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Abstract

Purpose — This paper aims to explore the phenomenon of impulse buying in the fashion industry. The
online and offline channels are compared to determine which is perceived as leading to more impulsive
buying.

Design/methodology/approach — As the result of the literature review, three research questions are
proposed and examined through an online self-administered survey with 212 valid responses.

Findings — Results show that the offline channel is slightly more encouraging of impulse buying
than the online channel; factors that encourage online impulse buying explain this behaviour to a
greater extent than do discouraging factors; social networks can have a big impact on impulse
buying.

Research limitations/implications — Findings are limited by the sampling plan, the sample size and
the measurement of some of the variables; only one product type is analysed. Further research is needed to
confirm that shipping-refund costs and delayed gratification (traditionally, discouraging factors of online
buying) encourage online impulse buying; clarify contradictory results regarding the role of online privacy
and convenience. This research contributes to the validation of a scale to measure the influence of social media
on impulse buying behaviour.

Practical implications — Offline companies can trigger the buying impulse to a greater extent than
online retailers. Managers must carefully select social networks to encourage impulse buying, Facebook and
Instagram being the most influential; Twitter has the least impact.

Originality/value — This study compares the impulse buying phenomenon in both the physical
store and the internet. Moreover, the influence of social networks on impulse buying is also explored.
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Resumen

Objetivo — Este trabajo explora la compra por impulso en el sector de la moda, comparando los canales
fisico y online para determinar cual se percibe como mas impulsivo.

Disefio/metodologia/enfoque — De la revision de la literatura se extraen tres preguntas de
investigacion, examinadas a través de una encuesta auto-administrada online con 212 respuestas validas.

Resultados — Los resultados muestran que: el canal offline es ligeramente percibido como mas impulsivo
que el online; los factores motivadores de la compra impulsiva online explican mejor este comportamiento que
los desmotivadores; las redes sociales pueden tener un gran impacto en la compra impulsiva.

Limitaciones/implicaciones de la investigacion — Las limitaciones radican en el plan de muestreo, el
tamafio muestral, y la medicion de algunas variables; s6lo una industria es analizada. Futuras investigaciones
deberan: confirmar que los gastos de envio-devolucidn, asi como la gratificacion retrasada (tradicionalmente
considerados como motivadores de la compra online) pueden motivar la compra impulsiva online; clarificar
resultados contradictorios sobre la privacidad y la conveniencia de Internet. Esta investigacion contribuye a la
validacién de un instrumento para medir la influencia de las redes sociales en la compra impulsiva.

Implicaciones para la gestion — Las tiendas fisicas pueden estimular la compra por impulso mas que
los vendedores online. Los gestores deben seleccionar cuidadosamente las redes sociales para favorece la
compra por impulso, siendo Facebook e Instagram las mas influyentes; Twitter tiene el menor impacto.
Originalidad/valor — Este estudio compara el fenémeno de la compra impulsiva tanto en el canal fisico
como online, y explora la influencia de las redes sociales en la compra impulsiva.

Palabras clave — Compra impulsiva, Internet, Tienda fisica, Motivadores, Redes sociales

1. Introduction

The importance of impulse buying in consumer behaviour has been clear for some years.
Previous research both in the academic and the professional fields has shown that impulse
buying represents between 40 and 80 per cent of all purchases, depending on the type of
product (Amos et al., 2014; Marketingdirecto, 2012). Impulse buying has aroused the interest
of researchers and organizations which have tried to understand the psychological
underpinnings of this behaviour, as well as “impulse temptations”, to boost sales (Beatty
and Ferrell, 1998, Kacen and Lee, 2002; Kacen et al., 2012; Amos et al., 2014).

However, because of the serious impact of the economic crisis and the growing use of the
internet as an information search and purchase channel, consumer behaviour seems to have
changed towards a more planned and informed process (Experian Marketing Services, 2013;
Banjo and Germano, 2014). At the same time, several authors claim that the internet indeed
favours impulse buying (Gupta, 2011; Rodriguez, 2013). Thus, a certain degree of uncertainty
now exists about the role of impulse buying, both in the conventional, physical store and the
online channel, as well as about which channel encourages this behaviour to a greater extent.
Although previous research has addressed the impulse buying phenomenon, focusing either on
the physical store or on the internet in isolation, there is a lack of studies analysing both the
channels simultaneously.

Thus, the goal of this research is to contribute to a better understanding of this shopping
phenomenon, by analysing the consumer’s impulse buying behaviour on both the physical
and the online channels but paying special attention to the latter. Specifically, this
exploratory research proposes three research questions that will be answered by means of
an empirical study. These questions are related to:

e the consumer’s perceptions about how the internet and the traditional, physical
store affects his or her impulse buying behaviour;

* which characteristics of the internet, compared to the physical channel, encourage
or discourage online impulse buying; and

e because of the growing impact of social media on consumer behaviour (Xiang et al.,
2016), the influence of social networks on impulse buying is also explored.
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This research is focused on the fashion industry for several reasons. First, a significant
proportion of consumers’ purchases are of clothing and shoes (INE -Instituto Nacional de
Estadistica, 2015). Second, online shopping in this industry has been steadily growing during
the past years (CNMC -Comision Nacional de los Mercados y la Competencia, 2016; Eurostat,
2017) and this growth is particularly observed in social media (IAB Spain, 2016). Finally, it is
one of the industries that IS most prone to impulse buying (Luna and Bech-Larsen, 2004).

2. Literature review

2.1 Impulse buying

The phenomenon of impulse buying was first acknowledged as an irrational behaviour in
the decade of the 1940s (Luna and Quintanilla, 2000). This phenomenon aroused the interest
of numerous researchers, who thereafter faced the challenge of measuring it: participants in
experiments were reluctant or unwilling to overtly declare all the products that they
intended to purchase (these were subsequently compared with actual purchases; Kollat and
Willett, 1969). Even though there is still no consensus in the literature about the definition of
the concept (Amos et al., 2014), this review aims at offering a clear overview of its evolution.

The first studies on impulse buying can be found in the consumer buying habits studies carried
out by the Du Pont de Nemours and Co. (1945/1949/1954/1959/1965; cited in Rook, 1987), which
focused mainly on understanding how the phenomenon occurred and its extent. Some years after
the first studies, the importance of impulse buying was underlined by another study which
showed that a considerable percentage of sales in retail stores came from unplanned purchases
(Clover, 1950). In this research, an impulse buy was first conceptualized as an unplanned purchase,
that is, “the difference between a consumer’s total purchases at the completion of a shopping trip,
and those that were listed as intended purchases prior to entering a store” (Rook 1987, p. 190).

However, several authors have argued that defining impulse buying only on the basis of
unplanned purchases is rather simplistic (Stern, 1962; Kollat and Willett, 1969; Rook, 1987)
and went a step further by arguing that while all impulse purchases can be considered as
unplanned, not all unplanned purchases can be considered as impulsive (Koski, 2004). An
unplanned purchase may occur simply because the consumer needs to buy a product but it
has not been placed on the shopping list in advance. Unplanned purchases are not
necessarily accompanied by an urgent desire or strong positive feelings, which are usually
associated with an impulse buy (Amos et al., 2014).

In this way, authors such as Applebaum (1951), Stern (1962) and Kollat and Willett
(1969), extended the concept by establishing that impulse buying emerged after the
exposure to a stimulus. Applebaum (1951, p. 176) defined it as “buying which presumably
was not planned by the customer before entering a store, but which resulted from a stimulus
created by a sales promotional device in the store”. However, this definition was also
considered limited, given that the stimulus that provoked the impulse was exclusively a
sales promotion device. On the other hand, Stern (1962) distinguished four types of
impulsive buying: pure impulse buying totally breaks the normal buying pattern. It occurs
when the consumer has no purchase intention but the product elicits emotions that
eventually lead to the act of buying; reminder impulse buying occurs when the consumer
sees an item and remembers that the stock at home is low, or recalls an advertisement or
other information about the product and a previous wish to purchase it; suggestion impulse
buying takes place when the consumer sees an item for the first time and detects a need that
it can satisfy; and planned impulse buying occurs when the consumer enters the store with
the intention to purchase some specific products, but also expects to make other purchases
depending on the special offers and promotions that he or she finds at the store.



