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ABSTRACT: In this study, we examined the effects of consumer motivations on
browsing online stores with mobile devices, and compared them with those on
browsing physical stores. The results of the simultaneous analysis in multiple
populations with structural equation modeling showed that four kinds of moti-
vations affect browsing mobile-based online stores, whereas three motivations
affect browsing physical stores. This study implied that idea motivation is the
most important determinants of both mobile and offline browsing. Also, it is im-
plied that adventure motivation and value motivation are important for mo-
bile-based online stores, whereas gratification motivation is important for phys-
ical stores. This is the first study to examine the determinants of browsing in-
tention both in physical stores and mobile-based online stores and will contribute
to our understanding of browsing activity.
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Recently, it has become more important for retailers to take care of m-consumers (mo-
bile consumers). Mobile devices such as PDAs, mobile telephones, smart phones, and
tablet computers have been defused rapidly all over the world. Mobile cellular tele-
phone subscriptions, for example, increased from 2.2 billion in 2005 to 5.1 billion in
2010 in the world (www.Wireless-center.net). Mobile telephones are now used not only
in developed countries, but also in developing countries. The global adoption and diffu-
sion of mobile devices results in the rapid growth of m-commerce (mobile commerce).
For example, m-commerce market size in the US was reported to be worth 127 million
US dollars in 2011 and it has now risen to over 50 billion US dollars (www.Wireless-
center.net).

As mobile devices and m-commerce has grown rapidly, it is expected that more and
more consumers are expected to browse retail stores on mobile devices. Bloch, Ridgway,
and Sherrell [9] defined the term of browsing as “the in-store examination of a retailer’s

merchandise for informational or recreational purposes without an immediate intent to
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buy” and suggested that even if browsers do not have any buying intentions, they may
make unplanned purchases, buy at a later date, or facilitate their word-of-mouth activi-
ties, which aids others in purchasing. Thus, it is necessary for marketing scholars and
practitioners to find the determinants of browsing.

Browsing researchers have proposed a conceptual model which describes that two
determinants, retail environment and consumer characteristics, affect consumer brows-
ing, which, in turn, affects the degree of the achievements of the informational and rec-
reational reasons of browsing activity [9]. Also, they have investigated differences be-
tween shoppers with a purchase intention and browsers without a purchase intention.
However, no browsing researchers have explored the informational and recreational
reasons as to why consumers browse retail stores without a purchase intention.

Note that previous research regarding browsing activity has assumed consumers
browsing in physical stores. Although some researchers refer online information search
and its determinants and consequences [42], browsing in mobile-based online stores has
not been investigated. Also, browsing in mobile-based online stores might be different
from that in physical stores.

Thus, the purpose of this study is to examine the effects of consumer motivations on
browsing online stores with mobile devices, and compared them with those on browsing
physical stores.

Literature Review

In-store Browsing

Although it is very common for consumers to browse retail stores, this in-store brows-
ing has not been studied sufficiently yet. To fill this gap, Bloch, et al. [9] developed a
conceptual framework describing that retail environment and product involvement af-
fect two kinds of browsing benefits, information and recreation, which affect browsing
activity, in turn. Based on the conceptual framework, the authors divided respondents
into three groups—non-browsers, light browsers, and heavy browsers—and empirically
tested the difference among the group using MANOVA and ANOVA. This study im-
plied that consumers visit retail stores not only to purchase products, but also to get in-
formation and for recreation without intentions toward purchasing any products. How-
ever, Bloch, et al. [9] did not provide empirical evidence that information and recreation

are two determinants of browsing activity.
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Xia [46] examined consumers’ browsing experience and their determinant factors.
Interviews were utilized to investigate when, where, and how they browse. After the in-
terview, the researcher observed informants’ shopping behaviors. According to the au-
thor, this qualitative research suggested that browsing serves both functional and recrea-
tional purposes. However, like Bloch, et al. [9], she did not quantitatively test the rela-
tionship between browsing and the determinants. Moreover, unlike previous research
[2,3], she broadened the concept of “browsing” to include shopping with a purchase in-
tention.

More recently, Reynolds, Jones, Musgrave, and Gillson [33] examined the differ-
ences of time spent in stores, utilitarian/hedonic shopping value, and satisfaction, and
the other consequent variables among three types of consumers—browsers who made a
purchase, browsers who did not make a purchase, and shoppers who visited the store
intending to make a purchase. This study proposed a new topic regarding browsing ac-
tivity. However, it was not closely related to the existing topic—the relationship among

browsing activity and their determinants and consequences.

Relationship between Browsing Motivation and Intention

What is the motivation of in-store browsing for consumers? Related to this issue, Babin,
Darden, and Griffin [3] developed scale items assessing consumers’ evaluations of a
shopping experience along two important dimensions—utilitarian and hedonic values.
They claimed that shopping value can be classified into these two dimensions
[6,34,39,40]. Utilitarian shopping value is related to the motivation to procure the prod-
uct or to complete the mission [6,37], while hedonic shopping value is related to the
motivation to satisfy sensual and emotional needs during the shopping process
[3,6,34,35,39,40], which include the aforementioned informational and recreational
shopping needs [2,9]. Babin, et al. [3] performed focus group interviews twice and gen-
erated 71 scale items. Principal component analysis and confirmatory factor analysis
were then utilized to develop eleven items of hedonic shopping value and four items of
utilitarian value. In the context of this study, Babin, et al.’s research [3] is important in
terms that shopping values were divided into utilitarian and hedonic aspects and the
scale items for the latter aspects were developed to measure shopping values without
purchasing any products. It can be said that they implied that hedonic shopping values
are determinants of in-store browsing.

