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Purpose: The purpose of our research is to examine differences in e-commerce preferences 
between men, women, and mothers with small children (in the US). Various website 
factors have been established in previous studies as critical to e-commerce success. 
However, there are few studies that investigate how these factors vary in importance 
among different user groups, for example men, women, or mothers with young 
children. Increased understanding of these group’s preferences can help companies 
market themselves more effectively to these groups.

Method: A survey was distributed to residents of the US, asking respondents to rank the 
relative importance of 16 e-commerce features, as well as to provide performance 
ratings for the implementation of these features by their favorite Internet retailer.  
The data collected from this survey was analyzed to evaluate significant group 
differences in their prioritization of importance, as well as perceived performance, of 
the features and of three constructs (information quality, system quality, and 
customer-relations quality), which corresponded to more general characteristic 
groupings of these features.  These measures were used to help identify potential 
performance gaps, which might serve as opportunities for companies to better meet 
the e-retail expectations of different customer groups.  

Conclusion: Differences in the importance of features and constructs within each of the groups 
were consistent with previous studies.  A number of gender differences were found in 
the relative importance of various features, but no gender differences were found at 
the more general construct level.  There were no significant differences in importance 
values between mothers and non-mothers at either the feature or construct level.  
However, numerous differences between the groups were found in performance 
ratings at both feature and construct levels.  Most significant was the lower level of 
satisfaction among mothers, for all features and constructs.  Because of a high 
proportion of respondents listing Amazon.com as favorite e-retailer, separate 
analyses were performed of these respondents and of the other “non-Amazon” 
respondents.  These analyses showed even greater dissatisfaction among the non-
Amazon mothers.  In fact, Amazon performance ratings were higher than those of the 
non-Amazon companies for all constructs and groups, except that IQ performance for 
women, and especially for non-mothers, was relatively low and of possible concern.  

Key Words: Website success, gender, mothers, e-commerce, e-commerce satisfaction, 
information quality, system quality, customer relations quality, importance, 
performance
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Abbreviations and Definitions

TRA   Theory of Reasoned Action
TAM   Technology Acceptance Model
WAM Web Assessment Method
EWAM   Extended Web Assessment Method
IS Success Model Information System Success Model
IQ Information Quality
SQ System Quality
CQ Customer-relations Quality
B2B Business to business
B2C Business to consumer

Success The complete satisfaction with the total e-commerce experience by 
the customer, where he or she has the intention to reuse the website.

Successful Website A successful website, from the consumer’s point of view, is 
satisfactory to the consumer’s standards and is one that the consumer 
intends to reuse.

Feature/Item A specific aspect of the website or e-commerce experience that leads 
to overall satisfaction and the intent to reuse. The features are 
grouped within larger constructs or factors.

Construct/Factor These are more general aspects of the website or e-commerce 
experience.  In our study, we analyzed three constructs, information 
quality (IQ), system quality (SQ), and customer-relations quality 
(CQ). 

e-Commerce It is the process from searching to purchase of a product or service 
on the Internet, where a transaction of some sort takes place.

Men All men

Women All women 

Mothers Women responsible for the care of at least one child under the age of 
six.

Non-mothers All women not included in the definition of mothers above. 
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

This chapter will introduce the reader to our research problem.  First, the sections will provide an 

overview of the background and motivation for the study.  This will be followed by a brief 

discussion of the research purpose.  Finally, the research question and a brief content outline of 

this thesis, will be provided.

1.1 Background 

During the last decade, the World Wide Web, upgraded Internet connections, and improved 

technology have opened up new avenues for retail shoppers.  In the US, 131.3 million consumers 

over the age of 13 shop online regularly (Internet Retailer.com, 2004), and as the computer savvy 

population continues to grow, technology keeps improving, and Internet sites become easier to 

use, the regularity of shopping online is likely to continue to grow.  In a recent study Schaupp et 

al. (2006) found that there are certain classes of website features that lead to a successful Internet 

shopping experience. According to that study a successful Internet shopping experience, from the 

consumer’s perspective, is determined by the overall satisfaction with the website, as well as the 

intention to reuse the website for further transactions. 

However, little attention has been given to differences in preference among groups of e-

shoppers, for example among men and women.  As Dittmar et al. (2004) points out, “Given that 

men and women have been shown to differ in their attitudes toward both the Internet and 

shopping (in conventional environments), it seems surprising that there is little research that 

explicitly addresses gender differences in on-line buying” (p. 423).  Moss et al. (2008) found that 
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the dominant paradigm in the web design industry is an assumption of a monolithic user type that 

does not capitalize on the accepted notion that “a website has to be designed for a targeted 

customer segment” (p. 39).  In contrast, the authors found that because web design is a male 

dominated industry, websites predominantly reflect a male dominated aesthetic even among 

female oriented markets (e.g. beauty products) (Moss et al., 2004).  This was found to have a 

predictably negative effect on female perceptions of these websites. 

  

Just as there appear to be differences between genders in website preferences, there are probably 

also differences between mothers and non-mothers that could be exploited more effectively when 

designing websites targeted specifically to mothers.  Maria T. Bailey, an award-winning author 

and one of the foremost authorities on marketing to moms, has been quoted as saying, 

“companies are spending billions to capture the mom market, but 70% of mothers feel 

companies are not doing a good job at speaking to them.  The opportunities for companies to 

capture part of the $1.6 trillion in mom spending is great.” (Moland and Cleary, 2006, p1)  Since 

family responsibilities, especially childcare, fall more heavily upon women in our society even if 

they also work full time, it is common that women have many roles to juggle (Perkins et al., 

1996).  As a result, they may feel that time is a scarce resource, and this may influence their 

Internet shopping habits and preferences.  Because of the particular demands of caring for pre-

school age children, one might reasonably expect these mothers to exhibit the greatest difference 

in preferences. 

Various website factors have been established in previous studies as critical to e-commerce 

success. However, there are few studies that investigate how these factors vary in importance 
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among different user groups, for example men, women, or mothers with young children. 

Increased understanding of these group’s preferences can help companies market themselves 

more effectively to these groups.

Both of the authors of this study are busy women, one of whom is a mother of two young 

children. Personal observations of their own frequent Internet shopping experiences formed the 

impression that some Internet retail companies do a much better job than others of satisfying 

their needs for certain e-commerce features.  Additionally, one of the authors noticed a distinct 

change in her priority levels for certain Internet shopping features, such as for example 

preprinted return labels, after becoming a mother. This was a result of the lifestyle changes that 

came with parenthood.

The question arose as to whether there might be substantial differences in Internet shopping 

preferences between men and women, or between mothers and non-mothers, that might provide 

an opportunity for companies to improve their marketing and sales to these particular target 

groups of customers. Further investigation of the literature revealed minimal existing research on 

gender preferences in e-commerce and no studies whatsoever of e-commerce preferences among 

mothers and non-mothers. Because women and mothers both represent distinct and important 

market sectors within e-commerce, there could be considerable value to improving customer 

satisfaction for these groups, especially among companies for whom they are the primary target 

market (e.g., J.Jill, The Body Shop, etc. for women, and Baby Gap, Gymboree, etc. for mothers). 
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There is an established body of literature associated with the evaluation of websites in terms of 

their success in creating user satisfaction and intention to re-use.  As indicated in earlier 

comments, all of these previous studies treated users as a monolithic group, failing to distinguish 

whether the correlations reported were dependent upon demographic factors such as gender, age, 

etc. Nevertheless, the findings and models produced by these studies provided a useful starting 

point for our analysis, since they showed that satisfaction with website features lead to the intent 

to reuse the website. According to McKinney et al. (2002, p308), “managers of online retailers 

need to monitor the satisfaction of customers with their websites to compete in the Internet 

market”. In addition, McKinney states that customers who are dissatisfied with the website 

information or system qualities will leave the website without making a purchase. 

Schaupp et al. (2006) reviewed the literature surrounding the definition and determination of 

website success, and proposed an integrated model that included a variety of standardized 

constructs within four Success Factor categories (Information Quality, System Quality, 

Perceived Effectiveness, and Social Influence), which are critical to predicting success for the 

universality of website goals (e.g., information specific search, entertainment, e-commerce, 

online community, etc.).  They demonstrated, using search sites and online community sites, that 

any particular type of website required only a subset of the four factors to predict success (again, 

success was defined here from the user’s perspective as positively contributing to website 

satisfaction and the intention to reuse the site).  Also, a previous study by McKinney et al. (2002) 

established that at least the first two factors of Schaupp et al.’s model, Information Quality (IQ) 

and System Quality (SQ) were applicable specifically in e-commerce contexts, providing 

positive correlations with success measures (both user satisfaction and intent to reuse).  They did 
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not analyze the applicability to e-commerce sites of the other two factors, Perceived 

Effectiveness and Social Influence, in their study.

It is worth noting that, as referenced in the Schaupp et al. study, another similar but slightly 

different approach, the Extended Web Assessment Method (EWAM), has also been used in e-

commerce contexts. “EWAM is an evaluation tool specifically created for the assessment of 

electronic commerce applications…. EWAM [offers] a set of relevant criteria that provide a 

basis for measuring the quality of the Web sites of Internet businesses…from the customer’s 

point of view.”(Schubert, 2002-3, p 51) 

Both EWAM and the Schaupp Model are built upon a well-established scientific model, the 

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), which describes a causal chain of psychological events, 

associated with a person’s decision to use technology.  TAM is in turn based upon a more 

general behavioral theory known as the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), which states, “based 

on certain beliefs, a person forms an attitude about a certain object, on the basis of which he or 

she forms an intention to behave with respect to that object.  The intention to behave is the sole 

determinant of actual behavior.” (van der Heijden, 2001, p 176) 

EWAM and the Schaupp et al. model differ in two important respects.  First, the two approaches 

differ slightly in how criteria are grouped into categories of “constructs” or “factors” that reflect 

user perceptions (beliefs).  Second, while the Schaupp et al. approach has been primarily applied 

when gathering data from real users in site-independent studies, EWAM was developed as a 

business tool to be used by trained professionals in evaluating particular websites to assess their 
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potential success with consumers relative to other businesses in that sector.  Since our study was 

site independent and relied upon the perceptions of real users, we chose to more closely follow 

the Schaupp et al. approach in defining critical success factors (constructs).

More generally speaking, we have chosen in this dissertation to use a combination of several of 

these past research studies to inform the creation of our own research model for evaluating the 

successfulness of e-commerce at meeting the needs of specific user groups.  Our dissertation 

investigated if there were any differential preferences among men, women, and mothers, in how 

they prioritized the two success constructs from Schaupp et al.’s model, Information Quality and 

System Quality.  In addition to these two constructs, we proposed the addition of a third 

construct, Customer-relations Quality, which incorporated features that were not strictly 

applicable to website design, but rather to the whole e-business, such as, for example, “a 

preprinted return label”.  Such features were not included in the Schaupp et al. and McKinney et 

al. studies discussed above, as these analyses were focused more exclusively on website design 

rather than e-commerce more broadly.  Although, as mentioned above, EWAM was developed 

for different purposes than our goals in this study, it did include such business-related features, 

and we felt that such features were important in addressing gender preferences in e-commerce.

In our study, survey respondents were asked to rank the importance of a number of specific 

features within the three construct categories described above.  Analysis of such rankings 

allowed us to determine differences both within and between groups in their prioritization of the 

importance of features and constructs.  Such differences indicated whether certain 

constructs/features were more or less useful in predicting e-commerce success for any particular 
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group, and hence where companies might focus their efforts when marketing to these target 

groups. 

Additionally, survey respondents were asked to list their favorite Internet retailer, whose website 

they perceived to be successful and which they had the intention to reuse, and then to rate this 

company’s performance in implementing each of the features.  Because each company was a 

“favorite”, it was assumed a priori that this website was successful from each individual’s 

perspective, and therefore that any feature or construct which received high importance but low 

performance scores would indicate a performance gap in the marketplace.  It was expected that 

any differences between groups in such performance gaps might indicate that the needs of 

particular target groups were not currently being met, and would also indicate those areas where 

improvement was needed.

1.2 Purpose

The general goal of our dissertation was to determine if there were differences among our three 

groups (men, women, and mothers with children under the age of 6) in how they prioritized the 

importance of information, system, and customer-relations characteristics of e-retailers, and to 

identify any performance gaps that exist for these groups in the current Internet retail market.  

We also investigated if there were, within each group, differences among the three quality factors 

(information, system, and customer-relations) in perceived importance and/or performance.  

Finally, we performed the same between-group and within-group comparisons at the individual 

feature level.  We feel that any differences in importance or performance between our groups, 



8

whether at the feature or factor level, could be of potential consequence to companies that target 

any of these groups when they design their web business and marketing strategies. 

1.3 Research Question

Our hypothesis was that women would prefer or value certain e-commerce features differently 

than men when shopping online.  Also, mothers with young children would value certain e-

commerce features differently than other women (hereafter called “non-mothers”).  These 

specific features were grouped into more general constructs/success factors, and we hypothesized 

that we would see constructs/success factors valued differently among the groups.  The three 

different constructs were: information quality (IQ), system quality (SQ), and customer-relations 

quality (CQ). 

H1: Men and women value e-commerce constructs and features differently.

H2: Mothers and non-mothers value e-commerce constructs and features differently.

In addition, we evaluated our subjects’ perceptions of the performance of their favorite websites 

in each of the feature and construct areas.  Since it was assumed that “favorite” implied 

“successful” from the user perspective, overall high average values of performance ratings were 

expected.  If average performance ratings of a group were low for any construct or feature, it 

indicated one of two possibilities.  Low performance paired with low importance would have 

indicated that a construct or feature was not critical to success for a given group.  On the other 

hand, low performance paired with high importance would have indicated a performance gap for

a given group, in which the market was not adequately satisfying the needs of this consumer 
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group in a particular area.  Even if all of the average performance ratings were high, we expected 

that there would be differences in degree between the groups, which would indicate different 

levels of satisfaction in particular areas (constructs) of e-commerce performance.

H3: Men and women have different satisfaction levels with the performance of their favorite 

websites.

H4: Mothers and non-mothers have different satisfaction levels with the performance of their 

favorite websites.

1.4 Outline of the Study

This study is divided into five chapters.  Since we have already discussed Chapter One in detail, 

we will briefly discuss the content of the following four chapters here. Figure 1 maps the outline 

of the study. 

Figure 1.1: Outline of the Study

Chapter Two provides the reader with an overview of the literature of relevant previous studies and 

theories.  Chapter Three describes and motivates the methodology used in this study.  Chapter Four 

Chapter 1: Introduction

Chapter 2: Theory

Chapter 3: Methodology

Chapter 4: Empirical Findings

Chapter 5: Analysis and Conclusions
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contains the empirical findings of the survey data and relevant calculations.  Finally, Chapter Five 

presents the analysis of our data, the conclusions drawn from our research, and recommendations for 

future research within the field. 
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CHAPTER TWO
THEORY

This chapter discusses pre-existing research on consumer preferences for e-commerce sites as 

well as the specific research perspective used for this study.  Existing studies upon which this 

project was based will be discussed, broken out into several sections.  Also, an introduction to 

this study’s research model and arguments for its theoretical choosing will be covered. 

2.1 Previous Studies 

Several previously known studies have been made on the basis of this proposed research idea, 

where the following theories have two or more dependent factors in common, information 

quality (IQ) and system quality (SQ).  All of the mentioned theories are integrated and will serve 

as the base for this proposed study.  As for other literature, some have studied e-commerce 

gender preferences, but have either (a) concentrated on specific individual websites or (b) studied 

a variety of websites but only looked at all genders as a whole.  Also, to our knowledge, there 

have only been a few studies using our criteria that focused on the differences between men and 

women.  (This study also looked a bit closer at mothers with young children.) 