The contribution of Rook to the literature had a significant impact on the
conceptualization of the term (Rook and Hoch, 1985; Rook, 1987; Rook and Fisher, 1995).
This author affirmed that:

[...]impulse buying occurs when a consumer experiences a sudden, often powerful and persistent
urge to buy something immediately. The impulse to buy is hedonically complex and may
stimulate emotional conflict. Also, impulse buying is prone to occur with diminished regard for its
consequences (Rook, 1987, p. 191).

Further investigations focused on the study of consumer behaviour in the buying decision
process with the goal of identifying factors, both internal (related to personal characteristics)
and external (related to situational — store and product — characteristics) that affect impulse
buying (Amos et al, 2014; Muruganantham and Bhakat, 2013; Badgaiyan and Verma, 2014).
Previous studies emphasized that impulse buying was primarily affective in nature, wherein
the hedonic and emotional aspects of these purchases determine consumer behaviour to a
greater extent than the utilitarian and rational aspects (Luna and Quintanilla, 2000). Recently,
impulse buying has been defined as “a sudden, compelling, hedonically complex purchase
behavior in which the rapidity of the impulse purchase decision precludes any thoughtful,
deliberate consideration of alternatives or future implications” (Sharma et al, 2010, p. 277).

2.2 Online impulse buying

There is a need to study impulse buying on the internet, because of the increasing
importance of this medium as a sales channel. According to Google Consumer Barometer
(2015) and Eurostat (2017), around two-thirds of the European population makes online
purchases. If we focus on the fashion industry, clothing and sport garments were the
bestselling categories in Europe in 2016 (Eurostat, 2017).

One may argue that online buying behaviour is rather rational, as the consumer tends to
search for information and make comparisons before making the final decision. However,
rational choices are not always made, and impulsive buying also has room in this medium
(Jeffrey and Hodge, 2007; Verhagen and van Dolen, 2011). Taking into account the
importance of impulse buying for companies’ revenues, it would appear worthwhile to
investigate this phenomenon in the online channel.

In the late 1980s, it was acknowledged that impulse buying had become easier because of
innovations such as credit cards, direct marketing and in-home shopping (Rook, 1987). The
ease of choosing a product and “clicking” on it may create temptation and thus increase the
likelihood of impulse buying (Greenfield, 1999). Other authors argue that the internet may
lessen consumers’ capacity to control their buying impulses. LaRose (2001) found that the
characteristics of the internet that empowered consumers to control their buying impulses were
few (13), compared to those that weakened such control (50). On the other hand, other authors
state that consumers carry out less impulse purchases online than offline (Kacen, 2003). In fact,
most research on e-commerce has considered online purchase decisions as rational processes,
based on problem solving and information processing (Verhagen and van Dolen, 2011). In the
specific context of this research, McCabe and Nowlis (2003) indicate that products for which
touch is important, such as clothing, are more impulsively acquired at physical stores than
online, given that the internet prevents consumers from touching and trying on the garments.

The evolution of the internet to the 2.0 Web has dramatically changed the way in which
consumers and companies interact and carry out transactions. Specifically, it has been noted
that social commerce is as branch of e-commerce which incorporates the use of social media
in all kinds of commercial activities (Xiang et al., 2016). In this sense, 65 per cent of social
media users affirm that social networks influence their shopping processes, and almost half
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of them say that social media inspire their online purchases (IAB Spain, 2016; PWC, 2016).
Previous research has shown that consumers are influenced by others at the time of buying
a product, and this influence may be higher online than offline (Riegner, 2007). Therefore,
social media can represent a powerful tool to boost impulse buying.

3. Research questions

The literature review points out a controversy regarding which channel, online or offline,
leads to more impulse buying (Verhagen and van Dolen, 2011). This research contributes to
this debate by examining whether consumers perceive the online channel to be more or less
encouraging of impulsive buying than the offline channel when they carry out purchases.
With this goal, we focus on the factors or characteristics of the internet that can encourage
or discourage impulse buying through this medium. Finally, to obtain a more complete and
current picture of the phenomenon of impulse buying, we explore the possible influence of
social media on this behaviour. To sum up, we propose the following research questions:

RQI. Which channel — online or offline — is considered by the consumer as leading to
more impulse buying?

RQ2. Which factors encourage and discourage online impulse buying?
RQ3. What is the influence of social networks on impulsive buying?

Table I summarizes the conceptual framework that attempts to address the research questions.

3.1 Impulsiveness of the online versus offline channel (RQ1)

On the one hand, authors such as Greenfield (1999) and LaRose (2001) argue that the online
channel can lead to more impulse buying than the offline channel: the greater product
assortment, the possibility of making purchases 24/7 from any location and the use of
advanced marketing techniques based on personalization, have the capacity to encourage
online shopping to a greater extent than other factors, such as delayed possession or
shipping costs, that might discourage it. Furthermore, despite the fact that the internet
prevents consumers from touching and trying on garments (McCabe and Nowlis, 2003), this
limitation can be overcome by good quality product presentation, with realistic pictures and
detailed information about sizes and measures. Offering the possibility of free shipping or
in-store refunds can also be used to overcome the limitations of online shopping.

On the other hand, the capacity of physical stores to create sensory experiences, as well as the
store’s atmosphere, can lead the physical channel to be more impulsive than the online channel
(Gupta, 2011). The previous literature review has pointed out that impulse buying is hedonically
complex and has a strong emotional character (Luna and Quintanilla, 2000; Sharma et al., 2010).
Emotions and hedonic experiences are strongly related to sensory stimulation (Krishna, 2012). To
the extent that physical stores are able to stimulate the senses better than the internet, we might
expect that consumers will perceive the physical channel as more impulsive than the online
channel. A recent report by Kearney (2013) revealed that 40 per cent of the participants in a
survey (3,000 consumers from the USA and the UK) spent more money than planned in physical
stores, while the percentage doing so in the online channel was 25 per cent.

Finally, several authors argue that, beyond channel characteristics, personal and
situational characteristics also determine impulse buying (Badgaiyan and Verma, 2014; Lim
and Yazdanifard, 2015). Sociodemographic variables, such as gender or age, can strongly
affect behaviour (Youn and Faber, 2000). As we noted in our introduction, the economic
crisis of the past years may have changed consumer behaviour and the way they use new
technologies, pivoting in general towards more planned purchases.



Research question  Arguments

References

RQI

RQ2

RQ3

Internet leads to more impulse buying
than the physical store

Physical store leads to more impulse
buying than the internet

Personal and situational characteristics,
rather than channel characteristics,
determine impulsiveness

Encouraging factors

Greater product assortment

Advanced marketing techniques

Use of credit cards

Anonymity
Lack of human contact
Easy access and convenience

Discouraging factors
Easy access and convenience

Delayed gratification

Inability to activate the five senses

Easy comparisons
Shipping and refund costs

Consumers influence others by sharing
pictures or recommendations in social
media, which stimulates impulse buying
Social media help to build positive brand
images, favouring impulse buying

Greenfield (1999), LaRose (2001), Jeffrey
and Hodge (2007), Verhagen and van
Dolen (2011)

Sharma et al. (2010), Gupta (2011),
Kearney (2013)

Youn and Faber (2000), Badgaiyan and
Verma (2014), Lim and Yazdanifard (2015)

Brohan (2000), Chen-Yu and Seock (2002)
Brohan (2000), LaRose (2001), Koufaris
(2002), Reibstein (2002), Kacen (2003),
Koski (2004), Dawson and Kim (2009)
Dittmar and Drury (2000), LaRose (2001),
Koski (2004), Karbasivar and Yarahmadi
(2011), Tuttle (2014)

