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Abstract 
 

Bachelor Thesis in Business Administration. 

Bachelor of Science with Specialization in Marketing – Main Field of Study: Business 
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Title: Likelihood of Using Online Personalization Services: An Explanatory Study 

Authors: Avesta Diliwi, Christopher Ullberg and Johanna Jevinger 

Supervisor: Michaela Sandell 

Examiner: Åsa Devine 

 

Background: Online personalization is the result of the rapid technological and digital 

development where consumers are provided products, services and content based on 

their individual preferences. Various research has been conducted regarding what 

factors influence the utilization and acceptance of personalization but does not provide a 

holistic view on the unified relationship of the recurrent variables of value for 

personalization, concern for privacy and trust building factors towards likelihood of 

using online personalization services. 

 

Purpose: The purpose of this research is to explain the relationship of value for 

personalization, concern for privacy, and trust building factors with the likelihood of 

using online personalization services. 

 

Methodology: This research replicated Chellappa and Sin’s (2005) research by 

modifying their theoretical model and testing it in another context. An explanatory, 

deductive, quantitative research approach and cross-sectional research design were 

utilized within this research, where self-completed questionnaires were distributed 

online with a number of 228 valid responses collected. 

 

Findings: The findings demonstrate that the new theoretical model is significant and 

that it explains the likelihood of using online personalization services with 62,3%. 

Value for personalization and concern for privacy are considered highly significant and 
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are thus accepted hypotheses, while trust building factors is not considered significant 

and therefore rejected. 

 

Conclusion: This research provides an insight into consumers’ usage decision in 

regards to likelihood of using personalization. It also provides a furthering on prior 

research in regards to a theoretical development, the modified model tested in a new 

context, but also in the findings in how the three independent variables affect the 

dependent variable. In addition, this research provides support for practitioners of online 

personalization services to understand which factors actually affect consumers’ usage 

decision, and can potentially develop strategies accordingly. 

 

Keywords: Personalization; Online Personalization Services; Likelihood of Using 

Online Personalization Services; Value for Personalization; Concern for Privacy; Trust 

Building Factors 
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1 Introduction 

This chapter introduces the overall background of personalization services, a 

discussion of the problematization around the phenomenon of personalization services, 

as well as the variables value for personalization, concern for privacy and trust 

building factors. Finally, the purpose of this research is presented.  

 

1.1 Background 

With the continuous development of technology, online accessibility and the 

evolvement of the Internet, companies have been forced to reorganize their marketing 

strategies (Kotler et al., 2005). Concurrently with the technology development, online 

software systems were established which allowed companies to computerize their 

business (Wind and Rangaswam, 2001). As a result of this digitalization that spread 

among companies, strategies such as online personalization could advance (ibid.). 

Companies could therefore more easily adopt and utilize such online personalization 

strategies, which in turn allowed companies to successfully distinguish differences and 

similarities among consumers (Kasanoff, 2009; Kasanoff in Tseng and Piller, 2010). 

These differences and similarities could then be utilized in order to acknowledge each 

individual separately and offer individuals products, services, offers, content and 

recommendations best suited for them (Storbacka and Lehtinen, 2000; Kasanoff, 2009; 

Kasanoff in Tseng and Piller, 2010; Kotler and Armstrong, 2016).  

 

Online personalization is based on collecting consumer data and information, such as 

consumer’s personal information, previous behavioral data and preferences (Kotler and 

Armstrong, 2016). This information could for example contain contact information, 

transaction history and page visits on company websites (ibid.), and is gathered either 

manually by consumers voluntarily sharing data or automatically by consumer’s web 

page clicks and keyboard inputs (Priyadharshini and Mathew, 2016). Personalization is, 

therefore, formed based on the information gathered from and during the consumer’s 

search- and purchase process (Arora et al. 2008), where personalization can be based on 

both individual preferences and the preferences shared with others, such as in-group 

members that the individual associates with (Kramer, Spolter-Weisfeld and Thakkar, 

2007). Since personalization emerges from the collected data about consumers’ 

preferences, the premise that these preferences are important for the customers (ibid.) 
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and that it mirrors the customers’ tastes, personalization is utilized in order to guide the 

consumer to products, services, offers, content and recommendations found suitable for 

them (Arora et al., 2008). As such, the process of personalization relies on what and 

how much is known about consumers (Wind and Rangaswam, 2001), the capacity to 

gather and process such consumer information and the willingness of consumers to 

share information and utilize personalized services (Chellappa and Sin, 2005; Kotler 

and Armstrong, 2016).  

 

1.2 Problem Discussion 

There are several benefits for both the company and the consumer with the use of 

personalization, where a company gain value in form of information that can be used to 

build profitable relationships (Kotler and Armstrong, 2016) and customers gain online 

personalization in terms of products and services which are tailored to their interests and 

preferences (Priyadharshini and Mathew, 2016). However, collecting and utilizing the 

information and data of consumers can be considered invasive and as such consumers 

can become reluctant to provide personal information and thus fail to take advantage of 

the potential value the service can provide (Culnan, 2000; Adolphs and Winkelmann, 

2010; Priyadharshini and Mathew, 2016). In turn, this may result in a decline in 

consumers’ perception and attitude towards the company and the company can suffer by 

losing recurring customers due to not acknowledging such customer concerns (Ball, 

Coelho and Vilares, 2006). 

 

However, it is not only of importance for companies to acknowledge consumer 

concerns, but also to address other factors which influence consumers to use online 

personalization services. Various research has been conducted regarding what impacts 

consumers’ attitude towards, acceptance of and usage of personalization services in 

which three main core concepts are prevalent and recurrent, namely perceived value 

(Chen and Dubinsky, 2003; Liang, Lai, and Ku, 2006; Pechpeyrou, 2009; Leppäniemi, 

Karjaluoto and Saarijärvi, 2017), privacy concerns (Sheehan and Hoy, 2000; Graeff and 

Harmon, 2002; Paine et al., 2007; Anton, Earp and Young, 2010) and trust (Gefen, 

2000; Gefen, 2002; McKnight, Choudhury and Kacmar, 2002; Gefen, Karahanna and 

Straub, 2003; Lee, Ang and Dubelaar, 2005; Chang, Cheung and Tang, 2012). 

Most researchers do not have a complete and integrated view on these variables and 

instead primarily research these variables separately and independently (Adolphs and 
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Winkelmann, 2010). However, the researchers Chellappa and Sin (2005) developed and 

tested an explanatory model with the objective to predict consumers’ likelihood of using 

online personalization services as a consequence of the consumers’ value for 

personalization, the consumers’ concern for privacy as well as the effect of trust 

building factors. Chellappa and Sin (2005) also researched and found a relationship 

between trust building factors and concern for privacy. While this relationship was 

demonstrated to exist within their research, it is also argued that this specific 

relationship between trust and privacy is highly contextual (Bansal, Zahedi and Gefen, 

2015). This indicates that the relationship varies and changes over time settings, 

locations and personal attributes of those partaking in the research and thus reduces the 

generalizability of this relationship (ibid.). As such, the research of this study has 

avoided researching the relationship between concern for privacy and trust building 

factors.  

 

Further on, the user value for personalization is explained as the customer response to 

personalization services and to the degree to which the consumer regards 

personalization as valuable and satisfactory (Simonson, 2005; Ho, 2006). The notion 

that consumers find value in personalization services supports the fact that these 

services initially emerged to create additional value for the consumer (Pötzsch, 2009). 

Value has, therefore, been concluded by multiple researchers as an important factor to 

investigate in the research of personalization (Chellappa and Sin, 2005; Simonson, 

2005; Ho, 2006; Shen, 2014; Leppäniemi, Karjaluoto and Saarijärvi, 2017). However, 

while personalization can lead to a more satisfactory consumer experience in form of 

personalized services, it is not always beneficial for the consumer as it is dependent on 

consumer information and data and thus comes at a cost (Priyadharshini and Mathew, 

2016). Providing such information and data entails the customer to partly relinquish 

privacy, and is therefore an important notion for practitioners to consider and actively 

strive to avoid (O'Malley, Patterson and Evans, 1997; Culnan, 2000; Chellappa and Sin, 

2005; Ho, 2006; Sundar and Marathe, 2010; Bleier and Eisenbeiss, 2015; Priyadharshini 

and Mathew, 2016; Kokolakis, 2017). Additionally, as trust is an important part and 

factor in most interpersonal and profit-oriented relationships (McKnight and Chervany, 

2011), it is a factor which affects consumer behaviour in regards to personalization as 

well (Moorman, Deshpandé and Zaltman, 1993; Komiak and Benbasat, 2006; Coelho 

and Henseler, 2012; Bleier and Eisenbeiss, 2015). While trust is often gained, trust can 
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also be actively built and enhanced which in turn can result in a competitive advantage 

for businesses and practitioners (Van Dyke, Midha and Nemati, 2007). 

 

Research regarding personalization should thus not solely be based on the potential 

value gained, nor the potential privacy forfeit, but also the trust building factors. 

However, while these underlying influential factors to the usage of personalization 

services are well-researched separately and sometimes independently, little research 

exists which combines these three variables into a single model (Adolphs and 

Winkelmann, 2010). Researching such variables separately thus fails to provide a 

holistic view on how these three variables combined influence the likelihood of using 

online personalization services. Having a holistic viewpoint can provide valuable 

insight to which variable are the most impactful and thus serve as a foundation to 

managerial decisions. 

 

While Chellappa and Sin (2005) investigated the relationships between these 

independent variables to the dependent variable likelihood of using online 

personalization services with statistical certainty, the well-renowned philosopher of 

science Karl Popper (2005) argues that all scientific theories should continuously be put 

up to critical tests and scrutiny. By doing so, a theory is corroborated as it has survived 

rigorous tests to falsify it, and is thus verified and/or acceptable for the time being 

(Popper, 2005). Chellappa and Sin (2005) argue in a similar manner that their results 

suffer from the problem of generalizability and that the results should not only be 

considered as scientific pending replication and verification, but also that the model 

should be tested in different contexts. As such, this serves an opportunity to further 

scrutinize Chellappa and Sin’s (2005) findings by testing the model in a different 

context in terms of another country and another population, but also in a contemporary 

time setting since technology, Internet and the usage of these have evolved during the 

last decade.  

