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Abstract

The growth of new technological innovations has given rise to a highly digitized retailing world
that is re-defining the consumer purchase journey. Innovations, such as Amazon’s Alexa, Dash-
buttons (physical and virtual), and Spark, have indeed led to the creation of an Omni-channel
journey that reshaped the shopping experience. Such tech-disruptions are likely to have a
significant bearing on shoppers, brands and retailers, which is expected to vary between the short
and the long-term. A quantitative research based on 600 U.S. Amazon customers studied the long-
term incremental sales effect of e-retailers' tech innovations when driven by impulsive shopping
behavior. The findings show that while retailers’ tech-driven solutions would increase shoppers’
impulsiveness, and hence sales, their continued interaction with such purchasing solutions would
decline over time, making the overall innovation cycle much shorter.

Keywords: Disruptive technology; E-commerce; WOM; impulsive buying; affective experience;
Amazon

Introduction

The expansion and growth of new technological innovations have given rise to a highly digitized
retailing world that is re-defining the consumer purchase journey (Farah et al., 2019). This
phenomenon has created a multitude of new touch points that are blurring the boundaries between
the online and the offline worlds. Such innovations have the peculiarity of enhancing the
interaction between retailers and customers, increasing the latter’s overall satisfaction, and
amplifying their loyalty to progressive retailers (Fang et al., 2016; Ramadan and Farah, 2017;
Ramadan et al., 2017; Ramadan et al., 2019).

Retailer-driven technological innovations, such as Amazon’s Alexa, Dash-buttons (physical
and virtual), and Spark, have indeed led to the creation of an Omni-channel journey that reshaped
the shopping experience, yet have limited consumer exposure to other choices in the market (Farah
and Ramadan, 2017; Ramadan, 2019a). While the Amazon Dash button consists of a small wireless
brand-specific button that allows Amazon prime members to reorder specific products by simply

pressing it, Alexa as well as the virtual Dash Buttons have taken over to provide a more seamless



reordering process. Furthermore, Amazon’s own social platform, Spark, designed to help people
link with those with similar interests and ease their product discovery has developed further the
notion of social shopping.

While consumers seem to obtain immediate gratification due to the ease of purchase through
these innovations, the loss of exposure to other options would lead to purchase impulsiveness
(Singh, 2017). Furthermore, their usage is expected to lead shopper to an underlying dependency
on impulsiveness, where preferred products are directly purchased (Farah and Ramadan, 2017,
Ramadan et al., 2019). In 2013, 62% of retail sales were based on highly profitable impulsive
purchase behaviour (Ayadi et al., 2013). Interestingly, a more recent study conducted by Slickdeals
in 2018 advanced that the average American consumer spends more than $324,000 on impulse
purchases throughout his/her adulthood stage. These figures were compiled based on findings
reflecting an average of three impulsive purchases per week (or roughly 156 purchases per year).
Hence, a typical American consumer is believed to spend impulsively $450 per month, or $5,400
a year (Fool, 2018; O’Brien, 2018).

Nevertheless, as the impulsive behaviour starts to turn into a habit, consumers typically become
more aware of the consequences associated with their purchase decision (Amos ef al., 2014). With
time, the triggering stimulus is expected to weaken as the shopper becomes increasingly aware of
his/her impulsive purchase behaviour caused by the availability of these innovations in one’s
surrounding.

The extant literature in relation to the innovative Amazon technological purchase solutions,
affecting impulsive behaviour that piggy-back on prior affective experience with brands is still
largely underdeveloped (Melero ef al., 2016). Nevertheless, such tech-disruptions are likely to
have a significant bearing on the key market constituents, namely shoppers, brands and retailers,
which is expected to vary between the short and the long-term.

Accordingly, this study aims to fill a sizeable gap in relation to the viability of purchase
solutions when built around technological innovations, as these come with undeniable risks and
opportunities to shoppers, brands and retailers alike. Hence, the paper specifically examines the
tendency for shoppers to reuse these solutions based on their: (1) impulsiveness; (2) affective
experience with brands bought through Amazon’s purchasing solutions, which are typically based
on passion, intimacy and positive emotions and opinions (Albert et al., 2013) that consumers

exhibit towards a specific brand; and, last but not least, (3) perpetrated word-of-mouth (WOM)



endorsement linked to the reordering process. As such, the paper will first develop the conceptual
framework through a literature review discussing the aforementioned relationships. It discusses
the underlying hypotheses linking shoppers’ impulsiveness and their affective brand experience,
and WOM to their continued interaction with Amazon’s innovative purchase solutions. The
adopted research methodology is then described alongside the constructs validation process and
the model estimation. The paper concludes on the discussion of the findings and their implications

both for academics and practitioners.