As previously mentioned, Dittmar et al. states: “given that men and women have been shown to 

differ in their attitudes toward both the Internet and shopping (in conventional environments), it 

seems surprising that there is little research that explicitly addresses gender differences in on-line 

buying” (2004, p 423).  With this statement as an idea, this study attempted to determine these 

specific differences to see how e-commerce preferences vary between men and women, and also 

to see if there were any other differences for mothers with children under the age of six. 
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2.1.1 Technology Acceptance Model – TAM 

The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) is a theoretically and empirically accepted model 

that explains the acceptance of information systems within the context of the user’s eagerness to 

reuse those systems.  Davis et al published the original TAM in 1989. 

The TAM study was based on the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), which, in itself, is one of 

the oldest behavioral models still in practice.  TRA is a 1967 creation of social psychologists 

Fishbein and Ajzen, and describes the chain: beliefs  attitude  intention  behavior.  This 

means that a person forms an attitude about a certain object based on their beliefs, and from this 

the same person forms an intention to behave in a certain way in respect to that object.  As a 

result, the intention to behave is the only determination of the actual behavior (van der Heijden, 

2001).

Van der Heijden used TAM as a base for a 2001 study.  The original TAM model was revised to 

fit the study, in which it looked at perceived attractiveness and its correlation with perceived 

usefulness, perceived ease of use, and perceived enjoyment. From these factors, the study tried to 

determine which factors affected attitude towards use, which in turn led to intention to use (as 

per the TRA model).  Van der Heijden added one last step, gauging actual usage as an end result 

for his study. His model is often called the “Revised TAM” (van der Heijden, 2001).

TAM is important in the contribution to understanding the use, behavior, and acceptance of new 

information systems.  There are motivational variables that serve as links between system 

features and an individual’s behavior in relation to the actual use of the system.  Social features 
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were not taken into account in TAM, but were accounted for in EWAM, which will be explained 

below (Schubert, 2002-3).  The TAM model also omitted gender, but Venkatesh and Morris 

(2000) researched that aspect as incorporated in the TAM model. 

Venkatesh and Morris (2000) argue that the gender factor plays a big part in how e-commerce 

users make their decisions in adopting and using new features and technologies.  They stress that 

men are motivated by the need of achievement, where accomplishments and advancements are 

gained via the use of technology.  Women, on the other hand, typically exhibit lower computer 

aptitude and higher levels of computer anxiety, and are therefore often drawn to easier-to-use 

technology systems (Venkatesh and Morris, 2000).  With this in mind, this study will attempt to 

determine if any gender differences exist in the e-commerce experience, from the user’s 

perspective, when studying overall e-commerce satisfaction. 

2.1.2 Extended Web Assessment Method – EWAM

The Extended Web Assessment Method (EWAM) is a tool for evaluating e-commerce 

applications.  EWAM is the revised and improved method of WAM, the Web Assessment 

Method, which was developed at the University of St.Gallen, Switzerland in 1997.  WAM was 

created to evaluate the quality and success of pre-existing e-commerce applications.  The method 

would focus on consumer perspectives of the all-inclusive e-commerce experience.  The WAM 

examines three transaction phases of e-commerce: information, agreement, and settlement.  The 

underlying idea of WAM is that a customer should not only be sold the core product, but also be 

offered a wide range of other products in order to maximize customer satisfaction.  This 

additional feature makes the website attractive to the customer (Schubert, 2002-3).  Rodger and 
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Harris (2003) confirmed this idea, indicating that websites try to target both genders in a one-

size-fits-all approach. 

According to Moss et al. (2008), men and women have different preferences for web design, 

because women tend to be “gatherers” and men tend to be “hunters.”  Given that the underlying 

idea of WAM is that providing a wide range of products is highly recommended, one would 

imagine that websites would adapt to the preferred gender differences.  Women tend to be 

attracted to websites that provide good design and therefore include attributes like cleanliness, 

correctness, objectivity, and subjectivity to their preference list (Moss et al., 2008).  Women also 

have a tendency to check things out online, but tend to shop offline (Dholakia and Chiang, 

2003).  Men, on the other hand, are information hungry (Smith and Whitlark, 2001) and tend to 

search for products or service information, both of which arguably happen before a purchase 

(Rodgers and Harris, 2003). 

In the summer of 2000, WAM was fundamentally revised.  It added the concept of the 

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Schubert, 2002-3) in order to incorporate individuals’ 

acceptance and usage of websites (van der Heijden, 2001), and the result was EWAM. EWAM’s 

main goal is to study the quality and success of e-commerce applications in terms of consumers’ 

perspectives.  The method provides a basic measuring tool to determine the quality of e-

commerce websites.  The EWAM assessors have to be highly trained to use the assessment tool, 

and an online tool is used for data collection and evaluation.  This tool is designed so that 

different sector profiles can be compared with different sector averages in order to suggest the 

appropriate improvements (Schubert, 2002-3). 
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The evaluation of an e-commerce application with the EWAM tool starts by assigning the 

particular website to a sector.  Once assigned, this will enable the application to be compared to 

the reference sector for a baseline. In order to distinguish between the different individual 

sectors, each criteria studied is assigned an importance rating from a four-point scale, ranging 

from unimportant (-2) to very important (+2) (Schubert, 2002-3).  Data are collected online with 

a questionnaire called the EWAM tool.  Once the URL has been recorded and the website 

assigned to a sector, the specific questionnaire scale is designed to assess the website with either 

a positive or negative rating for each feature, ranging from -2 to +2 as described above.  The 

option of N/A (not applicable) is also available for when no other category is sufficient (Schubert 

and Dettling, 2002). 

Since the EWAM model evaluates the website strictly from the customer’s point of view, the 

best scoring website on the EWAM questionnaire may not, in reality, be the most successful 

website in terms of e-business relevance or profitability.  However, in the eyes of the consumer, 

it is the most successful (Schubert and Dettling, 2002). 

Schubert and Dettling (2002) assessed two categories of business, consumer goods and e-

banking between Switzerland and the USA.  The traditional EWAM evaluation tool is a 

component to assess the transaction phases for a purchase, thus not so well suited for the e-

banking environment.  The consumer goods study found that most evaluated sites had above 

average success factors except for the stock check ability.  The customers found significant 

limitations in not being able to check to see if the goods in question were available.  Several 
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times, customers received packages missing an item without advance notice that that particular 

item was out-of-stock. 

The overall limitation to the EWAM is that it is a complicated assessment tool, where the 

assessors need to be highly trained to perform the task before assessing individual websites 

(Schubert, 2002-3).   Schubert and Dettling suggest further research and development of the 

EWAM model in order to perfect it. Also, EWAM focuses exclusively on the customer’s 

perspectives, and excludes the success factors of fixed values like integration of the supply chain 

and consideration of financing (Schubert and Dettling, 2002), and therefore would not be fully 

useful to our study.

2.1.3 Information Systems Success Model 

William H. DeLone and Ephraim R. McLean originally developed the information systems (IS) 

success model in 1992.  Their research investigated what variables might determine information 

system success and, therefore, organizational impact.  DeLone and McLean suggested that 

system quality and information quality were the key factors to determining website use and user 

satisfaction, and they also further measured the extent of individual influence and organizational 

impact from these variables.  Their study defined system quality as “measures of the information 

processing system itself”, and information quality as “measures of information system output” 

(DeLone and McLean, 1992, p 64).  They also defined information use as “recipient 

consumption of the output of an information system” (p 66), user satisfaction as “recipient 

response to the use of the output of an information system” (p 68), individual impact as “the 
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effect of information on the behavior of the recipient” (p 69), and, lastly, organizational impact 

as “the effect of information on organizational performance” (p 74). 

The conclusion for DeLone and McLean’s IS success model was that no single measure was 

better than another in determining organizational impact.  Both system quality and information 

quality together and separately affected both information use and user satisfaction.  They did 

point out that the amount of use was affected by user satisfaction.  Furthermore, both information 

use and user satisfaction were direct antecedents to individual impact, which lead to 

organizational impact (DeLone and McLean, 1992).

New and improved business models are constantly emerging; however, the fundamental role of 

Information Technology (IT) has not changed.  So, according to DeLone and McLean (2004), 

the methodology for measuring information system success should not have changed.  The 

underlying dimensions are still the same, and therefore, their original IS success model is still an 

applicable success measurement model.  Since the technology has changed, the IS success model 

has adapted to the changes and has grown to include a measurement of net benefits instead of 

organizational impact as in the original model.  The main improvements to the original model 

include “(a) the addition of service quality to reflect the importance of service and support in 

successful IS systems, and (b) the collapsing of individual impacts and organizational impacts 

into a more parsimonious net benefits construct” (DeLone and McLean, 2004, p 32).  This newer 

version of the IS success model is formally called the “updated DeLone and McLean success 

model” and was revised in 2002 (DeLone and McLean, 2004). 
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The “updated DeLone and McLean IS success model” studies the same basic constructs (a group 

of specific features), information quality and system quality, as the original 1992 model, but adds 

service quality as an extra basic construct.  System quality measures usefulness, usability, 

responsiveness, reliability, and flexibility, and, if any of these features is not performing to the 

satisfaction of the user, this can discourage continued usage of the e-commerce system.  If the 

system is unsatisfactory, then no net benefits will arise. Information quality measures relevance 

(DeLone and McLean, 2004), accuracy, and completeness -- in the format required by the user 

(Schaupp et al, 2006).  The added feature of service quality measures quick responsiveness, 

assurance, empathy, and following-up service.  As for system quality, when information quality 

and service quality are not performing to standard, again, no net benefits will arise (DeLone and 

McLean, 2004).

In the e-commerce context, the primary users are customers instead of internal users.  With this 

said, DeLone and McLean’s three basic constructs of information quality, system quality, and 

service quality lead to user satisfaction, system use, and eventual net benefits.  As part of 

DeLone and McLean’s study in 2004, further recommendations were made to researchers and 

practitioners that they should not get lost in the hype of a new economy that would lead them to 

believe that the changing environment would need new measures for IS success.  It was 

recommended to study history and traditions which have already determined the successful 

measures for e-commerce success.  DeLone and McLean (2004) suggested that modifications 

should be considered as technology and economics evolve; however, pre-existing studies should 

be practiced first if possible.  Lastly, they recommend that net benefits should be measured 
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instead of the previous factors (user satisfaction and system use), as they are not the true 

measurement of IS success (DeLone and McLean, 2004). 

The PEW Internet user study of 2008 concluded that about 50% of the e-commerce population 

was male and about 50% females (Horrigan, 2008). According to Rodger and Harris (2003), men 

are 2.4 times more likely to shop online then women, but women are more likely to do the 

household’s offline shopping.  Given these statistics, and since most website designers are male, 

it is wondered what features would be needed to make websites more attractive to females (Moss 

et al., 2008). With the IS success model as a base, DeLone and McLean (2004) suggest that 

changes in the environment have to be considered in order to effectively determine the net 

benefits.  

Since the original IS success model, as well as DeLone and McLean’s updated model, have 

slightly different approaches to measuring website success, our research model will use the basic 

ideas of IQ and SQ to determine the end results.  Therefore, we have partly adopted the IS 

success model in order to create our own study method. 

2.1.4 Schaupp et al.’s Success Factors/Success Measures Model

Schaupp, Fan, and Belanger (2006) suggested one approach to measuring website success as 

such: “one measure of website success is satisfaction, and the resulting intent to return to a 

website” (p 1).  This model is based on theories from the IS success model (see above). 
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Schaupp et al. (2006) also based their model on TAM, as mentioned above, by incorporating the 

beliefs and attitudes that predict intention and behavior.  The behavior then is a predictor of 

intention to use.  Schaupp et al.’s model defined six different factors and concluded that website 

satisfaction and overall website success are results of the context of the website.  Each factor 

contained several specific and individual features.  Each feature was a content or functionality of 

the website, and were presented in a way that each survey taker could identify that specific 

aspect of the website in question.  Then, the six factors that Schaupp et al. selected were divided 

into two measures; success factors and success measures. 

There are four success factors (groups of features) that have the function of evaluating the 

website context:

Information Quality (IQ) – “the degree to which information produced by the website is 

accurate, relevant, complete, and in the format required by the user” (p 3).  IQ has been shown to 

be a distinct factor when measuring overall IS success. It is shown that it is a significant 

predictor of customer satisfaction (Schaupp et al., 2006). 

System Quality (SQ) – “the degree to which the system is easy to use for the purpose of 

accomplishing a task” (Schaupp et al., 2006, p 3).  SQ can also be defined, simply, as “user-

friendliness.”
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Perceived Effectiveness (PE) – “the degree to which an individual believes that using the website 

will help them accomplish some task” (p 4).  PE can also be stated as “performance expectancy” 

and “individual impacts” (Schaupp et al., 2006).

Social Influence (SI) – “the degree to which an individual perceives that others believe they 

should use the website” (p 4).  SI is the notion that other people will view an object in a certain 

way depending on how other individuals think of using a specific technology.  One dominant 

example is image, which has been found to be a predictor of IT adoption and intention to 

purchase (Schaupp et al., 2006). 

The results of the four success factors are the two success measures:

Website Satisfaction – “the degree to which the user is satisfied with the website in question” (p 

4), and the Intention to Reuse – the notion of that satisfaction is the prerequisite to website reuse 

(Schaupp et al., 2006). 

Schaupp et al.’s (2006) study concentrated on two categories of websites: online communities 

and information-specific search sites.  Actual users of the sites were surveyed and evaluated.  

The respondents were asked a series of questions aimed at assessing their overall satisfaction 

with the website and their intention to return and reuse the site.  A series of demographic 

questions were asked to start with, followed by the specific feature questions that were assessed 

on a 7-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
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The results were tested by hypotheses, and noteworthy concepts from user satisfaction, IS 

success, and IT adoption models were used to determine relations between different variables.  

IQ was the most dominant variable affecting website satisfaction, followed by PE. SQ was only 

dominant in the information specific search setting, which is an indication that users prefer easy-

to-use websites when searching for information.  SI was very dominant in the online community 

setting, indicating that friends influence each other where they get together to gather and share 

information and interests (Schaupp et al., 2006). 

Schaupp et al.’s model of success factors and success measures and van der Heijden’s revised 

TAM model, as mentioned above, have several common factors.  Van der Heijden studied 

perceived attractiveness, perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and perceived enjoyment.  

These fours factors in turn lead to attitude towards use and intention to use, with a final study on 

actual usage (van der Heijden, 2001).  Van der Heijden’s model as well as Schaupp et al.’s 

model studied from the customers’ perspective. Schaupp at al.’s four factors of IQ, SQ, PE, and

SI were the equivalent to van der Heijden’s four factors, though not exactly the same, but the 

perceived outcome aimed to study the same ideas.  One difference between van der Heijden and 

Schaupp et al. is that Schaupp et al.’s study did not attempt to determine actual usage, like van 

der Heijden did. Schaupp et al. stopped at the “intention to reuse” (van der Heijden, 2001, 

Schaupp et al., 2006).  Our research model intends to follow the same path, where our conclusion 

is to try to decide which factors determine e-commerce success, where success is referred to as 

(a) the user is satisfied with the overall experience of the site and (b) they intend to reuse the site. 
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Since Schaupp et al., focused their study on online community and information-specific search 

sites, this study was unable to fully adapt their research model to our study.  We therefore 

revised their research model to adapt it to our specific needs (measuring website satisfaction and 

intention to reuse in the e-commerce setting).  Please see specifics on the revised research model 

later in this paper.  