 

Additionally, a replication would allow both the theoretical content and the theoretical 

structure to be developed with additional and alternative research to, in the end, further 

progress the model as well as further the area of personalization both for academics and 

practitioners. Researching such factors could therefore serve as a foundation for 

companies and practitioners to further understand how affecting variables in a 
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personalization setting can influence customers’ likelihood of using online 

personalization services. 

 

1.3 Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to explain the relationship of value for personalization, 

concern for privacy, and trust building factors with the likelihood of using online 

personalization services.  
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2 Theoretical Framework 

The chapter of the theoretical framework presents the theoretical concepts regarding 

personalization and the underlying factors of the likelihood of using online 

personalization services, as well as the concepts value for personalization, concern for 

privacy and trust building factors. 

 

2.1 Likelihood of Using Personalization Services 

The service of online personalization entails automatized tailoring of website content 

(Lavie et al., 2009), personalized messages, advertisements, search engine results and 

product/service offers and recommendations to match individual customer preferences 

and interest based on previous online behavior (Vesanen, 2007; Arora et al., 2008; 

Montgomery and Smith, 2009). Such previous online behavior entails actual 

transactions made (ibid.), but also browsing behavior, such as which specific items are 

ignored or clicked on as well as how much time is spent considering a purchase, is 

registered (Montgomery and Smith, 2009). For this research, the aspect of 

product/service recommendations on a website, such as on an online vendor’s website 

(Adolphs and Winkelmann, 2010), have been applied and utilized. To predict 

consumers’ behaviors in relation to these personalization services, consumer attitudes 

can be analyzed as these affect the intention of using personalization services 

(Venkatesh et al., 2003). This can be done via examining underlying elements of 

behavior and behavioral acceptance of technology and information technology 

(Venkatesh and Davis, 2000; Venkatesh et al., 2003).  

 

There are four main elements in order to determine behavioral intention called 

performance expectancy (Venkatesh et al., 2003), effort expectancy (ibid.), perceived 

behavioral control (Ajzen, 1991; Madden, Ellen and Ajzen, 1992) and social influence 

(Venkatesh et al., 2003). Performance expectancy is the perceived usefulness to an 

individual (Venkatesh and Davis, 2000; Venkatesh et al., 2003) and is based on the 

perceived outcome of a specific behavior which in turn forms how the consumer 

decides to act (Ajzen, 1991). Effort expectancy is the perceived degree of ease or 

difficulty of use, or in other words the effort an individual would have to put into using 

or learning the technology (Venkatesh and Davis, 2000; Venkatesh et al., 2003). The 

perceived behavioral control refers to people’s perception of the control they are having 
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over performing a behavior, i.e. an action (Ajzen, 1991; Madden, Ellen and Ajzen, 

1992). That is, if an individual feels confident in performing a behavior, the intention to 

perform this behavior increases as well (Ajzen, 1991; Madden, Ellen and Ajzen, 1992). 

Social influence is how social norms, social relationships, others’ opinions and the 

individual’s beliefs of these can influence an individual to incorporate the norms and 

opinions of others as his or her own, thus influencing the behavioral intentions 

(Venkatesh and Davis, 2000; Venkatesh, et al., 2003). The individual’s beliefs of the 

level of approval or disapproval of others influence the behavioral intentions and the 

attitude toward the behavior of the individual (Ajzen, 1991). Knowing, analyzing and 

probing these elements and factors can be utilized to predict future behavior and future 

behavioral intentions (ibid.).  

 

2.2 Value for Personalizaion 

The concept of customer value has multiple definitions but one that is widely accepted 

and acknowledged is Zeithaml’s (1988, p.14) definition: “Perceived value is the 

consumer’s overall assessment of the utility of a product based on perceptions of what 

is received and what is given” (Woodruff, 1997; Chen and Dubinsky, 2003; Ruiz et al., 

2008; Leppäniemi, Karjaluoto and Saarijärvi, 2017). Customer value is thus determined 

by the calculated perceived benefit gained in a trade-off for costs and sacrifices 

(Zeithaml, 1988; Woodruff, 1997; Chen and Dubinsky, 2003; Vesanen, 2007; Kumar 

and Reinartz, 2016). This trade-off process arises when the customer first evaluates if 

the perceived benefits are greater than the costs, and then compare this specific offer to 

other offers in the market to assess if the value from the original offer is satisfactory 

(Kumar and Reinartz, 2016). Such involuntary costs, also called perceived sacrifice or 

perceived loss, that accompany offers can be both monetary and nonmonetary where the 

customer tries to evaluate a purchase to make sure it is worth its outcome (Ruiz et al., 

2008). 

 

The perceived benefits incorporate customer perceived and experienced benefits in form 

of overall experience (Chen and Dubinsky, 2003; Vesanen, 2007), improved 

communication (Miceli, Ricotta and Costabile, 2007; Vesanen, 2007) and relevant 

information (Chen and Dubinsky, 2003; Liang, Lai, and Ku, 2006; Pechpeyrou, 2009). 

Rather than the customer providing service for themselves, a company can provide 

service by personalizing information for the customer to raise the customer experience 
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(Chen and Dubinsky, 2003; Vesanen, 2007). The personalized information further 

advances the interaction between the two parties (Miceli, Ricotta and Costabile, 2007; 

Vesanen, 2007) where the communication between the consumer and the company is 

improved (Miceli, Ricotta and Costabile, 2007). Providing personalization services 

additionally facilitate the relevancy aspect by helping the customer finding what they 

are looking for (Liang, Lai, and Ku, 2006; Pechpeyrou, 2009). Such personalization 

services increase the user value when generating relevant suggestions that fits the 

consumer’s interests (ibid.). This can be in form of both expected and unexpected items 

which can help the customer save time as the customer does not need to search for the 

product or service themselves (Pechpeyrou, 2009).  

 

2.3 Concern for Privacy 

In order to tackle the concept of privacy concerns and why it exists, the meaning of 

privacy should be explained (Li, 2014) and a recurring aspect of privacy and the 

concern for privacy is that of information privacy (Min and Kim, 2015). Numerous 

attempts to define information privacy have been undertaken but the most recurring and 

acknowledge definition is one made by Alan Westin (Paine et al., 2007; Taddicken, 

2014; Li, 2014; Min and Kim, 2015). According to Westin (ibid.), information privacy 

applies to individuals and their ability to control what type of information that is 

revealed and to what extent it is accessible to others.  

 

A lack of control and perceived lack of control over this information can result in 

privacy concerns (Graeff and Harmon, 2002; Anton, Earp and Young, 2010). This 

concern occurs when consumers are unaware of how companies collect, acquire and 

utilize data about them (Graeff and Harmon, 2002; Anton, Earp and Young, 2010), and 

the consumers control of the information transaction is felt to be minimized (Sheehan 

and Hoy, 2000; Norberg, Horne and Horne, 2007). The gathering of consumer 

information has been considered to be one of three consumer concerns, the other two 

being concerns in regards to information storage and information transfer (Anton, Earp 

and Young, 2010). Information transfer and information storage has been considered 

significant since consumers feel that their security is at risk (Paine et al., 2007). Such 

risk and safety concerns include the actual and perceived unauthorized use and access to 

personal information, such as identity theft and hacking, which in turn is considered to 

be a concern for privacy (Bellman et al., 2004; Paine et al., 2007). Consumers often feel 
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more safe using traditional channels, such as using one’s credit card in physical stores, 

than digital ones and thus demonstrates how consumers’ level of privacy concerns are 

related to the perceived level of safeness (Graeff and Harmon, 2002). 

 

Another underlying reason to why consumers experience privacy concerns is lack of 

familiarity (Sheehan and Hoy, 2000; Paine et al., 2007; Taddicken, 2014; Li, 2014). 

Lack of familiarity has been described as consumers being reluctant towards the 

unfamiliar (Sheehan and Hoy, 2000) and as the consumers’ inexperience (Paine et al., 

2007; Taddicken, 2014; Li, 2014). Consumers tend to stay within certain area of 

familiarity and necessity when browsing and purchasing, the consumer’s level of 

information disclosure is therefore depending on the level of familiarity towards their 

browsing and purchase activity (Taddicken, 2014; Li, 2014).  

 

2.4 Trust Building Factors 

Trust is a complex concept with various underlying variables of how trust is formed, 

maintained and what influences trust (McKnight, Choudhury and Kacmar, 2002). Trust 

is based on risk and the acceptance of risk as future outcomes are not known where one 

party voluntarily relinquishes control over the situation and put confidence, dependence 

and reliance in the other party (Lewis and Wiegert, 1985; McKnight, Cummings and 

Chervany, 1998; Rousseau et al., 1998; McKnight, Choudhury and Kacmar, 2002; 

Urban, Amyx and Lorenzon, 2009). Trust is also the willingness to rely on others while 

simultaneously being willing to be vulnerable to others (Rousseau et al., 1998), such as 

when giving personal information and depending on the other party to keep the 

information private (McKnight, Choudhury and Kacmar, 2002).  

 

Trust can be both built and maintained depending on various factors (Chang, Cheung 

and Tang, 2012). These trust building factors include transparency (Dhaliwal and 

Benbasat, 1996; Gregor and Benbasat, 1999; Pu and Chen, 2007; Nilashi et al., 2016), 

empowering consumers (Kim and Kim 2011; Midha, 2012; Mothersbaugh, Foxx and 

Beatty, 2012; Van Dyke, Midha and Nemati, 2007) and signaling trustworthiness (Kim 

and Kim, 2011; Lee, Ang and Dubelaar, 2005; Xu et al., 2011; Chang, Cheung and 

Tang, 2012; Midha, 2012).  
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Consumer trust can also be built through company transparency and perceived 

transparency. While transparency regards various aspects, it can be described as “[...] 

individual's subjective perception of being informed about the relevant actions and 

properties of the other party in the interaction” (Eggert and Helm, 2003, p. 103). In 

order for an individual to be informed, and thus also a high level of transparency of the 

other party, providing explanations is a significant key component (Pu and Chen, 2007; 

Nilashi et al., 2016). Explanations entails providing reasons and justifications for how 

and why companies conduct business, such as subjecting consumers to certain 

behaviors, activities and information (Dhaliwal and Benbasat, 1996; Gregor and 

Benbasat, 1999; Eggbert and Helm, 2003). 

