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Abstract 

Online shopping is rapidly expanding across the globe including developing markets. The consumer is 

under the perception of different types of risks associated with online shopping which may damage him. 

For that matter, researchers have continuously made efforts to investigate different types of perceived 

risks to establish and correct for consumer and societal benefits. After review of the research articles, 

some gaps were observed; 1) previous studies treat buyers and non-buyers in the same way as a single 

unit and there is no comparison among them, 2) most of the studies are quantitative thus focusing on the 

measurement of the responses yet there is a lack of qualitative work which may express how these people 

are affected, 3) there is a lack of documentation of personal bad experiences of online buyers (non-

buyers), 4) customer service and complaint handling are not exposed to existential confirmation and 

research in academic studies, and 5) most of the studies reviewed for this research are based on a ‘special 

segment’ of students aged 18-34, contributing from 65% to 93% of responses which give biased results. 

To do the research the theory of Perceived Risks was used as a frame of reference to develop an analysis 

model with Consumer Behavior Theory in the context for online shopping. 

This study took on these areas and a Quasi-qualitative approach was used including Quasi-statistics by 

making a purposeful sample based on convenience and snow-ball techniques to fulfill the purpose of the 

study. A total of 11 one-on-one interviews were made to conclude seeing saturation level. Study shows 

that i) buyers and non-buyers are two different units of the population with different but comparable 

attitudes ii) despite perception of risks, buyers continue to keep shopping online, iii) non-buyers have 

either a bad subjective experience or have technological problem and they are aged more than 30, iv) 

the bad experiences of buyers and (currently) non-buyers tell about card hacking, bad product, non-

delivery, and theft, v) customer service and complaint handling both, are areas which have poor quality 

and bad coordination, and vi) a new construct of perceived risks, ‘dream-damage’ is found in the context 

of online shopping.      

Keywords:  

Online Shopping, Perceived Risks, Online buyers, Online non-buyers, Online Shopping Behavior 

 

 

 

 

(Note: Online corresponds to other terms like the internet, e-commerce frequently used by different researches) 
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Sammanfattning 

Online handeln expanderar hastigt över världen, inklusive i marknader under utveckling. Konsumenten 

är under uppfattningen av olika typer av risker i samband med online handeln som kan skada honom. 

Av den orsaken, har forskare kontinuerligt satsat på att undersöka olika typer av upplevda risker för att 

fastställa och korrigera konsument- och samhällsfördelar. Efter granskning av forskningsartiklarna så 

observerades några luckor; 1) tidigare studier behandlar köpare och icke-köpare på samma sätt som en 

gemensam enhet och det finns ingen jämförelse mellan dem, 2) de flesta av studierna är kvantitativa och 

fokuserar därmed på mätningar av svar i undersökningen, men det saknas kvalitativt arbete som kan 

uttrycka hur dessa människor påverkas, 3) brist på en dokumentation av personliga dåliga erfarenheter 

av online köpare (icke-köpare), 4) kundservice och hantering av klagomål inte exponerade för 

existentiell bekräftelse och forskning i akademiska studier och 5) de flesta av de studier som granskats 

för denna forskningen är baserad på ett "speciellt segment" av studenter i åldrarna 18-34, vilket bidrar 

från 65% till 93% av svaren som ger ett ensidigt resultat. Att göra forskningen användes ”Theory of 

Perceived Risks” som referensram för att utveckla en analysmodell. 

Denna studie tog sig på dessa områden med ett Quasi-kvalitativt tillvägagångssätt som gjordes med ett 

målmedvetet urval, baserat på bekvämlighet och snöbollsteknik för att uppfylla syftet med studien. 

Totalt gjordes 11 en-för-en intervjuer för att kunna göra en mättnings nivå. Studien visar att ) köpare 

och icke-köpare är två olika enheter av befolkningen med olika men jämförbara attityder av risker, både 

i vikt och beteende, ii) trots en riskuppfattning, fortsätter köpare att handla online, iii) icke-köpare har 

antingen en dålig erfarenhet eller ett tekniskt problem och de är äldre än 35 år, iv) de dåliga 

erfarenheterna som upplevts av köpare och (för närvarande) icke-köpare berättar om korthackning, dålig 

produkt, ingen leverans och stöld, v) kundservice och klagomål är områden som båda har en dålig 

kvalitet och dålig samordning, och vi) termen ‘dream-damage’ i samband med online handlings 

beteende noterades som en ny möjlig konstrukt av uppfattad risk. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Online shopping is a new concept which appeared in the last quarter of the last century (Albinsaad, 

2016). This has become increasingly common due to the availability of internet (Hsieh and Tsao, 2014; 

Shahzad 2015; Bezes, 2016). It has created and catered the convenience of purchase without visiting a 

physical store in person at some geographical coordinates. The option of online shopping facilities has 

made this trend very common (Hseih and Tsao, 2014). It has exploded dramatically in the last couple of 

decades (Chen et al. 2015). Online shopping has become a global phenomenon dictating changes in 

work and common routines of life, and in the marketplace by allowing instantaneous dissipation and 

assimilation of information at personal and organizational levels (Rowley, 1996). One of the factors 

which make online shopping more popular over time is that the sourcing agent for a product or a service 

is easily available round the clock, apart from the other factors e.g. variety, just to mention one (Shahzad 

2015). Furthermore, it helps minimize the distance between the buyers and sellers by easing access to 

products and services (Xiang et al. 2015). Online provides buyers with access to a vast amount of 

information, a new transaction medium with better perceptual experiences than in-home shopping via 

catalogs and telephones (Forsythe and Shi, 2003). Since online shopping provides with a new and a 

potentially far-reaching means of communication for the product distribution, it has changed consumer 

behavior a lot (Pappas, 2015). 

In daily life, where online shopping is becoming common on the one side, so is the persistent reluctance 

to buy because of some fears of risks on the other side of it (Hsieh and Tsao, 2014; Shahzad 2015; Bezes, 

2016, Akram, 2018). Former studies indicate that long-term success in online for businesses needs 

consumers’ trust which is under a negative effect of perceived risks (Pappas, 2016; Sinha and Singh, 

2017). This choice of purchasing something in-store or online is determined and affected by the utility 

of the shopping context i.e. perceived benefits, and the perceived risks of failure of the purchase (Lee 

and Tan, 2003). Even recent researches show that consumers prefer buying in a physical store than 

online (Lee, 2017). A couple of decades back, though, ‘it was predicted that online shopping would 

inevitably cannibalize off-line shopping, except for experience products’ but in spite of this profound 

prediction and choice, a vast population are yet to buy their first product online due to distrust about 

seller or the product yet this has not happened till now (Bezes, 2016 Pp 284). Despite the global market 

size of e-commerce which has approached trillions of US dollars, yet its percentage contribution to total 

sales is nominal e.g. 7.1% for the USA which is a highly developed nation and has the most suitable 

technological systems required for online shopping, and 0.2% in a laggard market of Malaysia to 

mention from the tangible extremes (Lee, 2017). The developing countries e.g. Malaysia, Saudi Arabia, 

are still struggling with the establishment of the concept of online shopping despite wide usage of online 

sourcing worldwide (San et al. 2015; Akram, 2018). This signifies some reluctance from buyers. 
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Over a long span of time, a certain consistency in online shopping behavior of customers is seen. This 

consistency is about the perception of risks and is noticeable in the last two decades through different 

researches (Bezes 2016). The customers perceive a higher risk when shopping online versus shopping 

in a store (Lee and Tan, 2003; Bezes, 2016). Researches highlight that people show a higher risk 

perception in online shopping than in-store purchase (Bezes, 2016). People are hesitant to buy online 

due to some risk perceptions (Shahzad 2015). This is persistently happening in online shopping 

behavior, one contributor to this hindrance is the perception of risk which is be under the influence of a 

former bad shopping experience, and the bad taste of the former bad experience does not necessarily 

mitigate under and during a later shopping experience (Bezes, 2016). For example, the existing lack of 

trustworthiness in online shopping is a result of, and contributor to the perception of risk to online 

shopping (Mayer et al. 1995). This is because of the fact that the perceived risk itself in online shopping, 

is more important for online shopping than offline shopping (Pappas, 2015). 

1.2 A Short History of Perceived Risks in Online Shopping 

Perceived risks have been a point of major concern as noticed by the European Commission (2011). 

This concern is based on the history and is proven afterwards. If observed historically, this is noticeable 

from the researches that perceived risks are the determining reasons for online shopping behavior 

leading to hesitation which ultimately result in avoidance of online purchase (and repurchase) intentions. 

As researched by different authors, it had a negative effect right from beginning on online shopping in 

1990s (Mayer et al., 1995), in 2000s (Miyazaki and Fernandez, 2001; Luo, 2002; Lee and Tan, 2003; 

Forsythe and Shi, 2003; Hassan et al., 2006; Forsythe et al., 2006; Van Noort et al., 2007), and in 2010s 

(Spake, et al. 2011; Iconaru, 2012; Al Karim, 2013; Hsieh and Tsao, 2014; Xiangbin-Yan et al. 2015; 

Shahzad, 2015; Bezes, 2016).  These exist with the same kind of persistent negative effect even very 

lately as noted from latest researches (Lee, 2017; Sinha and Singh, 2017; Chen et al., 2017; Akram 

2018). The stop people from buying online. 

This raises questions about the future of this medium of sales because perception of a risk affects 

consumer behavior negatively making it less frequent to visit a website, less frequent purchase, less time 

and amount spent in a web, and more significantly, questions the usefulness of the web itself (Hsieh and 

Tsao, 2014). This creates uncertainty and ultimately leads to no-attempts or less-attempts for purchases 

online. Different researchers have concluded sameness or difference about what is the most salient 

perceived risk depending upon the constructs, the geographic area and the sample demographics under 

their investigation. For example, financial risk is marked on the top because of the fraud with payment 

cards in Romania (Iconaru, 2012). A study made in the UK concluded that payments system, personal 

privacy and security issues are of top concerns as perceived risks (Al Karim, 2013). There is a higher 

perceived risk concern about web-design than finance etc. in Sweden (Shahzad, 2015). However, Bezes’ 

study (2016) in France counts financial risk more for instore than online. Buyers like to keep their 
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information private and secure. To maintain this, they avoid online purchases because they apprehend 

of leaking of card details and personal information from the internet companies (Hassan et al., 2006, 

Lee, 2017).  

A perceived risk plays an important role to foresee future shopping intention of a buyer (Forsythe et al., 

2006). If a certain perceived risk has affected online shopping, it reduces the customer’s intention to buy 

anything online in the future (D’Alessandro et al., 2012). The lack of intention has a link with the 

perceived risks of the consumer about online shopping which damages the trust of the consumer (Pappas 

2016). Also, the intention is hampered due to uncertainty about the selling agent, and this is at different 

levels in different countries (Lee, 2017).  

Though companies are trying to alleviate the consumers’ fears yet most of the (prospective) consumers 

show reluctance to buy online due to perceived risks (Akram 2018). Perceived risks affect the future 

buying intentions of consumers strongly and in a negative way (Pi and Sangruang, 2011). The constructs 

in perceived risks’ influence decision of online shopping and provide a context to examine the aspects 

which serve as a barrier, and hinder a buyer to conclude an online shopping (Forsythe and Shi, 2003). 

Perceived risks affect buyers’ and hinder online sales (Lee and Tan, 2003).  

Different kinds of perceived risks tell upon future consumer behavior and satisfaction in distinct ways 

(Chen et al., 2015). For example, perceived financial risks had a negative effect on satisfaction yet no 

significant value for a re-purchase decision (Chen et al., 2015). In the same way, the perceived 

convenience risk has a significant effect on consumer’s satisfaction which leaves its impact on purchase 

decision (Jian et al. 2013).  

Another example is that due to privacy risks people avoid to give information (Spake, et al. 2011). The 

privacy and security are important to be protected to provide a secure environment to the society on 

online medium (Vos, et al. 2014). However, some people are confident in providing information on the 

internet because they do not care much about the risk of perceived privacy as found by Spake et al. 

(2011).  

1.3 The Motivation for the Topic       

Researchers continuously work on consumer behavior in the context of online shopping to fill the gap 

between perceptions of risks by online shoppers for its academic demands (Tian et al., 2018; Akram, 

2018). There is a good deal of umbrella research work in a certain defined context regarding different 

traditional constructs of product risk, trust risk, financial risk, delivery risk, convenience risk, time risk, 

psychological risk, privacy, and security, etc. (Lee and Tan, 2003; Van Noort et al., 2007; Iconaru, 2012; 

Hseih and Tsao, 2014; Shahzad, 2015; Sinha and Singh, 2017; Tian et al., 2018) yet none exists with 

the mentioned purpose and in the selected combination of constructs. The background discussion at 1.1, 

a brief history of online shopping at 1.2, and the following description provides motivation and makes 
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it easy for the author to investigate the topic of online shopping behavior in the context of perceived 

risks. 

Some authors take perceived risk is a unidimensional and found as an antecedent of attitude and mediator 

on willingness to buy (Jarvenpaqa and Tracktinsky 1999). But others take it as a multidimensional 

construct comprising product, financial, social, psychological, time loss, privacy, security, convenience, 

source, and transaction risks (Choi and Lee, 2003; Forsythe et al., 2006). Though all perceived risks can 

be captured in a single concept because it is multifaceted (Hassan et al., 2006), yet different researchers 

have used (some of) these constructs differently in their research models, depending upon their 

relevance, in their studies to achieve the purposes of researches e.g. a study involving apparels’ online 

shopping where perceived risks are taken as a packet-construct affecting all the individual perceived 

benefits (Akram, 2018). Another example is a study in Taiwan; research on convenience risk, financial 

risk, physical risk, psychological risk, performance risk, social risk, and time risk is done finding a strong 

negative link between risk perception and buying behavior (Pi and Shangruang, 2011).   

But the perceived risks are not decomposed for a holistic study (Chen et al 2015). And researchers 

should look into investigating the fears of consumers to better explore and understand the perceived risk 

phenomenon for future solutions (Lee, 2017). More openly, there is a noticeable lack of holistic 

qualitative study, and a foundation is laid in the next pages to cover few aspects of how some of the 

perceived risks influence the consumer behavior when shopping online.  

Some authors have tried to categorize perceived risks on bases of their dimensions or sources yet other 

have selected and used perceived risks in the decomposed form to see the link to satisfaction (Chen et 

al. 2015). There is a maximum of 18 perceived risks mentioned in one paper (Forsythe and Shi, 2002). 

After the literature reviewed on the topic, the selection of six perceived risks areas is made by the author, 

the selection of which is discussed in the literature review. The study is concentrating on the perceived 

risk constructs as distinct groups regarding the product, financial, convenience, privacy and security, 

delivery, customer service and complaint handling which are defined later in the literature review.  