2.2 Our Research Model Theory 

The philosophy of this study is based on the theories discussed previously in this chapter.  To 

summarize, TRA is the psychological base of all of the previously mentioned theories; its 

intention is to predict behavior from belief, attitude, and intention.  TAM is, in turn, based on 

TRA, and, furthermore, EWAM is based on TAM. Additionally, the IS success model as well as 

Schaupp et al.’s model studied the IQ and SQ constructs, which stem from the EWAM 

philosophy to establish website success.

E-commerce gender differences at the feature and factor level are the main focuses of this study.  

As previously mentioned, surprisingly little research has addressed gender preferences within e-

commerce.  Venkatesh and Morris (2000) studied gender in relation to the TAM model, and 

found that gender differences exist when looking at technology acceptance and usage.  This 

study addressed the introduction of a new computer technology, but it did not include e-

commerce.  Schubert and Dettling (2002) studied e-banking and consumer goods, and Schaupp 

et al. (2006) studied online communities and information-specific search sites, where the main 

goal was to determine website satisfaction and the intention to reuse.
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Even though previous studies have included e-business, no study has been found that addresses 

e-commerce and the determination of e-commerce satisfaction and website reuse, hence the 

attractiveness to study the area.  This study uses a combination of the previously mentioned 

theories, taking a few pertinent pieces from each, and concludes in the following model:

Success Factors:

Figure 2.1: Our research model with the three success factors (IQ, SQ, and CQ) in relation to the two success 
measures (e-commerce satisfaction and intent to reuse).

Schaupp et al. (2006), van der Heijden (2001), Schubert (2002-3), and McKinney et al. (2002) all 

studied website satisfaction and the intention to reuse the website, hence the connection to this 

study’s model.  In order to reach this conclusion, only Schaupp et al. (2006) and McKinney et al. 

(2002) used IQ and SQ.  In order to try to determine the overall gender differences that lead to e-

commerce satisfaction, and to support the following hypotheses, IQ and SQ were included in this 

study, along with the newly added construct of Customer-Relations Quality (CQ).

Information Quality

System Quality

Customer-Relations 
Quality

Success Measures:

e-Commerce 
Satisfaction

Intent to 
Reuse
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Hypotheses for this study (see Chapter 1 for more detail):

H1: Men and women value e-commerce constructs and features differently.

H2: Mothers and non-mothers value e-commerce constructs and features differently.

H3: Men and women have different satisfaction levels with the performance of their favorite 

websites.

H4: Mothers and non-mothers have different satisfaction levels with the performance of their 

favorite websites.

CQ is believed to be important in trying to capture the customer’s satisfaction based on features 

that are not specific to just website usage, but also the complete business experience.  IQ and SQ 

were deemed to be important in the determination of overall e-commerce satisfaction in the sense 

that both scored highly on Schaupp et al.’s (2006) model study.

This study’s model was created to fill the gap between (1) previous studies that focused on 

various e-business aspects and (2) any specific gender differences that may exist in today’s e-

commerce environment.  Men, women, and mothers are likely to have different perceptions of 

what is satisfying when shopping online, because they probably have different individual needs.  

As mentioned before, women are gatherers and men are hunters (Moss et al., 2008), and 

mothers’ needs are likely to have shifted since the birth of their children, therefore IQ, SQ, and 

CQ ought to be able to cover all aspects of e-commerce that are necessary to determine overall e-

commerce satisfaction.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY

Our most important data in this study was gathered from a survey that we designed and 

distributed.  We designed our survey after learning about previous models in various research 

papers.  However, since there was no perfect model that applied to our gender problem, web 

features, and different business aspects that we wanted to investigate, we adapted the existing 

models to fit our need. Information Quality and System Quality have been used in several studies 

before; however, we needed a third category that would include certain features that were not 

specific to websites, but more to the whole business interaction with the consumer, such as 

shipping and returns.  Since some of these features might be important to the consumer’s overall 

feeling of “e-commerce satisfaction” and “intent to reuse” the website, we added this third factor 

to evaluate such features’ importance and performance.  Below in Figure 3.1 are the general 

constructs (success factors) and their relationship to success measures.

       Success Factors:

Figure 3.1: Our research model with the three success factors (IQ, SQ, and CQ) in relation to the two success 
measures (e-commerce satisfaction and intent to reuse).
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After the factors and features were determined, the next step was to design the survey so as to 

answer all of our important research questions in as few survey questions as possible.  At first we 

started out with an EWAM inspired survey, with a two-part question of each feature.  The first 

question was to rate the feature in general and then the second question was to assess a particular 

website’s performance of this feature.  However, since it made the survey very long and 

somewhat confusing (trained assessors take the EWAM survey), we decided to have the 

respondent first rank the features, and then rate their favorite e-retail company’s performance of 

the features.  We felt that ranking the features would force the respondents to differentiate their 

importance and result in more significant differences (e.g., people could not give the same 

importance score on all of the features).  At the same time, the ranking technique still provided 

the importance data that we could use for an importance vs. performance analysis. 

Finally, after researching various online survey sites, we chose surveygizmo.com to host our 

survey online.  After several iterations of self-testing and improving the survey design, we 

started sending out emails (containing a link to the survey) to people in our address books, and 

urging them to forward the email after they completed the survey themselves.  In addition to this 

type of chain mail, we also solicited people to take the survey at various social sites, for example 

myspace.com and craigslist.org.  

3.2 Survey

The survey started out with 8 demographic questions (for more detail see survey in Appendix A), 

primarily included to determine any biases in the population sample.  Thereafter, the respondent 
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was asked to rank 16 e-commerce features in order of importance to them.  All of the features 

fell into one of the three construct categories we were studying (see Table 3.1).

Construct Feature Short Notation

Visually appealing layout of website (format) IQ1 Website design

Accurate description of products (format) IQ2 Accurate description

Website suggests similar products (completeness) IQ3 Suggest similar

Pictures give good view of products (completeness) IQ4 Good pictures

Information 
Quality

Correct sizing information (accuracy) IQ5 Correct sizing info

1-click ordering (paid and sent if logged in) (custom.) SQ1 1-click order

Website loads quickly (responsiveness) SQ2 Quick loading pages

Efficient navigation through site (responsiveness) SQ3 Efficient navigation

Ability to compare products to each other (comparing) SQ4 Compare similar

System 
Quality

“Save for later” cart (customization) SQ5 Save for later cart

Fair and transparent pricing (trust) CQ1 Fair pricing

Free shipping option to a local store (support service) CQ2 Ship local store

Easy tracking and tracing of shipment (support service) CQ3 Easy tracking

Preprinted return label (postage subtr. fr. refund) (sup.sevice) CQ4 Return label

Does not share private information (trust) CQ5 Info privacy

Customer-
Relations 
Quality

Wide range of products (smooth shopping) CQ6 Wide variety

Table 3.1: Features within the Constructs IQ, SQ, and CQ. The survey respondents were asked to rank the features 
importance, and rate their favorite e-retailer’s performance of these features. Last two columns contain the short 
notations used for these features in various tables and diagrams in this paper. 

The order of the features was shuffled on the survey to remove any bias in the constructs due to 

the way the features were presented to the respondent.  Then the participants where asked to list 

their favorite web retail store that they shop at, which they were satisfied with and intended to 
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reuse.  This was done so we could assume that their “favorite” Internet retail business was a 

“success” and therefore they experienced  “website satisfaction” and “intent to reuse”.  Also, this 

provided a concrete mental picture of a familiar successful website as they moved on to the 

feature performance ratings, which came next in the survey. 

In the ratings part of the survey they were asked to rate how well their favorite internet retail 

store had implemented each of the 16 features (that they ranked above in the survey) on a five-

point Likert scale.  The options were: poorly, not very well, neutral, well, and very well.  There 

was also an N/A (Not Applicable) option that could be used on features that did not apply to their 

particular store.  One such example was “free shipping to local store”.  This would sometimes be 

N/A since occasionally the favorite retailer did not sell physical products (e.g., i-Tunes).

Once again, the individual features were shuffled appropriately to avoid any bias in the order 

they were presented.   

3.3 Data Analysis

After the raw survey data was downloaded into Excel, it was copied, and one version was saved 

as a “read only” file for back-up purposes.  This process of saving “read-only” copies of the 

excel work was carried out on a regular basis, throughout the analysis process, as a precautionary 

and quality-control measure.  These back-up files were spot checked afterwards to verify that no 

inadvertent errors were introduced during the data analysis phase.  
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The next step was to filter and organize the survey sample data.  For example, one person stated 

that they did not shop online and therefore checked “Not Applicable” for all performance ratings.   

Two others failed to indicate their gender.  These three respondents were disqualified from the 

sample.  (Note that the survey interface was designed to discourage incomplete surveys through 

prompting, and as a result, almost completely eliminated partially completed responses.)  In 

addition, we manually inspected the “favorite company” text boxes in order to harmonize 

different responses for the same company (e.g., amazon.com, www.amazon.com, and amazon) 

and to correct misspellings.

The data was then sorted according to the groups (men, other women, and mothers), then 

according to favourite company, and finally according to state of residence.  Then the various 

features (which had been shuffled for the survey) were organized into their appropriate construct 

group IQ, SQ, and CQ.  Ranking information and rating information was put on separate pages, 

to make the data easier to work with and analyse.  Everything was double checked and backed up 

to avoid errors.

Averages and standard deviations were calculated by “group” (all, men, women, mothers, non-

mothers) at the feature level and at the factor level for ranking and rating values.

Our main statistical tool was the t-test, which was used to compare the means of two different 

groups for the same feature or factor, as well as to compare the means of two different features 

or factors within the same group.  The t-test was used to determine if different mean values were 

actually (i.e., significantly) different, given the variance among individual values within each 
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group (note that we utilized an assumption of equal variances, which appeared reasonably 

justified by an inspection of our standard deviation values).  More precisely, each t-test 

determined the confidence level in rejecting the null hypothesis, which for all tests was that the 

means were not different.  The limit for significance (i.e., rejecting the null hypothesis) was set 

to a p-value less then 0.05, in accordance with common practice among demographic studies.  

This corresponds to a 95% confidence level that the means are different.  Note that we have often 

indicated in our results which additional means could be considered different at a slightly lower 

confidence level of 90% (i.e., p < 0.10).

3.3.1 Importance Rankings 

1. For the rankings data we calculated averages and standard deviations for all features and 

constructs among each possible comparison group (all, men, women, mothers, non-

mothers). 

2. Rank order of the feature mean values was determined for each group (all, men, women, 

mothers, and non-mothers).

3. Within each group, features were pair t-tested in a matrix to determine which features did 

not have significantly different mean ranking (i.e., importance) values.  A similar matrix 

comparison of construct mean values was performed.

4. In order to establish differences among groups in their valuations of features, unpaired t-

tests of the men’s vs. women’s mean values for each of the 16 features were performed, 

followed by similar unpaired t-test comparisons of mothers’ vs. non-mothers’ mean 

values for each feature.  These tests were repeated at the construct level.
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3.3.2 Performance Ratings

1. For the ratings data we calculated averages and standard deviations for all features and 

constructs among each possible comparison group (all, men, women, mothers, non-

mothers). 

2. Within each group, constructs were t-tested in a matrix to determine whether they had 

significantly different mean rating (i.e., performance) values.

3. In order to establish differences between groups in their satisfaction with the performance 

of their favorite companies, unpaired t-tests of the men’s vs. women’s mean rating values 

for each of the 16 features were performed, followed by similar unpaired t-test 

comparisons of mothers’ vs. non-mothers’ mean rating values for each feature.  These 

tests were repeated at the construct level.

3.3.3 Company Analysis (i.e., Amazon vs. Non-Amazon) 

As a result of the high proportion (39%) of respondents who listed Amazon.com as their favorite 

e-retailer, an additional analysis was performed to determine any possible bias that this may have 

introduced into the results, as well as to further our understanding of group preferences in e-

commerce.  

1. Two new copies of the survey data analysis files were created, and a subset of 

respondents was removed from each file so as to create an “Amazon-only” database and a 

“Non-Amazon” database.

2. All of the same analyses were performed on these two subsets as were performed on the 

original complete sample as described in the sections above.
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3. The results of the Amazon, non-Amazon, and “all-company” analyses were visually 

compared side by side to determine any variations in the results.

4. Additionally, direct t-test comparisons were performed to determine significant 

differences in Amazon vs. non-Amazon mean rating values at both the feature and 

construct level.

3.3.4 Importance-Performance Matrices

For each group, an importance-performance matrix was constructed, where the coordinates of 

each point plotted corresponded to the mean importance ranking value (abscissa) and mean 

performance rating value (ordinate) for each feature.  Hence, the I-P Matrix for each group 

consists of 16 points, which have been color-coded by construct to allow easier visual 

comparison of construct performance.  Note that the scales for the axes go from 1 to 5 for rating 

(performance) and 16 to 1 for ranking (importance), so that both axes increase from minimum to 

maximum in importance or performance when moving away from the origin. 

The importance-performance (I-P) matrix, first introduced by Martilla and James (1977) and 

later modified by Slack (1994), provides a useful tool for assessing where a company should 

focus its service-improvement efforts in order to maintain competitive advantage.  Generally 

speaking, there are four “zones” in the matrix, which indicate whether a poor-performing service 

is, from the customer’s perspective, important (urgent correction needed) or unimportant (low 

priority), and whether an excellent-performing service is important (maintain) or unimportant 

(possible overkill).  Although the application of the model, as well as the specifications of how 

the zones are determined and subdivided, has varied depending upon context and researcher, the 
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general concept is useful in our study to visualize different levels of attention that may be 

required of companies to better serve particular groups.  

There are some differences in the implementation of the I-P matrix in this study as compared to 

its use in previous studies. First, since respondents ranked, rather than rated, the importance of 

the features, the ranking values may not be perfectly proportional to corresponding rating values 

of their importance.  For example, if there were seven features that most respondents considered 

all very important, but one slightly less important than the other six, the mean ranking value of 

that feature would end up in the middle of our importance scale. In other words, a low ranking 

value does not necessarily correspond to low absolute importance, but rather to low relative

importance compared to the other features on the list.  

Second, since our respondents rated the performance only of their favorite e-retailer (i.e., one 

with which they likely had a great deal of satisfaction), one would expect relatively high overall 

rating values. (Evidence to support this assumption was provided in figure 4.1 below, where it 

was noted that all feature mean performance values were above 3, with only one exception).  

When using these graphs to identify differences between groups in the existence of performance 

gaps, one might need to adjust the threshold for defining a “gap”, due to this rating inflation.  In 

other words, the position of the diagonal line that roughly represents this “threshold” may need 

to be moved slightly upward on the graph.  

On our I-P matrices, we have included an additional dashed line that could serve as an example 

of such an adjusted threshold (see Figure 3.2).  Since this study did not attempt to quantitatively 
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determine the appropriate thresholds or action zones for the I-P matrix, this dashed line is 

primarily a visual cue that is useful when comparing one graph to another.  However, there is 

some logic that supports the placement of this adjusted threshold line.  It connects the maximum 

importance, maximum performance point (1,5) with the minimum importance, “adequate” 

performance point (16,3).  “Adequate” seems like it should be the minimum average 

performance level that one would reasonably expect among ratings of favorite companies, except 

in perhaps unusual circumstances.  Additionally, this line passes through the point (8.5,4), which 

corresponds to average relative importance and one unit above “adequate” performance (i.e., 

“well”).  Again, given that these are favorite companies, one would expect the majority of rating 

values to be at or above this level.

As a result of placing these two threshold lines on the I-P graphs, we have in essence created 

three action zones.  Any features that fell in the zone below the conventional 1:1 (solid) 

threshold line are likely to reflect performance gaps.  Features that fell in the zone between this 

line and the adjusted threshold (dashed) line possibly reflect gaps, and probably warrant 

additional future investigation.  Features that fell in the zone above the dashed line are unlikely 

to reflect gaps that warrant additional improvements.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS

Our main research method for this thesis was the distribution of a survey among Internet 

shoppers.  In this Chapter we will present the results of the data collected in this survey.

