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Introduction

Earning and retaining loyal customers
is one of the most reliable success strate-
gies for offline and online sellers. However,
acquiring and maintaining customers’ loyal-
ty is hard in the online environment because
the competition is just a few mouse clicks
away (Srinivasan et al., 2002). Social com-
merce (hereafter, s-commerce) has certain
advantages over traditional stores, including:
greater flexibility, deeper market penetra-
tion, lower costs, faster transactions, more
extensive product range, customization, and
convenience. S-commerce is a subset of elec-
tronic commerce, which refers to commer-
cial transactions through social media, social
networks, and web 2.0 technology (Turban
et al., 2017). In addition to trading activities,
such as electronic commerce, s-commerce
supports online interactions between sellers
and buyers. At the same time, through social
networking, the potential for personalization
is also enhanced. Therefore, promoting the
advantages of s-commerce is crucial for both
businesses and researchers. Available alter-
native services and the instant availability of
information lead to fierce price competition
and the loss of loyalty to an s-commerce site.
Hence, if a company wants to maintain loy-
alty and succeed in business, it needs to de-
velop deep insights into the nature of loyalty
(Liang and Turban, 2011).

Brand loyalty is the preferred response,
attitude, and behavior of customers con-
cerning certain brands in a product group.
Loyalty is a biased buying process that be-
gins with a consumer’s psychology, which
creates a favorable attitude toward repeated
shopping (Jacoby and Kaplan, 1972; Kotler
et al., 2019). Loyalty is an absolute commit-
ment that a customer will continue to buy or
be interested in a product/service in the fu-
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ture, resulting in subsequent purchases of the
same brand or its affiliates, despite any com-
petitors’ advertising strategies (Oliver, 1999).
Electronic loyalty (hereafter, e-loyalty) is an
extension of brand loyalty from traditional
to online products/services (Luarn and Lin,
2003). E-loyalty is determined explicitly by
customers’ favorable attitudes toward online
businesses, resulting in repurchasing behav-
ior on their websites or through shopping
apps (Anderson and Srinivasan, 2003). Reich-
held and Schefter (2000) studied the purchas-
ing patterns on leading electronic commerce
sites and found that e-loyalty and brand loy-
alty (in the traditional outlets) are similar. The
definition of e-loyalty comes from the classi-
cal customer behavior theory and is a com-
bination of behavior and attitude (Valvi and
Fragkos, 2012).

However, Toufaily et al, (2013) also
concluded that the e-loyalty phenomenon is
an extension of the loyalty given to the tra-
ditional market because behavior is less sta-
ble in the electronic context than in the real
context. E-loyalty research is based on loyalty
research studying traditional shopping meth-
ods (Toufaily et al., 2016). Lin et al.. (2018);
Sadeghi et al., (2019); Vijay et al., (2019) mea-
sured e-loyalty based on Anderson and Srini-
vasan (2003); Srinivasan et al., (2002), which
was based on the traditional loyalty scales of
Gremler (1996); Zeithaml et al., (1996). In the
context of a rapidly growing digital economy,
the concept of loyalty in the online environ-
ment is an important concept for companies,
and many studies have focused on e-loyalty
(Toufaily et al., 2013). Therefore, there should
be more scholatly efforts to study customer
loyalty and the expression of loyalty in on-
line shopping (Igbal et al., 2018; Nguyen et
al., 2018; Sitorus and Yustisia, 2018). This
study proposes the development of a scale
to better understand the multidimensional
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psychological basis of loyalty in the online
context, and its continuous development in
the research landscape, ie., the recent de-
velopment of s-commerce. The e-loyalty
research should come from a community’s
perspective, in which the customer is social-
ly integrated, with relationships which infer
and direct his or her choices on social media
(Handarkho, 2020). Unlike in traditional elec-
tronic commerce (e-commerce; i.e., business
website) or e-markets (i.e., Amazon), sellers
and buyers can exchange and communicate
with each other through the simultaneously
public and private space of social networking
sites; therefore, the development and valida-
tion of a scale for loyalty in the context of
s-commerce is essential (Yeon et al., 2019).

This study aimed to develop and vali-
date an e-loyalty scale based on the three di-
mensions of Srivastava and Rai (2018) in the
context of s-commerce. The study proceed-
ed as follows. First, this research presents an
understanding of e-loyalty. Then, this study
describes the definitions and dimensions of

e-loyalty in s-commerce. The next section
encompasses the process of developing the
scales and discussions. Finally, the paper ends
with our conclusions, limitations, and sugges-
tions for further research.

Literature Review

E-loyalty and scales used in previous

research

Electronic loyalty is also known as on-
line loyalty (Valvi and Fragkos, 2012). The
intention to keep engaging in transactions
on an e-commerce website is also considered
to be e-loyalty (Doong et al., 2008). Many
authors refer to loyalty to as “a customer's
favorable attitude towards an electronic busi-
ness” , accompanied by an individual’s repet-
itive behavior (Liang et al., 2008; Nguyen and
Khoa, 2019b). As shown in Table 1, custom-
ers’ e-loyalty is expressed through their atti-
tude, i.e., positive perception or recommend-

Table 1. The definitions of electronic loyalty

Definition

Source

Electronic loyalty is the bias (that is, because of preference) and behavior (that is, pur-
chasing) over time, by one or more decision-makers, including several alternatives and
derived from a psychological process (evaluation of alternatives, decisions).

Electronic loyalty is the favorable attitude of a customer toward an online business
that leads to repeated purchase behavior.

Electronic loyalty is to intend to continue dealing with the same online retailer and to
recommend this retailer to other customers.

Electronic loyalty is the degree to which consumers are willing to buy from their favor-
ite online retailer.

Electronic loyalty is a priority attitude and behavior over the alternatives offered by
other online providers.

Electronic loyalty shows the consumers attach their psychology and support for online
service providers and are willing to maintain the business relationship.

Electronic loyalty is an intention to buy more from online sellers in the future
Electronic loyalty is the intention to revisit an e-commerce site or consider purchasing
from an e-commerce site in the future.

Electronic loyalty is to spend a lot of time browsing e-commerce sites and returning to
e-commerce sites.