Note that unlike shopping motivation with a purchase intention, browsing motivation
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should be investigated only from a hedonic viewpoint. This is because, by definition,
browsing activity is the examination of products without an immediate intention to buy
and is thus not related to the utilitarian value to complete the mission to procure the
product [9]. In the previous research, browsing is understood as ongoing search behav-
ior in a retail store for informational and/or recreational purposes and without immedi-
ate intentions to purchase [8,9]. In fact, Arnold and Reynolds [2] implied that browsing
was related to hedonic motivations—not to utilitarian motivations. For example, a little
boy, who has neither money nor drivers’ license, can visit car dealers and/or their web-
sites to enjoy browsing cars. Browsing intention can be thus identified as part of a he-
donic-oriented behavior.

In this aspect, Westbrook and Black [43] has a limitation because they did not dis-
tinguished utilitarian and hedonic motivations when they proposed seven shopping mo-
tivations—anticipated utility, role enactment, negotiation, choice optimization, affilia-
tion, power and authority, and stimulation. In contrast, Arnold and Reynolds [2] pro-
posed purely hedonic shopping motivations. After reviewing Babin, et al. [3], West-
brook and Black [43], and other previous studies, they investigated reasons why con-
sumers go shopping, how they felt when shopping, and the benefits they received from
shopping. As a result of exploratory factor analysis, six types of shopping motivations
was recognized—value motivation, role motivation, adventure motivation, social moti-
vation, gratification motivation, and idea motivation.

Value motivation refers to shopping for sales, looking for discounts, and hunting for
bargains. While value motivation is related to the informational reasons for browsing,
the other kinds of motivations are related to recreational reasons for browsing [9,13].
Role motivation refers to the enjoyment that consumers acquire in the process of shop-
ping for others and the excitement and intrinsic joy felt by shoppers when finding the
suitable gift for others. Adventure motivation refers to stimulation, adventure, and the
feeling of being in another world when in shopping places. Social motivation refers to
enjoyment with friends and family in shopping. Gratification motivation refers to the
stress relief effects of shopping. And idea motivation refers to shopping to keep up with
trends and new fashions.

Although the main objectives of Arnold and Reynolds’ research [2] is to cluster
shoppers into five groups based on their six hedonic shopping motivations, they esti-
mated correlations between these six hedonic shopping motivations and browsing activ-
ity in order to test predictive validity of scale items of these motivations. As a result of
correlation analysis, they found their six hedonic motivations are highly correlated with

browsing activity.
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Relationships between Electronic Browsing Motivations and Intention

In the field of electronic commerce, To, Liao, and Lin [39] proposed a structural equa-
tion model which contains five determinants of information search intention in online
stores—adventure, social, idea, value, and authority and status, of which, the former
four motivations were from Arnold and Reynolds [2] and the latter one motivation was
from Westbrook and Black [43]. Their research is, to our knowledge, the only study
examining the relationship between search motivations and intention in the context of
electronic commerce. However, their research has various limitations: First, without any
empirical investigation, they did not incorporate two of Arnold and Reynolds six he-
donic shopping motivations into their model. Second, three of the four motivations that
they incorporated into their model were insignificant in their empirical test. Third, they
additionally incorporated “authority and status” motivation from Westbrook and Black,
which Arnold and Reynolds had dropped from their six hedonic shopping motivations
because it could be covered by value motivation. Fourth, they mixed online browsers
with a personal computer into online shoppers with a mobile device when they collected
data. And fifth and finally, they did not compare online and offline browsers using the

simultaneous analysis in multiple populations to their structural equation model.

Hypotheses

In this study, Arnold and Reynolds’ six hedonic shopping motivations [2] will be ap-
plied in order to examine the effects of consumer motivations on browsing online stores
with mobile devices, and compared them with those on browsing physical stores. Most
previous research regarding in-store browsing activity has assumed consumer browsing
in physical stores and only few research has been done on online browsing. Neither did
they investigate mobile-based online browsing nor did they compare online browsing
with offline browsing. Thus, when developing a model describing consumer motivations
affect intention toward browsing mobile-based online stores, we compare mobile-based
online browsing with offline browsing. In this study, we neglect computer-based online
browsing because it is difficult to conduct the simultaneous analysis in three and more

populations with structural equation modeling.
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Value Motivation

Value motivation refers to shopping for sales, looking for discounts, and hunting for
bargains [2]. Chandon, Wansink, and Laurent [12] found that consumers enjoyed
searching discounted products or sale items in physical stores even if they did not have
any buying intention, and concluded that searching discounted products can be a means
of increasing shoppers’ prestige and achieving higher social status or group affiliation.
Also, Cox, Cox, and Anderson [13] implied that consumers tend to be drawn to shop-
ping’s more private pleasures, particularly the enjoyment of bargain hunting. According
to their research, about three quarters of consumers reported that they enjoyed hunting
for and finding bargains. Among them, some consumers might be satisfied with just
finding discount products.

To, et al. [39] found that the effect of value motivation on online search intention was
not significant and concluded that consumers could not receive any benefits from the
bargains, or pleasant sensations during the bargaining process because Internet shopping
does not have a bargaining mechanism. However, there are many online stores offering
discounted products nowadays. In fact, Wolfinbarger and Gilly [44] found that consum-
ers enjoyed searching discounted products in online stores. Thus, it could be said that
consumers may enjoy searching bargain not only in physical, but also online stores. Par-
ticularly, with mobile devices, such as PDAs, mobile telephones, smart phones, and
tablet computers, browsers can enjoy searching discounted items anywhere, anytime
they would like [29].

It may be easier and more efficient to search discounted products online with mobile
devices than to search them in physical stores. Lohse and Spiller [25] claimed that in
physical stores, consumers typically have to spend more time and make more effort in
order to shop around to find the lowest price, whereas they can more readily search
which store offers lowest price online with mobile devices. Moreover, according to
Degaratu, Rangaswamy, and Wu [14], consumers’ price sensitivity is higher in online
stores than in physical stores. Therefore, mobile browsers might be more likely to enjoy

searching for discounted products compared to offline browsers. Thus,

H;, Value motivation has a positive effect on browsing intention in physical
stores.

