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Executive Summary

This master thesis investigates the intention of Dutch tourists to customize their holiday, and what factors influence this intention to customize. Two kinds of customization on the Internet were investigated, the un-integrated way of customizing through different websites, and the integrated way of customizing, also called dynamic packaging, through one website. Besides looking at differences in intention between these two kinds of customization, it was also investigated whether there are differences in intention to customize between less complex and more complex products (holidays), and if there is an interaction between this trip complexity and the presence of an integrator in the customization process. 
The conceptual framework of this research is based on the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), and based on previous research we added several external variables, and a moderating variable to this model, among them trip complexity and the presence of an integrator. This conceptual framework led to several hypotheses, which we tested in an empirical research. For this research questionnaires were distributed on the Internet.

By analyzing the results of the consumer research, several factors were found that influenced intention to customize. The belief variables perceived usefulness and perceived enjoyment had a positive direct effect on intention to customize, while the belief variable perceived ease of use only had a positive indirect effect on intention to customize through the other two beliefs. Perceived visual attractiveness, Internet self-efficacy, and relevance were found to have a positive influence on intention to customize through one or more of the belief variables. Trip complexity had a negative influence on intention to customize through perceived usefulness, but the presence of an integrator had a positive moderating effect on the relationship between trip complexity and usefulness, which means that the effect of trip complexity is less negative if an integrator is present. It was also found that the presence of an integrator had a negative influence on intention to customize through perceived ease of use. So, consumers perceive a website that integrates the customization process as less easy to use than the separate websites. It was also found that the presence of an integrator only had a positive effect on intention to customize when the product was more complex.
Altogether, this master thesis provides new insights in integrated and un-integrated customization on the Internet, and an addition to research in TAM. The findings are interesting for managers and designers of integrated customization websites, and for future research. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Research

1.1 Introduction

In the last few decades, Information Communication Technologies (ICTs) have deeply affected the way business is performed and the way that organizations compete. The tourism and travel industries were particularly affected by these developments, and in particular the way organizations distributed their tourism products in the marketplace (Buhalis and Licata, 2002). Especially the technological revolution experienced through the development of the Internet has changed dramatically the market conditions for tourism organizations. ICTs have changed radically the efficiency and effectiveness of tourism organizations, the way that businesses are conducted in the marketplace, as well as how consumers interact with organizations (Buhalis and Law, 2008). Efficient use of the Internet can help travel businesses to reduce costs, improve service quality, and realize profits by targeting new markets that otherwise cannot be attained (Kim and Lee, 2004). As online travel shopping continues to gain acceptance by travelers, more and more travel businesses become aware of these business benefits of the Internet as a commercial vehicle (Beldona et al., 2005). 

The travel industry is a forerunner in the field of information technology, and undoubtedly one of the most interesting sectors in terms of the possibilities offered by the Internet (Anckar, 2003). By any measure, travel reservations constitute one of the largest and fastest growing segments of electronic commerce (Bernstein and Awe, 1999), and more and more travelers have moved their information search and travel arrangements activities and transactions online (Morosan and Jeong, 2008; Wethner and Ricci, 2004). In the online context, the most compelling motivation to shop became the convenience to shop 24/7 from the luxury of one’s home (Swaminthan et al., 1999). In the travel context, where many components may make up for the travel experience, this combination of convenience, immediacy and rich information is highly effective (Beldona et al., 2005). 
It is evident that the commercial introduction of the Internet has started a process of change in the travel product buying habits of consumers (Licata et al., 2001). There has been a trend to flexibilization of the tourist product by a form of customization, despite the pressure from tourist operators who still advocate packages of mass tourism (Stamboulis and Skayannis, 2003). A new type of user is emerging, one who acts as his or her own travel agent and builds a personalized travel package. The fact that the tourism product itself is a bundle of basic products, makes it possible for consumers to dynamically package travel components like flights, hotels, car rentals, and other tourism related components with different suppliers on the Internet and bundle these trip components themselves to their own preferences (Wethner and Ricci, 2004; Daniele and Frew, 2005). Customers search for travel-related information, make online air-ticket bookings, online room reservations, and other online purchases themselves instead of relying on travel agencies to undertake this process for them (Morrison et al., 2001). On the Internet, consumers can self-build a combination of various complementary travel products with relatively less difficulty when compared to the traditional context (Beldona et al., 2005). 

New intermediaries also emerged to take advantage of this trend and of the capabilities of the Internet, and aggregate products through dynamic packaging (Buhalis and O’Conner, 2005). Dynamic packaging can be defined as the combining of different travel components, bundled and priced in real time, in response to the request of the consumer. Currently travelers must visit manually multiple independent websites to plan their trip, register their personal information multiple times, and make multiple payments by credit card. With dynamic packaging technology, travelers can build customized trips that combine customer preferences with flights, car rentals, hotel(s), and leisure activities in a single price. Dynamic packaging enables consumers to build a customized vacation/trip by assembling multiple components of their choice and complete the transaction in real time. The concept of dynamic packaging is to bundle all the components selected by a traveler to produce one reservation that entails only one payment from the customer (Cardoso, 2006).
Demand for pre-packaged, static tours is decreasing, while more travelers are willing to spend a little more on personalized tourism services, package their own vacations by assembling and selecting their own tour components (Sigala, 2006). Increasingly, package tours are loosing market share in favor of independently organized tourism facilitated by dynamic packaging (Buhalis and Law, 2008). The ability to offer flexible and individualized services to the customers has become crucial to achieve competitive advantage. In the tourism and travel industry, dynamic packaging has been introduced as an approach for achieving competitive advantage, because it aims at providing consumers with individually customized and flexible travel packages (Cardoso and Lange, 2007). 
The future of e-tourism will be focused on consumer centric technologies that will support organizations to interact with their customers dynamically to ensure that the new sophisticated and experienced consumers are served (Buhalis and O’Conner, 2005; Buhalis and Law, 2008). Dynamic packaging is the key for the future of the tourism industry (Cardoso, 2006). 

1.2 Research Context

Travel and tourism represent approximately 11% of worldwide GDP, according to the World Travel & Tourism Council. The international tourist receipts in 2007 were $856 billion (which was a 5,6% growth over 2006), and the World Tourism Organization (UNWTO) predicts one billion international arrivals in the year 2010. Tourism has become the world’s largest industry and its growth shows a consistent year to year increase. On average, tourism is expected to grow faster than other economic sectors (Wethner and Ricci, 2004). Tourism also appears as the most important economic sector of the e-commerce activity (Longhi, 2007). 

Our research context is the tourism sector, and especially the Dutch tourism market. In the Dutch market, €10,1 billion was spend on organized holidays in 2007. 81% of the population participates in tourism, and goes on holiday at least once a year, and on average Dutch tourists go on holiday 2,82 times a year. The Dutch participation percentage in tourism is very high, and in Europe only the Finnish population has a higher participation percentage in tourism (Source: ANVR). The total turnover of bookings through the Internet is also rising every year. When in 1999 only 1% of all holidays was booked through the Internet, in 2005 this was already 42% (Source: NBTC Nipo Research). The active tourism market in The Netherlands provides for a good context for this research. 

1.3 Research Focus
Above we described two kinds of customization on the Internet, the un-integrated way of customizing through different websites, and the integrated way of customizing (dynamic packaging) through one website. In this research the Intention to Customize of Dutch consumers will be investigated with both kinds of customization in the tourism market. Besides looking at differences in intention between these two kinds of customization, we will also investigate if there are differences in Intention to Customize between less complex and more complex products (holidays), and the interaction between this trip complexity and the presence of an integrator in the customization process. 
Besides looking at integration and trip complexity, we will also investigate the direct and indirect effects of consumer beliefs, consumer traits, and socio-demographics on Intention to Customize. Not all customers have identical personal characteristics, and such differences determine, at least in part, the perception of electronic service and related behaviors (Dabholkar and Bagozzi, 2002). Analyzing these effects could benefit the tourism websites as how to design their websites, and to which type of consumers to promote their website. 
1.4 Research Design

Our research model to investigate the different variables will use the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) by Davis (1989) as a basis. The TAM was specifically designed to explain computer usage behavior, and it can also be used in the context of e-commerce, with websites on the Internet. Intentions are formed on the basis of three beliefs, perceived  Usefulness, perceived Ease of Use, and perceived Enjoyment. Since Davis et al. (1989) state that when using TAM, other variables can only have an influence on intention through these beliefs, we hypothesize in our conceptual framework several variables that have an indirect influence on Intention to Customize through these beliefs. Trip Complexity and the presence of an Integrator will also be hypothesized as having an influence on Intention to Customize through these beliefs. These variables will lead to the final conceptual framework and a model that will be tested in this research.
The empirical research will be done with a survey on the Internet. The snowball sampling technique will be used, and respondents will receive an email with a link to the questionnaire. In the questionnaire we will operationalize Trip Complexity with a city-trip as the less complex product, and a “tour-holiday”(rondreis) as the more complex product. 

From the answers of the respondents to the questions a dataset will be drawn up, which is suitable for data analysis. Factor analysis and Cronbach’s alpha will be used to examine the validity and reliability of the different measures, and regression analysis will be used to evaluate the hypotheses and the causal model. This analysis will lead to conclusions about our hypotheses, whether they are supported, or need to be rejected. This leads to an overall conclusion which describes what variables are of direct and/or indirect influence on Intention to Customize, and we will also see how Intention to Customize is influenced by Trip Complexity, and the presence of an Integrator. 
1.5 Reasons for Research and Contributions
Although the concept of dynamic packaging is described in tourism research, this concept is fairly new. Especially in the Dutch tourism market, where the first dynamic packaging website (www.reisvrij.nl) was introduced in August, 2007 (Source: mensmerk.nl). In some other countries, like the US, dynamic packaging websites have been on the Internet for a much longer time (Cardoso and Lange, 2007). This would mean that consumers in the US are probably more familiar with the concept, while the concept is still fairly new for consumers in the Dutch tourism market. The fact that the concept is fairly new gives great opportunities for research. Research into mass customization in tourism, as well as in services in general, is limited (Peters and Saidin, 2000). This research will contribute to theory in service customization, especially for tourism, because of the limited research done up till now. 
The main contribution of this research will be the inclusion of both integrated and un-integrated customization, and the testing of Intention to Customize for both kinds of customization in one research, especially in combination with Trip Complexity. In previous research in tourism the two kinds of customization were never included together in one single research, nor tested on intention to use. The inclusion of the variables trip/product complexity and Integrator into the TAM might also be a contribution to theory, which in the future could be used for products/systems outside the tourism context.
Another contribution of this research to theory could be the fact that the external factors in our research, which all stem from TAM related theories, have never been combined into one research. Most of these external variables were only tested as stand alone factors. 
This research also has practical relevance because it could benefit tourism websites as how to design their websites, and to which type of consumers to promote their website. 

1.6 Research Questions
Based on our research focus, we pose the following main research question:
Main Research Question:
	What is the intention of Dutch consumers to customize their holiday through the Internet and what factors influence their intention to customize?


In order two answer the main research question, the following sub questions need to be answered.

Sub Questions:

1. What factors influence the intention to customize a holiday through the Internet directly or indirectly?

2. What is each of these factors importance in weight in influencing the intention to customize a holiday through the Internet?

3. Is there a difference in intention to customize a holiday through the Internet between products (holidays) that differ in complexity?

4. Is there a difference in intention to customize a holiday through the Internet between an integrated customization process and an un-integrated customization process? 
1.7 Division of the Chapters
This master thesis is divided into seven chapters. In chapter 2 we will first describe the Technology Acceptance Model, and the applicability of this model to our research. In chapter 3 the basic conceptual framework is developed based on existing literature regarding TAM and related theories. In chapter 4 the variables Trip Complexity and Integrator will be discussed and their influences in our model will be hypothesized. In chapter 5 the methodology of our empirical research will be discussed. In chapter 6 the results of our consumer research will be analyzed, and the hypotheses of our research will be tested. Finally, in chapter 7 the conclusions of our research will be discussed, and answers to the research questions will be given. This chapter will also provide the managerial recommendations, and limitations of the research, followed by recommendations for future research. 
Chapter 2: Technology Acceptance Model
The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) was first introduced by Davis in 1986 as an adaptation of the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). That’s why in this chapter first the Theory of Reasoned Action will be explained before moving on to the Technology Acceptance Model, which will be the basis of the conceptual framework.
2.1 The Theory of Reasoned Action

Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) is an especially well-researched intention model that has proven successful in predicting and explaining behavior across a wide variety of domains (Davis, Bagozzi and Warshaw, 1989). TRA is very general, designed to explain virtually any human behavior (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980).

According to the Theory of Reasoned Action (Figure 2.1), a person’s behavioral intention, which is the strength of one’s intention to perform a specific behavior, is a function of two basic determinants, one personal in nature and the other reflecting social influence. The personal factor is the individual’s positive or negative evaluation of performing the behavior, this factor is termed attitude toward the behavior. The second determinant of intention is the person’s perception of the social pressures put on him to perform the behavior in question. This factor is termed subjective norm (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980).

The Theory of Reasoned Action also tries to answer the questions of why people hold certain attitudes and subjective norms. According to the theory, attitudes are a function of behavioral beliefs and the strength of these beliefs. Subjective norm is a function of the person’s normative beliefs that specific individuals or groups think he should or should not perform the behavior and the motivation to comply with these beliefs (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980).
TRA asserts that any other factors that influence behavior do so only indirectly by influencing attitude, subjective norm, or their relative weights (Davis, Bagozzi and Warshaw, 1989).
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Figure 2.1: Theory of Reasoned Action by Fishbein and Ajzen
2.2 The Technology Acceptance Model

Davis introduced the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) as an adaptation of the Theory of Reasoned Action (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975), and it was specifically meant to explain computer usage behavior (Davis et al., 1989; Mathieson, 1991). TAM expanded on TRA by extending it to the domain of end user acceptance of technology (Olsen and Boyer, 2003). The goal of TAM is to provide an explanation of the determinants of computer acceptance that is general, capable of explaining user behavior across a broad range of end-user computing technologies and user populations, while at the same time being both parsimonious and theoretically justified (Davis et al., 1989).

TAM (Figure 2.2) uses TRA as a theoretical basis for specifying the causal linkages between two key beliefs: perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use, and users’ attitudes, intentions and actual computer adoption behavior. Ideally one would like a model that is helpful not only for prediction but also for explanation, so that researchers and practitioners can identify why a particular system may be unacceptable, and pursue appropriate corrective steps. A key purpose of TAM, therefore, is to provide a basis for tracing the impact of external factors in internal beliefs, attitudes and intentions (Davis et al., 1989).