Another aspect is that despite finding studies about risks and benefits in online shopping involving the 

most salient constructs like finance, trust, product, etc., there is only a little mention about the perceived 

risks of customer service and complaint handling in any studies. On the same way, the customer-service 

risk is not much noticed as a perceived risk construct (Featherman and Pavlou, 2003; Lopez-Nicolas and 

Molina-Castillo, 2008). Customer-service is not much patronized, rather least patronized for exploration 

and investigation, as seen in the reviewed literature. This is true for complaint handling as well. Only 

lately, the area of handling complaints marked as a construct which is lacking researchers’ attention, 

and is worth investigation because it is good for society (Tian et al., 2018). They investigated trust and 

the payment method and recommended customer service with the aim of complaint handling to be 

investigated. Also, customer service quality is recommended for future studies (Chen et al., 2015). This 
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also forms a basis for the inclusion of customer service and complaint handling as perceived risk 

constructs in the study, yet these are combined together as a group for ease in the study.  

Most of the studies seen in the area of perceived risks in online shopping are quantitative with a focus 

on measurements of the effects of that particular perceived risk construct and drawing a conclusion like 

the researchers show a negative relationship between age and perception of risks (Pi and Sangruang, 

2011; Shahzad 2015). Thus, a qualitative study is suggested due to its shortage of academic work on the 

topic (Chen et al., 2015).  

Almost, all the studies which the author found, make measurements of the effects of perceived risks yet 

no paper is seen to the best of authors knowledge on ranking order, investigation for a new construct 

and comparison of responses of buyers and non-buyers. This means that there is a lack of academic 

work in the literature about different aspects of the topic of the study namely, which ranks the selected 

perceived risks in their affecting order, which differentiates the online buyers from online non-buyers 

and, which tries to find some new constructs of perceived risk. Apart from these areas of interest of this 

paper, a lack of documentation of bad experiences of buyers and non-buyers is observed by the author 

in the literature is noticed. The focus on such experiences may give better insights into consumer 

behavior regarding the holistic effect of perceived risks in online shopping.  

From the above descriptions on different aspects of the topic, it can be summarized as follows which is 

to the best of author’s knowledge, there is a lack of study 1) which can rank different commonly cited 

perceived risks according to their affecting order, 2) which provides a comparative basis for 

differentiation of the reasons and intensity, between online buyers and online non-buyers, as to why one 

of the two groups purchases, and why the other does not? 3) which elicits for any new perceived risk 

constructs, 4) which investigates the existence and impact of complaints handling and customer service, 

and 5) which has documented online consumer’s bad experiences.  

Also, most of the studies are quantitative which focus on measurements, thus a lack of qualitative study 

is felt which may express how perceived risk constructs operate on consumers. All this is eventually 

searched on a sample in which every member of the society has a fair chance to participate in a 

qualitative study, the type of which lacks in this area of online shopping. The abovementioned factors 

constitute a basis for the following general purpose of the study.  

1.4 Purpose 

After confirming some of the existing gaps in studies, the general purpose of the study is to touch and 

examine the effects of perceived risks on online behavior in the following areas through sub-purposes. 

These sub-purposes serve as the constituent areas of the study covered in the main purpose. These are, 

to discuss and rank the most affecting perceived risks in online shopping, to assess the relative centrality 

of different perceived risks, and to assess the difference in the way buyers and non-buyers perceive a 
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risk involved in online shopping to see if they can be treated as separate entities. Furthermore, the 

purpose is to confirm the existence of the ‘least mentioned’ perceived risks of customer service and 

complaint handling in online shopping which is done in a group of the selected constructs and, to find 

out any new perceived risks in the minds of consumers regarding online shopping.  

It is targeted to achieve the general purpose with a different methodological approach about the sample 

population as well as in questionnaire where bad online experiences are sought for current and future 

analysis to search for how consumers are affected. To achieve the general purpose of the study, the 

author is looking for answers to the questions given in subsection ‘Research Questions’. 

1.5 Research Questions 

To accomplish the general purpose, the following research questions are used. 

RQ.1 What are the most affecting perceived risks in consumer’s online shopping behavior? 

RQ.2 What is the relative centrality of these perceived risks to affect the online shopping behavior? 

RQ.3 Do buyers and non-buyers perceived risks in online shopping in a different way from each other?  

RQ.4 Do customer service and complaint handling exist, and affect a consumer as perceived risks in 

online shopping?  

RQ.5 Is there any new perceived risk in the minds of the (possible) online buyers? 

1.6 Delimits of the Study 

The topic of perceived risks has as many as 18 constructs e.g. the perceived risks of product, finance, 

convenience, delivery, psychology, security, privacy, web-design, trust, etc. (Forsythe and Shi, 2002). 

It would not be possible to account these all in a single study at this level, therefore the research is 

delimited to the six most talked and stated of the 18 known constructs in literature by researchers. These 

are perceived risks pertaining to product, financial, convenience, privacy and security, delivery and, 

complaint handling and customer service. All these are taken in group forms covering different aspects 

of that particular construct.  

This is an exploratory type of study in the context of the purpose of study, and is delimited to the purpose 

by touching and finding answers all the enumerated questions for the purpose, and is not so deep because 

each aspect may require an independent study. By its design, it focuses consumers who made some 

purchase in the last 12 months, which means that their former experiences may have some effects in 

forming their online shopping behavior but are not a direct source of discussion of the study, which 

delimits period as well.  

1.7 Disposition: 

The study follows a literature review in chapter 2 which has consumer behavior, the theory of perceived 

risks, perceived risk constructs in online shopping, and selection of constructs for the research. After 

that, in the same chapter, an analysis model is presented, which its explanation where the dependent 
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variable of consumer’s online shopping behavior and the six selected independent variables are 

explained in the context of the study as part of the frame of reference. 

In chapter 3, the method is presented which explains in the form of subsections, the research approach, 

Quasi-qualitative approach, research design, sample population, data collection, interview guide, 

analysis method, trustworthiness (describing validity, etc.) and ethical issues, and a subsection on 

societal aspects of the study. Empirical data is presented, analyzed and discussed simultaneously in 

chapter 4. In chapter 5, conclusions are presented. Finally, in chapter 6, limitations of the study, 

suggestions for future research work, and managerial, societal and theoretical implications, and 

contribution of the study are discussed. After the main body of the paper, a reference list is given which 

follows appendix about the questionnaire.  

All the chapters are numbered in Arabic numerals (1, 2, 3,..) with sections e.g. 2.1, and subsections e.g. 

2.1.1. Anything further like a semi-subsection is denoted by Roman alphabets (A, B, C, and so on) in 

capitals. For the ease of readers, any such usage of a letter is only once in the paper irrespective of the 

chapters, sections, or subsections where it is used.  

2 Literature review 

As a basis for understanding online shopping behavior, some studies are referred to show how 

consumers behave in the context of perceived risks. For the relevance of the study, the theory of 

Perceived Risks is used to elaborate and establish a theoretical framework and, research and analysis 

model.  

2.1Theory of Consumer Behavior 

Consumer Behavior is `the dynamic interaction of effect and cognition, behavior, and the environment 

by which human beings conduct the exchange aspects of their lives (Bennett 1995 P.59). It involves the 

thoughts and feelings people experience and the actions they perform, in the consumption process (Peter 

and Olson 2008).  

The consumer always has a certain environment which has many aspects, to elaborate one, think of 

segmentation on the basis of demographics. Other variables can be categorized into geographic, 

psychographic and behavioral variables as its constituent. Demographics are smaller observable 

variables like age, gender, family structure, social and income class, race, and ethnicity to name 

some (Solomon et al. 2010, Solomon 2015). Each consumer behaves in response to his or her 

needs and decides according to his or her demographics. For example, we cannot sell diapers 

‘made for a child’ to diapers’ needs of an adult because each group has different wants and 

needs stemming out of specific attributes like age and gender, to say a couple. (Solomon et al 

2010, Solomon 2015). In the same way, the eating limitations can have a dictating background 



8 
 

 

on the basis of religion to the most of the humans e.g. vegetarian and non-beef in Hindus, non-

pig and non-alcohol in believers of Divinity as a Divine command (Jews, Christian, and 

Muslims), etc. 

On the same note, their demands for a product or service emerges from their ability and 

willingness to purchase (Solomon et al. 2010). An example of this can be, a person may 

continue with the current car for a couple of years or may buy a new to replace immediately. 

This tells that a person with a low income and a low spending power remains confined to basic 

needs. Their discretionary income defines their type, place, and frequency of spending 

(Solomon et al 2010). When seen in the context of online, different consumers have a different 

shopping frequency on the internet (McKinney 2004). Their willingness to buy has a positive 

relationship, with the intention to buy, to impulsive buying, and to continue shopping (Hsu et al. 2011). 

But they do perceive risk when spending online (Pi and Sangruang, 2011; Adnan, 2014; Shahzad, 2015; 

Chen et al., 2015). Former research suggests that the role of demographics in the studies should be cared 

about because a demographically less concentrated sample e.g. with less concentration of age groups, 

gender segment, and education level, can give better results on online shopping (Akram, 2018).    

2.2 Theory of Perceived Risks 

 In this context of perceived risk theory, the understanding of risk and its perception is important.  

2.2.1 Risk 

Risk is defined in different ways but the more suitable definitions in the context are; Risk is the 

perception of uncertainty and negative results of a purchase of a service or a product in the consumer’s 

mind (Hsieh and Tsao, 2014), Risk is a certain feeling that the results may come unfavorable (Hassan, 

et al., 2006), and Risk is uncertainty regarding a loss (or a gain) in a particular transaction (Murray, 

1991). 

Different consumers can behave differently when confronting a risk at front. They are either risk takers 

or risk-averse (Solomon et al., 2010). But these categories mention the extreme on both sides of the 

scale depicting their tendencies; some as risk-averse at one extreme and the others as risk-takers at the 

other extreme. But in general, people lie somewhere on the scale in between these extremes, and cannot 

be placed as absolute risk-takers or absolute risk-averse on the scale.  

Risk takers are those who like to take risks (Solomon et al., 2010). Consumers actions produce results 

which he cannot foresee with 100% surety, and so is assumed as a risk taker (Bauer, 1960). Risk-taking 

has a negative relationship with age e.g. young people aged 26-30 associated low perception of risk 

especially financial risk, and take decisions which involve (more) risks (Shahzad, 2015).  
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Risk Averse are those who try to avoid risks (Solomon et al., 2010). There is a negative but significant 

correlation between age and spontaneous and exploratory shopping behavior as well, older are more 

risk-averse and younger more risk-taker (Van Kenhove et al., 2003, Pi and Sangruang, 2011; Shahzad, 

2015). Risk-averse attitude plays a role in decision making yet it does not explain in entirely (Ewang et 

al., 2012).  

 2.2.2 Perception 

Perception is the process by which people select, organize, and interpret their sensations drawn from 

stimuli of five senses (Solomon et al., 2010). Perception of the same phenomenon can be totally opposite 

to different people.  Two customers can take the same fast-talking salesperson in totally opposite ways: 

aggressive and insincere vs intelligent and helpful (Kotler, 1994). Perception varies due to the stimuli 

each individual possesses. The process by which information is selected, organized and interpreted to 

create a meaningful picture of the situation, can give a particular and a distinctively different perception 

to different people for the same situation (Kotler, 1994).  

2.2.3 Perceived Risk 

Perceived risk is the psychological sensation of risk experienced by individuals when making a decision 

in a less than certain state (Field, 1986). Perceived risk is an expected, undesirable, negative 

consequence of an act which the consumers want to avoid when buying and using a product or service 

(Peter and Olson, 2008; Solomon, 2015). Customers are apprehended because they are not certain about 

the final outcome of the purchase whether it will fulfill the contextual need of that particular purchase 

(Cox and Rich, 1964). And a higher degree of risk is perceived in non-store shopping situations e.g. 

catalog, mail order, internet and television than in-store shopping (Dennis and French, 2004; Verhoef et 

al., 2007; Hsieh and Tsao, 2014).  

In online shopping, perceived risk is the subjectively determined expectation of loss by an online 

shopper in the preponderance of an online shop (Forsythe and Shi, 2003). Risk perception affects 

consumer behavior while making a purchase decision (Bauer, 1967; Mitchell, 1999). Perceived risk acts 

as a barrier to adoption of online transactions (Iconaru, 2012). This can be due to various inabilities of 

consumers in e.g. direct product evaluation, direct physical inspection, direct interaction with seller, 

direct on-the-spot payment versus security issues with card payments, abuse of personal information, 

internet navigation and speed, delayed deliveries/non-deliveries, and return/exchange/reimbursement 

policies give a higher sensitivity in online perceived risks (Choi and Lee, 2003; Forsythe et al., 2006).  

Perceived risk is critical to buying because ‘a perceived risk includes consumers knowledge or belief 

about the unfavorable consequences, including the negative affective responses associated with these 

unpleasant consequences (unfavorable evaluations, bad feelings, and negative emotions)’. ‘The amount 

of perceived risk experienced by a consumer is affected by two things, 1) the degree of the 
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unpleasantness of the negative consequences, and 2) the likelihood that these negative consequences 

will occur’ (Peter and Olson, 2008 Pp.75).  

Perceived risks e.g. financial risk, product risk, etc. have a negative relationship to the overall value 

perceived by customers (Sweeney et al., 1999; Pi and Sangruang, 2012). Resultantly, this can decrease 

their interest to do online shopping (Featherman and Pavlou, 2003). But the decision to buy is made 

after seeing the bundle of benefits against the risks and making an evaluation of these to see the net 

benefits achieved while involving certain perceived risks. This is the point where risk becomes critical 

for a consumer determining attitude for his/her buying decision. 

In the same way, the possibility that people can make optimal decisions and take risks without full 

knowledge of the situation plays its critical role (Ewang, et al., 2012). Customers may buy on an impulse 

not evaluating properly and expose themselves to a risk (Solomon, et al., 2010; Peter and Olson, 2008).  

Such impulsive, non-conscious decision can be mediated by emotional feelings based on mechanisms 

which are not explained by cognitive researches (Ewang, et al., 2012). An example for this can be a tip 

or a recommendation by a friend for some shopping at a critical juncture where the consumers are also 

susceptible for purchase and repurchase to interpersonal influences (Liao and Keng, 2013). 

The difference in which risk is perceived explains decisions to buy or not to buy. The use of this theory 

may be helpful in assessing the difference between buyers and non-buyers through this study. There can 

be a link between risk attitudes and buying/non-buying attitudes. 

 2.2.4 Constructs of Perceived Risks 

Perceived risk constructs influence the decision of online shopping, and provide a context to examine 

the aspects which serve as a barrier, and hinder a buyer to conclude an online shopping (Forsythe and 

Shi, 2003). Perceived risk is an umbrella holding a count of as many as 18 perceived risk constructs 

mentioned in the literature which hinder online shopping (Forsythe and Shi, 2003). These authors name 

product performance, financial, social, psychological, physical, and time/convenience loss as some of 

the constructs. But some other researchers have included perceived risks in different ways when 

categorizing e.g. product, financial (Tian et al., 2018). Further, it includes time loss, privacy, security 

source, transaction, and convenience risks (Choi and Lee, 2003; Forsythe et al., 2006). Furthermore, it 

includes trust, delivery, website design (Shahzad, 2015; Iconaru, 2012). It has visual risk, tactile risk, 

and trial risk as well (Yu et al., 2012).  