Hjy, Value motivation has a positive effect on browsing intention in online stores
with mobile devices.

H;. The effect of value motivation on browsing intention is stronger in mo-
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bile-based online stores than in physical stores.

Role Motivation

Role motivation refers to the enjoyment that consumers acquire in the process of shop-
ping for others and the excitement and intrinsic joy felt by shoppers when finding suita-
ble items for others [2]. Some consumers play social roles through shopping for their
friends and family even if they do not have intended to purchase the items for them.

As discussed by Parsons [30], the development of Internet technology enables con-
sumers to save time and increases convenience in playing these social roles and as such,
role motivation exists not only in physical stores, but also in online stores. To, et al. [39]
excluded role motivation from their model because they assumed that it was a utilitarian
motivation. However, browsing may be related to social roles if browsing results in
useful information for friends and family. In fact, Arnolds and Reynolds [2] found that
this motivation was correlated with browsing activity.

As information technology progresses, it becomes convenient for consumers to
browse retail stores online with mobile devices [29], and such convenience makes it
easier for consumers to find the suitable gift for others. As discussed above, browsers
can easily search retail stores online with mobile devices [25]. Thus, browsers who want
to play social role through shopping for friends and family may intend to visit and ex-
plore mobile-based online stores.

Exploring products in mobile-based online stores may be more efficient than those in
physical stores. According to Lim and Dubinsky [24], consumers typically have to
spend more time and make more effort in order to shop around physical stores to com-

plete their social role, whereas they can more easily complete their role online. Thus,

H,, Role motivation has a positive effect on browsing intention in physical
stores.

H, Role motivation has a positive effect on browsing intention in online stores
with mobile devices.

H,. The effect of role motivation on browsing intention is stronger in mo-

bile-based online stores than in physical stores.
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Adventure Motivation

According to Westbrook and Black [43], adventure in retail stores means that customers
encounter something novel and interesting, and experience the joy of exploration during
the shopping process. Based on this definition, Adventure motivation is defined as
shopping for stimulation, adventure, and the feeling of being in another world [2].

Arnolds and Reynolds [2] claimed that significant number of people go shopping to
pursue the adventure of a shopping trip. Wakefield and Baker [40] found that some
consumers received enjoyment from the sensory attributes of the store atmosphere—its
sights, sounds, and smells. Moreover, Cox, et al. [13] implied that one of the main at-
tractions of shopping is stepping outside of the house, i.e., experiencing a change in
physical environment.

Consumers may experience a sense of curiosity during the interaction with comput-
ers. Webster, Trevino, and Ryan [42] claimed that when they visit online stores which
they have not visited before, they feel adventurous. That means that some consumers
have adventure motivation even in online stores. Particularly, browsing online stores
with mobile devices is a relatively new custom and, thus, shoppers may feel novelty
during the shopping process. Therefore, browsers who want to experience the joy of ex-
ploration in shopping may intend to visit mobile-based online stores.

It seems that exploring in mobile-based online stores is different from those in phys-
ical stores. In physical stores, shoppers may be likely to feel diversion because they are
able to receive enjoyment and pleasure of shopping with five senses. On the other hand,
mobile browsers may hardly feel sensory attributes and change of atmosphere—such as
scene, sound, and smell—with small screens of mobile devices [23]. However, as dis-
cussed above, mobile browsers may be able to feel novelty, which is a key characteristic
of the adventure in retail stores [42]. They may feel thrills through perceiving new stim-

ulations. Thus,

H;, Adventure motivation has a positive effect on browsing intention in physical
stores.

Hjs, Adventure motivation has a positive effect on browsing intention in online
stores with mobile devices.

H;. The effect of adventure motivation on browsing intention is stronger in mo-

bile-based online stores than in physical stores.
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Social Motivation

Social motivation refers to shopping for enjoyment with friends and family [2]. Con-
sumers enjoy socializing with others while shopping, and provide an opportunity to
bond with other shoppers. Thus, consumers are likely to browse physical stores because
of social motivation. Arnolds and Reynolds [2] found that this motivation was correlat-
ed with browsing activity.

Some consumers also browse online stores with social motivation. The development
of Internet technology enables consumers to access online stores with mobile devices.
As a result, consumers can more easily shop online anytime, anywhere they are with
friends and family. Kaufman-Scarborough and Lindquist [21] claimed that like shopper
in physical stores, online shoppers enjoy gathering and sharing information through
online chat rooms and buyer forums. Consumers may enjoy gathering and sharing in-
formation online with friends and family. Thus, consumers with social motivation
would be likely to browse online stores with mobile devices.

However, browsers who want to enjoy shopping with friends and family may prefer
physical stores because they can feel the merchandise and stimulate all five senses in the
physical stores [23]. In general, traditional word of mouth (WOM) is the information
that one obtains through face-to-face communications among friends and family [20],
whereas electronic word of mouth (eWOM) is related to communications among a mul-
titude of people and institutions via the Internet—not among friends and family [38].
Moreover, To, et al. [39] found that the effect of social motivation on search intention in
online store was insignificant, and concluded that it might not be important for consum-
ers not only to communicate with their friend and family online, but also to get popular-
ity in the Internet community. Therefore, the effects of social motivation on browsing
intention may be weaker in mobile-based online stores with mobile devices than in

physical stores. Thus,

H,, Social motivation has a positive effect on browsing intention in physical
stores.

Hy, Social motivation has a positive effect on browsing intention in online stores
with mobile devices.

