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Abstract

Purpose –Grounded on the concept of a value trade-off, the authors of this study seek to address the question
of why some people visit an offline store before purchasing online. The authors offer a novel perspective by
identifying and describing the perceived value drivers (benefits and sacrifices) associatedwith showrooming in
the context of the branded apparel segment.
Design/methodology/approach – Data collected from 318 showrooming customers were analysed in the
context of the proposed perceived value framework using the structural equation modelling method.
Findings – The results showed that enhanced product evaluation, monetary savings, smart shopper feelings
and perceived enjoyment (positively) and search costs and online risk (negatively) influenced consumers’
showrooming value perceptions as benefits and sacrifices associated with showrooming. Only perceived
consumption delay emerged as insignificant. As expected, perceived showrooming value was identified as an
important driver of showrooming intentions.
Research limitations/implications – The application of this paper’s findings is limited to the branded
apparel segment. The model can be tested in other sectors with a larger sample size to gain deeper insights.
Practical implications – The findings can be utilized by brick-and-mortar retailers to retain showrooming
customers.
Originality/value – The authors of the current research work contribute to a better understanding of
showrooming by adopting a perceived-value-based perspective, which offers an alternative yet effective route
for understanding showrooming.
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1. Introduction
Incidences of consumers shopping solely via one channel have become a thing of the past, and
modern consumers are increasingly “free-riding” (Aw, 2019) and shopping through
integrated channels (Goraya et al., 2020), establishing showrooming as the new norm for
multi-channel shoppers (Fern�andez et al., 2018). Showrooming signifies consumers’
commitment towards inspecting products at brick-and-mortar retailers before purchasing
online (Fassnacht et al., 2019; Rapp et al., 2015). While a PwC report revealed that 68% of
shoppers deliberately gathered product information at offline stores before purchasing
online, Skeldon (2015) confirmed that 41% shoppers were persistent showroomers, which
highlights the escalating challenges for brick-and-mortar retailers (Daunt and Harris, 2017).
The significance of showrooming can be further seen in the fact that offline retailers that
spend money on employing sales-staff and offering advisory services, as well as providing a
tactile experience for shoppers, get zero revenue in return (Fern�andez et al., 2018).

Although several researchers have continued to assert that showrooming is a serious
threat, which could result in the massive loss of sales and profits for brick-and-mortar
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retailers (Balakrishnan et al., 2014; Mehra et al., 2018), the issue remains under-explored.
Existing showrooming literature clearly indicates that researchers have either examined
showrooming from the perspective of channel benefits and shopping motivations (Arora and
Sahney, 2018; Burns et al., 2018; Gensler et al., 2017; Kang, 2018) or from a decision- making
(Sit et al., 2017) or a value co-creation/co-destruction-based ideology (Daunt and Harris, 2017).
Despite being valid and enriching, the researchers in these studies have offered a constrained
view of showrooming. To fill this gap, the authors of the current study adopted a value-based
outlook to understand consumers’motivation behind showrooming. Value trade-off, which is
well-established as an important criterion in consumer-choice and decision-making literature
(Chiu et al., 2014; Dastane et al., 2020; Kim et al., 2007; Sweeney et al., 1997; Zeithaml, 1988)
offers an alternative yet effective cognitive route for investigating showrooming through the
lens of perceived gains and sacrifices, which remains unmapped. The authors of the present
study additionally contribute by using consumer-branded apparel as the focus of the
research. Even though consumer apparel is one of the product categories deemed most
susceptible to showrooming (Google Consumer Barometer, 2015; Quint et al., 2013), past
researchers have focused mainly on consumer electronics (Arora et al., 2017; Basak et al.,
2017). It is anticipated that retailers selling branded apparel could be affected by
showrooming because of consumers’ desire for a trial and a tactile product experience in
the case of apparel (Kim and Knight, 2007; Yu and Park, 2014). In this context, the main
purpose of the current paper is to provide a comprehensive view of perceived value (PV),
encompassing both perceived benefits and sacrifices associated with showrooming. Hence,
the current research aims to answer two research questions:

RQ1. What are the potential benefits and sacrifices associated with showrooming in the
context of branded apparel?

RQ2. Is perceived (showrooming) value an influential driver of showrooming intentions
in the context of branded apparel?

2. Literature review
2.1 Theoretical background of showrooming
Showrooming has largely been conceptualized as a dominant form of cross-channel free-
riding behaviour involving offline search followed by an online purchase (Kuksov and Liao,
2018; Schneider and Zielke, 2020). Quite recently, an important study by Sit et al. (2017)
investigated showrooming from the perspective of consumer experience, and the researchers
asserted that showroomers assimilate both price- and non-price-related information across
various channels, demonstrating a showroomer’s high need for information attainment
(Kang, 2018). Sit et al. (2017) further argued that it is not just the price but also the service
excellence criteria (such as product warranty and after-sales service) that affect consumers’
choice of purchase channel while showrooming. Alternatively, Daunt and Harris (2017)
proposed that showrooming is a form of value co-creation and co-destruction behaviour.
While, on the one hand, a showroomer co-creates value with an online store by purchasing
online, on the other hand, this negatively affects the brick-and-mortar retailer fromwhom the
showroomer obtained value without engaging in a monetary transaction, signifying co-
destruction. Similarly, the combination of the perceived value of in-store shopping and online
shopping has been found to facilitate showrooming (Daunt and Harris, 2017). This supports
the findings of Arora et al. (2017, 2020) and Arora and Sahney (2018), who showed that
showrooming helps consumers to benefit both from online and offline channels
simultaneously. Showrooming customers not only take advantage of the in-store benefits,
such as touch, feel and sales-staff support, but also benefit from low prices online. Gensler
et al. (2017) suggested that showrooming helps consumers to identify their ideal product fit
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and that it is the perceived differences in offline and online prices that encourage
showrooming.

However, researchers have now started distinguishing between competitive and loyal
showroomers. While the former switch both the channel and the retailer and negatively
impact the profitability of brick-and-mortar retailers, the latter impact profitability positively
by purchasing from the same retailer online (Schneider and Zielke, 2020). Regarding
competitive showroomers, the negative impact of showrooming is not only limited to the
profitability (Balakrishnan et al., 2014; Mehra et al., 2018) and overall store performance of
brick-and-mortar retailers; a negative impact has also been shown on salespersons’ self-
efficacy (Rapp et al., 2015), making it an issue of critical concern. Salespersons’ self-efficacy
here relates to salespersons’ beliefs regarding their ability to convert in-store customers into
buyers (Rapp et al., 2015).

Interestingly, a few researchers have offered a positive perspective on showrooming in
light of the first-hand selling opportunities that it offers brick-and-mortar retailers (Kuksov
and Liao, 2018; Sit et al., 2017), as well as the proposed view that showroomers are more likely
to purchase products at higher prices offline (Viejo-Fern�andez et al., 2020). From a strategic
perspective, cross-selling (Rapp et al., 2015), maintaining a unique product assortment (Mehra
et al., 2018) and encouraging high-quality interactions between sales staff and customers
(Fassnacht et al., 2019) have been proposed as effective in selling products to showroomers
while they are in store.