The constructs regarding perceived risk which are under discussion in this research along with customer 

service and Complaint handling, are explained below under the sub-section ‘Explanation of the Analysis 

Model’ 
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2.2.5 Selection of Constructs 

After the literature reviewed on the topic, the selection of six perceived risks is made by the author. The 

study concentrates on the perceived risk constructs as distinct groups regarding product, financial, 

convenience, privacy and security, delivery, customer service and complaint handling which are defined 

later. These serve as independent variables and online shopping behavior is the dependent variable. 

The author needed some constructs to collect response of the informants which might segregate them. 

But different reasons make these constructs, and their number interesting for the selection as constituents 

of the model for this study.  

One reason is the focus of study according to which different researchers have focused and used a 

different number of constructs involved in online shopping. For example, 1 construct in decomposed 

form (Jiang et al. 2013), 1 construct as a bundle against benefits (Akram, 2018), 4 constructs (Sinha and 

Singh, 2017), 5 constructs (Shahzad, 2015; Lee, 2017), 6 constructs (Bezes, 2016), 7 constructs (Pi and 

Samruang 2017), and maximum of 8 constructs (Chen et al. 2015) as noticed by the author. Also, it 

would not be possible to account all the possible known constructs in a single study at this level, which 

forced to a limited number of 6 constructs adopted in this research.  

Another reason is, that under the time- and transaction-line of online shopping by a consumer, the 

importance of these constructs at their defined stages, where each is under different threats seen as a 

perceived risk by the consumer, and where the consumer does not have full control. The stagewise 

importance becomes significant especially when the constructs have an interlink to each other (Hsu et 

al., 2011; Xiangbin-Yan et al. 2015).  

Another reason is, the constructs selected in the study are often talked as influential constructs by 

different authors in their context of research, selected and investigated separately or in some 

combination with some other constructs as seen in the literature. For example, Shahzad (2015) made a 

study based on risks of financial, product performance, delivery, trust and security, and web design. 

Another example is Zendehdel et al. (2016) who investigated privacy and security. Furthermore, Gecere 

et al (2015) investigated privacy in the context of different cultures. And Jian et al (2013) investigated 

only the construct of convenience factor in decomposed form. 

The selection of the constructs by different authors looks fragmented and contextual, and gives literature 

on the topic on an individual construct or in a certain combination form, yet it reflects the lack of 

literature on other combinations and/or perspectives of the online shopping. To further the reason for 

selection, there is no study observed by the author which takes up the selected constructs as a 

combination model and with the mentioned purpose.  
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Furthermore, each of these chosen constructs has an observable direct and immediate link to consumer’s 

problem-solution relation as a paradox in the eyes of the author where the consumer wants to avail a 

solution in the first place but will avoid the emerging unforeseen problems at the same time.  

To intensify for each, here are some referential comments. For the Product risk, people have a fear that 

the product will not perform the contextual needs (Shahzad, 2015; Sinha and Singh, 2017; Chen et al. 

2015). This gives skepticism for the buying of the product itself. Financial risk, people feel threat that 

they are going to lose money or defrauded (Chen et al. 2015; Sinha and Singh, 2017), yet they do not 

care much (Shahzad, 2015). It had the lowest risk as shown in his investigation of five constructs. Losing 

money is the lowest concern looks strange and invites for its investigation in a different combination. 

Another interesting phenomenon is seen in Chen et al.’s (2015) study it is noted that some people get 

chance to evade financial risk by payment after delivery. All this make it interesting for the study.  

Convenience risk and damage to convenience is talked and investigated so much that it is focused on its 

decomposed form (Jian et al. 2013). The so much importance associated with this construct invites to 

take into the discussion in this research in combination with other constructs for a comparative 

evaluation. Delivery risk, delivery problems have a negative impact on consumer online shopping 

behavior (Adnan, 2014), yet Hong (2015) conditionally notices it the other way. The condition is that 

the product is ordered from a reliable source. This paradoxical behavior, though conditional to a selected 

parameter of ‘reliable source’, motivates to include in the study. 

Privacy and security risk. Most of the people are feared of the privacy and security issues in online 

shopping yet there are some who do not hesitate in providing information on the net, as noted by Spake 

et al. (2011). The people who thought were computer savvy, were less caring about the privacy and 

security of their information in the online environment (Spake et al. 2011). Sometimes people counter 

perceived risks with their confidence (Vos et al. 2014). These aspects are not noticed in any other 

literature which makes it interesting for research about the ‘existence of this feature’. Customer service 

and complaint handling are mentioned in literature from time to time by Featherman and Paylou (2003) 

and Lopez-Nicolas and Molina-Castillo (2008) yet least attended, recognized and respected for 

investigation which makes it compelling for taking in this research. 

2.3 Analysis Model  

To explore the effects of perceived risks on consumer’s online shopping behavior, a model based on six 

selected perceived risks constructs which are independent variables, is used where the consumer is at 

the center with the online shopping behavior as the dependent variable (see model 1 in the later sub-

section 2.4 Explanation of the Analysis Model). This is done in the context of the purpose of the study 

and the theoretical framework. The words independent and dependent are not used and linked strictly 

the way these are used in a statistical study, and rather be treated at a subjective level.  
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A total of seven variables are used as independent variables. This includes five of the most talked and 

traditionally researched constructs used in groups, namely perceived risks of i) product, ii) financial, iii) 

convenience, iv) privacy and security, and v) delivery. Two of the least investigated constructs of 

customer service and complaint handling are included and grouped together as the sixth (vi) variable. 

The constructs which serve as independent variables have a direct relation to the consumer’s online 

shopping behavior which is a dependent variable in this case, as is the aim of the study. This is not the 

aim of the study to search for, explore or use the relationship or link between the selected constructs of 

perceived risk, and how do these affect each other in generating and determining the net perceived risk 

effect on the consumer’s online shopping behavior. In the study, these are treated and investigated as if 

these are immune to the effect of one another to see neutral behavior for them. Thus, in the study, as a 

principle, one independent variable does not depend on the other to make an effect on online shopping 

behavior.  

The perceived risks constructs used in the research are thematically grouped for the commonality, link, 

and relevance of component factors of each construct e.g. delivery group includes wrong delivery, late 

delivery, non-delivery, mis-delivery, damaged delivery, address problems, problems with pick-up point 

and so on and so forth. The model has an incumbent flexible seventh variable according to the needs of 

the purpose of study, to absorb any new constructs divulged by the participants during the interviews. 

This model guides through the study for collection and analysis of the empirical data.  

2.3.1 Explanation of the Analysis Model 

A- Online Shopping Behavior 

The consumer has a certain risk attitude and certain types of perceptions of risk in making a decision. 

He evaluates his choices and decides according to his risk attitude; risk-taking or risk-averse, against 

odds of perceived risks (Solomon 2015). Online shopping behavior is susceptible to perceived risks in 

different ways and in a different degree than in a traditional physical store shopping which is evident 

due to the distance from the seller, the anonymity of the seller, and a totally new medium of sales, to 

mention a few. A perceived risk plays an important and telling role to foresee future shopping intention 

of a buyer (Forsythe et al., 2006). If a certain perceived risk has affected online shopping, it reduces the 

customer’s intention to buy anything online in the future (D’Alessandro et al., 2012; Pappas, 2015). Any 

negative shopping experience serves as a subjective risk for a consumer which is based on the severity 

of the former incident and it contributes to the current perception of risk. This perception of risk affects 

the future buying intentions of consumers strongly and in a negative way (Pi and Shangruang, 2011; 

Bezes, 2016).  

Consumer has a Certain Behavior in the Context of Perceived Risks in online shopping. The online 

shopping behavior of a consumer is at the center of the analysis model below. The consumer is living in 

a certain environment made up of independent variables. After recognizing the need, he wants to satisfy 



14 
 

 

this. Internally, he has a product of his psychographic, geographic, demographic and behavioral packet 

to decide (Solomon et al. 2010, Solomon 2015). Externally, he has a set of independent variables to 

correspond to. Online shopping behavior is used as a dependent variable like Chen et al. (2015) and is 

in an environment where a lot of independent variables are actively affecting the shopping behavior. 

These physical and non-physical independent variables include store, information, friends and 

influencers, economy, marketers, sellers, new sources of knowledge, brands, market segmentation, 

recommendations, 4Ps; product, price, place, promotion, etc. in the environment. These are other than 

the independent variables of perceived risk constructs which are under discussion in the study. More so, 

the consumer has a certain backpack of demographics, psychographics, certain geography, and a 

behavioral packet in which he/she recognizes some need or desire. The segments of consumers based 

on demographics have specific needs like mean children’s diapers do not serve diaper needs of an adult 

(Solomon et al 2010, Solomon 2015). In the same way, the availability of a specific type of food dictated 

by religion can be a deciding factor. The consumers make a match of their needs with choices available 

for the segment’s needs.  

Model 1 Analysis Model 
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The internal role of demographics can be seen clearly when we pay attention to the link between the 

demographics of consumers and their decisions about shopping. Different consumers have different 

behaviors towards a particular aspect based on their demographics. Take age for example, which has a 

positive relationship with risk perception (Shahzad, 2015). Young people have less recognition of 

perception of a risk (Shahzad, 2015; Pi and Sangruang, 2011) despite less money and more parental 

control as noted by Pi and Sangruang (2011) and Spake et al. (2011), while older have more money but 

a higher risk perception and hence they choose more securely (Pi and Sangruang, 2011). All this means, 

that age factor in demographics of a consumer have different interpretations and different recognition 

level of a certain aspect or variable. Also, depending upon its level as a part of demographics, the past 

experience of a certain consumer has a link to future online shopping behavior (Akram, 2018).  

The analysis model (see model 1) shows different perceived risk groups taken into account in this 

research. One of the reasons to take into generic groups is that the researcher finds no research made 

with such groupings. Based on the former researches, these perceived risk areas are found and mentioned 

in background and motivation for the topic, and are discussed below which are providing a negative 

effect on a ‘consumer’s online’ shopping behavior. The following explanation of constructs further 

intensifies the importance to focus on these for resolving consumer’s problems for the particular 

construct and context.  

B- Perceived Product Risk 

Perceived product risk is the fear of loss incurred due to a product’s failure to perform according to 

expectations in a shopping context (Horton, 1976). It covers risks related to the product itself and its 

performance including it being damaged or fake etc. This holds back consumers from shopping where 

the feel of the product is less available (Akram, 2018). This failure may occur due to shopper’s inability 

to make a precise judgment emerging out of barriers to touch, feel, and try the product (Forsythe and 

Shi, 2003; Yu et al., 2012). The context of shopping may associate a specific degree to a particular risk. 

There is a high association of risk with visual, tactile, and trial risks because the lack of visual, tactile 

and trial options, risks of an apparel product purchased on the basis of virtual product experience gives 

it’s a higher product performance risk (Yu et al., 2012; Klatzky et al., 1993; McCable and Nowlis, 2003; 

Akram 2018).  

Consumers feel uncertain about a product if it would meet the expectations, due to intangibility qualities 

of online (Weathers et al., 2007). This happens due to limited information which results in low 

confidence of a customer when the evaluation of a brand is made (Bhatnagar and Goshe, 2004).  

Perceived Product Risk group in the model counts all about the product/service, its variety, quality-

related issues, its performance, product serving its contextual needs of shopping, physical risks, 

packaging, price, originality of the product, the sameness of the product as shown at the point of 

shopping, etc. 
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C- Perceived Financial risk 

Perceived financial risk is a perception of risk about the amount of money that would be lost if the results 

of an act are not favorable (Cunningham, 1967). Financial risk can be defined as the fear of losing money 

in an online transaction spent by a customer (Horton, 1976). Murray (1991) defines it as the uncertainty 

regarding a loss (or a gain) in a particular transaction. This threat of losing money affects negatively 

when buying something online. This has a positive relation with age and hinders consumers more as 

they get older (Shahzad, 2015). Online shopping is inhibited by the consumers’ belief that card 

information and other data can easily be stolen online. This stops consumers to provide card information 

on the net which becomes an obstacle to purchasing online (Maignan and Lukas, 1997). There is a 

negative relationship between perceived financial risk and online shopping behavior. Perceived financial 

risk deters the initiation of internet shopping or may lead them to be more selective (Dai et al., 2014). It 

deals with the likelihood of suffering a financial loss due to any hidden, maintenance or replacement 

costs because of a lack of warranty or a faulty product (Kiang et al., 2011).  The lack of protection of 

financial records, and difficulty in getting back money also gives a higher degree of perceived financial 

risk (Hassan et al., 2006). 

In the model, Perceived Financial Risk group comprises concerns and risks regarding payments, modes 

of payments, payment-related information, credit card, etc. money itself, its loss and reimbursement 

risks. 

D- Perceived Convenience Risk 

Perceived convenience risk refers to the risk regarding consumer’s usefulness of B2C online which is 

among the primary benefits of shopping online (Pi and Sangruang, 2011). Perceived convenience risk 

also refers to the fear of damage of available perceived usefulness of B2C online service which may 

include the inconvenience incurred in the process of online transactions. It is context-based and is 

damage to the context of perceived convenience in online shopping. This tells upon satisfaction and 

future intentions to shop online (Jiang et al. 2013). This can be a general navigation problem or problems 

in submitting orders and/or delays in product receipts (Forsythe et al., 2006). 

Perceived Convenience Risk group, in the model, regards risks losing a certain loss in ease of access, 

search, facility to obtain desired products, also the control to affect the transaction and amend it. 

Furthermore, the enjoyment, and pleasure, price comparisons, non-approval of campaigns, etc. include 

in it. 

E- Perceived Privacy and Security Risk 

Perceived privacy risk refers to the concern over loss or misuse of sensitive and proprietary information 

(Hassan et al., 2006). Customers have higher concerns regarding their privacy on the internet even if 

internet experience leads to other lower perceived risks regarding online shopping (Miyazaki and 
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Fernandez, 2001). The study also supported that such perceived risks affect consumer’s shopping 

decision in a negative way. Online privacy stands out to be a serious concern for customers (Hidayanto 

et al., 2012). People who have been a victim of privacy issues have a higher perception of severity and 

vulnerability of online privacy risk (Chen et al. 2017). Consumers feel themselves so much under threat 

that they often change the password to tackle privacy issues (Chen et al. 2017). But the sensitivity of 

people about their personal information depends upon the culture they live in, for example, in Europe, 

people in central and southern parts perceive more privacy and security risk than people in northern and 

eastern areas (Gecere et al. 2015). Due to privacy risks people avoid to give information, give limited 

information or provide with fake information (Spake, et al. 2011). The privacy and security are important 

to be protected to provide a secure environment to the society on online medium (Vos, et al. 2014). 

Perceived Privacy and Security Risk group, in the model, covers fear of misuse of personal information, 

trust damage, trust issues, risks regarding financial and non-financial data forwarding with or without 

consumers permission including identity status, etc.   