4.1 Validity and Reliability of the Study 

There were a number of factors that attest to the validity and reliability of our results and 

conclusions.  At the same time, a number of limitations arose.  Many of these will be 

summarized in this section.

In one portion of the survey, respondents were asked to rate the performance of their favorite 

Internet retailer.  Since the rating values correspond to only “favorite” companies, one would 

expect the average values to be relatively high, in other words above 3.0 (corresponding to 

“Adequate” in the survey), if the items rated were indicative of overall user satisfaction levels 

(i.e., if the items were “critical success factors”).  In fact, the actual average values among all 

respondents for the three constructs IQ, SQ, and CQ were 4.10, 4.07, and 4.14, respectively.  

Among the different groups (men, women, mothers, non-mothers), the mean performance ratings 

for the constructs fell in the range 3.93 to 4.23, supporting the expectation of high ratings.  

Previous studies have indicated that IQ and SQ should be predictive of success, at least when all 

people are considered together irrespective of demographic group.  Our results support this 

conclusion, and furthermore suggest that these constructs are predictive of success even among 

demographic groups.  Our study included one additional construct, CQ, which had not been 

tested as a critical success factor in previous studies.  The rating results for CQ in this study 
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suggest that it may also be considered a critical success factor (although further direct testing of 

this hypothesis would be needed as confirmation). 

Additional support for CQ being a critical success factor is provided by the importance ranking 

results.  Although the average importance values of the CQ construct were slightly below those 

of the SQ construct for all groups, these differences were not significant for any of the groups 

(see Appendix C, Table C.2), suggesting that CQ is equivalent to SQ in terms of its importance 

to users in predicting e-commerce satisfaction.

Conversely, the IQ construct was determined to be significantly more important than both SQ 

and CQ to all demographic groups.  As discussed in more detail in the Analysis section, this 

higher IQ importance agreed with observations from previous studies in the literature, providing 

further evidence in support of the validity of the results in this study.

Further evidence of the reliability of performance rating results was provided by the “free 

shipping to local store” feature (CQ2).  As discussed in both the Results and Analysis sections, 

this feature received consistently low performance ratings (less than 3) among all groups, 

especially among those respondents who listed Amazon.com as favorite company.  Since many 

e-retailers (including Amazon) do not offer this feature, such low rating values were to be 

expected.

One limitation of the study was a bias in terms of the companies listed by the respondents as 

their “favorite” Internet retailer.  Amazon.com represented 39% of responses (43% of men, 36% 
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of women, 42% of mothers, 32% of non-mothers), while Amazon accounts for only 8% of total 

e-commerce sales (note, however, that this figure includes business-to-business sales, as we were 

unable to find a value for Amazon’s share of only business-to-consumer sales, which may be 

much higher) (Brohan, 2007). It is possible that individuals who shop at a particular e-retailer 

such as Amazon.com may have preferences that are not representative of the e-commerce 

industry as a whole.  In particular, since Amazon.com is a “sells everything” e-retailer, 

preferences among its customers could differ significantly from customers who shop at more 

specialized Internet retailers.  To address this limitation, we compared the results of the 

Amazon.com shoppers to the non-Amazon shoppers.  While the Amazon performance results 

were markedly different from the non-Amazon results, the high proportion of Amazon shoppers 

had not skewed the qualitative conclusions of the original “All-Company” analysis.  In other 

words, the group comparisons in the non-Amazon sample resulted in the same outcomes as in the 

original All-Company sample (in nearly all cases); it was only the magnitude of the differences 

that were somewhat dampened by the high proportion of Amazon shoppers.

On a positive note, this high representation of Amazon shoppers among all groups actually 

created an additional opportunity in the study, allowing us to apply our analysis to a specific e-

retailer site, and to thereby answer additional questions that otherwise would not have been 

possible.  This analytical approach, which involved splitting the respondents into two different 

“company” subsets, did however introduce one additional limitation in our findings.  The sample 

size was reduced for each of the group comparisons in these sub-analyses, which may reduce 

confidence in the reliability of some of the results.  Note that the sample sizes were, for Amazon: 

37 men, 13 mothers, 17 non-mothers, and for Non-Amazon: 49 men, 18 mothers, 36 non-
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mothers.  Of particular concern in this regard is the comparison of mothers versus non-mothers 

in the Amazon analysis (n=13 vs. n=17).  Nonetheless, these comparisons did reveal important 

observations that provide a direction for future research.

There were some additional limitations in this study of a demographic nature, as discussed 

below.

4.2 Demographics of Survey Sample

The survey was distributed via “chain” email sent to acquaintances and posting on community 

sites, resulting in a total of 174 respondents, 170 of which were usable for our analysis.  (Note 

that it is impossible to calculate an accurate response rate due to the means by which the survey 

was distributed.  However, the abandonment rate of the online survey tool was 36%.)  Of the 170 

usable responses, 86 were men and 84 were women, among whom 31 women were responsible 

for the care of a child under age six.

Since the authors lived in Colorado and California and the survey was mostly distributed in those 

states, the sample in this study was biased in favor of people living in those states. California and 

Colorado residents represented 36% and 45%, respectively, of the survey sample. People stating 

they lived in other states represented 19% of the sample.  This sample may therefore not 

represent preferences of the whole US population, but may be more representative of the 42 

million people who live in these two states. 

This study’s sample population, 50.6% men and 49.4% women, shows a nearly equal 
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representation of both genders, which is consistent with the gender breakdown of the US 

population (49.2% male and 50.8% female; census data, 2006).  This also reflects the 

approximate gender breakdown among online shoppers, 49% male and 51% female, as 

determined by a recent comprehensive telephone survey of online shopping demographics and 

practices in the United States (Horrigan, 2008).  In terms of age, we were unable to find reliable 

demographic information with perfectly matching age brackets to those used in our study; 

however, both our study and the Horrigan study indicated that the majority of internet shoppers 

were in the 25-50 year age range.

Our sample population appeared to be more highly educated than the general e-commerce user, 

with 91% of our respondents having more than a high school education.  By comparison, 

Horrigan’s survey found that only 64% of the US online shopping population had this level of 

education.  In correlation to this, our sample population also appeared to have higher annual 

household incomes.  In terms of middle-income brackets (although not identical in both surveys),  

45% of our respondents earned between $50,000 to $100,000, as compared to 47% of Horrigan’s 

survey respondents between $40,000 to $100,000.  At the high-income end, 43% of our 

respondents, as compared to 23% of Horrigan’s respondents, had incomes above $100,000.    

For further data about this study’s demographics, please visit Appendix B. 

4.3 Results for Importance Rankings

When looking at all respondents regardless of group, the variation among individuals in 

importance rankings for most of the features is fairly small.  Most people thought for example, 
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that “accurate description” and “quick loading pages” were very important, and that “wide 

variety of products” and “suggest similar products” were relatively unimportant.  This 

consistency in hierarchy of importance was confirmed through statistical analysis.  Pairwise t-

test comparisons of the features resulted in significant differences (p<0.05) for more than 90% of 

the comparisons, with more than 80% significant at p<0.0001 (see Appendix C, Figure C1). 

All Men Women Mothers Non-mothers
Rank

1 Accurate description Accurate description Quick loading pages Quick loading pages Quick loading pages

2 Quick loading pages Quick loading pages Accurate description Info privacy Accurate description

3 Info privacy Info privacy Info privacy Accurate description Info privacy

4 Good Pictures Fair pricing Good Pictures Good Pictures Good Pictures

5 Fair pricing Good Pictures Correct sizing info Website design Correct sizing info

6 Correct sizing info Easy tracking Website design Correct sizing info Website design

7 Website design Efficient navigation Fair pricing Fair pricing Fair pricing

8 Easy tracking Website design Easy tracking Return Label Easy tracking

9 Efficient navigation Correct sizing info Return Label Efficient navigation 1-click order

10 1-click order 1-click order Efficient navigation Easy tracking Efficient navigation

11 Return Label Compare similar 1-click order 1-click order Return Label

12 Compare similar Wide variety Compare similar Save for later cart Compare similar

13 Save for later cart Return Label Save for later cart Compare similar Save for later cart

14 Wide variety Save for later cart Ship local store Wide variety Ship local store

15 Ship local store Ship local store Wide variety Ship local store Wide variety

16 Suggest similar Suggest similar Suggest similar Suggest similar Suggest similar

Table 4.1: Order of importance of features, as determined by mean ranking values for each group (most important 
feature at the top). 
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Moreover, there was relatively little difference between the groups in importance rankings.  For 

example, when one compares the order of importance of the features among the various groups, 

one can see that the order is pretty much the same with only slight variations (see Table 4.1).  

When comparing mean importance values of a feature from one group to another (see Table 4.2), 

the difference is on the order of one unit or less (out of 16) with one exception (on average, 

women rated “return label” 2.57 units more important than men).  The variation within each 

group is larger than the variation between the groups. 

At the construct level differences in importance between groups were even smaller (on the order 

of 0.1 unit), and none were statistically significant.  There was large variation between the 

importance of specific features included in each construct, which led to large standard deviations 

in the mean importance values for each construct.  As an example, within the IQ construct, 

“accurate description” (IQ2) had a mean importance value of 3.4 ± 2.0, while “suggest similar” 

(IQ3) had a value of 13.5 ± 2.6.  For comparison, the mean importance value for the IQ construct 

was 7.7 ± 4.3.
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FEATURE ALL MEN WOMEN t-test MOTHERS NON-MOTHERS

IQ1 Website design 7.70 ± 3.36 7.99 ± 3.63 7.40 ± 3.05 7.26 ± 3.21 7.49 ± 2.98

IQ2 Accurate description 3.38 ± 1.99 2.79 ± 1.66 3.98 ± 2.12 M 4.42 ± 2.45 3.72 ± 1.88

IQ3 Suggest similar 13.48 ± 2.61 13.16 ± 2.70 13.80 ± 2.50 13.39 ± 2.53 14.04 ± 2.48

IQ4 Good Pictures 6.28 ± 2.82 6.36 ± 2.95 6.19 ± 2.71 6.06 ± 2.59 6.26 ± 2.80
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IQ5 Correct sizing info 7.66 ± 2.95 8.13 ± 3.03 7.19 ± 2.81 W 7.39 ± 2.86 7.08 ± 2.80

SQ1 1-click order 9.66 ± 4.59 10.29 ± 4.54 9.02 ± 4.59 w 9.87 ± 4.70 8.53 ± 4.50

SQ2 Quick loading pages 3.45 ± 2.91 3.91 ± 2.84 2.99 ± 2.91 W 2.45 ± 1.84 3.30 ± 3.37

SQ3 Efficient navigation 8.42 ± 5.00 7.95 ± 4.79 8.90 ± 5.19 8.81 ± 5.41 8.96 ± 5.11

SQ4 Compare similar 10.58 ± 2.82 10.37 ± 2.82 10.79 ± 2.82 11.32 ± 2.83 10.47 ± 2.78
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SQ5 Save for later cart 11.47 ± 3.44 11.48 ± 3.93 11.46 ± 2.89 11.19 ± 2.94 11.62 ± 2.87

CQ1 Fair pricing 7.04 ± 3.68 6.20 ± 3.68 7.90 ± 3.48 M 7.45 ± 3.70 8.17 ± 3.36

CQ2 Ship local store 12.34 ± 4.01 12.43 ± 3.64 12.24 ± 4.38 12.71 ± 3.88 11.96 ± 4.66

CQ3 Easy tracking 8.11 ± 3.12 7.57 ± 3.35 8.65 ± 2.79 M 9.26 ± 2.54 8.30 ± 2.89

CQ4 Return Label 10.06 ± 4.88 11.33 ± 4.32 8.76 ± 5.10 W 8.19 ± 4.67 9.09 ± 5.35

CQ5 Info privacy 4.61 ± 3.41 4.83 ± 3.39 4.39 ± 3.43 3.81 ± 2.82 4.74 ± 3.73
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CQ6 Wide variety 11.76 ± 3.29 11.22 ± 3.35 12.32 ± 3.14 M 12.42 ± 3.48 12.26 ± 2.96

CONSTRUCT

IQ Construct 7.70 ± 4.31 7.69 ± 4.40 7.71 ± 4.21 7.70 ± 4.07 7.72 ± 4.30

SQ Construct 8.72 ± 4.83 8.80 ± 4.71 8.63 ± 4.84 8.73 ± 4.97 8.58 ± 4.77

CQ Construct 8.99 ± 4.64 8.93 ± 4.62 9.05 ± 4.66 8.97 ± 4.67 9.09 ± 4.65

Table 4.2:  Mean (± Std. Dev) Importance Ranking scores by Groups, Features and Constructs
M or W indicates significantly lower mean value (i.e., more important) for Men or Women, respectively, at p < 0.05.  
w indicates 0.05 < p < 0.10.  Absence of notation indicates no significant difference.  Note that there were no
significant differences between mean values for mothers versus non-mothers at the feature or construct level.

When comparing the mean importance of one construct to another construct, all respondents 

regardless of demographic groups ranked IQ significantly more important than SQ or CQ (see 

Appendix C, Figure C2).  One of the features (suggest similar products) within IQ was of low 

importance, while all other IQ features were consistently ranked in the top eight (see Figure 4.1).  

SQ in contrast, had one feature (quick loading pages) that ranked first or second in importance 
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for every group, while all other SQ features were in the bottom eight.  The features within CQ 

were more evenly distributed in importance.

Feature Importance for All Respondents
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Figure 4.1: The overall Importance Ranking of Individual Features for All Respondents.

Group Importance Preferences   Although as noted earlier, differences in mean importance 

values between the groups were small, they were nevertheless statistically significant in some 

cases (refer to Table 4.2).  Examples of such small but significant differences include, “correct 

sizing info” and “quick loading pages” (women valued more than men), and “accurate 

description”, “fair pricing”, “easy tracking”, and “wide variety“ (men valued more than women).  

As shown in Figure 4.2, in the case of “return label” (CQ4), women ranked this feature as much 

more important (2.6 units) than men.  Thus, one of the hypotheses of this study (H1b), that men 
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and women value e-commerce features differently, appears to be validated by our results. 

At the construct level, there were no significant differences between men and women in their 

importance values (Table 4.2).  Thus, hypothesis H1a, that men and women value e-commerce 

constructs differently, appeared to be false. 

Between mothers and non-mothers there were no significant differences whatsoever at either 

feature or construct level (Table 4.2).  Thus, the second set of hypotheses (H2a and b) of this 

study, that mothers and non-mothers value e-commerce constructs and features differently, also 

appeared to be false.

Feature Importance for Men vs. Women
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Figure 4.2: Importance Rankings of Individual Features for Men and Women
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4.4 Results for Performance Ratings

There were no significant differences between men and women in performance at the construct 

level.  At the feature level, men were significantly more satisfied with “fair pricing” but less 

satisfied with “quick loading pages” (see Table 4.3).  Note that these gender differences in 

satisfaction levels mirror the gender differences in importance rankings for these two features.

Although there were no differences between mothers and non-mothers in importance rankings, 

there were numerous significant differences between mothers and non-mothers in performance 

ratings, at both the feature and the construct levels (see Table 4.3). In general, mothers were less 

satisfied than non-mothers for all comparisons.  (In fact, the mean rating values were higher for 

non-mothers than for mothers in all cases except two, “quick loading pages” and “wide variety”, 

and neither of these differences were significant.)

Amazon.com was listed as the favorite e-retailer by 39% of respondents (with fairly similar 

representation in each of the groups).  Therefore, separate analyses of the Amazon.com shoppers 

and the non-Amazon shoppers were performed in order to evaluate possible influences that the 

high proportion of Amazon shoppers may have had on the original results above. 