2.2 Concept of perceived value (PV)
Zeithaml (1988, p. 14) defined customer-perceived value as “a cognitive trade-off of sacrifices
and benefits which are associatedwith consumption practices”. At a high level of abstraction,
PV expresses an individual’s overall assessment of the salient “give” and “get” components in
exchange situations, which have been effectively utilised to understand consumer behaviour
in diverse retailing situations (Charton-Vachet et al., 2020; Pham et al., 2018; Yoon et al., 2014).
In the recent years, PV has been seen as a critical factor in comprehending the multi-channel
shopping behaviour of consumers (Hur�e et al., 2017), which indicates its relevance for
examining the showrooming phenomenon. Thus, the authors of current study aim to examine
the PV of showrooming by assessing both the perceived benefits and sacrifices (Fang et al.,
2016; Lin et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2018) associated with showrooming. According to Zeithaml
(1988), while perceived sacrifice is influenced both by perceived monetary and non-monetary
price, perceived benefits take account of the advantages, paybacks and utility emerging from
a product, service or behaviour, as advanced by both past (Babin et al., 1994; Holbrook, 1994;
Kim et al., 2007) and present researchers (Hsu and Lin, 2018; Vishwakarma et al., 2020; Wang
et al., 2018; Yu et al., 2019). It is expected that the insights emerging from the PV standpoint
will enrich the body of work on showrooming by capturing both gain and loss elements,
which in turn are expected to determine an individual’s showrooming value perceptions.

3. Proposed model and hypothesis development
Using the theoretical background of the perceived value-based intention frameworks (Dodds
and Monroe, 1985; Zeithaml, 1988; Kim et al., 2007; Hsu and Lin, 2018; Vishwakarma et al.,
2020; Yu et al., 2019), the research model, shown in Figure 1, predicts how consumers’
perceptions of benefits (i.e. enhanced product evaluation, monetary savings, smart shopper
feelings and perceived enjoyment) and sacrifices (i.e. search costs, perceived consumption
delay and online risk) linked with showrooming will influence their value perceptions. The
model also tests the impact of value perceptions on consumers’ intentions towards
showrooming. The following sections develop the theoretical backing of the proposed
hypotheses.
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3.1 Potential benefits of showrooming
Numerous researchers have consistently documented the relevance of perceived benefits as
an important component of the value framework (Kim et al., 2007; Yu et al., 2017a; Zeithaml,
1988). There exists ample empirical evidence suggesting the complementary association
between perceived benefits and an individuals’ value perceptions (Dastane et al., 2020;
Ledden et al., 2007; Lin et al., 2012). Based on the verified impact of perceived benefits on
channel choices (Verhoef et al., 2007; Wang et al., 2015) and on the value emerging from the
shopping experience (Hur�e et al., 2017), it is proposed that the benefits associated with
showrooming will enhance the PV of showrooming. In line with the existing multi-channel
choice behaviour literature, it is argued that showrooming for branded apparel will assist
consumers in obtaining benefits such as better product evaluation, smart shopper feelings,
value for money and perceived enjoyment.

As a product category, consumer apparel warrants physical product evaluation before
any purchase commitment is made (Jacobs et al., 2010; Yu et al., 2012; Yu and Park, 2014).
Consumers often aim to acquire full information on sensory attributes such as colour, design,
fabric and fit before purchasing apparel (Kim and Knight, 2007). It is argued that physical
examination of the apparel in-store will help showroomers in assessing apparel on tactile,
visual and trial attributes (Eckman et al., 1990), which is not possible online (Levy andWeitz,
2008; Shim and Lee, 2011). According to Arora and Sahney (2018), touching and feeling the
product in-store not only fosters better product evaluation but also helps customers to gain
confidence in making final product choices (Peck and Childers, 2006). Further, regarding
better product evaluation, another showrooming benefit relates to the monetary savings
emerging through product purchase at lower prices online (Chiu et al., 2014). Arora and
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Conceptual framework
(Adapted from Kim et
al., 2007)
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Sahney (2018) and Burns et al. (2018) affirmed that showrooming helps consumers to attain
products at low prices, creating value for money on account of the high price dispersion
across online and offline channels (Gensler et al., 2017). Similarly, it has further been argued
that showrooming may stimulate smart shopper feelings among consumers (Flavi�an et al.,
2020). This is because showrooming assists shoppers in making the right product purchases
at the right prices by combining an offline channel for search and an online channel for
purchase (Arora and Sahney, 2018). Gensler et al. (2017) indicated that showrooming may
make consumers feel smart when they purchase (similar) products at lower prices online. In
general, Verhoef et al. (2007, p. 132) have proposed that “searching on one channel allows
them [shoppers] to make better purchase decisions on another channel due to their own
‘smart’ search behaviour”, in turn stimulating smart shopper feelings. Finally, Kesari and
Atulekar (2016) proposed that visiting stores lets customers enjoy the experience of shopping
with friends and family. These researchers argued that, while showrooming for consumer
apparel, consumers might enjoy the experience of product trials in stores. Past researchers
have also demonstrated that consumers relish spending time with their friends and family
while shopping, which is not possible online (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003; Kang, 2018). Based
on the discussion above, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H1–H4. Enhanced product evaluation (H1), monetary savings (H2), smart shopper
feelings (H3) and perceived enjoyment (H4) are positively related to perceived
value (PV) in the context of showrooming for branded apparel.

3.2 Perceived sacrifice related to showrooming
According to the taxonomy of the PV framework, the concept of sacrifice comprises both
monetary and non-monetary considerations (Kim et al., 2019; Ledden et al., 2007; Zeithaml,
1988), and the same holds true for showrooming. The authors of the present research contend
that while showrooming for branded apparel a showrooming customer incurs huge search
costs in collecting additional product information at brick-and-mortar retailers. A
showroomer first incurs time, effort and money costs in visiting an offline store (Hu et al.,
2018; Lala and Chakraborty, 2015), and time and efforts are again invested in finding and
purchasing similar product(s) online (Gensler et al., 2017). Similarly, Chou et al. (2016)
proposed that cross-channel free-riding entails requires a great deal ofmoney, time, and effort
costs. In addition, a showrooming consumer faces the risk of delayed deliveries, which has
often been associated with showrooming (Flavi�an et al., 2020; Reid et al., 2016). Park and Kim
(2007) claimed that, whenever a shopper purchases apparel online, there is always a risk of
consumption delay (Yu et al., 2012). This is because the consumermay not receive products on
time and may bear the cost of late deliveries (Chiu et al., 2011). Finally, a showrooming
customer assumes shopping risks, such as product performance and financial risk, which
have been consistently linked with non-store forms of retailing (Forsythe et al., 2006; Verhoef
et al., 2007; Yu and Park, 2014). Further, Yu et al. (2012) proposed that, while shopping for
apparel online, shopping risks are increased due to the insecurities connected with online
credit-card usage and the potential abuse of important personal and financial information
online (Arora and Sahney, 2018; Chou et al., 2016). Online channels, by their nature, generate
more uncertainty because of the higher risk of fraudulent transactions online and the fear of
receiving the wrong products (Chiu et al., 2011). Considering the proven negative impact of
sacrifice elements on PV (Kim et al., 2007; Lau et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2013; Zeithaml, 1988),
the following hypotheses are proposed:

H5–H7. Search costs (H5), perceived consumption delay (H6) and online risk (H7) are
negatively related to perceived value (PV) in the context of showrooming for
branded apparel.
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3.3 Perceived value (PV) and its impact on intentions
PV has often been considered as one of the noteworthy prerequisites of behavioural
intentions (Kim et al., 2007; Vishwakarma et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2013, 2018; Yang et al.,
2016). As noted earlier, in the case of showrooming, PV indicates a consumer’s overall
calculation of the benefits and sacrifices associated with examining products at brick-and-
mortar retailers before purchasing online. It is only after the comprehensive evaluation of the
benefits and sacrifices that consumers arrive at the total PV (Wang et al., 2013, 2018), which in
turn determines the adoption of specific types of behaviour (behavioural intention). As
consumers are presumed to be rational human beings, striving to maximise their shopping
utility, it is proposed that:

H8. Perceived value (PV) associated with showrooming is positively related to
behavioural intentions towards showrooming in the context of branded apparel.