F- Perceived Customer Service and Complaint Handling risk 

The fear of not getting in contact in case of a problem and who will handle the complaint, emerging out 

of not knowing anyone in the selling company defines and generates the perception of customer service 

and complaint handling risk. A satisfactory complaint handling contributes to customer retention, 

loyalty, and commitment (Smith and Bolton, 1998; Weun et al., 2004). Complaints are more than a 

chance for a company to review and improve its process; these are opportunities to create solid 

relationships with customers (Santos and Fernandes, 2011). Furthermore, they support that interpersonal 

treatment of complaint handling by e-retailers improves consumers perception of the online recovery 

process. The construct of customer service is in the discussion by some researchers (Featherman and 

Pavlou, 2003; Lopez-Nicolas and Molina-Castillo, 2008), yet it is among the least investigated risks in 

online shopping. But complaint handling in the latest research, possibly as an important emerging 

dimension in the perspective of already established perceived risks (Tian et al., 2018). This is not 

researched much either in the literature. In the model, Perceived Service Risk group comprises areas of 

Customer Service and Complaint Handling. It has contact and access to customer service, the behavior 

of customer services’ staff, handling of complaints, solution of the complained problems, etc. 

G- Perceived Delivery Risks 

The perception of risks regarding the delivery of the product which may emerge in any form or at any 

stage of the delivery process is covered in perceived delivery risks. The most important of these is a 

long time or delayed delivery (Koyuncu, and Bhattacharya, 2004). These are risks connected to delivery 

(process) of the products which may include a wrong delivery, damaged (product or package) delivery, 

wrong address, and collection point delivery problems instead of home (given) address as promised. It 

is a type of service failure on the part of sellers and their associates (Liao and Keng, 2013). Perceived 
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Delivery Risk group consists of in-time delivery, mode of delivery, (home-delivery or pick-ups), packet 

sizes, delivery-delays, non-delivery, wrong delivery, mis-delivery, losses, etc. of usage opportunity, 

waiting anxiety, questions over the source, returns, etc. 

H- Other Perceived Risks (or Benefits)  

Purposefully, to meet the research needs, the option of ‘Others perceived risks (or benefits)’ is given 

where customers may say other perceived risks than the structured constructs in the research design. 

Apart from this, they may express some benefits which actually is not the original motive of study yet 

informants are not stopped from speaking either. 

3 Method 

3.1 Research Approach 

To achieve the purpose, a qualitative approach is adopted. For that matter, the basic characteristics of a 

qualitative study were observed. By its practical areas of operations, all researches which are out of the 

strict paradigm of quantitative area, are termed as qualitative researches in textbooks (Morse and Field 

1996). But there is a general lack of universal agreement upon criterion to judge a qualitative research 

paradigm except in textbooks (Rolfe 2006). Yet as basic characteristics, qualitative research does not 

lose pragmatism, its interpretive quality, and is based on the living experiences of the people even if the 

study uses multiple methods, and such studies are done in natural settings (Marshall and Rossman, 

2016).  

Since the purpose of the study includes making an exploration about some possible new construct(s), 

investigating how the perceived risks affect consumers, and also documentation of bad experiences 

among others. Therefore, research is made on the topic with a qualitative method like Jiang et al. (2013), 

rather than a quantitative method which is most often used for statistical measurements of responses by 

the researchers (Shahzad 2015; Tian et al. 2018). This is also seen helpful to search for (qualitative) 

differences of buyer’s and non-buyers in online shopping. Thus, the type of study suggests and demands 

an exploratory method be adopted. To counter the weakness of research due to a hugely segmented 

sample population in some of the former studies as mentioned before, intentionally the author has 

avoided sample population of purely of, or heavily depending on, students.  

Since the study is trying to theorize a comparative base between buyers and non-buyers, it involves a 

quantitative question on Likert scale to see the level of response if both the groups differ or not. It has 

tried to draw some common themes from the primary empirical data. It has use of an abductive approach 

to go back and forth during the study. By looking at the different types of questions to achieve the 

purpose, a Quasi-qualitative approach in research was followed.  
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3.2 Quasi-Qualitative Approach 

One of the goals of a qualitative approach is to determine reliability and validity (Marshall and Rossman, 

2016). The Quasi-qualitative approach is recommended by researchers to achieve this as it ensures and 

enhances reliability, validity, confirmability, and generalizability of the results (Marshall and Rossman, 

2016). 

Looking at the purpose of the study, the study needs a flexible, tailor-made approach most suitable to 

the study. The flexibility is only possible with Quasi-approach which empowers the author to avoid any 

strict set of conventional approaches and to make a more convincing approach to the requirements of 

the study. Quasi-approach has a defined flexibility in it, therefore it is helpful for a researcher to continue 

the study enabling the researcher to intervene as and when needed to overlook any blockade in the 

research e.g. when some participant does not refer to the next in a snowball sample, or the participant 

refers but the referral refuses due to some reasons. All this is supposedly possible only under the 

flexibility of a Quasi approach. Another example is making of a customized sample like a blend of 

convenience sample and snow-ball sample. 

In this study, Quasi-statistics approach in qualitative research is also adopted. Such statistics are not 

real statistics on standards of quantitative research but it is helpful in the use of numbers in qualitative 

studies for a rough estimate when needed and generalized internally (Maxwell, 2010).  

In this way, useful valuable, and legitimate numbers are used to support and clarify the words in a 

qualitative study. With the use of a quantitative data in a qualitative study, it is important that reader 

makes a ‘facile’ reading (where the reader may ignore the limitations of the sample) of the results so 

that an analytic generalization can be facilitated for qualitative study (Maxwell, 2010). Since the sample 

size is not big enough to draw quantitative results at the standards of quantitative studies, therefore 

quantitative results on one question each for buyers and non-buyers are noted in a ‘facile’ way.  This is 

so because the qualitative studies are local and need more of an analytical generalization instead of strict 

statistical which is more in quantitative studies, as Maxwell (2010) explains. In this way, Quasi statistics 

are used when interpreting data for differentiation of buyers and non-buyers in this study. And, by using 

Quasi- statistics in qualitative studies, the number of remarks about a certain risk were interpreted as 

indicators of its relative centrality in online shopping behavior to mention and highlight and exploration 

instead, rather for absoluteness to prove something.  

3.3 Study Design 

In its conceptual framework, qualitative studies have four major types called research designs 

or research genres or research methods by different authors to follow. These are 

phenomenology, ethnography, grounded and case study (Marshall and Rossman, 2016; Astalin, 

2013). However, there are some other genres/designs as noted by different theorists like 

sociolinguistic (Marshal and Rossman, 2016), and narrative design (Sauro, 2015). Looking at 

the topic, purpose in contrast with the available qualitative research designs, the case study 

design is seen the most suitable by the author for this study. Here is a brief on each of the most 

renowned genres. 
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The prime of these is Ethnographic which literally means ‘portrait of people’ (Astalin, 2013), 

or ‘plotting of culture’ and is used for and in a cultural setting to describe groups, communities, 

etc. Its motive is to ‘describe’ what it is and ‘prescribe’ how it should be (Marshall and 

Rossman, 2016). This has often long immersed observation as its tool for following and 

recording experiences, roles, rituals, ceremonies, etc. for general data collection for analysis.  

The phenomenological design focuses on the individual lived experience to formulate a theory. 

(Marshall and Rossman, 2016).  This involves several in-depth long interviews participants who 

have undergone the phenomenon. Then analysis is made and theory is formulated (Marshall 

and Rossman, 2016) This kind of design does not essentially answer questions in a definite 

form however it increases the general awareness on the topic (Aslatin, 2013). A multiple of 

techniques can be used in data collection like reading, watching videos and conducting 

interviews (Sauro, 2015). 

Grounded Study theorizes from the data and does not start from the theory about a phenomenon 

and so, does not proceed to make a match with data after collection of it (Astalin, 2013). This 

design is used to generate theories which explain the interest in the data (Marshall and Rossman, 

2016). It has a flexible but a systematic course to follow for data collection by using interviews 

and observation (Astalin, 2013 and Marshall and Rossman, 2016).   

Case study, ‘the subject of the inquiry will be an instance of a class of phenomena so as to provide an 

analytical frame an object within which the study is conducted and which the case illuminates and 

explicates.’ (Astalin, 2013 Pp.122). it is not necessarily describing a single event. On the same note 

Though case study is questioned by some critic for its contribution to scientific literature, yet it is a 

source to assimilate and construct knowledge and is responsive to the environment in its essence 

(Marshall and Rossman 2016). It can have a single entity, person, company, concept or a topic under 

research focus as a case study or can be a general common phenomenon comprising several 

subjects/events on the topic. Also, not only it has the flexibility of data collection techniques like using 

interviews, documents, reports, etc, but also may use multiple of it (Sauro, 2015; Marshall and Rossman, 

2016).  

3.4 Sample Population 

According to the author, most of the articles reviewed have noticeably a particular segment of the 

universe as a representative sample of the population. The credibility of a study depends on its sample 

and so does trustworthiness and transferability but a poor sample design can put finding under threat 

thus questioning credibility, trustworthiness, and transferability (Marshall and Rossman, 2016).  
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Most of the studies are done on students with age brackets like a 67% in the age bracket 21-30 (Shahzad, 

2015), and a 76% in age 21-30 and 30-40 combined, out of which a 61% are undergraduates (Akram, 

2018). This can give biased results. Age and financial risk show a strong positive relationship in a study 

done on students where 67% were of age 20-30 (Shahzad, 2015). Young people aged 20-25 disregarded 

risk in a study done with trust, risk perception and privacy (Hidayanto et al., 2012; Pi and Shangruang, 

2011). Studies based on a particular sample group can face challenges about the reliability of the results 

and academically may lack generalizability. 

Due to a general lack of finance and parental checks on students, it is recommended to use some other 

sample population (Spake et al., 2011). Though the results for such a population cannot reflect the true 

response, yet these are generalized and accepted otherwise.  To the author, this kind of sample may have 

a question mark on it because a particular demographic segment can have some biases, orientations, 

or dimensions and hence can lead to compromised results. Since the soundness of a study hinges upon 

well-thought decisions about a sample as Marshall and Rossman (2016) suggest, therefore purposefully 

a different method technique is followed for sample selection so that segmental dependence can be 

avoided and its negative impact can be neutralized.  

The researcher decided to work out of bounds of ‘only-students’ based segmented sampling. To avoid 

any segment biases and compromises on results, the researcher designed a sample in which everyone 

had a possible chance to participate. Purposeful sampling for this research in the context of the purpose 

of the research and Quasi-approach was made because such qualitative techniques are recommended for 

studies (Marshall and Rossman, 2016; SBU 2016). Every possible shopping adult was considered as 

part of the universe population for this research. A diversity in demographics was preferred for its 

importance in the study to the accuracy of results (Jiang et al. 2013).  With the same note, demographic 

information was sought. This eradicated the possibility of taking a single particular demographic 

segment as a sample. This was achieved through a mix of two sampling techniques; convenience 

sampling and snowball sampling.  

The sample in this research comprised a mix, starting with a convenience sample selected for an 

interview at random within known people. After making that, a lead from the participant was requested 

to the next probable respondent(s) as a snow-ball phenomenon. With such a sample, the intention was 

to moderate the effect of the weight of the sample community. Resultantly, the sample constituted a mix 

of participants who were both known and unknown to the researcher. This way, variability in the sample 

was allowed so that the results could be more real, moderate and credible as a reasonable variation in 

the sample is recommended to ensure the trustworthiness of the results (Dobbert, 1982; Marshall and 

Rossman, 2016).  

For a qualitative study, the size of the sample is not necessarily as large as it is in a quantitative study, 

recommended and used by some researchers (Jiang et al. 2013). They were three researchers who made 
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3 focus group interviews with 5 participants in each, and where variations of interviewer’s role are 

expected. A sample in a qualitative study can be of any size from 1 to 30 participants (Fridlund and 

Hildingh, 2000). This depends upon the needs of the study so that the required information can be sought 

to answer the research question with confidence (Krippendorf, 2004; Patton 2002). In this study, a target 

was to have 5-10 completed personal interviews. But it continued to 11 interviews where recurrence of 

the information was confirmed to show a repetition known as saturation level. 

The research design can have an impact on the researcher’s role in studies based on personal interviews 

(Marshall and Rossman, 2016). But the passion, insight, and excitement coming out of individual’s 

identity, experience, and values known as biases are articulated as elements of researcher’s role like 

access, ethics, entry, and also data management and its analysis (Marshall and Rossman, 2016). To 

control and keep the uniformity of the researcher’s role intact, data were collected only by the author 

himself. 

3.5 Data Collection 

Since the study is a qualitative intending to get primary data directly from informants, data collection 

was done through personal interviews. Interviews were conducted with the help of a template 

questionnaire used as a research instrument which had structured and semi-structured questions. First of 

all, a template of questions was designed to test. The questions were made keeping in view the purpose 

of the study and the framework of the study based on and drawn from the former literature on the topic. 

After two mock interviews, a comprehensive questionnaire was developed in perspective of the research 

as a research instrument. In case of any needs, later adjustments were allowed following Quasi-

approach, including reverting to participants. Questions were open-ended as well as closed-ended. 

Closed-ended option included both dichotomous and multiple-choice questions. Open-ended 

exploratory questions were asked as such questions are recommended for exploratory studies (SBU, 

2016). Following this, survey-like open-ended questions were used to extract comments from the 

informants thus making them free of the confines of closed-ended structured questions. Target was to 

elicit comments which can include critical information related to the purpose of the study.  

The questionnaire included one question in particular about asking the participants to share any bad 

experiences in online shopping. The motive of the author with this was to explore the experiences as a 

whole to see some new risk elements or dimensions not covered in the current literature. This was 

adopted as a method for new information which could possibly open a window towards some aspects 

which are not covered yet in the literature. The documentation of the bad experiences of consumers 

regarding online shopping could provide a basis for (future) analysis about how they impact consumers. 

One of the questions each for the buyer group and the non-buyer group was of quantitative nature in 

pursuit of measurement of their response to a certain perceived risk construct. This was on a Likert scale 
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measuring from 0 to 10. The questionnaire began with seeking demographic information as this has a 

visible link with shopping behavior (Heffetz, 2012). 

Pen and paper were used to record the information. Voice recording was made only if the participants 

allowed. To ascertain the correctness of data, the critical area of perceived risks was questioned more 

than once in different words. 

3.6 Interview Guide 

This section contains information which serves as an interview guide for the research. At the start of 

each interview, an introduction was made and information, though in most of the cases we already have 

spoken on the telephone once, and about the topic as well.  It was thought important to inform the 

participants about the study and why it was important for the participants to give candid information. 

To follow the topic a pre-designed questionnaire template mentioned in the former subsection was used 

for ready-reference to stay on the topic. When conducting the interviews, with use of the flexibility of 

Quasi-approach, a couple of preparatory questions were asked before the more important questions so 

that the participant starts talking about online shopping and has his/her memories active about the topic 

and experiences. 

Though the interviews were not in-depth yet made one-on-one to get maximum information relevant to 

the study at a conformable partner-level ensuring the ease and freedom in participation while 

intentionally avoiding treating the participants as subject informants. Net time on each interview was 

between 30 to 45 minutes, however total planned time allocated for each interview was maximum of 

150 minutes including travel time. If time would possibly exceed, the interviews were made on the 

telephone. As a basis for such interviews, participants were assured of their privacy and were informed 

about the purpose of the study and the usage of data. Due to convenience and eventually snowball 

sampling techniques, confidence and comfort of participants were already there to establish a rapport 

with the participants. To extend it, interviewees were offered a cup of coffee or tea or something to add 

to leisure and avoid throwing of information. All this was done so that they can sit with a focused and 

give the right information without any hesitations. The interviews were conducted in a calm and free-

to-express ambient. Comfort in the settings was ensured by a lonely table on a side. A less interruptive 

and a less noisy environment was provided in lively settings of coffee time.  