Hy. The effect of social motivation on browsing intention is stronger in physical

stores than in mobile-based online stores.
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Gratification Motivation

Gratification motivation refers to shopping for stress relief, shopping to relieve a nega-
tive mood, and shopping as a special treat to oneself [2]. McGuire [26] claimed that
consumers are motivated to act in such a way as to reduce tension, thereby maintaining
their inner equilibrium and returning the self to a state of homeostasis. Also, Babin, et al.
[3] regarded the value of shopping as a type of therapeutic activity.

To, et al. [39] claimed that gratification value is perceived only through actual pur-
chasing. They assumed that e-customers will hardly know how the actual product feels
and looks or understand the stimuli from the store environment and, thus, excluded the
motivation from their model. However, Parsons [30] found that online shopping also
offered a diversion from the routine of daily life. It can therefore be said that gratifica-
tion motivation applies not only to physical stores, but also to online stores. Particularly,
with mobile devices, consumers can more easily shop online anytime, anywhere they
would like to relieve a negative mood with shopping.

However, in mobile-based online stores, consumers are only able to view the display
screen of a mobile phone or a tablet computer and as such, may not be less strongly at-
tracted to browse the online stores when they wish to relieve stress with browsing.
Conversely, in physical stores, consumers can experience elements of the store atmos-

phere with the five senses [24]. Thus,

Hs, Gratification motivation has a positive effect on browsing intention in phys-
ical stores.

Hsy, Gratification motivation has a positive effect on browsing intention in
online stores with mobile devices.

Hs. The effect of gratification motivation on browsing intention is stronger in

physical stores than in mobile-based online stores.

Idea Motivation

Idea motivation is defined as a motivation to keep up with trends and new fashions and
to see new products and innovations [2]. Bloch, et al. [9] found that consumers enjoyed
browsing physical stores to obtain information as an end in itself. Also, Arnolds and
Reynolds [2] found that this motivation was correlated with browsing activity.

To, et al. [39] found that the effect of idea motivation on search intention was insig-
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nificant and concluded that consumers thought that shopping online to get new ideas is
not important. However, previous researchers have implied the advantage of Internet
shopping in terms of information acquisition. Alba [1], for example, found that compar-
ison convenience in online stores makes it easier for consumers to collect unfamiliar
information about brands or retail stores. Also, Parsons [30] implied that one of the
strongest motivations for Internet shoppers was to find, assess, and appreciate trends
and new fashions because many of them can access information that would otherwise be
unavailable. It might be the case in mobile browsing. Moreover, browsers who want to
find information on trends would try to update their knowledge of new information at
any given time. Thus, they may intend to visit mobile-based online stores.

As mentioned above, there is a difference in the speed of information acquisition
between exploring products in mobile-based online stores and physical stores. In mo-
bile-based online stores, browsers are free from the time constraint present in physical
stores. Therefore, browsers who think highly of the speed of information acquisition
might prefer browsing online stores with mobile devices rather than in physical stores.
Thus,

Hg, Idea motivation has a positive effect on browsing intention in physical
stores.

Hgy Idea motivation has a positive effect on browsing intention in online stores
with mobile devices.

Hg. The effect of idea motivation on browsing intention is stronger in mo-

bile-based online stores than in physical stores.

Methodology

Simultaneous Analysis in Multiple Populations with SEM

The purpose of this study is to examine the effects of consumer motivations on brows-
ing online stores with mobile devices, and compared them with those on browsing
physical stores. To compare mobile browsing with offline browsing, we seek to estimate
a pair of browsing intention models using two dataset regarding consumers’ browsing
experiences in physical stores and mobile stores. To estimate and compare coefficients
of the two browsing intention models, a simultaneous analysis in multiple populations

with structural equation modeling is conducted using Amos 19.
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Questionnaire and Sampling Procedure

For structural equation modeling, we applied multiple scales that were developed based
on previous studies [2,4,5,6,45] (see Appendix 1 for scale items). All scale items origi-
nally developed in English were translated into Japanese in order to administer the
questionnaire in Japan, where the percentage of people who use the Internet is relatively
higher (78.2%) and a large amount of people used Internet with not only desktop com-
puters, but also mobile devices (over 70 million people) [28]. To enhance translation
equivalence, we had the Japanese version of the questionnaire translated into English by
two people fluent in both languages. Differences were then reconciled. All items were
measured on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree).
Questionnaires were administered in undergraduate courses at the school of business
in a private university in Tokyo. Although student sample is a type of nonprobability,
convenient sampling, it is somewhat adequate for the mobile consumer research in To-
kyo because the percentage of Internet users aged 20 to 29 is the highest (97%) [28]. A
total of 1,450 completed responses, of which 1,406 were deemed usable after list-wise
deletion (97%). Of these, 55.6% (782) were male, while 44.4% (624) were female, sug-
gesting a typical male to female ratio. They were in their early 20s and homogeneous in
age. Respondents had enough experience with both mobile-based online stores and
physical stores: All respondents answered “usually” or “always” to the question “how
often do you browse a retail store (mobile-based online store/physical store)” and no

9% ¢

one answered “‘sometimes,” “occasionally,” or “never” to the question. Respondents
were randomly divided into two groups: For one group, we asked to imagine their most
recent shopping situation in a specific mobile-based online store; and for the other
group in a physical store. Then, respondents in both groups were asked to fill out the

same questionnaire mentioned above.

Reliability and Validity of Scales

To establish construct reliability as well as convergent and discriminant validity, we uti-
lized some measures—Cronbach’s alphas, composite reliability (CR), average variance
extracted (AVE), maximum shared squared variance (MSV), and average shared
squared variance (ASV).