 

Empowering consumers is the actual and perceived control consumers hold over their 

own personal information and its utilization (Van Dyke, Midha and Nemati, 2007; Kim 

and Kim, 2010; Mothersbaugh, Foxx and Beatty, 2012; Midha, 2012). Additionally, 

empowering consumers has a positive relationship to trust as it shifts control from the 

company to the consumer (ibid.). This entails that consumers have an increased level of 

control while also being provided access to the information that has been collected (Van 

Dyke, Midha and Nemati, 2007). 

 

Signaling trustworthiness entails communicating, providing and utilizing trust building 

features such as company privacy policy, what kind of information the company 

collects and how it is used, and third party seals or certifications which ensures the 

trustworthiness of the website and/or online vendor (Gefen, Karahanna and Straub, 

2003; Lee, Ang and Dubelaar, 2005; Kim and Kim, 2011; Xu et al., 2011; Chang, 

Cheung and Tang, 2012; Midha, 2012). Having a reliable third party certifying the 

trustworthiness, such as the ensurance of trustworthy business and privacy practices, 

transfers trust from the third party to the website and/or company and thus increases 

consumers’ perceived reliability and trustworthiness of it (Gefen, Karahanna and 

Straub, 2003; Kim and Kim, 2011; Chang, Cheung and Tang, 2012).   
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3 Conceptualization 

The following subchapters presents the conceptualization of the theoretical concepts, 

the corresponding hypotheses regarding these concepts and the theoretical model 

utilized for this study.  

 

3.1 Value for Personalization and Likelihood of Using Personalization 

Services 

After reviewing former research in the theoretical framework, it was demonstrated that 

the perceived value in the trade-off in form of increased experience (Chen and 

Dubinsky, 2003), improved communication with the company (Miceli, Ricotta and 

Costabile, 2007; Vesanen, 2007), relevant information (Liang, Lai, and Ku, 2006; 

Pechpeyrou, 2009), as well as time saving benefits increased due to personalization 

services (Pechpeyrou, 2009). Therefore, it is likely that value for personalization has a 

positive relationship to the likelihood of using online personalization offers. That is, 

when the value increases, the likelihood of using personalized offers online increases as 

well. Therefore, we state the following hypothesis: 

 

H1: Value for personalization has a positive relationship with the likelihood of using 

online personalization services.  

 

3.2 Concern for Privacy and Likelihood of Using Personalization 

Services 

The theoretical framework demonstrates that privacy concerns arise when consumers 

feel a lack of familiarity regarding their browsing and purchase activity (Taddicken, 

2014; Li, 2014), a lack of control over their information in terms of the gathering and 

utilization of consumer information (Graeff and Harmon, 2002; Anton, Earp and 

Young, 2010), and the concern for the level of risk the information is at in terms of 

unauthorized access and usage of personal information. Since these factors have been 

influential factors in the formation of privacy concerns when using consumer 

information (Bellman et al., 2004; Paine et al., 2007), it is, therefore, likely that concern 

for privacy also has a negative relationship with the likelihood of using online 

personalization services as well. That is, when privacy concerns increase, the likelihood 
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of using online personalized services decreases. Therefore, we state the following 

hypothesis:    

 

H2: Concern for privacy has a negative relationship with the likelihood of using online 

personalization services.  

 

3.3 Trust Building Factors and Likelihood of Using Personalization 

Services 

The theoretical framework demonstrates that trust can be built and enhanced through 

consumer empowerment, such as control over, choice regarding and access to personal 

information, and through signaling trust, such as via privacy policies and third party 

certification, as well as transparency, explaining how and why consumers are subject to 

certain behavior (Eggbert and Helm, 2003; Van Dyke, Midha and Nemati, 2007; Midha, 

2012). Since consumers trustworthiness in companies increases when companies ensure 

and increase trust building factors it is, therefore, likely that trust building factors have a 

positive relationship with the likelihood of using online personalization services. That 

is, when trust building factors increases, the likelihood of using online personalization 

services increases as well. Therefore, we state the following hypothesis:  

 

H3: Trust building factors have a positive relationship with the likelihood of using oline 

personalization services. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Consumers’ Likelihood of Using Personalization Services In an Online Context (Modified From Chellappa 

and Sin, 2005, p.190).  



  
 

13 

4 Methodology 

In this chapter each methodological choice that has been made is presented and 

justified. The chapter present how the research has been conducted through replication, 

through its chosen research approach, strategy and design, and how the data has been 

collected and analyzed. The final subchapters presents how validity and reliability has 

been ensured and how ethical aspects have been taken into considerations.  

 

4.1 Replication 

Replication is considered as a crucial part of the research field but while it is considered 

crucial, it is seldom conducted (Berthon et al., 2002). There is a myriad of definitions of 

what replication is and consists of, but it can be summarized and described as 

duplicating and imitating an entire previous study in terms of theory, method and 

context, or to duplicate certain parts of it (Lykken, 1968; Berthon et al., 2002). For this 

study, the topic of interest was initially chosen and reviewed in order to fully 

comprehend what factors and variables came across as significant within the field. After 

reviewing the research area, Chellappa and Sin’s (2005) article was finally chosen due 

to the topic at hand, but also due to the three relevant independent variables within the 

model. The researchers of this study, thereafter, decided to replicate and further 

scrutinize the model and findings of this study in order to further contribute to the field 

of understanding the likelihood of using online personalization services. 

 

When taking an existing theory and methodology and testing it in a new context to 

explain the outcome, the strategy of context-only extension is employed (Berthon et al., 

2002). That is why Chellappa and Sin’s previously tested hypotheses as well as the 

article’s methodology was replicated, but applied within a new context. Consequently, a 

context-only extension has therefore been utilized within the research of this study, 

where the hypotheses of Chellappa and Sin (2005) have been tested in the new context 

of time, as well as within a new country and a new population in order to explain the 

results.  
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4.2 Research Approach 

4.2.1 Deductive Research 

The deductive research design is a research approach to use when explaining the 

relationship between theory and research (Neuman, 2003; Bryman and Bell, 2011; 

Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016). This approach aims to test a theory, where the 

approach is based on logic and follows a linear sequence throughout the research 

process (Bryman and Bell, 2011). The deduction process starts with testing existing 

literature by putting forward a set of hypotheses, which are later tested and examined by 

collecting data. The hypotheses are then rejected or confirmed in order to falsify or 

corroborate the theory (Bryman and Bell, 2011; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016).  

 

Furthermore, the methodology within a deductive approach includes operationalized 

concepts in order to enable measurability of a quantitative structure (Bryman and Bell, 

2011; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016). A deductive approach also commonly 

requires a structured methodology in order to facilitate future researchers to replicate the 

exact steps of the study (Bryman and Bell, 2011; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016). 

Due to this study being a replication of a former research, this study has derived from 

existing theory, a deductive research approach has, therefore, been considered to be the 

most appropriate research approach. The methodology therefore follows a structure 

which allows future researchers to keep scrutinize the findings to further test the theory 

(Bryman and Bell, 2011).  

 

4.2.2 Quantitative Research 

Quantitative research uses a deductive approach to the development of theory and view 

reality as objective and external (Bryman and Bell, 2011; Bryman, 2016). A research 

following the quantitative structure is conducted objectively and often conducted on a 

large number of people which provide ’hard data’ (Nardi, 2003; Neuman, 2003; 

Bryman and Bell, 2011; Bryman, 2016; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016). This 

‘hard data’ is presented through numbers rather than words, which is one of the 

characteristics of a quantitative research strategy since it enables the data to be 

statistically tested and analyzed (ibid.). Even though the quantitative strategy is 

criticized to sometimes lose social contexts when redefining concepts into statistical 

units, it can, however, often be generalized from the sample onto the actual population 
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being studied due to the research being conducted on a larger sample number (Bryman 

and Bell, 2011).  

 

Furthermore, in the quantitative research strategy, the importance of being transparent is 

emphasized in regards to how the findings are discovered and analyzed (Bryman and 

Bell, 2011). This is important in order for other researchers to be able to replicate a 

former quantitative study and to test relationships between certain variables (Bryman 

and Bell, 2011; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016). Since this research stems out of 

previous research, this research seeks to further test the relationship between variables 

priorly established by other researchers. To further replicate and test the relationship 

between variables, numeric and statistical data is required in order to analyze the 

relationship (Nardi, 2003; Neuman, 2003; Bryman and Bell, 2011; Bryman, 2016; 

Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016). As such, the quantitative research approach was 

deemed most suitable for the study and chosen in order to accurately test and analyze 

the relationship between variables. Furthermore, the quantitative approach was chosen 

as replicability and transparency is a key component of such research (Bryman and 

Bell, 2011; Bryman, 2016). Providing a clear and transparent methodology of what and 

how results were discovered and analyzed further increases its replicability and its 

reliability, which in turn strengthens the results and theoretical implications of the study 

(Bryman and Bell, 2011). 

 

4.3 Research Design 

Research design is the structure which guides the research (Bryman and Bell, 2011), but 

also concerns how to conduct the research and the strategy behind it (Saunders, Lewis 

and Thornhill, 2016). Furthermore, a research design is the plan of how to convert the 

objectives of a research into information which is measurable and valid (Nardi, 2003). 

There is a range of research methods, techniques and approaches (Zikmund et al., 2009; 

Bryman and Bell, 2011) that can be categorized in various different research designs 

(Bryman and Bell, 2011) depending on the specific purpose of the study (Neuman, 

2003). One of these is the explanatory research design in which researchers seek to 

explain the relationship between variables and to identify the causes for the relationship 

(Neuman, 2003; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016). This approach aims to answer 

the underlying questions of ‘how’ and ‘why’ a certain phenomena exists, such as the 

range of and differences in certain behaviors or attitudes (Nardi, 2003). Considering this 
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specific study aims to further the research within this area, and to explain the nature of 

the relationship between the independent variables to the dependent variable, the 

explanatory research design was deemed most appropriate. 