4. Method
4.1 Instrument development
To achieve the study objectives, measurement items were adopted from existing literature
but were adapted to the showrooming context. These itemswere pre-tested by twomarketing
professors and three marketing doctoral students for their suitability in the current context.
All the adopted items were measured on a five-point Likert scale (1 5 “Strongly disagree”,
25 “Disagree”, 35 “Neutral”, 45 “Agree”, and 55 “Strongly agree”). The adapted items are
presented in Table 1.

4.2 Data collection
Data were collected offline across amix of tier-1 and tier-2 cities in India. As the current study
is focused on showrooming, following Arora and Sahney (2018) and Chiu et al. (2011), only
those multi-channel shoppers who visited an offline store but later purchased branded
apparel online were included in the survey. This was assured by asking respondents
screening questions. The first question asked was about apparel online shopping: “Do you
shop for branded apparel online?” Those who answered yes were further asked: “Did you
visit any physical store before buying any branded apparel online?” Only those respondents
who answered “Yes” to both these questions were considered, following which printed
questionnaires were given to the respondents. The authors of the study reached out to around
750 respondents, of which 390 were found suitable based on the screening questions. From
these 390 respondents, 318 useable data points were considered for the final analysis after the
removal of incomplete questionnaires. The respondents’ profile is shown in Table 2.

5. Data analysis
Data analysis involved the examination of the measurement model followed by structural
equation modelling (SEM). The statistical software used to execute the multiple regression
analysis and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were SPPS and AMOS. The authors of the
study adopted AMOS, a covariance-based SEM technique for the analysis, as it is a perfect fit
when the sample size is large and the aim is to investigate the presumed hypotheses
(Byrne, 2010).

5.1 Preliminary test
Before proceeding to the CFA and SEM analysis, the data were checked for missing values
and outliers. The descriptive data analysis revealed that there were neither any outliers nor
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Construct Items FL

Perceived showrooming
value (PSV)

(AVE: 0.576, CR: 0.844) (Gupta and Kim, 2010; Kim et al., 2007; Wang
et al., 2018)
PSV1: I get good value for money when I purchase branded apparel via
showrooming

0.81

PSV2: According to me, it is worthwhile to showroom while shopping
for branded apparel

0.78

PSV3: It is beneficial to showroom while purchasing branded apparel 0.74
PSV4: Overall, showrooming offers good shopping value 0.70

Showrooming intention
(SINT)

(AVE: 0.689, CR: 0.869) (Rej�on-Guardia and Luna-Nevarez, 2017)
SINT1: I have the intention to visit an offline store before purchasing
branded apparel online

0.77

SINT2: My prediction is that I will inspect branded apparel at B&M
retailers before purchasing online

0.89

SINT3: I am going to collect information at B&M retailers before
purchasing apparel online

0.83

Benefits
Enhanced product
evaluation benefits
(PEB)

(AVE: 0.674, CR: 0.949) (Kim, 2004; Eckman et al., 1990)
While shopping for apparel, showrooming (visiting an offline store
before purchasing offline) helps me make sure that
PEB1: The apparel is well constructed 0.89
PEB2: It is likely to be durable during wear and care 0.78
PEB3: It is made of high-quality materials/fabrics 0.78
PEB4: It is fashionable 0.80
PEB5: Material of the apparel is soft and comfortable on my body 0.82
PEB6: Colour of the apparel is attractive 0.83
PEB7: Overall appearance of the sweaters is attractive 0.80
PEB8: Apparel fits on my body well/ conforms to my shape of the body 0.89
PEB9: It looks good or bad on me 0.79

Monetary savings
(MSV)

(AVE: 0.557, CR: 0.790) (Atkins and Kim, 2012; Flavian et al., 2020)
While showrooming, purchasing products online helps me get
MSV1: A lower price than normal 0.69
MSV2: A reasonable price 0.79
MSV3: A good deal on the purchase 0.76

Smart shopper feelings
(SSF)

(AVE: 0.596, CR: 0.816) (Atkins and Kim, 2012; Flavian et al., 2020)
When I make purchases via showrooming. . .
SSF1: I feel good about the purchases I have made 0.72
SSF2: I feel as if I have made a good purchase 0.78
SSF3: I take pride in making product purchases via showrooming 0.81

Perceived enjoyment
(PENJ)

(AVE: 0.697, CR: 0.873) (Kesari and Atulkar, 2016)
PENJ1: I enjoy the entertaining environment in stores 0.82
PENJ2: It makes me relaxed from a daily stressful lifestyle 0.84
PENJ3: I visit the store or mall as a recreational centre to enjoy with my
family and friends

0.85

Sacrifices
Search costs
(SCOS)

(AVE: 0.791, CR: 0.919) (Lin et al., 2020; Jones et al., 2000)
SCOS1: Searching for products offline before purchasing online would
require a lot of money

0.87

SCOS2: Searching products offline before purchasing online would
require a lot of time

0.91

SCOS3: Searching products offline before purchasing online would
require a lot of physical and mental effort

0.88

(continued )

Table 1.
Reliability and validity

structure
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anymissing or invalid values in the collected data set. According to the normality assumption
of SEM, the data were also checked for skewness and kurtosis. The results showed that the
values for skewness and kurtosis were below the recommended values of 3.0 and 10.0,
respectively (Kline, 2005).

5.2 Reliability and validity measures
CFA was employed to analyse the reliability and validity of the research instrument. The
results of the CFA showed that the data fit well (X2 5 685.59, X2/df 5 1.402, CFI 5 0.971,
TLI5 0.967, RMSEA5 0.036). These metrics for the model fit were above the corresponding
cut-off values recommended byHair et al. (2010). Further, the factor loadings of the itemswere

Construct Items FL

Perceived consumption
delay (PCD)

(AVE: 0.790, CR: 0.919) (Park and Kim, 2007)
PCD1: I may need towait for a long time until I can get the clothing from
the internet and wear it

0.89

PCD2: I may not be able to wear this clothing item on time 0.90
PCD3: I may need to postpone wearing this clothing item 0.88

Online risks
(OR)

(AVE: 0.686, CR: 0.867) (Chiu et al., 2011)
While showrooming, with respect to purchasing apparel online, I fear
OR1: If I purchase online, there is a high possibility of getting the wrong
product

0.77

OR3: I feel insecure about my personal data 0.90
OR4: I fear fraudulent transactions online 0.81

Note(s): FL: Factor loadingsTable 1.