All Cronbach's Alpha values were above the 0.80 (ranging from 0.85 to 0.94), indi-
cating that the scales had a high reliability. Also, CRs were all above 0.7 (ranging from
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0.87 to 0.94), indicating the scales had high internal consistency and good reliabilities
[15,28].

Meanwhile, AVEs were more than 0.50 (ranging from 0.57 to 0.81), and less than
CRs, indicating adequate convergent validity [15,17]. Also, we found that MSVs and
ASVs were less than AVE thresholds, indicating discriminant validity. Those measure-
ments are all summarized in Appendix 1 with factor loadings.

Factor loadings were also in acceptable ranges (0.55 to 0.97) and significant at the
1% level, which provides another evidence of convergent validity. Correlations among
constructs are shown in Table 1.

All items were randomly divided into two groups and converted into the mean for each

group as manifest variables of the structural models [5].

Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Value Motivation 0.77
2. Role Motivation 027  0.83
3. Adventure Motivation 0.23 0.23 0.76
4. Social Motivation 0.15 0.43 036  0.80
5. Gratification Motivation 026  0.33 072 038 077
6. Idea Motivation 0.33 027 050 0.25 0.55 0.76
7. Browsing Intention 0.35 024 049 017 054 066 090

Table 1. Correlations among Constructs
Common Method Variance

Artificially common method bias might inflate observed relationships between variables
because predictor and criterion variables were gathered from the same respondents in
this study. Therefore, Harman’s single factor test was performed as post hoc remedy
[18,31,32]. This test consisted in loading all the variables in the study into an explora-
tory factor analysis and examined the unrotated factor solution to determine the number
of factors that are necessary to account for the variance in the variables. If common
method variance existed, a single factor would emerge from a factor analysis of all
questionnaire measurement items, or one general factor that accounted for most of the
variance would result [32]. As a result, factor analysis revealed five factors with eigen-
values greater than 1.0 that accounted for 81.8% of the total variance. The first factor
only accounted for 44.1% of the variance, suggesting that common method variance

was not a serious problem in our study.
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Between-Group Fit Comparison

In this study, as mentioned above, a simultaneous analysis in multiple populations is
conducted using two dataset regarding consumers’ browsing experiences in physical
stores and mobile stores. To test construct invariance, i.e., whether the same model can
be applied for the two groups, fit comparison between two models for each group is
needed before estimating the overall model.

The chi-square value for the independence model of offline browsing was 3660.46 and
the degree of freedom was 105, whereas the chi-square value for the independence
model of mobile-based online browsing was 4626.82 and the degree of freedom was
105. As a result, the percentage contribution to the chi-square (44.17% and 55.83%, re-
spectively) showed that the fits of the two groups are about the same. Also, RMSR for
the two groups were 0.08 and 0.10, respectively. Again, this indicates it is safe to con-
clude that the models fit almost equally well—or badly—for both offline browsing

consumer group and mobile-based online browsing consumer group.

Results

Measurement Mode/

Before estimating the structural model, the measurement model was assessed. The chi
square value for the model was 421.55 and the degree of freedom (df) was 70. Although
the chi-square/df ratio was greater than recommended level of 3.00 [10], the goodness
of fit index (GFI) and the GFI adjusted by the degrees of freedom (AGFI), that assess
how well an a priori model reproduces the sample data, were 0.92 and 0.86, respectively.
Both indices were higher than the recommended level of up to 0.90 and 0.80, respec-
tively [19].

The value of the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), a parsimony
measure that accounts for potential artificial inflation due to the estimation of many pa-
rameters, was 0.09, which was slightly above the threshold of 0.08, indicating a moder-
ate fit of the model [12,36].

The standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), the positive root of the un-
weighted average of squared fitted residuals, were 0.04. As previous research claimed
that well-fitting models will have SRMR less than 0.08 [19], the value indicate a close
fit of the data to the model. The normed fit index (NFI), an incremental fit index that



Ono, Nakamura, Okuno, and Sumikawa
“Consumer Motivations in Browsing Online Stores with Mobile Devices” 459

measures the proportionate improvement in fit by comparing a target model with a more
restricted, nested baseline model, was 0.95. Regarding NFI, values of 0.9 and above are
indicative of a satisfactory fit of the model [16,19].

Structural Mode/

The structural model also fit the data well. The results are summarized in Figure 1 and

Table 2.
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Value Motivation
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Figure 1. Consumer Motivations in Browsing Retail Stores

Notes: PB and MB mean coefficients for physical browsing and mobile browsing models, re-
spectively. Dif means PB-MB.  significant at 1% level. significant at 5% level.
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Path Coefficients Differences
D.V.: Browsing intention
(a) Physical Store Model (b) Mobile Store Model (a)—(b)
H,: Value motivation 0.05 (t=1.04)" 0.13 t=3.01)" -0.08 (z=-1.40)""
=>Hj, (+): Not supported =>Hy;, (+): Supported => H;, (-): Not supported
H,: Role motivation -0.05 (t=-0.99) ™ 0.02 (t=0.50) " -0.07 (z=-1.05)"
=>H,, (+): Not supported => H,, (+): Not supported => H, (-): Not supported
H;: Adventure motivation -0.17 (t=-1.53)" 0.29 (t=352)" —0.46 (z=-339"
=> Hj3, (+): Not supported => Hj,, (+): Supported => Hj, (+): Supported
H,: Social motivation -0.14 (t=-2.50)" -0.11 (t=-230)" -0.03 (z=-023)"
=> Hy, (+): Rejected => Hy, (+): Rejected => Hy, (+): Not supported
Hs: Gratification motivation 0.48 (t=472)" -0.13 (t=-1.54)" 0.61 (z=457)"
=> Hs, (+): Supported => Hj;, (+): Not supported => Hs, (+): Supported
Hy: Idea motivation 0.52 (t=6.50)"" 0.67 (t=9.53)" -0.15 (z=-197)"
=> Hg, (+): Supported => Hg, (+): Supported => Hg, (—): Supported

Table 2. Estimation Results

Notes: ~* significant at 1% level. “significant at 5% level. x’(145 = 500.20, GFI = 0.91, AGFI = 0.85, CFI = 0.96, RMSEA =
0.06 (The lower value of the 90% CI = 0.05; the upper value of the 90% CI = 0.06; PCLOSE =0.01), SRMR = 0.05, NFI =
0.94, AIC = 684.20.