 

Bryman and Bell (2011) further categorize research design into five prominent 

approaches, of which the cross-sectional research design has been utilized in this 

research. Cross-sectional research collects data of more than one case, at a single point 

in time to find patterns in the phenomenon of interest (Bryman and Bell, 2011; Neuman, 

2003; Zikmund et al., 2009). This allow the researcher to see a relationship between and 

among variables which in turn can be further investigated (Bryman and Bell, 2011; 

Zikmund et al., 2009). The cross-sectional approach was chosen and utilized in this 

research in order to explain the relationship between variables in a specific moment in 

time and due to how the approach is considered to be both time and resource efficient 

(Nardi, 2003).  

 

4.4 Data Collection Method 

A researcher can collect different types of data when conducting a research, depending 

on the purpose of the study (Adams, Raeside and White, 2007; Bryman and Bell, 2011). 

One of the types of data that can be gathered is primary data, which is data collected by 

the researcher rather than relying on data collected by others (Adams, Raeside and 

White, 2007). This allows the researcher to gather relevant data for a specific purpose 

(ibid.) and to make sure there is a consistency between the gathered data and the 

purpose (Zikmund et al., 2009; Bryman and Bell, 2011; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 

2016). The primary data collection approach was chosen for this specific research in 

order to retrieve prevalent and relevant data to test Chelappa and Sin’s (2005) result in 

another context.  

     

Depending on the research approach of the study, there are different methodologies that 

can be utilized to collect primary data (Bryman and Bell, 2011). One methodological 

approach within the quantitative approach is surveys (ibid.). Surveys can be conducted 

through self-completion questionnaires, where the researchers conduct a survey with a 

standardized set of questions that are completed by the respondent without the 

researcher being present (Zikmund et al., 2009; Bryman and Bell, 2011; Saunders, 

Lewis and Thornhill, 2016). Since the researcher is not present when respondents fill in 



  
 

17 

the questionnaire, a possible disadvantage is that the items cannot be clarified nor can it 

be checked instantly if any items have been unanswered (Nardi, 2003; Neuman, 2003). 

However, this can be counteracted by conducting a pretest prior to the actual 

distribution in order to minimize any confusion or misunderstandings regarding the 

items (ibid.). Furthermore, having the researcher not present increases the validation of 

the result since the respondent cannot be influenced by the researcher and further 

ensures the anonymity of respondents (Nardi, 2003; Neuman, 2003; Bryman and Bell, 

2011).  

 

Although questionnaires often have a low response rate in relation to the number of 

questionnaires distributed, self-completion questionnaires can be distributed to a large 

sample within a short time-frame (Nardi, 2003). Due to the resource and time efficiency 

for both researchers and participants of utilizing questionnaires, and the possibility to 

gather large amounts of primary data (Nardi, 2003; Neuman, 2003; Bryman and Bell, 

2011), this method was chosen for this study. Due to the rapid distribution and 

collection advantages as well as the time and cost saving benefits, the questionnaire of 

this research was distributed digitally as it allows the participants to be able to read, 

answer and complete the questions on their own terms (Neuman, 2003).  

 

4.4.1 Operationalization and Measurement of Variables 

An operationalization clarifies and defines theoretical constructs into measurable 

concepts, that in turn can be conceptualized into relevant questions for the research 

(Nardi, 2003; Neuman, 2003; Bryman and Bell, 2011; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 

2016). In the operationalization, the concepts are assigned indicators to be able to 

decode the responses into quantifiable concepts (Bryman and Bell, 2011). This coding 

can be measured in several different ways, where the researcher either create new 

measures or use other researchers’ measures as guidelines (Neuman, 2003; Zikmund et 

al., 2009; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016).  

 

In order to gather appropriate data, a suitable measurement scale should be identified for 

each chosen variable (Zikmund et al., 2009). There are mainly four measurement scales 

called the nominal scale, the ordinal scale, the interval scale and the ratio scale 

(Zikmund et al., 2009; Bryman and Bell, 2011). The nominal scale includes categorical 

variables and assigns a value to an object in order to classify or identify it (ibid.). The 
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ordinal scale is a ranking scale that has the purpose of arranging alternatives in order of, 

for example age or number of times shopping per year (ibid.). The interval scale 

includes range categories that has equal distance between them (ibid.). The highest level 

of measurement scale is the ratio scale, and it can contain both the interval scales 

characteristic and the absolute scales, meaning the scale starts with an absolute zero 

(ibid.).  

 

Within this research, the nominal scale was utilized to measure the control questions in 

the beginning of the questionnaire, as well as for the control variable question Filt1 in 

order to record the variable gender. For the control variables Filt2 and 3, the ordinal 

scale was utilized. The five-point Likert Scale was used as an interval scale to measure 

each item in the dependent and independent variables, where the assigned number 1 is 

“Strongly Disagree” and number 5 is “Strongly Agree”. The ratio scale was 

implemented at the end of the questionnaire in order to ensure the possibility for the 

respondents to add additional information if they feel it is needed. 
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4.4.1.1 Operationalization Tables 

Table 1: Likelihood of Using Personalization Services 

Table 2: Value for Personalizatio 
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Table 3: Concern for Privacy 

 

Table 4: Trust Building Factors 
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4.4.2 Questionnaire Design 

Questionnaire questions are typically close ended, meaning that there is only a set 

amount of alternatives the participants can choose from, with the exception of a 

possibility for the researcher to include one or two open questions in where participants 

can answer freely and in their own words (Neuman, 2003; Bryman and Bell, 2011; 

Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016). While open ended questions provide depth and 

further insight, using such questions is time and effort demanding on both researchers 

and participants, and is likely to results in participants not answering these questions 

due to the time and effort having to be put into carefully considering and writing 

elaborate answers to these (Neuman, 2003; Bryman and Bell, 2011). Due to the 

disadvantages of open ended questions, such questions have been avoided where 

possible in this research to increase the likelihood of responses and to lessen the strain 

on both the researchers’ and participants’ time and resources.  

 

When designing the items, questions and statements, of the questionnaire, the 

researchers of this study followed the suggestions of Neuman (2003) and Bryman and 

Bell (2011) such as to avoid leading items that could influence the participant’s answers 

and avoid having several items merged into one. In order to prevent response bias 

and/or answers that are socially desirable, the questionnaire within this research 

included two reversed items. This means that the direction of the statements were both 

positively formulated but also negatively formulated in order to avoid a participant’s 

answers to all be ‘disagree’ or ‘agree’ (ibid.). Furthermore, in line with these authors’ 

suggestions, the questionnaire items of this research have been constructed with the aim 

to be as easily understandable as possible in terms of phrasing and wording as to avoid 

too long item statements and participant confusion.  

 

The questions within the questionnaire went from general items to more specific ones, 

since these early items are directly linked to the research topic and sets the tone for the 

rest of the questionnaire (Nardi, 2003). Two control questions were initially asked in 

order to ensure that only qualified participants answered the rest of the questionnaire. 

That is, if the respondents were younger than 18 years old or if the respondents did not 

have any previous online purchase experience, they would not be able to continue the 

survey. This was done due to legal reasons since including under-aged individuals in 
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questionnaire may require parental approval (Codex, n.d.), as well as the questionnaire 

containing questions that would not be relevant or fully understandable to those with a 

complete lack of online purchase experience. The participants eligible to continue the 

questionnaire would get through the control questions and continue answering the 

statements that followed. After the control questions, the 5 statements related to the 

dependent variable were asked, following the 15 statements connected to the three 

independent variables. After the statements related to the variables, an open ended 

question was asked in order to obtain additional information or concerns that the 

participants had. The questionnaire finished off with three filter questions regarding age, 

gender and how often the participant shops online. Since these three questions were 

considered to be sensitive questions, they were placed in the end of the questionnaire 

(Nardi, 2003; Bryman and Bell, 2011).  

 

Instructions, explanation to the purpose of the questionnaire, the assurance of 

anonymity and a short presentation of the researchers of this study was attached to the 

questionnaire as these improves the response rate (Bryman and Bell, 2011). For this 

research, the introduction of the questionnaire started off with a thank you statement to 

show appreciation to the participants, a short presentation of the researchers of the 

study, a description of the topic of the research, then finishing off with an approximate 

time to complete the questionnaire and a statement of confidentiality assurance. The 

questionnaire was distributed to a Swedish audience, and as such was translated into 

Swedish in order to avoid confusion regarding the questions as all individuals are not 

equally proficient in English. The translation of the introduction and questions of the 

questionnaire can be found in ‘Appendix A’ and the complete Swedish questionnaire 

and its design can be found in ‘Appendix B’.  

 

4.4.3 Pretest 

Before distributing a questionnaire, it should be pretested to ensure that the design of 

the instrument works well (Adams, Raeside and White, 2007; Bryman and Bell, 2011; 

May, 2011; Zikmund et al., 2009). Although the items might be perceived as clear by 

the researcher, it is not always the case for the respondents who are answering the 

questionnaire, which can affect the reliability and the validity of the test (May, 2011). A 

pretest can put the questionnaire and its items to the test and make sure they are 

understandable, that the item order/sequence is logical and that the questionnaire format 
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is reasonable (Nardi, 2003; Bryman and Bell, 2011). The pretest is often conducted in 

form of interviewees (Adams, Raeside and White, 2007; May, 2011), where the 

respondents complete the questionnaire under supervision and is interviewed regarding 

their overall perceptions of the questionnaire and its items as well as if and what 

improvements can be made (Nardi, 2003; Adams, Raeside and White, 2007). 

Furthermore, the participants of the pretest should not be part of the actual questionnaire 

as they have already seen the questionnaire and its items and this can thus result in 

response bias and possibly affect the results (Nardi, 2003). 