Among respondents who listed Amazon as their favorite company, there were no differences 

between mothers and non-mothers in performance ratings at the construct level (see Table 4.4), 

and only one difference at the feature level (for “correct sizing info”, and in this case, non-

mothers were less satisfied).  Note that this is in stark contrast to the results for all companies 

above.
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All Companies:
FEATURE ALL MEN WOMEN t-test MOTHERS

NON-
MOTHERS

t-test

IQ1 Website design 3.90 ± 0.92 3.80 ± 0.91 4.01 ± 0.93 3.73 ± 1.05 4.17 ± 0.83 N-MO

IQ2 Accurate description 4.38 ± 0.75 4.41 ± 0.73 4.35 ± 0.77 4.19 ± 0.79 4.43 ± 0.75

IQ3 Suggest similar 3.89 ± 1.11 3.87 ± 1.00 3.91 ± 1.22 3.77 ± 1.33 4.00 ± 1.14

IQ4 Good Pictures 4.25 ± 0.76 4.27 ± 0.79 4.23 ± 0.74 4.23 ± 0.76 4.23 ± 0.73
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IQ5 Correct sizing info 4.04 ± 0.81 3.97 ± 0.79 4.10 ± 0.83 4.11 ± 0.85 4.10 ± 0.83

SQ1 1-click order 3.84 ± 1.15 3.77 ± 1.16 3.90 ± 1.15 3.74 ± 1.26 4.00 ± 1.08

SQ2 Quick loading pages 4.43 ± 0.73 4.29 ± 0.80 4.56 ± 0.63 W 4.68 ± 0.54 4.49 ± 0.67

SQ3 Efficient navigation 4.22 ± 0.82 4.19 ± 0.80 4.25 ± 0.83 3.94 ± 0.96 4.43 ± 0.69 N-MO

SQ4 Compare similar 3.56 ± 1.17 3.58 ± 1.09 3.54 ± 1.24 3.11 ± 1.26 3.82 ± 1.17 N-MO
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SQ5 Save for later cart 4.18 ± 1.07 4.14 ± 1.05 4.22 ± 1.09 4.07 ± 1.36 4.30 ± 0.91

CQ1 Fair pricing 4.38 ± 0.79 4.52 ± 0.72 4.25 ± 0.83 M 4.16 ± 0.93 4.30 ± 0.77

CQ2 Ship local store 2.65 ± 1.52 2.66 ± 1.52 2.64 ± 1.54 2.13 ± 1.41 2.88 ± 1.56

CQ3 Easy tracking 4.43 ± 0.81 4.41 ± 0.81 4.44 ± 0.81 4.37 ± 0.85 4.49 ± 0.78

CQ4 Return Label 3.56 ± 1.27 3.52 ± 1.27 3.59 ± 1.28 3.10 ± 1.51 3.85 ± 1.08 N-MO

CQ5 Info privacy 4.34 ± 0.85 4.28 ± 0.80 4.39 ± 0.89 4.17 ± 1.07 4.52 ± 0.74 n-mo
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CQ6 Wide variety 4.64 ± 0.70 4.70 ± 0.62 4.57 ± 0.78 4.68 ± 0.65 4.51 ± 0.85

CONSTRUCT

IQ Construct 4.10 ± 0.90 4.07 ± 0.88 4.12 ± 0.92 4.01 ± 0.99 4.20 ± 0.86 N-MO

SQ Construct 4.07 ± 1.07 4.02 ± 1.01 4.12 ± 1.05 3.92 ± 1.20 4.23 ± 0.94 N-MO

CQ Construct 4.14 ± 1.13 4.18 ± 1.11 4.11 ± 1.16 3.97 ± 1.28 4.18 ± 1.08 n-mo

Table 4.3: Mean (± Std. Dev) Performance Rating scores by Groups, Features and Constructs 
M or W indicates significantly higher mean value (i.e., more satisfied) for Men or Women, respectively, and MO or N-

MO for Mother or Non-mother, respectively, at p < 0.05.  n-mo indicates 0.05 < p < 0.10.

Between men and women, there was only one significant difference at the feature level, for 

“good pictures”, and one slightly less significant (i.e., 0.05<p<0.10) difference for “correct 

sizing info”.  In both cases, men had higher average performance ratings.  Of interest, in contrast 

to the previous results for all companies, a significant difference was found at the construct level, 

where men rated IQ performance higher than did women.
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Amazon:
FEATURE ALL MEN WOMEN t-test MOTHERS NON-MOTHERS t-test

IQ1 Website design 3.79 ± 0.90 3.95 ± 0.91 3.59 ± 0.87 3.50 ± 1.00 3.65 ± 0.79

IQ2 Accurate description 4.34 ± 0.73 4.46 ± 0.69 4.20 ± 0.76 4.31 ± 0.75 4.12 ± 0.78

IQ3 Suggest similar 4.40 ± 0.76 4.32 ± 0.78 4.50 ± 0.73 4.46 ± 0.88 4.53 ± 0.62

IQ4 Good Pictures 4.18 ± 0.76 4.35 ± 0.75 3.97 ± 0.72 M 4.15 ± 0.69 3.82 ± 0.73
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IQ5 Correct sizing info 3.98 ± 0.80 4.16 ± 0.69 3.76 ± 0.89 m 4.20 ± 0.79 3.36 ± 0.81 MO

SQ1 1-click order 4.43 ± 0.84 4.39 ± 0.84 4.48 ± 0.85 4.46 ± 0.78 4.50 ± 0.94

SQ2 Quick loading pages 4.51 ± 0.66 4.43 ± 0.69 4.60 ± 0.62 4.77 ± 0.44 4.47 ± 0.72

SQ3 Efficient navigation 4.15 ± 0.78 4.24 ± 0.80 4.03 ± 0.76 4.00 ± 0.82 4.06 ± 0.75

SQ4 Compare similar 3.71± 1.09 3.69 ± 1.09 3.73 ± 1.12 3.75 ± 1.06 3.71 ± 1.20
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SQ5 Save for later cart 4.52 ± 0.68 4.49 ± 0.73 4.57 ± 0.63 4.69 ± 0.48 4.47 ± 0.72

CQ1 Fair pricing 4.33 ± 0.77 4.44 ± 0.73 4.20 ± 0.81 4.08 ± 0.86 4.29 ± 0.77

CQ2 Ship local store 2.52 ± 1.44 2.65 ± 1.46 2.31 ± 1.44 2.17 ± 1.60 2.43 ± 1.40

CQ3 Easy tracking 4.60 ± 0.65 4.59 ± 0.64 4.60 ± 0.67 4.69 ± 0.48 4.53 ± 0.80

CQ4 Return Label 3.72 ± 1.05 3.79 ± 1.08 3.65 ± 1.04 3.75 ± 1.16 3.58 ± 1.00

CQ5 Info privacy 4.28 ± 0.82 4.24 ± 0.83 4.32 ± 0.82 4.46 ± 0.66 4.20 ± 0.94
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CQ6 Wide variety 4.86 ± 0.46 4.94 ± 0.23 4.77 ± 0.63 4.69 ± 0.75 4.82 ± 0.53

CONSTRUCT

IQ Construct 4.15 ± 0.82 4.25 ± 0.79 4.02 ± 0.84 M 4.13 ± 0.87 3.94 ± 0.82

SQ Construct 4.27 ± 0.84 4.26 ± 0.87 4.29 ± 0.86 4.34 ± 0.82 4.25 ± 0.90

CQ Construct 4.23 ± 1.06 4.27 ± 1.05 4.18 ± 1.08 4.18 ± 1.11 4.18 ± 1.06

Table 4.4:  Mean (± Std. Dev) Performance Rating scores by Groups, Features and Constructs for Amazon
M or W indicates significantly higher mean value (i.e., more satisfied) for Men or Women, respectively, and MO or N-

MO for Mother or Non-mother, respectively, at p < 0.05.  n-mo indicates 0.05 < p < 0.10.

Among respondents who listed some company other than Amazon as favorite (i.e., “Non-

Amazon”), results were more similar to those in the original “All-Company” analysis (Table 

4.5).  Again, non-mothers were significantly more satisfied than mothers with the performance of 

a variety of features, and all of the constructs.  Women were significantly more satisfied than 

men with the performance of several features (“website design”, “correct sizing info”, and 
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“quick loading pages”), as well as with the construct-level performance of both IQ and SQ (the 

latter at 0.05<p<0.10).  There was only one case in which men appeared to be significantly more 

satisfied than women, with the “fair pricing” feature, and this was at the lower confidence level 

(0.05<p<0.10).

Non-Amazon:
FEATURE ALL MEN WOMEN t-test MOTHERS NON-MOTHERS t-test

IQ1 Website design 3.98 ± 0.93 3.69 ± 0.90 4.24 ± 0.89 W 3.89 ± 1.08 4.42 ± 0.73 N-MO

IQ2 Accurate description 4.40 ± 0.76 4.37 ± 0.76 4.43 ± 0.77 4.11 ± 0.83 4.58 ± 0.69 N-MO

IQ3 Suggest similar 3.51 ± 1.17 3.50 ± 1.01 3.51 ± 1.32 3.28 ± 1.41 3.67 ± 1.27

IQ4 Good Pictures 4.29 ± 0.77 4.20 ± 0.82 4.38 ± 0.71 4.28 ± 0.83 4.43 ± 0.65

In
fo

rm
at

io
n

 Q
u

al
it

y

IQ5 Correct sizing info 4.07 ± 0.82 3.85 ± 0.83 4.26 ± 0.77 W 4.06 ± 0.90 4.37 ± 0.67

SQ1 1-click order 3.39 ± 1.16 3.23 ± 1.14 3.52 ± 1.17 3.07 ± 1.27 3.75 ± 1.08 n-mo

SQ2 Quick loading pages 4.37 ± 0.77 4.19 ± 0.87 4.54 ± 0.64 W 4.61 ± 0.61 4.50 ± 0.65

SQ3 Efficient navigation 4.26 ± 0.84 4.14 ± 0.82 4.37 ± 0.85 3.89 ± 1.08 4.61 ± 0.60 N-MO

SQ4 Compare similar 3.46 ± 1.21 3.49 ± 1.10 3.43 ± 1.31 2.63 ± 1.20 3.87 ± 1.17 N-MO
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SQ5 Save for later cart 3.92 ± 1.23 3.83 ± 1.20 4.00 ± 1.26 3.56 ± 1.63 4.21 ± 0.99 n-mo

CQ1 Fair pricing 4.42 ± 0.80 4.57 ± 0.71 4.28 ± 0.86 m 4.22 ± 1.00 4.31 ± 0.79

CQ2 Ship local store 2.72 ± 1.58 2.67 ± 1.61 2.76 ± 1.58 2.11 ± 1.36 3.00 ± 1.61

CQ3 Easy tracking 4.31 ± 0.88 4.26 ± 0.91 4.35 ± 0.87 4.12 ± 0.99 4.47 ± 0.79

CQ4 Return Label 3.47 ± 1.38 3.34 ± 1.37 3.56 ± 1.40 2.69 ± 1.60 3.96 ± 1.10 N-MO

CQ5 Info privacy 4.37 ± 0.87 4.31 ± 0.79 4.43 ± 0.94 3.94 ± 1.29 4.67 ± 0.60 N-MO
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CQ6 Wide variety 4.49 ± 0.79 4.52 ± 0.74 4.46 ± 0.84 4.67 ± 0.59 4.36 ± 0.93

CONSTRUCT

IQ Construct 4.06 ± 0.94 3.93 ± 0.92 4.18 ± 0.95 W 3.92 ± 1.07 4.32 ± 0.86 N-MO

SQ Construct 3.92 ± 1.11 3.82 ± 1.07 4.01 ± 1.14 w 3.60 ± 1.35 4.22 ± 0.96 N-MO

CQ Construct 4.09 ± 1.17 4.12 ± 1.15 4.07 ± 1.20 3.81 ± 1.37 4.19 ± 1.09 N-MO

Table 4.5: Mean (± Std. Dev) Performance Rating scores by Groups, Features and Constructs for Non-
Amazon M or W indicates significantly higher mean value (i.e., more satisfied) for Men or Women, respectively, and 
MO or N-MO for Mother or Non-mother, respectively, at p < 0.05. n-mo indicates 0.05 < p < 0.10.
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A side-by-side comparison of significant differences in performance ratings (Table 4.6) between 

the “All Company”, “Amazon”, and “Non-Amazon” analysis demonstrates that the Amazon 

results are markedly different from the Non-Amazon results, but that the Non-Amazon results 

are very similar to the original All-Company results.  

Specifically, when comparing mothers vs. non-mothers, the only differences between the Non-

Amazon and All-Company results were that the significance levels increased in virtually all 

cases, resulting in a larger number of significant differences than had appeared originally.  A 

glance at Table 4.6 demonstrates that the Amazon results for mothers vs. non-mothers were 

markedly different from the original results.  In this case, there were almost no significant 

differences between the two groups.

When comparing men vs. women, the same statement that was made for mothers and non-

mothers above can again be made regarding the Non-Amazon and All-Company results.  That is, 

the significance level increased in the Non-Amazon case for a number of features and constructs, 

resulting in a larger number of significant differences than had appeared originally.  Namely, 

among Non-Amazon companies, women were significantly more satisfied than men with 

“website design” (IQ1), “correct sizing info” (IQ5), and the IQ and SQ constructs (the latter at 

0.05<p<0.10), in addition to the features that had been found significant in the original analysis 

(SQ2 and CQ1).   As with mothers and non-mothers, the Amazon results were markedly 

different.  Here, in all cases where differences were significant, it was the men who reported 

higher levels of satisfaction with performance.  Of particular interest, in two cases, for “correct 

sizing info” (IQ5) and for the IQ construct, the Amazon results were opposite to those of the 
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non-Amazon results.  This helps to explain why no significant difference was found for these 

gender comparisons in the original analysis, where these two opposing tendencies were 

combined.