Rook and Fisher (1995), Koufaris (2002)
Greenfield (1999)

Koufaris (2002), Koski (2004), Moe and
Fader (2004), Dawson and Kim (2009)

Koufaris (2002), Koski (2004), Moe and
Fader (2004), Dawson and Kim (2009)
Rook (1987), Dittmar and Drury (2000),
LaRose (2001), Kacen (2003), Koski (2004)
Brown (1999), Chen-Yu and Seock (2002),
Kacen (2003), McCabe and Nowlis (2003),
Koski (2004), Peck and Childers (2006)
Brohan (2000), LaRose (2001), Koski (2004)
Huang and Oppewal (2006), Kukar-
Kinney and Close (2010)

Xiang et al., (2016)

Kim and Johnson (2016)
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Table 1.
Conceptual
framework for the
research questions

3.2 Encouraging and discouraging factors for online impulse buying (RQ2)

The literature review also reveals differentiating characteristics of the online and the offline
channels that can encourage or discourage impulse buying (Table I). Among the
encouraging factors with regard to online impulse buying, we find the following defining
characteristics of the internet: greater product assortment and variety, sophisticated
marketing techniques, credit cards, anonymity, lack of human contact and easy access and
convenience. First, greater assortment and product variety is one of the most influential
factors for online consumers in carrying out impulse purchases (Brohan, 2000; Chen-Yu and
Seock, 2002). Online stores have the capacity to offer greater assortment and variety than
physical stores, which are more limited by physical constraints.

Regarding the second factor, the use of advanced marketing techniques, such as
personalized emails based on purchasing history or with information about new products
and a direct link to the electronic store, can be highly effective in encouraging online impulse
buying (Koufaris, 2002; LaRose, 2001). Sales promotions devices, though they are also
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available at physical stores, seem to be more effective in online shopping. In the virtual
environment, the possibilities for multisensory stimulation are limited and sales promotions
and offers more easily grab consumers’ attention (Kacen, 2003). Furthermore, online
promotions can be more customized than offline promotions, so consumers will be more
likely to be offered products of specific, personal interest (Koski, 2004).

Third, credit cards can encourage impulse buying (Karbasivar and Yarahmadi, 2011;
Koski, 2004). This payment method is commonly used in offline purchases, but it is more
widespread in the online channel. Consequently, use of the online channel could encourage
more impulse buying than the offline channel. When using virtual payment methods, money
appears less real and consumers have the feeling that they are not really spending it
(Dittmar and Drury, 2000; Tuttle, 2014). Thus, the monetary consequences of making
(impulse) purchases are not perceived immediately (LaRose, 2001).

The anonymity and lack of human contact that the internet provides can also encourage
online impulse buying. According to Rook and Fisher (1995), impulse buying is more likely
to occur when the situation assures anonymity, so this characteristic may be an important
advantage of the internet over the physical store. Consumers may feel more comfortable
buying online those products which would make them feel embarrassed if purchased offline
(Koufaris, 2002). Similarly, we may state that, by and large, online consumers carry out their
purchases alone and in private; if the purchase is made offline, it is common to have physical
contact and interaction with other people (salespeople, companions). Taking into account
that human contact leads to a better control of the impulse to buy (Greenfield, 1999), its
absence may encourage impulse buying on the internet.

Finally, buying at physical stores is limited to a geographic location and to opening
hours; on the internet, these limitations disappear (Koufaris, 2002). Furthermore, access to
an online store does not entail any cost or effort on the part of the consumer (transportation,
parking, etc.), so the probability of a spontaneous visit, with no initial purchase plan but
ending up in an impulse buy, is higher online than offline (Moe and Fader, 2004). Also,
consumers browsing online are constantly exposed to products that they might like, even
though they are not intentionally searching for them, or plan to purchase them; and buying
these items is only one click away. This ease of completing transactions can lead to more
impulse buying than in the physical channel (Dawson and Kim, 2009; Koski, 2004; Koufaris,
2002).

Regarding the discouraging factors for online impulse buying, the specialized literature
identifies the following: delayed satisfaction or gratification, the impossibility of using
the five senses, easy comparisons, shipping and refund costs and easy access and
convenience (Table I). One of the defining elements of impulse buying is the urgent need to
possess the product; immediate possession provides satisfaction and encourages impulse
buying (Rook, 1987; LaRose, 2001). Consumers have to wait for product delivery when
buying online (in the context of physical goods), and this time lapse can deter them from
carrying out impulse buying (Kacen, 2003; Koski, 2004).

Impulse buying is the result of seeing, touching, hearing, smelling and/or tasting
(Underhill, 2009). However, the internet does not have the same capacity to stimulate the five
senses as does the physical store, and therefore, the online channel can be less encouraging
of impulsive buying than the offline channel (Kacen, 2003; Koski, 2004). Online stores can
only stimulate sound and sight, but they cannot do anything (at the moment) to appeal to the
other senses. This can be especially important in the context of clothing, where touch is a
fundamental sense that can trigger impulse buying (Peck and Childers, 2006).

The ease with which consumers can make comparisons online, and the existence of
shipping and/or refund costs, can also discourage online impulse buying. The internet



allows consumers to easily compare products and prices before making the purchase
decision (Brohan, 2000; LaRose, 2001; Koski, 2004). In addition, one of the most important
deterrent factors for online shopping is the cost of shipping and refunding merchandise
(Kukar-Kinney and Close, 2010). Consumers try to avoid these costs as much as possible.
Therefore, high shipping and refund costs can restrain their buying impulse.

Finally, easy access and convenience, while previously described as an encouraging
factor, may also be considered a discouraging factor. When the consumer carries out his
or her shopping in a physical store, he or she may more readily follow the impulse to
make the purchase to avoid the costs involved in returning to the store to make the
purchase later. In the online environment, coming back to the store does not entail much
effort, and consumers may better control their impulses and thus delay their purchase
decision (Moe and Fader, 2004).

3.3 The role of social networks in impulse buying behaviour (RQ3)

RQ3 explores the influence of social networks on impulse buying behaviour in the fashion
industry (clothing, shoes and accessories). Social media strongly affect individuals’
behaviours, and particularly consumer behaviour (IAB Spain, 2016). Social media users
share a wide spectrum of experiences, ranging from what they are in the mood to do that
day, to vigorously evaluating the products and services they consume (Anderson et al,
2011). This behaviour is leading consumers to influence others, through sharing pictures of
their purchases and offering recommendations. These actions can stimulate unplanned and
impulse buying (Xiang et al., 2016). Furthermore, recommendations and opinions not only
affect buying behaviours but also help to build favourable brand images, which also
stimulate impulse buying (Kim and Johnson, 2016).

Thus, we may expect that consumers will use information from social media to gain
ideas that can subsequently turn into purchase actions; after seeing a garment on social
media, the consumer may also search for it and buy it either online or at a physical store.
Moreover, previous research reveals that because of recommendations and photographs
showing purchases in social media, information coming from other consumers is the most
influential factor on consumer behaviour (Anderson et al, 2011; Xiang et al, 2016).
Therefore, this research explores whether users use social media as a tool to inspire their
purchases. At this point, it is important to note that the photograph or recommendation
shared by a consumer must represent an external stimulus that motivates the impulse
buying. That is, the recommendation is not a piece of information that the consumer has
been considering as part of his or her product research (within a planned purchase decision
process), but it is a stimulus that triggers the desire to acquire the product without further
deliberation.

Also, we aim at identifying which social networks affect impulse buying to a greater
extent. This knowledge would help fashion brand companies in their commercial strategies.
Specifically, we focus on the four social networks with the highest penetration rates and
which could therefore have the greatest impact on the fashion industry (AIMC -Asociacion
para la Investigacion de Medios de Comunicacion, 2016; IAB Spain, 2016): Facebook,
Twitter, Instagram and Pinterest.