The interviews were conducted at a coffee point, a restaurant, office or at home, except for a telephonic 

interview done home-to-home. Leading questions and interruptions were avoided and so were self-

assumed explanations so that unbiased answer was recorded. With any needs for clarifications, 

participants were requested to explain. If it were at a long distance, the interview was made on a 

telephone on time of convenience and leisure of the informant. Interviews were conducted in Sweden 

starting from Södertälje, and then leading to other cities like Visby, Uppsala and places like Sundbyberg, 

Ekerö, Järfalla, Vällingby, and Tensta in and near Stockholm. The time of conduction of interviews is 
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from last week of April to the second week of May 2019. Their information is presented in a table of 

interviewees below.  

Table 1  Information about the Interviews 

No. Date of 

Interview 

Time in Minutes Place of 

Interview 

Background of 

Participant 

Mode on 

Interview 

1 27th April 2019 35 Södertälje Swedish by 

Immigration 

Face to Face 

2 27th April 2019 40 Södertälje Swedish by 

Immigration 
Face to face 

3 28th April 2019 30 Visby, 

Gotland 
Foreigner Telephonic 

4 30th April 2019 40 Sundbyberg Swedish by 

Ethnicity 
Face to Face 

5 1st May 2019 30 Ekerö Swedish by 

Ethnicity 
Face to Face 

6 3rd May 2019 45 Järfalla Swedish by 

Immigration 

Face to Face 

7 4th May 2019 30 Uppsala Swedish by 

Immigration 

Telephonic 

8 5th May 2019 35 Vällingby, 

Stockholm 
Foreigner Face to face 

9 5th May 2019 40 Visby, 

Gotland 

Swedish by 

Immigration 

Telephonic 

10 14th May 2019 40 Ekerö Swedish by 

Ethnicity 

Face to Face 

11 14𝑡ℎ 𝑀𝑎𝑦 2019 35 Tensta, 

Stockholm 
Swedish by 

Immigration 

Face to Face 

 

The sample has a good variability in status and background of informants to contribute to credibility and 

dependability (validity and reliability) of the study unlike some other former some researches which had 

a high concentration of one group e.g. Chen et al (2015) with local Chinese students in China and unlike 

Chen et al. (2017) which has 81% whites in a study in the USA, and unlike many researches which are 

silent on this aspect.   

3.7 Analysis Method 

After the collection of empirical data according to the analysis model, an analysis was made. 

Since it is a qualitative study based on personal interviews, a qualitative method of analysis was used 

including themes and codes. It is done with content analysis technique which is recommended for such 

kind of study (Schutt, 2012) because ‘qualitative content analysis does not associate with a particular 

science and has fewer rules to follow’ which reduces risks of confusion (Bengtsson, 2016, Pp. 1).  In a 

content analysis the data is coded into themes seeing its occurrence and recurrence in the data, for 

example, different codes like evening shopping, morning shopping, leisure shopping, etc. are noted. 
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These codes are grouped in categories seeing their commonality e.g. shopping time (Schutt, 2012; 

Bengtsson, 2016). Then it is presented in an appropriate form.  

After collection of data according to purpose and analysis model, demographic and thematic data is 

classified, summarized, coded and converted for presentation in the form of tables and graphs. The non-

thematic data, using content analysis, is presented in the form of description for easy understanding. 

After sifting through the experiences for more relevant information about shopping or not shopping 

online, it is presented. All the data is simultaneously analyzed and discussed leading to exploratory 

conclusions. 

3.8 Trustworthiness and Ethical Issues 

Trustworthiness is a word used in researches which has credibility, dependability, and transferability as 

its components (Lincoln and Guba 1985, Graneheim and Lundman 2004). The terms related to 

quantitative research are more commonly known due to the massive use of this approach in scientific 

studies, sometimes it happens that these lead to an acceptable misusage in the qualitative area. There is 

a common alternate use of these terms by the researcher in studies. For example, the terms which 

describe trustworthiness in research; validity, reliability, and generalizability of a quantitative research’s 

paradigm overlap credibility, dependability, and transferability in qualitative research (Rolfe, 2006).  

Apart from the sample techniques contribution by avoiding a segmental concentration, the demographic 

and geographic variability in the sample gave more confidence about the credibility and dependability 

(validity and reliability) of the results which can be seen in age, background, income groups, professions 

and gender differences discussed in the results. 

The research needs to be consistent with the former researches (Bryman and Bell, 2015). Also, each of 

the interviewees was reconfirmed for their response while interviewing through questions existing in 

the template and with extra clarifications. A variance comes in when a different interviewer is involved 

(Saunder et al., 2009).  Such observer error was eliminated by the existence of a single interviewer. This 

was important to validate the results.  

If the results can be repeated, then the study is reliable (Bryman and Bell, 2015). Data gathering was 

ensured to be made analyzed simultaneously to avoid any observation loss. Data were recorded on paper, 

and participants allowed, recorded on a device. This was done to increase reliability. 

On the handling of the ethical issues, the researcher followed principles of anonymity of the participants 

as is required (Farquhar, 2012). In research, the participants should be assured of their anonymity, the 

privacy of their personal information, safety and the use of the information they provide. Also, they 

should give consent to participate and be free to leave at will (Elanders, 2002). The participants of this 

research were informed of these aspects. Furthermore, the difficulties in a qualitative study can be 

decreased by increasing awareness about the use of principles of autonomy, beneficence, and justice 
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(Orb, et al., 2001). This was done so that they can express openly. Also, the interviewees' details were 

kept secret as well. Participants had the liberty to interrupt interview at will to withdraw from the 

research at any time, and so was reciprocity, and comfort which allows informants to divulge personal 

experiences (Marshall and Rossman, 2016).  

3.9 Societal Aspects of the Study 

Internet usage has brought changes in the lifestyle of people by changing their daily decision making 

(Lin, et al. 2013). People have started using online services as a sourcing agent for a product or a service. 

Now people do not need to make long-distance traveling to buy something due to easy access from home 

(Xiang et al. 2015). Since online shopping is helping society through convenience, time saving and 

saving money, therefore, it is important to encourage online sales (Lee, 2017). And this motivates for 

the resolution of problems in hindering people to shop online, and this is where this study is trying to be 

helpful in solutions for the problems of perceived risks.   

As mentioned in the introduction, that online shopping provides with a new and a potentially far-

reaching means of communication for the product distribution, it has brought a lot of changes in society 

(Pappas, 2015). This makes it important for the consumers and society that the problems of perceived 

risks be investigated and solved for the mutual benefits of society. It is extremely important that the 

perceived risks which some customers get before, during or after the transaction be investigated and 

resolved immediately so that they retain confidence in online and the medium gets more users as people 

have started depending upon this medium for the service of their needs (Tian et al. 2018).  

As mentioned earlier, it was predicted that online shopping would inevitably cannibalize the off-line 

shopping yet the expectation has not come true due to the existence of perceived risks. For fearless 

adoption and expansion of online business, trust has an important role which is eventually damaged by 

perceived risks (Vos et al. 2014), therefore it is important to properly address and investigate perceived 

risks for the societal benefits. 

4 Data Analysis and Discussion 

Data from completed interviews are transcribed below after coding of thematic and non-thematic 

information. It is presented, explained, analyzed and discussed simultaneously in this section. 

4.1 Demographics of Participants 

 Table 2  Demographics of Participants 

Gender 

Males     8 

Females     11 
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Age 

Up to 20 years old    1 

Above 20 and up to 30 years   1 

Above 30 and up to 40 years   3 

Above 40 and up to 50 years   5 

Above 50 and up to 60 years   - 

Above 60 years but not pensioner   - 

Pensioner (Pls. mention age)   1 
 

Income Group 

Up to 5000SEK    2 

From 5000SEK to less than 10000SEK   - 

From 10000SEK to less than 15000SEK   - 

From 15000SEK to less than 20000SEK   2 

From 20000SEK to less than 25000SEK   - 

From 25000SEK to less than 30000SEK   3 

From 30000SEK to less than 35000SEK   1 

From 35000SEK to less than 40000SEK   2 

From 40000SEK and above    1 

Education 

Less than High School    - 

High School/Gymnasiet    2 

Bachelor/Högskole nivå    2 

Master/Universitetet    5 

PhD/ Post Doctorates    2 

Others (Pls Specify)    - 

Professional Status 

Student     1 

Jobless/Support funds    1 

White collar Job     5 

Blue collar job     3 

Pensioner     1 

 

4.1.1 Gender 

Question: Gender of the participant? 

Demographics affect the perception of the consumers about risks in online shopping especially privacy 

regarding personal data (Gecere et al. 2015).  In demographics, the first part was interviewee’s gender. 

There were 8 male participants and 3 female participants shown in table 2. The gender proportion came 

up through the sampling process without any intentions or intervention of the researcher. The study has 

a fair representation of both the genders to contribute towards the results. Historically, men were the 

early users of online purchasing facilities, but it is moderated over time (Krantz, 2000; Shergill, and 

Chen, 2004). A presumption is that most of the people have an equal access to computers or smartphones 

in the developed countries for example in Europe, yet the facts may vary a little in different societies 

(Gecere et al. 2015). Most important was the participation of both the genders give a gender variability 

to enhance the credibility and dependability (validity and reliability) of the research. The researcher does 
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not see any negative impact of this gender disparity in this study because, 1) no participant complained 

about the access to computers, except for a light mention of not being friendly with web-usage by one 

of the participants, 2) the study is done in Sweden where almost everyone has access to computers or 

smartphones and, 3) lately different studies are done where gender disparity of participants is from 8% 

to 50% (Chen et al., 2012; and Shahzad, 2015). This has 45% disparity as 27% are females and 72% are 

males.   

4.1.2 Age. 

Question:  What is your age? 

The informants were grouped in seven age groups, with each having at least ten years in group-range, 

except for the ‘up to 20’ which is apparently a long-range but practically a very narrow one because 

only adults could have participated. The other exception was ‘above 60’ where they were allowed to 

precisely mention their age. Pension is a status where the monthly payment is defined and fixed. Most 

of the pensioners get a pension at the age of 65, yet there are some who get pension before time which 

is why they are put in the pensioner category. 

Among the informants, the biggest group, a maximum of 5 were in the age range from ‘above 40 and 

up to 50’ years.  This was followed by 3 in the age group of ‘above 30 up to 40’ years. The other groups 

of ‘up to 20 years’, ‘above 20 and up to 30’ years, and pensioners had 1 of informants each.  There was 

no one in the informants from age groups of ‘above 50 and up to 60’ and ‘above 60 but not pensioner’. 

The study got input data from under-twenty participants to pensioners.   

The age background about the participants is different from the former studies on perceived risks of 

product, financial and, privacy and security. The biggest age group of participants shifts from 20-30 in 

most of the former researches (Shahzad, 2015; Chen, et al., 2015; Pi, and Sangruang, 2011) to 30-50 in 

this research. In the study by Spake et al. (2011), 95% were under 30 years of age. A general shift in the 

spread of age can be helpful to mitigate the heavy dependence on group weight (age 18-34). This shift 

can give more real results to contribute to and, to increase the credibility and dependability (validity and 

reliability). 

As noticed, all the non-buyers fall in age groups starting from 30 years and above. It is noticed that they 

are conservative, lack computer knowledge or less adept at its usage, have a low-level income, a blue-

collar profile or no job, and thus having low income, or are pensioners. They included men and women.  

4.1.3 Income group 

Question: Can you please tell how much is your monthly income in Swedish crones 

(equivalent) before tax deductions? 
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The informants were distributed in nine income brackets of a minimum of 5000SEK each. The income 

was measured on pre-tax monthly withdrawals in Swedish crones. A maximum of 3 informants was in 

the income bracket of ‘from 25000 to less than 30000SEK’. In income brackets of ‘zero to 5000sek’, 

and ‘from 15000 to less than 20000sek’, and ‘from 35000sek to 40000sek’ were 2 in each category. In 

the income bracket each of ‘from 30000 to less than 35000sek’ and ‘from 40000sek and above’ there 

was 1 each. Other three income brackets of ‘from 5000 to less than 10000’, ‘from 10000 to less than 

15000’ and ‘from 20000sek to less than 25000’ there were no informants found in the snowball sample.  

As we see in table 2, most of the informants are having an income of more than 15000SEK which means 

they have enough money at their disposal if they want to buy. This is in line with former research where 

the researcher complained about the shortage of funds and parental control over a sample of students 

(Spake, et al. 2011, Pi and Sangruang 2011). This can give better and more realistic results of the study 

as most of the informants do not show any hindrance to finances. income groups became helpful towards 

final results being more credible and dependable.  

4.1.4 Educational level 

Question: What is your education level? 

Information about education level was deemed necessary so that it can be helpful to interpret any 

inability to the computer and general exposure to professional life and development which may translate 

their IT usage. There were no informants of less than high school education. There were 2 informants 

each in high school, bachelor, and Ph.D./Post Doc levels. But the most, 5 were holding a master degree. 

This spread of informants on the basis of education gives more confidence and credibility and 

dependability of the study than the one done only on one group e.g. only undergraduates from an 

undergraduate college (Spake et al. 2011, Shahzad, 2015, Chen et al 2015). This brings a better sample 

not fully dependent on the cluster of university students as a source for data collection. 

4.1.5 Profession: 

Question: What is your profession?  

Among the informants, a major number, 5 of the informants are having a white-collar job. These are 

followed by 3 participants who have blue-collar jobs. Students, jobless (and people on support fund), 

and pensioners were the next with 1 each. This spread of informants across different categories of 

professions and levels in society contributed information to the study representing. This helped avoid 

the dependence on students and fetching in the uniformity of information due to a single segment of 

sample i.e. students (Spake, at al. 2011; Shahzad, 2015; Chen 2015). This contributes to an increase in 

the credibility and dependability of the study in comparison to those done on just one profession segment 

i. e. students on which most of the researches are based. 
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4.2 Online Buying Attitude of Participants 

Question: Do you shop online?     Yes-------     No------  

Table 3: Online Buying Attitude of Participants 

Buyers Non-buyers 

8 3 

 

In the context of the research, informants were either consumers who shop online or those who do not. 

A total of 8 were online buyers and 3 non-buyers. In this research, this attitude or habit was defined by 

their online experience in the last 12 months. Some may or may not have earlier experience leading to 

their current attitude towards online shopping. In general, the buyers were found to have a good economy 

except for the student who had educational support fund. So, they were with money who can buy 

something without much questions about finances. Thus, the sample has informants with buying attitude 

who have a good economy contrasting to many former studies where most of the informants were 

students with limited, and/or controlled economy (Pi and Sangruang, 2011; Spake, et.al. 2011; Chen, 

2015, Shahzad, 2015).   