Pee et al., (2018)

Srinivasan et al., (2002)
Gefen (2002)

Grondin (2003)
Wallace et al., (2004)
Liang et al., (2008)
Doong et al., (2008)
Cyr (2008); Lin et al.,

(2018)
Deng and Poole (2010)
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ing the business to other customers (Khoa,
2020b; Srinivasan et al., 2002); behavior, i.e.,
repurchases and revisits (Deng and Poole,
2010; Grondin, 2003); and a combination of
attitude and behavior, i.e., intending to revis-
it the website and willingness to maintain a
long-term relationship with the business (Cyr,
2008; Lin et al., 2018; Wallace et al., 2004).

In the study of e-loyalty, researchers
have used both a unidimensional scale (Sri-
nivasan et al., 2002) and a multidimensional
scale (Harris and Goode, 2004). The litera-
ture review revealed eight e-loyalty scales with
one item and 62 scales with 2 to 16 items.
Of the 62 scales, 23 were determined by the
authors, and 39 were converted from scales
used in previous works on traditional loyal-
ty. Researchers have adopted these scales in
many fields, including e-commerce, business,
marketing, and information science. This re-
search showed that e-loyalty is a complex field
that has received a great deal of attention in
many industries. The number of items in a
scale group ranges from 1 to 16. The study
of Zeithaml et al., (1996) had a significant in-
fluence on the theory of e-loyalty, and many
authors have adopted it to measure e-loyalty.
Also, the scale used by Oliver (2014) has been
used to measure customer loyalty in various
studies. An e-loyalty scale with only one ob-
served item was used in Koufaris (2002), and
Shankar et al., (2003), and had the highest
impact rate. Among the author-determined
scales, the ones by Vatanasombut et al., (2008)
have been adopted by other researchers many
times (Bo et al., 2020; Mahmoud, 2019). The
original e-loyalty scales of Gefen and Straub
(2000); Srinivasan et al., (2002) have been
frequently used and adjusted. Besides, some
studies have measured e-loyalty based on
psychological dimensions (Chu and Yuan,
2013) or behavior/action (Khoa, 20202) or a
combination of them (Valvi and West, 2013).
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Al-dweeri et al., (2019) measured customer
loyalty with Oliver (1999); however, action
loyalty is no different to purchase intent loy-
alty and behavioral loyalty. The heterogeneity
of the e-loyalty scale and the lack of research
about e-loyalty in the context of s-commerce
has created the opportunity for further re-
search; therefore, this research focused on a
multidimensional e-loyalty scale to achieve a
deeper understanding of how the customers
demonstrate their loyalty in s-commerce.

E-loyalty dimensions in s-commerce

As mentioned earlier, loyalty involves
complex contrasts because of its dimensions.
Loyalty is considered to be general loyalty
when it only has one dimension to explain
the long-term relationship between the cus-
tomer and seller (Evanschitzky et al., 2012).
From another perspective, loyalty can be
viewed in terms of two dimensions: attitude
and behavior (Vijay et al., 2019). Rather and
Hollebeck (2019) stated there were three di-
mensions of loyalty: attitude, behavior, and a
combination of attitude and behavior. More-
ovet, loyalty has been described as cognitive,
affective, conative, and active (Al-dweeri et
al., 2019; Oliver, 1997). The diversity of the
traditional loyalty scales leads to diversity in
e-loyalty. Valvi and West (2013) mentioned
a one-dimensional scale for e-loyalty, called
loyalty with a positive attitude. Kaya et al.,
(2019) used the behavior intention dimension
of attitudinal loyalty, and Alonso-Dos-Santos
et al,, (2020) recommended using intentional
loyalty to measure e-loyalty.

In research into the mechanism to create
customer loyalty, Srivastava and Rai (2018)
defined three characteristics of customer
loyalty: preference, patronage, and premium.
The preference is made up of repurchase in-
tentions, switching resistance, and exclusive
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purchases; patronage includes strong prefer-
ences, the willingness to recommend, and al-
truism; finally, the premium can be measured
by price insensitivity, exclusivity, and identifi-
cation. This result can be seen as the anteced-
ent for further loyalty research, which shows
that e-loyalty should be studied as a multidi-
mensional concept to gain a clear meaning of
loyalty.

Commercial activity has changed rap-
idly since the birth of the internet. E-com-
merce has gradually replaced traditional
commerce in developed countries, and that
trend is spreading to developing countries
(Kapurubandara and Lawson, 2006; Khoa,
2020c). Continuously changing technolo-
gy is also a positive factor in the change of
transaction methods in commerce, i.e., the
web 1.0, which was gradually replaced by
the web 2.0 (Balaji and Murthy, 2019). The
explosion of social networking sites such as
Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, and Zalo has
created a new business environment. Trading
on a new platform has introduced customers
to new experiences, resulting in new kinds
of responses; e-loyalty to websites is one of
those new customer responses (Shafiee and
Bazargan, 2018).

First, when customers are loyal to s-com-
merce sites, it is because they prefer them to
others. A preference is established when buy-
ers can access their social network account on
mobile devices, which is now popular. Brand
awareness plays a vital role in developing or-
ganizations’ marketing strategies because one
of the many main goals of companies is to
achieve a prominent position in their custom-
ers’ minds (Alnsour and Tayeh, 2019). Pref-
erence cements the brand’s name and chat-
acteristics in customers’ minds; the extent
ranges from identification, recall, top of the
mind, and brand dominance to brand knowl-

edge (Aaker, 2012). Preference is critical be-
cause it lays the foundation for an intentional
purchase (Kotler et al., 2019). E-loyalty on an
s-commerce site makes the customer priori-
tize searching for products, choosing the site
for their online shopping needs, and giving
the website’s name when asked where they
shop (Srivastava and Rai, 2018).

Second, in s-commerce, patronage is re-
lated to interaction. First, interaction allows
a search process to quickly locate a desired
product or service, reducing the customers’
dependence on having a detailed memory
(Padmavathy et al., 2019). By replacing con-
sumers’ dependence on their memory with
an interactive search process, an online re-
tailer can increase the perceived value con-
sumers expect in a transaction. Second, in-
teraction significantly increases the amount
of information presented to a customet.
The customer can like, share, comment, or
review a shop on numerous social networks
(Apenes Solem, 2016). A recent study found
a secutre connection between Facebook and
the brain’s reward center. When the reseatrch-
er received positive feedback on Facebook,
that feeling lit up this area. The customer
can interact with, or leave comments on the
s-commerce sites, spend time giving reviews
even though the s-commerce site does not
offer any compensation, or track an s-com-
merce page (Westaby et al., 20106). The higher
the intensity from using Facebook and social
networks, the higher the feeling of pleasure.