TAM posits that two particular beliefs, perceived usefulness (U) and perceived ease of use (EOU), are of primary relevance for computer acceptance behaviors (Davis et al., 1989). Perceived usefulness is defined as “the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would enhance his or her job/task performance”. A system high in perceived usefulness, in turn, is one for which a user believes in the existence of a positive use-performance relationship (Davis, 1989; Davis et al., 1989). Perceived ease of use, in contrast, is defined as “the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would be free of effort”. All else being equal, an application perceived to be easier to use than another is more likely to be accepted by users (Davis, 1989; Davis et al., 1989).
Similar to TRA, TAM postulates that computer usage is determined by behavioral intention (BI), but differs in that behavioral intention is viewed as being jointly determined by the person’s attitude toward using the system (A) and perceived usefulness (U) (Davis et al., 1989). The A-BI relationship represented in TAM implies that, all else being equal, people form intentions to perform behaviors toward which they have positive affect. The U-BI relationship is based on the idea that people form intentions toward behaviors they believe will increase their job/task performance, over and above whatever positive or negative feelings may be evoked toward the behavior per se (Davis et al., 1989).
TAM does not include TRA’s subjective norm (SN) as a determinant of BI, since it is difficult to disentangle direct effects of SN on BI from indirect effects via A. Because of its uncertain theoretical and psychometric status, SN was not included in TAM (Davis et al., 1989).

According to TAM, A is jointly determined by U and EOU. TAM assumes that beliefs about usefulness and ease of use are always the primary determinants of use decisions. This was a conscious choice on the part of Davis et al. (1989), since they wanted to use “a belief set that readily generalizes to different computer systems and user populations” (Mathieson, 1991).

Improvements in EOU may be instrumental, contributing to increased performance, which means that EOU would have a direct effect on U. All else being equal, the easier a system is to interact with, the less effort needed to operate it, and the more effort one can allocate to other activities, which increases the usefulness of the system (Davis, 1989). Hence, we view U and EOU as distinct but related constructs (Davis et al., 1989).

Perceived usefulness can be affected by various external variables over and above EOU. Perceived ease of use is also theorized to be determined by external variables. External variables provide the bridge between the internal beliefs, attitudes and intentions represented in TAM and the various individual differences and situational constraints impinging on behavior. Representing beliefs (U and EOU) separately allows the researcher to better trace the influence of external variables on ultimate behavior (Davis, et al., 1989).

Davis, et al. (1989) found usefulness to be more influential than ease of use in driving usage behavior. The prominence of usefulness over ease of use makes sense, since users may be willing to tolerate a difficult interface in order to access functionality that is very important, while no amount of ease of use will be able to compensate for a system that does not perform a useful function (Davis, 1989; Davis et al., 1989; Davis, 1993).
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Figure 2.2: Technology Acceptance Model by Davis
2.3 Intentions ( Actual Usage

Both TRA and TAM postulate that behavioral intention (BI) is the major determinant of usage behavior; that behavior should be predictable from measures of BI, and that any other factors that influence user behavior do so indirectly by influencing BI (Davis et al., 1989). For our research it is very important to know if intentions really predict actual behavior.
According to Ajzen and Fishbein (1980), a behavioral intention measure will predict the performance of any voluntary act, unless intent changes prior to performance or unless the intention measure does not correspond to the behavioral criterion in terms of action, target, context, time-frame and/or specificity. Sheppard et al. (1988) conducted a meta-analysis to investigate the effectiveness of the TRA in research to that date. They specifically investigated the intention-behavior relationship. Strong overall evidence for the predictive utility of the model was found and there was considerable evidence that intention to perform a behavior predicts actual behavior.
One of the main insights found in the research on TAM by Davis et al. (1989) is that people’s computer use can be predicted reasonably well from their intentions. A meta-analysis by Legris et al. (2003) of different researches which used TAM showed that ten out of eleven researches which investigated the relation between behavioural intention and actual use found a positive significant relationship.
The distinction between predicting behavior at the level of the individual and at the aggregate level is important because aggregate intentions are apt to be more stable over time than are individual intentions. Long-range prediction from intentions will usually be accurate at the aggregate level, even when the measure of intention does not permit accurate prediction of individual behavior (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980).

We can conclude that previous research in different contexts has shown that behavioral intentions predict actual usage reasonably well.
2.4 TAM and the Internet
TAM was first designed to explain computer system usage in the workplace, which raises the question if TAM can also be applied to websites on the Internet.
Pavlou (2003) states that the practical utility of TAM in relation to the Internet stems from the fact that e-commerce is technology driven. Electronic commerce acceptance is broadly described as the consumers’ engagement in electronic exchange relationships with Web retailers (Pavlou, 2003). Internet sites through which you can customize your holiday can even be seen as a specific kind of e-commerce also referred to as e-service. E-services are interactive software-based information systems received via the Internet and integrated trip planning is a prominent example of an e-service (Featherman and Pavlou, 2003). E-services are important in business to consumer (B2C) e-commerce because they represent ways to provide on-demand solutions to customers strengthening customer-service provider relations, creating transactional efficiencies and improving customer satisfaction (Ruyter et al., 2001).
Given the wide variety of technologies, applications, and information systems for which TAM has been validated, Internet technology and Web interfaces should also adhere to the major TAM predictions (Pavlou, 2003). While TAM initially focused on system usage in the workplace, researchers have now also applied it to understand website use and confirmed that use of websites depends on the usefulness and ease of use of the site (Heijden, van der, 2003, Moon and Kim, 2001 and Lederer et al., 2000). Therefore, intentions to use the Internet for on-line transactions should consider the major TAM constructs, which theorize that perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use determine intention to use and actual system use (Davis, 1989). By treating a Internet store as a technology system and the Internet consumer as a computer user, we can apply TAM and test how well it predicts user intention to use the technology, i.e., the Internet store (Koufaris, 2002).
Chapter 3: Basic Conceptual Framework
3.1 Introduction
TAM received extensive empirical support through validations, applications, and replications by researchers and practitioners (e.g. Adams et al., 1992; Chin and Todd, 1995; Davis, 1993; Davis and Venkatesh, 1996; Gefen and Straub, 1997; Hendrickson et al., 1993; Igbaria et al., 1997; Mathieson, 1991; Segars and Grover, 1993; Sjazna, 1994,1996; Taylor and Todd, 1995; Venkatesh, 1999; Venkatesh and Davis, 1996; Venkatesh and Morris, 2000), suggesting that TAM is robust across time, settings, populations, and technologies (Venkatesh, 2000).
Davis et al. (1989) showed that TAM can predict and explain future user behavior fairly well from simple measures taken after a very brief period of interaction with a system. The original TAM, revised to exclude the attitude construct, has consistently done well in predicting intentions. For this reason, practitioners would find it useful in situations where intentions are of primary importance (Szajna, 1996). In our research people will have a short interaction with the website(s), and after that we want to measure their intentions. So, TAM will be very useful in this research.
Monsuwé et al. (2004) state that although TAM is specifically tailored to understand the adoption of computer-based technologies on the job or in the workplace, it has proven to be suitable as a theoretical foundation for the adoption of e-commerce as well (Chen at al., 2002; Moon and Kim, 2001; Lederer et al., 2000). Therefore the TAM constructs are used as a basis for our conceptual framework.

3.2 Adaptations of basic TAM

Attitude towards using a technology was omitted by Davis et al. (1989) in their final model because of partial mediation of the impact of beliefs on intention by attitude, a weak direct link between perceived usefulness and attitude, and a strong direct link between perceived usefulness and behavioral intention. This was explained as originating from people intending to use a technology because it was useful even though they did not have a positive affect (attitude) toward using. The omission of attitude helps better understand the influence of perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness on the key dependent variable of interest – intention (Venkatesh, 2000).
We will not use actual usage in our conceptual framework, simply because of the reason that we cannot measure actual usage in our research. But as we already saw in paragraph 2.3, people’s computer use can be predicted reasonably well from their intentions (Davis et al., 1989). So we can make predictions about actual usage based on the intentions of the respondents in our research.

We will use perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use as direct determinants of behavioral intention. In this research usefulness refers to the outcome of the shopping experience, ease of use refers to the process leading to the final outcome. When shopping on the web, ease of use can be thought of as the process of using a new system while engaging in shopping behavior (Childers et al., 2001). Pavlou (2003) found that in an e-commerce context perceived ease of use influences perceived usefulness strongly, which is consistent with technology acceptance research in organizational IT use contexts (Davis, 1989; Venkatesh and Davis, 2000). Of course perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use will still be influenced by external variables in our model.

We renamed behavioral intention to use, and named it ‘Intention to Customize’, since that is the behavioral intention we’re measuring in this research.

This leads to the basic model of our conceptual framework (Figure 3.1), and we hypothesize as follows:
H1: Perceived Usefulness positively influences Intention to Customize.

H2: Perceived Ease of Use positively influences Intention to Customize.

H3: Perceived Ease of Use positively influences Perceived Usefulness.
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Figure 3.1: Adapted Basic TAM

3.3 Enjoyment
An important addendum to the TAM is a third belief called perceived enjoyment introduced by Davis et al. (1992). Perceived enjoyment is defined as: “The extent to which the activity of using the computer is perceived to be enjoyable in its own right, apart from any performance consequences that may be anticipated” and perceived enjoyment is theorized to influence usage intention directly (Davis et al., 1992).
Deci (1975) introduced a theory that proposes that people expend effort to both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Extrinsic motivation is defined as the perception that users will want to perform an activity “because it is perceived to be instrumental in achieving valued outcomes that are distinct from the activity itself” (Davis et al., 1992). Intrinsic motivation is defined as the perception that users will want to perform an activity “for no apparent reinforcement other that the process of performing the activity per se” (Davis et al., 1992). So, Intrinsic motivation refers to the pleasure and inherent satisfaction derived from a specific activity (Vallerand, 1997), while extrinsic motivation emphasizes performing a behavior to achieve a specific goal (e.g., rewards) (Deci and Ryan, 1987). Hence, perceived usefulness is a form of extrinsic motivation and perceived enjoyment, a form of intrinsic motivation (Davis et al., 1992; Venkatesh et al., 2003).
Researchers ascertained the importance of the role of enjoyment in workplace computing (Davis et al., 1992; Webster and Martocchio, 1992), and previous research on the use of the world wide web (WWW) has found empirical support for enjoyment as a driver of Internet usage too (Atkinson and Kydd, 1997; Teo et al., 1999; Moon and Kim, 2001). Van der Heijden (2003) proved in his research that perceived enjoyment positively influences the intention to use a website.

Moon and Kim (2001) state that the individual’s primary use of the Internet is for education, shopping, entertainment, work, communication, personal information, time-wasting, etc. So, unlike other traditional ITs, the Internet can be used for both work and pleasure, and they showed that the individual’s acceptance of the Internet is significantly related to both intrinsic and extrinsic motivational factors. Individuals adopt technology because its use is enjoyable, and because they derive some benefits from its use (Teo et al., 1999).

Applying enjoyment to the context of shopping on the Internet, enjoyment results from the fun of the online shopping experience, rather than from shopping task completion. The purchase of goods may be incidental to the experience of online shopping. Thus, enjoyment reflects consumers’ perceptions regarding the potential entertainment of Internet shopping (Monsuwé et al., 2004). Consumer’s attitudes, expectations, and preferences for interactive shopping may differ from those held in the physical retail shopping environment for identical products. Consumers may, in general, expect to find more enjoyment in interactive environments than they do when shopping in physical environments (Childers et al., 2001).

Teo et al. (1999) showed in their research that perceived enjoyment may have a direct impact on the usage intention of the Internet. In addition, the model also shows that perceived ease of use may effect usage intention of the Internet directly, or indirectly via perceived enjoyment. Davis et al. (1992) already found that perceived enjoyment and perceived usefulness mediated the influence of perceived ease of use on intentions. Since perceived ease of use is inversely related to the perceived complexity of use of the technology, it can influence perceived enjoyment because systems that are difficult to use are less likely to be perceived as enjoyable (Igbaria et al., 1995). The easier the system is to learn, use, or navigate, the more enjoyable it is (Heijden, van der, 2003).

In sum, we hypothesize:

H4: Perceived Enjoyment positively influences Willingness to Customize.

H5: Perceived Ease of Use positively influences Perceived Enjoyment.

3.4 External variables

The decision of people to use an information system is likely to be influenced by issues that vary with the system, the individual, and the context (Mathieson, 1991; Moon and Kim, 2001). External variables will provide a better understanding of what influences perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use, their presence guide the actions required to influence greater use (Legris et al., 2003).

3.4.1 Self-efficacy 

Self-efficacy stems from the Social Cognitive Theory developed by Bandura (1977, 1982), and this theory has been used to understand people’s behavior and performance in a wide range of activities (Venkatesh and Davis, 1996). Perceived self-efficacy is concerned with judgments of how well one can execute courses of action required to deal with prospective situations (Bandura, 1982). Self-efficacy is not a measure of skill, rather, it reflects what individuals believe they can do with the skills they possess (Eastin and LaRose, 2000). Self-efficacy judgments, whether accurate or faulty, influence choice of activities and environmental settings. People avoid activities that they believe exceed their coping capabilities, but they undertake and perform assuredly those that they judge themselves capable of managing (Bandura, 1977). Judgments of self-efficacy also determine how much effort people will expend and how long they will persist in the face of obstacles or aversive experiences. The stronger the perceived self-efficacy, the more active the efforts (Bandura, 1977, 1997). 

One of the key sources of information that people use to form efficacy beliefs is their own direct experience in a situation or similar situations (Bandura, 1977, 1982, Cervone and Peake, 1986, and Gist and Mitchell, 1992). Observed performance of a similar task by some other person could also serve as an anchor point for self-efficacy beliefs (Cervone and Peake, 1986). Bandura (1977, 1982) argues that such a “vicarious experience” is a weaker source of self-efficacy belief formation than direct experience. Self-efficacy can change over time as a result of learning, and experience (Gist and Mitchell, 1992). 

In an IT context, like TAM, the concept of computer self-efficacy is used (Venkatesh, 2000), which is an individual difference variable that represents an individuals’ beliefs about their abilities to competently use computers (Compeau and Higgins, 1995). Computer self-efficacy is a product of a lifetime of related computer experiences, and it forms a critical influence on future intentions (Marakas et al., 1998). Computer self-efficacy can be used to predict user perceptions and subsequent acceptance and use of information systems (Venkatesh and Davis, 1996). They theorize that users strongly anchor ease of use perceptions about any information system to their computer self-efficacy. Even if a user possesses little or no knowledge about the ease of use of a specific new system, a user may certainly have a well-formed sense of her or his abilities to use information and computer technologies in general. Such general notions of computer self-efficacy may provide an anchor for judging the usability of a new and unfamiliar system (Venkatesh and Davis, 1996). Computer self-efficacy will continue to be a determinant of perceived ease of use of a specific system even after acquiring significant system specific knowledge and direct experience with the system (Venkatesh and Davis, 1996; Venkatesh, 2000). So, enhanced computer self-efficacy beliefs could lead to increased acceptance because users feel more “comfortable” about computers and putting them to use in general (Venkatesh and Davis, 1996). 