4. Method

4.1 Data collection procedure

We conducted an online self-administered survey to address the research questions. The
sampling procedure consisted of a non-probabilistic, convenience sampling method
(Malhotra and Birks, 2007), obtaining a total of 243 questionnaires. The survey was
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structured in five sections. In the first section, introductory questions were asked regarding
the participants’ fashion product preferences and how frequently they bought clothing. The
second section gathered information about their impulse buying behaviour, both in the
offline channel and in the online channel (participants only answered the online-channel
questions if they had ever made any online purchase in the product category). If the
participants declared that they had made online purchases of clothing, shoes and/or
accessories, they answered the third block of questions regarding their perceptions about
the encouraging and discouraging factors associated with online impulse buying. The
participants who were users of social networks (regardless of the previous section) were
asked about their influence on their shopping behaviour. The fifth and last section gathered
the participants’ sociodemographic information (age, gender, occupation and their
experiences with the internet, social networks and online shopping).

4.2 Measurement instruments

The majority of the variables were measured using scales validated in prior studies,
with minor modifications to ensure contextual consistency. The Appendix shows the
full list of items used in the survey, together with the references used to measure
impulse buying (both online and offline) as well as the encouraging and discouraging
factors for online impulse buying. However, the items related to the influence of social
networks were developed for this present research, as we found no appropriate scale in
the literature. All the items used seven-point Likert scales. In addition, the section about
the use of social networks asked participants whether or not they were users of the four
networks (Facebook, Twitter, Instagram and Pinterest). If they were users, the
participant indicated whether he or she had ever seen a garment in that social network
and felt the need to buy it (1 = yes, 0 = no), as well as the probability of using it to carry
out purchases (1 = not at all likely; 7 = very likely).

4.3 Sample characteristics
Once the sample was refined by screening out questionnaires with mistakes and
inconsistencies, the final valid sample consisted of 212 participants. We used IBM SPSS
software (v22) to analyse the data. The characteristics of the sample appear in Table II. It
should be noted that, through the convenience nature of the sample, we were satisfied with
the sample profile because it showed similarities to recent studies about the use of the
internet and e-commerce (AIMC -Asociacion para la Investigacion de Medios de
Comunicacion, 2016; ONTSI -Observatorio Nacional de las Telecomunicaciones y de la
Sociedad de la Informacion, 2016), with the exception of gender. The majority of participants
in the survey were female (Table II). Although this consumer segment has been widely used
in research about the fashion industry (Luna and Bech-Larsen, 2004; Lee and Kim, 2008),
this imbalance represents a limitation of the current study.

Table II presents information for the three groups of participants and is used to analyse
all three research questions. Specifically, out of the 212 participants, 62.3 per cent (n = 132)
affirmed that they had carried out online purchases of clothing, shoes and/or accessories.
We used this subsample to compare the indices of impulsiveness for the online and the
offline channels (RQI), as well as to examine the impact of the encouraging and
discouraging factors for online impulse buying (RQ2). In addition, 81.1 per cent of
participants were social media users (» = 172), who were used for the analysis of the RQ3.



TOTAL Online clothing shoppers  Social media users

Variable (%) (%) (%)
Gender (female) 66.5 69.7 64.0
Age

Under 25 years old 30.7 36.4 349
Between 25 and 45 years old 41.0 477 448
Older than 45 years old 28.3 159 20.3
Occupation

Student 26.4 326 30.8
Worker 56.6 56.8 56.4
Other 17.0 10.6 12.8
Clothing shopping frequency (at least monthly) 454 55.3 477
Internet use experience (more than 5 years) 94.4 98.5 99.4
Social networks use experience (more than 5 81.1 879 90.7
years)

Online shopping experience (past 12 months) 67.9 93.2 785
TOTAL 212 132 172
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Table II.
Sample
characteristics

5. Data analysis and results

5.1 Impulse buying scales’ validation

Prior to the analysis of which channel is perceived as encouraging more impulse buying, we
checked the validity of the scales in two steps. First, we carried out an analysis of reliability
and dimensionality (Churchill, 1979; Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). Regarding the scales’
reliability, we based this on Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1970), considering a cut-off value
of 0.7 (Nunnally, 1978), and on the item-total correlations (Bagozzi, 1981), taking 0.3 as the
threshold value (Norusis, 1993). The dimensionality of the scales was examined through an
exploratory factorial analysis based on principal components (Hair ef al,, 1998). After this
exploratory analysis, two offline impulse buying items (IMPULZ2 and IMPLULS), and one
online impulse buying item (IMPULS), were removed from their corresponding scales.

The second step of the validation process consisted of a Confirmatory Factor Analysis
with the partial least squares (PLS) method and the SmartPLS 2.0 software (Ringle ef al.,
2005). The initial factor structure revealed that all the item loadings scored above the
recommended benchmark of 0.7 (Henseler et al, 2009), with the exception of the item
IMPULLI of the offline impulse buying scale (A = 0,600). This item was removed from the
scale. The composite reliabilities were above 0.65 (Joreskog and Sérbom, 1993), being p. =
0.886 for the offline impulsiveness scales and p,. = 0.936 for the online impulsiveness scale.
These results supported the internal consistency of the scales. In addition, the average
variance extracted (AVE) was higher than 0.5 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981) for both scales
(AVEipui ofr = 0.565; AVEjpu on = 0.647), assuring convergent validity. Finally,
discriminant validity was supported, as the square root of the AVE was higher than the
shared variance among the constructs (correlations) (Fornell and Larcker, 1981), and the
heterotrait-monotrait ratio (HTMT) was 0.534, below 0.85 (Henseler ef al., 2015).

5.2 Impulse buying offtine and online (RQ1)

Once the scales were validated, the items were summed to create indices of impulse buying,
following the procedure developed by Rook and Fisher (1995). Those participants who
scored above 60 per cent of the index (25.2 for the physical channel, 33.6 for the online
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Table III.

Indices and average
values of
impulsiveness of the
offline and online
channels

channel) were considered as impulsive. Table III shows the descriptive statistics and the
results of the analysis carried out to test RQI. It is observed that the average value of
perceived impulsiveness demonstrated in the offline channel was around the middle point of
the scale, and the percentage of impulsive participants was nearly 30 per cent. In the online
channel, the average value of impulsiveness was significantly lower than the middle point of
the scale, and less than 25 per cent of participants perceived this channel as leading to
impulse buying.

Next, we calculated the mean values of the indices to make them comparable. In line with
the previous results, the participants say they are more likely to plan their purchases (less
impulsive) in the online channel than in the offline channel. The results of a non-parametric
Wilcoxon test (Leech et al,, 2008) revealed that this difference was significant (Table III).
Finally, we directly asked participants which channel they considered to be associated with
more impulsiveness: 35.4 per cent ( = 75) chose the offline, whereas 10.8 per cent (n = 23)
chose the online (one sample chi® test: p = 0,000)[1]. Therefore, in response to RQI we may
conclude that, although the participants perceived that neither channel led them to carry out
impulse buying, the online channel was perceived as less impulsive than the offline channel.

5.3 Encouraging and discouraging factors of online impulse buying (RQ2)

Multiple regression analyses were carried out to analyse RQ2 (Hair et al, 1998). Taking into
account the limited sample size (# = 132), and that the diverse nature of the items prevented
us from grouping or reducing them to more reliable constructs, two separate regressions
were conducted, corresponding to the encouraging and the discouraging factors,
respectively. The dependent variable was the mean value of the impulsiveness perceived in
the online channel. All the variables were standardized prior to the analysis. The results of
the regressions showed that the encouraging factors had more explanatory power of online
impulse buying than the discouraging factors (adjusted R? 0,581 vs. 0,175) (Table IV).

The use of credit cards (MOT1), the greater product assortment and variety (MOT4) and
the possibility of receiving personalized recommendations (MOTS8), had a significant
positive impact on online impulse buying. The easy access and convenience (MOT?2) and the
lack of human contact (MOT6) also had a positive influence, although these effects were
only marginally significant (Table IV). However, the anonymity that the internet offers
(MOTH5) had a marginally significant negative effect. This result is somewhat unexpected,
given that the specialized literature states that impulsive buying is likely to occur in
contexts that provide anonymity (Rook and Fisher, 1995).