MEN vs. WOMEN MOTHERS vs. NON-MOTHERS

FEATURE All
Non-

Amazon
Amazon All

Non-
Amazon

Amazon

IQ1 Website design X W X N-MO N-MO X

IQ2 Accurate description X X X X N-MO X

IQ3 Suggest similar X X X X X X

IQ4 Good Pictures X X M X X X

In
fo

rm
at

io
n

 Q
u

al
it

y

IQ5 Correct sizing info X W m X X MO

SQ1 1-click order X X X X n-mo X

SQ2 Quick loading pages W W X X X X

SQ3 Efficient navigation X X X N-MO N-MO X

SQ4 Compare similar X X X N-MO N-MO X

S
ys

te
m

 Q
u

al
it

y

SQ5 Save for later cart X X X X n-mo X

CQ1 Fair pricing M m X X X X

CQ2 Ship local store X X X X X X

CQ3 Easy tracking X X X X X X

CQ4 Return Label X X X N-MO N-MO X

CQ5 Info privacy X X X n-mo N-MO X

C
u

st
o

m
er

-R
el

at
io

n
s 

Q
u

al
it

y

CQ6 Wide variety X X X X X X

CONSTRUCT

IQ Construct X W M N-MO N-MO X

SQ Construct X w X N-MO N-MO X

CQ Construct X X X n-mo N-MO X

Table 4.6:  Results of Performance Rating Group T-test Comparisons for All-Company, Non-Amazon, and 
Amazon shoppers.  M or W indicates significantly higher mean value (i.e., more satisfied) for Men or Women, 
respectively, and MO or N-MO for Mother or Non-mother, respectively, at p < 0.05.  Lower case letters indicate 
significance at 0.05 < p < 0.10.  X indicates no significant difference at p < 0.10.
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Table 4.7 provides the results of direct Amazon vs. Non-Amazon comparisons of performance 

ratings, listed by group.  Of some interest, among men and mothers, Amazon achieved higher 

average performance ratings than non-Amazon companies for all features and constructs where 

differences were significant (as well as for most of the features and all of the constructs where 

differences were not significant).  In fact, when all respondents are considered together 

regardless of demographic group, Amazon significantly out-performed Non-Amazon companies 

in mean rating values for “suggests similar” (IQ3), “1-click order” (SQ1), “Save for later cart” 

(SQ5), “easy tracking” (CQ3), “wide variety” (CQ6), and for the SQ and CQ constructs (the last 

of these at 0.05<p<0.10)

Conversely, among non-mothers, Amazon earned significantly lower ratings for a number of 

features, especially those in the IQ construct (all except IQ3), as well as “efficient navigation” 

(SQ3) and “info privacy” (CQ5).  Notably, however, Amazon still received higher average 

performance ratings among non-mothers for all of the 5 features listed above in which Amazon 

had significantly out-performed Non-Amazon companies among all respondents.  In some of 

these cases, however, the difference did not reach the p < 0.05 significance level.  
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FEATURE ALL MEN WOMEN MOTHERS NON-MOTHERS

IQ1 Website design X X NON X NON

IQ2 Accurate description X X X X NON

IQ3 Suggest similar AMZ AMZ AMZ AMZ AMZ

IQ4 Good Pictures X X NON X NON

In
fo

rm
at

io
n

 Q
u

al
it

y

IQ5 Correct sizing info X X NON X NON

SQ1 1-click order AMZ AMZ AMZ AMZ AMZ

SQ2 Quick loading pages X X X X X

SQ3 Efficient navigation X X non X NON

SQ4 Compare similar X X X AMZ X

S
ys

te
m

 Q
u

al
it

y

SQ5 Save for later cart AMZ AMZ AMZ AMZ X

CQ1 Fair pricing X X X X X

CQ2 Ship local store X X X X X

CQ3 Easy tracking AMZ amz X amz X

CQ4 Return Label X X X X X

CQ5 Info privacy X X X X NON

C
u

st
o

m
er

-R
el

at
io

n
s 

Q
u

al
ti

y

CQ6 Wide variety AMZ AMZ amz X amz

CONSTRUCT

IQ Construct X AMZ non X NON

SQ Construct AMZ AMZ AMZ AMZ X

CQ Construct amz X X amz X

Table 4.7:  Direct Comparison of Performance Ratings between Amazon vs. Non-Amazon shoppers.  AMZ or 
NON indicates significantly higher mean value (i.e., more satisfied) for Amazon.com or Non-Amazon shoppers, 
respectively, at p < 0.05.  Lower case letters indicate significance at 0.05 < p < 0.10.  X indicates no significant 
difference at p < 0.10.
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4.5 Importance-Performance Results

Importance-Performance (I-P) graphs have been used in this study as a tool to assess differences 

among groups in “performance gaps”, i.e., those features where Internet retailers appeared to be 

inadequately meeting the expectations of customers, by considering not only their perceptions of 

performance, but also the importance that they attached to each of these features.  A detailed 

explanation of the approach for constructing the I-P graphs was provided in the Methodology 

section.  The implications of the findings from these graphs have been discussed in the Analysis 

section.  In this section, we have simply provided a complete set of I-P graphs for reference.  

Larger versions of these graphs have also been included in Appendix D.
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ALL COMPANIES

All Respondents, All Companies
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Figure 4.3: I-P Matrix for All Respondents, All Companies.

Men, All Companies

IQ3 Suggests
Similar

IQ1
IQ5

IQ4
IQ2

SQ2

SQ1

SQ3

SQ4

SQ5

CQ2 Ship Local

CQ1CQ3

CQ4

CQ5

CQ6

1

2

3

4

5

12345678910111213141516

Importance

P
er

fo
rm

an
ce

IQ SQ CQ
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Figure 4.4: I-P Matrix for Men, All Companies. Figure 4.5: I-P Matrix for Women, All Companies.
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non-mothers, All Companies
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Figure 4.6: I-P Matrix for Mothers, All Companies. Figure 4.7: I-P Matrix for Non-Mothers, All Companies.
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AMAZON

All Respondents, Amazon
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Figure 4.8: I-P Matrix for All Respondents, Amazon.
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Figure 4.9: I-P Matrix for Men, Amazon. Figure 4.10: I-P Matrix for Women, Amazon.
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non-mothers, Amazon
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Figure 4.11: I-P Matrix for Mothers, Amazon. Figure 4.12: I-P Matrix for Non-Mothers, Amazon.
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NON-AMAZON

All Respondents, Non-Amazon
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Figure 4.13: I-P Matrix for All Respondents, Non-Amazon.
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Women, Non-Amazon
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Figure 4.14: I-P Matrix for Men, Non-Amazon. Figure 4.15: I-P Matrix for Women, Non-Amazon.
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Figure 4.16: I-P Matrix for Mothers, Non-Amazon. Figure 4.17: I-P Matrix for Non-Mothers, Non-Amazon.
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4.6 Results of Hypothesis Tests

Based upon the results that have been presented above, it was possible to accept or reject each of 

the original hypotheses.  We have included additional hypotheses, by considering respondents 

who listed Amazon or who listed some other company as separate groups for testing.

The results of these hypothesis tests have been provided in Table 4.8 below.  Discussions of the 

nuances associated with these results have been provided in the Analysis section.

Hypothesis: All Co: Amazon: Non-Amazon:

Reject Accept Accept
H1: Men and women value e-commerce: 

a.  constructs differently.
b.  features differently. Accept Accept Accept

Reject Reject Reject
H2: Mothers and non-mothers value e-commerce:

a.  constructs differently.
b.  features differently. Reject Accept Accept

Reject Accept Accept

H3: Men and women have different satisfaction levels 
with the performance of their favorite websites.

a.  constructs differently.
b.  features differently. Accept Accept Accept

Accept Reject Accept

H4: Mothers and non-mothers have different satisfaction 
levels with the performance of their favorite websites.

a.  constructs differently.
b.  features differently. Accept Accept Accept

Table 4.8: Hypothesis Matrix for All Companies, Amazon, and non-Amazon. 
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CHAPTER FIVE
ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION

As indicated in the Hypothesis Results Table 4.8 above, most of the initial hypotheses were 

rejected at the construct level, indicating a lack of differences between groups.  However, 

construct-level differences were found between mothers and non-mothers in terms of their 

satisfaction with the performance of their favorite e-retailers.  Moreover, numerous differences 

both between men and women and between mothers and non-mothers were found significant at 

the feature level.

A high proportion (39%) of respondents listing Amazon.com as favorite company initiated 

separate analyses of “Amazon” and “non-Amazon” shoppers, in an effort to evaluate any 

potential bias that this might have introduced.  These separate analyses revealed a number of 

interesting findings, which were not readily apparent from the original “All-Company” analysis.

All of these results have been discussed in detail in this chapter.  The discussion has been divided 

into three sections, importance-ranking analysis, performance-rating analysis, and importance-

performance analysis. 

5.1 Importance Ranking Analysis

When looking at all respondents regardless of group, the variation among individuals in 

importance rankings for most of the features is fairly small.  Most people thought for example, 

that “accurate description” and “quick loading pages” were very important, and that “wide 

variety of products” and “suggest similar products” were relatively unimportant.  As noted in the 
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results, there were only small (though often significant) differences between the groups in the 

relative importance of the various features, typically varying by only one unit (i.e., one place in 

the rank order) or less.

Within any given construct, there were usually some features of high relative importance and 

some of low relative importance (see Figure 5.1).  This resulted in large standard deviations in 

ranking values at the construct level, which tended to obscure any group differences.  This 

emphasized the need to choose an appropriate array of features when evaluating importance at 

the construct level.  Including as many features as possible within a construct would have 

produced greater confidence in the reliability of the results.  However, it was feared that a longer 

survey would have resulted in poor participation of respondents, and therefore the limit was set 

at 16 features, and the features were picked to represent as much variety as possible. 
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Feature Importance for All Respondents
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Figure 5.1: The overall Importance Ranking of Individual Features for All Respondents.

The limitation above notwithstanding, interesting results were obtained between the importance 

of the constructs.  All respondents regardless of demographic groups ranked IQ significantly 

more important than SQ or CQ.  One of the features (suggest similar products) within IQ was of 

low importance, while all other IQ features were consistently ranked in the top eight (see Figure 

5.1). SQ in contrast, had one highly ranked feature (quick loading pages), while all others were 

in the bottom eight.  The features within CQ were more evenly distributed in importance.

That every gender group ranked IQ higher is an indication that people rely heavily on 

information from the web-seller in order to purchase the correct product, which includes size and 

overall description.  In many ways, the information aspects of the website substitute for the 

important sensory experiences of traditional shopping (i.e., appearance, feel, fit, etc).  In contrast, 
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SQ, a construct primarily associated with ease of use and convenience, was considered relatively 

less important to most respondents.  The greater importance of IQ as compared to SQ is 

supported by a statement in the McKinney (2002, p297) paper, “Considering satisfaction in the 

Web usage environment, Pitt et al. (1995) observe that information is the dominant concern of 

the user, while the delivery mechanism is secondary.”  Additionally, Rai et al (2002) showed the 

results of two previous studies (DeLone and McLean, 1992 and Seddon, 1997) in which IQ was 

more closely correlated than SQ with overall user satisfaction.  Our results support the 

conclusions of these previous authors in suggesting that IQ is a very important construct that 

companies should focus on in order for their customers to feel satisfied.

Although most of the features within SQ were considered relatively less important, the one 

notable exception was “quick loading pages,” which ranked first or second in importance for 

every group.  Even though many of the low ranking SQ features were also timesaving features, 

our results suggest that “quick loading pages” (which is directly related to time efficiency) has 

become an almost “prerequisite” aspect of Internet shopping (and perhaps of Internet use in 

general), possibly due to a sort of “post traumatic stress disorder” that many people have as a 

result of the earlier dial-up Internet era. 

Although as noted earlier, differences in mean importance values between the groups were small, 

they were nevertheless statistically significant in some cases (refer to Table 4.2).  Thus, one of 

the hypotheses of this study (H1b), that men and women value e-commerce features differently, 

appears to be validated by our results.  Examples of such small but significant differences 
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include, “correct sizing info” and “quick loading pages” (women valued more than men), and 

“accurate description”, “fair pricing”, “easy tracking”, and “wide variety“ (men valued more 

than women). 

Only in the case of “return label” (CQ4), did women rank this feature as much more important 

(2.6 units) than men.  One could speculate that this larger value difference is seen because men 

might return items less frequently than women, perhaps because they shop for different types of 

products.  For example, men might shop more frequently for equipment or electronics, while 

women might shop more frequently for clothing (corroborated by women’s higher ranking of 

“correct sizing info”), resulting in different probabilities of a need for return.  Additionally, men 

are information hungry (Smith and Whitlark, 2001) and tend to search for products or service 

information, both of which arguably happen before a purchase (Rodgers and Harris, 2003).  In 

addition, one could also speculate that women more often have the “homemaker” role and 

therefore are expected to run many of the household errands, including the return of their 

husbands’ purchases.  In either case, the convenience of a preprinted return label would be more 

obvious to women than to men.

At the construct level, there were no significant differences between men and women in their 

importance values.  Thus, the primary hypothesis (H1a) of this study, that men and women value 

e-commerce constructs differently, appeared to be false.  However, it is important to note that 

several limitations may have influenced this outcome.  As noted earlier, there was some level of 

subjectivity in the determination of how many and which features to include within each 

construct.  Given that there were many significant differences between men and women at the 
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feature level, it is possible that slight differences in the features chosen to represent each 

construct could have resulted in a significant gender difference at the construct level.  A second

limitation was that people listing amazon.com as their favorite company represented a 

disproportionately large share of the sample (about 40%), which in turn could have influenced 

this outcome.  However, this concern could be rejected, given that a sub-analysis of Amazon and 

non-Amazon “shoppers,” when considered separately, did not result in significant gender value 

preferences at the construct level (see a more detailed discussion of these sub-analyses below).  

A final limitation was the geographical dominance of Colorado and California residents among 

the survey population.  It is not known whether this bias could have influenced the construct-

level gender preference results in any way; a sub-analysis of each group could shed some light 

on this issue, but was beyond the scope of this study. 

Between mothers and non-mothers there were no significant differences whatsoever at either 

feature or construct level.  Thus, the second set of hypotheses (H2a and b) of this study, that 

mothers and non-mothers value e-commerce constructs and features differently, also appeared to 

be false.  This could mean that all women in general have similar e-commerce values, or at least 

that they value the features we chose similarly.  Given the lack of significant differences at the 

feature level, unlike for the discussion of men and women above, it seems unlikely in the case of 

mothers vs. non-mothers that the choice of features could have influenced the significance at the 

construct level.

The most important issue for both of the group-preference comparisons (men vs. women and 
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mothers vs. non-mothers) was that, while there were little to no group differences in perceived 

importance of constructs, this was not true for the perceived performance levels, as discussed 

below.

5.2 Performance Rating Analysis

There were no significant differences between men and women in performance at the construct 

level.  At the feature level, men were significantly more satisfied with “fair pricing” but less 

satisfied with “quick loading pages”.  Interestingly, these gender differences in satisfaction levels 

mirror the gender differences in importance rankings for these two features.  This may not be 

surprising considering that respondents evaluated their favorite e-retailers, and therefore one 

would expect that importance and performance values should be fairly well correlated for most 

features (at least those features that are predictive of user satisfaction).  

Although there were no differences between mothers and non-mothers in importance rankings, 

there were numerous significant differences between mothers and non-mothers in performance 

ratings, at both the feature and the construct levels.  In general, mothers were less satisfied than 

non-mothers for all comparisons.  Given the lack of differences between these two groups in 

importance values, one could reasonably attribute the generally lower satisfaction among 

mothers to one of two causes.  Either mothers had higher average expectation levels than non-

mothers, or the two groups had different internet shopping patterns (i.e., different favorite 

companies and/or types of products) that led to different e-commerce experiences.  As discussed 

below, a separate analysis of subgroups supports the latter explanation over the former.
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Because of the high proportion (39%) of respondents listing Amazon.com as favorite company, 

separate analyses were performed of the “Amazon shoppers” and the “Non-Amazon shoppers” in 

order to evaluate possible bias in the results.  These analyses revealed some additional interesting 

findings that were not apparent in the original “All-Company” analysis.  As discussed in the 

Results section, a side-by-side comparison of the “All Company”, “Amazon”, and “Non-

Amazon” results (Table 4.6) demonstrated that while the Amazon results were markedly 

different from the Non-Amazon results, the high percentage of Amazon shoppers did not have a 

large impact upon the original (All Company) conclusions of the study presented above. 

Although the results for the Amazon shoppers were often opposite to those for the non-Amazon 

shoppers, this had simply obscured the statistical significance of some of the comparisons when 

the two subsets were combined, resulting in fewer significant group differences.

It should be noted that this analytical approach did introduce one possible limitation in our 

findings.  When splitting the respondents into two different “company” subsets, the sample size 

was reduced for each of the group comparisons, which may reduce confidence in the reliability 

of some of the results.  Note that the sample sizes were, for Amazon: 37 men, 13 mothers, 17 

non-mothers, and for Non-Amazon: 49 men, 18 mothers, 36 non-mothers.  Of particular concern 

in this regard is the comparison of mothers versus non-mothers in the Amazon analysis.   

Nonetheless, these comparisons did reveal important observations that provide a direction for 

future research.