Computer self-efficacy is a natural precursor to the Internet, as well as invariably being a necessary component for use of the Internet (O’Cass and Fenech, 2003). But when we look at the online shopping context, a distinction has to be made between computer self-efficacy and Internet self-efficacy, since online shopping requires basic knowledge of computer use as well as knowledge about the Internet (Perea y Monsuwé et al., 2004). Internet self-efficacy may be distinguished from computer self-efficacy as the belief that one can successfully perform a distinct set of behaviors required to establish, maintain, and utilize effectively the Internet over and above basic computer skills (Eastin and LaRose, 2000). Internet self-efficacy focuses on what a person believes he or she can accomplish online now or in the future (Eastin and LaRose, 2000). Hsu and Chiu (2004) demonstrate that Internet self-efficacy is a potentially important factor to explain the consumers’ decisions in electronic-commerce use, such as electronic services. Those with low self-efficacy should be less likely to perform related behaviors in the future (Bandura, 1982), in this case, adopt and use the Internet for shopping, than those with high degrees of self-efficacy (Eastin and LaRose, 2000). Consumers with low Internet (and/or computer) self-efficacy are uncertain and less comfortable shopping on the Internet, and therefore need simple procedures that require little knowledge and guide them through the online shopping process. This indicates that, in case of low self-efficacy, the level of ease of use of Internet as a shopping medium must be high in order to achieve a positive intention toward online shopping (Perea y Monsuwé et al., 2004). This means that Web retailers should always try to make their sites very easy to use.  

So, consumers with higher Internet self-efficacy are more likely to shop on the Internet (Hsu and Chiu,2004), since they perceive websites to shop online easier to use than consumers with low Internet self-efficacy perceive these same websites. 

In sum, we hypothesize:

H6a: Computer Self-Efficacy positively influences Perceived Ease of Use.

H6b: Internet Self-Efficacy positively influences Perceived Ease of Use.

3.4.2 Experience 
Szajna (1996) stated that the addition of an experience component to the original TAM may be a significant enhancement. Prior studies of user acceptance found that experience played an important role in an individual’s decision to use a system (Taylor and Todd, 1995), and Igbaria (1993) and Igbaria and Iivari (1995) found that the amount of computer experience was positively related to the individual’s perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness of computer technology. Dishaw and Strong (1999) found that experience with the tool influences perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use, and Agarwal and Prasad (1999) state that individuals who have greater prior experiences with similar technologies are likely to have more positive beliefs (U and EOU) about new technologies. 

The reasons why experience has an influence on perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness are fairly easy to explain. Tools with more functionality are likely to be harder to use. As users acquire more experience with the tool, however, the tool becomes easier for them to use (Dishaw and Strong, 1999). Experience with the IT may lead to increased perceived usefulness as the user develops an understanding of how the functionality of the IT can be used to accomplish tasks. More experienced users are better able to see the usefulness of the tool (Dishaw and Strong, 1999). 

Extending Tam to the Internet, Jiang et al. (2000) were able to determine that one of the driving factors influencing the utilization of the Internet was experience with the technology (Olson and Boyer, 2003). Shoppers who use electronic shopping technologies have more experience with these or related technologies (Weber and Roehl, 1999). It appears that comparable experiences may prove significant in the context of TAM and Web retailing. Internet users’ web experiences will positively influence perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use (O’Cass and Fenech, 2003). 

Weber and Roehl (1999) also found that online experience probably has some kind of positive influence on online travel purchase. Those searching for travel information or purchasing travel products online reported more years of experience with the Internet than did those who did not search or purchase online. Respondents with more experience were more likely to purchase travel products online. 

This leads us to hypothesize: 

H7a: Comparable experience positively influences Perceived Usefulness.

H7b: Comparable experience positively influences Perceived Ease of Use.

3.4.3 Relevance
Venkatesh and Davis (2000) introduced the variable of “job relevance” in a study were they proposed a theoretical extension of the TAM, called TAM2. In this study they tested which variables had an influence on perceived usefulness. Job relevance is defined as an individual’s perception regarding the degree to which the target system is applicable to his or her job. In other words, job relevance is a function of the importance within one’s job of the set of tasks the system is capable of supporting. They regard job relevance as a cognitive judgment that exerts a direct effect on perceived usefulness (Venkatesh and Davis, 2000). 

Venkatesh and Davis (2000) conceptualize perceptions of job relevance to be part of a compatibility test, since systems below a minimal threshold value of perceived job relevance would be screened from further adoption consideration. Judgments of job relevance are apt to take the form of a compatibility test whereby systems that are judged not to be job-relevant are eliminated from one’s choice set for further consideration (Venkatesh and Davis, 2000). 

Compatibility is defined by Rogers (1983) as the degree to which consumers perceive an innovation as consistent with their needs, values, past experiences and routines. O’Cass and Fenech (2003) translated compatibility to the Web shopping context by stating that Web shopping will need to be compatible with Web user lifestyles, experiences and buying habits if it is to be adopted. Several researches found a direct effect of compatibility on perceived usefulness in the context of TAM (Chen et al., 2002; Moore and Benbasat, 1996; and Al-Ghatani and King, 1999). From a substantive perspective, it is reasonable that if consumers perceive that using a virtual store is compatible with their existing values, past experiences, and needs, they will perceive it as useful (Chen et al., 2002). 
In this study we take TAM out of the work situation, so the variable of job relevance needs to be adapted to our research. In this research we will use a variable called “travel relevance”, which is based on the variable of “job relevance”. By looking at travel relevance we want to look at an individual’s perception regarding the degree to which the website(s) (which is the target system in this case) is applicable to his or her preferences in travel behavior. Especially since Venkatesh and Davis (2000) state that relevance takes the form of a compatibility test, we want to know if the travel options offered by the website(s) are consistent with consumers needs, values, lifestyle, and routines. When consumers perceive the products of a website, holidays in this research, as irrelevant to them, they will judge the website as less useful to them, which leads to a low behavioral intention to use this website to book a holiday. Let’s clarify this with an example; A family with two young children, who go camping in The Netherlands every summer, and never go on holiday abroad will probably see traveling about a foreign country as not consistent with their needs, lifestyle, and routines. So for a respondent from this family a website offering “tour-holidays” (rondreizen) will not be relevant. This might be an extreme example, but it shows how travel relevance can have an influence on behavioral intention through perceived usefulness. 

This leads us to our next hypothesis:

H8: Travel Relevance positively influences Perceived Usefulness.

3.4.4 Perceived Visual Attractiveness

Perceived visual attractiveness as introduced by van der Heijden (2003) is defined as “the degree to which a person believes that the website is aesthetically pleasing to the eye”. We assume that aesthetics play a role in the decision to use an Information System (IS), and an especially important role in the decision to use a website. This assumption is based on empirical results found in the psychology, marketing, and, to a much lesser extent, the IS literature (Heijden, van der, 2003).

In the consumer marketing literature, the notion that – ceteris paribus – attractive products create more favorable attitudes towards purchasing than unattractive ones has been increasing. Bloch (1995) for example, theorizes that the form of a product drives cognitive and affective psychological responses, and these psychological responses in turn drive behavioral responses. This chain of reactions is quite reminiscent of the belief/attitude/intention/usage chain put forward by the original TAM model (Heijden, van der, 2003).

A good example of an empirical study in the realm of aesthetics is the one by Veryzer and Hutchinson (1998), in an experimental setting, they found strong aesthetic reactions of consumers to various product design changes. As Bloch (1995) suggests, these aesthetic responses are likely to carry over to actual purchase behavior.

Based on such research and real life observation, it is not unreasonable to suggest that people will associate visual attractiveness of a website with the positive beliefs that are common in TAM research: usefulness, ease of use, and enjoyment (Heijden, van der, 2003). This is supported by the experiments reported in Tractinsky et al. (1998), where it is concluded that “what is beautiful is usable”, meaning that individuals assume that an IS that is more attractive will be more easy to use (Kurosu and Kashimura, 1995; Tractinsky, 1997).

The visual attractiveness of the website refers to its visual elements, most notably the colors used and its overall lay-out. Colors and lay-out are direct system features, which, according to TAM, can only impact website usage through perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and perceived enjoyment (Davis et al, 1989; Davis et al., 1992; Davis, 1993)

Heijden, van der, (2003) proves in his empirical research on a Dutch portal site that visual attractiveness positively influences usefulness, ease of use, and enjoyment. The results from this research confirm that the inclusion of the visual attractiveness helps to explain enjoyment better than it helps to explain usefulness. Based on these results, he concluded that the TAM model is better with inclusion of the visual attractiveness construct when intrinsic motivation is explicitly included. In our conceptual framework we included enjoyment, which is an intrinsic motivation (Davis et al., 1992), so perceived visual attractiveness will make our model better.

In sum, we hypothesize:

H9a: Perceived Visual Attractiveness positively influences Perceived Usefulness.

H9b: Perceived Visual Attractiveness positively influences Perceived Ease of Use.

H9c: Perceived Visual Attractiveness positively influences Perceived Enjoyment.

3.5 Moderating Variable: Gender

It has been argued by several authors (Baron and Kenny, 1986; Dabholkar and Bagozzi, 2002; Klein and Yadav, 1989) that including moderating variables will contribute to important advances of marketing theories. By focusing on user characteristics, like gender, as moderating variables, it will be possible to get a more nuanced understanding of motives for adoption and usage of new technologies. Identifying such effects is important for better being able to tailor technological products/services and marketing communication to gender segments (Nysveen et al., 2005). 

Using the Technology Acceptance Model, Venkatesh and Morris (2000) investigated gender-based differences in decision making processes about technology. Gender is a construct that has received little attention in the context of TAM research, although this construct is potentially critical to our understanding of user acceptance since it could play an important role in determining how users make their decisions about adopting and using new technologies (Gefen and Straub, 1997). In fact, there is a significant body of research outside the domain of information systems, in general supporting the viewpoint that gender does indeed play a critical role in influencing behaviors in a wide variety of domains (Venkatesh and Morris, 2000). 
One of the primary objectives of Venaktesh and Morris (2000) was to understand gender differences in the relative influence of the original TAM constructs (perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use) on intention to use a new technology. 

In understanding gender differences in the role of perceived usefulness as a determinant of technology acceptance, Venkatesh and Morris (2000) drew from research on gender differences in the salience of outcomes as determinants of behavior. Minton and Schneider (1980) conclude that men may be more task oriented than women. Therefore, it was expected that factors related to productivity enhancement (like perceived usefulness) are more salient for men.

Women rate the importance of service aspects and physical environment more highly than men (Hofstede, 1984). Therefore, it was expected that perceived ease of use is more salient for women when compared to its salience for men. This effect also stems from the fact that women display higher levels of computer anxiety, which would lead to lower self-efficacy, which in turn could lead to lowering of ease of use perceptions. Since perceived ease of use has typically been seen as a hurdle to user acceptance (Venkatesh and Davis, 1996), low evaluations of ease of use can cause an increase in the salience of such perceptions in determining user acceptance decisions (Venkatesh and Morris, 2000). 

In sum, their research proposed an important extension to the TAM by using gender as a potential moderator. The research revealed that men consider perceived usefulness to a greater extent than women in making their decisions regarding the use of a new technology. On the other hand, perceived ease of use was more salient to women compared with men. These basic patterns held true in explaining sustained usage of technology as well. Given the findings, one could argue that men are more driven by instrumental factors (i.e., perceived usefulness), while women are more motivated by process (perceived ease of use). However, perhaps a more qualitative interpretation would suggest that men are more focused in their decision making regarding new technologies, while women are more balanced in their decision-making process (Venkatesh and Morris, 2000).

In sum, we hypothesize: 

H10a: Perceived usefulness will influence intention to customize more strongly for men than it will influence for women.

H10b: Perceived ease of use will influence intention to customize more strongly for women than it will influence for men. 
3.6 Basic Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses
Here we will give an overview of our basic conceptual framework and our hypotheses.
Basic Conceptual Framework:
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Figure 3.2: Basic Conceptual Framework
Hypotheses:
	
	Hypotheses

	H1
	Perceived Usefulness positively influences Intention to Customize.

	H2
	Perceived Ease of Use positively influences Intention to Customize.

	H3
	Perceived Ease of Use positively influences Perceived Usefulness.

	H4
	Perceived Enjoyment positively influences Intention to Customize.

	H5
	Perceived Ease of Use positively influences Perceived Enjoyment.

	H6a
	Computer Self-Efficacy positively influences Perceived Ease of Use.

	H6b
	Internet Self-Efficacy positively influences Perceived Ease of Use.

	H7a
	Comparable experience positively influences Perceived Usefulness.

	H7b
	Comparable experience positively influences Perceived Ease of Use.

	H8
	Travel Relevance positively influences Perceived Usefulness.

	H9a
	Perceived Visual Attractiveness positively influences Perceived Usefulness.

	H9b
	Perceived Visual Attractiveness positively influences Perceived Ease of Use.

	H9c
	Perceived Visual Attractiveness positively influences Perceived Enjoyment.

	H10a
	Perceived usefulness will influence intention to customize more strongly for men than it will influence for women.

	H10b
	Perceived ease of use will influence intention to customize more strongly for women than it will influence for men. 


Table 3.1: Overview of Hypotheses
Chapter 4: Trip Complexity and Integrator
4.1 Introduction
In this chapter two variables will be introduced that are specific to our research. The variables introduced are “Trip Complexity” and “Integrator” (the presence or the lack thereof). We will hypothesize that these variables influence intention to customize through the relevant beliefs (perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use), since Davis et al. (1989) state that when using TAM, variables can only have an influence on intention through these beliefs. Especially the Integrator variable is about how the system is designed, and Davis (1993) states that system design features influence acceptance through perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use. 
4.2 Trip Complexity and Integrator

In our research we will look at customization in the tourism and travel industry. The objective of this research is not to explain why consumers choose to customize a product rather than to buy a standard alternative, but to explain why consumers, when customizing a holiday, prefer one customization configuration over another. We also want to see if there are any differences in their intention to customize (through U and EOU) between a more and a less complex travel product. 
In our research the variable Trip Complexity has two levels, the less complex city-trip, and the more complex “tour-holiday” (rondreis). Integrator also has two alternatives, being present when customizing through one website, or being absent when customizing through multiple websites. In this research these different options will be experimentally manipulated, when asking respondent about their beliefs and intentions (more on this experimental manipulation can be found in the chapter 5). 
Systems selling, which has been discussed in the industrial marketing literature (e.g., Stremersch et al., 2003), refers to the provision of a “turnkey” offering that is “pre-engineered, pre-designed, and complete in all its components” (Wilson, Weiss, and John, 1990). The combination of goods and services that make up an offering is also referred to as a system. The first necessary condition that must be present to qualify as a system is that they consist of distinct components from different product categories – that is, the items are independent. The second necessary condition of systems is that the distinct components must be blended together so that they will work well together, that is, the items are integrated (Bharadwaj et al., 2009). Although not an industrial product, a holiday can also be seen as such a system, since it satisfies the two necessary conditions. A holiday consists of distinct and independent components, like a flight, a hotel, an excursion etc., and these distinct components need to be blended together, and integrated to be a holiday. When customizing a holiday this integration can be done with an integrator or without an integrator. 
In buying modular systems, one of the focal dimensions of the buyer is the decision of whether to outsource system integration. Because the system components must be integrated into a system, by either an outside system integrator or the buyer, the buyer needs to decide whether to outsource the system-integration or to integrate the system in-house (Stremersch et al., 2003). Although the previous was set in technology intensive markets, this focal dimension is actually the decision a consumer has to make when he wants to customize a holiday. When the consumer wants to customize his holiday on the Internet he has two choices, the first is going to a website which is an “integrator”, choose the components of the holiday, and in this way outsource the system-integration. The second is go to different websites to choose the components he/she wants in a holiday and in this way integrate it yourself (“in-house”).
Now that we have a good idea about the variables Trip Complexity and Integrator, in the next paragraph we will discuss how these variables influence perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use.  