Finally, the advantage of s-commerce
is personalization. A social network system
such as Facebook can recommend products
and services to its users based on data collect-
ed from their behavior on the web ot infot-
mation they provide during the transaction.
Identification is one of the most important
parts of showing a customer’s loyalty to a
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website (Strivastava and Rai, 2018). Four dif-
ferent perspectives are presented on privacy:
a right, a commodity, a situation, and a need
for control (Smith et al., 2011). Martin et al.,
(2017) hold that private data is an economic
commodity. From the commodity perspec-
tive, privacy has a personal and social value,
along with an economic value, although this
does not always apply, and it may be subject
to a cost-benefit analysis on both the person-
al and social scale. Based on the exchange
theory, “secondary exchange” is a nonmon-
etary exchange of customers’ personal infor-
mation so that they can receive a higher val-
ue, such as quality service and personalized
or discounted offers (Smink et al., 2019). In
other words, the object of the exchange is
privacy, which is like a commodity. Individu-
als disclose their personal information if they
find that such disclosure’s overall benefits are
at least balanced or greater than the perceived
risks of the information’s disclosure (Nguyen
and Khoa, 2019a). They argue that a positive
outcome makes a person more likely to ac-
cept the loss of privacy that comes with dis-
closing any personal information, as long as
the level of risk tolerance is lower than the
benefits they receive (Smith et al., 2011; Xu
etal, 2011).

The dimensions of e-loyalty in s-com-
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merce research are the preference, interac-
tion, and personal information’s disclosure
(Srivastava and Rai, 2018). This conclusion
was the same for all three aspects of tradi-
tional loyalty: attitude (preference), behavior
(interaction), and a combination of attitude
and behavior (personal information’s disclo-
sure, which is the acceptance of the risk of
giving personal information to s-commerce
sites). In the next section, this study presents
the development of an e-loyalty scale for
s-commerce.

Methodology

Scale development and validation pro-
cess

A measurement scale must be rigorous
in describing what is included and excluded
from the structure (Churchill, 1979). This re-
search aimed to develop and validate a scale
that introduces 2 new measurement method
for the concept, so it was appropriate to use
mixed methods to ensure its reliability (De la
Garza Carranza et al., 2020; DeVellis, 2017).
Many mixed-method procedures are avail-
able; however, this study used two phases of
a sequential exploratory strategy. First, this

Table 2. The process of development and the validity of the e-loyalty scale

Scale generation and Initial
purification

Scale refinement

Scale validity

¢ Theoretical overview

* Exploratory factor anal- ¢ Second-order CFA (sec-

* Group discussion creates an  ysis (EFA) ond-order reflective model)
initial pool of items * Testing the reliability of ¢ Evaluating the nomological

¢ Coding scale (Cronbach’s alpha)  validity

* Face validity e First-order confirmato- * Forming a final scale

¢ Interraterreliability

ry factor analysis (CFA)

* Initial purification * Evaluation of reliability,
the validity of the con-

struct
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strategy aimed to collect and process qualita-
tive data, and then conduct a survey and anal-
ysis of the quantitative data as a follow-up
(Creswell and Creswell, 2017). As a result, the
findings were based on the combination of a
qualitative and quantitative analysis. This re-
search strategy has been used in testing the
elements of an emerging theory (Morgan,
1998). Creswell (2009) pointed out that the
sequential exploratory strategy is often used
for scale development and validation. There-
fore, in this study, the initial item groups of
e-loyalty were created after reviewing the pre-
vious literature. The scale development pro-
cess is described in Table 2.

Scale generation

A focus group discussion is a discussion
among research participants under the guid-
ance of researchers to provide information
on a specific topic. The opinions collected
through interviews and group discussions are
more in-depth than those collected through
standard questionnaires (Creswell and Cre-
swell, 2017). Qualitative research using group
discussion methods reveals a wide range of
perspectives on a specific topic, and clarifies
differences of opinion among the partici-
pants (Rabiee, 2004). Group discussions give
those participants flexibility and freedom of
speech, allowing them to solve problems and
address obstacles in a more natural setting
(Silverman, 2016). Data collected from group
discussions are often more valuable than in-
depth discussions (Rabiee, 2004). This study
conducted group discussion  with seven
participants who were fluent in s-commerce
and marketing (online consumers, online
marketing experts) to screen for duplicated
items and modify some items excerpted from
the previous studies. The snowball sampling
method was used to select the participants,

to ensure the interviews’ reliability and qual-
ity (Neuman, 2013). This study selected
the snowball sampling method for two rea-
sons. First, this study needed to have audi-
tors specializing in management, consumer
behavior, and e-commerce to evaluate the
e-loyalty items’ content in the context of
s-commerce. Second, e-commerce is growing
rapidly in Vietnam; however, most consum-
ers shop via websites rather than social media
stores; therefore, finding respondents with
real s-commerce experience was not easy.
Therefore, this study selected suitable candi-
dates for this phase based on recommenda-
tions from the participants. The average age
of the discussion group’s members ranged
from 21 to 45 years old; they often buy from
s-commerce sites such as Facebook and Zalo.
Moreovert, this tesearch tried to interview
customers with different demographics (age,
education level, annual income, occupation).
The duration of the discussions ranged from
90 to 120 minutes. The host recorded all the

discussions.

Two people with a master’s degree in
marketing were invited to code the different
main units based on the discussions. They
worked independently during the listening
and coding process. The units could be or-
ganized systematically for content analysis in
the initial filtering (Kassarjian, 1977). Four
experts, including two online marketing ex-
perts and two experts who each hold a Ph.D.
in business administration, formed a panel to
check each unit’s face validity. They combed
through each unit to delete those with illogical
content and ambiguous wording, They exam-
ined each unit carefully based on the follow-
ing criteria: “very relevant,” “slightly rele-
vant,” and “very irrelevant” (DeVellis, 2017;
Taherdoost, 2016). Then, the units were cate-
gorized by their relevance to different themes.