Conceptual Framework

The effects of the affective experience with brands bought through Amazon’s tech-driven purchase

solutions on shoppers’ impulsiveness

The impulsive buying behaviour of consumers is defined as a sudden, often persistent and powerful
desire to buy something on the spot (Farah and Ramadan, 2017). The impulse decision to purchase
products is not consciously planned, but instead arises upon the exposure to a specific stimulus.
Although some behaviours occur relatively automatically out of habit; however, they do not
classify as impulsive per se (Heimlich and Ardoin, 2008). In order for a purchase to be categorized
as impulsive, it needs to occur immediately upon exposure to the stimuli (Dawson and Kim, 2009),
with little consideration to the consequences associated with the purchase (Park et al., 2012).
Four main elements categorize an impulsive purchase: (1) the decision made to purchase the
product needs to be unplanned, (2) the consumer needs to be exposed to a specific stimulus, (3)
the decision made needs to be done “on-the-spot”, and last but not least, (4) the decision should
involve an emotional and/or cognitive reaction to the stimulus (Jeffrey and Hodge, 2007). These
four elements would apply to the case of Amazon’s discussed innovations. Indeed, the purchase
process through these solutions appears to be unplanned as it is triggered by the exposure to a
stimulus reminding the consumer of the need for that specific item. This impulse leads to an “on
the spot” decision to either initiate a conversation with Alexa, press the physical / virtual Dash
Button or click the picture featured on the Spark network to purchase the item. The decision made
creates an emotional and/or cognitive reaction, meaning that receiving the preferred item following

the above interactions provides an immediate gratification to the shopper (Park ef al., 2009). As



such, the trigger to an impulsive purchase in such a non-traditional shopping environment is driven
by exposure to these Amazon solutions (Dholakia, 2000).

The consumer’s personality traits, such as emotional state, normative evaluations and
demographic factors, act as internal cues that directly affect the degree of the impulsive buying
tendency of individuals (Romo et al., 2017). The internal cues that trigger impulsive buying
behaviours include the cognitive and affective state of individuals (Dawson and Kim, 2009). The
affective state is defined as being based on the emotions, mood and feelings that individuals
experience during the process of making a purchase decision (Spears and Singh, 2004). It is part
of the overall brand experience, which includes behavioural and cognitive reactions, in addition to
sensations and feelings (Brakus et al. 2009). In fact, brand experiences extend beyond general
evaluations to encompass specific emotions triggered by a brand’s stimuli (Brakus et al., 2009). In
this regard, extensive literature has discussed the dynamics and antecedents of affective brand
connections and experiences. Khan and Fatma (2017) identified three main constructs that directly
affect brand experience: brand cues, marketing communication and event communication.

Further criteria can strengthen consumers’ emotional brand experiences and attachment.
Communication, listening skills and strategic thinking are considered key for a brand to develop
intimate relationships with customers, and eventually survive (Cross, 2000). According to Allen
and Meyer (1990), a customer’s identification with a brand accentuates their affective
commitment, or emotional bond with it. Mathew and Thomas (2018) underlined the direct positive
influence of brand experience on brand loyalty. Hence, former positive brand experiences
positively affect brand-purchasing intentions, and predict a continuous evolution of the consumer
journey (Diallo and Siqueira, 2017).

Shoppers might experience feelings of “irresistible urge to buy, positive buying emotions, and
mood management” (Coley and Burgess, 2003, p. 283) when exposed to the internal stimuli.
Earlier literature assumes that the consumer decision-making process consists of a cognitive
process that associates a semantic meaning to product attributes (e.g., Jeng and Fesenmaier, 2002).
However, recent research suggests that affective processes also play a big role in motivating and
influencing the decision-making process of consumers (Iyengar and Lepper, 2000).

Strack and Werth (2006) remark that affect and arousal often accompany impulsive purchases,
while cognitive resources are needed to control their execution. In fact, the pleasure of

consumption can be experienced prior to the consumption act itself, whereas rational decision



making could decrease this pleasurable anticipation (Kwortnik and Ross, 2007). Additionally, the
consumption experience is considered as one of the core elements in determining the consumers’
long term relationship with the brand (Fang et al., 2016; Mrad, 2018; Cui et al., 2018; Itani et al.,
2019a; 2019b).