The chi square value for the model was 500.20 for the overall model (252.40 and
221.15 for offline browsing and mobile-based online browsing models, respectively)
and the degree of freedom was 148 for the overall model (70 for both oftline browsing
and mobile-based online browsing models). * / d.f. is 3.38 for the overall model (3.61
and 3.16 for offline browsing and mobile-based online browsing models, respectively),
which was slightly above the recommended range of not exceeding 3.00 [10].

The goodness of fit index (GFI) was 0.91 for overall model (0.91 and 0.92 for of-
fline browsing and mobile-based online browsing models), and the GFI adjusted by the
degrees of freedom (AGFI), was 0.85 for the overall model (0.84 and 0.86 for offline
browsing and mobile-based online browsing models, respectively). Both indices were
higher than the recommended level of up to 0.90 and 0.80, respectively [19].

In this relatively large model with multiple population analyses, a useful index is
the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). Browne and Cudeck [11] rec-
ommended that a value of around 0,05 or less would indicate a close fit of the model

and that the value of about 0,08 or less would indicate a reasonable error of approxima-
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tion and would not want to employ the model with a RMSEA greater than 0.10. The
RMSEA was 0.06 for the overall model (0.09 and 0.08 for offline browsing and mo-
bile-based online browsing models, respectively), indicating a satisfactory fit of the data
to the model. Regarding the RMSEA, the lower and upper values of the 90% confidence
interval for the overall model are 0.05 and 0.08, respectively (0.07 and 0.10 for offline
browsing model, and 0.07 and 0.09 for mobile-based online browsing model, respec-
tively). Both indices were lower than the recommended level of up to 0.05 and 0.08,
respectively. Moreover, the width of the two values indicated the precision in the esti-
mate of the RMSEA.

The standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) was 0.05 for the overall model
(0.05 and 0.04 for offline browsing and mobile-based online browsing models, respec-
tively), which was within the recommended range of not exceeding 0.08 [19]. The
normed fit index (NFI) was 0.94 for the overall model (0.93 and 0.95 for offline brows-
ing and mobile-based online browsing models, respectively), which was within the
recommended range of 0.9 and above [16,19]. Values of these goodness-of-fit statistics

also indicated a close fit of the data to the model.

Value Motivation

The results showed that H;, was not supported (511, = 0.05, t = 1.04, p > 0.50), whereas
Hip, was supported (811, = 0.13, t = 3.01, p < 0.05), suggesting that value motivation is
likely to have impacts on mobile browsing, whereas it is unlikely to have impacts on
offline browsing. Consumers typically have to spend more time and make more effort in
order to shop around physical stores to find the lowest price, whereas they can more
readily search which store offers lowest price online with mobile devices. Therefore,
consumers who want to enjoy exploring discounted products prefer browsing mo-
bile-based online stores rather than physical stores.

Note that H;. was not supported (f11a — fi1v = —0.08, z = 1.40, p > 0.05), suggesting
that there was no significant difference between the effect of value motivation on mo-
bile browsing and offline browsing. Thus, in total, value motivation is not crucial for
consumers to browse online stores with mobile devices in addition to the real stores. It
may be because browsers go shopping without an immediate intent to buy and, therefore,

discounted products and sale items may possibly not be their focus.
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Role Motivation

The results showed that neither H2a nor H2b was supported (B12a = —0.05, t = —0.99, p
>0.05; B12b =0.02, t = 0.50, p > 0.05, respectively), suggesting that role motivation is
unlikely to affect browsing intention. And, as a result, H2c was not supported (f12a —
B12b=-0.07,z=1.05, p > 0.05), meaning no significant difference existed between the
effect of role motivation on browsing intention in online stores with mobile devices
compared with those in physical stores.

Note that role motivation refers to the enjoyment that consumers acquire in the pro-
cess of shopping for friends and family. Consumers who want to enjoy playing social
roles may not browse stores—i.e., this type of motivation may be satisfied only by pur-

chasing products for others.

Adventure Motivation

The results showed that Hs, was not supported (813, = —0.17, t = —1.53, p > 0.05),
whereas Hi, was supported (f13, = 0.29, t = 3.39, p < 0.01), suggesting that adventure
motivation positively affects browsing intention only in mobile-based online stores.
Also, H;. was supported (8132 — B3 = —0.46, z = —3.38, p < 0.01), indicating that the
effect of adventure motivation on browsing intention in online stores compared with
mobile devices is higher than that in physical stores.

Consumers who want to feel a sense of adventure do not browse physical stores, but
mobile-based online stores. That may be because consumers are still unfamiliar and,

therefore, exited with browsing in online stores with mobile devices.

Social Motivation

The results showed that neither Ha, nor Hyp, was supported (140 = —0.14, t = —2.50, p <
0.05; f1ap = —0.11, t = —2.30, p < 0.05, respectively). Opposite from Hg, and Hap, nega-
tive correlations were found between social motivation and browsing intention. That
may be because numerous types of services are providing for consumers. Today, con-
sumers, who wish to communicate with their friends or family, can go to cinema or to
go to dinner, for example. Thus, they do not need to browse retail stores online/offline

to build and maintain the social relationship.
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Ha. was not supported (f14a — 14 = —0.03, z = 0.23, p > 0.05). That is, no significant
difference was evident between the effect of social motivation on browsing intention in
online stores with mobile devices and that in physical stores. Not only offline browsing,

mobile browsing do not be regarded as a tool for social communication with neighbors.