For this study, the pretest was conducted by choosing a sample based on specific 

subgroups where the participants fulfill certain criteria, in order to get a fairly relative 

representation of the population studied (Neuman, 2003; Adams, Raeside and White, 

2007; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016). The criteria for this pretest was to include 

various types of individuals, such as both female and male participants, as well as older 

and younger participants. This was done in order to gain multiple viewpoints in order to 

ensure that all questions were comprehensible. Furthermore, three knowledgeable 

professionals within the academic and practical field of marketing were included in the 

pretest in order to ensure the relevance and value of the constructed items. All the 

participants first answered the items in the questionnaire on their own and were then 

interviewed in regards to how and if they understood the items correctly or if there were 

any confusion. 

 

For the initial pretest, 25 participants took part and it resulted in showing that the 

explanation of the personalization services was not sufficient and some respondents also 

tended to skip reading the introduction. That is why the questionnaire was modified by 

adding a sentence asking the respondents to read the introduction before answering the 

questions. The explanation of personalization services was also clarified, as well as 

included where needed rather than just having it in the introduction, in case some 

respondents would forget or get confused about what personalization services were. Due 

to these modification, an additional pretest was conducted where 10 participants were 

included to participate. As the participants from the second pretest did not have any 

further concerns or confusions regarding the items, the results was considered 

satisfactory and the distribution of the questionnaire could thus begin. Those 

participating in the two pretests were asked not to participate in the actual questionnaire 

in order to avoid response bias. 
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4.5 Sampling 

When sampling a population, the researcher is taking a small sample that is 

representative to the larger population (Adams, Raeside and White, 2007; Zikmund et 

al., 2009). For the sample to be truly representative, every characteristic in the 

population must be included (Zikmund et al., 2009). The probability sampling, 

sometimes referred to as random sampling, is the method most often used in a 

quantitative research due to the possibility of generalizing the findings since every 

individual in the population has an equal chance of being chosen (Adams, Raeside and 

White, 2007; May, 2011). However, if all the members of the population cannot be 

identified and have an equal opportunity to be included into a sampling frame, the 

probability sampling method cannot be used and the non-probability sampling method 

needs to be implemented instead (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016). Considering 

the substantial population this study addresses, it was unachievable to identify, equally 

represent and ensure equal opportunity and chance to include all the individuals of the 

whole population in the study. As such, a probability approach could not be 

implemented and instead the non-probability sampling technique was chosen as a 

sampling method for this research.  

 

In the non-probability sampling technique there are different sub-methods in how to 

conduct non-probability sampling where one is the convenience sampling (Neuman, 

2003; Adams, Raeside and White, 2007; Bryman and Bell, 2011; May, 2011). On of 

those methods are convenience sampling which is when the researcher chooses the 

sample on the basis of what is easily accessible (Adams, Raeside and White, 2007; 

Malhotra and Birks, 2007; Bryman and Bell, 2011). The convenience sampling was 

chosen as the sampling approach for this study since it is a practical as well as a 

resource and time efficient approach (Nardi, 2003; Malhotra and Birks, 2007) and thus 

deemed suitable due to the time and resource constraints of this research. 

 

4.5.1 Sample Selection 

For this research, the aim was to study the phenomenon of likelihood of using online 

personalization services from a general point of view rather than within a certain 

subgroup of people. This allow the researchers to more clearly analyze and explain the 

relationship between the dependent and the independent variables rather than of 

focusing on the relationship between the variables to a specific group of people. As 
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such, the population of this study was online consumers as a whole where different 

ages, genders and online shopping frequencies have been represented. Due to the 

convenience sampling method being utilized and that the researchers of this research 

being located in Sweden, the population was limited to Sweden as well in order to 

avoid possible cultural and societal difference of other nationalities impacting the 

answers of the questionnaire. Considering 90% of Swedish consumers purchase 

products/services online occasionally, and 49% buys products/services once a month 

(Davidsson and Findahl, 2016), it is demonstrated that a large portion of the entire 

population shop online at a regular basis. Those between the ages 16 and 55, more than 

90% purchase something online occasionally, while more than 76% of ages between 56 

and 75 and 59% of those older than 75 purchase something online occasionally (ibid). 

As such, a large and varied population of Swedish consumers are likely to be exposed 

to and/or use personalization services and thus also suitable for this study.  

 

It is not solely the population that needs to be addressed when choosing samples, but 

also the sample size (Adams, Raeside and White, 2007). Although there are no clear 

rules to follow when deciding what makes the sample statistically justified, a generally 

accepted idea is that, combined with other statistical aspects of sampling, the bigger the 

sample size, the more precise and representative it is of the population (Malhotra and 

Birks, 2007). However, other aspects determine the size of the sample as well. These 

include the number of variables, the sample size of other similar studies as such can be 

utilized as guidelines in non-probability sampling and the resources available to the 

researchers (ibid.). As non-probability and convenience sampling was chosen due to 

time and resource constraints, this too have affected the sample size of this specific 

research. The research conducted by Chellappa and Sin (2005) obtained 243 responses 

and as the research of this paper replicates Chellappa and Sin (2005), their sample size 

was considered as a rough guideline to the sample size required for the research of this 

study. This is supported by Malhotra and Birks (2007) who demonstrate that, among 

studies that are being tested in marketing research, a sample size of 200 to 300 

participants is common.  

 

In order to calculate the appropriate sample size used in examining relationships 

between variables, the following rule of thumb formula, presented by Morgan and 
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Wilson Van Voorhis (2007) to generate a satisfactory sample size, has been considered 

and used to determine the minimum sample size: 

 

N > 50 + 8m 

N: Sample size 

m: Number of independent variables (IV) 

 

This formula yields a minimum sample size of 74 and therefore an absolute minimum 

sample size was set at 74. Furthermore, if researchers wish to determine which variable 

is the most important or impactful, a rule of thumb is that a sample size of 100 is 

considered poor, 200 is fair, 300 is good, 500 very good and 1000 is an excellent sample 

size (Morgan and Wilson Van Voorhis, 2007). Based on this and the previously 

discussed sample size considerations, the researchers of this study have strived for the 

research to have approximately 200 valid participants with the absolute minimum of 74. 

The questionnaire of this research resulted in a total number of 229 participants, of 

which 228 were valid for this research.  

 

4.6 Data Analysis Method 

4.6.1 Data Coding and Data Entry 

When the answers from the questionnaire were compiled, the process of data entry 

began. All the answers from the control questions, dependent and independent 

variables, additional question and control variables were inserted into SPSS, where they 

were coded in order to make it possible to do a statistical analysis (Bryman and Bell, 

2011). The control questions were coded Con1-2, the likelihood of using online 

personalization services were coded Like1-5, value for personalization were coded 

Value1-5, concern for privacy were coded Priv1-5, trust building factors were coded 

Trust1-5, additional question were coded Add1 and the control variables were coded 

Filt1-3.  

 

When all the data were inserted into SPSS, each questionnaire from the respondents 

were given a number, in order to make it easier to follow which specific item answer 

were connected to which respondent number. Out of 229 respondents that participated 

in the questionnaire, 1 was not eligible since they did not pass the control questions and 

was therefore not included in the statistical analysis. A five-point Likert Scale were used 
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to measure all dependent and independent variables, the answers from these variables 

were, therefore, given a number from 1-5. The items which utilized nominal, ratio and 

ordinal scales, such as Con1-2, Add1 and Filt1-3, were recoded into numbers. Two 

questions were reverse coded (Priv4 and Priv5) and were therefore inversed before 

proceeding with the statistical analysis tests in SPSS.  

 

4.6.2 Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics is used when working with numerical data and facilitates the 

researcher to summarize and characterize data in an apprehensible way in order to 

describe and compare variables through numbers (Zikmund et al., 2009; Saunders, 

Lewis and Thornhill, 2016). According to Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2016), the 

data description can be done through the central tendency and the dispersion. The 

central tendency is mainly measured through the mean which is the most common 

central tendency measurement that is calculating the average value (Zikmund et al., 

2009; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016). Aside from describing the mean, how the 

data varies from the mean is also significant (ibid.). The spread of the data around the 

central tendency can be measured and described through the dispersion (ibid.). One way 

of describing the dispersion is through the standard deviation, which is how values 

diverge from the mean value (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016). The greater the 

disparity of the values, the more they differ from the mean (Zikmund et al., 2009; 

Bryman and Bell, 2011). 

 

Furthermore, to get an understanding of the data the shape of the data distribution is 

relevant. This can be established by examining the skewness and kurtosis. The data, the 

distribution, can either be symmetric or skewed (Malhotra and Birks, 2007). The 

skewness, therefore, demonstrates the direction of the mean deviations (Malhotra and 

Birks, 2007).  If the skewness value for a data is negative, then a negative skew is 

indicated and if the value is positive, then the data is said to be positively skewed (Hair 

et al., 2006; Malhotra and Birks, 2007). The kurtosis shows how the peak of a 

distribution is more or less peaked than a normal distribution (ibid.). If the kurtosis is 

negative, the peak of the distribution is flatter than a normal distribution, while the 

distribution is more peaked if the kurtosis is positive (ibid.). A normal distribution has 

the kurtosis of 0 and the more a distribution depart from 0, the more the data is 

indicated to not be normally distributed (ibid.). The acceptable value range for kurtosis 
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values should be between ±3, while skewness should range between ±1 (Hair et al., 

2006). 

 

4.6.3 Correlation Analysis and Regression Analysis 

Correlation analysis is the main technique used in order to find out if there is a 

relationship, a correlation, between variables and how strong this relationship is 

(Zikmund et al., 2009). The technique is most commonly used when finding correlation 

for interval and/or ratio variables and is done through the help of the correlation 

coefficient (ibid.). The correlation coefficient, also denoted as r, is the strength of the 

relationship between variables and ranges from -1 to 1, where -1 is a perfect negative 

relationship and 1 is a perfect positive relationship (Nardi, 2003; Zikmund et al., 2009). 

Furthermore, a correlation coefficient of less than 0,3 is considered as weak, between 

0,3 and 0,7 are considered moderate relationship and above 0,7 are considered as a 

strong relationship (Nardi, 2003). In other words, the closer to ±1 the correlation 

efficient is, the stronger the relationship.  