Regarding the discouraging factors, they did not have the proposed influence, with the
exception of the ease by which the internet allows the making of comparisons (DMOT5)
(Table IV). However, we found several unexpected results. First, the existence of shipping

Average
impulsiveness One sample #-test % impulsive Related samples
Channel index (significance) participants M (SD)  Wilcoxon test
Offline channel® 20.81 —0.342 (0.733) 28.3 347 (1.32) 0.000
Online channel” 25.73 —2.249 (0.026) 24.2 322 (1.44)

Notes: *Group size: n = 212; reference value for the one simple T test = 21; % impulsive participants above
29.4 PGroup size: n = 127; reference value for the one simple T test = 28; % impulsive participants
above 33.6




and refund costs (DMOT4) had a significant, positive influence on online impulse buying
(Table IV). This result is in line with previous studies (Huang and Oppewal, 2006) and could
be explained by the fact that some online stores offer free shipping in exchange for a
minimum purchase volume; this circumstance may lead to higher spending on spontaneous
purchases. Second, the factors related to delayed gratification and satisfaction (DMOT6 and
DMOTY7) had a positive impact on online impulse buying (Table IV). The literature review
showed that immediate possession provides satisfaction and thus encourages impulse
buying (LaRose, 2001), and the lack of it on the online environment could prevent consumers
from impulsively buying online (Kacen, 2003; Koski, 2004). However, our results are in line
with those of Dittmar and Drury (2000) who argue that consumers derive satisfaction from
the buying process itself, and not just from having the product. Thus, feeling the thrill while
waiting for a product after buying it online may encourage impulse buying.

5.4 Influence of social media on impulse buying (RQ3)

For the analysis of RQ3, we examined those participants who used social networks (z =
172). Table V shows the descriptive usage data for each social network considered. The
data are consistent with recent studies, Facebook being the most used social network,
followed by Instagram, which has overtaken Twitter and confirms the growth of this
social network (AIMC -Asociacion para la Investigacion de Medios de Comunicacidn,
2016; IAB Spain, 2016). It should be noted that, although Pinterest is the least used

Encouraging Discouraging
Model:
ANOVA F(g_ 131) = 23735,1) =0.000 F(7_ 126) = 4973,1) =0.000
Adjusted R* 0581 0175
Predictors B t y) B t p
MOT1 0.200 2.748 0.007 DMOT1 0.054 0.623 0.534
MOT2 0.129 1.688 0.094 DMOT?2 —0.050 —0.588 0.557
MOT3 0.118 1.447 0.150 DMOT3 0.084 0.978 0.330
MOT4 0.281 3.147 0.002 DMOT4 0.182 2.091 0.039
MOT5 —0.181 —1.798 0.075 DMOT5 —0.197 —2.330 0.021
MOT6 0.187 1.896 0.060 DMOT®6 0.268 3.288 0.001
MOT7 0.056 0.787 0.433 DMOT?7 0.245 2.886 0.005
MOTS 0.279 3.312 0.001
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TableIV.

Multiple regressions
of the encouraging
and discouraging
factors of online
impulse buying

Purchase intention

Social network Users (N = 172) Freq. (%) % impulse usage® Mean (SD)°
Facebook 165 (95.9) 53.3 4.06 (2.21)
Twitter 59 (34.3) 6.7 1.99 (1.55)
Instagram 90 (52.3) 73.0 4.33(2.38)
Pinterest 28 (16.3) 57.7 4.04 (2.44)

Noets: *Significant differences (p = 0.015) (non-parametric Cochran Q test for related samples; "Significant
differences (p < 0.05) between Twitter and the other social networks (related samples T tests)
Source: Leech et al. (2008)

Table V.

Use of social
networks and
influence on impulse
buying of clothing
and accessories
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Table VI.

Influence of social
networks on impulse
buying behavior

social network, 80.7 per cent of its users are online buyers of clothing and accessories.
In addition, users of each social network indicated whether they had ever seen a
garment on these platforms and had felt the need to buy that item, as well as their
purchase intention through the social network. Instagram stood out as the social
network than most affects impulse buying, followed by Facebook and Pinterest;
Twitter received the lowest scores (Table V).

Finally, we asked the participants about the influence of social media on impulse buying.
Three comparisons were carried out:

(1) buyers and non-buyers of clothing and accessories;
(2) impulsive and planned buyers in the offline channel; and
(3) impulsive and planned buyers in the online channel[2].

Descriptive data and results of the analyses are in Table VI. Online buyers gave
significantly higher scores than non-buyers to all the items; however, participants’
answers were below the midpoint of the scale (except for the IMP_SN1). In addition,
online buyers on average used more social networks than non-buyers. Similar results
were obtained for participants with high and low levels of impulsiveness. In both
channels, impulsive buyers perceived social networks to encourage their impulse
buying behaviour to a great extent. Only the item IMP_SN3 was below the midpoint of
the scale (Table VI). In sum, the results indicate that social networks are not generally
perceived as tools that stimulate impulse buying to a great extent, even though they are
acknowledged as a source of ideas and inspire purchases of clothing and accessories.

As previously indicated, the items to capture the influence of social networks on
impulse buying were built ad hoc for the current study, as it was not possible to find a
validated scale in the literature. In our view, it is interesting to analyse the validity of
this scale. Although the development of a scale is outside the scope of this research, it
may have utility for future research. The scale showed adequate indices of reliability
(Cronbach’s a = 0.867; item-total correlations > 0,314) and dimensionality (only one
Eigen value greater than the unit explained 65.60 per cent of the variance). The
confirmatory factor analysis yielded one item with a loading below 0.7 (IMP_SN3).
After removing this item, all the remaining analyses were satisfactory (As > 0.822; p. =
0.913; AVE = 0.725 the square root of which was above the correlations with the rest of
variables; HTMT = 0.581). Thus, the four-item scale can represent a valid measure of
the influence of social networks on impulse buying behaviour.

Online buyers Offline impulsiveness Online impulsiveness
Yes (n=122) No(n=50) High(n=72) Low (»n=100) High(=52) Low (n="70)

Item M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
IMP_SN1 488(193) 348(1.98*  5.14(2.02) 3.99 (1.93)* 5.67 (1.57) 4.29 (1.95)*
IMP_SN2 390(1.99) 200141 421212 2.73 (1.72)* 4.88(1.71) 3.17 (1.87)*
IMP_SN3 317(1.82) 218(1.57)*  3.26(1.93) 2.61 (1.67)* 3.35(1.77) 3.04 (1.86)
IMP_SN4 373(212) 228(1.69*  4.22(2.14) 2.65 (1.82)* 4.75 (1.84) 2.97 (2.00)*
IMP_SN5 374(201) 264 (1.75%  4.26(1.93) 2.81 (1.82)* 4.65 (1.74) 3.06 (1.94)*
No.SSNNused  2.09(0.87) 174 (0.75*  2.02(0.90) 1.96 (0.82) 2.29 (0.85) 1.94 (0.87)*

Notes: *Significant differences (p < 0.05); Mann-Withney U non-parametric tests
Source: Leech et al. (2008)




6. Conclusions

This research tries to offer a better understanding of the current role of impulse buying.
Traditionally, impulse buying has had an important influence on consumer behaviour.
However, the growth of the internet and social networks may provoke changes in
behavioural patterns towards more planned and rational purchase processes (Experian
Marketing Services, 2013). Taking this question as a starting point, this research
reviews the specialized literature about the concept of impulse buying, paying special
attention to the phenomenon in the online channel and tries to uncover the factors or
characteristics of this medium that can encourage and discourage this behaviour. In
addition, considering the emerging influence of social media on consumer behaviour
(Xiang et al., 2016), the influence of social networks on impulse buying has been
explored.