Gratification Motivation

The results showed that H5a was supported (B15a = 0.48, t = 4.72, p < 0.01), whereas
H5b was not (B15b = —0.13, t = —1.54, p > 0.05). Gratification motivation positively
influences browsing intention only in physical stores. Moreover, the results showed that
H5c was supported (f15a — B15b = 0.61, z =—4.57, p < 0.01). As hypothesized, this in-
dicates that the effect of gratification motivation on browsing intention was stronger in
physical stores than in mobile-based online stores.

Consumers who want to relieve their stress are more likely to browse physical stores
rather than online stores with mobile devices. In physical stores, consumers receive
stimulation to the five senses, meaning they can relieve their stress and alleviate nega-
tive moods. Conversely, in online stores, consumers have to gaze intently at the display
screen of their smart phones and tablet computers, meaning they can relieve less stress

in mobile-based online stores.

Idea Motivation

The results showed that both Hg, and He, were supported (816, = 0.52, t = 6.50, p < 0.01;
Liea = 0.67, t = 9.53, p < 0.01, respectively) and Hg. was also supported (Si6a — Siep =
—0.15,z=1.97, p <0.05). As hypothesized, idea motivation positively affects the inten-
tion toward browsing both mobile-based online stores and physical stores. Moreover,
the effects of idea motivation on browsing intention are stronger in physical stores
compared with mobile-based online stores.

Consumers who wish to keep up with information regarding new trends tend to
browse both kinds of stores. However, a preference exists for browsing online stores
with mobile devices rather than physical stores. It seems that consumers regard infor-

mation seeking time as the most important.
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Discussion

Theoretical Implication

As mentioned in the beginning of this paper, it is becoming very common for consumers
to browse online retail stores with mobile devices. However, browsing has not been
studied sufficiently. Although some researchers have focused on consumer browsing
activity, they have failed to provide findings regarding relationship between browsing
motivations and intention. Moreover, most researchers have focused on browsing in
physical stores, and not online stores. No previous research has identified consumer
motivations that affect the intention toward browsing mobile-based online stores com-
pared with physical stores.

Thus, in this study, we applied six dimensions of Arnold and Reynolds’ theory of
hedonic shopping motivations [2] to a model explaining the determinants of intention
toward browsing retail stores. The browsing intention model was estimated with two
datasets regarding consumers’ browsing experiences in both physical stores and mo-
bile-based online stores. While To, et al.’s research [39] identified only one motivation
of Arnold and Reynolds’ six hedonic motivations affecting consumers’ intention toward
searching online stores, the results of this study show that four kinds of motivations
might have effects on consumers’ intention toward browsing physical stores and mo-
bile-based online stores.

Our empirical research suggested that consumers’ intention toward browsing physi-
cal stores was affected positively by idea motivation and gratification motivation, while
it was negatively influenced by social motivation. Note that these two kinds of motiva-
tions may be related to Bloch, et al.’s two kinds of browsing determinants
[9]—information and recreation, respectively. We implied that offline browsing for in-
formation acquisition might be highly motivated by consumer desire for knowing inno-
vative products, while offline browsing for recreation might be highly motivated by
stress relief.

On the other hand, our research suggested that intention toward browsing mo-
bile-based online stores was affected positively by idea motivation, adventure motiva-
tion, and value motivation, while it was negatively influenced by social motivation. It is
implied that unlike offline browsing, mobile browsing for information acquisition might
be highly motivated by consumer desire for knowing discounted products as well as in-
novative products. Also, unlike oftline browsing, mobile browsing for recreation might

be highly motivated by the feeling of exploring in a space of extraordinariness.
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We did not find the effects of other three motivations, i.e., role motivation, social
motivation, and gratification motivation on mobile browsing. These motivations are not
satisfied by browsing the products for friends and family with mobile devices: They
may be satisfied only by purchasing the actual products. Note that Reynolds, et al. [33]
proposed simple hypotheses that buyers and browsers might expect different levels of
value for shopping. Thus, differences between “shopping with a purchase intention” and

“browsing without a purchase intention” might become an interesting research topic.

Management Implications

This study provides management implications for retailers to attract browsers to their
stores. First, both offline and mobile browsers are most likely to have idea motiva-
tion—a motivation to keep up with trends and new fashions and to see new products
and innovations. Our research implied that this type of browsing motivation had the
highest impacts on consumers’ intention toward browsing retail stores. Therefore, it is
effective to carry out any strategies to attract browsers who would like to find any new
products and innovations.

Physical stores should educate contact persons to provide browsers with the latest
information that is not known upon many people, in order to let the browsers become
satisfied that they are keeping up to the latest trends. Online stores should also focus on
idea motivation. E-retailers for mobile consumers should design their mobile stores to
provide information such as the new trends for the next season to browsers that most
people would not know yet. Note that idea motivation has more effects on mobile
browsing than offline browsing. It is important for multi-channel retailers to update web
pages frequently so that customers can access and acquire the latest information when-
ever and wherever online.

Second, adventure motivation also has an effect on consumers’ intention toward
browsing mobile-based online stores. Therefore, e-retailers for mobile consumers
should keep an exciting and stimulating atmosphere in their mobile-based stores. For
example, retailers should provide browsers with moving images and animations that
expresses the brand through the internet so that they can experience a space of extraor-
dinariness.

Note that adventure motivation has no effects on browsing intention in physical
stores. As mentioned earlier, it may be because consumers are so familiar and, therefore,

unexcited with browsing in physical stores. Thus, physical stores may have to consider
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the change of their store types into more attractive ones.