 

Another technique to measure the relationship between variables is the regression 

analysis (Zikmund et al., 2009; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016). Regression 

analysis is utilized to determine whether a relationship between all independent 

variables and the dependant variable exist and as well as the strength of this relationship 

through multiple linear regression (Malhotra and Birks, 2007; Zikmund et al., 2009; 

Bryman and Bell, 2011). Multiple regression analysis can be used to determine how big 

of a percentage a dependent variable is explained by all independent variables 

combined, denoted as R2, which ranges from 0 to 1 (ibid.). R2, also called the coefficient 

of determination, measures the strength of association (Malhotra and Birks, 2007; Aaker 

et al., 2011). Adjusted R2 is a modification of R2 and takes the number of independent 

variables into consideration, and is the amount the independent variable explains a 

dependent variable (ibid.).  

 

Furthermore, when working with regression analysis the standard error (SE) is 

commonly used, which is described as the standard deviation of a statistic’s sampling 

distribution (Nardi, 2003; Malhotra and Birks, 2007). One of the common standard error 

statistics is standard error of the estimate (S.E.est) (Malhotra and Birks, 2007). The 

S.E.est is used to assess the accuracy of the predictions made with the regression line 
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and measures the dispersion in the predicted values in the regression (ibid.). If there is 

no dispersion, then the standard deviation would be zero, which means that the values 

are the same as the mean value (Zikmund et al., 2009; Bryman and Bell, 2011). A small 

value of S.E.est shows that the observed values are fairly close to the regression line 

while a large value of S.E.est shows that the observed values are expected to be further 

away from the regression line (Malhotra and Birks, 2007). The smaller the value of the 

standard error, the more representative and accurate the values are of the overall 

population (Nardi, 2003; Malhotra and Birks, 2007).  

 

Another value that is useful when explaining regression results is standardized 

regression coefficient (β) which is commonly labeled as beta in statistical software 

programs (Zikmund et al., 2009; Aaker et al., 2011). In multiple regression, beta (β) can 

be used to find out which independent variable is most predictive and impactful as it 

shows how the independent variable affects the dependent variable (ibid.). The beta (β) 

can either be positive or negative and the greater the value of the standardized 

regression coefficient, the greater the impact the independent variable has on the 

dependent variable and is measured in (Aaker et al., 2011). For example; if the beta (β) 

is 0.5, this means that if the independent variable increases by 1, the dependent variable 

increases with 0.5 (Aaker et al., 2011).  

 

In order to test a hypothesis when applying multiple regression, the p-value approach 

can be utilized (Nardi, 2003). In order to do so, a significance level has to be set (ibid.). 

A commonly set significance level is 0,05, which means that there is a 5% probability 

of wrongly accepting a false hypothesis (ibid.). The p-value (labeled as sig.value in 

SPSS) is the probability of randomly obtaining a result causing a falsely accepted 

hypothesis (ibid.). If the p-value is less than the significance level, the results are 

considered significant and an accepted hypothesis is justified (ibid.). The level of 

significance set for this research was set at a maximum 0,05 and a p-value of less than 

0,05 would thus produce an accepted hypothesis as the result would be deemed 

significant (ibid.). However, the results were found to be significant at the highest level 

of p- value, 0,001, which implies there is only 0,1% probability that the hypotheses are 

falsely accepted.  

 



  
 

30 

4.7 Quality Criteria 

There are several ways to ensure the validity; whether a measurement is actually 

measuring the concept, and the reliability; the stability of a measurement over time and 

if measurements are consistent with other measurement, of a research study (Nardi, 

2003; Neuman, 2003; Bryman and Bell, 2011). However, while some aspects of validity 

and reliability can be tested and ensured in advance, most are often determined once 

data has been collected (Nardi, 2003). Validity and reliability can be ensured either by 

conducting a prestudy to measure these or to utilize items and questions of other studies 

which have been proven to be valid and reliable (ibid.) The concepts of validity and 

reliability utilized for this study are presented in the following subchapters. 

 

4.7.1 Face Validity 

To determine whether a measurement accurately reflect and measure the research 

content and concept, face validity is the simplest form and approach to do so (Nardi, 

2003; Neuman, 2003; Bryman and Bell, 2011; Zikmund et al., 2009). Face validity is a 

test and investigation where professionals, the scientific community and/or other 

individuals inspect and judge the relevance and logic of questions within a 

questionnaire in relation to the concepts (Nardi, 2003; Neuman, 2003; Bryman and Bell, 

2011; Zikmund et al., 2009). Face validity entails whether a measure, indicator and item 

fully represent the concept at hand (Nardi, 2003; Neuman, 2003; Zikmund et al., 2009). 

Professionals, other researchers and/or peers should be utilized in order to determine the 

face validity of the items and concepts of the research (Nardi, 2003; Saunders, Lewis 

and Thornhill, 2016). In this line of reasoning, the approach of face validity was utilized 

when conducting the pretest of this research, where three knowledgeable professionals 

within the academic and practical field of marketing, as well as individuals 

corresponding to the relevant sample of the study were utilized in order to ensure the 

validity of the items in the questionnaire. These individuals inspected the questionnaire 

in order to see if the items were clear and that they truly represented the concepts they 

were supposed to represent.   

 

4.7.2 Construct Validity 

Another approach to determine the accuracy of research measurement is construct 

validity (Nardi, 2003; Bryman and Bell, 2011; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016). 

This approach is conducted after data has been gathered and statistically analyzed 
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(Nardi, 2003). The construct validity entails measuring whether items measure the often 

abstract nature of a concept (ibid.). Construct validity is further categorized into 

convergent validity and discriminant validity, also known as divergent validity 

(Neuman, 2003). These two validities cooperate in a way that if convergent validity and 

discriminant validity is ensured then one can show that construct validity is ensured as 

well (Churchill, 1979). Convergent validity is how and whether items within a single 

variable are correlated and connected to one another (Churchill, 1979; Neuman, 2003). 

That is, items within a questionnaire regarding the same variable may have similar 

answers and, therefore, correlate with each other. This correlation should, however, be 

avoided across different variables to ensure that the items are not measuring the same 

things (Churchill, 1979). If the items within different variables are not correlated, 

discriminant validity is ensured (ibid.).  

 

Within the research of this study, convergent validity of the items within each variable 

were ensured by testing their correlation and from the results, it was found that the 

items within each separate variable were related. In order to ensure discriminant 

validity, the correlation between the independent variables as well as their items were 

tested in order to measure whether they had a correlation to one another. It was found 

that none of the independent variables correlated with one another and none of the items 

within the independent variables correlated with items within another independent 

variable, as such no items were removed and discriminant validity was ensured as well. 

 

4.7.3 Criterion Validity 

One of the subconcepts within criterion validity is the concurrent validity (Neuman, 

2003; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2016). Concurrent validity entails determining 

whether an item and/or measurement are similar compared to other conducted tests or 

standards (Nardi, 2003; Neuman, 2003). If the items and measurements are 

corresponding to other measurements, they are considered as valid (ibid.). For this 

study, other research of a similar nature which utilized similar variables and items have 

been reviewed in order to ensure that constructed items of the questionnaire of this 

study were of a similar nature and quality of those within other research. By reviewing 

other research and the items in those, the researchers of this study used and modified 

other researcher’s items when conducting the items for the dependent and independent 

variables. This was conducted in order to raise the understandability of the variables’ 
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items and in order to raise the validity of them. The criterion validity, in terms of the 

concurrent validity, was later reached and ensured through hypothesis testing.  

 

4.7.4 Reliability 

Reliability is whether a measurement is consistent and stable, meaning that 

measurements should be the same, ceteris paribus (Nardi, 2003; Neuman, 2003; 

Bryman and Bell, 2011). Reliability can be examined by testing whether measurements 

deliver the same results and answers over time, whether the measurements and results 

are representative across different groups and whether the measurement deliver 

consistent results from different indicators and items of a specific variable (Neuman, 

2003). A commonly used approach to test the reliability of measurements is the 

statistical measurement known as Cronbach’s alpha, or coefficient alpha (Neuman, 

2003; Bryman and Bell, 2011; Zikmund et al., 2011; Vaske, Beaman and Sponarski, 

2017). Cronbach’s alpha is normally a scale from 0 to 1 where the closer the alpha is to 

1, the stronger the relation between items and thus also the reliability of the 

measurements (Bryman and Bell, 2011; Zikmund et al., 2011; Vaske, Beaman and 

Sponarski, 2017). While the minimum accepted level of the Cronbach’s alpha is 

debated among statisticians, several researchers argue that a Cronbach’s alpha between 

0,65 and 0,8 should be regarded as sufficient and acceptable within, for example, human 

attitudes, behaviors and values. (Zikmund et al., 2011; Vaske, Beaman and Sponarski, 

2017). As such, the lowest acceptable Cronbach’s alpha for this research was set at 0,65 

and if any of the items would have a Cronbach’s alpha lower than 0,65, the item would 

be removed. The Cronbach’s alpha of the items for each variable of the research of this 

research ranged between 0,754 and 0,918 with a combined Cronbach’s alpha of 0,774 

for all items within the questionnaire. As such, none of the items were removed from 

this research. 

 

4.8 Ethical Considerations 

Ethical issues are always apparent in situations where human interaction prevails, 

causing ethics to be an important factor to consider when conducting research (Zikmund 

et al., 2009). Ethics in business research is explained as incorporating principles and 

constitutions of moral behavior, which allow researchers to protect respondents from 

ethical issues while conducting research (May, 2011). Such ethical principles and 

constitutions are revolving around questions whether the research can harm a 
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respondent in any way, either physically or psychologically, if there is a lack of consent 

to participate due to undisclosed options to drop out, if there are transgression of 

privacy regulations, or if deception occurs when researchers present the study in a 

misrepresenting way (Zikmund et al., 2009; Bryman and Bell, 2011; Bryman, 2016). 

Many times research convey a rationalization of using different means to reach the ends 

of true science, but it is important not to consider the ethical issues in terms of what is 

beneficial for the study, but rather in terms of what is fair for all individuals involved in 

the study (May, 2011). That is why the respondents of the questionnaire have been 

treated ethically by ensuring anonymity, assuring that the instructions clarify what the 

research is about, as well as making sure the respondents know the researchers value 

their time given voluntarily. 