Additionally, this was also noticed in the latter part of the interviews with the participants that the 

participants in the current status of non-buyers were either jobless, living on support funds and struggling 

for a job, pensioner or having a low-paid blue-collar job. All non-buyers had a limited economy and 

were above 30 years of age. This may be a new phenomenon as the author did not find any discussion 

on non-buyers to relate with. 

4.2.1 Buyer’s Section [YES Section (from Q.1, where you answered ‘yes’)] 

I- Buying Frequency 

Question:  How many times have you bought something on the internet in the last 12 months? 

The informants who said they buy online, the next question was to know their frequency to shop online. 

Among the buyers, 1 had shopped once online in the last 12 months, and 1 each shopped online 7 times, 

and 8 times. But the most, 5 of the participants, were above 10 times/year in different frequencies (20, 

20, 15, 12, 15) which averaged 16.4 times in last 12 months for each of these informants. This is 

mentioned in table 4 below. 

By looking into the frequency of their shopping/year, the purpose was to see, frequency and size of shop 

in the context of perceived risks. A period of twelve months was defined by the researcher so that the 

informants have a reasonably good time, a full cycle of the calendar year with all its seasons, weather 

conditions, cultural and non-cultural events covered in it. This would give experience over the year and 
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avoid just ‘occasional’ spending occurring only on a particular event, for instance, mid-summer or 

Christmas. Representing the experience of informants over the whole year, it lowered the tilting effect 

of occasional and impulsive shopping. 

Table 4  Buying Frequency and Spending in a Year 

The purchase frequency on the participants is given below. The informants who purchased, 

Once (1) in last one year      1 

Twice (2) in last one year     - 

Thrice (3) in last one year     - 

Four times (4) in last one year    - 

Five times (5) in last one year    - 

Six times (6) in last one year     - 

Seven times (7) in last one year    1 

Eight times (8) in last one year    1 

Nine times (9) in last one year    - 

Ten times (10) in last one year    - 

More than ten times (>10) in last one year (average 16.4 time)   5 

 

The informants spent in the following spending brackets given in Swedish crones in the last twelve 

months. 

 

Informants who spent, 

Up to 1000SEK      1 

Between 1001 and 2000SEK     - 

Between 2001 and 3000SEK     - 

Between 3001 and 4000SEK     - 

Between 4001 and 5000SEK     1 

OR        >5000SEK (average spending 6000SEK)   6 

 

J- Spending in a Year 

Question: How much money have you spent on online shopping in the last 12 months? 

There were three active groups based on the amount spent online in Swedish crones, as shown in Table 

4 above. The biggest was 6 of participants who spend on an average 6000SEK in a year. Other 

informants 1 each was with spending up to 1000SEK, and spending from 4001-5000 SEK. This shows 

a healthy amount spent by participants over the year which indicates their usage of and orientation 

towards online shopping. This spending supports the arguments by a researcher to base on and count on 

the participants who have a buying power instead of focusing on economically dependent (students’) 

sample for information gathering (Spake et al. 2011; Pi and Sangruang, 2011). There were no informants 

in other spending groups in the snow-ball loop. Therefore, people with spending power be focused for 

their contribution to the study. 

K- Types of Products Purchased Online 

Question: What kind of products do you buy from the internet 
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This was an open-ended question to prepare the participants by eliciting about what the informants do 

buy online? The motive with this question was to take the participant in a frame of mind where he/she 

could actively talk about online shopping before coming to more meaningful questions. Different 

informants bought different kinds of products online. These included electronics (household equipment), 

camera, blue tooth, loudspeaker, cinema tickets, travel tickets, furniture, computer-related (IT), and 

limited-edition things/vintage merchandise (like ARCTIC Monkeys’ Vinyl Album 2 pieces). Furthermore, 

online shopping included clothes/apparels, jackets, perfumes, laptops, training supplements (products), 

shoes, computer app(lication)s for an office work, gadgets, health products, car-accessories, joggers, 

groceries, mobiles, household utilities, presents, pharmaceuticals, children garments, and vitamins as 

informed by the participants. 

It looks that consumers buy all kinds of products from the internet covering almost all sphere of human 

usage depending upon their personal, domestic, and non-domestic needs. 

L- Reasons for Buying Online 

Question: Why do you buy online/ on the internet: what are the reasons you buy online (totally 

open-ended question). 

After the participant started talking on the topic, the next question was asked to help take the participant 

in his/her memories and atmosphere of online shopping to know exact information. This was also more 

like a preparatory question so that more meaningful and exact data can be collected from important 

questions which would follow.  The answers were a mix, ranging from aspirations for a vintage product 

to mere basic needs where the consumer was forced due to the scarcity of the product or just due to the 

lack of a physical facility in the area available to cater it. 

‘Some products are only available on the internet like I bought an exact thing like what I wanted; a pink 

color head-rest for my bed. It was not available on traditional furniture sellers. I bought it even the 

delivery was promised after 3 weeks.’   

‘It gives ease of access (from home etc.) and good, second-hand options are available.’ A young 

interviewee expressed, ‘I have knowledge of internet in my generation, so it makes it easy’. Another 

facility is apps-buying like ‘tradera’ where bidding can be made. Our generation knows about secure 

shopping, security indicators.’ 

Apart from the ease assumed through IT knowledge, this young informant showed confidence in the 

young generation against security risk perceptions and how to tackle these.  

Another participant expressed product variety, choice, ease-to-access and no time limits as attracting 

features of online shopping. ‘It is Time-saving, cheaper, easy checking from home, ease of shopping, 
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low-prices, ability to compare, and better deals.’ ‘I get a subscription for offers, no visit to a store 

required, easy info about availability with offers/discounts and ease to do from home.’ 

One of the informants answered, ‘Since I live in a small city and I do not have many options available 

in the city so I buy online.’  

The scarcity of stores available in the area and a limited variety of products forces the consumer to go 

online where he finds big options. One of the participants counts it convenient in Sweden, gets free-

delivery, and gets testing time for the product as well. Another of the participants described her home 

situation since she does not have children, so she has ample available time to spend on shopping online 

in the evening. 

M- Risks Perceived by the Buying Participants 

Question: Which one of these you perceive more as a risk?  

The respondents were provided with different perceived risk groups as constructs to mention any or 

many which they might feel relevant to them. Product risks group and financial risks group were the  

Graph 1: Perceived risks-- in number of Buyers 

 

two most feared by the most (5) of the informants. After product and financial risks, it is privacy and 

security with 4 participants perceiving risk followed by 3 each perceiving delivery, and privacy and 

security. Convenience risk group was mentioned by 2 of the informants. In the open-ended option where 

the participant could say something other than the mentioned constructs, 1 mentioned about ‘waste of 

time’. 

The results are contradictory to a former study where 75% did not have product risk and 85% did not 

have financial risk (Shahzad 2015; Chen et al. 2015; Spake et al., 2011; Pi and Sangruang, 2011).  These 

studies showed a positive correlation between age and risk perception i.e. a low age has less perception 

of risk, hence a less care for financial risk. Most of those studies had a low age students’ sample and 

showed that young age people have a low-risk perception for finance (Shahzad, 2015). In this study, 

which is not based on students, and has only 2 out of 11 participants and 2 out of 8 buyers under age of 
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30, shows that people have an equal risk perception of the product as well as finance. This result may 

be overlapping to Shahzad (2015) regarding finances but is not a definite supportive, and at the same 

time, it is contrary to his results with a higher perceived risk for the product. This supports the spread in 

a sample on bases of demographics recommended by Spake, et al. (2011) and as shown above in tables 

2, 3, 4 and 5 in the demographic section. 

Data indicates that a demographic spread including the disparity in age, profession, income brackets 

and educational level is necessary for true results about perceived risks. Also, the most feared perceived 

risks are about product and financial followed by privacy and security, delivery, customer service and 

complaints, convenience and others (time-waste in this case). Furthermore, it elaborates most of the 

buyers still perceive the risks of products group and financial group at a higher level and associate more 

importance to these two types of perceived risks. These perceived risks may be, are haunting them for a 

product may not be good, may not perform in the context of shopping, may get a faulty item, etc. In the 

same way, they have a big fear of losing or wasting money against shopping, including other ways of 

getting cheated via hacking or misuse of cards/banking information. They want a solution about the 

risks yet are buyers in any way. 

 Though most of the informants have a perception of one or more risks, yet most of them continue to buy 

online (cf. Table 7). 

N- Perceived Risk Intensity of Buyers 

Question:  How much you perceive risk in some or many of the following (ranging from 0 to 

10 where 0 is no risk and 10 is the most)?  

The informants were provided different constructs of perceived risks where they could rate the intensity 

which they perceived themselves on a Likert scale from 0 to 10. Where 0 was no risk and 10 absolute 

or total risk. Ratings for each construct were summed and averaged over a number of informants.    

Graph 2: Perceived Risks’ Intensity of Buyers 

Then an average for each construct was calculated by dividing the total of ‘a rating’ by the total number 

of informants. This average was later tabulated and used in graph 2 shown above.  Buyers associated a 
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convenience, customer service and complaint handling, and other risks. But in general, their rating 

across the spread of constructs is much lower than that of non-buyers give later at graph 4 (cf. graph 4).  

This graph 2 shows result in line with the studies some former studies where consumers fear more of 

perceived financial risk which affects negatively (Kiang et al., 2011; Hassan et al., 2006), and leads to 

selective buying (Dai et al. 2014). But shows that people have higher concern for financial risk 

contrasting to Shahzad’s (2015) study where financial risk was of least concern. However, in Sinha and 

Singh’s (2017) study it was second most feared risk. 

The results show that privacy and security is the second most concern of the consumers which among 

higher concerns in a combination of six. This is in line with the results of some former studies (Shahzad 

2015; Hidayanto et al. 2012; Gecere et al. 2015; Chen et al. 2017; and Spake et al. 2011).   

Perceived product risk stands at a third level which is in the upper half of the results. The risk concerns 

are in line with the results form some former studies e.g. Akram (2018) and Yu et al. (2012) and Shahzad 

(2015). Yet Sinha and Singh (2017) found it most significant when affecting negatively. 

Results show that delivery risk is the fourth feared by the buyers in online. This is in line with Shahzad’s 

(2015) where it was also fourth most concerned risk. But, it is contrasting to Sinha and Singh’s (2017) 

found that delivery was not much of concerns of the online buyers in their study. 

Next feared risk is customer service and complaint handling which is fifth in line. This confirms that the 

risk of customer service and complaint handling is there, and be treated with respect by the online sellers. 

There are no former studies which investigated these two to give some weight in results. 

Convenience as a risk was found to be of least concerns for the buyers, which means that it does not 

have a strong negative role in making a buying decision. This is unlike Jiang et al. (2013) and unlike the 

descriptions by Pi and Samruang (2011) and Forsythe et al. (2006. 

O- How Perceived Risks Affect Buyers 

Question: Can you briefly explain how do these perceived risks affect you? 

The purpose of this question was to know in which way people get affected by different perceived risks. 

This is explained as follows. 

Perceived Product Risk 

‘I shopped few products, delivery was a total disappointment, as I got something much different and low 

quality than what was shown.’ The Informants feared about getting a fake product, malfunctioning of 

the product, a product not serving the context of the shop, not serving its purpose and not matching the 

originality of the product as were mentioned. Another aspect which concerns apparels, shoes, and 

perfumes was its mismatch in size, fiber quality, comfort, and content fiber of the product.  
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For perfumes content mattered as the fragrance not matching expected personal aromatic requirements. 

The questions of originality were there again, as the shown product mismatched the received one. Due 

to this some participants only bought known brands. Known brands gave them product security which 

participants could buy with confidence. It was noticed that the fear of product restricted people only to 

a big store or big known brands stopping smaller brands from gaining share or establishing themselves. 

Cheating in product supply and other product-related risks were reported. Consumers felt safer with 

big brands than smaller ones. 

Perceived Financial risk 

Two of the informants mentioned that they are haunted by financial risk when buying online. One said, 

‘Paying by cards is always a risk, even though financial security is improving through GDPR.’  The 

other informant said. ‘There is misusage of credit cards which fears me.’ ‘At the same time, the 

information gets public and is used and misused by others without knowledge of the consumer.’ 

Misuse, and theft of financial information haunt buyers. 

Perceived Convenience risk 

The informants mentioned about ‘working hours at delivery points.’ In case something is ‘to return 

because of damage or some other problems with the product, how will it work depending upon whom to 

contact and how and where to deliver for returns.’ For participants, all this hassle takes a lot of effort 

and takes away the convenience related to the shop. 

The informants showed concerns about loss of convenience generated due to delivery and return issues. 

Perceived Privacy and Security risk 

The participants stated that the misuse and theft of their identity can damage them. Despite government 

and companies’ attention on improvement in GDPR, threat and fear of identity and payment information 

going public are there. 

Theft and misuse of identity were behind privacy and security risks.  

Perceived Delivery risk 

The participants expressed about late arrivals. ‘Postnord has made a repute for this.’ This was stated by 

one of the informants. ‘When the delivery is late, the purpose of my shopping which is connected to a 

certain time frame to get it is damaged. All my schedule and working gets distorted, and the whole 

shopping ease, convenience, and benefits are compromised.’ ‘Then I have to look again at the new 

shopping option or wait to depend upon the requirement of the need.’ 
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Another said, ‘Post-Nord and Schenker plus DHL sometimes cannot deliver the product on time.’ Some 

of the deliveries by the companies are made at the delivery address with information a day prior to the 

delivery date. The time bracket for delivery on the day is 3-4 hours and the person keeps sitting in 

waiting. The companies need to see into the well-informed deliveries with a short hour-bracket and a 

little longer date information.  

Another participant, living in outskirts and working in the main city expressed for her case. ‘The packets 

left with collection point have problems with working hours unsuitable to job routines.’ Solution for 

such delivery problems at a delivery point can be more use of boxes with electronic code which are 

already in use at some places. 

One of the interviewees told that slow delivery or that the package would not reach the destination in 

time or at all. ‘My packet was lost’ expressed one interviewee. 

Delivery companies need to look into their delivery routines, and staff so that consumer can avoid 

delivery issues. 

Perceived Complaint Handling/Customer Service Risk 

‘Generally, things proceed according to the agreement in the deals. But in case of any problem, 

customer service is not a good experience.’ One of the informants expressed grave concerns over contact 

with customer service. ‘I got a problem with my shop for a washing machine from a website 

(mediamarkt.se), and customer service personnel was very much non-cooperative.’ Above all, ‘Getting 

in touch with customer service, is way more complicated in case of any complaints.’  ‘When in need, a 

buyer cannot get in contact or cannot get a proper response from the customer service, it frustrates me.’ 

Informants expressed the non-cooperative attitude of personnel at customer service is depressing. This 

supports that the customer service area and complaints handling is in need of improvements and the 

selling companies need to invest more in complaint handling and customer service personnel apart from 

eradicating the reasons which may arise a complaint. 

People want to have a piece of clear contact information about customer service, in case of problems. 

Furthermore, they need customer service staff should attend with professional and polite manners 

solving complaints. Better coordination is required between web stores and their physical store, and 

physical store should act as a subsidiary to webstores. 