Third, value motivation also has an effect on browsing intention only in mo-
bile-based online stores. It may be effective for e-retailers to provide information about
discounted products in their mobile-based stores in order to attract browsers. However,
value motivation is not so crucial for browsers because they go shopping without an
immediate intent to buy and, therefore, discounted products and sale items may possibly
not be their focus.

Finally, we did not find evidence that role motivation, social motivation, and gratifi-
cation motivation are related to mobile browsing. Of these three motivations, role moti-
vation and social motivation did not facilitate in not only mobile browsing, but also of-
fline browsing. Role motivation is not satisfied by browsing the products for friends and
family: It may be satisfied only by purchasing the products for others. Social motivation
is also not satisfied by browsing the same products as those browsed by friends and
family: It may be satisfied only by purchasing the same products as those purchased by
others.

Gratification motivation has no effects on mobile browsing while it has a positive
effect on offline browsing. Physical stores are required to provide enjoyment for helping
browsers get rid of their stress by providing special experience on displayed products
and/or contact persons. In contrast, online stores for mobile commerce are not expected
to provide a diversion from the routine of daily life. If mobile browsing evolve from just
watching the display screen of a mobile phone to, for example, experiencing augmented
reality (AR), gratification motivation and the other insignificant motivations may be-

come important in the near future.

Limitations and Future Research

This study has some limitations. First, the results showed that although most fit indices
were within the recommended range, some were not. Also, we used a student sample.
Thus, we need to investigate external validity of the proposed model. In this study, we
measured predictor and criterion variables from the same sources. Harman’s single fac-
tor test was performed and found that the effect of common method bias is not prob-
lematic. However, the remedy couldn’t completely eliminate it. For future research, as a
procedural remedy, predictor and criterion variables should be gathered from different
sources.

Although people aged 20 to 29 is a main target of mobile commerce, it might be an
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interesting topic to examine the difference in motivations toward browsing among vari-
ous segments. Also, we did not consider differences among product categories. Some
products may provide consumers with more enjoyment while browsing the online stores
compared with other products.

Future research should also consider in-store browsing online with desktop comput-
ers. In this study, we chose only two types of browsing—browsing intention in physical
stores and mobile-based online stores—because it is difficult to conduct simultaneous
analysis in more than two populations with structural equation modeling. However,
desktop computer browsing may be different from both mobile browsing and offline
browsing. It may be, therefore, ideal to investigate the difference among the three types
of browsing.

Finally, we did not model what determines each of the six hedonic motivations. Pre-
vious browsing studies have claimed that two determinants, i.e., store and consumer
characteristics, affect consumer browsing [9]. Therefore, future research should consid-
er these determinants in our browsing intention model. In particular, it might be inter-
esting research topic to identify store characteristics determining the motivations toward
browsing, which may be different between online and offline stores.

Despite these limitations, this study contributes to our knowledge of consumer moti-

vation towards browsing online stores with mobile devices.
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Appendix 1. Scale Items

Determinants

Scale Items (factor loading)

CR

AVE

MSV

ASV

ISR

Value Motiva-
tion

1Xi : T enjoy looking for discounts. (.81)

IX5 : T enjoy looking for bargain goods. (.93)

1X; : T enjoy looking for low-priced products. (.94)

IX4: T enjoy finding the best product for my money. (.64)

1Xs : I enjoy comparing goods to find the best product for my money. (.55)
|Xs : 1like looking around the store for sale. (.74)

|X7 : 1 like looking around the store to find discounts. (.70)

91

.59

13

.08

I

: Role Motiva-

tion

IX;s : I like shopping for others to make them feel good. (.90)

IXs : T like shopping for others because when they feel good I feel good. (.93)

: I enjoy shopping for my friends and family. (.93)

: I enjoy shopping around to find the perfect gift for someone. (.89)

: I feel good to find the perfect gift for someone. (.87)

: T go shopping as a way to fulfill my responsibility to my family. (.63)

: Tam glad to go shopping as a way to fulfill my responsibility to my family. (.62)

94

94

.69

.09

AR

: Adventure

Motivation

5

&

: I feel myself compelled to find products in the store. (.57)
: I get stimuli on the shopping. (.62)

: Tlose my sense of time on the shopping. (.79)

: I think shopping is an adventure. (.84)

: I feel like I am in my own universe on the shopping. (.84)
. I felt a sense of adventure on the shopping. (.82)

: I was able to do a lot of fantasizing on the shopping. (.77)

.90

.90

57

.52

.20

Ca

Social Motiva-
tion

: I enjoy socializing with my family or friends on the shopping. (.91)

: I extend personal relationship on the shopping. (.92)

: I like exchanging information with friends on the shopping. (.77)

: I like sharing experiences with others on the shopping. (.83)

: I like developing friendships with other shoppers on the shopping. (.49)

.89

.89

.64

.10

o

s:

Gratification
Motivation

: I was able to forget my problems in the shopping. (.74)

: I go shopping to make me feel better when I am in a down mood. (.80)
: 1 go shopping to take away a down mood. (.90)

: I think shopping is a way to relieve stress. (.86)

: I feel like an escape when I look around the store. (.72)

: I distracted my mind from my troubles when I go shopping. (.70)

: I get so involved when I go shopping that I forget everything else. (.65)

91

91

.59

.52

24

Co:

Idea Motivation

: I enjoyed being immersed in exciting new items. (.80)

: I go shopping to see what new products are available. (.88)
: I like finding new products in the store. (.87)

: I go shopping to experience new things. (.58)

: I go shopping to keep up with the trends. (.64)

.85

.87

.58

43

.20

=

: Browsing

Intention

2

: I go shopping without intent. (.91)
: I am primary just looking around the store. (.97)
: I want to go shopping only for looking around the store. (.82)

.92

93

.81

43

.20