4.3 Influence on Usefulness and Ease of Use
Previous studies show that variations in mass customization tasks may lead to differences in perceived task complexity and customer satisfaction with the mass customization process (Huffman and Kahn, 1998). Furthermore, the format as well as the perceived complexity of the mass customization process has been found to affect the utility of the customized product (Dellaert and Stemersch, 2005). When faced with a complex form of online mass customization, customers tend to perceive more complexity, and this reduces their intention to use online mass customization (Dellaert and Dabholkar, 2009).
Online mass customization processes may be complex for consumers because of the number of cognitive steps required in composing a product (Dellaert and Stremersch, 2005; Huffman and Kahn, 1998). The number of cognitive steps is mainly determined by the configuration of the mass customization (Dellaert and Dabholkar, 2009). A greater range of mass customization options will increase consumer perceptions of the product outcome of online mass customization (Dellaert and Stremersch, 2005; Hoch et al, 1999). The benefits of greater choice carry a cost in that they increase complexity for the consumer. Providing more mass customization options will increase the required number of cognitive steps in the consumer decision-making process, thereby increasing perceived complexity (Dellaert and Dabholkar, 2009). 
Since customizing a “tour-holiday” is a more complex task than customizing a city-trip, we propose that consumers perceive customizing a “tour-holiday” as less easy. So, trip complexity will have a negative influence on perceived ease of use. Since the task of customizing a “tour-holiday” is more complex it will be harder for consumers to customize a holiday that is close to their personal needs and preferences, so they will perceive the customization process as less useful. This leads us to propose that trip complexity has a negative influence on perceived usefulness. 
Customizing through an integrator gives the consumer a greater range of mass customization options through one website. The consumer has a greater choice of products and different combinations of components. With a lot of different components which could be combined into one product, the complexity increases for the consumer. When customizing with an integrator, consumers have to go through more cognitive steps at once when composing a holiday. When they customize the same components when they don’t use an integrator, they perceive the websites as easier to use, since they have to go through less cognitive steps on each of these websites. A website were you only have to buy one component is easier to use, since this website in itself is less complex than an integrator website. The effect that an integrator is perceived less easy to use can also be enhanced by the fact that these systems are fairly new on the Internet, compared to websites selling one component/product, especially in the travel industry. This leads to consumers being less familiar with integrators, which makes them less easy to use. This leads us to propose that the presence of an integrator has a negative influence on perceived ease of use. 
We also propose a moderating effect of the presence of an integrator on the relationship between trip complexity and perceived ease of use. Since we propose that an integrator has a negative influence on ease of use, we propose that the relationship between trip complexity and ease of use will be more negative when an integrator is present. 
Prior research suggests several reasons why a customer will derive a greater utility from an integrated system rather than buying an offering that lacks integration (Bharadway, 2009). First, the ability to buy all components at one place at one time reduces search costs (Harris and Blair, 2006). Second, it reduces also performance risk because the seller has taken steps to ensure that the core product and complementary services perform well together (Shocker et al., 2004). When customizing a holiday this would mean that you would be sure that the different  components can be joined together without any problems to form a holiday. Thus, the lower search costs and reduced risk are likely to enhance the attractiveness of an integrated offering compared to an offering that lacks integration (Bettman et al., 1990). System integrators are typically highly expert in the supplier market, in view of their own experiences across projects (Stremersch et al., 2003).
The above leads us to propose that a customer will derive greater utility from a website were he/she can customize a holiday through an integrator. So we propose that the presence of an integrator has a positive influence on perceived usefulness. This also leads us to propose that the presence of an integrator has a positive influence on the relationship between trip complexity and perceived usefulness, since the more complex the task (trip) is the more useful the presence of an integrator will be. 
In sum, we hypothesize:
H11a: Trip Complexity negatively influences perceived usefulness.

H11b: The presence of an integrator positively influences perceived usefulness.

H11c: The presence of an integrator has a positive influence on the relationship between trip complexity and perceived usefulness.
H12a: Trip complexity negatively influences perceived ease of use.

H12b: The presence of an integrator negatively influences perceived ease of use.

H12c: The presence of an integrator has a negative influence on the relationship between trip complexity and perceived ease of use.
This also leads us to our final conceptual framework (figure 4.1):
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Figure 4.1: Final Conceptual Framework
Chapter 5: Methodology of Empirical Research
5.1 Methodology of the research

The research done in this thesis is quantitative, it seeks to quantify data. Malhotra and Peterson (2006) state that quantitative research seeks conclusive evidence, which is based on large, representative samples, and it typically applies some form of statistical analysis. The approach to data collection in quantitative research is highly structured, which means that the researcher predetermines the wording of the questions asked and the range of responses available. Typically, a formal questionnaire is used. (Malhotra and Peterson, 2006). Besides being quantitative, our research is also a cross-sectional study, which means that the study is based on observations of a sample at one point in time (Babbie, 2004).

5.1.1 Survey
To collect data from respondents in this research, a survey will be used. A survey is a method of collecting data from people about who they are, how they think, and what they do (Balvanes and Caputi, 2001). The survey method of obtaining information is based on questioning respondents. Surveys are used when the research involves sampling a large number of people and asking them a series of questions. The survey method has the advantage of ease, reliability, and simplicity (Malhotra and Peterson, 2006). To collect the data from the respondents, a questionnaire was created. A questionnaire is a formalized set of questions for obtaining information from respondents. Questionnaires have the advantage of being relatively easy to administer (Malhotra and Peterson, 2006). Only fixed-response questions were used in the questionnaire, which reduces the variability in the results, and enhances reliability of the responses. It also simplifies coding, analysis, and interpretation of the data. Structured, closed-ended questions specify the set of responses as well as their format. A structured question may offer multiple choices, only two choices (dichotomous question), or a scale (Malhotra and Peterson, 2006). These three kinds of questions are all used in our questionnaire.
Our survey will be held on the Internet. An Internet survey is a questionnaire posted on a website that is self-administered by the respondent. Internet surveys offer many advantages. The respondents can complete the survey at their convenience, and the data collection can be fast and inexpensive (Malhotra and Peterson, 2006). In an email respondents will be asked to go to a particular website to complete the survey.
5.1.2 Population and Sample
A population is the total of all elements that share some common set of characteristics, which comprise the universe for the purpose of the marketing research problem. Each marketing research project has a uniquely defined population that is described in terms of its parameters. The objective of most marketing research projects is to obtain information about the characteristics or parameters of a population (Malhotra and Peterson, 2006).

The target population in this research consists of all Dutch adults living in the Netherlands, who have an email address, and access to the Internet.

Since it is not possible to question all elements (people) in the population, information about population parameters can be obtained by taking a sample. A sample is a subgroup of the elements of the population selected for participation in the study (Malhotra and Peterson, 2006). Good sampling achieves representativeness (Balvanes and Caputi, 2001). The larger the sample selected, the more accurate it is as an estimation of the population from which it is drawn (Babbie, 2004).
Malhotra and Birks (2003) state that a disadvantage of sending survey’s or links to email addresses is that there is no public registration of email addresses, like for instance a telephone-directory. That’s why in this research snowball sampling was used. Snowball sampling is a nonprobability sampling technique in which an initial group of respondents is selected. Subsequent respondents are selected based on the referrals or information provided by the initial respondents. This process may be carried out in waves by obtaining referrals from referrals (Malhotra and Peterson, 2006). 
As a starting point for snowball sampling in this research, an email with the link to the questionnaire in it, was send to about 110 friends, family-members, colleagues, and acquaintances. In that email they were all asked to forward it to other people who would be willing to cooperate in the research.
To improve the response rate, a reminder was send four to five days after the initial email. Since the individuals in the survey sample are not identified in the questionnaires, it was not possible to mail only non-respondents. So the reminder was send to all members of the initial sample, thanking those who may have already participated and encouraging those who have not done so. The methodological literature strongly suggests that follow-up mailings provide an effective method for increasing return rates. In general, the longer a potential respondent delays replying, the less likely he or she is to do it at all. Properly timed follow-up mailings, then, provide additional stimuli to respond (Babbie, 2004).

5.1.3 Ethics

Babbie (2004) states that consumer research should never harm the people that participate, regardless of whether they volunteer for the study. In this research respondents are not asked to reveal sensitive personal opinions, but at the end of the survey people are asked to give some personal information like age and income, which might be perceived as sensitive information by some respondents. To make sure that people are willing to answer to these questions, anonymity must be guaranteed. Anonymity can only be guaranteed when neither the researcher nor the readers of the findings can identify a given response with a given respondent (Babbie, 2004). Since the survey is held on the Internet, and nor the name or the email-address of the respondent can be traced, anonymity is guaranteed. The respondent will also be notified about this anonymity in the introduction of the survey.

5.2 Experimental design
5.2.1 Experimental Manipulation
In the previous chapter, we saw that trip complexity and the presence of an integrator are incorporated in our conceptual framework. To test whether these variables are of influence in our model, we created different scenarios in the questionnaires. 
In our research the variable trip complexity has two alternatives. The less complex product will be a city-trip, which is a short holiday of a couple of days to a city, and the more complex product is a “tour-holiday” (in Dutch called a “rondreis”), which is a holiday where people travel around a country for several weeks. Integrator also has two alternatives, being present when customizing through one website, or being absent when customizing through multiple websites. This leads us to four (2x2) different scenarios in the questionnaires.
In the first scenario the respondent is asked to visit a website to customize a city-trip. In the second scenario the respondent is asked to visit three different websites to customize a city-trip. In the third scenario the respondent is asked to visit a website to customize a “tour-holiday”. And in the fourth scenario the respondent is asked to visit three different websites to customize a “tour-holiday”.

For analysis the less complex product, the city-trip, was coded 0, and the more complex product, “tour-holiday”, was coded 1 on the variable of trip complexity. Further, the absence of an integrator was coded 0, and the presence was coded 1 on the variable “Integrator”. 

5.2.2 Scenario Design
In the questionnaire the respondent gets an assignment to visit a website and try to customize a holiday on that website. Depending on the scenario it could also be an assignment to visit multiple websites. Davis et al., (1989) already showed that TAM can predict and explain future user behavior fairly well from simple measures taken after a brief period of interaction with a system. That’s why we let people really visit the website(s) and interact with it by giving the respondent an assignment, instead of just giving them a description of the website(s).
To eliminate the preference or disliking of countries by respondents having influence on their intentions, and creating discrepancies between different scenarios, Athens was used for the city-trip and Greece was used for the “tour-holiday”. This precaution was taken besides the fact that we also mentioned on every page of the questionnaire that the website(s) visited could be applicable to every city and country of interest to the respondent.

In the first scenario the respondent gets the assignment to customize a city-trip of about 5 days to Athens through the site www.vliegfabriek.nl. On this site they have to look for a flight, hotel, and an excursion.

In the second scenario the respondent gets the assignment to customize a city-trip of about 5 days to Athens through three different sites. For their flight they have to look on www.vliegwinkel.nl; for their hotel on www.booking-nl.orangesmile.com; and for an excursion on www.athensinfoguide.com/nl/excursions.htm.

In the third scenario the respondent gets the assignment to customize a “tour-holiday” of about two weeks in Greece through the site www.griekenlandonline.nl. This site has the concept of “building stones” of multiple days which can be linked together. So you can customize your holiday by choosing your own building stones, and in that way creating your own unique holiday. So the respondent has to look for building stones he likes which can be linked together, and also look for a flight.

In the fourth version of the questionnaire the respondent gets the assignment to customize a “tour-holiday” of about two weeks in Greece through three different sites. They have to look for a flight on www.vliegwinkel.nl; for their different hotels at www.booking-nl.orangesmile.com; and for their rental car at www.hertz.nl. Since it cannot be expected of people that they have an idea what route to take when traveling about Greece, we also gave them a description of a route around a part of the country (this is a route you could also put together when visiting the site mentioned in the third scenario). So they had to look for a flight, a rental care, and hotels in four different Greek cities.

Besides the four different scenarios, the questions posed to respondents didn’t change except for being plural when multiple websites were used, and the term city-trip was changed into “tour-holiday” when applicable.
5.3 Methodology of the survey
5.3.1 Pre-testing the Questionnaire
After drawing up the questionnaire, all questions were translated to Dutch, and we did a pre-test of the questionnaire. Pretesting refers to testing the questionnaire on a small sample of respondents to identify and eliminate potential problems. Even the best questionnaires can be improved by pretesting. All aspects of the questionnaire, including question content, wording, sequence, form and layout, question difficulty, and instructions should be tested. Additionally, pretesting should be conducted with a subset of the respondent group. Based on the feedback from the pretest, the questionnaire should be edited, and the identified problems corrected (Malhotra and Peterson, 2006).
The questionnaire was pre-tested with six different people (from fellow students to family). They all visited the proper website(s), and answered the questions. After that, we discussed the questionnaire to see if there were any problems. This lead to changes in wording of some items, and the elimination of two items. After the pre-test the final version of the questionnaire was drawn up.
5.3.2 Design of the questionnaire
Each respondent was asked to complete a questionnaire which consisted of eleven parts which will be described below. The final version of the questionnaire can be found in Appendix A.
1. Introduction
A respondent should be motivated to participate in a questionnaire. That’s why it is always important to start the questionnaire with a small introduction, so you can make clear what the purpose of the research is, and why it is important to participate (Brinkman, 1994). In the introduction the purpose and the subject of the research are briefly explained, the respondent is informed about the time-span it will take him to fill out the questionnaire, and anonymity is guaranteed. Some people will feel that the questionnaire is less applicable to them because the subject is not in their range of interest. That’s why in the introduction respondents are asked to fill out all the questions, and they are told  that even if they think it is less applicable to them, their opinion is very important for the research.
2. Self-efficacy: Computer self-efficacy and Internet self-efficacy
Computer self-efficacy is measured using a two-item scale adapted from Igbaria and Iivari (1995). The two items are measured on a 7-point Likert scale with on one end totally disagree and on the other end totally agree.