Any other perceived (negative) feeling 

There was no mention of any other possible perceived risk other than the mentioned constructs by online 

buyers yet time wastage was said as a result of delivery problems 
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P- Bad Experiences of Buyers 

Question: Would you like to share some of your good (and bad) experience regarding online 

shopping? 

Bad Experience 1:  One of the informants shared the experience of online shopping. ‘I bought 

some small articles from Wish (app+web) worth SEK600. There were small household decoration 

things, tapestry, cloth, clock, mirror, etc. these looked fantastic in the picture especially a mirror which 

looked like 5-6 feet long/high, but when arrived, it was 1,5 feet. It was cheap stuff, with a fake depiction 

and projection. Nothing was worth-using, very late arrival, and a shit quality. No one bothered for in 

time delivery and no one took responsibility for bad quality either. Could not be returned as there was 

no way to contact the seller. I had to throw these things.’ 

Fake projection of products. Projected as good quality cheap products.  

Bad Experience 2: Another experience was ‘I bought a scientific calculator of a rare type, 

Texas Instruments TI-Nspire CX CAS Graphing calculator from Amazon.com from the USA in 2016. I 

did not reach. Tracking showed its route. It reached Sweden to PostNord terminal. But it did not reach 

me for several days. I contacted PostNord with details, they said, ‘yes, it is on the way to you with the 

deliveryman’ (DELIVERY MAN was a problem). Kept checking four-five days but it did not arrive. They 

said, it is with the deliveryman, now in the office, now with a delivery man, and after a few days, it is 

not there anywhere--   hah. That was lost in the delivery stage. It was worth 137,66GBP (Great British 

pounds). It never reached me. Contacted complaint center/customer service at Amazon, it was really 

hard, they were sitting somewhere in China or Hong Kong. They gave the option for money back or a 

new delivery, I opted for a new delivery. It repeated the same delivery problem at PostNord. Tracking 

showed it reached Sweden, the warehouse and the delivery area. Then it showed on way to delivery with 

the deliveryman. Not reached for a few days. Had to contact Postnord again, had to hear the same story. 

Finally, Postnord declared it was lost. I lodged a complaint with PostNord, and at the same time 

contacted Amazon. Contacting Amazon was not easy, hectic and confusing. But they sent money back 

finally. Surprisingly and ironically, PostNord delivered the calculator a week after the money was 

received. I was happy to get the calculator as it was important for my studies but at the same time was 

very annoyed with all the bad experience I have had through this shopping. Later, I gave the equivalent 

amount in charity.’ ‘Overall, I was disturbed through this on missing the product, delays in delivery and 

access to customer service. I was anxious under that period and finally shocked by theft.’  

These experiences tell that there is a lack of contact information about the seller. Furthermore, risks 

are associated with delivery as well as psychology, time and convenience. A newer aspect is theft 

concerning deliverymen. Also, the seller returned the money, which looks good to hold the dissatisfied 

customer for future deals. 
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Bad experience 3:  ‘I bought some perfumes. Perfumes were not what I thought and bought, 

they did not accept returns, they sent it back to me, I had to pay 200-300SEK. I returned according to 

return policy but were not accepted. It was not the same product as expected.’ There is a lack of 

commitments on the part of sellers to stay with there terms of sales as mentioned by the participant. This 

also includes dispatch of dissatisfactory product to start with the execution of the deal.  

The selling company backed off from its terms and conditions. 

Bad Experience 4: ‘I bought a washing machine online from mediamarkt.se.  They sent a 

faulty product, I tried Customer Service which was not easy, and they asked me that I better contact the 

nearest store. The nearest store refused to take back the product and asked me to contact the customer 

service. The whole process took two weeks, and left a bad taste.’ The participant had a bad product, bad 

contact experience with CS, bad and rejection treatment at the physical store sending back to the website, 

and to and from. It took two weeks and losing peace mind, other job activities and confidence in an 

online shop.  

Poor customer service, and bad at handling complaints. The physical store denied responsibility for 

web stores’ sold products. 

Bad Experience 5: ‘I followed one friend who liked a webpage where 100sek things were sold 

for 10sek. It was a very good price offer on those that day. I used my credit card’s number without CVC, 

I did not get any products but the next day someone shopped perfumes, etc. worth 1000SEK. The card 

had 4000sek. I could block the card only the next day.’  

Financial risk and perceived security risk noted in the experience, apart from the cheating seller being 

entertained on the net to hack important information in the wake of a luring sales option. 

It was the vendor who lured with good quality products at a cheap price to hack payment information; 

a planned framework. 

Bad experience 6: ‘I bought four products from a site, where I got a problem in two of those. 

I sent back two, registered a return on the web and left the country for a couple of weeks. When I got 

back, all the four stood in my name. I contacted them and told that I have sent back two of those and 

have two with me which I want to pay. I requested to correct the shopping and get paid for it. The 

payment was via Klarna. But when they corrected, all the four vanished. I do not know, was it a mistake 

or intentional on their part. Two returned, two help, paid nothing.’  

In this experience, there is product risk involved and so is access to customer service, but complaint 

handling looks rather too good. A financial benefit is passed to the buyer, maybe to develop loyalty and 

hold for the future.  
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If I see, this experience in association with another customer’s experience who bought calculator, there 

is a commonality, complaints were handled and the customer had to pay nothing while getting hold of 

some product eventually. This is either generosity of the seller which is good or a mistake in their 

customer service and complaint handling area.  

A bad system, good customer service, and rather too good complaint handling may be due to a system 

error. 

4.2.2 Non-buyer’s Section  [NO Section (from Q.1, where you answered ‘no’)] 

Q- Reasons for not Buying Online 

Question: Why do you not buy online/ on the internet? (What kind of problems you see in buying 

online (totally open-ended question) 

This was an open-ended question asking for the real empirical data as to why people do not buy online 

in which the informants showed fear about risks of product’s originality, payments, (transfer to… but 

do not know it reaches or not) and payment information, apart from the theft of information.  

Participants expressed their feelings on perceived risks, mainly of product area and financial area in 

answer to this question. ‘I do not know the face of the responsible contact person in case of a problem 

with a product, nobody in person seen in front (no face).’  To me ‘store shopping is easy and real (you 

have all things physically there and people in person at the front-face).’ 

 Other point expressed was about computer knowledge told by a participant. ‘I have low computer 

knowledge which gives me problems in web searching. I am not very much web-friendly.’  The 

participant feared,’ Product variation (shown one thing on the net but delivered other).’  

Fears about product problems were noted which participants nullify via access to physical stores. ‘I have 

free time. As I have no time stress. It gives me a chance for an outing which satisfies me.’ 

Another respondent expressed, ’I do not buy online as I hear payment frauds with cards, and hacking 

of cards.’   

Main reasons noted why they do not buy online are knowledge of using computers and the internet, lack 

of a face-at-the- front when buying, lack of direct interaction with seller, lack of physical contact with 

the product, and perception of financial risk.  

R- Risks Perceived by Non-Buying Participants 

Question: Do you feel/perceive any risk in online shopping? (Any or some of the following; you 

may tick as many as you think to apply). 
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Informants were provided with different perceived risks’ groups out of which they could mention as 

many as they perceived applied to them. There was one open window in the question where they could 

provide any other perceived risk construct than the provided ones. Their percentages are shown in graph 

3 given above. Out of the 3 informants who do not buy online, 3 (all) showed fears about the product 

and its performance risks. Privacy, financial risks, delivery risks, risks of complaints were perceived as 

risks by 2. The risk regarding convenience was feared by 1. One of the informants mentioned image 

damage/dream damage from a possible online shopping experience. 

This is mentioned as ‘I see a picture of a thing to buy’ but fear of getting another’, in other words, 

practically get another, i.e. ‘picture of a thing’ vs ‘not the thing.’   

In the product area, they feared a faulty or misfitting product, size, or fiber, color, etc. when talking 

especially of garments and shoes. They preferred in-store shopping because they have less money and 

more time. The only attraction is if it cheaper online (which needs to be supported by computer 

Graph 3 Perceived Risks – Number of Non-buyers 

 

knowledge confidence and intent of buying online). Otherwise, for any brand shopping, they prefer to 

store. The issues about returns haunt them also, how it may happen in case of a problem. These 

informants find it comfortable to go to a physical store. Returns are easy in case of a problem. It allows 

them to have time out. (the strange commonality is, that these informants are either jobless, having less 

income, low computer knowledge, upper age or have already a bad experience in internet shopping/using 

and have abandoned after that). 

Some informants said they feel more confident in bigger company brands than smaller and attributed 

higher perception of risk with small companies.  

People were apprehended, mainly of product and financial risks. They had equal concerns about privacy 
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From the discussion for graph 1 and 3, the relative importance of the perceived risks can be ranked in 

the following order depending upon the responses these got from the number of participants. These are 

perceived risks of; 1) product, 2) financial, 3) privacy and security, 4) delivery, 5) customer service and 

complaint handling, 6) convenience and 7) others. There are no studies seen by the author in the literature 

to relate with (neither in a qualitative way nor in a quantitative way), which already have ranked (this 

combination of) the perceived risks when reaching for how do these affect consumer behavior. However, 

it is contrasting to Shahzad (2015) where financial risk was the lowest followed by delivery risk, and 

then product risks in the research with other combinations. 

S- Perceived Risk Intensity of Non-Buyers 

Question: How much do you perceive risk in some or many of the following (ranging from 0 

to 10 where 0 is no risk and 10 is the most)?  

The informants were provided different constructs of perceived risks where they could rate the intensity 

which they perceived themselves on a Likert scale from 0 to 10. A total against each construct was made 

after plotting the ratings for each construct from informants. Then the average for each construct was 

calculated by dividing the total of a construct’s ratings to the number of non-buying informants. This 

average was later tabulated and used in graph 4 shown above. Non-buyers associated a higher risk  

Graph 4: Perceived Risks’ Intensity of Non-buyers 

 

against constructs of product risk, privacy and security, customer service and complaint handling, 

financial risk, and delivery risks. Convenience risk and other risks were the lowest. But in general, their 

rating across the spread of constructs is much higher than that of buyers given in graph 2 (cf. graph 2). 

T- How Perceived Risks Affect Non-Buyers 

Question: Can you briefly explain how do these perceived risks affect you?  
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Perceived Product Risk 

In the product area, first, the product can be non-original products and later performance problems can 

occur. It can happen in apparel and shoes where size can be a problem. Also, the product’s color, 

texture, comfort in usage, and feel of the product matters. 

Fake product, size, and content mattered for the customers. 

Perceived Financial Risk 

One of the informants said, ‘I do not have a job. I get some support money because I am searching for 

a job. I do not have regular good funds. Risks for me are higher. If I buy, it must be original, reliable 

products and money must be secured.’ 

 Another informed, that, ‘I am a pensioner and does not have a lot of pensions. Funds are limited, so I 

have a higher fear of risk when thinking of shopping online than instore.’ 

‘I have been a subject of theft of payment information and was drained of my credit card once’. Such a 

thing can happen again. This has happened with the informant more than a year ago. Another informant 

said, ‘I do not use online shopping service as I might have financial risk.’ 

It is noticed that either the scarcity of funds, a lack of IT proficiency with informants forced them to a 

non-buying attitude towards online or it is some bad internet experience which keeps them away for 

becoming an online buyer.   

Theft and fraud are the main reasons for not buying apart from low income which puts the customer to 

extra cautiousness. 

Perceived Convenience Risk 

I am not a buyer myself but I know from observation of people in family and friends’ circle. An 

informant said, ‘if I buy online, its delivery has some schedules. It takes extra time sometimes, and 

activities can be changed in receiving the goods, rescheduling the day’s-/week’s plan. Most of the 

products are to be picked from a pickup point, which can have scheduled working hour and give stress.’ 

They might not have a direct experience of problems in deliveries, yet fear the perception of discomfort 

arising from delivery problems.  

Perceived Privacy and Security Risk  

Informants were haunted by the theft and misuse of personal information which can be used negatively 

by some enemy. On the same way, banking info can be misused. They were more concerned about the 

leakage of their personal information and information related to the transaction (in case they buy), to 
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be mistreated by the seller and eventually reach those who may have/use in a negative way. One of the 

participants used the word ‘enemies’ for the final who may misuse the personal data.  

Theft of personal information which may end up in the enemy’s hands. 

Perceived Delivery Risk 

The participants informed about delays, there can be a risk of delays in deliveries. And more important 

about the collection point. They also mentioned the hassle to pick up from a particular point on certain 

schedule which consumes time. 

Perceived Complaint Handling/Customer Service Risk 

An informant told one of his friends had a problem with online shopping, and it was a headache with 

customer service. In my own preference, ‘Physically accessible location of a store and the personal 

presence of a complaint handler is important to me. I bought an Electrolux vacuum cleaner from ICA 

Maxi, a physical store, where a salesman answered my questions. I bought it for 1000sek after discount 

which was worth 2000sek. After usage, I got a problem and I had to return. I got money back. After a 

week I bought a new piece and got the same problem. I contacted the desk again and I got my money on 

the spot via card.’  

In the non-buyers, participants are more oriented towards physical stores, sales staff and personal 

appearance of the customer service people. More so, they show higher respect to the tangibility of 

product, the appearance of the one who takes payments and meeting someone to make a return payment 

on the spot when returning products.    

Any Other Perceived (or negative) Feelings   

There was no mention of other perceived risks by any non-buying participants, yet the expression of 

‘dream-damage’ was floated. One of the participants that she has a fear of dream damage when thinking 

of buying online. An explanation for dream damage given by the participant is, ‘I have a certain image 

about some product and shopping it. But, due to a lack of touch and dependence on virtual assessment, 

the fear of getting fake or mismatch product is high. I do not trust much on the seller as I see and hear 

friends getting cheated, disturbed and worried many times. My aura of shopping online looks crashing 

as if the very good dream is broken, and the person is awake after sleep.’ 

This explains that the participant is not just with the intentions to buy something but has some 

psychological association of achievement and control to the shop which in fact is under a threat. This 

can be a situation with other consumers as well. 
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U- Bad Experience of Non-buyers 

Question: Would you like to share some of your bad experience regarding online shopping? 

(this question may look strange but may elicit some reasons). 

Bad experience 7: A participant shared his bad experience as ‘I had only 5100sek in the 

account. I had to pay a friend to a hotel in the UK. My card was hacked and nine transactions were 

done. All the amount was spent via Klarna.’ I wanted to make a complaint, I could not. I had to do a 

polis report, then I got my money back in about three months. From that day, I am away from online 

buying. Although, GDPR is improving but I am using physical stores since then.’ This is supportive of 

former research concluding a positive relationship between intention to buy in future and effect of a 

certain perceived risk in online shopping (Forsythe et al., 2006; D’Alessandro et al., 2012). Financial 

risk has a negative effect on satisfaction and a negative relation exists between financial risk and future 

intentions to buy (Chen et al., 2015). 

Trust of the user is damaged and the user is fearing for any online shopping in the future. The card 

information was not fully provided and the transaction was made via Klarna which is payment moderator 

on the internet to ensure the security of transaction data, yet everything was in the hands of criminals. 

In the end, the participant got nothing but a headache, mistrust and a distance from internet shopping.   

Fraud in a financial deal. Loss of money, psychological, convenience, time risks, and rust damage. 