Characteristics n %

Gender
Male 177 55.67
Female 141 44.33

Age (years)
18–24 131 41.20
25–30 150 47.17
31–35 37 11.63

Education
Undergraduate 141 44.34
Post graduate (MBA, M. Tech etc.) 134 42.14
PhD 43 13.52

Income (per month)
25,000–30,000 166 52.20
30,001–35,000 113 35.53
35,001 and above 39 12.27

Shopping apparel online (in last year)
1–5 times 157 49.37
6–10 times 87 27.35
11 and above 74 23.28

Note(s): n 5 318

Table 2.
Respondents’
characteristics
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examined. All items’ loadings exceeded the recommended 0.60 level (Hair et al., 2014), except
for the six items for perceived evaluation benefits and three items for online risk, which
consequently were excluded from further analysis. Composite reliability (CR) and Cronbach’s
alpha (α) values were calculated, and the values for all the constructs were higher than 0.70
(Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994), thus ensuring reliability. Likewise, the calculated average
variance extracted (AVE) values were above the suggested threshold of 0.50 (Hair et al., 2014),
confirming convergent validity (see Table 1). Further, the results showed support for
discriminant validity as the value of the square root of the AVE for each construct was found
to be greater than inter-construct correlations (see Table 3). Additionally, variance inflation
factor (VIF) values were calculated to test for multicollinearity. The VIF values were within
acceptable limits (below 10), confirming no multicollinearity issues in the current study (see
Table 4).

5.3 Structural model and hypothesis testing
The current study proposed eight hypotheses that were tested using SEM. SEM reveals both
theR2 values, which show the amount of variation explained by the independent variable and
the estimates of path coefficients, describing the strength of relationships between variables
(dependent and independent). The SEM results revealed that the data fit well in the proposed
model. To achieve this, the overall model fit indices were examined. These included the
adjustedX2 and other indices such as the goodness of fit index (GFI), the adjusted goodness of
fit index (AGFI), the comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) and the root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) (see Table 5).

Figure 2 shows the path estimates of the research model. PV was determined by the
product evaluation benefits, monetary savings, smart shopper feelings, perceived enjoyment,

OR PSV PEB PENJ SINT SCOS SSF PCD MSV

OR 0.828
PSV �0.342 0.759
PEB �0.126 0.519 0.821
PENJ �0.045 0.291 0.118 0.835
SINT �0.123 0.429 0.198 0.335 0.830
SCOS 0.254 �0.415 �0.110 �0.182 �0.349 0.889
SSF �0.062 0.474 0.330 0.046 0.214 �0.216 0.772
PCD 0.302 �0.200 �0.048 �0.087 �0.090 0.197 �0.075 0.889
MSV �0.023 0.470 0.319 0.194 0.446 �0.303 0.387 �0.070 0.746

Construct Tolerance VIF

Dependent variable: perceived showrooming value (PSV)
Enhanced product evaluation benefits (PEB) 0.80 1.25
Monetary savings (MSV) 0.67 1.50
Smart shopper feelings (SSF) 0.73 1.38
Perceived enjoyment (PENJ) 0.92 1.09
Search costs (SCOS) 0.78 1.29
Perceived consumption delay (PCD) 0.87 1.15
Online risks (OR) 0.82 1.22

Dependent variable: showrooming intention (SINT)
Perceived showrooming value (PSV) 1.00 1.00

Table 3.
Discriminant validity

Table 4.
Multicollinearity

results
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search costs, perceived consumption delay and online risks, resulting in explained variance
(R2 5 0.58). Hence, the PV variable explained 58% of the variance in the perceived
showrooming value. Furthermore, the perceived showrooming value was found to be a sole
predictor of showrooming intentions, explaining around 21% of variance (R2 5 0.21). Thus,
the value for the variance explained by perceived showrooming value and showrooming
intention (0.58 and 0.21, respectively) were higher than the cut-off value of 0.10 (Falk and
Miller, 1992).With respect to hypotheses testing, as anticipated, enhanced product evaluation
(H1; β 5 0.31, p < 0.001), monetary savings (H2; β 5 0.21, p < 0.001), smart shopper feelings
(H3; β 5 0.23, p < 0.001) and perceived enjoyment (H4; β 5 0.17, p < 0.001) displayed a

Fit index Recommended value Research model

X2/df ≤3.00 1.458
GFI ≥0.80 0.884
AGFI ≥0.80 0.860
NFI ≥0.90 0.902
TLI ≥0.90 0.962
CFI ≥0.90 0.967
RMSEA ≤0.08 0.038

Benefits

Enhanced
Product

Evaluation

Monetary
Savings

Smart Shopper
Feelings

Perceived
Enjoyment

Sacrifices

Search Cost

Perceived
Consumption

Delay

Online Risk

0.31***

0.21***

0.23***

0.17***

–0.19***

–0.04n.s

–0.22***

0.46***Perceived
Showrooming

Value
Showrooming

Intention

Note(s): ***p < 0.001

              n.s = not significant

Table 5.
Model fit summary of
the research model

Figure 2.
Results of hypothesis
testing
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significant impact on perceived showrooming value, while both search costs (H5; β5�0.19,
p < 0.001) and online risk (H7; β 5 �0.22, p < 0.001) were observed to negatively affect the
perceived showrooming value. However, an insignificant impact for perceived consumption
delay (H6; β 5 �0.04, p < 0.001) was observed on showrooming value perceptions. Overall,
perceived showrooming value notably determined behavioural intentions towards
showrooming, providing support for H8 (β 5 0.46, p < 0.001). Table 6 presents the results
of hypotheses testing.

6. Discussion
The authors of the current study sought to provide rich insights on showrooming through the
proposed value-based intention framework. It is increasingly becoming important for apparel
retailers to gain a deeper understanding of showrooming owing to its anticipated negative
impact on the profitability of brick-and-mortar retailers (Balakrishnan et al., 2014). In this
study, the researchers aimed to analyse the key influences of showrooming based on the
concept a value trade-off by scrutinizing the perceived benefits and sacrifices linked with
showrooming (Holbrook, 1994; Kim et al., 2007; Zeithaml, 1988). Based on the results observed
in the present study, both perceived benefits and sacrifice significantly determined an
individual’s showrooming value perceptions, in line with previous research (Chen and
Dubinsky, 2003; Kim et al., 2007; Sweeney et al., 1997; Wang et al., 2013; Yu et al., 2017b). The
perceived benefits of showrooming seemed to have a greater impact than the level of
perceived sacrifice on perceived showrooming value. In other words, showrooming
customers were attracted more by the benefits associated with showrooming than they
were dissuaded by the associated sacrifices.