The impulsiveness of Amazon shoppers is highly influenced by the omni-presence of these
innovations in the consumers’ surrounding (Farah and Ramadan, 2017; Ramadan et al., 2019). The
instant satisfaction and gratification aspect gained from the use of these innovations also leads to
an impulsive shopping behaviour (Amos et al., 2014). Amazon aims to improve the online
shopping experience through convenient and easy to access purchasing (Farah and Ramadan,
2017), hence increasing the overall perceived value of the purchasing service. This perceived value
can be based on affective elements such as passion, intimacy and positive emotions and opinions
(Albert et al., 2013) that consumers exhibit towards a brand. On that basis, the researchers
hypothesize the following:

Hi: The higher the affective experience with brands bought through Amazon’s purchasing

solutions, the higher the shoppers’ impulsiveness.

The effects of the affective experience with brands bought through Amazon’s tech-driven purchase

solutions on shoppers’ word of mouth

Although traditional word of mouth (WOM) has been deliberated on from the viewpoint of face-
to-face interaction (Bansal and Voyer, 2000), nowadays it has become more prevalent in a digital
format (Kilian et al., 2012). The advent of social media has led to a wider spread of electronic
word of mouth (eWOM), making WOM one of the most important and effective channels for the
dissemination of information (Kilian et al., 2012). WOM plays a big role in influencing
consumers’ choices and purchasing decision (Chevalier and Mayzlin, 2006). In addition, previous
literature has shown that WOM influences consumers’ expectations (Brown et al., 2005), pre-
usage attitudes (Lau and Ng, 2001), as well as the post usage attitude towards a product or service
(Cheung et al., 2008). Some researchers have also suggested that the influence achieved by WOM
exceeds that of printed ads, radio ads or even personal face-to-face selling (Trusov et. al, 2009).
WOM can have either a positive or a negative (East ef al., 2008) influence on the consumers’

decision-making process. Interestingly, WOM has a great influence on the purchase of household



goods and food products (Pickett-Baker and Ozaki, 2008) such as those offered by Amazon’s tech
innovations, making them a key success element.

Considerable research has been conducted in the hope to further understand the effects of
WOM and their consequences on consumers’ decision-making process (De Bruyn and Lilien,
2008). WOM communication yields a strong influence on the judgment of consumers during their
purchase decision by affecting other peoples’ cognitive and emotional behaviour (Wetzer ef al.,
2007). Marketers attempt to leverage the power of WOM in order to spread positive endorsements
about their brand (De Bruyn and Lilien, 2008). In fact, Dhar and Chang (2009) present WOM as
an influential form of advocacy. The information communicated through WOM can affect the
brand purchases, as its source is deemed as trustworthy.

When people develop weak ties with brands, they are less likely to engage in spreading WOM,
whereas establishing strong ties with brands will perpetrate influential WOM referrals (East et al.,
2008; Mrad and Cui, 2017). Moreover, brand love strongly influences both online and offline
WOM, moderated by brand experience (Karjaluoto et al. (2016). In other words, brand affective
commitment results in an increased consumer brand advocacy (Turri et al., 2013). Also, brand love
and consumers’ emotional brand attachment can increase their perpetrated positive WOM (Carroll
and Ahuvia, 2006). Accordingly, Chakravarty et al. (2010) expect such customers to turn into
brand “evangelists”, not only spreading positive WOM but also encouraging others to purchase
and use the brand.

In the process of choosing a recommendation source, consumers’ experiences act as a basis for
credible knowledge (Senecal and Nantel, 2004). Moreover, findings from sociology, cognitive
psychology and consumer behaviour studies suggest that consumption behaviour entices
subjective feelings that affect the future purchase behaviour of consumers (Dubé and Menon,
2000). The latter is expected to influence the motivation to consume a certain product and/or use
a certain service (Liang and Lai, 2002) based on the generated WOM.

In sum, online brand experience significantly drives online brand engagement, which in turn
increases online WOM Loureiro et al. (2017). Indeed, prime consumers who develop affective ties
with the brand bought through Amazon’s purchasing solutions are likely to share positive WOM
with their entourage as well as with the general public on different digital platforms. Accordingly,

the researchers hypothesize:



Hz: The higher the affective experience with brands bought through Amazon’s purchasing
solutions, the higher the shoppers’ generated WOM recommending the use of these purchasing

solutions.

The effects of Amazon users’ generated WOM on their continued interaction with Amazon’s tech-

driven purchase solutions

The extant literature introduced earlier in this paper indicate that affective experiences (Maxham
and Netemeyer, 2002), commitment (Harrison-Walker, 2001), loyalty (Wangenheim and Bayon,
2004) and product innovation (Trusov et. al, 2009) are major reasons for users to generate WOM.
These factors reflect the content aspect of the interaction, yet do not account for the engagement
frequency.