4.2.3 The Difference in Buyers and Non-buyers 

The difference for each of the perceived risk constructs for buyers’ and a non-buyers’ values is as 

follows. For each of the perceived risks it is, like for product risk it is  6,33-1,5=4,83, for financial risk 

it is 3,33-2,68=0,65, for convenience risk it is 2,33-0,25=2,08, for privacy and security risk it is 5,33-

1,65=3,68, for delivery risk it is 3,0-1,33= 1,67, for customer service and complaint handling it is 4,66-

0,5= 4,16, and for others it is 3,0-0,625=2,375. These are shown in graph 5. 

Graph 5: Differences in Perceived Risks’ Intensities of Non-buyers and Buyers  
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All the values in graph 5 are achieved by subtracting the value of perceived risk intensity of buyers in 

graph 2, from the value of perceived risk intensity of non-buyers in graph 4. All these ‘difference values’ 

are positive i.e. in favor of non-buyers, which means that non-buyers value all types of risk perceptions 

under discussion higher than the buyers. This may explain as to why they do not buy online. Among 

these perceived risks, perceived product risk has the highest net value, followed by perceived customer 

service and complaint handling risk, and privacy and security. After these follow the ‘other perceived 

risks’, perceived convenience risk, perceived delivery risk and perceived financial risk. It should not be 

misleading that perceived financial risk stand last in this sequence. Its current standing position in the 

graph is a difference among two values which by themselves are not lower, yet have a low difference. 

This means that both buyers and non-buyers have grave concerns over financial risks perceptions, apart 

from others. The graphical depiction looks ‘significant’ not in the strict sense of statistical 

interpretations, yet under Quasi-statistics in qualitative studies. This graph helps propose for a 

conclusion that non-buyers are different from buyers in the perception of a certain risk in online 

shopping and hence be respected, treated and researched as separate units for research to resolve their 

perceptual issues regarding online shopping behavior. 

This explains the purpose of a study where it was intended to make a comparison of the level of perceived 

risks of online buyers and non-buyers. There is a measurable difference between the intensities of an 

online buyer and non-buyer regarding a certain perceived risk.   

5 Conclusions 

From the analysis, discussion and interpretation of the data, the following conclusions are made. 

The risks which are the most mentioned are the perceived risks about a product, finance, and privacy 

and security as top three respectively by most of the buyers. Whereas non-buyers are apprehensive of 

perceived risks of the product, financial, privacy and security, delivery as well as customer service and 

complaint handling. From graph 1 and 3, the relative importance of the perceived risks can be ranked 

in the following order depending upon the responses these got from the number of participants. These 

are perceived risks of; 1) product, 2) financial, 3) privacy and security, 4) delivery, 5) customer service 

and complaint handling, 6) convenience and 7) others.  

Bad experiences are crucial to online shopping experiences for its overall improvements. Through 

insight into the bad experiences, it is concluded that perceived risk constructs of complaint handling and 

customer service do exist practically and be treated and researched as perceived risk constructs with due 

importance. Furthermore, not every webstore offers clear information for contact in case of a problem 

and in case of a problem, they can be surprised by a lack of coordination between branched-sellers 

(webstore-physical store). There is a gap at complaint handling level or system error exists on the part 

of the sellers as some customer get products for free finally after complaints.  
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It is further concluded from bad experiences that the people are exposed to fake projections of products, 

its theft, and backing off from the terms and conditions of a transaction by the seller. Financially, they 

get defrauded both, by sellers as well as hackers, and a mix of hacker-seller. This area of personal online 

shopping experiences can be worth documentation and it will depend on what the experience is and what 

academics can get out of it. 

There are differences in how online buyers and non-buyers perceive the involvements of risks. The 

intensity of perceived risks for online buyers differs from that of online non-buyers which is conclusive 

at graph 5 (i.e. cf. graph 2 and graph 4). Both need respect and be researched equally. There is a 

measurable difference between the intensities of an online buyer and non-buyer regarding a certain 

perceived risk.  

Though most (above 50%) of the buyers have a perception of one or more risks (graph 1) yet their 

intensity of perceived risk associated to a particular risk (graph 2) is very low and they continue to shop 

online. They want these risks to be resolved but none of these risks stops them from shopping online.  

Some non-buyers have IT issues, or/and a higher age stops them from trying online shopping agents. 

They either have had a bad experience before they abandoned online shopping or generally prefer 

physical stores due to their demographics. Also, they are found to be above 30 years of age.  

Open-ended questions and bad experiences were helpful to elicit about Damage of perceived image or 

dream expressed as ‘dream damage’ regarding the product and overall shopping experience which 

feared the (possible) consumers. Therefore, it is also concluded that the list of perceived risk constructs 

has not reached its limits and a new construct named perceived ‘dream-damage’ is found. The researcher 

concludes that it be treated as a perceived risk construct, which can be judged independent of other 

perceived risk constructs and researched for its existential confirmation in future studies.  

In the delivery area, there is a problem of theft as well as working-hours of delivery-points. The problem 

of theft is noticed concerning deliveryman. Furthermore, deliveries are delayed and especially, PostNord 

which has made quite a repute for it. 

There are pop-up websites who lure customer with good products at very attractive low prices to hack 

payment information and then empty the account.  

There are security breaches of transaction data in internet transactions not only done through credit cards 

but also for transactions made through payment moderators like Klarna which damages trust. Some 

companies do not perform according to the terms of deals, as was concluded from the deal involving 

perfumes (with dissatisfactory product quality). 

Some consumers prefer buying from the trusted sources, showing a targeted approach towards sellers 

on the basis of safety and personal comfort about the seller regarding different risks. 



48 
 

 

6 Limitations and Implications 

6.1 Limitations  

One of the limitations is that this study being a qualitative one, its quantitative results may not be 

generalized strongly due to its due to sampling size and Quasi statistical approach. Another limitation is 

that the study took seven constructs in the analysis model from the most talked in the literature, therefore, 

it cannot be determined absolutely which one is the most powerful construct without a normal sample 

population in the society and including all the possible perceived constructs. Furthermore, though the 

study had a research design which could take in any possible grown up through the sampling technique 

from anywhere in the world, yet eventually, all were from Sweden, therefore the results cannot be 

implied for developing and under-developed countries and cultures.  

6.2 Suggestions for Future Studies 

Suggested areas for future academic research include a study of complaints handling and 

customer service with themes like coordination between, and including both web-store, and 

branched-sellers having webstore and its physical store. A deeper quantitative study is suggested 

which can incorporate all the possible constructs to judge the effectiveness of constructs and their 

significance to order to consumer.  In addition, it is suggested to make a ‘single’ study which can treat 

buyers and non-buyers separately so that the significance of their levels of perception towards a certain 

risk construct can be measured and used. Furthermore, a study on the delivery branch in the context 

of supplies of online shopping is suggested to explore about missing and stolen items at 

couriers. Another one may take an exclusive study about the documentation of bad experiences 

and incidents to establish a broader holistic foundation. The construct of Dream-damage should 

be tested for its existential investigation as a new construct in future studies along with others. 

Since the sampling technique used in the study to avoid any segment’s concentration enabled to get 

information resulting to moderate or shift the results, therefore, it is suggested that future studies be 

based on a more representative sample.  

6.3 Contributions of the Study 

The study contributes in the following ways in theory and method. It has evaluated and ranked 

the most affecting perceived risks for their relative centrality for a consumer in online shopping 

and it has projected a difference to compare the perception of risk behavior of online buyers 

and non-buyers and has separated them in two entities. With the extra help of bad experiences, 

the study has confirmed the practical existence and negative contribution of perceived risk constructs 

of customer service and complaint handling suggested in the former literature. Furthermore, it has 
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documented and projected some bad experiences of the informants for current and future analysis and 

in the due process, it has found a new perceived risk construct ‘dream damage’ for future studies 

in online shopping as a novel contribution to theory. Additionally, it has established a basis for 

the academics to reconsider their huge dependence on the segmented sampling of students, as 

a methodological contribution. 

6.4 Implications 

From conclusions, it can be implied that the manager needs to work hard on, not only to attain and retain 

buyers but also try to regain the confidence of experienced and non-experienced new non-buyers. This 

can only be done by increasing the satisfaction of buyers through decreasing perceptions about different 

perceived risks.  

Online selling companies can put a picture of the responsible sales or customer service personnel on the 

internet at the stage of making a deal which can lessen the fear of ‘no-face’ at front. Delivery companies 

should not only exact their home-delivery times but also should inform about it at least a couple of days 

before. For pick point, a choice of code-box-delivery can is given to the buyer where buyers get a code 

to open the box for pick up at any time in a specified number of days. Furthermore, they need to 

introduce some kind of flexibility at pick up points, where they cannot arrange code-boxes. Also, they 

need to have loyal and honest personnel, and good control over delivery procedures to avoid thefts. 

Managers are also supposed to establish proper customer service associated with each store/online seller. 

Furthermore, better coordination between webstore and its physical branch should be ensured.   

This, in turn, after translating into managerial implications on improving against risk constructs 

to finally improve consumer’s lifestyle at the society level. The mitigation of perceived risks can 

shift more people to online shopping, thus possibly resulting in some kind of better convenience; time 

savings, leisure, better control on shopping, and higher freedom. This, in turn, can introduce some 

further changes in the lifestyle of consumers. For the theoretical implications part, the study can, not 

only make academia to reconsider its heavy dependence on segmented sampling technique especially 

involving students but also stir-up the existing differences between buyers and non-buyers for deeper 

explorations with a separate focus on each segment. 
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Appendix: 

Appendix 1 Questionnaire  

Demographics [Demographics may be helpful in the interpretation and analysis of responses to reach 

(extra dimensions and) conclusions. It does not constitute the basis of this research.] 

 

Gender:   Male ------------ Female    ----------    Others    ------- 

 

Age:  1 Up to 20 years 2 Above 20- and up to 30 

3 Above 30 and up to 40 4       Above 40 and up to 50 

5 Above 50 and up to 60 6 Above 60 

7 Pensioner (please give your age) --------- 

 

Income: Can you please tell, how much is your income/month in SEK (SEK-equivalent) 

1-        Up to 5000SEK                2-    From 5000 to less than 10000SEK 

3-        From 10000 to less than 15000SEK             4- From 15000 to less than 20000SEK 

5-        From 20000 to less than 25000SEK           6- From 25000 to less than 30000SEK 

7-        From 30000 to less than 35000SEK           8- From 35000 to less than 40000SEK 

9-        40000SEK and above 

 

Education 1- Less than High school 2- High school/Gymnasiet 

3- Bachelor/Högskole nivå 4- Master/Universitetet 

5- Ph.D./Post-doctorates 6-            Others (Pls specify) ---------- 

 

Profession:  

1 Student 2 Jobless/Support funds 

3           White Collar Job 4 Blue Collar Job   



II 
 

 

5                  Pensioner 6           Entrepreneur / Own company (a type of profession) --------------- 

Q1 Do you shop online? 

Yes ---------------- If Yes, (Please continue to the next question i.e. Q. 2). 

No ---------------- If No, (Please go to Q. 10). 

 

YES Section  (from Q.1, where you answered ‘yes’) 

 

Q.2  How many times have you bought something on the internet in the last 12 months? 

1      2      3      4      5 6       7      8       9      10  OR ---------- 

 

Q.3 How much money have you spent in online shopping in the last 12 months? 

a Up to 1000SEK b Between 1001 and 2000 

c Between 2001 and 3000 d Between 3001 and 4000 

e Between 4001 and 5000   OR     f --------SEK (You may specify the amount) 

 

Q.4 What kind of products do you buy from the internet? 

 1  ------------------------------  2  ------------------------------ 

 3  -----------------------------  4 ------------------------------ 

 5 ------------------------------  6 ------------------------------ 

 

Q.5 Why do you buy online/ on the internet: what are the reasons you buy online? 

-------------------------------  ----------------------------- ------------------------------- 

-------------------------------  ----------------------------- ------------------------------- 

-------------------------------  ----------------------------- ------------------------------- 

 

 



III 
 

 

Q.6 Do you feel or perceive any risk(s) in online shopping? (any or some of the following 

groups may apply)?  

Product risk  ----------------  Financial risk --------------- 

Convenience risk ----------------  Privacy and security risk --------------- 

Delivery risk  ----------------  Complaints/customer service------------- 

Any other perceived (negative) feelings   ------------------------ ----------------------------------

------------------------------- ---------------------------- ------------------------------- 

Q.7 Which one of these groups you perceive more as a risk?  

Product (performance) risk  --------------  Financial risk  -------------- 

Convenience risk --------------  Privacy and security risk  -------------- 

Delivery risk  --------------  CustomerService/Complaint------------- 

Any other perceived (negative) feelings ----------------------- ----------------------------------

------------ ------------------------------- 

(can you please give the priority of perception by numbering from 0… to 10, in the above question, 

where 0 is the least and 10 the most)  

Q.8 Can you briefly explain how do these perceived risk groups affect you?  

Product (performance) risk  ----------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Financial risk  ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Convenience risk  ----------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Privacy and security risk  ----------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Delivery risk   ----------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Complaints/customer service ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Any other perceived (negative) feelings  ----------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Q.9 Would you like to share some of your bad experience, if any, regarding online 

shopping? 

Bad experience: ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------      

You can move to Contact info at the end (of Q.14). 

NO Section (From Q1, where you answered ‘no’). 

Q.10 Why do you not buy online/ on the internet?  

-------------------------------  --------------------------------- ----------------------------------

------------  --------------------------------- ----------------------------------------------------

-----------------------------------------------  ---------------------------------- --------------- 

Q.11 Do you feel/perceive any risk in online shopping regarding following groups?  

Product risk  ----------------  Financial risk --------------- 

Convenience risk ----------------  Privacy and security risk --------------- 

Delivery risk  ----------------  Complaints/customer service------------- 

Any other perceived (negative) feelings   ------------------------ ----------------------------------

------------------------------- ---------------------------- ------------------------------- 

Q.12 Which one of these groups you perceive more as a risk?  

Product (performance) risk  --------------  Financial risk  -------------- 

Convenience risk --------------  Privacy and security risk  -------------- 

Delivery risk  --------------  Customer Service/Complaints------------ 

Any other perceived (negative) feelings ----------------------- ----------------------------------

--------------------  ------------------------ ------------------------------- 

(can you please give the priority of perception by numbering from 0… to 10, in the above question, 

where 0 is the least and 10 the most)  



V 
 

 

Q.13 Can you briefly explain how do these perceived risk groups affect you?  

Product (performance) risk  ----------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Financial risk  ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Convenience risk  ----------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Privacy and security risk  ----------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Delivery risk   ----------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Complaints/customer service ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Any other perceived (negative) feelings  ----------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Q.14 Would you like to share some of your bad if any, experience regarding online 

shopping?  

Bad experience: ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Respondents’ Contact Info 

Snowball’s info 

Would you like to recommend or refer to someone as our next respondent for the research, Please? 

Name of reference: -------------------------- Mobile --------------------------OR Email: -----------------------  

Respondents’sName:---------------------Contact:----------------------------Cultural Background ------------ 

 

(Privacy is observed) 