The results of the analysis offer several conclusions and implications. First, we must
reject the notion defended by authors such as Banjo and Germano (2014) who advocate that
rigorous planning will end impulse buying. According to our findings, almost 30 per cent of
offline consumers, and 25 per cent of online consumers, consider themselves impulsive
buyers. When comparing both channels, we must note that impulse buying is determined by
the senses’ capacity to generate a sudden response, and it has a strong hedonic component,
which leads to a decision without further deliberation (Sharma ef al, 2010). Thus, the
physical store is still superior in terms of sensory stimulation, which can trigger the
emotional and unconscious response that leads to the buying impulse to a greater extent
than the online channel (Peck and Childers, 2006; Krishna, 2012). Nevertheless, our results
point to the possibility that the degree of impulsivity may depend more on personal factors
than on channel factors; for our sample, we observed that the participants who perceived
themselves as impulsive in the offline channel also perceived they were impulsive in the
online channel, and vice versa (Pearson correlation between the two indices: » = 0.649; p =
0.000).

Second, the regression analyses showed that encouraging factors are more
influential for online impulse buying than the discouraging factors. The ease of
payment, the greater variety and the existence of personalized recommendations can be
powerful tools to encourage impulsive buying through this channel. However, the
results regarding the privacy that the internet provides are somewhat confusing: lack
of human contact can boost impulse buying, whereas anonymity can restrain it. In a
similar vein, the analysis regarding the convenience of the internet (easy access and
comfort), which was proposed as both an encouraging and a discouraging factor of
online impulse buying, did not offer conclusive results. Finally, factors that were
alleged to undermine online impulse buying were revealed as just the opposite:
shipping and refund costs, and delayed gratification, can indeed encourage this
behaviour. Despite the exploratory nature of this research, and the caution with which
our results must be treated, these findings may offer important implications for retail
managers operating in both the online and the offline channels.

Third, social networks can play a relevant role in motivating impulse buying
behaviour. The results of this research reveal that Facebook and Instagram have a
great degree of penetration; moreover, the participants acknowledged that these social
networks had triggered some impulse buying and showed a notable intention to use
them to make purchases. On the contrary, Twitter is the social network with the lowest
potential to inspire impulse buying. This result may be explained by the fact that
Twitter offers less visual support than the other social networks; although Twitter
incorporates photograph functionality, it is fundamentally a text-based platform. If a
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buying impulse is provoked by a sensory stimulation, the lack of an image that usually
accompanies a tweet can represent a limitation. Again, these results offer opportunities
for effective management of social media by fashion brand companies.

Finally, online buyers of clothing and accessories consider social networks as a source of
inspiration that can trigger their buying behaviour. As expected, the influence of social
networks on impulse buying was evidenced for those individuals who consider themselves
as impulsive, both in the offline and the online channels. This result confirms the potential of
social media to affect shopping behaviour (Xiang et al., 2016). Furthermore, this research
offers the first step for the validation of a scale that effectively measures the influence of
social media on impulse buying behaviour.

6.1 Limitations and future vesearch lines

This research has several limitations that should be addressed in future research lines.
First, the validity of the empirical study is limited by the sampling plan (non-
probabilistic, convenience sampling) and the low sample size. In addition, the sample
was very largely made up of women, which biases the analysis and interpretation of
results. As a consequence, this investigation can be considered as merely exploratory
and the results cannot be generalizable. Further research should use large,
representative samples, using probabilistic sampling methods, to confirm or refute our
findings.

The second limitation is related to the measurement of the study variables. The
items used in the questionnaire were based on the specialized literature (Appendix).
Regarding the impulse buying indices, we were able to use previously validated scales.
However, for the measurement of the encouraging and discouraging factors of the
online impulse buying, a parsimony criterion was used and we considered only one or
two items to measure each factor. This prevents us from obtaining conclusive results
from the analysis. Along the same lines, we were not able to find scales to measure the
influence of social networks on impulse buying. Future studies are needed to analyse
this behaviour in depth and to identify and develop scales for their correct
measurement.

Third, this research explores impulse buying behaviour for only one type of product.
Previous research has demonstrated differences on impulse buying depending on product
characteristics, such as price, materials, or quality perceptions (Amos et al., 2014). Therefore,
future research should take into account the impact of product or other situational
characteristics (e.g. degree of involvement) when analysing impulse buying behaviour in the
offline and online channels.

Notes

1. It must be noted that 11.8% (n = 25) indicated that both channels were equally impulsive, and
4.2% (n =9) declared that none of them was.

2. Only social media users were considered for the analyses (n = 172). In this way, for the offline
channel, we set the percentile 60 of the impulsiveness index (23.0) as the cutoff to split the
sample into high and low impulsive buyers. Regarding the online channel, we only included
those participants who were social media users and also buyers of clothing and accessories
online (n = 122). The cutoff in the online impulsiveness index was also set in the percentile 60
(29.0).



References

AIMC -Asociacion para la Investigacion de Medios de Comunicacion (2016), “18° Navegantes en la red.
Marzo 2016”, available at: http:/bit.ly/21'T1Ypr (accessed 8 August 2016).

Amos, C., Holmes, G.R. and Keneson, W.C. (2014), “A meta-analysis of consumer impulsive buying”,
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 21 No. 2, pp. 86-97.

Anderson, ].C. and Gerbing, D.W. (1988), “Structural equation modelling in practice: a review and
recommended two-step approach”, Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 103 No. 3, pp. 411-423.

Anderson, M., Sims, J., Price, J. and Brusa, J. (2011), “Turning ‘like’ to ‘buy’ social media emerges as a
commerce channel”, Booz and Company Inc, available at: http:/pwc.to/2kxna3V (accessed 8
May 2016).

Applebaum, W. (1951), “Studying consumer behavior in retail stores”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 16
No. 2, pp. 72-178.

Badgaiyan, A.J. and Verma, A. (2014), “Intrinsic factors affecting impulsive buying behavior: evidence
from India”, Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 21 No. 4, pp. 537-549.

Bagozzi, R.P. (1981), “Structural equation model in marketing research: basic principles”, in Principles
of Marketing Research, Blackwell, Oxford, pp. 317-385.

Banjo, S. and Germano, S. (2014), “The end of the impulse shopper — the web has made consumers more
intentional, smarter”, Wall Street Journal, 25 November, available at: http://on.wsj.com/1vh4mjq
(accessed 6 June 2016).

Beatty, S.E. and Ferrell, MLE. (1998), “Impulse buying: modeling its precursors”, Journal of Retailing,
Vol. 74 No. 2, pp. 169-191.

Brohan, M. (2000), “Gotta have it”, Internet Retailer, 26 December, available at: http:/bit.ly/2kGeeV5
(accessed 21 February 2016).

Brown, S.H. (1999), “Online food shopping lacks spontaneity”, Electronic Business, Vol. 25 No. 11,
p. 142.

Chen-Yu, J.H. and Seock, Y K. (2002), “Adolescents’ clothing purchase motivations, information sources,
and store selection criteria: a comparison of male/female and impulse/nonimpulse shoppers”,
Family and Consumer Sciences Research Journal, Vol. 31 No. 1, pp. 50-77.

Churchill, G. (1979), “A paradigm for developing better measures of marketing constructs”, Journal of
Marketing Research, Vol. 16 No. 1, pp. 64-73.

Clover, V.T. (1950), “Relative importance of impulse-buying in retail stores”, Journal of Marketing,
Vol. 15 No. 1, pp. 66-70.

CNMC -Comisién Nacional de los Mercados y la Competencia (2016), “El comercio electronico supera en
Espafia los 5.300 millones de euros en el tercer trimestre de 2015, un 29,2% mas que el afio
anterior”, available at: http://bit.ly/2akw6oP (accessed 17 May 2016).

Cronbach, L.J. (1970), Essentials of Psychological Testing, Harper & Row, New York, NY.

Dawson, S. and Kim, M. (2009), “External and internal trigger cues of impulse buying online”, Direct
Marketing: An International Journal, Vol. 3 No. 1, pp. 20-34.