The authors of the current study proposed four factors, under the umbrella of perceived
benefits, that can be associated with showrooming and, among these, product evaluation
benefits contributed the most to perceived showrooming value, followed by smart shopping
feelings andmonetary savings. In contrast, perceived enjoyment displayed the least influence
in the formation of perceived showrooming value. The results of the research revealed that
visiting a brick-and-mortar retailer before purchasing online helped showrooming customers
to evaluate branded apparel effectively. This is because, while inspecting branded apparel in-
store, showrooming customers could successfully assess it in relation to various important
attributes such as texture, fit, length, quality, colour and the feel of the fabric (Eckman et al.,
1990; Shim and Lee, 2011). Most importantly, consumers were able to determine the look and
fit of the apparel while inspecting products in-store, both of which have been found to be
important criteria for satisfactory apparel purchases (Kim and Forsythe, 2008; Park et al.,
2008; Rosa et al., 2006; Yu et al., 2012). This finding is consistent with Gensler et al. (2017) and
Arora and Sahney (2018), who asserted that showrooming helps consumers to identify the

Hypothesis Path Standardized coefficient (β) t-value Result

H1 PEB → PSV 0.31 5.77*** Supported
H2 MSV→ PSV 0.21 3.33*** Supported
H3 SSF → PSV 0.23 3.88*** Supported
H4 PENJ → PSV 0.17 3.44*** Supported
H5 SCOS → PSV �0.19 �3.57*** Supported
H6 PCD → PSV �0.04 �0.73n.s Not Supported
H7 OR → PSV �0.22 �4.02*** Supported
H8 PSV →SINT 0.46 7.32*** Supported

Note(s): ***p < 0.001; n.s. 5 not significant

Table 6.
Summary results of
hypothesized model

testing
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ideal product fit by enabling better product evaluation in-store through physical engagement.
As well as enhanced product evaluation, monetary savings emerged as an important benefit
that enhanced consumers’ value perceptions of showrooming. This is because showrooming
customers can acquire apparel at lower prices online, which has often been recognized as one
of the key benefits associated with online shopping (Chiu et al., 2014; Gensler et al., 2012;
Verhoef et al., 2007). This supports the findings of prior showrooming research, which has
asserted that showrooming helps consumers to acquire products at economical and
reasonable prices online (Burns et al., 2018). In line with the recent showrooming research, an
association between smart shopper feelings and showrooming was also established (Flavi�an
et al., 2020). Results confirmed that purchasing the right products at the right prices online via
showrooming led to smart shopper feelings among consumers (Gensler et al., 2017; Verhoef
et al., 2007). Finally, the results revealed that showrooming does not just concern making
rational product choices; it is also a way of experiencing pleasure and enjoyment while
inspecting products in-store, which is consistent with the findings of prior showrooming
research (Arora and Sahney, 2018; Kang, 2018).

Among the sacrifice elements, search costs and online risk markedly deterred consumers’
showrooming value perceptions. It was shown that showrooming incurs a huge investment of
time, money and effort in first visiting an offline store and later purchasing online. Aw (2019),
utilizing the principle of least effort (Zipf, 1949), similarly classified visiting an offline store as
a laborious activity that requires a huge investment of time and effort. Additionally, as
expected, the strong negative impact of online shopping risk was observed on showrooming
value perceptions. Perceived risk has often previously been considered a critical sacrifice
element that reduces shopping value perceptions (Hsu and Lin, 2016; Yu et al., 2017a). Arora
and Sahney (2018) similarly endorsed the negative impact of online risk on showrooming.
When consumers perceive a high rate of fraudulent practices online, coupled with the fear of
receiving mismatched products and the loss of personal and confidential information, they
are less likely to shop online (Chiu et al., 2011; Chou et al., 2016; Forsythe et al., 2006), thus
dissuading them from showrooming. Surprisingly, the proposed relationship between the
perceived consumption delay and the perceived showrooming value emerged as
insignificant, which supports Gensler et al. (2017). This might be because of same-day (or
faster) delivery services offered by online retailers, which minimizes the waiting costs online
and assures faster delivery. Finally, PV was found to have a high influence on behavioural
intentions towards showrooming. This supports the findings of Chu and Lu (2007), Wang
et al. (2013), and Yu et al. (2017b), and signifies that it is indeed the analysis of “benefit” and
“sacrifice” components collectively (the value emerging from showrooming) that determines
consumers’ behavioural intentions towards showrooming.

6.1 Implications of the study
The authors in the present study validate a theoretical model that elicits a better
understanding of the key factors that facilitate showrooming. The researchers make a novel
attempt by utilising the value-based ideology to investigate consumers’motivation in relation
to showrooming. The authors enrich the body of work on showrooming by identifying both
perceived benefits and sacrifices related to showrooming. This knowledge will help brick-
and-mortar retailers to formulate sound strategies to encourage the in-store purchase
behaviour of showrooming customers and to discourage them from switching to an online
retailer. This can be achieved, for instance, by offering on-the-spot deals and discounts to
showroomers, stressing online risks and underlining how purchasing in-store helps
consumers to access various tactile, visual and trial benefits.

According to Arora and Sahney (2018), it is apparent that when a customer engages in
showrooming, it is the brick-and-mortar retailer that gets the first opportunity to sell (Kuksov
and Liao, 2018; Sit et al., 2017). Hence, brick-and-mortar retailers, by formulating the right
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kind of strategies, can convert showroomers into buyers (Sit et al., 2017). Based on the results
of the present study, brick-and-mortar retailers can retain showroomers by manipulating the
overall PV of showrooming in such a way that both the benefit elements that enhance the
value associated with brick-and-mortar retailers and the sacrifice elements that deter online
shopping are highlighted and stressed. Additionally, brick-and-mortar retailers must aim to
enhance the value associated with purchasing apparel in-store, which, in turn, will magnify
the sacrificing cost associated with showrooming. One of the key benefits that can be
associated with showrooming, and principally with brick-and-mortar retailers, is the
enhanced product evaluation in-store. Brick-and-mortar retailers must reinforce the need for
the evaluation of apparel in-store on a range of attributes, such as fit, texture, quality, size and
colour, as this will encourage customers to keep visiting stores. Mass advertising campaigns
can be launched by brick-and-mortar retailers in communicating the benefits (and necessity)
of “trying on” and “touching and feeling” apparel in stores (Eckman et al., 1990; Kim and
Knight, 2007), without which consumers may end up making poor product choices online.
Customers should also bemade aware of the enjoyable experience of shopping in-store, which
is not possible online (Arnold and Reynolds, 2003; Arora and Sahney, 2018; Kang, 2018).
Further, while customers are inspecting products in-store, brick-and-mortar retailers must
offer special discounts, deals and offers to customers to stimulate in-store purchasing, in line
withArora and Sahney (2018) and Schneider and Zielke (2020). This is because the findings of
the present study revealed monetary savings to be one of the key factors stimulating the
online purchase behaviour of showrooming customers. Further, brick-and-mortar retailers
must aim to stress the risks associated with shopping online as this will increase the
perceived sacrifice associated with showrooming. Brick-and-mortar retailers can constantly
remind customers of the risk of receiving incorrect products, as well as the risk of fraudulent
transactions and themisuse of informationwhen they shop for apparel online (Yu et al., 2012).
This in turn is expected to induce the customers to purchase offline while they are inspecting
products in stores.

6.2 Limitations and future scope
One of the key limitations of the study is that the findings and implications provided are
limited to the consumer apparel sector. Future researchers can utilize the proposed model in
other industries that are susceptible to showrooming, such as electronics, computer
accessories and toys. Further, the small sample size limits generalisation; hence, the model
must be tested on a large sample to provide richer and more wide-ranging insights. A
qualitative studymay be undertaken by future researchers to augment the list of benefits and
sacrifices that can be associated with showrooming.

7. Conclusion
The researchers of the present study make a rich contribution to the showrooming literature
by examining consumers’ motivation for showrooming based on a value-based adoption
framework. There is certainly a need for brick-and-mortar retailers to devise effective
strategies to transform showrooming customers into purchasers to generate sales and
improve profitability. By exploring both benefit and sacrifice elements, this study has shown
that while enhanced product evaluation, money savings, smart shopper feelings and
perceived enjoyment amplify the PV associated with showrooming, search cost and online
risk diminish the perceived showrooming value. To retain showrooming customers, brick-
and-mortar retailers must capitalise on the search value associated with offline apparel
shopping owing to the tactile, visual and trial benefits available in-store. Additionally, risks
associated with online shopping can be magnified by brick-and-mortar retailers in mass
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advertising campaigns to dissuade showrooming customers from switching to online stores.
Most importantly, the focus must be placed on enhancing the in-store purchase value by
offering special deals and discounts to customers to encourage on-the-spot purchases. It is
anticipated that the findings emerging from this study will provide a sound basis for brick-
and-mortar store managers to manage showroomers.