2 <«

282



Next, four marketing professors as-
sessed the interrater reliability of the groups
of themes qualitatively. They read out, sorted,
and resorted each theme’s units to identify the
available content. If the themes were higher
than 80% of the interrater reliability (Kassar-
jian, 1977), they were interpreted as measur-
able items.

Initial purification

The goal in developing scales was to en-
sure the content’s validity in which: (1) All crit-
ical aspects of the conceptual definition were
reflected in the scale. (2) The observed items
did not overlap to the extent that they were
confusing and were not part of another con-
ceptual domain. (3) The items were expressed
appropriately (MacKenzie, 2003). This study
used the thematic content validity to reveal,
assess, and explain customer perceptions of
e-loyalty in the context of s-commerce. Spe-
cialists (four marketing professors) verified
the items’ clarity and uniformity, leading to
the addition, modification, and deletion of
some items; the remaining items were consid-
ered in the next step.

The process of scale generation and initial
purification, based on the literature review,
focus groups, and the unit filter by evaluat-
ing the face validity, included 19 items on the
e-loyalty scale.

Scale refinement (Study 1)

The next step was to refine the e-loy-
alty scale with an exploratory factor analysis
(EFA) and then to assess the reliability of the
scale (Cronbach’s alpha) with first-order con-
firmatory factor analysis (CFA).

Scale validity (Study 2)

The result of the scale development and
scale refinement process yielded a three-di-
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mensional construct of e-loyalty in s-com-
merce. This study validated the research
scales in the previous step to form the final
scale in this section. This study then collect-
ed data again, analyzed the new data with a
second-order CFA (second-order reflective
model), and evaluated the new scale’s nomo-
logical validity with the other related con-
structs.

Sampling and data collection

The sample came from the Vietnam
E-Business Index 2020 Report; the cities with
the highest index are Ho Chi Minh City, Ha
Noi City, Hai Phong City, Da Nang City, and
Binh Duong Province (IDEA., 2020). Ho
Chi Minh City in southern Vietnam has the
highest E-Business Index Rank 2020, 89.1,
and a population of over 10 million, made
up of many people who migrated from other
provinces in Vietnam. Therefore, the popu-
lation characteristics in Ho Chi Minh City re-
flect those of the population nationwide. Ha
Noi City ranks second, (85.7), followed by
Hai Phong City (60.6), Da Nang City (58.4),
and Binh Duong Province (54.9).

The research focused on two social net-
working sites, Facebook and Zalo, which are
the most popular social networks in Viet-
nam; 95% of the population uses Facebook,
and 74% use Zalo (Datarepotal.com, 2019).
Facebook is an international social network-
ing site, whereas Zalo is a local site devel-
oped by VNG, a Vietnamese enterprise. The
demographic characteristics of Facebook
users vary widely, including pupils, students,
housewives, and office wotkers from 15 to
00 years old. They spend a great deal of time
on social networking sites updating their sta-
tus and sharing information and interacting
with friends (Khoa and Khanh, 2019). Zalo
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users are mostly office workers, lecturers, and
public servants aged 25 to 45, and they main-
ly use mobile apps to maintain contact with
people and share information about their
daily activities, including shopping (Datare-
potal.com, 2019). Therefore, they are suit-
able for evaluating e-loyalty for s-commerce.

The sample for study 1

The purpose of this phase was to refine
the measurement tool based on psychological
attributes. The refinement phase consisted
of a quantitative research method, using an
online self-administered questionnaire that
had a nonprobability sampling purpose, with
300 MBA and Ph.D. students who majored
in business administration, e-commetce, and
information technology at the Industrial
University of Ho Chi Minh City. A sample
comprising of students was convenient be-
cause of the limited time and financial con-
straints, and because the authors are lecturers
at this university. Besides, these respondents
have training at the postgraduate level and

experienceof electronic commerce and elec-
tronic marketing; they understand both the
practice and the theory for electronic trans-
actions. The items were measured on a five-
point scale (from 1 = strongly disagree to 5
= strongly agree) to facilitate evaluation and
analysis with SPSS and AMOS software. The
items were arranged in a random order. The
respondents were asked to rate their e-loyal-
ty to the s-commerce sites where they shop
most often. The response rate of this survey
was 92%; 276 respondents were qualified for
further analysis. The incomplete responses
were ones with missing responses or repeat-
ed the same response when evaluating differ-
ent observed items.

Regarding the respondents’ character-
istics, the sample consisted of 50.4% females
and 49.6% males. The respondents were
MBA students and Ph.D. students; 50.7% of
the respondents majored in business admin-
istration, 30.4% majored in e-commerce, and
18.8% majored in information technology.
Most of the respondents made purchases 3
to 5 times per month (60.9%), and some did

Table 3. Sample Descriptive Statistics

Characteristics Sample 1 (N = 276) Sample 2 (N = 439)
n % n %
Male 137 50.4 Male 217 494

Gender

Female 139 49.6 Female 222 50.6
First-year 32 11.6 Below 20 99 22.6
Second year 79 28.6 20-24 64 14.6
Level/Age Third year 94 341 25-29 124 28.2
Fourth year 67 24.3 30-34 89 20.3
Other 4 1.4 Over 34 63 14.4
Business administration 140 50.7 Student 142 32.3
Major/Occupation Information technology 52 18.8 Lecturer 71 16.2
E-commerce 84 30.4 Office worker 226 51.5
‘ 1-2 time(s) 53 19.2 1-2 time(s) 80 18.2
fﬁﬁﬁégﬂiﬁi 3-5 times 168 60.9 3-5times 271 61.7
More than 5 times 55 19.9 More than 5 times 88 20.0
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so more than five times per month (19.9%).
This research sample is presented in Table 3.