Dittmar, H. and Drury, J. (2000), “Self-image—is it in the bag? A qualitative comparison between
‘ordinary’ and ‘excessive’ consumers”, Journal of Economic Psychology, Vol. 21 No. 2,
pp. 109-142.

Du Pont de Nemours and Co. (1945/1949/1954/1959/1965), Consumer Buying Habits Studies, Du Pont de
Nemours and Company, Wilmington, DE.

Eurostat (2017), “About two thirds of internet users in the EU shopped online in 2016”, available at:
http://bit.ly/IVRICKT (accessed 14 February 2017).

Experian Marketing Services (2013), “Habitos de compra offline y online del consumidor espariol en el
sector retail”, available at: http://bit.ly/1syJblm (accessed 8 May 2016).

Impact of
social media

57



http://bit.ly/2lT1Ypr
http://pwc.to/2kxna3V
http://on.wsj.com/1vh4mjq
http://bit.ly/2kGeeV5
http://bit.ly/2akw6oP
http://bit.ly/1VR9CKT
http://bit.ly/1syJb1m

SIME
221

58

Fornell, C. and Larcker, D.F. (1981), “Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable
variables and measurement error”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 18 No. 1, pp. 39-50.

Google Consumer Barometer (2015), “The smart shopper: research and purchase behavior (ROPO)”,
available at: https://goo.gl/vb50YY (accessed 25 January 2017).

Greenfield, D.N. (1999), “Psychological characteristics of compulsive internet use: a preliminary
analysis”, Cyberpsychology & Behavior, Vol. 2 No. 5, pp. 403-412.

Gupta, P. (2011), “Shopping impulses, online vs off”, The New York Times, 2 December, available at:
http:/nyti.ms/2ledrY8 (accessed 26 December 2016)

Hair, J.F. Jr, Anderson, R.E., Tatham, R.L. and Black, W.C. (1998), Multivariate Data Analysis, Prentice
Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C.M. and Sarstedt, M. (2015), “A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity in
variance-based structural equation modeling”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science,
Vol. 43 No. 1, pp. 115-135.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C.M. and Sinkovics, R. (2009), “The use of partial least squares path modeling in
international marketing”, Advances in International Marketing, Vol. 20, pp. 277-319.
Huang, Y. and Oppewal, H. (2006), “Why consumers hesitate to shop online: an experimental choice

analysis of grocery shopping and the role of delivery fees”, International Journal of Retail &
Distribution Management, Vol. 34 Nos 4/5, pp. 334-353.

TAB Spain (2016), “Estudio anual de redes sociales”, available at: http://bit.ly/1qDIgvy (accessed 11
May 2016).
INE -Instituto Nacional de Estadistica (2015), “Encuesta sobre equipamiento y uso de Tecnologias de

Informacién y Comunicacion en los hogares”, available at: www.ine.es/prensa/np933.pdf
(accessed 11 April 2016).

Javadi, M.H.M.,, Dolatabadi, H.R., Nourbakhsh, M., Poursaeedi, A. and Asadollahi, AR. (2012), “An
analysis of factors affecting on online shopping behavior of consumers”, International Journal of
Marketing Studies, Vol. 4 No. 5, pp. 81-98.

Jeffrey, S.A. and Hodge, R. (2007), “Factors influencing impulse buying during an online purchase”,
Electronic Commerce Research, Vol. 7 Nos 3/4, pp. 367-379.

Joreskog, K. and Sorbom, D. (1993), LISREL 8 Structural Equation Modeling with the SIMPLIS
Command Language, Scientific Software International, Chicago, IL.

Kacen, J.J. (2003), “Bricks and clicks and the buying impulse: an investigation of consumer impulse
buying behavior in an online and traditional retail environment”, European Advances in
Consumer Research, Vol. 6, pp. 271-276.

Kacen, JJ. and Lee, J.A. (2002), “The influence of culture on consumer impulsive buying behavior”,
Journal of Consumer Psychology, Vol. 12 No. 2, pp. 163-176.

Kacen, JJ., Hess, J.D. and Walker, D. (2012), “Spontaneous selection: the influence of product and
retailing factors on consumer impulse purchases”, Journal of Retailing & Consumer Services,
Vol. 19 No. 6, pp. 578-588.

Karbasivar, A. and Yarahmadi, H. (2011), “Evaluating effective factors on consumer impulse
buying behavior”, Asian Journal of Business Management Studies, Vol. 2 No. 4,
pp. 174-181.

Kearney, A.T. (2013), “Recasting the retail store in today’s ommnichannel world”, available at: http://
bit.ly/2kFIQY0 (accessed 16 April 2016).

Kim, A J. and Johnson, K.K. (2016), “Power of consumers using social media: examining the influences
of brand-related user-generated content on Facebook”, Computers in Human Behavior, Vol. 58,
pp. 98-108.

Kim, S. and Eastin, M.S. (2011), “Hedonic tendencies and the online consumer: an investigation of the
online shopping process”, Journal of Internet Commerce, Vol. 10 No. 1, pp. 68-90.


https://goo.gl/vb5OYY
http://nyti.ms/2le4rY8
http://bit.ly/1qDIgvy
http://www.ine.es/prensa/np933.pdf
http://bit.ly/2kFlQY0
http://bit.ly/2kFlQY0

Kollat, D.T. and Willett, R.P. (1969), “Is impulse purchasing really a useful concept for marketing
decisions?”, The Journal of Marketing, Vol. 33 No. 1, pp. 79-83.

Koski, N. (2004), “Impulse buying on the internet: encouraging and discouraging factors”, Frontiers of
E-Business Research, Vol. 4, pp. 23-35.

Koufaris, M. (2002), “Applying the technology acceptance model and flow theory to online consumer
behavior”, Information Systems Research, Vol. 13 No. 2, pp. 205-223.

Krishna, A. (2012), “An integrative review of sensory marketing: engaging the senses to affect
perception, judgment and behaviour”, Journal of Consumer Psychology, Vol. 22 No. 3,
pp. 332-351.

Kukar-Kinney, M. and Close, A.G. (2010), “The determinants of consumers’ online shopping cart
abandonment”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 38 No. 2, pp. 240-250.

LaRose, R. (2001), “On the negative effects of e-commerce: a sociocognitive exploration of unregulated
on-line buying”, Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, Vol. 6 No. 3, available at: http:/
bit.ly/2kRzZCb (accessed 29 May 2016).

Lee, HH. and Kim, J. (2008), ” “The effects of shopping orientations on consumers’ satisfaction with

product search and purchases in a multi-channel environment”, Journal of Fashion Marketing
and Management: An International Journal, Vol. 12 No. 2, pp. 193-216.

Leech, N.L., Barret, K.C. and Morgan, G.A. (2008), SPSS for Intermediate Statistics, 3rd ed., Taylor and
Francis Group, New York, NY.

Lim, L. and Yazdanifard, P.R. (2015), “What internal and external factors influence impulsive buying
behavior in online shopping?”, Global Journal of Management and Business Research, Vol. 15
No. 5, available at: http://bit.ly/2IT2FiB (accessed 16 May 2016).

Luna, R. and Bech-Larsen, T. (2004), “La compra por impulso de productos de alimentacién”,
Investigacion y Marketing, Vol. 82, pp. 6-12.

Luna, R. and Quintanilla, I. (2000), “El modelo de compra ACB. Una nueva conceptualizacion de la
compra por impulso”, Esic Market, Vol. 106, pp. 151-163.

McCabe, D.B. and Nowlis, S.M. (2003), “The effect of examining actual products or product descriptions
on consumer preference”, Journal of Consumer Psychology, Vol. 13 No. 4, pp. 431-439.

McDonald, A. and Cranor, L.F. (2010), “Beliefs and behaviors: internet users’ understanding of
behavioral advertising”, TPRC 2010, available at: https://ssrn.com/abstract=1989092 (accessed 4
March 2016).