While the direct effects of WOM may prove to be more challenging to evaluate than that of a
traditional marketing activity, the main bearing of WOM remains “to increase the overall long-
term profitability of the customer base” (Haenlein and Libai, 2017, p. 70). WOM referrals by other
users are known to have a higher effect in comparison to traditional marketing (Trusov et al.,
2009), whereby consumers are more likely to trust the recommendation of other people than that
of marketers (Cheung et al., 2009). Moreover, researchers have found that 20 to 50 percent of all
the purchasing decisions are affected by word of mouth (Bughin et al., 2010). With the advance
of the internet, e-WOM has played an increasingly important role, as it is no longer limited to a
one-to-one basis, but rather to a one-to-many basis where people from around the world share their
opinions through social media platforms and blogs (Abu-Khzam and Lamaa, 2018; Al Shehhi et
al., 2019). WOM and e-WOM can affect brand perceptions, market share and the purchase rates
(Ramadan, 2018; Ramadan, 2019b).

There are three forms of WOM, the sum of which increase consumers’ knowledge about
products/services and their interaction with brands. First, experiential word of mouth, which
accounts for 50 to 80 percent of WOM activity, can highly affect the interaction with brands. These
results from a direct experience between consumers and brands, especially when the experience
deviates from what was expected (Bughin et al., 2010). Second, consequential WOM 1is another
form that refers to when consumers are exposed to advertising campaigns from which they tend to
take opinions and publicize it (Zgheib, 2017). The last form of WOM is the intentional one, where

brands pay to bloggers or celebrities in order to publicize a product/ service. While the latter form
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is being massively used by brands; people still rely on organic and honest WOM to come up with
a clear decision on which product/service to purchase.

WOM is generally generated by either a positive or a negative experience. In fact, companies
are always trying to improve consumers’ experiences, thus increasing positive WOM by offering
innovative products and services that fulfil their needs in a more convenient way (Sorescu et al.,
2011). With the increase of the self-service technologies (SSTs), companies saw that it is crucial
to introduce them to their companies’ strategies to offer customers a better brand overall
experience (Bitner et al., 2002). However, the one important concern companies have been
tackling lately is the acceptance of those services by customers, which will lead to their usage on
a continuous basis. Therefore, companies should present those services properly to their clientele
by means of promoting a friendly user experience and convenience (Meuter et al., 2000). This is
particularly needed as SSTs generally require increased involvement from consumers (Curran and
Meuter, 2005; Demoulin and Djelassi, 2016; Msaed et al., 2017; Vakulenko et al., 2018). On one
hand, some customers consider those services to be a threat as they prefer to interact with people
(Meuter et al., 2005). The latter segment of consumers perceive that SSTs require significant time
and effort to learn how to operate those (Williams ef al., 2005). On the other hand, some customers
perceive it to be a fun technology (Curran and Meuter, 2007), that can reduce waiting time, allow
for a greater control over those services, offer remarkable convenience and service customization
(Bitner et al., 2000). In fact, the adoption of those technologies is based on four predictors:
usefulness, ease of use, risk and need for interaction. The first element refers to the improvement
in the way a user can complete a certain task while using those services. The ease of use is the
degree to which a user will find the implementation of a technology free of painful and demanding
efforts (Chamelian, 2016). The related risk is linked to the negative consequences associated with
the usage of those technologies. This risk is associated to the fourth and last component, the need
for interaction with others, whereby SSTs would eliminate interpersonal interaction (Curran and
Meuter, 2007; Demoulin and Djelassi, 2016; Nieroda et al., 2018). Indeed, the main aim of
companies is to minimize any negative consequence related to the usage of SSTs by creating
engaging overall experiences that will positively affect the continued interaction with brands (Lin
and Hsieh, 2007).

Brands believe that consumer satisfaction tend to generate positive WOM. In addition, positive

WOM does not only encourage current clients to repurchase, but also attracts new clients (Van



Doorn et al., 2010). In the specific case of Amazon’s tech innovations, consumers have been
increasingly adopting their various proposed SSTs (Newman, 2016), as a result of the positive
eWOM that Amazon is gaining from online users (Josang et al., 2007). Consequently, the
researchers hypothesize:

H3: The higher the generated WOM by shoppers using Amazon’s purchasing solutions, the

higher their continued interaction with Amazon’s tech solutions.