In addition to allowing an evaluation of the possible influences that the high proportion of 

Amazon shoppers may have had on the original results above, this approach also created an 
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opportunity to evaluate group preferences with regard to a common e-retailer, and thus to 

possibly control for the effect that company differences might have had on such preferences.   

Note that since different groups might tend to shop for different types of products, it is not 

necessarily true, for example, that men would have a similar average shopping experience to 

women, even though both were shopping at the same website.  However, at least some aspects of 

the shopping experience would be the same. 

Among respondents who listed Amazon as their favorite company, there were no differences 

between mothers and non-mothers in performance ratings at the construct level, and only one 

difference at the feature level (for “correct sizing info”, and in this case, non-mothers were less 

satisfied).  In other words, when mothers and non-mothers evaluated the same e-retailer, the 

differences between the two groups disappeared.  This finding suggests that the lower 

performance ratings by mothers observed among all companies were not due to higher 

expectation levels among mothers, but rather due to differences in their Internet shopping 

experiences.  In other words, the set of non-Amazon favorite companies listed by mothers 

differed from that listed by non-mothers, and it appeared that the performance levels of these two 

different sets were not equal.  In particular, mothers were considerably less satisfied than non-

mothers with the performance of the non-Amazon favorite companies that they shopped at.  One 

could interpret this to mean that most “mommy-sector” companies are not doing as good a job in 

satisfying the needs of mothers.

This is corroborated by the direct comparisons of performance ratings between Amazon and non-

Amazon companies (see Table 4.7).  Among mothers, Amazon earned equivalent or higher 
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average ratings for all features and constructs.  However, among non-mothers, the comparison 

was more mixed among features and constructs, with the non-Amazon companies earning 

slightly higher average ratings overall.  When the findings of these “direct-company 

comparisons” are combined with the mother/non-mother findings for Amazon shoppers above, a 

relative performance hierarchy emerged, as shown in Figure 5.2 below.

As with mothers and non-mothers, differences between men and women in perceived 

performance levels were less pronounced among the Amazon shoppers than the non-Amazon 

shoppers (Table 4.6).  In fact, when one averages all performance ratings of the male Amazon 

shoppers, there are only small differences from similar averages for the two subgroups of 

Amazon

Non-Amazon

Amazon

Non-Amazon

Mothers
Performance Ratings

Non-Mothers
Performance Ratings

Figure 5.2:  Schematic Representation of Performance Levels Among Amazon and Non-Amazon Favorite 
Companies for Mothers and Non-Mothers
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women, i.e., mothers and non-mothers, as shown in Figure 5.3 below.  Among non-Amazon 

shoppers, however, the differences between each of the subgroups (men, mothers, and non-

mothers) were more pronounced.  As noted above, mothers were significantly less satisfied than 

non-mothers with the non-Amazon performance; men fell in between these two subgroups. 

These results might lead one to speculate that when shopping at the same e-retailer, group 

performance differences are less pronounced; however, this phenomenon might be restricted to 

the case of Amazon.com.  Further research would help to clarify this issue.  

3

4

5

Amazon Non-Amazon

Men Mothers Non-mothers

Figure 5.3:  Mean of All Performance Ratings for each group and favorite company

When analyzing this same type of comparison at the construct level, a similar pattern was found.  

That is, there were small differences between the groups among the Amazon shoppers, but more 

pronounced differences among the non-Amazon shoppers (see Figure 5.4).  It is notable, 

however, that non-mothers, and to a lesser extent mothers, had a significantly lower level of 
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satisfaction than men with Amazon’s IQ performance.  The lower ratings of non-mothers 

(relative to men) were particularly pronounced for the features, “correct sizing info”, “good 

pictures”, and “accurate description”.  

   

Amazon

3

4

5

IQ SQ CQ

Men Mothers Non-mothers

Figure 5.4:  Mean Performance Ratings by Construct for Men, Mothers, and Non-Mothers, separated according to 
favorite company (Amazon or non-Amazon).

One could speculate that the differences in performance levels for “correct sizing info” at 

Amazon may have resulted from men shopping at Amazon (an “all-products retailer”) more 

often for products where sizing does not matter (e.g., electronics, books, equipment), while non-

mothers might have done more shopping at Amazon for clothing products.  Thus, non-mothers 

may have been more exposed to the risk of incorrect sizing info, and thus may have been more 

frequently dissatisfied.  Overall, correct sizing info is a more important issue to women than 

men, probably due to greater differences in body types and fashion preferences among women as 

compared to men.  This “sensitivity” to correct sizing info among women was supported by the 

significantly higher importance that women placed on this feature as compared to men in the 

Non-Amazon

3

4

5

IQ SQ CQ

Men Mothers Non-mothers
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rankings portion of the survey. 

If, as speculated above, there were indeed different shopping patterns between men and non-

mothers in terms of the types of products purchased at Amazon, this might also explain the lower 

performance ratings for “good pictures” and “accurate description”.  Because of the extremely 

broad range of brands and models available in the clothing realm, these two features become 

very important to Internet shoppers in making decisions about different clothing purchases.  In 

essence, these features substitute for the senses of sight and feel that would be used in traditional 

shopping environments.  For non-clothing purchases, on the other hand, such as electronics or 

sports equipment, a somewhat narrower range of models, combined with greater availability of 

objective and independent “specifications”, may make pictures and product descriptions less 

critical for many shoppers.  The brand, model, and price information alone may be sufficient for 

a product decision, especially if they have already done independent research on specifications.

Interestingly, among mothers, the performance ratings of correct sizing info at Amazon were 

more similar to those of men than non-mothers. It is possible that the mothers surveyed might 

have shopped at Amazon more often for size-independent products (e.g., baby “gear”, books, 

etc), or it could be that they were more tolerant to incorrect sizing info due to some other reason. 

Of some interest, as mentioned in the Results section, Amazon clearly out-performed the non-

Amazon favorites among men and mothers in nearly all aspects.  There were a number of 

features (IQ3, SQ1, SQ5, CQ3, CQ6) for which Amazon earned higher average ratings among all 

groups, even non-mothers.  These results suggest that Amazon is currently doing a very good job 
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of meeting a wide variety of customers’ needs when shopping at their website.  Additionally, 

there are a number of areas in which Amazon seemed to excel for all groups of shoppers.  The 

only area where Amazon appeared to need some additional attention was in addressing the IQ 

needs of women, especially non-mothers.

5.3 Importance- Performance Analysis

A perhaps more enlightening way to examine the importance and performance results is to 

display them together on an importance-performance (I-P) matrix.  This approach allows one to 

distinguish which differences in performance ratings are important from the perspective of the

user, and provides an easy tool to distinguish features in greater need of improved performance. 

One way to roughly identify such features in need of attention (i.e., “performance gaps”), is by 

their location relative to a diagonal line representing the “1-to-1” performance – importance 

ratio. As described earlier in the methods section, this study differs from previous uses of the I-P 

matrix in a number of ways, and as a result, a modified version is utilized here as a tool to help 

identify differences among groups in the possible existence and location of performance gaps.  

While others (e.g., Slack, 1994) have explored more thorough, quantitative approaches to 

determining various zones of action priorities in particular contexts, our use here is of a more 

qualitative nature.

A complete set of all graphs (in large format) for all groups and “company combinations” (i.e., 

All, Amazon, non-Amazon) can be found in Appendix D.  Here, graphs will only be included as 

needed to illustrate the most important findings.
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The “All Respondents, All Companies” I-P Matrix (Figure 5.5) is useful to illustrate a few trends 

that are common to nearly all groups and company subsets.  First, “Free shipping to local store” 

(CQ2), was the only feature with a mean performance rating below 3.0 (“Adequate”).  Moreover, 

this “sub-adequate” rating was present for all group and company analyses.  This result is not 

particularly surprising, since many e-retailers (e.g., Amazon) do not offer this service due to a 

lack of physical store locations.  Note that there was some ambiguity in the interpretation of “Not 

Applicable” (N/A) in this context, giving rise to a high prevalence of N/A responses.  Since in 

most cases competitors who offer the same products do provide this service, one could argue that 

N/A should only have been used in cases where shipping was not relevant (e.g., downloadable 

software purchases), and that a lack of physical store locations should have earned a rating of 1 

(“Poorly”).  In that case, the mean ratings for this feature would likely have been even lower.

It is worth noting that just because a company (e.g., Amazon) does not currently have any 

physical stores, this does not prevent them from implementing this feature if warranted. For 

example, Amazon could contract with another company (e.g., Target or Wal-Mart) to offer this 

service. 

However, addressing the poor performance of the CQ2 feature may not be of the highest priority 

in most cases due to its low importance rankings among most groups (keeping in mind the 

caveats discussed in the Methodology section concerning relative importance rankings).  The 

feature ranked in the bottom four out of the 16 features for all groups and for all companies.  As 

a result, it fell well above the conventional “threshold” diagonal (except for a few important 

cases as noted below), but did fall within the “possible gap” zone.
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Figure 5.5: Importance-performance Matrix for All Respondents, All Companies.

Another general trend illustrated by Figure 5.5 was the relatively high importance and high 

performance values of 4 of the 5 IQ features vs. the high performance but lower importance of 4 

of the 5 SQ features.  Again, this trend was fairly consistent among all groups and company 

subsets.  Because these IQ features were considered highly important by all users, they fell 

within the “possible gap” zone.  Even a slight drop in performance would place them at or below 

the “likely gap” threshold (which did occur in a few cases as noted below), indicating that 

companies should dedicate ongoing attention to these features to ensure that high levels of 

performance are maintained.  The SQ features, on the other hand, usually fell in the “unlikely 

gap” zone, where the high levels of performance currently provided were adequate given the

lower levels of importance that most users attached to these features.
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One exception to this conclusion was the “quick-loading pages” (SQ2) feature, which as 

mentioned earlier may in some sense be considered a website “pre-requisite” in terms of its 

consistent high importance to users.  Two other features that appeared to have extraordinarily 

high importance values on this graph were “accurate description” (IQ2) and “info privacy” 

(CQ5).  These features were consistently the three most important for all group and company 

analyses, and hence despite their high average performance ratings, fell within the “possible gap” 

zone, since even a slight drop in performance might lead to customer loss.  It is interesting that 

these three critically important features were from each of the three different constructs, and also 

represented each of the three different EWAM constructs—ease of use, effectiveness, and trust.  

The consistent high importance of these features suggests the possibility that there may exist 

“critical success features”, as well as critical success factors (constructs), that correlate strongly

with overall website satisfaction by the user.

A comparison of the “All-Company” I-P graphs for mothers and non-mothers (Figure 5.6) 

reinforced the conclusion above that mothers in general were less satisfied with the performance 

of their favorite companies.  For mothers, 7 of the 16 features fell clearly below the upper 

(dotted) threshold line, while for non-mothers this was true for only 3 of the features. 

Additionally, two of the features (CQ4 and CQ5) crossed into the “likely gap” zone for mothers, 

while this was not true of any features for non-mothers.  These results indicated that not only did 

mothers perceive lower performance from their favorite companies, but also that the areas of low 

performance were sufficiently important to them to warrant concern by any company marketing 

to this target group.
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Figure 5.6: Comparison of I-P matrices for Mothers and Non-Mothers, All Companies.
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Figure 5.7: Comparison of I-P matrices for Mothers and Non-Mothers, Non-Amazon Companies.

In line with earlier analysis, these results were even more pronounced among the non-Amazon 

companies (Figure 5.7).  When the bias of the high proportion of Amazon shoppers (where 

mother and non-mother satisfaction was similar) was removed, 5 features fell at or below the 

“likely gap” (solid) threshold line for mothers, with none for non-mothers.  Conversely, 11 

features for mothers, as compared to 3 features for non-mothers, fell in the “unlikely gap” zone 

(above the dotted line).  
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These results suggest that the e-commerce market is not serving the expectations of mothers as 

well as it is for non-mothers.  Although mothers did not necessarily value particular features 

more or less than did non-mothers, there appeared to be marked differences in the performance 

levels of their favorite companies.  Since Amazon.com appeared to be doing a relatively good 

job of meeting mothers’ needs, the lower satisfaction among mothers was particularly noticeable 

among the non-Amazon favorites, many of which sold predominately children-oriented products.

The performance gap features that were of particular concern for mothers were “return label” 

(CQ4) and “info privacy” (CQ5).   It is notable that mothers were the group who valued the pre-

printed return label feature highest, perhaps because of the considerable inconvenience 

associated with standing in line at the post office with uncooperative small children.  As a result, 

they would likely be more sensitive to the absence of this feature from their favorite e-retailers, 

possibly explaining the very low average performance ratings that were observed.  This is 

supported by the rating results for Amazon, which does provide the return label feature; in this 

case, mothers gave higher average performance ratings that were equivalent to those of men and 

non-mothers.

The “info privacy” feature was highly important to all respondents (first or second most 

important feature for all groups), in line with observations from previous studies of Internet user 

attitudes, which have demonstrated substantial concern regarding the safety of financial and 

personal data online.  In one survey, fully 75% of respondents indicated “that they don’t like 

giving their credit card number or personal information online” (Horrigan, 2008, p.10).  

Although the difference was not significant, mothers did on average rank the feature as more 
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important than did the other groups.  It was possible that this greater concern for privacy was 

related to a greater sense of protectiveness brought about by becoming a mother.  But, the greater 

importance of this feature among mothers was probably less relevant to the “performance gap” 

aspect, than were the lower performance ratings among mothers in comparison to the other 

groups.  This may not have been due to actual differences in performance by the companies 

(though it may have), but rather to a greater awareness among mothers that their information 

privacy had been compromised.  For example, after mothers have “registered” for baby shower 

presents at e-retailers (and stores), or after making purchases of baby products from e-retailers, it 

is not uncommon for them to be bombarded via email, telephone, or mail with baby and child-

related offers.  As a result, it may have been fairly obvious to mothers that a company had sold 

their private information to other businesses.  In the case of men or women more generally, it 

may be more difficult to associate an increase in advertising materials directly to a particular e-

retailer to whom they have supplied personal information.

Another feature that came near the lower threshold line for mothers in the non-Amazon category 

was “ship local” (i.e., free shipping to local store).  In terms of importance rankings, mothers 

gave this feature a low importance value that was equivalent to that of men and non-mothers.  

However, the performance ratings of this feature among mothers were lower (though not 

statistically significant) than those of the other groups, at both Amazon and the non-Amazon 

companies.  One possible explanation why mothers were less satisfied is that they may have 

more frequently shopped online for large items such as car seats, strollers, etc., and as a result 

had a greater desire to reduce shipping costs through this option (though this did not seem to be 

reflected in their importance rankings of the feature). 
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Figure 5.8: Comparison of I-P matrices for Men, Amazon and Men, Non-Amazon.

One interesting observation that is highlighted by a comparison of I-P matrices, is the relatively 

higher satisfaction levels among men who listed Amazon as favorite than among men who listed 

some other favorite company (see Figure 5.8).  Note that other than the four exceptional features 

discussed earlier (IQ2, SQ2, CQ2, CQ5), all features fell roughly at or above the upper threshold 

line for men who listed Amazon as favorite company.  For men with other favorite companies, 

however, very few of the features fell above this line.  This suggests that Amazon excels at 

meeting the expectations of male Internet shoppers.

When comparing the I-P matrices for women that listed Amazon as their favorite store to women 

that listed a non-Amazon company as their favorite store (see Figure 5.9), one can see that 

features within SQ and CQ constructs appeared to perform better at Amazon, while features 

within the IQ construct performed better at the non-Amazon companies.  In contrast, as noted 

earlier, men had rated Amazon’s IQ performance higher than that of the other companies.  This 

suggests that while men were pleased with how these features were implemented at Amazon, 
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women were not as satisfied and may prefer different approaches to their implementation in 

order to more appropriately satisfy their needs.  On the other hand, as suggested earlier, this may 

reflect a difference in the products that women and men shop for, resulting in different shopping 

experiences and therefore different performance and expectation levels for these features. 