 

In order for the participants to fully understand what personalization services are and 

what these are based on, that personalization is tailored to the specific consumer and the 

consumer’s preferences based on data and personal information, a description of the 

subject was provided. This was done to ensure transparency in order for respondents to 

receive a fair impression of the possible advantages and disadvantages of 

personalization services. Without a transparent description, it is possible that the 

participants would not have fully understood what personalization entails and thus be 

biased to answer a certain way. 

 

It is argued, however, that ethical issues can never be completely eliminated or solved, 

but that the important part is to be aware of it in order to make ethical decisions and to 

know what the possible outcomes might be (Bryman and Bell, 2011; May, 2011; 

Bryman, 2016). In case respondents prior to this questionnaire were not aware of 

companies’ information gathering, this questionnaire may unintentionally cause privacy 

concerns due to users contemplating about it. Furthermore, by conducting research from 

the consumer’s viewpoint of personalization services, practitioners and researchers can 

understand why and how consumers behave in certain ways. By providing companies 

with implications on how to communicate to consumers properly in regards to the 

sensitive subject of information gathering within personalized settings, companies could 

potentially develop their strategies accordingly to reduce privacy concerns. However, 

while the results of this research can support managerial decisions to reduce privacy 

concerns, the results can also support practitioners to develop and improve consumers’ 
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likelihood of using online personalization services. This, in turn, would result in more 

consumers using these services which would also result in gathering and utilizing 

consumers’ data and personal information. As previously discussed, privacy is in many 

cases a general concern for consumers and as such more data and information gathering 

may be troublesome and undesired by individuals.  
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5 Results 

This chapter shows the result from the data analysis from SPSS. The chapter present the 

result from the descriptive statistics, reliability test, validity test through correlation 

analysis, and regression analysis, through which the quality criterias and hypothesis 

testing were tested.  

 

5.1 Descriptive Statistics 

When the answers from the questionnaire were gathered, the collected data was inserted 

into SPSS for further analysis. The descriptive statistics were first analyzed in order to 

get an overview of the answers from the control variables. In total 229 individuals 

participated in the questionnaire, which resulted in a total number of 228 valid 

respondents, since one of the participants did not pass the control question regarding 

online purchase. The respondents consisted of 37,3% men and 62,7% women (see Table 

5). A majority of the respondents, 58,8%, were between the ages of 18-28, 10,5% 

between the ages 29-39, 12,3% between the ages 40-50, 14,5% between the ages 51-61 

and 3,9% of the respondents were 62 years old or older (see Table 5). 

 

The respondents could choose between seven categories when choosing the number of 

times the respondents made online purchases during a year. The majority of the 

respondents made online purchases 1-6 times per year, which accounted for 34,6% of 

the respondents. The second most chosen category was 7-11 times per year, with 28,1% 

of the respondents choosing this. The third most chosen category was 17 times or more 

per year, where 22,4% of the respondents chose this, followed by 13,6% of the 

respondents that made 12-16 online purchases per year and then 1,3% of the 

respondents showed that they made online purchases less than 1 time per year. 
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Table 5: Descriptive statistics of the control variables 

 

 

The descriptive statistics were also analyzed in order to show the minimum and 

maximum values, mean, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis. Both the dependent 

variable and the independent variables ranged from 1 to 5, on the five-point Likert scale. 

The lowest mean value was from item Priv5, from the variable Concern for Privacy, and 

had a mean of 2,71, while the highest mean value was from Trust1, from the variable 

trust building factors, which had a mean value of 4,05. Overall the items from trust 

building factors had high mean values, while the other variables’ items ranged around 

the mean value 3 and some towards the mean value 4. The std. deviation among the 

items ranges from 0,862-1,312, with the lowest std. deviation being from Like2 and the 

highest from Value4. The skewness values should range between ±1, while kurtosis 

should range between ±3 and as shown in Table 6 all variables were within the 

acceptable value range. Furthermore, all items, except Like4 and Priv5 had a negative 
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skew ranging from -0,876 and -0,155 where trust building factors, except Trust4, ranged 

from -0,876 to -0,697 showing a negative skew close to -1.  

 

Table 6: Descriptive statistics of the dependent and independent variables 

 

5.2 Quality Criteria 

To ensure the reliability of both the study and the items in each concept, the test of 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was utilized. The dependent variable likelihood of using 

online personalization services had a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0,808. The independent 

variable value for personalization services had a Cronbach’s alpha of 0,918 while 
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concern for privacy had a Cronbach’s alpha of 0,825 and trust building factors had a 

Cronbach’s alpha of 0,754. All of the variables and its corresponding items reached the 

minimum score of 0,65 and was thus deemed reliable (see Table 7).  

 

Table 7: Reliability test: Cronbach’s Alpha of the dependent and independent variables items 

 

 

Additionally, the constructs were tested for correlation to ensure the construct validity 

and by analyzing Table 8, it is shown that each construct had a low level of correlation 

at the 0,001 confidence level.  

 

 

Table 8: Validity test: Correlation of the independent variables 
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5.3 Hypotheses Testing 

A multiple linear regression analysis was conducted and provided information whether 

or not the model was significant, if the independent variables had a relationship with the 

dependent variable, as well as values such as b-value, beta (β), standard error of 

estimates and adjusted R2.  

 

The regression showed the b-values for the different models was positive and over the 

significance level, meaning they were testable. All four models, with the independent 

variables in each, as well as the fifth model with all the independent variables together, 

was established as significant at the significance level 0,001. Looking at the beta (β) 

value, the independent variable value for personalizations had a beta (β) value of 0,735 

which indicates that the variable has a strong positive impact on the dependent variable 

of likelihood of using online personalization services. The independent varible concern 

for privacy has a beta (β) value of -0,174, showing there is a negative relationship with 

the dependent variable. 

 

 

Table 9: Significance value of the model and the independent variables 

 

 

Looking at the beta (β) for the control variables, there was no significant impact 

between gender, age or amount of online purchase per year to the likelihood of using 

online personalization services (see Table 10). 

 

To estimate the accuracy of the predicted values, the standard error of estimate (S.E.est) 

was calculated, which showed a low number where the full model had a S.E.est at 

0,489. This indicates that the values are fairly close to the regression line and is 

representative to the overall population. Value for personalization had a fairly low value 
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of S.E.est, 0,505 (see Model 2 in Table 10), while concern for privacy and trust building 

factors had a higher S.E.est, 0.753 and 0.808 respectively.  

 

In order to accept or reject a hypothesis the sig.value of the independent variables 

needed to be below 0,05. The sig. value for value for personalization, H1, and concern 

for privacy, H2, were 0,000, meaning they were significant even at a sig.value of 0,001. 

However, the sig. value for trust building factors, H3, was 0,637. Since the sig. value 

for trust building factors, H3, was above 0,05, the hypothesis was rejected while H1 and 

H2 were accepted. 

Table 10: Multiple Linear Regression: Acceptance/rejection of the hypotheses 
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6 Discussion, Conslusion and Implications 

This chapter presents a discussion regarding the research findings, including a 

discussion regarding the outcome of the hypotheses, as well as a conclusion of the 

purpose of this research, followed by theoretical and practical implications. 

 

6.1 Discussion 

The main findings of this study demonstrates that the presented theoretical model is 

significant and explains to a great extent the relationship of the likelihood of using 

online personalization services online. The multiple linear regression show that 62,3% 

of the likelihood of using online personalization services can be explained by value for 

personalization, concern for privacy and trust building factors. In turn, this implies that 

37,7% of the likelihood of using online personalization services are explained by other 

variables. The hypotheses regarding the positive relationship of value for 

personalization services and the likelihood of using online personalization services (H1) 

as well as the negative relationship of concern for privacy and the likelihood of using 

online personalization services (H2) was accepted. Furthermore, the hypothesis of the 

positive relationship of trust building factors and the likelihood of using online 

personalization services (H3) was rejected. 

 

When reviewing the results from the items in regards to value for personalization, the 

mean for all items were shown to be somewhat above the median value, 3,  as well as 

having a slight negative skew, implying that the indicators of experience, 

communication, relevancy, time and trade-off was perceived as important. Both the 

mean value and the standard deviation is relatively similar throughout the questions, 

showing no specific indicator was more or less important in regards to the perceived 

value for personalization, as well as that the respondents answered similarly to the 

items. 

 

The results demonstrate that consumers’ value for personalization services has both a 

significant impact on the likelihood of using online personalization services as well as 

explains a majority of the impact of the model. The findings, therefore, indicates that 

consumers’ assessment of utility and value is a driving force of consumers likelihood of 

using online personalization services. Considering that personalization services is 
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utilized by companies to create additional value for consumers (Arora et al., 2008; 

Priyadharshini and Mathew, 2016), the idea that consumers expect and recognize the 

value aspect of the service seems reasonable. If consumers would not perceive 

personalization services as valuable, there would most likely not be any motivation for 

the consumers to actually use the service. This can thus explain why the variable of 

value for personalization is of such significance and has such a strong influential impact 

on the dependent variable in the model.  

 

 

Looking at the concern for privacy variable, four of the items is located in the vicinity 

of a mean value of 3,5 as well as a negative skew meaning the indicators information 

collection, information usage, unauthorized secondary use and safety and risk 

orientation are considered as somewhat important for consumers. However, the last 

item, Priv5, regarding familiarity had a low mean value at 2,71 as well a positive skew 

(0,391). This indicates that familiarity is not considered as an important factor in 

regards to privacy concerns and that the level of familiarity consumers have towards an 

online vendor does not affect the likelihood of using online personalization services. 

The standard deviation for each indicator was evenly balanced with a scope of 1,117-

1,3, demonstrating the items have been answered similarly among the respondents. As 

expected, the results from the regression analysis demonstrates that the variable concern 

for privacy has a negative relationship with the dependent variable of likelihood of 

using personalizations services online. However, in comparison to the variable value for 

personalization, concern for privacy only explains a relatively small portion of the 

likelihood of using online personalization services. 