The effects of shoppers’ impulsiveness on their continued interaction with Amazon’s tech-driven

purchase solutions

The presence and continued exposure to the Amazon’s tech-driven purchase solutions at one’s
premises turns it into a casual household object that becomes part of one’s everyday life,
consistently reminding the consumer to purchase the product (Farah and Ramadan, 2017). Regular
exposure to such stimuli can lead to a lower level of self-control among consumers while making
a purchase decision (Baumeister, 2002). Indeed, self-control is defined as the “self’s capacity to
alter its own states and responses” (Baumeister, 2002, p. 670). When individuals forgo this sense
of control, they tend to react impulsively with little evaluation of the potential consequences of
their actions (Karande and Merchant, 2012).

Furthermore, with a high spending power and an extraversion character (Verplanken and
Herabadi, 2001), people tend to buy more without even thinking of the importance of their
purchases (Sun and Wu, 2011), especially when there is a lack of self-control (Baumeister, 2002).
Moreover, some people experience a sense of regret during the post-purchase phase, once they
realize that the resulting value of the impulse does not outweigh its perceived cost (Curwen and
Park, 2014). This behaviour would lead to a discontinuation in the usage of any SST service as
shoppers become well aware that the impulsive decisions that they are taking are leading to
negative consequences.

Besides, the increase in frequency of exposure to the stimuli can change the nature of the
purchase from impulsive to habitual. Habitual behaviour can be automatic however, do not
necessary classify as impulsive purchasing (Fenton[1O'Creevy et al., 2018). In impulsive
purchasing instances, shoppers are likely to become more interested in the immediate gratification

of their present need (Dawson and Kim, 2009).



Several studies have investigated the frequency of impulse buying behaviour in different retail
settings, and across various product categories (Leong et al., 2018). It has been evident that “habits
of thrift and regular purchasing patterns are likely to minimize the impulsive purchase”
(Baumeister, 2002, p. 674). Indeed, the habitual form of buying behaviour causes the shoppers to
rely on cognitive evaluation processes, which become rather automatic, hence speeding the
decision-making process (Xu et al., 2013). With time, the effect of the triggering stimuli will be
expected to weaken as consumers become accustomed and aware of their impulsive behaviour that
was initially triggered by Amazon’s purchasing solutions.

In fact, Amazon introduced various tech-driven purchasing innovations with the aim to
increase consumers’ spending through an easy and smooth process (Winchsomb et al., 2017). This
behaviour engenders consumers paying considerable sums of money just through a simple
interaction with these innovations, even when the ordered products are not immediately needed.
Thus, this raises a red flag and causes a decrease in the interaction with these purchasing solutions.
On that basis, the researchers hypothesize the following:

H4: The higher the impulsiveness of shoppers, the lower their continued interaction with

Amazon’s purchasing solutions.

INSERT HERE: Figure 1: The Conceptual Model

Research Methodology

Data Collection

The internet-based questionnaire was distributed to Amazon users in the US market through
Qualtrics, a renowned research agency. The sole selection criteria during the data collection phase
was based on recruiting respondents with at least 3 months of experience with an Amazon tech-
driven purchasing solution. In fact, no demographic/geographic criteria was pre-set ahead of data
collection in order to maximize the representativeness of the data. Moreover, so as to avoid
research bias, the survey design adopted a counterbalancing question order so as to avoid priming
effects. As such, respondents were asked about their continued interaction with Amazon’s tech-
driven purchasing solutions and their perpetrated WOM before being asked about their affective
brand experience (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
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The pilot phase, which consisted of testing the survey with nine respondents, allowed checking for
the instrument’s face validity including the structure of the survey and whether the questions were
overall comprehensible by the population of interest. Discriminant validity was tested over the 600
completed questionnaires through exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses. The agency
reported an incidence rate of 15%. Data analysis was conducted through SPSS 24 and LISREL
8.8.

Measures

The survey aimed to evaluate the consumer’s affective brand experience using a scale devised by
Brakus, Schmitt, and Zarantonello (2009). The original scale consists of a 12-item scale that
measures brand experience in terms of all sensory, affective, behavioural and intellectual
dimensions. However, and in accordance with the proposed hypotheses of this study, the
questionnaire utilized 2 out of the 3 items related to the affective dimension scale. The removed
item, which was proposed as a reverse coded-item, did not load adequately. Respondents were
asked to express their affective brand experience on a 7-point Likert scale.

Consumers’ word-of-mouth intentions (WOM) were assessed using three 7-point Likert scale
items that were adapted from Babin et al. (2005). This scale measured the respondents’ agreement
on statements concerning intentions to (a) positively recommend Amazon’s purchasing solutions
to another consumer, (b) encourage friends and relatives to do business with Amazon through their
innovative solutions, and (c) say positive things to others about these innovations.