Internet self-efficacy is measured using a three-item scale adapted from O’Cass and Fenech (2003). The three items are measured on the same Likert scale as computer self-efficacy.
3. Experience
Four different kinds of comparable experience were asked in the questionnaire. Experience with buying on the Internet, experience with booking a holiday on the Internet, experience with customization through the Internet, and experience with going on a city-trip or “tour-holiday” (depending on the version of the questionnaire). We measured experience with a multiple-choice question with five options, ranging from never to more than five times, like done by Shim et al. (2001).
4. Instruction to visit the website(s)

In this part the respondents are given an instruction to visit the website(s) based on one of the four scenarios described in 5.2, and they are given the assignment to customize a city-trip or “tour-holiday” on the website(s). 
Besides the assignment that was given to the respondents we also told them that it was not a problem if they didn’t succeed at customizing a holiday, and that it’s more important to get a good impression of the website(s) so they can answer some questions about it later on. At last we also gave the respondents an estimation of how much time to spend on the assignment, and to continue with the questionnaire when they finished the assignment.
5. Perceived visual attractiveness
Perceived visual attractiveness is measured using the three-item scale developed by van der Heijden (2003), who also used it to measure the attractiveness of websites. These three items are measured on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from totally disagree to totally agree.
6. Relevance
Relevance is measured using a four-item scale with three items adapted from Chen et al. (2002), and one item added from Venkatesh and Davis (2000). We adapted the wordings so the items would reflect the relevance of the city-trip or “tour-holiday”. The four items are measured on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from totally disagree to  totally agree.
7. Perceived enjoyment
Perceived enjoyment is measured using a three-item scale, as used by Davis et al., (1992), but we modified it to capture information about using the website(s) rather than computers in the workplace. Venakatesh (2000) also used this measure, and Atkinson and Kydd (1997) already modified it to be applicable to the Internet. That’s why we consider it not a problem that we slightly modified the items of the scale. The three items are measured on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from totally disagree to totally agree.
8. Perceived ease of use
Perceived ease of use is measured using a six-item scale adapted from Davis (1989), Davis et al., (1989), and Venkatesh and Davis (1996). Four items were taken from the original scale developed by Davis (1989), supplemented with two items from Venaktesh and Davis (1996). The six items are measured on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from totally disagree to totally agree.
9. Perceived usefulness
The four-item usefulness scale that is mostly used in TAM research couldn’t be used in this questionnaire, since that could only be used in job/work situations. To measure usefulness we used a three-item scale with two items adapted from Davis (1989), and Davis (1993), and one item adapted from Igbaria et al. (1995), which was also used by Teo et al. (1999) in the context of the Internet. The three items are measured on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from totally disagree to totally agree.
10. Intention to customize 
The intention to customize is measured on a three-item scale adapted from Putrevu and Lord (1994). They used this scale to measure purchase intention and in our research we adapted this to customization intention. The three items are measured on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from totally disagree to totally agree.
11. Demographics
In this last part respondents are asked about their gender, age, income, and the number of members in their household.
Information of a personal or highly sensitive nature, like income, may be difficult to obtain from respondents. Brinkman (1994) states that Dutch respondents in general don’t like to be asked about their income. To increase likelihood of obtaining sensitive information, such topics should be placed at the end of the questionnaire. By then, rapport has been created and legitimacy of the project established, making respondents more willing to give information. Where appropriate, sensitive information should be obtained in the form of response categories rather than asking for specific figures. While respondents may refuse to answer to a question about their exact annual income, they may be willing to check the appropriate income category (Malhotra and Peterson, 2006).

That’s why in our questionnaire this personal information is asked at the end, and income is divided into (fairly broad) categories to make respondents more willing to answer the question. After answering these four questions the respondent is thanked for participating in the research.
5.4 Methodology of the Analyses
5.4.1 Factor Analysis

First I will introduce the concept of validity. Validity refers to the extent to which an empirical measure reflects the concept it is intended to measure (Babbie, 2004). Construct validity addresses the question of what construct or characteristic the scale is, in fact, measuring. In order to assess construct validity, the researcher must have a strong understanding of the theory that provides the basis for constructing the scale. Construct validity includes convergent, discriminant, and  nomological validity. Convergent validity is the extent to which the scale correlates positively with other measures of the same construct. Discriminant validity is the extent to which a measure does not correlate with other constructs from which it is supposed to differ. It involves demonstrating a lack of correlation among differing constructs. Nomological validity is the extent to which the scale correlates in theoretically predicted ways with measures of different but related constructs (Malhotra and Peterson, 2006).

Construct validity can be measured by using factor analysis. Factor analysis is an interdependence technique, whose primary purpose is to define the underlying structure among the variables in the analysis. Broadly speaking, factor analysis provides the tools for analyzing the structure of the interrelationships (correlations) among a large number of variables (e.g., test scores, test items, questionnaire responses) by defining sets of variables that are highly interrelated, known as factors. These groups of variables (factors), that are by definition highly intercorrelated, are assumed to represent dimensions within the data. The dimensions can guide in creating new composite measures, and in this way reducing the number of variables (Hair et al., 2006).

The output of a factor analysis program consists of columns representing the several factors (artificial dimensions) generated from the observed relations among variables plus the correlations between each variable and each factor – called the factor loadings. The program’s generation of factors has no reference to the meaning of variables, only to their empirical associations. Two criteria are taken into account: (1) a factor must explain a relatively large portion of the variance found in the study variables, and (2) every factor must be more or less independent of every other factor (Babbie, 2004).
In the next chapter four factor analyses will be performed, with in every factor analysis the scale variables that will be used in the four separate regression analyses.
5.4.2 Internal Consistency Reliability – Cronbach’s alpha

Reliability refers to the extent to which a scale produces consistent results if repeated measurements are made (Malhotra and Birks, 2003). Internal-consistency reliability is used to assess the reliability of a summated scale, or subscale, where scores for several items are summed to form a total score for a construct. In a scale of this type, each item measures some aspect of the construct measured by the entire scale. The items should be consistent in what they indicate about the characteristics. This measure of reliability refers to the consistency with which each item represents the construct of interest (Malhotra and Peterson, 2006).

The simplest measure of internal consistency is split-half reliability. In applying this procedure, the scale items are randomly divided into halves, and the resulting half scores are correlated. High correlations between the halves indicate high internal consistency. The correlation between the halves will be affected by how the groups are split. A popular approach to overcoming this problem is to use the coefficient alpha. The coefficient alpha, or Cronbach’s alpha, is calculated by averaging the coefficients that result from all possible combinations of split halves. This coefficient varies from 0 to 1, and a value of 0,6 or less generally indicates unsatisfactory internal-consistency reliability (Malhotra and Peterson, 2006).
After doing the factor analyses in chapter 4, we will present the Cronbach alpha’s for the different scales in our data.
5.4.3 Regression Analysis
To test our hypotheses set in the conceptual framework, we want to find out if the independent variables are significant predictors of the dependent variables. To test these relationships (and in that way our hypotheses), regression analysis will be used in chapter 4.

Regression analysis is a statistical technique that can be used to analyze the relationship between a single dependent variable and several independent variables. The objective of regression analysis is to use the independent variables whose values are known to predict the single dependent value selected by the researcher (Hair et al., 2006).
With a regression analysis you can determine whether the independent variables explain a significant variation in the dependent variable, whether a relationship exists. You can also determine how much of the variation in the dependent variable can be explained by the independent variables: the strength of the relationship (Malhotra and Peterson, 2006). In regression analysis this is measured by R², if R² is 0,63 then the independent variables explain 63% of the variation in the dependent variable. As a third you can also determine the structure or form of the relationship: the mathematical equation relating the independent and dependent variables. When you have the mathematical equation you can predict the value of the dependent variable by filling in the values of the independent variables (Malhotra and Peterson, 2006).

In Chapter 6 we will perform four different regression analyses, based on our conceptual framework. The first regression analysis will be with Intention to Customize as the dependent variable, the second will be with perceived Usefulness as the dependent variable, the third will be with perceived Ease of Use as the dependent variable, and the last one will be with perceived Enjoyment as the dependent variable.

The general form of the mathematical equation of the multiple regression model is as follows:

Y = β0 + β1*X1 + β2*X2 + β3*X3 + … + βk*Xk + ε

If we use this general mathematical equation, the equations in our analysis become:

Intention to Customize = β0 + β1 * perceived Usefulness + β2 * perceived Ease of use + β3 * perceived Enjoyment + β4 * (Gender contrast dummy * Usefulness) + β5 * (Gender contrast dummy * Ease of use) + ε

Perceived Usefulness = β0 + β1 * perceived Ease of use + β2 * Relevance + β3 * Perceived Visual Attractiveness + β4 * buying experience + β5 * booking experience + β6 * customization experience + β7 * experience city-trip/”tour-holiday” + β8 * Trip Complexity + β9 * Integrator + β10 * (Trip Complexity * Integrator) + ε

Perceived Ease of Use = β0 + β1 * Computer self-efficacy + β2 * Internet self-efficacy + β3 * Perceived Visual Attractiveness + β4 * buying experience + β5 * booking experience + β6 * customization experience + β7 * experience city-trip/”tour-holiday” + β8 * Trip Complexity + β9 * Integrator + β10 * (Trip Complexity * Integrator) + ε

Perceived Enjoyment = β0 + β1 * perceived Ease of Use + β2 * Perceived Visual Attractiveness + ε

When performing regression analysis in the next chapter, we want to find out what the values for the different beta’s are, and if these values are significant.
Chapter 6: Analysis and Results
6.1 Description of the Sample
6.1.1 The Sample
The questionnaire that was posted on the Internet was filled out by 153 respondents (n=153). Unfortunately, not all respondents filled out the complete questionnaire. In total, 23 respondents abandoned the questionnaire before they answered all the questions. Most of these respondents who abandoned the questionnaire did this at the point where they had to visit the website(s). This was to be expected since a lot of respondents don’t like to put too much effort into filling out a questionnaire, so when given an assignment to visit the website(s), they are less willing to fill out the questionnaire and abandon it. We removed these 23 respondents form our dataset, and this left us with a total sample of 130 respondents (n=130), which means that 85% of the respondents who started the questionnaire filled it out completely. This sample consists of enough respondents to perform further statistical analyses in this chapter. 

With the design of the research we created four different groups depending on the presence of an integrator and the trip complexity in the survey, and all these groups had about 30 respondents, except for the group with low trip complexity and an integrator present, which consisted of 40 respondents (See Table 6.1).  
6.1.2 Demographics of the Sample

The sample consisted of 39 male and 91 female respondents, respectively 30,0% and 70,0%. The youngest respondent in our sample was 18 years old and the oldest respondent was 63 years old. The average age of the sample 30,1 years. The average of the income categories was 1,80 (with 1 being the lowest income category and 5 being the highest). Since this variable is an ordinal variable, the median gives a better indication (Malhotra and Peterson, 2006). The median of income was 2, which is the category €20.000-€39.999. The average members per household in this sample was 1,8. These demographics can also be found in Table 6.1, along with the demographics per group within the sample.
	
	N
	Male
	Female
	Age

(average)
	Income

(average)
	Househ.

(average)

	Total Sample
	130
	39 (30,0%)
	91 (70,0%)
	30,1
	1,80
	1,80

	City-trip with integrator
	40
	16 (40,0%)
	24 (60,0%)
	32,7
	2,15
	2,23

	City-trip no integrator
	29
	5 (17,2%)
	24 (82,8%)
	29,2
	1,71
	1,59

	Rondreis with integrator
	33
	8 (24,2%)
	25 (75,8%)
	28,5
	2,61
	1,82

	Rondreis no integrator
	28
	10 (35,7%)
	18 (64,3%)
	29,0
	1,75
	1,39


Table 6.1: Demographics
6.1.3 Representativeness of the Sample
In order to test whether our sample is representative for the population, we compared the demographics in the sample with the Dutch population. The average age in The Netherlands is 39,9, as measured by the Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek (CBS) in February 2009. The average age in our sample is significantly lower than the Dutch average (t = -10,025, p < 0,001). The average size of households in The Netherlands is 2,24 members, as measured by the CBS in 2008. The average size of households in our sample is also significantly lower than that of the Dutch population (t = -4,466, p < 0,001). The difference between these two variables and the Dutch population can be easily explained by the fact that in our sample there probably were more students than on average in the population. This leads to a lower average age, and a lower average in household members since most students have a one-person household. It was not possible to accurately measure the difference in income between the sample and the population, since we measured income in categories. 
There is also a difference between gender in our sample and the population. While in our sample only 30% is male and 70% female, the Dutch population consists of about 50% males and 50% females. Our sample significantly differs from the population when it comes to gender (t = 4,957, p<0,001). We want to know if this difference has any influence on the results of our research. That’s why we tested if there was any difference between males and females in their answers about their intention to customize. Intention was measured on a scale with three items and we found no significant difference between males and females on these three items (respectively: t = -0,823, p=0,412; t = -0,430, p=0,668; t = -0,134, p=0,893). This leads us to conclude that although there are more females than males in our sample, this does not influence the final results of our research, since there is no significant difference in intention to customize between males and females.

Although the demographics of our sample differ in some ways from the population, we propose that this won’t be a problem for the analyses in this research. But we need to keep these differences in mind when extrapolating the findings of this research to the population. 
6.2 Validity and Reliability
We will be testing the scales used in our questionnaire on validity and reliability. Validity will be tested by using factor analysis, and reliability will be tested by looking at Cronbach’s alpha. 

6.2.1 Factor Analysis
We will perform four separate confirmatory factor analyses, with in every factor analysis the variables that will be used in the four separate regression analyses. 
Factor Analysis with BI, U, EOU, and Enjoyment:

When performing factor analysis we first need to consider the appropriateness of the data for factor analysis. This is done by looking at the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy, and at Bartlett’s test of sphericity. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy needs to be higher than 0,7, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity needs to be significant. In this first factor analysis we found the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy to be 0,935, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant at p<0,001, which means that the data are appropriate for factor analysis. 
When performing factor analysis, one can look at two different methods to see how many factors underlie the data. The first is looking at Eigenvalues, since large Eigenvalues indicate systematic relationships. The average Eigenvalue equals 1, so all components with an Eigenvalue bigger than 1 should be selected. The second method is to look at the scree plot. One needs to find the last kink, and the number of underlying factors is the number before that last kink. 
In this first factor analysis there are only two factors with Eigenvalues above 1 (see appendix B.1). But when looking at the scree plot a small last kink can be seen at 5, which means that there would be four factors underlying the data, and the third and fourth component with Eigenvalues of respectively 0,827 and 0,659 would also be included as underlying factors. We decided on four factors since this has the best fit with our theoretical constructs. The four factors found were respectively Ease of Use, Intention, Usefulness, and Enjoyment. These four factors together explained 84,470% of variance. 