The sample in study 2

This study performed a further data
collection to validate the scale. These s-com-
merce customers were 18 years old and over
(Vietham eCommerce and Digital Economy
Agency, 2019). The respondents were stu-
dents, white-collar workers, and lecturers,
who often buy online and were aware of good
s-commerce sites. Of the 450 questionnaires
distributed, 443 were returned, of which 439
had usable responses and were processed
with SPSS and AMOS software after those
with missing information were deleted. The
sampling method used purposive sampling.
The sample pool consisted of 49.4% males
and 50.6% females. The age groups were di-
vided as follows: under 20 years old (22.6%),
20 to 24 years old (14.6%), 25 to 29 years
old (28.2%), 30 to 34 years old (20.3%), and
over 34 years old (14.4%); regarding their
occupations, 32.3% are students, 16.2% are
lecturers, and the remaining 51.5% are office
workers. Those who made purchases 3 to 5
times/month made up 61.7% of the final us-
able responses (Table 3).

Results

Scale generation

Some statements showed the custom-
er’s engagement with an online store on a
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social network—for example, “rarely con-
sider switching,” “the first choice for pur-
chasing,”and “like to use.” Some of the re-

2 <<

spondent’s statements described a positive
attitude about the sales page, such as “my fa-
vorite retail site,” “is better than other com-
panies,” “prefer the social commerce site,”
and “like the features.” Acts that show loy-
alty were also mentioned, such as “continue

prefer

<

¢ <<

to choose,” “continue to support,
to use the social commerce site,” “recom-
mend the company,” and “spend time ev-
ery day going to the social commerce site.”
The focus group discussion yielded several
items adapted from the context of social net-
working technology, Web 2.0, and Industry
4.0, such as “like,” “share,” “comment,” and
“review” (Apenes Solem, 2016). Moreover,
the self-disclosure of personal information
in loyalty programs was mentioned, i.e., “dis-
close an interest,” and “share personal ideas,”
such as the respondent’s loyalty to the busi-
ness (Campbell, 2019). Thereafter, two peo-
ple with a master’s degree in marketing coded
the responses into 53 different items for the
next analysis. The evaluation panel generated
32 themes from the 53 items based on their
surface validity. Consequently, 32 themes
were assessed for their interrater reliability.
Kassarjian (1977) pointed out that an agree-
ment ratio of 80% or higher in coding deci-
sions is acceptable. Our interrater reliability
was 91%, easily exceeding the threshold of
80%. A pool of 32 items indicating e-loyalty
was formed from these 32 themes, which are
presented in Table 4.

Table 4. The initial pool of scale items for e-loyalty in social commerce

Statements about customer loyalty in social commerce

1. Rarely consider switching to another s-commerce site.

2. Use the s-commerce site whenever a purchase is needed.

3. This s-commerce site is my first choice when I need to buy something,
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Statements about customer loyalty in social commerce

4. I like to use this s-commerce site.

5.This s-commerce site is the best one.

0. I believe this is my favorite retail s-commerce site.

7.1 believe that using s-commerce is better than other transaction methods

8. I believe that, at the moment, this s-commerce site has the best deals.

9. I prefer the service from this s-commerce site over that of its competitors.

10.
11.
12.

I like the features of this s-commerce service and site.
I like this s-commerce site’s performance and services.

I find some social commerce sites better than others.

13. T will always choose this s-commerce site before other s-commerce sites.

14. T will always choose the features of this s-commerce site over those of other s-commerce sites.

15. T will support the services on this s-commerce site before those of other social commerce sites.

16. I answer questions about suggested social commerce site reviews

17. 1 disclose my interests to s-commerce sites.

18. I share my ideas with s-commerce sites.

19. T will always use this s-commerce site rather than its competitors.

20. I will say positive things about the company to others.

21. T recommend the company to people who seek advice about s-commerce.

22. 1 spend time every day going to this s-commerce site.

23. I will encourage friends and relatives to use the company’s s-commerce site.

24. 1 will show positive messages about the company on specific message boards on the internet.

25. I plan to continue my transactions with the current s-commerce site.

26. 1 plan to do more s-commerce.

27. I made multiple purchases from my favorite online retailer in the past month.

28. I spent most of my money buying goods from my favorite online retailer.

29. T always mention this s-commerce site when friends and family need online shopping advice.

30. I press the “like” button when I like an s-commerce post.

31. I shared some content on an s-commerce site.

32. 1 evaluated and ranked articles on s-commerce sites.

The initial purification used content va-
lidity to define the research items with the
same meaning or express satisfaction, rather
than loyalty. There is a big difference between
satisfaction and loyalty. Customer satisfac-
tion is the expression of a customer’s atti-
tude toward products, services, and brands;
therefore, enterprises know whether custom-
ers view the company’s products or brands
positively. Customer loyalty goes further and
shows the extent to which customers think

that a business or product exceeds their ex-
pectations, such as saying it is awesome or
enjoyable (Wiresa, 2017). The initial purifica-
tion deleted 13 items and retained 19 items,
as seen in Table 5. Nineteen items were add-
ed to the questionnaire used in the survey.
In the survey questionnaire, these items were
used to assess the respondents’ agreement
with a five-point Likert scale from 1 (strong-
ly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
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Table 5. Scale items retained after item filtering

Statements about customer loyalty in social commerce

ELOYT1. I rarely consider switching to another s-commerce site.

ELOY2. I use the s-commerce site whenever a purchase is needed.

ELOY?3. This s-commerce site is the first choice if a purchase is needed.

ELOY4. I will always choose this s-commerce site before other s-commerce sites.

ELOYS5. I will say positive things about the company to others.

ELOY6. I recommend this s-commerce site to people who seek advice about it.

ELOY7. I mention this s-commerce site when friends need advice about online shopping.

ELOYS. I will point out positive messages about the company on the internet.

ELOY9. I will always choose the features of this s-commerce site over those of other s-commerce sites.

ELOY10. I spend time every day visiting this s-commerce site.

ELOY11. I press the “like” button when I like an s-commerce post.

ELOY12. I participate in sharing some content on the s-commerce site.

ELOY13. I accept the time it takes to make comments, even though the s-commerce site does not offer any

compensation.

ELOY14. I answer questions about suggested s-commerce site reviews.

ELOY15. I submit personal information not related to delivery requests (i.e., gender, age).

ELOY16. I reveal my interest in s-commerce.

ELOY17. I share personal opinions with s-commerce sites.

ELOY18. I evaluate and rank articles on s-commerce sites.

ELOY19. I allow s-commerce access to friends on social networking sites.