The survey included a validated 5-item scale that was proposed by Rook and Fisher (1995) to
assess the impulsiveness of the shoppers (Hausman, 2000) who use Amazon’s purchasing
solutions. This impulsiveness 7-point Likert scale is utilized in the literature to measure one’s
impulsive purchasing behaviour (Mishra ef al., 2014).

The survey also asked respondents to evaluate on a 7-point Likert scale their likelihood to
continue interacting with Amazon’s purchasing solutions using the 3-item scale by Shamdasani et
al. (2008), which is adopted from the intention-to-use scale devised by Dabholkar in 1996.

The last part of the survey asked a series of demographic questions including age, gender,

marital status, and respondent’s occupation.
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Sample Profiling

Accordingly, the gender distribution came as follows: 52% female (312) and 48% male (288). The
main age bracket was those between 25-34 years old (39%, 234 respondents), then the 35-44 age
group (23%, 138 respondents), 18-24 group (15%, 90 respondents), 45-44 group (13%, 78
respondents), and 55-64 group (10%, 60 respondents). The civil status distribution was as follows:
married shoppers (51%, 306 respondents), followed by single shoppers (44.5%, 267), and divorced
ones (4.5%, 27 respondents). The employment distribution was split as follows: employed (67%,
402 respondents), students (13%, 78 respondents), self-employed (12%, 72 respondents), and
unemployed (8%, 48 respondents). Moreover, a large majority of the sample stated to have been
using an Amazon purchasing solution for between 1 to 6 months (54%, 324 respondents), followed
by 7 to12 months (20%, 120 respondents), less than 1 month (15%, 90 respondents), and lastly for

more than a year (11%, 66 respondents).

Analysis and constructs validation

The survey included multi-item scales constructs which are presented in Table 1 alongside the
following statistics: mean, standard deviation, AVE, and Cronbach’s o tests for reliability.
Cronbach’s o for impulsiveness, WOM, continued interaction and affective experience with
friends indicated adequate internal consistency with the following respective values: 0.92, 0.85,
0.83 and 0.82 (Carmines and Zeller, 1979; Nunnally, 1978). The common method bias test was
also conducted using the Harman’s single factor test (an exploratory factor analysis approach to
test for common method biases). No single factor accounted for the majority of the variance: all
the un-rotated variables loaded on different factors, with the first one accounting for 44% of total
variance, which is less than that the threshold of 50% set by Podsakoff and Organ (1986).
Discriminant validity was tested using exploratory factor analysis to measure the degree to
which two constructs are distinct (Bagozzi, 1991), with all measured items loading properly
showing no items’ cross-loading (see table 1). In addition, discriminant validity was tested and
confirmed using the average variance extracted method (AVE), whereby a construct is deemed to
be distinct if the AVE by the items related to that construct is greater than the construct’s shared
variance with other constructs (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Table 1 reflects the results of the above

tests as well as the exploratory factor analysis loading.
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INSERT HERE: Table 1: General statistics and exploratory factor analysis

The data was then tested for validity through LISREL 8.8 using confirmatory factor analysis.
The resulting indices were chi-square (y%) = 204 (59 degrees of freedom (d.f.)) and p-value=0.00.
The model also had good fit indices: NFI=0.983, IFI = 0.988, CFI= 0.988, GFI= 0.950, and
RMSEA=0.0639.

Model Estimation and empirical research findings

Based on the model estimation, the results showed that all hypotheses were statistically significant,
hence supported (see figure 2). The following indices were utilized to evaluate the fit of the model:
the goodness of fit index (GFI), the comparative fit index (CFI), the normed fit index (NFI), the
incremental fit index (IFI), as well as the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA).
All of these indices had acceptable fits (Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 2000) as follows: GFI =
0.950, CFI= 0.988, NFI=0.983, IFI=0.988, and RMSEA = 0.0626. As for the RMSEA, it was
deemed as suitable at 0.0626, since a value of 0.08 typically represents a reasonable error of
approximation for this absolute measure of fit (Browne and Cudeck, 1993). All in all, the

estimation of the model showed a good fit with y*=204 (61), p-value=0.00.

INSERT HERE: Figure 2: Model Estimation

As hypothesized, affective experience with brands had a direct impact on continued
impulsiveness (Hi: f =.655, p <.001) and WOM (Hz: f = .947, p <.001). Moreover, WOM had
a significant positive effect on continued interaction (Hs: f = .484, p < .001); and impulsiveness
had, as expected, a significant negative effect on continued interaction (H4: f =-.226, p <.01). In

sum, all the research hypotheses tested were statistically supported.