As can be seen from the rotated component matrix in appendix B.1, all factor loadings are high on their own factor and lower on the other factors.
Factor Analysis with U, Relevance, and PVA:

For this second factor analysis the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy is 0,819, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity is significant at p<0,001, which means that the data are appropriate for factor analysis. In this factor analysis there were three components with an Eigenvalue higher than 1, which was also confirmed when looking at the scree plot (see Appendix B.2). So, three underlying factors are found, respectively Relevance, Perceived Visual Attractiveness, and Usefulness. These three factors together explained 87,065% of variance. As can be seen from the rotated component matrix in appendix B.2, all factor loadings are very high on their own factor, and very low on the other factors. 
Factor Analysis with EOU, Computer Self-Efficacy, Internet Self-Efficacy, and PVA:
For this third factor analysis the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy is 0,875, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity is significant at p<0,000, so the data are appropriate for factor analysis. In this factor analysis there are three factors with Eigenvalues above 1, but when looking at the scree plot (see appendix B.3), we can see that the last kink is at 5, which indicates that there are four underlying factors, and the fourth factor with an Eigenvalue of 0,867 is also included as an underlying factor. This gives us four underlying factors, respectively Ease of Use, Internet self-efficacy, Perceived Visual Attractiveness, and Computer self-efficacy. These four factors together explained 88.884% of variance. As can be seen from the rotated component matrix in appendix B.3, all factor loadings are high on their own factor, and low on the other factors. 
Factor Analysis with Enjoyment and PVA:
For this fourth and last factor analysis the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy is 0,853, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity is significant at p<0,000, so again the data are appropriate for factor analysis. In this last factor there is only one factor with an Eigenvalue above 1, but when looking at the scree plot (see appendix B.4), we can see that the last kink is at 3, which indicates that there are two underlying factors, so the second factor with an Eigenvalue of 0,897 is also included as an underlying factor of the data. The two underlying factors can be defined respectively as Perceived Visual Attractiveness and Enjoyment. These two factors together explain 84,732% of variance. All factor loadings are high on their own factor and low on the other factor, as can be seen in the rotated component matrix in appendix B.4. 
6.2.2 Internal Consistency Reliability – Cronbach’s alpha
To test the reliability of the summated scales, Cronbach’s alpha will be used. This measure of reliability refers to the consistency with which each item represents the construct of interest, as described in chapter 5. We found very high Cronbach’s alpha’s for all summated scales in our research, as can be seen in Table 6.2. 

	Scale
	Cronbach’s alpha

	Behavioral Intention
	0,954

	Usefulness
	0,919

	Ease of Use
	0,967

	Enjoyment
	0,896

	Relevance
	0,954

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness
	0,918

	Computer Self-Efficacy
	0,910

	Internet Self-Efficacy
	0,957


Table 6.2: Cronbach’s alpha
We also tested whether Crobach’s alpha would go up when an item was deleted from a scale. With all scales Cronbach’s alpha went down if an item was deleted (see appendix B.5), so no items had to be deleted to increase reliability of the scale.

In conclusion we can state that all scales have a very high internal consistency reliability.
6.3 Basic Results
We will now describe some basic results we found in the means of the different variables, which can be found in table 6.3. 
At first we can see some differences between the scenarios in the behavioral intention (BI), in this case the intention to customize. It can be seen that the intention to customize is higher when and integrator is present, although this difference is much bigger with the more complex product, the tour-holiday. This difference can also be seen in figure 6.1, which visually illustrates this observation. This is an indication that an integrator has a higher positive effect when the product to customize is more complex. 
	
	BI
	U
	EOU
	Enj.
	PVA
	Rel.
	CSE
	ISE

	Whole Sample
	3,7205
	4,6564
	5,1333
	4,3462
	4,4538
	4,5981
	5,6808
	6,1846

	City-trip with integrator
	3,7750
	4,3750
	4,7083
	4,1000
	4,4917
	4,1500
	5,3000
	5,8830

	City-trip no integrator
	3,7011
	4,9425
	5,1897
	4,2299
	4,1149
	4,8190
	5,6034
	6,0000

	Rondreis with integrator
	4,1212
	4,8889
	5,2626
	4,6869
	4,7576
	4,9773
	6,0455
	6,5455

	Rondreis no integrator
	3,1905
	4,4881
	5,5298
	4,4167
	4,3929
	4,5625
	5,8750
	6,3810


Table 6.3: Means of different variables
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Figure 6.1: Intention to Customize 
From table 6.3 we can also see that perceived usefulness is higher in case of no integrator versus the presence of an integrator in the city-trip scenarios, while this effect is the opposite in the “tour-holiday” scenarios. We should keep this in mind in our further analyses, since this difference might have a big effect on our outcomes. The differences in perceived ease of use are partly as hypothesized, with respondents finding the integrator websites less easy to use than their no integrator counterparts, but the negative effect for trip complexity on ease of use can not be found in these means. It can also be seen that respondents perceived the integrator websites as visually more attractive, and they enjoyed the integrator website for the “tour-holiday” more than the separate websites, although this effect was the other way around with the less complex product, the city-trip. 
We can also see differences between the scenarios in the other three scale variables: relevance, computer self-efficacy, and internet self-efficacy. These differences are not caused by the scenarios but by our sample, and the distribution of our sample over the four different scenarios. These variables might have an influence on respectively perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use, so the differences in usefulness and ease of use might be (partially) caused by the differences in these variables. We will see the effects of these variables on the belief variables when we test our hypotheses in the regression analyses. 
6.4 Hypotheses Testing – Regression Analyses
We will test our hypotheses from the conceptual framework by doing four different regression analyses, as described in chapter 5. 
6.4.1 Regression Analysis for Intention to Customize 

With this regression analysis hypotheses 1, 2, 4, 10a, and 10b will be tested. The R² of this regression model is 0,595, which means that 59,5% of variance in Intention to Customize is explained by this model. The model is also significant as a whole (F = 30,103, p<0,001). In Table 6.4 the coefficients of this regression, and their significance can be found.
	
	Unstandardized coefficient B
	Significance

	(Constant)
	-0,472
	0,198

	Usefulness
	0,812
	0,000

	Ease of Use
	-0,089
	0,460

	Enjoyment
	0,216
	0,039

	Gender x Usefulness
	0,166
	0,169

	Gender x Ease of Use
	-0,133
	0,215

	Gender (contrast dummy)
	0,010
	0,978


Table 6.4: Regression Coefficients dependent Intention to Customize
As we can see in Table 6.4, two variables have a significant influence on Intention to customize, respectively Usefulness (B=0,812, p<0,001), and Enjoyment (B=0,216, p=0,039). This means that hypothesis 1 and 4 are supported. It is also found that Ease of Use does not have significant direct influence on Intention to Customize (B=-0,089, p=0,460), which leads to the rejection hypothesis 2. This doesn’t mean that ease of use has no influence on Intention to Customize at all, since it could still have an indirect effect on Intention to Customize through Usefulness and/or Enjoyment. In hypothesis 10a and 10b we hypothesized a moderating effect of gender. In this regression analysis we found that the effects were in the right direction, Usefulness influenced Intention more strongly for men (B=0,166), and Ease of Use influenced Intention more strongly for women (B=-0,133). Unfortunately, these effects were not significant (respectively p=0,169; p=0,215), so hypothesis 10a and 10b are rejected.
6.4.2 Regression Analysis for Perceived Usefulness

With this regression analysis hypotheses 3, 7a, 8, 9a, and 11a-c will be tested. The R² of this regression model is 0,553, which means that 55,3% of variance in Perceived Usefulness is explained by this model. The model is also significant as a whole (F = 14,589, p<0,001). In Table 6.5 the coefficients of this regression, and their significance can be found.
	
	Unstandardized

Coefficient B
	Significance

	(Constant)
	0,930
	0,067

	Ease of Use
	0,522
	0,000

	Relevance
	0,111
	0,067

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness
	0,189
	0,008

	Experience buying on the Internet
	-0,072
	0,421

	Experience booking on the Internet
	0,052
	0,370

	Experience customizing on the Internet
	0,070
	0,291

	Experience city-trip / rondreis
	-0,007
	0,904

	Trip Complexity
	-0,651
	0,006

	Integrator
	-0,344
	0,130

	Trip Complexity x Integrator
	0,715
	0,027


Table 6.5: Regression coefficients dependent Perceived Usefulness
As can be seen in Table 6.5, Ease of Use (B=0,522, p<0,001) and Perceived Visual Attractiveness (B=0,189, p=0,008) have a significant positive influence on perceived Usefulness. Relevance also has as a positive significant influence at the 10% level of significance (B=0,111, p=0,067). This means that hypotheses 3, 8, and 9a are supported. The fact that Ease of Use has a positive influence on perceived Usefulness shows that Ease of Use has an indirect effect on Intention to Customize of 0,424 (0,522 x 0,812). So, although Ease of Use didn’t have a direct effect on Intention to Customize, it is still an important because of its indirect influence. From Table 6.5 it can also be seen that comparable experiences have no influence on perceived Usefulness, since all coefficients are very low and highly insignificant. This leads to the rejection of hypothesis 7a.
Trip Complexity had a negative significant influence on perceived Usefulness (B=-0,651, p=0,006), but the presence of an Integrator has a positive moderating effect on the relationship between Trip Complexity and perceived Usefulness (B=0,715, p=0,027). This means that the effect of Trip Complexity on perceived Usefulness is more positive (or less negative in this case) when an integrator is present. This means that hypotheses 11a and 11c are supported. The presence of an Integrator has a negative effect on perceived Usefulness, but this effect was not significant (B=-0,344, p=0,130), so hypothesis 11b, where we stated that the presence of an integrator will have a positive effect on perceived Usefulness, should be rejected. The effect is not highly insignificant though, and this effect should be further investigated in the future, especially since the effect is in the opposite direction as hypothesized. 
6.4.3 Regression Analysis for Perceived Ease of Use

With this regression analysis hypotheses 6a-b, 7b, 9b, and 12a-c will be tested. The R² of this regression model is 0,353, which means that 35,3% of variance in Perceived Ease of Use is explained by this model. The model is also significant as a whole (F =6,448, p<0,001). In Table 6.6 the coefficients of this regression, and their significance can be found.

	
	Unstandardized

Coefficient B
	Significance

	(Constant)
	1,160
	0,127

	Computer self-efficacy
	-0,027
	0,796

	Internet self-efficacy
	0,300
	0,013

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness
	0,482
	0,000

	Experience buying on the Internet
	-0,063
	0,593

	Experience booking on the Internet
	0,105
	0,164

	Experience customizing on the Internet
	0,037
	0,662

	Experience city-trip / rondreis
	0,074
	0,271

	Trip Complexity
	0,182
	0,545

	Integrator
	-0,511
	0,079

	Trip Complexity x Integrator
	-0,079
	0,849


Table 6.6: Regression coefficients dependent Perceived Ease of Use
As can be seen from Table 6.6, Internet self-efficacy has a significant positive influence (B=0,300, p=0,013) on perceived Ease of Use, while Computer self-efficacy did not have a significant influence (B=-0,027, p=0,796). So, H6a is rejected, while H6b is supported. Hypothesis 9b is also supported, since Perceived Visual Attractiveness had a positive significant influence on perceived Ease of Use (B=0,482, p<0,001). We can also see that none of the comparable experiences have a significant influence on perceived Ease of Use, which leads to the rejection of hypothesis 7b.
We can see from table 6.6 that the presence of an Integrator has a negative effect on perceived Ease of Use (B=-0,511), which is significant at the 10% level (p=0,079). This supports hypothesis 12b. We can also see that Trip Complexity, and the moderating effect of the presence of an Integrator on the relationship between Trip Complexity and perceived Ease of Use have only small effects, which are highly insignificant (respectively B=0,182, p=0,545; B=-0,079, p=0,849). This leads to the rejection of hypotheses 12a and 12c.
6.4.4 Regression Analysis for Perceived Enjoyment

With this regression analysis hypotheses 5 and 9c will be tested. The R² of this regression model is 0,675, which means that 67,5% of variance in Perceived Enjoyment is explained by this model. The model is also significant as a whole (F = 131,664, p<0,001). In Table 6.7 the coefficients of this regression, and their significance can be found.

	
	Unstandardized

Coefficient B
	Significance

	(Constant)
	-0,070
	0,801

	Ease of Use
	0,531
	0,000

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness
	0,380
	0,000


Table 6.7: Regression coefficients dependent Perceived Enjoyment
As can be seen in Table 6.7, Ease of Use (B=0,531, p<0,001), and Perceived Visual Attractiveness (B=0,380, p<0,001) both have a significant positive influence on perceived Enjoyment. This means that hypotheses 5 and 9c are supported. We can also state that Ease of Use has a positive indirect influence on Intention to Customize through perceived Enjoyment of 0,114 (0,531x0,216). Although Ease of Use did not have a direct influence on Intention to Customize, it can still be an important factor in determining Intention because of its indirect effect through perceived Usefulness and perceived Enjoyment. 
6.4.5 Summary of Results on Hypotheses Testing
In the above regression analyses we tested our hypotheses and found several variables that had a direct or indirect effect on Intention to Customize. In table 6.8 on the next page the direct and indirect effects are summarized. Indirect effects are calculated by multiplying the effect of the variable on the belief with the effect of the belief on Intention to Customize.

In table 6.9 on the next page an overview of the results of the hypotheses tested can be found.
	Variable
	Effect
	Direct/Indirect

	Usefulness
	0,812
	Direct

	Enjoyment
	0,216
	Direct

	Ease of Use
	0,539
	Indirect through U and Enjoyment

	Relevance
	0,090
	Indirect through U

	Internet self-efficacy
	0,162
	Indirect through EOU

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness
	0,495
	Indirect through U, EOU, and Enjoyment

	Trip Complexity
	-0,529
	Indirect through U

	Integrator
	-0,275
	Indirect through EOU


Table 6.8: Direct and indirect effects in Intention to Customize
	
	Hypothesis
	Result

	H1
	Perceived Usefulness positively influences Intention to Customize.
	Supported

	H2
	Perceived Ease of Use positively influences Intention to Customize.
	Rejected

	H3
	Perceived Ease of Use positively influences Perceived Usefulness.
	Supported

	H4
	Perceived Enjoyment positively influences Intention to Customize.
	Supported

	H5
	Perceived Ease of Use positively influences Perceived Enjoyment.
	Supported

	H6a
	Computer Self-Efficacy positively influences Perceived Ease of Use.
	Rejected

	H6b
	Internet Self-Efficacy positively influences Perceived Ease of Use.
	Supported

	H7a
	Comparable experience positively influences Perceived Usefulness.
	Rejected

	H7b
	Comparable experience positively influences Perceived Ease of Use.
	Rejected

	H8
	Travel Relevance positively influences Perceived Usefulness.
	Supported

	H9a
	Perceived Visual Attractiveness positively influences Perceived Usefulness.
	Supported

	H9b
	Perceived Visual Attractiveness positively influences Perceived Ease of Use.
	Supported

	H9c
	Perceived Visual Attractiveness positively influences Perceived Enjoyment.
	Supported

	H10a
	Perceived usefulness will influence intention to customize more strongly for men than it will influence for women.
	Rejected

	H10b
	Perceived ease of use will influence intention to customize more strongly for women than it will influence for men. 
	Rejected

	H11a
	Trip Complexity negatively influences perceived usefulness.
	Supported

	H11b
	The presence of an integrator positively influences perceived usefulness.
	Rejected

	H11c
	The presence of an integrator has a positive influence on the relationship between trip complexity and perceived usefulness.
	Supported

	H12a
	Trip complexity negatively influences perceived ease of use.
	Rejected

	H12b
	The presence of an integrator negatively influences perceived ease of use.
	Supported

	H12c
	The presence of an integrator has a negative influence on the relationship between trip complexity and perceived ease of use.
	Rejected


Table 6.9: Results for Hypotheses
6.5 Mediation analysis
We perform a mediation analysis to find out if usefulness, ease of use, and enjoyment really mediate the influence of the variables in our research on intention to customize. This analysis is done by performing two separate regression analyses, in the first analysis we test the effect of all variables directly on Intention to Customize, and in the second regression analysis we do the same except that we leave usefulness, ease of use, and enjoyment out of the analysis. If the variables are less significant in the first than in the second regression analysis, than the variables are mediated by at least one of the belief variables. The results of the two regression analyses can be found in table 6.9, where the first two columns represent the first regression analysis, and the last two columns represent the second regression analysis.