References

Arnold, M.J. and Reynolds, K.E. (2003), “Hedonic shopping motivations”, Journal of Retailing, Vol. 79
No. 2, pp. 77-95.

Arora, S. and Sahney, S. (2018), “Antecedents to consumers’ showrooming behaviour: an integrated
TAM-TPB framework”, Journal of Consumer Marketing, Vol. 35 No. 4, pp. 438-450.

Arora, S., Singha, K. and Sahney, S. (2017), “Understanding consumer’s showrooming behaviour”,
Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and Logistics, Vol. 29 No. 2, pp. 409-431.

Arora, S., Parida, R.R. and Sahney, S. (2020), “Understanding consumers’ showrooming behaviour: a
stimulus -organism -response (S-O-R) perspective”, International Journal of Retail and
Distribution Management, Vol. 48 No. 11, pp. 1157-1176.

Atkins, K.G. and Kim, Y.K. (2012), “Smart shopping: conceptualization and measurement”,
International Journal of Retail and Distribution Management, Vol. 40 No. 5, pp. 360-375.

Aw, E.C.-X. (2019), “Understanding the webrooming phenomenon: shopping motivation, channel-
related benefits and costs”, International Journal of Retail and Distribution Management, Vol. 47
No. 10, pp. 1074-1092.

Babin, B.J., Darden, W.R. and Griffin, M. (1994), “Work and/or fun: measuring hedonic and utilitarian
shopping value”, Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 20 No. 4, pp. 644-656.

Balakrishnan, A., Sundaresan, S. and Zhang, B. (2014), “Browse-and-switch: retail-online competition
under value uncertainty”, Production and Operations Management, Vol. 23 No. 7, pp. 1129-1145.

Basak, S., Basu, P., Avittathur, B. and Sikdar, S. (2017), “A game-theoretic analysis of multichannel
retail in the context of showrooming”, Decision Support Systems, Vol. 103, pp. 34-45.

Burns, D.J., Gupta, P.B., Bihn, H.C. and Hutchins, J. (2018), “Showrooming: an exploratory empirical
investigation of students’ attitudes and behavior”, Information Systems Management, Vol. 35
No. 4, pp. 294-307.

Byrne, B.M. (2010), Structural Equation Modeling with AMOS: Basic Concepts, Applications, and
Programming, 2nd ed., Routledge, New York.

Charton-Vachet, F., Lombart, C. and Louis, D. (2020), “Impact of attitude towards a region on purchase
intention of regional products: the mediating effects of perceived value and preference”,
International Journal of Retail and Distribution Management, Vol. 48 No. 7, pp. 707-725.

Chen, Z. and Dubinsky, A.J. (2003), “A conceptual model of perceived customer value in e-commerce:
a preliminary investigation”, Psychology and Marketing, Vol. 20 No. 4, pp. 323-347.

Chiu, H.C., Hsieh, Y.C., Roan, J., Tseng, K.J. and Hsieh, J.K. (2011), “The challenge for multichannel
services: cross-channel free-riding behavior”, Electronic Commerce Research and Applications,
Vol. 10 No. 2, pp. 268-277.

Chiu, C.M., Wang, E.T., Fang, Y.H. and Huang, H.Y. (2014), “Understanding customers’ repeat
purchase intentions in B2C e-commerce: the roles of utilitarian value, hedonic value and
perceived risk”, Information Systems Journal, Vol. 24 No. 1, pp. 85-114.

Chou, S.Y., Shen, G.C., Chiu, H.C. and Chou, Y.T. (2016), “Multichannel service providers’ strategy:
understanding customers’ switching and free-riding behavior”, Journal of Business Research,
Vol. 69 No. 6, pp. 2226-2232.

Chu, C. and Lu, H. (2007), “Factors influencing online music purchase intention in Taiwan: an
empirical study based on the value-intention framework”, Internet Research, Vol. 17 No. 2,
pp. 139-155.

IJRDM



Dastane, O., Goi, C.L. and Rabbanee, F. (2020), “A synthesis of constructs for modelling consumers’
perception of value from mobile-commerce (M-VAL)”, Journal of Retailing and Consumer
Services, Vol. 55, pp. 1-16.

Daunt, K.L. and Harris, L.C. (2017), “Consumer showrooming: value co-destruction”, Journal of
Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 38, pp. 166-176.

Dodds, W.B. and Monroe, K.B. (1985), “The effect of brand and price information on subjective
product evaluations”, Advances in Consumer Research, Vol. 12 No. 1, pp. 85-90.

Eckman, M., Damhorst, M.L. and Kadolph, S.J. (1990), “Toward a model of the in-store purchase
decision process: consumer use of criteria for evaluating women’s apparel”, Clothing and
Textiles Research Journal, Vol. 8 No. 2, pp. 13-22.

Falk, R.F. and Miller, N.B. (1992), A Primer for Soft Modelling, University of Akron Press, Akron, OH.

Fang, J., Wen, C., George, B. and Prybutok, V.R. (2016), “Consumer heterogeneity, perceived value, and
repurchase decision-making in online shopping: the role of gender, age, and shopping motives”,
Journal of Electronic Commerce Research, Vol. 17 No. 2, p. 116.

Fassnacht, M., Beatty, S.E. and Szajna, M. (2019), “Combating the negative effects of showrooming:
successful salesperson tactics for converting showroomers into buyers”, Journal of Business
Research, Vol. 102, pp. 131-139.

Fern�andez, N.V., P�erez, M.J.S. and V�azquez-Casielles, R. (2018), “Webroomers versus showroomers: are
they the same?”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 92, pp. 300-320.

Flavi�an, C., Gurrea, R. and Or�us, C. (2020), “Combining channels to make smart purchases: the role of
webrooming and showrooming”, Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 52,
pp. 1019-23.

Forsythe, S., Liu, C., Shannon, D. and Gardner, L.C. (2006), “Development of a scale to measure the
perceived benefits and risks of online shopping”, Journal of Interactive Marketing, Vol. 20 No. 2,
pp. 55-75.

Gensler, S., Verhoef, P.C. and B€ohm, M. (2012), “Understanding consumers’ multichannel choices across
the different stages of the buying process”, Marketing Letters, Vol. 23 No. 4, pp. 987-1003.

Gensler, S., Neslin, S.A. and Verhoef, P.C. (2017), “The showrooming phenomenon: it’s more than just
about price”, Journal of Interactive Marketing, Vol. 38, pp. 29-43.

Google Consumer Barometer (2015), “The smart shopper. Research and purchase behavior (ROPO)”,
available at: https://goo.gl/vb5OYY (accessed 8 January 2020).

Goraya, M.A.S., Zhu, J., Akram, M.S., Shareef, M.A., Malik, A. and Bhatti, Z.A. (2020), “The impact of
channel integration on consumers’ channel preferences: do showrooming and webrooming
behaviors matter?”, Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, In Press.