Discussion of the findings and implications

The findings show that while e-retailers’ tech innovations that are pitched to be used at home and
are built upon shoppers’ impulsiveness present lucrative sales opportunities, this model is not
likely to be viable in the long run. Indeed, the results show that with time, the triggering stimulus

will weaken as shoppers become accustomed and aware of the impulsive behaviour that Amazon’s
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purchasing solutions are inducing through the regular exposure to these stimuli. This is reflected
in the proposed model (see Figure 1), whereby the more impulsive the shoppers, the lessened their
interactions with Amazon’s solutions. This is accentuated by the fact that consumers tend as well
to use several Amazon purchasing solutions, increasing with this the sheer number of potential
interactions with the retailer.

From a scholarly perspective, this study fills a major gap in the extant literature. Indeed, it is
the first research to look at an e-retailer’s innovation cycle, and hence viability. In fact, research
has shown that one particular innovation may increase shoppers’ impulsive behaviour while
decreasing the interaction with that innovation in the long-term, leading it to become an infective
tool to be replaced by a newer generation solution. This is exemplified by the obsolescence of the
physical Dash button that Amazon has stopped producing after two years of its initial launch, with
Alexa cannibalizing the interaction that was initially established with the Dash button. This is
reflected by the overall model and more specifically on the underlying hypotheses.

The testing of the first hypothesis (Hi1) demonstrated that the affective experience with brands
that customers buy through Amazon’s purchasing solutions increases their buying impulsiveness.
This is aligned with the literature whereby it has been demonstrated that customers’ affective state
with a brand shapes their behavior towards it (Fedorikhin ez al., 2008). This is in turn reinforces
the findings by Japutra et al. (2017) that brand affective attachment positively influences impulsive
buying.

On the same line, this emotional experience with brands bought through the e-retailers tech-
driven purchasing solutions (Hz2) fuels shoppers’ generated WOM recommending the use of these
purchasing solutions through posts, comments and recommendations made around these
purchasing tools. While consumers mainly spread WOM based on persistent loyalty driven by a
prolonged relationship with a given brand (Wangenheim and Bayon, 2004; Farah, 2017), some
users engage in spreading WOM for other reasons. They may spread WOM in order to
communicate their affective experiences of extreme satisfaction or dissatisfaction with a specific
product or service (Maxham and Netemeyer, 2002). Consumers tend also to generate WOM about
new and innovative products in order to be the first to provide hands-on experiences about products
that are yet to be released (Goldenberg et al., 2001). Finally, some might be motivated to spread
positive WOM about the firm in exchange for an incentive (De Bruyn and Lilien, 2008; Haenlein

and Libai, 2017).
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Consumers who experience affect towards a brand view their relationship with it as a valuable
one and thus desire to maintain it (Morgan and Hunt, 1994). The testing of the third hypothesis
(H3) demonstrated that the generated WOM by shoppers using Amazon’s purchasing solutions
stimulates their continued interaction with Amazon’s purchasing tech solutions. This is
particularly crucial as self-service technologies necessitate a high-involvement from consumers to
keep using them (Demoulin and Djelassi, 2016; Vakulenko et al., 2018). This is particularly true
in Amazon’s case, as the number of shoppers who have adopted and used their purchasing
solutions is growing mainly through eWom (Jesang et al., 2007; Newman, 2016).

Nonetheless, within the context of SSTs driving impulsive shopping behaviour, an undesired
effect that retailers may suffer from would be the ensuing negative effect on the continued usage
of such SSTs. Indeed, the fourth hypothesis (H4) demonstrates that as customers become more
impulsive in their shopping behaviour, they would tend to limit their interaction with tech-driven
purchasing tools. Indeed, as discussed earlier, the sense of regret that shoppers might experience
after an impulse-driven purchase is likely to occur as a result of their realising that the value of the
impulse does not outweigh its perceived cost (Curwen and Park, 2014). This could lessen
shoppers’ future interaction and usage of such purchasing services.

From a managerial perspective, the implications are sizeable for retailers. Indeed, the findings
show that while retailers’ tech-driven solutions would increase shoppers’ impulsiveness, and hence
sales, their continued interaction with such purchasing solutions would decline over time, making
the overall innovation cycle much shorter for retailers. Consequently, the latter has great
implications on whether the induced increase in shoppers’ impulsiveness will offset the costs
related to the short time span of these solutions. Accordingly, competing retailers should be
cautious in mimicking Amazon’s various innovations aiming at increasing short term shoppers’
impulsive behaviour. Typically, retailers and manufacturers capitalize on consumer impulsiveness
to lock-in consumers and enhance consumer purchase intentions. This impulse buying behaviour
can be triggered through the exposure to an external or internal stimulus that affects the decision-
making process of the shoppers (Dawson and Kim, 2009). Marketing cues, such as Amazon’s Dash
buttons and Alexa, considered as external factors, are tailored by marketers in an attempt to lure
shoppers into making a purchase by triggering impulsive behaviour.

