalization types, regarding customer satisfaction. In this research, content personalization affected 
customer satisfaction the most. However, the combination personalization could be more effective in 
other cases, since there was no statistical difference between content- and the combination 
personalization. When it comes to which personalization type that is the most effective regarding 
customer loyalty, the conclusion was that there was no statistical difference among the personalization 
types. Therefore, no personalization type can be said to be the most effective regarding customer loyalty. 
 
What this mean for e-retailers in the cosmetic industry, with a focus on skin care products, is that they 
should choose either content- or combination personalization. This to affect customer satisfaction to the 
highest degree possible.  
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