Study 1. Scale refinement

EFEA and the reliability assessment of
the scale

EFA is an analytical technique that re-
duces many observed items into fewer fac-
tors but retains most of the informational
content and statistical significance of the first
group of items (Hair et al., 2010). Each item
observed is calculated with a ratio called a fac-
tor loading, which defines these factors. This
research used principal axis factoring and the
Promax rotation method because they reflect
the data’s structure more accurately than the
principal components extraction method
with Varimax rotation (Meyers et al., 2013).

The factor analysis model was appropri-
ate when the following criteria were met: (1)

Although a minimum loading factor from 0.3
to 0.4 is acceptable, a ratio greater than 0.5
is generally considered necessary for practi-
cal meaning (Hair et al., 2010). (2) The fac-
tor analysis is deemed suitable at 0.5 < Kai-
ser — Meyer — Olkin value (KMO) = 1. (3)
Cumulative variance is the percentage of the
total variance extracted by factors. A factor
analysis with a higher than 50% variance is
accepted if the eigenvalue is greater than 1.0
(Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007).

This research examined 19 observable
items measuring e-loyalty with the EFA pro-
cess using SPSS software. The results in Ta-
ble 6, after EFA was performed five times,
showed that the observed items were extract-
ed into three groups, with a total variance
extracted of 59.682% > 50%; therefore, the
scale was accepted. The KMO coefficient
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Table 6. The result of EFA

Time KMO Sig Eigenvalue Variance Factors Eliminated items Reason

explained
1 0.815  0.00 1.030 42.524 7 ELOY4,ELOY?9,

ELOY10, ELOY14

2 0.824  0.00 1.018 50062 5 ELOY1, ELOYS Factor loadings < 0.5
3 0.828  0.00 1.103 54.235 4 ELOY5
4 0.835  0.00 1.041 58.784 4 ELOY6 Factor with one item
5 0.846  0.00 1.586 59.682 3 - -

was 0.846, within 0.5 < KMO < 1; therefore,
the factor analysis was appropriate. The Bart-
lett test with sig. was 0.00 < 0.05 and had a
high level of significance.

The EFA result showed eight observed
items (ELOY1, ELOY3, ELOY4, ELOY6,
ELOYS, ELOY9, ELOY10, ELOY14) were
excluded from the study; the other items
were qualified as reliable for further research.

The summary of the scale for proper re-

search is as follows:

* Factor 1 consisted of four observed
items: ELOY15, ELOY16, ELOY17, and
ELOY19.

e Factor 2 consisted of four observed
items: ELOY11, ELOY12, ELOY13, and
ELOY18

* Factor 3 consisted of three observed items:
ELOY2, ELOY3, and ELOY7

Table 7. The result of the final EFA

Factor
1 2 3 Cronbach’s alpha  Smallest correlation coefficient

ELOY15 0.866
ELOY16 0.806

0.880 0.715
ELOY19 0.795
ELOY17 0.741
ELOY18 0.797
ELOY12 0.727

0.825 0.637
ELOY11 0.711
ELOY13 0.706
ELOY7 0.824
ELOY2 0.748  0.804 0.619
ELOY3 0.709

All the factor loadings for each item in the
group were higher than 0.5. The test of the
reliability of newly discovered scales showed
that all the factors were valid, and the Cron-
bach’s alpha coefficients were greater than
0.7; the smallest correlation coefficient of
the variables in each scale group was greater
than 0.3; the evaluation’s result is presented
in Table 7.

The EFA results and the reliability test of
the scale showed that e-loyalty, in the context
of s-commerce, was measured through three
factors with 11 observed items. Based on the
theory and the results of the discussion with
the five experts, this study formed an e-loyal-
ty scale, as shown in Table 8.

Factor 1 had four items, encompassing
“personal information’s disclosure,” which
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Table 8. Scale refinement of e-loyalty

Items Construct Code
ELOY15. I submit personal information not relat- PID1
ed to delivery requests (i.e., gender, age).

ELOY16. I reveal my interest in s-commerce. PID2
ELOY17. I share personal opinions with s-com- Personal information disclosure (PID) PID3
merce sites. PID4
ELOY19. I allow s-commerce access to friends on

social networking sites.

ELOY11. I press the “like” button when I like an INT1
s-commerce post. INT2
ELOY12. I participate in sharing some content on INT3
the s-commerce site.

ELOY13. I accept the time it takes to make com- Interaction (INT) INT4
ments, even though the s-commerce site does not

offer any compensation.

ELOY18. I evaluate and rank articles on s-com-

merce sites.

ELOY2. I use the s-commerce site whenever a TOM1
purchase is needed. TOM2
ELOY3. This s-commerce site is the first choice if TOM3

a purchase is needed.
ELOY7. I mention this s-commerce site when
friends need advice about online shopping.

Preference (TOM)

showed that customers provided personal
information, even private information, to
s-commerce sites. This result was consistent
with studies into business loyalty programs.
The customers must agree to provide the
businesses with information to participate
and obtain benefits (Campbell, 2019; Zanch-
ett and Paladini, 2019); moreover, customers
allowed familiar s-commerce sites to access
their contacts’ social networks. This scale was
also in line with the theory of loyalty that
combines attitude, behavior, and a premium
(Srivastava and Rai, 2018).

Factor 2 had four items, encompassing
“interaction.” This scale showed the interac-
tion behavior between customers and s-com-
merce sites in the social networking era and
web 2.0. When accessing s-commerce sites,
customer actions included clicking the like
button, sharing posts, making comments,
rating, and reviewing (Apenes Solem, 2016;

Holland and Baker, 2001). The interaction
showed the customer’s loyalty to the s-com-
merce site and formed part of their patron-
age of the site (Stivastava and Rai, 2018).

Factor 3 had three items, encompassing
“preference,” as in Srivastava and Rai (2018).
This factor is a concept related to brand loy-
alty (Jacoby and Chestnut, 1978), signifying
that customers always think of products,
find products, or first choose products on an
s-commerce site with which they are famil-
iar or have previous experience. Customers
can also recommend an s-commerce site with
which they are familiar to their friends, rela-
tives, and colleagues (Latif and Uslu, 2019).