The above is reflected in the findings of this study. Indeed, the majority of the respondents
were young (39% in the 25-34 years old group), employed (67%) and married (51%), which entails
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their suffering from time-poverty, looking for convenience, and being tech-savvy. While this
demographic profiling implies a greater need for this group to use the-driven purchasing solutions,
their usage pattern seems to be rather short as most of them (54%) have been using an Amazon
SST for between 1 to 6 months. This could serve as an explanation to why Amazon has
discontinued the Dash button purchasing solution after less than 3 years of its launch. Indeed,
shoppers using these tech-driven purchasing solutions might merely be experimenting with the
convenience that the latter devices provide, only to realize that a major objective of such services
was to generate extra-sales for the service provider rather than to serve their needs. Based on the
above, the findings show that tech-driven purchasing solutions built around the aim of fuelling
impulsive shopping are most likely to have a short-life span. Accordingly, when designing tech-
driven purchasing solutions, retailers, whether online or offline, should take into consideration the
long-term relationship with their customer base. In fact, they should focus on shoppers’ sought
convenience rather than be solely driven by the marketing stimuli that merely aim to generate

impulsive behaviour.

Conclusion and future research

This research is amongst the first to consider the long-term incremental sales effect of e-retailers’
tech innovations when driven by impulsive shopping behaviour. The study discussed that such
models are not sustainable in the long-run given self-inhibiting controls that shoppers would
perform after regular exposure to the driving stimuli. The Amazon model encouraged the
generation of WOM, and with it, the continued interaction with the tech-driven ordering solutions.

While the findings of this study are worthy to be taken into consideration when certain e-
retailers’ innovations are launched, the results are not free of limitations. Indeed, this research
focused on a specific e-retailer and tech-driven purchase solutions in a given marketplace while
not being confined to any particular product category. Future research can study other types of e-
retailers and tech innovations. They can also replicate the study in other markets, alongside
researching different product categories and brands. Furthermore, future research could look into
cultural differences between countries in relation to impulsive behaviour, word-of-mouth usage
and impact, as well as the level of emotional attachment that these culturally-different shoppers

have for their purchased brands. In addition, future work could investigate the pace of adoption of
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tech-driven purchasing solutions in developing countries, where traditional buying methods are

well established, with face-to-face relationships still being highly valued by locals.
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Table 1: General statistics and exploratory factor analysis

Exploratory Factor Analysis
Mean Cron- loading

bach AVE
(S.D.) Alpha

Impulsiveness:

- I often buy things spontaneously. | 5 5 (1.72)
.890

) . . o 865
I“oﬁen l.)uy thzngs”wzthou.t thinking 433 (2.05) e

- “I see it, I buy it” describes me 445 (2.09) .

- I buy things according to how I | ’ 92 0.73

feel at the moment .839

- Sometimes I am a bit reckless 477 (1.86)

about what I buy 450 (1.99) .833

Word of Mouth:

- I would recommend the Dash 157
button to someone who seeks my |6.18 (1.02)
advice

- I encourage friends and relatives .801
to do business with Amazon 597 (1.21) -85 0.62
through the Dash button ' ’
-1 say positive things about Amazon
Dash button to other people

797
6.12 (1.01)

Continued Interaction.

- Given that the transaction I intend
to perform is available on the 793
Amazon Button, [ will definitely use | 6.05 (.998)
this option
- Given that the transaction I intend 701
to perform is available on the Dash |5.98 (1.05)
Button, I will definitely continue to 83 0.59
use this self-service option

- When I need to perform shopping .805
transactions, I would actively seek

out this self-service shopping 394 (1.12)
service
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Affective Experience with Brands
bought through the Dash Button

- The brands I buy through the
Dash button induce feelings and
sentiments

- The brands I buy through the
Dash button are emotional brands

5.59

5.12

(1.36)

(1.64)

.82

0.67

.865

7T
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Continued
Word of Mouth Interaction with
the DB

Figure 1: The Conceptual Model
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Impulsiveness

Continued
Word of Mouth Interaction with
the DB

*Esignificant at the p < 0.001 level
*significant at the p < 0.01 level

Figure 2: Model Estimation
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