Reasons behind these differences could perhaps be explored further in future research.

Women, Amazon

IQ2
IQ4

IQ5
IQ1

IQ3 Suggests
Similar

SQ5

SQ4

SQ3

SQ1
SQ2

CQ6

CQ5

CQ4

CQ3

CQ1

CQ2 Ship Local

1

2

3

4

5

12345678910111213141516

Importance

P
er

fo
rm

an
ce

IQ SQ CQ

Women, Non-Amazon

IQ2IQ4
IQ5IQ1

IQ3 Suggests
Similar

SQ5

SQ4

SQ3

SQ1

SQ2CQ6
CQ5

CQ4

CQ3

CQ1

CQ2 Ship Local

1

2

3

4

5

12345678910111213141516

Importance

P
er

fo
rm

an
ce

IQ SQ CQ

Figure 5.9: Comparison of I-P matrices for Women, Amazon and Women, Non-Amazon.

5.4 Conclusion

As the title of this document suggests, one of the primary motivations for carrying out this study 

was to determine if there were differential preferences between men and women, or between 

mothers and non-mothers, in terms of the value that they attached to various e-commerce 

characteristics.  Interestingly, this study found no significant differences in such valuations 

between mothers and non-mothers.  Both groups appeared to place roughly equivalent emphasis 

on the importance of all of the features studied.   Between men and women, on the other hand, 

there were a number of significant differences in terms of specific e-commerce features that one 



82

gender prioritized more highly than the other, but there were no such differences at the more 

general construct level.  Despite the limited differences among groups in their perceptions of 

importance, there were much more marked differences in their satisfaction levels, as reflected by 

the performance ratings that they gave for the implementation of the features by their favorite e-

retailers.  These results suggested that there were indeed “performance gap” differences between 

the groups, most notable among mothers, which companies might exploit in order to market 

more effectively to specific target groups.

In terms of gender preferences in importance, men placed significantly higher value on the 

features “wide range of products” (CQ6), “accurate description of products” (IQ2), “fair and 

transparent pricing” (CQ1), and “easy tracking and tracing of shipment” (CQ3).  All of these 

features would appear to support the notion, previously suggested by others (Moss et al., 2008), 

of men as “hunters” in the e-commerce environment, where their goal is to locate the “prey”, 

confirm the identity of the target, complete the “kill”, and ensure that the “game” is delivered 

home.  Additionally, all of these features suggest that men tend to view the purchasing act as 

final, and therefore place higher priority on ensuring the correct price and product before the 

purchase.  Women, in contrast, placed significantly higher value on the features “correct sizing 

information” (IQ5), “quick loading web pages” (SQ2), “pre-printed return label” (CQ4), and at a 

lower significance level, “1-click ordering” (SQ1).  The higher prioritization by women of 

“correct sizing info” may be due to physiological and fashion differences between men and 

women that make sizing information more critical to women than men when making clothing 

purchases.  The rest of the features tend to support the notion of women as “gatherers” in the e-

commerce environment, where they have a greater tendency to browse a wide variety of stores 
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and pages looking for multiple potential purchases (therefore prioritizing the efficiency of this 

process), and may perhaps view such purchases with less finality.  This notion is supported by 

women’s prioritization of “pre-printed return label” (a convenience feature when returning 

purchases), since women’s greater tolerance for imperfect purchases might result in more 

frequent returns than for men.  On the other hand, the prioritization of “return label” could be 

related to the clothing issue mentioned above (i.e., to a greater likelihood of returning items due 

to incorrect size), or alternatively may simply be due to different family roles between men and 

women that may result in women more often being responsible for returning not only their own 

purchases, but also those of their husbands.

The fact that no differences were found between genders at the construct level suggested that the 

traditional constructs used to characterize general user satisfaction with websites (i.e., IQ and 

SQ) did not correspond to categorizations that would accurately describe differences between 

men and women in their e-commerce preferences.  Since there were gender differences at the 

feature level, it may be possible to devise new construct categories that are more highly 

predictive of e-commerce satisfaction for men and women independently.  Although the results 

of this study indicated which features might need to be considered for such constructs, the 

establishment of correlations between constructs and user satisfaction was beyond the scope of 

this study, and remains an avenue for future research.

As noted earlier, the most interesting findings in this study related to the performance ratings of 

the respondents’ favorite e-retailers.  Because of a high proportion (39%) of respondents listing 

Amazon.com as favorite, separate analyses were conducted of the performance ratings among 
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those listing Amazon as favorite and among those listing some other company (i.e., “non-

Amazon”).  Even when all companies were considered together, there were markedly lower 

performance ratings reported among mothers as compared to non-mothers.  When the Amazon 

and non-Amazon respondents were analyzed separately, additional findings emerged that may be 

consequential to Internet retail companies.

Among those respondents listing Amazon as favorite, there were relatively few differences 

between any of the groups at either the feature or construct level.  However, there were 

significantly lower ratings among non-mothers for Amazon’s IQ construct, and particularly for 

the features IQ2 (accurate description), IQ4 (good pictures), and IQ5 (correct sizing info).  The 

IP matrix for non-mothers at Amazon clearly indicates that the poor performance and high 

importance of these IQ features makes them a concern in terms of satisfying the performance 

expectations of non-mothers, and suggests that Amazon may consider investigating and 

remedying these performance gap areas for this group.  Other than this particular weakness, 

Amazon outperformed the non-Amazon favorite companies for all other constructs and groups 

(especially men), indicating that they are currently doing a very good job of meeting a wide 

variety of customers’ needs when shopping at their website.  Moreover, there were a number of 

features for which Amazon had much higher performance ratings than the non-Amazon favorites 

among every group, and Amazon’s competitors may wish to study the implementation of these 

features in order to perhaps improve upon their own services to customers.

Among the non-Amazon favorite companies, it was the performance ratings among mothers that 

were of particular concern, especially for several of the SQ and CQ features.  A comparison of 
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the I-P matrices between mothers and non-mothers clearly demonstrates poorer performance by 

mothers’ favorite companies in satisfying their e-commerce expectations.  Given that mothers 

and non-mothers placed equivalent importance values on all features, given that their ratings of 

Amazon were at least equivalent (in fact, slightly higher for mothers in some respects), and given 

that all of the companies rated were considered by respondents to be their “favorites”, these 

results suggest that the e-retail companies serving mothers are doing a poorer job, as compared to 

those serving women in general, of meeting their customers’ needs.

The results of our study provided a number of interesting conclusions, but also suggested a 

number of avenues for future research.  As mentioned above, one such avenue would be the 

evaluation of other possible constructs (i.e., groupings of features), which might be more 

meaningful when assessing differences in e-commerce satisfaction among specific user groups, 

such as men and women.  Additionally, more applied research on the specific purchase patterns 

of men, mothers, and non-mothers, might help to better explain the reasons for some of the 

differences that were observed among performance ratings in this study.  In particular, research 

of the e-retailers that are frequented by mothers might help to clarify the lower level of 

satisfaction that mothers currently appear to experience.  Also, similar research and surveys of 

Amazon shoppers might shed light on the underlying dissatisfaction among women, and 

especially non-mothers, with Amazon’s information quality characteristics, and why this 

dissatisfaction is not apparent among men.
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Appendix A – Survey:

This survey is intended for US residents only. 
Thank you!

Section I

1. I live in: 
option to select any state in the US

2. Please select:
( ) Male 
( ) Woman with at least 1 child under the age of 6
( ) Other Woman 

3. I am in the following age group:
( ) Below 18
( ) 18-25 
( ) 26-35 
( ) 36-45 
( ) 46-55 
( ) 55 and above 

4. Education level/degree (please check your highest):
( ) Lower education 
( ) High School/GED
( ) Bachelors 
( ) Graduate/Professional 

5. Annual Household Income:
( ) Less than $50,000 
( ) $50,001-$100,000 
( ) $100,001-$150,000 
( ) $150,001 and above 

6. Level of computer skill:
( ) Basic 
( ) Intermediate 
( ) Advanced 

7. How often do you shop online? (each store counts as one occasion)
( ) Less than once a year 
( ) 2-5 times a year 
( ) Monthly 
( ) Weekly 
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8. What is your occupational status?
( ) Full-time for employer 
( ) Part-time for employer 
( ) Self employed 
( ) Homemaker 
( ) Other

Section II

9. Please rank the following specific features in order of importance to you (The most important 
feature at the top)

_____ Website pages load quickly
_____ Preprinted return label (postage subtracted from refund)
_____ 1-click ordering (paid and sent if logged in)
_____ Accurate description of products
_____ Website does not share private information
_____ Visually appealing layout of website 
_____ Correct sizing information
_____ Easy tracking and tracing of shipment
_____ Pictures give good views of products
_____ Fair and transparent pricing
_____ Ability to compare products to each other
_____ "Save for later" cart
_____ Wide range of products 
_____ Website suggests similar products
_____ Free shipping option to a local store
_____ Efficient navigation through website

Section III

10. Please list your favorite online retail company that you shop at: 
________________________

Section IV

11. Please rate how well your favorite online retail store (mentioned above) has implemented 
each of the following features:
(Likert-scale: Poorly / Not very well / Adequately / Well / Very well / Not Applicable)

Pictures give good views of products
Easy tracking and tracing of shipment 
"Save for later" cart 
Website suggests similar products 
Fair and transparent pricing 
Wide range of products 
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Website pages load quickly 
Correct sizing information 
Ability to compare products to each other 
1-click ordering (paid and sent if logged in)
Free shipping option to a local store 
Visually appealing layout of website 
Efficient navigation through website 
Preprinted return label (postage subtracted from refund) 
Accurate description of products 
Website does not share private information 

----------------------
Thank You!

Thank you for completing our survey!

Your response is very important to us!
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Appendix B – Surveygizmo.com Demographics Report 

Compiled: 05/15/2008   (8 questions)

1. I live in:

Summary (n=170)
Value  Count Percent %
Colorado 76  44.71%
California 61  35.88%
District of Columbia 3  1.76%
Florida 3  1.76%
New Jersey 3  1.76%
New York 3  1.76%
Massachusetts 2  1.18%
Missouri 2  1.18%
Texas 2  1.18%
Virginia 2  1.18%
Washington 2  1.18%
Alaska 1  0.59%
Arizona 1  0.59%
Idaho 1    0.59%
Illinois 1  0.59%
Louisiana 1  0.59%
New Hampshire 1  0.59%
North Carolina 1  0.59%
Oregon 1  0.59%
Pennsylvania 1  0.59%
Rhode Island 1  0.59%
Vermont 1  0.59%
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2. Please select:

Summary (n =171)
Value Count  Percent %
Male 86  50.29%
Other Woman 54  31.58%
Woman with at least 1 child under the age of 6 31  18.13%

3. I am in the following age group:

Summary (n = 171)
Value Count  Percent %
Below 18 1  0.58%
18-25 10  5.85%
26-35 63  36.84%
36-45 65  38.01%
46-55 23  13.45%
55 and above 9  5.26%
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4. Education level/degree (please check your highest):

Summary (n = 171)
Value Count  Percent %
BA/BS 95  55.56%
Grad/Prof 60  35.09%
Hi Sch/GED 16  9.36%

5. Annual Household Income:

Summary (n = 171)
Value Count  Percent %
Less than $50,000 20  11.70%
$50,001-$100,000 77  45.03%
$100,001-$150,000 37  21.64%
$150,001 and above 37  21.64%
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6. Level of computer skill:

Summary (n = 171)
Value Count  Percent %
Advanced 98  57.31%
Intermediate 64  37.43%
Basic 9  5.26%

7. How often do you shop online? (each store counts as one occasion)

Summary (n = 171)
Value Count  Percent %
Monthly 88  51.76%
2-5 times a year 56  32.94%
Weekly 25  14.71%
Less than once a year 1  0.59%
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8. What is your occupational status?

Summary (n = 171)
Value Count  Percent %
Ft for employer 117  68.42%
self employed 20  11.70%
Pt for employer 16  9.36%
Homemaker 8  4.68%
student 4  2.34%
Retired 3  1.75%
academic 1  0.58%
Disabled 1  0.58%
Full time employee  1  0.58%
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Appendix C – Statistical Results (not shown in body of thesis)

Figure C1.  p values from T-test comparisons between feature importance rankings for all respondents, all companies

IQ1 IQ2 IQ3 IQ4 IQ5 SQ1 SQ2 SQ3 SQ4 SQ5 CQ1 CQ2 CQ3 CQ4 CQ5 CQ6

IQ1 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.9230 0.0000 0.0000 0.1378 0.0000 0.0000 0.1170 0.0000 0.2698 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

IQ2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.8000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0001 0.0000

IQ3 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0031 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

IQ4 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0313 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

IQ5 0.0000 0.0000 0.1242 0.0000 0.0000 0.0895 0.0000 0.2094 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

SQ1 0.0000 0.0406 0.0452 0.0002 0.0000 0.0000 0.0002 0.3087 0.0000 0.0000

SQ2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0027 0.0000

SQ3 0.0000 0.0000 0.0015 0.0000 0.4918 0.0131 0.0000 0.0000

SQ4 0.0099 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.2685 0.0000 0.0007

SQ5 0.0000 0.0494 0.0000 0.0039 0.0000 0.4300

CQ1 0.0000 0.0075 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CQ2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.1719

CQ3 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CQ4 0.0000 0.0011

CQ5 0.0000

CQ6
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Figure C2.  p values from T-test comparisons between construct importance rankings by group

All respondents

IQ SQ CQ
IQ 0.0000 0.0000

SQ 0.2184
CQ

Men

IQ SQ CQ
IQ 0.0004 0.0000

SQ 0.6735
CQ

Women

IQ SQ CQ
IQ 0.0033 0.0000

SQ 0.1882
CQ

Mothers

IQ SQ CQ
IQ 0.0477 0.0085

SQ 0.6409
CQ

Non-mothers

IQ SQ CQ
IQ 0.0296 0.0003

SQ 0.1924
CQ
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Appendix D – Importance-Performance Graphs 
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Figure D1: Importance-performance Matrix for All Respondents, All Companies.



102

Men, All Companies
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Figure D2: Importance-performance matrix for Men, All Companies.

Women, All Companies
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Figure D.3: Importance-performance matrix for Women, All Companies.
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Mothers, All Companies
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Figure D.4: Importance-performance matrix for Mothers, All Companies.

non-mothers, All Companies
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Figure D.5: Importance-performance matrix for Non-Mothers, All Companies.
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Amazon:

All Respondents, Amazon
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Figure D.6: Importance-performance matrix for all Respondents, Amazon.
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Men, Amazon
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Figure D.7: Importance-performance matrix for Men, Amazon.

Women, Amazon
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Figure D.8: Importance-performance matrix for Women, Amazon.
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Mothers, Amazon
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Figure D.9: Importance-performance matrix for Mothers, Amazon.

non-mothers, Amazon
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Figure D.10: Importance-performance matrix for Non-Mothers, Amazon.
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Non-Amazon:

All Respondents, Non-Amazon
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Figure D.11: Importance-performance matrix for all Respondents, Non-Amazon.
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Men, Non-Amazon
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Figure D.12: Importance-performance matrix for Men, Non-Amazon.

Women, Non-Amazon
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Figure D.13: Importance-performance matrix for Women, Non-Amazon.
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Mothers, Non-Amazon
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Figure D.14: Importance-performance matrix for Mothers, Non-Amazon.

non-mothers, Non-Amazon
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Figure D.15: Importance-performance matrix for non-mothers, non-Amazon.