Confirmatory factor analysis (CEA)

The maximum likelihood estimation was
used to test the first-order three-factor mod-
el with relationships between the items and
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scales. The best criteria to assess the measure-
ment model included the chi-square/dfindex
(CMIN/df) < 2, in some cases, CMIN/df <

The minimum CR of three dimensions was
0.81, greater than the threshold of 0.7 (Table
9).

Table 9. The result of CFA of the first-order e-loyalty model

Construct Items Standardized CR AVE
PID1 0.844

Personal information disclosure PID2 0.828 0.88 0.65
PID3 0.780
PID4 0.769
TOM1 0.743

Preference TOM2 0.713 0.81 0.58
TOM3 0.828
INT1 0.722

Interaction INT2 0757 0.82 0.54
INT3 0.723
INT4 0.747

CMIN = 41.7806; df = 41; GFI CFI TLI RMSEA

CMIN/df =1.019 0.973 0.999 0.999 0.008

3 (Mclver and Carmines, 1981); goodness-of- The construct m/z'd@/

fit index (GFI) > 0.9; comparative fit index
(CFI) > 0.9; Tucker and Lewis index (TLI) >
0.9; and root mean square error of approx-
imation (RMSEA) index < 0.08 or RMSEA
< 0.05 (Steiger, 1990). The findings in Table
9 significantly support an e-loyalty model
with three dimensions when all the values are
within the threshold (Hair et al., 2010; McIv-
er and Carmines, 1981; Steiger, 1990).

The construct reliability

Composite reliability (CR) is a better
choice than Cronbach’ alpha for checking
construct reliability (Anderson and Gerbing,
1988). A scale’s reliability is guaranteed when
the CR is greater than 0.7 (Hair et al., 2010).

Construct validity was assessed through
convergent validity, which confirmed that a
group of items represented the construct
(Chau, 1997), and discriminant validity, which
is the difference between two constructs
(Hulland, 1999). Three criteria were used to
assess the convergent validity: (1) The value
of CR was 0.7 or above. (2) The value of the
average variance extracted (AVE) was greater
than 0.5. (3) The value of all the item loadings
in the construct was greater than 0.7 (Fornell
and Larcker, 2018; Nunnally, 1978). The CR
satisfied the requirement, and the AVE of
the three scales was greater than 0.5. Further-
more, all the factor loadings in each construct
were higher than 0.7 (Table 9). Therefore, all

Table 10. The result of discriminant validity

R SE. CR P-value
PID <> TOM 0.342 0.057 11.59 0.000
PID <> INT 0.422 0.055 10.55 0.000
TOM <> INT 0.401 0.055 10.82 0.000
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three scale measurements achieved convet-
gent validity. In Table 10, the three constructs

have discriminant validity because their R

values (correlation value) are lower than 1.0
(Anderson and Gerbing, 1988).

Study 2. The scale validity

The second-order CEA

The second-order CFA model showed a
fit on the dataset collected. All the measure-
ment indicators conformed to testing stan-
dards (GFI = 0.963 > 0.9; TLI = 0.960 >
0.9; CFI = 0.970 > 0.9; RMSEA = 0.056 <
0.08; chi-square/df = 2.358 < 3). The scale
reliability was ensured when the CR of all the

D
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€«

D
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The nomological validity

The research tested the relationship
between the constructs of e-loyalty and the
theoretical constructs in previous studies to
assess the e-loyalty scale’s nomological validi-
ty. This study assessed the causal relationship
between e-loyalty and its antecedents, such
as the perceived hedonic value (Chiu et al.,
2018; Eid, 2011) and online trust (Cyr, 2008;
Gefen, 2002).

The research scales were adapted from
previous studies, i.e., the scale for the per-
ceived hedonic value was measured by four
items (Lee and Wu, 2017), and online trust
was measured by five items (Liu and Tang,
2018). The reliability of these scales was
checked with CFA. This study examined the

.87

9000000006

e 73

Chi-square= 96 676; df = 41; P = .000
Chi-square/df = 2.358

GFI = 963; TLI = .960; CFI = 970
RMSEA= .056

Figure 1. Second-order CFA results

E
_|
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dimensions was more than 0.7. Moreover, all
the AVEs were greater than 0.5, and the stan-
dardized regression weights of the first- and
second-order scales were significantly great-
er than the threshold of 0.5. In addition, the
correlations between the dimensions were
less than 1.0, with p < 0.001. Thus, Figure
1 shows a reasonable model fit for the sec-
ond-order construct of e-loyalty.

correlation values between online trust and
the perceived hedonic value with the three
dimensions of e-loyalty, to assess the nomo-
logical validity of the e-loyalty scale in s-com-
merce.

Table 11 shows that the standardized
regression weights of observed items were
more than 0.5; the CR of the online trust
and the perceived hedonic value were greater
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Table 11. The reliability and validity of antecedentof e-loyalty

Construct Items Standardized CR AVE
HV1 0.855
i . HV2 0.814
Perceived hedonic value (HV) 0.913 0.724
HV3 0.923
HV4 0.807
OT1 0.857
OT12 0.721
Oanline trust (OT) OT3 0.792 0.889 0.616
OT4 0.828
OT5 0.717

than 0.7, and the AVE exceeded 0.5.

The results of Table 12 show that on-
line trust was highly correlated with interac-
tion (0.518) as well as the correlation with the
concept of preference (0.380) and personal
information’s disclosure (0.316). Similarly,
the perceived hedonic value had a strong cor-
relation with the dimensions of e-loyalty in
s-commerce, in particular, personal informa-
tion’s disclosure (0.375), interaction (0.583),

ence (TOM), interaction (INT), and the dis-
closure of personal information to the seller

(PID).

The scale was consistent with general
customer psychology, the Vietnamese market,
and the context of s-commerce. The e-loyalty
scale has been studied for a long time but was
mainly based on the traditional loyalty scale.
The research indicated that e-loyalty demon-
strates the cognitive aspect of loyal custom-

Table 12. The correlation matrix of the online trust, perceived hedonic value,
and e-loyalty

oT HV PID INT TOM
oT 1
HV 0.515 1
PID 0.316 0.375 1
INT 0.520 0.583 0.460 1
TOM 0.380 0.370 0.348 0.583 1

and preference (0.370) (Hair et al., 2010).
Online trust and the perceived hedonic val-
ue were significantly correlated with the three
dimensions (p < 0.001); therefore, the pro-
posed scale had nomological validity (Shimp
and Sharma, 1987).