Gupta, S. and Kim, H.W. (2010), “Value-driven Internet shopping: the mental accounting theory
perspective”, Psychology and Marketing, Vol. 27 No. 1, pp. 13-35.

Hair, J.F., Black, W.C., Babin, B.J. and Anderson, R.E. (2010), Multivariate Data Analysis, 7th ed.,
Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ.

Hair, J.F., Black, W.C., Babin, B.J. and Anderson, R.E. (2014), Multivariate Data Analysis, 7th ed.,
Pearson Education, Upper Saddle River, NJ.

Holbrook, M.B. (1994), “The nature of customer value: axiology of services in the consumption
experience”, Service Quality: New Directions in Theory and Practice, Vol. 21 No. 1, pp. 21-71.

Hsu, C.L. and Lin, J.C.C. (2016), “Effect of perceived value and social influences on mobile app stickiness
and in-app purchase intention”, Technological Forecasting and Social Change, Vol. 108, pp. 42-53.

Hsu, C.L. and Lin, J.C.C. (2018), “Exploring factors affecting the adoption of internet of things
services”, Journal of Computer Information Systems, Vol. 58 No. 1, pp. 49-57.

Hu, M., Xu, X., Xue, W. and Yang, Y. (2018), Demand Pooling in Omnichannel Operations, available at:
SSRN 3214047.

Consumers’
path to

showrooming

https://goo.gl/vb5OYY


Hur�e, E., Picot-Coupey, K. and Ackermann, C.L. (2017), “Understanding omnichannel shopping value:
a mixed-method study”, Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 39, pp. 314-330.

Jacobs, B. and De Klerk, H.M. (2010), “Online apparel shopping behaviour of South African
professional women: the role of consumers’ apparel shopping scripts”, International Journal of
Consumer Studies, Vol. 34 No. 3, pp. 255-264.

Jones, M.A., Mothersbaugh, D.L. and Beatty, S.E. (2000), “Switching barriers and repurchase
intentions in services”, Journal of Retailing, Vol. 76 No. 2, pp. 259-274.

Kang, J.Y.M. (2018), “Showrooming, webrooming, and user-generated content creation in the
omnichannel era”, Journal of Internet Commerce, Vol. 17 No. 2, pp. 145-169.

Kesari, B. and Atulkar, S. (2016), “Satisfaction of mall shoppers: a study on perceived utilitarian and
hedonic shopping values”, Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 31, pp. 22-31.

Kim, J. and Forsythe, S. (2008), “Adoption of virtual try-on technology for online apparel shopping”,
Journal of Interactive Marketing, Vol. 22 No. 2, pp. 45-59.

Kim, E.Y. and Knight, D.K. (2007), “A path analytic exploration of consumer information search in
online clothing purchases”, Journal of the Korean Society of Clothing and Textiles, Vol. 31 No. 12,
pp. 1721-1732.

Kim, H.W., Chan, H.C. and Gupta, S. (2007), “Value-based adoption of mobile internet: an empirical
investigation”, Decision Support Systems, Vol. 43 No. 1, pp. 111-126.

Kim, S.H., Bae, J.H. and Jeon, H.M. (2019), “Continuous intention on accommodation apps: integrated value-
based adoption and expectation–confirmation model analysis”, Sustainability, Vol. 11 No. 6, p. 1578.

Kim, J. (2004), “Effects of perceived merchandise quality and service quality on consumer shopping
behavior in the internet apparel retailing environment”, PhD thesis, Iowa State University,
Retrieved from ABI/INFORM database.

Kline, R.B. (2005), Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modelling, Guilford Press, New York.

Kuksov, D. and Liao, C. (2018), “When showrooming increases retailer profit”, Journal of Marketing
Research, Vol. 55 No. 4, pp. 459-473.

Lala, V. and Chakraborty, G. (2015), “Impact of consumers’ effort investments on buying decisions”,
Journal of Consumer Marketing, Vol. 32 No. 2, pp. 61-70.

Lau, C.K.H., Chui, C.F.R. and Au, N. (2019), “Examination of the adoption of augmented reality: a VAM
approach”, Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism Research, Vol. 24 No. 10, pp. 1005-1020.

Ledden, L., Kalafatis, S.P. and Samouel, P. (2007), “The relationship between personal values and
perceived value of education”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 60 No. 9, pp. 965-974.

Levy, M. and Weitz, B.A. (2008), Retailing Management, 7th ed., McGraw-Hill Irwin, Boston, MA.

Lin, T.C., Wu, S., Hsu, J.S.C. and Chou, Y.C. (2012), “The integration of value-based adoption and
expectation–confirmation models: an example of IPTV continuance intention”, Decision Support
Systems, Vol. 54 No. 1, pp. 63-75.

Lin, H.H., Tseng, T.H., Yeh, C.H., Liao, Y.W. and Wang, Y.S. (2020), “What drives customers’ post-
purchase price search intention in the context of online price matching guarantees”, Journal of
Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 54, p. 102015.

Mehra, A., Kumar, S. and Raju, J.S. (2018), “Competitive strategies for brick-and-mortar stores to
counter showrooming”, Management Science, Vol. 64 No. 7, pp. 3076-3090.

Nunnally, J.C. and Bernstein, I.H. (1994), Psychological Theory, McGraw-Hill, New York.

Park, J. and Kim, J. (2007), “The importance of perceived consumption delay in internet shopping:
time-related information, time risk, attitude, and purchase intention”, Clothing and Textiles
Research Journal, Vol. 25 No. 1, pp. 24-41.

Park, J., Stoel, L. and Lennon, S.J. (2008), “Cognitive, affective and conative responses to visual
stimulation: the effects of rotation in online product presentation”, Journal of Consumer
Behaviour: International Research and Review, Vol. 7 No. 1, pp. 72-87.

IJRDM



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

Pham, Q., Tran, X., Misra, S., Maskeli�unas, R. and Dama�sevi�cius, R. (2018), “Relationship between
convenience, perceived value, and repurchase intention in online shopping in Vietnam”,
Sustainability, Vol. 10 No. 2, p. 156.

Quint, M., Rogers, D. and Ferguson, R. (2013), Showrooming and the Rise of the Mobile-Assisted
Shopper, AIMIA/ Columbia Business School, available at: https://www4.gsb.columbia.edu/
filemgr?file_id57313935 (accessed 12 Febuary 2020).

Rapp, A., Baker, T.L., Bachrach, D.G., Ogilvie, J. and Beitelspacher, L.S. (2015), “Perceived customer
showrooming behavior and the effect on retail salesperson self-efficacy and performance”,
Journal of Retailing, Vol. 91 No. 2, pp. 358-369.

Reid, L.F., Ross, H.F. and Vignali, G. (2016), “An exploration of the relationship between product
selection criteria and engagement with ‘showrooming’ and ‘web-rooming’ in the consumer’s
decision-making process”, International Journal of Business and Globalisation, Vol. 17 No. 3,
pp. 364-383.

Rej�on-Guardia, F. and Luna-Nevarez, C. (2017), “‘Showrooming’ in consumer electronics retailing: an
empirical study”, Journal of Internet Commerce, Vol. 16 No. 2, pp. 174-201.

Rosa, J.A., Garbarino, E.C. and Malter, A.J. (2006), “Keeping the body in mind: the influence of body
esteem and body boundary aberration on consumer beliefs and purchase intentions”, Journal of
Consumer Psychology, Vol. 16 No. 1, pp. 79-91.