 

The items concerning trust building factors has the highest mean value and the lowest 

standard deviation values throughout all questions. Although having relatively close 

values, the first two indicators of control and access have a somewhat higher value than 

the others with a mean value over 4, while the remaining three of transparency, privacy 

policy and third party certification/scale has a mean of 3,7 or higher. Furthermore, the 

standard deviation values for each question are relatively close as well with a range 

from 0,990-1,021, showing the answers from all respondents are fairly similar. 

Similarly, all items, except Trust4, has a negative skew close to -1 which demonstrate 

that participants answered similarly with a tendency towards ‘strongly agree’. However, 

although the descriptive statistics shows that there is an overall high tendency to 
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consider trust building factors to be of great importance, the results also demonstrates 

that there is no significant positive relationship between trust building factors and the 

likelihood of using online personalization services. That is, even though there is a 

general perception among consumers that trust building factors are important, this 

variable does not explain the likelihood of using online personalization services, nor 

does it explain the relationship within the model. In comparison to other researchers that 

demonstrated that trust building factors actually have a significant impact on consumer 

online behaviors (Urban, Amyx and Lorenzon, 2009; Aguirre et al., 2015), this result is 

somewhat unexpected. Due to consumer online behaviors similar to the behaviors when 

using personalization services online in terms of purchase intention, click-through rate 

and information sharing, have precedingly been established as affecting consumers’ 

intentions (ibid.), it would be expected that the results would rather show trust building 

factors being an influencer on the intention to use personalization services online. 

However, other research also found that individuals who consume and use the Internet, 

Internet services and online communities are more likely to trust online vendors (Urban, 

Amyx and Lorenzon, 2009). It is, therefore, possible that due to the high Internet 

experience and usage of the Swedish population as well as the frequent online purchases 

of the participants of this study (Davidsson and Findahl, 2016), consumers in Sweden 

potentially trust online vendors and as such trust building factors have no significant 

impact on the likelihood of using online personalization services in this specific context. 

 

All of these factors together shows that, although consumers consider most of the 

indicators within value for personalization, concern for privacy and trust building 

factors is important in itself, only value for personalization and concern for privacy can 

be concluded as determinant factor in regards to the usage of personalization services 

online. However, although the relationship between concern for privacy and likelihood 

of using online personalization services is relatively small, there is a general tendency 

towards having concern for privacy if analyzing the mean value. Based on this results, 

the expected outcome would be for consumers to be reluctant towards using services 

where consumer privacy is exploited. However, this research indicates that consumer 

still proceed with behavior in contexts that cause privacy concerns and that the 

consumers are willing to risk their privacy even though they are concerned about it. 

This outcome might initially appear as unexpected, but could potentially be explained 

by the established phenomenon referred to as ‘the privacy paradox’ (Norberg, Horne 
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and Horne, 2007; Hallam and Zanella, 2017; Kokolakis, 2017). Privacy paradox is 

explained as occurring when an individual's actual disclosure of information exceeds 

their intentions to disclose, meaning even though people with a negative view of 

disclosing personal information will under some circumstances still disclose their 

information (ibid.). That is, it can be argued that consumers potentially are willing to 

relinquish their privacy if valuable benefits are received as a result of the personal 

information provided. Consequently, this would explain the results where the variable 

value for personalization is a much stronger factor in comparison to the other variables.  

 

 

Figure 2: Accepted Model of Consumers’ Likelihood of Using Personalization Services In an Online Context 

 

6.2 Conclusion 

This research demonstrates that the model of value for personalization, concern for 

privacy and trust building factors combined explain a considerable proportion (62,3%) 

of the likelihood of using online personalization services. The model by Chellappa and 

Sin (2005), modified for this research and employed within a new context, thus showed 

to be significant. While value for personalization holds the greatest explanatory power 

to the likelihood of using online personalization services, concern for privacy only 

explains a minor portion of it. Although not having the same numbers or ratio of 

influence, this results is in line with Chellappa and Sin (2005) that shows that value for 

personalization has twice as much influence in comparison to concern for privacy. The 

variable of trust building factors, however, did not show any considerable explanatory 
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power of the likelihood of using online personalization services. This is in contrast to 

Chellappa and Sin (2005) that, on the contrary, argued that trust building factors 

actually does play an influential role on a consumer’s intent to use online 

personalization services.  

 

In conclusion, this research provide an insight into consumers’ usage decision in regards 

to likelihood of using online personalization services as a consequence of value for 

personalization, concern for privacy and trust building factors. It also provides a 

furthering on Chellappa and Sin’s (2005) findings in regards to a theoretical 

development, the modified model tested in a new context, but also in the findings in 

how the three independent variables affect the dependent variable. In addition, this 

research provides support for practitioners of online personalization services to 

understand which factors actually affect consumers’ usage decision, and can potentially 

develop strategies accordingly.  

 

6.3 Implications 

6.3.1 Theoretical Implications 

Previous research by Chellappa and Sin (2005) exists within the field of personalization 

services that measures the relationship between the independent variables value for 

personalization, concern for privacy and trust building factors to the dependent variable 

likelihood of using online personalization services. However, this research contributes 

to the academic field by progressing Chellappa and Sin’s (2005) theoretical structure 

with additional theoretical perspectives and concepts. Consequently, the dependent and 

independent variables were thus expanded with new indicators to measure the separate 

variables and the model developed from the theoretical foundation was, as a result, 

modified to coordinate with the new theoretical structure. 

 

On this basis, this research therefore scrutinized Chellappa and Sin’s (2005) result by 

re-testing the variables and hypothesis in different context of time, a more diverse 

population and in a different country. Considering online personalization services 

evolved accompanying the technology development, it is expected consumers might 

experience and perceive personalization services differently today in comparison to 

when Chellappa and Sin’s (2005) was published. As such, this research also contribute 

to the field of academia by demonstrating the applicability of Chellappa and Sin’s 
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(2005) theoretical model in a new context. This research, therefore, provide a 

supplementary and updated version of consumer’s likelihood of using online 

personalization services.  

 

6.3.2 Managerial Implications 

Practitioners and companies utilizing online personalization services can utilize the 

findings of this research as a foundation for managerial decisions. Having this research 

as a foundation, companies can understand which variables are most significant 

influencers on consumers’ likelihood of using online personalization services. By 

acknowledging these influencers, companies can implement correlating strategies which 

allows them to more successfully communicate with the users.  

 

As the results indicated that value for personalization was the most significant and 

impactful influencer on the usage decision, it is recommended that consumers’ 

perceived value should be emphasized and further communicated to consumers. 

However, while concerns for privacy did not explain the likelihood of using online 

personalization services to the same extent, it was apparent that privacy concerns 

generally was perceived as a pertinent factor and could refrain consumers from using 

the services. This suggests companies should not ignore privacy concerns and solely 

focus on the aspect of value. Rather, companies should still actively work to ensure that 

personal information is treated carefully, in a credible and strategic manner.  

 

Furthermore, while trust building factors was not found to be a significant factor for the 

dependent variable in this specific context, it is apparent that it is considered as an 

important factor to consumers. That is, trust building factors can potentially affect 

companies and the usage of their services in other contexts and companies should, 

therefore, carefully consider implementing and utilizing trust building factors. By doing 

so, companies would acknowledge consumers’ values and attitudes of trust building 

factors and could potentially result in an increased satisfaction among the consumers. If 

companies would both emphasize the value a consumer can acquire by using online 

personalization services, as well as implementing factors that build trust, companies 

could as a consequence potentially counteract possible influential negative factors, such 

as concern for privacy.  
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7 Limitations and Future Research 

This chapter presents the limitations of this study, what could have affected the result 

and what could have been done differently, followed by suggestions for future research 

based on the findings of this study.  

 

7.1 Limitations 

Due to the time and resource limitations, the sampling approach of non-probability 

sampling had to be utilized which cannot fully assure statistical reliability due to the 

high risk of sampling errors (Bryman and Bell, 2011; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 

2016). If conducting a probability sampling instead, every individual of the population 

being studied would have an equal chance of being chosen to participate in the 

questionnaire (Adams, Raeside and White, 2007; May, 2011). As such, it would yield 

an accurately representative sample and the results of the research could thus be 

generalized onto the larger population (Neuman, 2003; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 

2016). Due to these limitations, the results of this research should not be treated as 

generalizable and the findings should, therefore, be further scrutinized and researched 

by other researcher using a generalizable sampling approach before being regarded as 

scientifically accurate. 

 

Additionally, due to the limitations in gaining access to data that measures the actual 

usage of online personalization services, this research measures the intention to use 

online personalization services. This, consequently, results in a somewhat more 

indefinite findings, than if the actual usage would be examined, due to intentions not 

being an absolute signifier to an actual behavior.  

 

7.2 Future Research 

The model of this research explains approximately 60% of consumer’s likelihood of 

using online personalization services. Further research should, therefore, be conducted 

in order to find the remaining influential variables that explains the usage decision. 

Doing so could generate a model which explains likelihood of using online 

personalization services to an even greater extent. Furthermore, while trust building 

factors were not found to be of significance in this specific context, it was considered 
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important among consumers. As such, by undertaking a more thoroughly research on 

additional or underlying factors that build trust, there is potential that trust building 

factors could be a significant influential factor on the likelihood of using online 

personalization services. Such a research approach could be to conduct an experiment in 

a controlled setting where some participants are exposed to trust building factors while 

others are not in order to investigate if such factors actually increases the likelihood of 

using online personalization services.  

 

Additionally, while further research is required to test the generalizability of the model, 

the model should therefore be tested on a greater number of consumers. Providing 

further insights in additional context would also allow these findings to be scrutinized 

and advanced through larger populations, which in the end would further corroborate 

the results. Additional research could also be conducted beyond the online context, such 

as personalization services in form of membership cards or credit card transactions in 

physical stores.  

 

Furthermore, this research only measures the likelihood of using online personalization 

services of those already online shopping. As such, future research should include non-

online shoppers as testing the theoretical model on such a population may yield 

different results, which would provide an additional understanding to the likelihood of 

using, or not using, online personalization services of such individuals. Similarly, 

conducting research which includes younger individuals could also contribute to 

understanding younger consumers’ relationship to online personalization as these have 

grown up during a digital age and may differ from those who have experienced the 

digital development.   
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