Malhotra, N. and Birks, D. (2007), Marketing Research. An Applied Approach, 3rd ed., Pearson, London.

Marketingdirecto (2012), “El 68% de los consumidores realiza sus compras de forma impulsiva”,
available at: http://bit.ly/2kFqWTY (accessed 11 April 2016).

Mihi¢, M. and Kursan, 1. (2010), “Assessing the situational factors and impulsive buying behavior:
market segmentation approach”, Management: Journal of Contemporary Management Issues,
Vol. 15 No. 2, pp. 47-66.

Moe, W.W. and Fader, P.S. (2004), “Dynamic conversion behavior at e-commerce sites”, Management
Science, Vol. 50 No. 3, pp. 326-335.

Muruganantham, G. and Bhakat, R.S. (2013), “A review of impulse buying behavior”, International
Journal of Marketing Studies, Vol. 5 No. 3, pp. 149-160.

Norusis, M.J. (1993), SPSS: Statistical Data Analysis, SPSS Inc, Chicago, IL.
Nunnally, J.C. (1978), Psychometric Theory, 2nd ed., McGraw-Hill, New York, NY.

ONTSI -Observatorio Nacional de las Telecomunicaciones y de la Sociedad de la Informacién (2016),
“Estudio sobre comercio electrénico B2C 2015”, available at: http://bit.ly/2go0uAh (accessed 25
November 2016).

Peck, J. and Childers, T.L. (2006), “If I touch it I have to have it: individual and environmental influences
on impulse purchasing”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 59 No. 6, pp. 765-769.

Impact of
social media

59



http://bit.ly/2kRzZCb
http://bit.ly/2kRzZCb
http://bit.ly/2lT2FiB
https://ssrn.com/abstract=1989092
http://bit.ly/2kFqWTY
http://bit.ly/2go0uAh

SIME
221

60

PWC (2016), “They say they want a revolution: total Retail 2016”, available at: http:/pwc.to/2kRAxYL
(accessed 16 May 2016).

Reibstein, DJ. (2002), “What attracts customers to online stores, and what keeps them coming back?”,
Journal of the academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 30 No. 4, pp. 465-473.

Riegner, C. (2007), “Word of mouth on the web: the impact of web 2.0 on consumer purchase decisions”,
Jouwrnal of Advertising Research, Vol. 47 No. 4, pp. 436-447.

Ringle, CM., Wende, S. and Will, A. (2005), SmartPLS, available at: www.smartpls.de (accessed 2
September 2017).

Roberts, J.A. and Jones, E. (2001), “Money attitudes, credit card use, and compulsive buying among
American college students”, Journal of Consumer Affairs, Vol. 35 No. 2, pp. 213-240.

Rodriguez, S. (2013), “El rol de Internet en la compra de articulos de moda”, Ecommerce News, available
at: http://bit.1y/210h227Z (accessed 8 May 2016).

Rook, D.W. (1987), “The buying impulse”, Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 14 No. 2, pp. 189-199.

Rook, D.W. and Fisher, R]. (1995), “Normative influences on impulsive buying behavior”, Journal of
Consumer Research, Vol. 22 No. 3, pp. 305-313.

Rook, D.W. and Hoch, S. (1985), “Consuming impulses”, Advances in Consumer Research, Vol. 12,
pp. 23-27.

Sharma, P., Sivakumaran, B. and Marshall, R. (2010), “Impulse buying and variety seeking: a trait-
correlates perspective”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 63 No. 3, pp. 276-283.

Stern, H. (1962), “The significance of impulse buying today”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 26 No. 2,
pp. 59-62.

Swinyard, W.R. and Smith, S.M. (2003), “Why people (don’t) shop online: a lifestyle study of the internet
consumer”, Psychology & Marketing, Vol. 20 No. 7, pp. 567-597.

Tuttle, B. (2014), “The big reason to beware Twitter and Facebook’s ‘buy’ buttons”, available at: http://
ti.me/1wcXIz3 (accessed 17 May 2016).

Underhill, P. (2009), Why We Buy: The Science of Shopping—Updated and Revised for the Internet, the
Global Consumer, & beyond, Simon and Schuster, New York, NY.

Verhagen, T. and van Dolen, W. (2011), “The influence of online store beliefs on consumer online
impulse buying: a model and empirical application”, Information and Management, Vol. 48
No. 8, pp. 320-327.

Xiang, L., Zheng, X., Lee, MK. and Zhao, D. (2016), “Exploring consumers’ impulse buying behavior on
social commerce platform: the role of parasocial interaction”, International Journal of
Information Management, Vol. 36 No. 3, pp. 333-347.

Youn, S. and Faber, R ]. (2000), “Impulse buying: its relation to personality traits and cues”, Advances in
Consumer Research, Vol. 27, pp. 179-185.


http://pwc.to/2kRAxYL
http://www.smartpls.de
http://bit.ly/2l0h22Z
http://ti.me/1wcXIz3
http://ti.me/1wcXIz3

Appendix

Item References
Impulse buying (offline and online)
IMPULL [ often buy things spontaneously Kacen and Lee (2002),
IMPUL2  “Just do it” describes the way I buy things Rook and Fisher (1995)
IMPUL3  Toften buy things without thinking
IMPUL4  “Iseeit, I buy it” describes my shopping behaviour
IMPUL5  “Buy now, think about it later” describes my shopping behaviour
IMPUL6  Sometimes I feel like buying things on the spur-of-the-moment
IMPUL7  Ibuy things according to how I feel at the moment
IMPULS8 [ carefully plan most of my purchases (reversed item)
IMPUL9  Sometimes I am a bit reckless about what I buy
Encouraging and discouraging factors of online impulse buying: On the internet, compared with the physical
store. . .
MOT1 I care less about how much I spend when I use my credit card, sol  Javadi et al. (2012), Kim
tend to buy more spontaneously and Eastin (2011),
MOT2 T am able to make purchase anytime, so I tend to buy more McDonald and Cranor
spontaneously (2010), Mihi¢ and Kursan
MOT3 I can search and buy more easily, so I tend to buy more (2010), Peck and Childers
spontaneously (2006), Roberts and Jones
MOT4 There is a greater variety of clothes and accessories, so I tend to (2001), Swinyard and
buy more spontaneously Smith (2003)
MOT5 I can buy when nobody sees me, so I tend to buy more
spontaneously
MOT6 I can buy alone and without company, so I tend to buy more
spontaneously
MOT7 I can get promotions and discounts which make me buy more
spontaneously
MOTS8 Websites offer recommendations based on my previous purchases
and this can make me buy more spontaneously
DMOT1  Ican take as much time as I need to think of the purchase and take
a decision, so I tend to control my impulses better
DMOT2 I cannot see, touch and try on the garments before buying them,
so [ tend to control my impulses better
DMOT3  The atmosphere of the physical store (music, aromas, lighting,
product arrangement. . .) encourages me to buy more impulsively
than in an online store (reversed item)
DMOT4  Itend to control my buying impulses better when there are
shipping and refund costs
DMOT5 I usually visit several websites to search for information and
compare prices of a product I like before making the shopping
decision
DMOT6  Ihave to wait until the product is delivered, so I tend to control
my impulses better
DMOT?7  1like to fell the thrill of waiting for the product delivery when I

buy it online

Impulsiveness of social networks

IMP_SN1

IMP_SN2

Social networks are a good source to inspire my purchases of Own development
clothing and accessories

When I see a garment on a social network, I often search for it

online to buy it

(continued)
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Table Al
Items used in the
questionnaire
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IMP_SN3 When I see a garment on a social network, I often search for it
offline to buy it
IMP_SN4 Sometimes I have seen a garment on a social network from one of
my contacts and I have felt the impulse of buying it
62 IMP_SN5 = Sometimes I feel attracted by clothes and accessories shared by
my contacts on social networks

Note: The items that were removed during the validation process of the scales (IMPUL1, IMPUL2 and
Table Al IMPLS of the offline impulse buying; IMPULS of the online impulse buying) appear in italics
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