Discussion

Qualitative and quantitative research
validated the three dimensions of e-loyalty in
the context of s-commerce, including prefer-

ers by prioritizing certain s-commerce sites.
When shopping online, their priority was to
search for products on s-commerce sites, or
the first site they think of, when asked to de-
fine loyalty when shopping on s-commerce
sites (Dick and Basu, 1994; Terci, 2000). Also,
e-loyalty for web 2.0 was described through
the customers’ interaction with s-commerce.
A higher frequency of using Facebook in-
creased their feeling of excitement.

Similarly, interaction expressed that the
customer would leave comments on s-com-
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merce sites and spend time giving reviews,
even though the s-commerce sites do not of-
fer any compensation, and try to track s-com-
merce pages (Godes et al., 2005; Westaby et
al., 2016). Lastly, e-loyalty was manifested by
providing personal information to s-com-
merce sites. Loyalty programs require cus-
tomers to exchange a great deal of personal
information to obtain better service. Chel-
lappa and Sin (2005) suggested that personal-
ization refers to modifying products and the
purchasing experience to suit the individual
consumer. New advances in the collection
of information and processing technology
have enabled online suppliers to offer var-
ious personalized products or services in
s-commerce, which increases their engage-
ment with customers and the importance of
enticing customers to provide valuable infor-
mation.

Among the three dimensions of e-loyal-
ty in s-commerce so far discovered, personal
information’s disclosure receives the most
attention because it introduces many risks
for customers, i.e., privacy risk, financial risk,
psychological risk, and time risk (Feather-
man and Hajli, 20106). Disruptive technology
is an innovation that significantly alters how
consumers or businesses operate and cannot
be controlled in the global information age.
The disclosure of personal information also
creates risks for customers and may leave
them vulnerable. Thus, the disclosure of per-
sonal information is an important issue for
customers, and they tend to withhold their
information for the sake of their privacy and
security (Gracia and Juliadi, 2019). In other
words, consumers tend to have an adverse
reaction to any data collection efforts and are
not willing to share personal data (Palmatier
and Martin, 2019). Many customers are sat-
isfied with personalized shopping from busi-
nesses through relevant product recommen-
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dations. Besides, over 69% of customers are
willing to provide personal information to
receive the most suitable product or service
suggestions (Zanchett and Paladini, 2019).
Personalized customer experience is also one
strategy to help businesses develop their cus-
tomers’ loyalty (Kartajaya et al., 2019). Prod-
ucts and services that meet customers’ needs,
requirements, and use ensure their trust in
their choices and motivate them to repeat the
experience in the future. In location-based
services, customers disclose their GPS posi-
tion to get a discount from a shop (Xu et al.,
2011). Loyalty is described as the customer’s
willingness to provide personal information
on an s-commerce site (Albashrawi and Mo-
tiwalla, 2019; Campbell, 2019).

These components are consistent with
the theory of marketing as well as the behav-
ioral theory. First, loyalty refers to the belief
that a brand or seller is a better match for
a customer than others; so this research fo-
cused on customers’ emotions. Second, intet-
action reflects a favorable or preferable atti-
tude based on customers’ satisfaction. Third,
conscious loyalty constitutes behavioral in-
tentions characterized by a deeper level of
commitment via personal information dis-
closures. The final stage is behavioral loyalty,
in which customers convert intentions into
actions (Sadeghi et al., 2019). At this stage,
customers experience inertia, along with the
desire to overcome obstacles to purchasing,
Although behavioral loyalty is ideal, it is dif-
ficult to observe and measure. Therefore,
most researchers tend to study one stage of
the behavior, normally one of the first three
stages. The e-loyalty scale’s development and
validation here include attitude, behavior,
and a combination of attitude and behavior.
The same is true for preference; this result
explored the dimensions of e-loyalty, includ-
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ing the premium and patronage (Srivastava
and Rai, 2018).

Conclusion

This research makes both theoretical
and practical contributions. Amid the explo-
sion of current research, it is crucial to nar-
row the scope of essential concepts, such as
e-loyalty. In particular, developing an e-loyal-
ty scale in the context of s-commerce enrich-
es the theory. First, this paper developed and
validated an e-loyalty scale for s-commerce as
a three-dimensional concept with three com-
ponents: preference, interaction, and person-
al information’s disclosure. This result has
not been mentioned in previous studies of
e-loyalty. Moreover, the research is relevant
to developing countries, especially regarding
information security issues, when free online
services, such as search sites (Google), social
networks (Facebook and Zalo), are wide-
ly used. Although information is seen as a
commodity in a for-profit transaction in de-
veloped countries (Smith et al.,, 2011), it is a
novelty in developing countries; hence, this
research’s result affirms that information is a
commodity and lays the foundation for fur-
ther research related to online businesses in
developing countries.

This study’s practical contribution is
showing online businesses, especially in the
context of s-commerce, that building custom-
er loyalty is paramount. Increasing services or
features to make it easier for customers to ac-
cess and shop for goods is important for so-

cial networking sites. With the 2.0 technology
platform, businesses should facilitate their
customers interactions by setting up buttons
and allowing customers to leave feedback
and reviews, or post product reviews. Lastly,
loyalty programs should be considered after
customers disclose their personal informa-
tion. Personalization in advertising, product
recommendations, and customer care is es-
sential for a business.

Limitation

Despite our best efforts, our study has
some limitations. Although the data were
collected from the four largest cities and a
province in Vietnam, which are highly de-
veloped in terms of technology, their repre-
sentativeness did not meet the researchers’
expectations. To confirm the credibility and
value of the e-loyalty scale, it would be help-
ful to conduct a wide-ranging study of oth-
er cities or countries with different levels of
economic development. An in-depth analysis
of e-loyalty in the context of s-commerce
is necessary to obtaina clear perception of
the scale. In addition to s-commerce’s devel-
opment, mobile commerce has become an
emerging phenomenon in Southeast Asian
and developing countries. Further research is
needed to compare and develop an e-loyalty
scale related to the context of m-commerce.
Finally, the nonprobability sampling meth-
od also limits the research’s reliability, which
needs to be improved using appropriate and
accurate sampling frames with the probability
sampling method.
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