	Variable
	B
	Sig.
	    
	B
	Sig.

	(Constant)
	-1.011
	0,089
	    
	0,035
	0,965

	Usefulness
	0,640
	0,000
	
	X
	X

	Ease of Use
	0,117
	0,226
	
	X
	X

	Enjoyment
	0,121
	0,300
	
	X
	X

	Relevance
	0,102
	0,094
	
	0,224
	0,006

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness
	0,091
	0,268
	
	0,497
	0,000

	Computer self-efficacy
	0,022
	0,780
	
	-0,049
	0,650

	Internet self-efficacy
	-0,134
	0,152
	
	0,086
	0,488

	Experience buying on the Internet
	0,157
	0,092
	
	0,045
	0,713

	Experience booking on the Internet
	0,000
	0,994
	
	0,091
	0,247

	Experience customizing on the Internet
	-0,021
	0,752
	
	0,074
	0,410

	Experience city-trip / rondreis
	-0,102
	0,092
	
	-0,092
	0,263

	Trip Complexity
	-0,361
	0,128
	
	-0,707
	0,025

	Integrator
	0,431
	0,057
	
	-0,060
	0,841

	Trip Complexity x Integrator
	0,254
	0,429
	
	0,689
	0,112


Table 6.9: Mediation analysis
At first we need to state that the first regression analysis explains more variance (R²=0,671) in Intention to Customize than the second regression analysis (R²=0,362). We found that most variables are indeed mediated by the belief variables, although there were some exceptions. The most striking exception is the Integrator variable, which has a positive and significant influence on intention in the first regression analysis (B=0,431, p=0,057), while in the second regression analysis the influence of this variable is very small, and highly insignificant      (B=-0,060, p=0,841). This is an indication that the presence of an integrator might have a direct effect on Intention to Customize, over and above the effects in our model. 
Although we didn’t find comparable experiences to be of any influence on usefulness or ease of use in our research, we can see in table 6.9 that “experience with buying on the Internet” (B=0,157, p=0,092), and “experience with a city-trip or “rondreis”” (B=-0,102, p=0,092), become significant at the 10% level in the first regression analysis. This suggests that these experiences have an influence on Intention to Customize which is not mediated by the beliefs, so not through our model. 
It can also be found that Internet self-efficacy has a better significance in the first than in the second regression analysis. This could be indicative of an effect on Intention to Customize that is not mediated by ease of use, but since in both analyses the effect is not significant, we can’t draw any conclusions about that.

The variables found not to be mediated by the beliefs in our model, should be further investigated. Unfortunately, this can’t be done within the frame of this research, so this will be a recommendation for future research.

6.6 Other Results
In this part we will look at some other results of our research that were not hypothesized in our conceptual framework, and not tested in the regression analyses above. Although not hypothesized, the results we found are important for our conclusions about this research.
6.6.1 Integrator

In paragraph 6.4.2 we did a regression analysis on perceived Usefulness, and we found that the presence of an integrator had a negative effect, though not significant (B=-0,344, p=0,130). Since the effect is not highly insignificant, but the effect is in the opposite direction as hypothesized in hypothesis 11b, we suggested further investigation of this effect. In paragraph 6.3 we saw that usefulness had a higher mean for the city-trip without an integrator than with an integrator present. For the more complex product “tour-holiday” this was the other way around. This suggests that the factor Integrator might have a different effect when the product is more complex. To test for this different effect, we conducted two regression analyses with perceived usefulness as the dependent variable, the first analysis with only the respondents who filled out the questionnaire for the two less complex scenarios (city-trip), and the second with the respondents who filled out the questionnaire for the two more complex scenarios (“tour-holiday”). The results from these regression analyses can be found in Appendix B.6 and B.7. We found that with the less complex city-trip, the presence of an integrator had a negative effect, although not significant (B=-0,351, p=0,151). With the more complex “rondreis” we found a significant, positive effect of the presence of an integrator on perceived Usefulness (B=0,479, p=0,039). So it can be concluded that an Integrator has a positive effect on perceived Usefulness for the more complex product. So instead of completely rejecting H11b, it might be partially supported by this finding. 
6.6.2 Demographics - Age
Although not hypothesized in our conceptual framework, it was tested if the demographic variables in our research were of direct or indirect influence on Intention to Customize. The demographics obtained from respondents were gender, age, income, and household size. Besides gender being hypothesized as a moderating effect, none of the demographics were hypothesized to have influence in our model. To test whether these demographic variables had an influence on intention, we introduced them into the regression model which was used in the previous paragraph 6.5. This regression analysis can be found in Appendix B.8, and it indicates that Age is the only demographic which has a significant influence on intention (B=-0,020, p=0,052). This result indicates that age might have a negative influence in our model. To investigate this effect further we introduced age into the four different regression models used to test our hypotheses, to see if age has an indirect effect through one of the beliefs in the model, or a direct effect on Intention to Customize. We only found an effect of age on perceived usefulness in these regressions. Age had a negative significant effect on usefulness (B=-0,016, p=0,041) (see appendix B.9), but when age was introduced into this regression Relevance became not significant (B=0,066, p=0,299). This is an indication that age and relevance might be interconnected, and when we introduced an interaction effect into the regression (age*relevance), we found that the effect of age on Usefulness became bigger, and even more significant (B=-0,046, p=0,018) (see appendix B.10). The interaction effect was small but significant at the 10% level (B=0,008, p=0,090), which would indicate that age moderates the effect of relevance on perceived Usefulness. The effect of relevance on perceived Usefulness became negative, but this effect was not significant (B=-0,173, p=0,261).
We can conclude that in our research age has a negative indirect effect on Intention to Customize through perceived Usefulness, and age is interconnected with relevance in our research. The effect of age doesn’t come completely out of the blue, since Burke (2002) found that younger adults are more interested in new technologies, and when shopping online, these younger adults were more interested in custom-design products. The influence of age should be further investigated in future research however, to test the generalizability of this effect. 

Chapter 7: Conclusions and Recommendations
7.1 Answers to the Research Questions
To draw conclusions we need to answer our research questions based on the results of our research, starting with the sub-questions, followed by the main research question.

1. What factors influence the intention to customize a holiday through the Internet directly or indirectly?

In this research we found several factors that influence intention to customize. Intention to customize is directly influenced by two of the three proposed beliefs, perceived usefulness and perceived enjoyment. Both these beliefs have a positive influence on intention to customize. The third belief, perceived ease of use, did not have a direct influence on intention to customize, but it did have a positive indirect influence through perceived usefulness and perceived enjoyment. Other factors that influence intention to customize indirectly are perceived visual attractiveness, relevance, and internet self-efficacy. Perceived visual attractiveness influences intention to customize through all three belief variables, relevance has a positive influence through perceived usefulness, and internet self-efficacy has a positive influence on intention to customize through perceived ease of use. It was also found that age had a negative indirect influence on intention to customize through perceived usefulness, but since this was not hypothesized in our research this factor needs some further investigation.
The factors trip complexity and integrator also had an influence on intention to customize, but this will be discussed later.

2. What is each of these factors importance in weight in influencing the intention to customize a holiday through the Internet?

In paragraph 6.4.5 we presented the weights of each of the factors that influenced intention to customize. The weight of the direct factors perceived usefulness and perceived enjoyment was found to be respectively 0,812 and 0,216. The third belief, perceived ease of use had a weight of 0,539 in influencing intention to customize. The other three factors of influence, perceived visual attractiveness, relevance, and internet self-efficacy had weights of respectively 0,495, 0,090, and 0,162. So if we had to order these factors of influence on intention to customize, irrespective of being direct or indirect, the order of importance would be the following: 1. Perceived usefulness; 2. Perceived ease of use; 3. Perceived visual attractiveness; 4. Perceived enjoyment; 5. Internet self-efficacy; 6. Relevance. 
Sub-questions 3 and 4 will be answered together.

3. Is there a difference in intention to customize a holiday through the Internet between products (holidays) that differ in complexity?
4. Is there a difference in intention to customize a holiday through the Internet between an integrated customization process and an un-integrated customization process? 

In our model we hypothesized that the variables trip complexity and integrator had an indirect influence on intention to customize through perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use. We found that trip complexity had a negative influence on perceived usefulness, with a weight of -0,651, which leads to trip complexity having a negative indirect effect on intention to customize through perceived usefulness of -0,529. This means that people perceive the usefulness of customizing lower when the product is more complex, which would mean that intention to customize is lower for products with a higher complexity. But we also found that the presence of an integrator had a positive moderating effect on this relationship between trip complexity and perceived usefulness, which means that the effect of trip complexity is less negative if an integrator is present. So, consumers have a higher intention to customize a complex holiday with an integrator than without an integrator. 
It was also found that the presence of an integrator had a negative effect on perceived ease of use (-0,511), which means there is an indirect effect of the presence of an integrator on intention to customize (-0,275). This leads us to conclude that consumers perceive a website that integrates the customization process as less easy to use than the separate websites, which negatively effects the intention to customize through an integrator. This effect is independent of trip complexity though, since the complexity of the trip had no effect on the perceived ease of use of the website(s), and the presence of an integrator did not moderate the relationship between trip complexity and perceived ease of use.
We did not find a significant influence of the presence of an integrator on usefulness, although this was not highly insignificant. The fact that this effect was negative made us investigate it a bit further. With the more complex trip, the presence of an integrator has a positive effect on usefulness (0,479), which means an indirect positive effect on intention to customize (0,389). But the presence of an integrator only had a positive effect on intention when the product was more complex. With the less complex product there was a negative effect on perceived usefulness (-0,351), although not significant (p=0,151), which means we can’t draw conclusions about this, but it is a good indication that the presence of an integrator with the less complex product does not have a positive effect on intention to customize through perceived usefulness. 
Main Research Question: What is the intention of Dutch consumers to customize their holiday through the Internet and what factors influence their intention to customize?
The mean in intention to customize found in this research was 3,7205 over all four scenarios on a scale from 1 to 7, customizing a complex holiday without an integrator had the lowest average intention (3,1905), and customizing a complex holiday with and integrator had the highest average intention (4,1212). Overall respondents did not have a very high intention, which could mean that Dutch consumers are not very enthusiastic about customizing their holidays. But on the other side it is also not very low, which could mean that consumers are not very much against customizing their holiday. On average the intention to customize centres around the middle of the scale, and there are consumers who rate intention low, but also consumers who rate intention high. The fact that customization of a holiday doesn’t appeal to every consumer makes knowing the factors that influence intention to customize even more important, so that websites which provide for customization can focus on these factors in the design of their website, and the marketing of their website. 
As we already saw in the answering of the sub-questions, the factors that influence intention to customize a holiday for Dutch consumers are perceived usefulness and perceived enjoyment in a direct way, and perceived ease of use, perceived visual attractiveness, internet self-efficacy, relevance, trip complexity, and the presence of an integrator in an indirect way through the different beliefs. 

7.2 Managerial Recommendations
From the findings of this research some managerial recommendations can be drawn. These recommendations are mainly useful for (future) managers of digital intermediaries and travel agencies, and their websites in the Dutch tourism and travel market.

In the introduction chapter we already mentioned that dynamic packaging, or the customization of holidays through an integrator, is still a fairly new development in the Dutch tourism industry. Since it is a fairly new development there is probably still room in the market for new dynamic packaging websites, and this research showed that when aimed at the right customers these integrated websites can have great potential. It was showed that consumers had the highest intention to customize for a more complex product at an integrated website, and when customizing a less complex product consumers were almost indifferent between an integrated website or un-integrated websites. This means that these dynamic packaging websites, who offer an integrated way of customizing a holiday, should not only aim for simple holidays like city-trips, but should definitely also offer the opportunity to customize more complex holidays like “tour-holidays”. 
Although there is potential, customizing a holiday is not an attractive option for every consumer, not even through an integrated website. That’s why these integrated customization websites should be well designed and also marketed to the right people. Of course the websites should be useful for customers, so that they can customize useful holidays that have an added value to them. Besides this the website needs to be easy to use, enjoyable, and visually attractive, which can be achieved by the design of the website. 
These websites need to aim their marketing at consumers with high Internet self-efficacy, and people who perceive the holidays that can be customized on the website as relevant to them. Easier said, that done though, since these characteristics of consumers are hard to trace. We also found that age had a negative influence on intention to customize through perceived usefulness, although not hypothesized, which means that these websites should aim at a younger target group. Age and other demographics should be further researched in relation to intention to customize, so that websites can form clear target groups to aim their marketing at. 
7.3 Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research
The first limitation of this research is that the sample was not completely representative of the population. This could be explained by the fact that in the sample there were more students than on average in the population, and also by our sampling method, snowball-sampling. To test the external validity of this research a recommendation for future research is to test the conceptual framework with a more representative sample, which might has to be sampled with a different sampling technique. 
There were also differences between the different scenarios, besides the differences in beliefs. Internet self-efficacy and relevance, which are both found to have an influence in our model, had different means with the different scenarios. Although the differences were not extreme, it does influence respectively perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness, which in turn effect intention to customize indirectly and directly. In future research, an equal distribution of these personal characteristics over the four scenarios should be strived after. 
The next limitation is the way gender was used in this research. We hypothesized gender to have a moderating influence on the relationships between usefulness and intention, and ease of use and intention. Although we found that the hypothesized effects were in the right direction, they were not significant. A reason for this could be that gender was treated as a biological, dichotomous construct. However, with the convergence of gender roles and socialization patterns among women and men in today’s society, a biological conceptualization of gender is potentially restrictive. Instead of treating gender as a biological construct, it could be examined at a more sociocognitive/psychological basis, by looking at masculine and feminine (character) attributes of respondents (Venkatesh et al., 2004). A recommendation for future research would be to investigate if gender does have a moderating influence when the measure is based on a more sociocognitive/psychological basis. 
Another limitation lies in the results we found in our mediation analysis, were we tested whether the external variables were mediated by the beliefs in our research. We found some external variables that also had a direct effect on intention to customize, and were not (completely) mediated by the beliefs in our research. First, we found that the presence of an integrator had a positive and direct effect on intention to customize over and above the beliefs in our research. Second, we found that experience with buying on the internet, and experience with a city-trip/”tour-holiday” had an influence on intention to customize when they were not mediated by the beliefs. These comparable experiences did not have an influence in our model when they were mediated, but they do have an influence on intention to customize. This means that there are effects of these external variables in our research that are not in our conceptual framework, which is a limitation of our research. The presence of an integrator, and the comparable experiences that were found to have an effect on intention to customize, should be investigated in future research.
In this research we found a negative effect of age on intention to customize through perceived usefulness. We also found that age might be interconnected with relevance. The negative effect of age wasn’t hypothesized though and future research should investigate the generalizability of this effect, and further investigate the interconnectedness with relevance. Future research should also look for the effects of age in previous research in the context of the Technology Acceptance Model. Besides age, future research should also investigate the direct and indirect effects of other demographic variables on intention to customize. This future research could help websites which integrated the customization process in better defining a target group for their marketing. 
Another option for future research is to test product complexity and Integrator in another context, to see if our findings can be used for other product categories. In this way the generalizability of our findings outside of the tourism and travel industry can be tested.
7.4 Conclusions

In summary we can conclude that intention to customize is directly influenced by two of the three proposed beliefs, perceived usefulness and perceived enjoyment. Both these beliefs have a positive influence on intention to customize. The third belief, perceived ease of use, did not have a direct influence on intention to customize, but it did have a positive indirect influence through perceived usefulness and perceived enjoyment. Other factors that influence intention to customize indirectly through the belief variables are perceived visual attractiveness, relevance, and internet self-efficacy. It was found that trip complexity had a negative influence on perceived usefulness. We also found that the presence of an integrator had a positive moderating effect on this relationship between trip complexity and perceived usefulness. The presence of an integrator had a negative effect on perceived ease of use.
Besides these direct and indirect effects on intention to customize, the presence of an integrator was found to only have a positive effect on intention to customize when the product was more complex.