Schneider, P.J. and Zielke, S. (2020), “Searching offline and buying online–an analysis of showrooming
forms and segments”, Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 52, pp. 1-12.

Shim, S. and Lee, Y. (2011), “Consumer’s perceived risk reduction by 3D virtual model”, International
Journal of Retail and Distribution Management, Vol. 39 No. 12, pp. 945-959.

Sit, J.K., Hoang, A. and Inversini, A. (2017), “Showrooming and retail opportunities: a qualitative
investigation via a consumer-experience lens”, Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services,
Vol. 40, pp. 163-174.

Skeldon, P. (2015), “Showrooming hitting christmas shopping with 41% of UK shoppers using mobile
to find best deals when in-store”, available at: http://internetretailing.net/2015/12/
sshowrooming-hitting-christmasshopping-with-41-of-UK-shoppers-using-mobile-to-find-
bestdeals-when-in-store/ (accessed 15 January 2020).

Sweeney, J.C., Soutar, G.N. and Johnson, L.W. (1997), “Retail service quality and perceived value: a
comparison of two models”, Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 4 No. 1, pp. 39-48.

Verhoef, P.C., Neslin, S.A. and Vroomen, B. (2007), “Multichannel customer management:
understanding the research-shopper phenomenon”, International Journal of Research in
Marketing, Vol. 24 No. 2, pp. 129-148.

Viejo-Fern�andez, N., Sanzo-P�erez, M.J. and V�azquez-Casielles, R. (2020), “Is showrooming really so
terrible? start understanding showroomers”, Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services,
Vol. 54, pp. 1020-48.

Vishwakarma, P., Mukherjee, S. and Datta, B. (2020), “Travelers’ intention to adopt virtual reality: a
consumer value perspective”, Journal of Destination Marketing and Management, Vol. 17,
p. 100456.

Wang, Y.S., Yeh, C.H. and Liao, Y.W. (2013), “What drives purchase intention in the context of online
content services? The moderating role of ethical self-efficacy for online piracy”, International
Journal of Information Management, Vol. 33 No. 1, pp. 199-208.

Wang, Y.M., Lin, H.H., Tai, W.C. and Fan, Y.L. (2015), “Understanding multi-channel research
shoppers: an analysis of Internet and physical channels”, Information Systems and E-Business
Management, Vol. 14 No. 2, pp. 1-25.

Wang, Y.Y., Lin, H.H., Wang, Y.S., Shih, Y.W. and Wang, S.T. (2018), “What drives users’ intentions to
purchase a GPS Navigation app”, Internet Research, Vol. 28 No. 1, pp. 251-274.

Consumers’
path to

showrooming

https://www4.gsb.columbia.edu/filemgr?file_id=7313935
https://www4.gsb.columbia.edu/filemgr?file_id=7313935
https://www4.gsb.columbia.edu/filemgr?file_id=7313935
http://internetretailing.net/2015/12/s%20showrooming-hitting-christmasshopping-with-41-of-UK-shoppers-using-mobile-to-find-bestdeal%20s-when-in-store/
http://internetretailing.net/2015/12/s%20showrooming-hitting-christmasshopping-with-41-of-UK-shoppers-using-mobile-to-find-bestdeal%20s-when-in-store/
http://internetretailing.net/2015/12/s%20showrooming-hitting-christmasshopping-with-41-of-UK-shoppers-using-mobile-to-find-bestdeal%20s-when-in-store/


Yang, H., Yu, J., Zo, H. and Choi, M. (2016), “User acceptance of wearable devices: an extended
perspective of perceived value”, Telematics and Informatics, Vol. 33 No. 2, pp. 256-269.

Yoon, S., Oh, S., Song, S., Kim, K.K. and Kim, Y. (2014), “Higher quality or lower price? How value-
increasing promotions affect retailer reputation via perceived value”, Journal of Business
Research, Vol. 67 No. 10, pp. 2088-2096.

Yu, U.J., Lee, H.H. and Damhorst, M.L. (2012), “Exploring multidimensions of product performance
risk in the online apparel shopping context: visual, tactile, and trial risks”, Clothing and Textiles
Research Journal, Vol. 30 No. 4, pp. 251-266.

Yu, J., Lee, H., Ha, I. and Zo, H. (2017a), “User acceptance of media tablets: an empirical examination of
perceived value”, Telematics and Informatics, Vol. 34 No. 4, pp. 206-223.

Yu, U.J., Cho, E. and Johnson, K.K. (2017b), “Effects of brand familiarity and brand loyalty on imagery
elaboration in online apparel shopping”, Journal of Global Fashion Marketing, Vol. 8 No. 3,
pp. 193-206.

Yu, U.J. and Park, J. (2014), “Consumers’ virtual product experiences and risk perceptions of product
performance in the online co-design practice: a case of NIKEiD”, Family and Consumer Sciences
Research Journal, Vol. 43 No. 1, pp. 29-46.

Yu, H., Seo, I. and Choi, J. (2019), “A study of critical factors affecting adoption of self-customisation
service–focused on value-based adoption model”, Total Quality Management and Business
Excellence, Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 98-113.

Zeithaml, V.A. (1988), “Consumer perceptions of price, quality, and value: a means-end model and
synthesis of evidence”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 52 No. 3, pp. 2-22.

Zipf, G. (1949), Human Behavior and the Principle of Least Effort: An Introduction to Human Ecology,
Addison-Wesley, New York.

Further reading

Chin, C. and Swatman, P. (2005), “The Virtual Shopping Experience: using virtual presence to
motivate online shopping”, Australasian Journal of Information Systems, Vol. 13 No. 1,
pp. 239-253.

Kim, Y., Park, Y. and Choi, J. (2017), “A study on the adoption of IoT smart home service: using value-
based adoption model”, Total Quality Management and Business Excellence, Vol. 28 Nos 9-10,
pp. 1149-1165.

Ulaga, W. and Eggert, A. (2005), “Relationship value in business markets: the construct and its
dimensions”, Journal of Business-To-Business Marketing, Vol. 12 No. 1, pp. 73-99.

About the authors
Narasimhan Rajkumar is an Associate Professor of Marketing at the Xavier School of Management,
XLRI, Jamshedpur, India. His academic interests include consumer behaviour, pricing management,
retailing and services marketing.

Pankaj Vishwakarma is a researcher, having research interest in the field of marketing. His research
interest specifically lies in the domain of consumer behaviour and tourism marketing. Pankaj
Vishwakarma is the corresponding author and can be contacted at: irmapankajv@gmail.com,
pankajvish371@gmail.com

Kishore Kumar Gangwani is an Assistant Professor of Marketing at Jindal Global Business School,
O.P. Jindal Global University, Sonipat, India. His main academic interests lie in the field of pricing and
consumer behaviour studies.

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

IJRDM

mailto:irmapankajv@gmail.com
pankajvish371@gmail.com

	Investigating consumers' path to showrooming: a perceived value-based perspective
	Introduction
	Literature review
	Theoretical background of showrooming
	Concept of perceived value (PV)

	Proposed model and hypothesis development
	Potential benefits of showrooming
	Perceived sacrifice related to showrooming
	Perceived value (PV) and its impact on intentions

	Method
	Instrument development
	Data collection

	Data analysis
	Preliminary test
	Reliability and validity measures
	Structural model and hypothesis testing

	Discussion
	Implications of the study
	Limitations and future scope

	Conclusion
	References
	Further reading