Outside of our conceptual framework it was found that age had a negative influence on intention to customize through perceived usefulness. In mediation analysis we also found that Integrator, and “experience with buying on the internet” and “experience with a city-trip/”tour-holiday”” had a direct influence on intention to customize, which wasn’t mediated by the belief variables in our model. These effects that were not in our conceptual framework need to be further investigated in future research.
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Appendix A: The Questionnaire
	     1.

	 

	
Beste respondent,

Momenteel ben ik bezig met het schrijven van mijn masterscriptie en een onderdeel daarvan is dit consumentenonderzoek.
Mijn scriptie zal gaan over het zelf samen stellen van vakantiereizen via het Internet.

Onze inschatting is dat het invullen van dit onderzoek ongeveer 15 minuten kost.

Bij het invullen van dit onderzoek zult u anoniem blijven.

Ik wil u vragen om alle gestelde vragen in te vullen en geen vragen over te slaan. Ook als u denkt dat het onderwerp in mindere mate op u van toepassing is, is uw mening belangrijk voor het onderzoek.

Uw medewerking aan dit onderzoek wordt zeer gewaardeerd!

Bij voorbaat dank,

Marjolein Rietveld




	


	
	 

	
Hieronder volgen een aantal stellingen waarvan u moet oordelen of u het er mee eens bent op een schaal van 1 t/m 7 met de volgende betekenis:

1. helemaal mee oneens
2. mee oneens
3. een beetje mee oneens
4. niet mee eens, niet mee oneens
5. een beetje mee eens
6. mee eens
7. helemaal mee eens




	


	
    2. 
	  
	
Geef aan in hoeverre u het eens bent met de volgende stellingen. 

	  
	  
	 

 helemaal mee oneens
helemaal mee eens 

1. Ik begrijp goed hoe computers werken.  
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2. Ik ben vertrouwd met veel verschillende computer programma’s.  
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3. Ik kan met gemak op Internet product informatie vinden over een product of service.  
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4. Ik kan specifieke websites vinden met een browser (bijv. Google of Yahoo).  
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5. Ik voel me op mijn gemak als ik op zoek ga naar informatie op het Internet.  
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	   3a. 
	  
	
Heeft u ooit een product of service geocht via het Internet? 
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2-5 keer
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6-10 keer
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meer dan 10 keer




	    3b. 
	  
	
Heeft u ooit een vakantie geboekt via het Internet? 
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	    3c. 
	  
	
Heeft u ooit een product of service zelf samengesteld via het Internet? (Hierbij kunt u bijvoorbeeld denken aan kleding of schoenen (bijv. Nike), computers (Dell), verzekeringen, reizen enz.) 
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	    3d. 
	  
	
Heeft u ooit een city-trip (stedenreis) gemaakt? 
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Bovenkant formulier

Onderkant formulier

[image: image72.wmf]

84097



 HTMLCONTROL Forms.HTML:Hidden.1 [image: image73.wmf]

0



 HTMLCONTROL Forms.HTML:Hidden.1 [image: image74.wmf]

4



 HTMLCONTROL Forms.HTML:Hidden.1 [image: image75.wmf]


	      4.

	 

	In dit deel van ons consumentenonderzoek willen we u vragen een website te bezoeken op Internet.

Wij willen u vragen om op de onderstaande website een city-trip naar Athene van ongeveer 5 dagen zelf samen te stellen. U moet hierbij een vliegticket, een hotel en een excursie boeken. 

U hoeft uiteraard niet daadwerkelijk een city-trip te boeken en het is niet erg als u er niet helemaal in slaagt een city-trip samen te stellen, het gaat erom dat u een goede indruk krijgt van deze website, zodat u hier later een aantal vragen over kunt beantwoorden.

Probeer aan dit onderdeel niet meer dan 10 minuten te besteden.
Als u hiermee klaar bent verzoeken we u terug te keren naar de enquête om een aantal vragen in te vullen.

Wij verzoeken u nu naar deze website te gaan:
www.vliegfabriek.nl

(Als deze link het niet doet dient u een nieuwe internetpagina te openen en de link in de adresbalk bovenin te plakken; niet plakken in de huidige pagina want dan kunnen uw eerder gegeven antwoorden verloren gaan) 




	


Onderkant formulier

	
	 

	
In de volgende onderdelen van het onderzoek mag u er vanuit gaan dat de site die u zonet bezocht heeft toegepast kan worden op alle steden, dus elke stad van uw voorkeur. Laat u in uw antwoorden dus niet leiden door uw mening over de stad Athene of het land Griekenland. 



	


	    5. 
	  
	
Geef aan in hoeverre u het eens bent met de volgende stellingen. 

	  
	  
	 

 helemaal mee oneens
helemaal mee eens 

1. De website ziet er aantrekkelijk uit.  
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2. De lay-out van deze website is aantrekkelijk.  
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3. De kleuren die gebruikt worden op deze website zijn aantrekkelijk.  
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    6. 
	  
	
Geef aan in hoeverre u het eens bent met de volgende stellingen. 

	  
	  
	 

 helemaal mee oneens
helemaal mee eens 

1. Een city-trip past bij wat ik zoek in een (korte) vakantie.  
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2. Een city-trip past bij de manier waarop ik graag op (een korte) vakantie ga.  
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3. Een city-trip past bij mijn huidige levensstijl.  
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4. Een city-trip is relevant voor mij.  
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    7. 
	  
	
Geef aan in hoeverre u het eens bent met de volgende stellingen. 

	  
	  
	 

 helemaal mee oneens
helemaal mee eens 

1. Ik vind het gebruik van deze website prettig.  
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2. Ik vind het leuk om deze website te gebruiken.  
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3. Ik vind het gebruik van deze website interessant.  
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    8. 
	  
	
Geef aan in hoeverre u het eens bent met de volgende stellingen. 

	  
	  
	 

 helemaal mee oneens
helemaal mee eens 

1. Ik vind het gemakkelijk om te leren hoe ik deze website moet gebruiken.  
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2. Het is gemakkelijk om de informatie te krijgen die ik wil van deze website.  
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3. De website is duidelijk en begrijpelijk.  
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4. Het gebruik van deze website kost me weinig mentale inspanning.  
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5. Ik vind het gemakkelijk om deze website te laten doen wat ik wil.  
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6. Ik vind deze website gemakkelijk te gebruiken.  
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    9. 
	  
	
Geef aan in hoeverre u het eens bent met de volgende stellingen. 

	  
	  
	 

 helemaal mee oneens
helemaal mee eens 

1. Het gebruik van deze website geeft mij genoeg informatie zodat ik een goed besluit kan maken bij het boeken van een city-trip.  
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2. Door het gebruik van deze website kan ik een ideale city-trip boeken.  
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3. Ik vind het gebruik van deze website nuttig voor het boeken van een city-trip.  
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    10. 
	  
	
Geef aan in hoeverre u het eens bent met de volgende stellingen. 

	  
	  
	 

 helemaal mee oneens
helemaal mee eens 

1. Het is zeer waarschijnlijk dat ik deze website zou gebruiken voor het boeken van een city-trip.  
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2. Als ik binnen nu en een jaar een city-trip zou boeken, zou ik deze website gebruiken om zelf mijn reis samen te stellen.  
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3. Ik zal zeker deze website gebruiken voor het boeken van een city-trip.  
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   11a. 
	  
	
Wat is uw geslacht? 
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man
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vrouw




	
   11b. 
	  
	
Wat is uw leeftijd? 
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   11c. 
	  
	
Wat is het bruto-inkomen per jaar van uw huishouden? 
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minder dan 20.000 euro
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20.000 tot 39.999 euro
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40.000 tot 59.999 euro
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60.000 tot 99.999 euro
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100.000 euro of meer
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   11d. 
	  
	
Uit hoeveel leden bestaat uw huishouden? (uitwonende kinderen niet meegerekend) 
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Bedankt voor uw medewerking!

Marjolein Rietveld 



	


Appendix B: Output from Analyses
Appendix B.1: Factor analysis BI, U, EOU, and E
	KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	,935

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	2274,313

	
	df
	105

	
	Sig.
	,000


	Communalities

	
	Initial
	Extraction

	Behavioral Intention 1
	1,000
	,931

	Behavioral Intention 2
	1,000
	,907

	Behavioral Intention 3
	1,000
	,931

	Usefulness 1
	1,000
	,853

	Usefulness 2
	1,000
	,875

	Usefulness 3
	1,000
	,854

	Ease of Use 1
	1,000
	,825

	Ease of Use 2
	1,000
	,882

	Ease of Use 3
	1,000
	,848

	Ease of Use 4
	1,000
	,861

	Ease of Use 5
	1,000
	,862

	Ease of Use 6
	1,000
	,938

	Enjoyment 1
	1,000
	,813

	Enjoyment 2
	1,000
	,873

	Enjoyment3
	1,000
	,869


	Total Variance Explained

	Component
	Initial Eigenvalues
	Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
	Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

	
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %

	1
	9,912
	66,081
	66,081
	9,912
	66,081
	66,081
	5,218
	34,790
	34,790

	2
	1,722
	11,479
	77,561
	1,722
	11,479
	77,561
	3,050
	20,335
	55,125

	3
	,827
	5,515
	83,076
	,827
	5,515
	83,076
	2,455
	16,369
	71,493

	4
	,659
	4,394
	87,470
	,659
	4,394
	87,470
	2,396
	15,976
	87,470

	5
	,328
	2,184
	89,653
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	,260
	1,731
	91,384
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	,236
	1,573
	92,957
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	,201
	1,340
	94,298
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	,188
	1,253
	95,551
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	,174
	1,158
	96,709
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	,133
	,885
	97,594
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	,117
	,781
	98,375
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	,104
	,692
	99,066
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	,078
	,522
	99,588
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	,062
	,412
	100,000
	
	
	
	
	
	


[image: image289.emf]
	Rotated Component Matrixa

	
	Component

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Behavioral Intention 1
	,308
	,816
	,365
	,190

	Behavioral Intention 2
	,245
	,825
	,301
	,274

	Behavioral Intention 3
	,185
	,901
	,235
	,170

	Usefulness 1
	,286
	,329
	,776
	,247

	Usefulness 2
	,296
	,388
	,766
	,224

	Usefulness 3
	,393
	,404
	,681
	,270

	Ease of Use 1
	,768
	,165
	,347
	,295

	Ease of Use 2
	,869
	,145
	,215
	,245

	Ease of Use 3
	,791
	,221
	,150
	,388

	Ease of Use 4
	,865
	,203
	,229
	,140

	Ease of Use 5
	,832
	,270
	,215
	,224

	Ease of Use 6
	,875
	,235
	,246
	,237

	Enjoyment 1
	,555
	,319
	,122
	,623

	Enjoyment 2
	,377
	,217
	,229
	,795

	Enjoyment3
	,282
	,229
	,329
	,793


Appendix B.2: Factor analysis U, Relevance, and PVA
	KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	,819

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	1213,550

	
	df
	45

	
	Sig.
	,000


	Communalities

	
	Initial
	Extraction

	Usefulness 1
	1,000
	,846

	Usefulness 2
	1,000
	,880

	Usefulness 3
	1,000
	,863

	Relevance 1
	1,000
	,885

	Relevance 2
	1,000
	,889

	Relevance 3
	1,000
	,835

	Relevance 4
	1,000
	,918

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 1
	1,000
	,884

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 2
	1,000
	,890

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 3
	1,000
	,817


	Total Variance Explained

	Component
	Initial Eigenvalues
	Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
	Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

	
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %

	1
	4,631
	46,311
	46,311
	4,631
	46,311
	46,311
	3,527
	35,272
	35,272

	2
	2,746
	27,457
	73,769
	2,746
	27,457
	73,769
	2,598
	25,981
	61,254

	3
	1,330
	13,297
	87,065
	1,330
	13,297
	87,065
	2,581
	25,812
	87,065

	4
	,330
	3,301
	90,366
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	,250
	2,498
	92,865
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	,236
	2,365
	95,229
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	,160
	1,605
	96,834
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	,127
	1,270
	98,104
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	,103
	1,026
	99,130
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	,087
	,870
	100,000
	
	
	
	
	
	


[image: image290.emf]
	Rotated Component Matrixa

	
	Component

	
	1
	2
	3

	Usefulness 1
	,094
	,199
	,893

	Usefulness 2
	,153
	,235
	,895

	Usefulness 3
	,208
	,230
	,876

	Relevance 1
	,930
	,089
	,113

	Relevance 2
	,931
	,106
	,106

	Relevance 3
	,902
	,000
	,149

	Relevance 4
	,947
	,009
	,143

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 1
	,093
	,912
	,210

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 2
	,036
	,899
	,284

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 3
	,029
	,890
	,156


Appendix B.3: Factor Analysis EOU, Computer SE, Internet SE, and PVA
	KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	,875

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	1999,157

	
	df
	91

	
	Sig.
	,000


	Communalities

	
	Initial
	Extraction

	Ease of Use 1
	1,000
	,821

	Ease of Use 2
	1,000
	,885

	Ease of Use 3
	1,000
	,842

	Ease of Use 4
	1,000
	,848

	Ease of Use 5
	1,000
	,880

	Ease of Use 6
	1,000
	,941

	Computer self efficacy 1
	1,000
	,917

	Computer self efficacy 2
	1,000
	,926

	Internet self efficacy 1
	1,000
	,918

	Internet self efficacy 2
	1,000
	,942

	Internet self efficacy 3
	1,000
	,916

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 1
	1,000
	,883

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 2
	1,000
	,898

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 3
	1,000
	,826


	Total Variance Explained

	Component
	Initial Eigenvalues
	Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
	Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

	
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %

	1
	6,679
	47,705
	47,705
	6,679
	47,705
	47,705
	5,104
	36,456
	36,456

	2
	3,141
	22,437
	70,142
	3,141
	22,437
	70,142
	2,873
	20,523
	56,979

	3
	1,757
	12,547
	82,689
	1,757
	12,547
	82,689
	2,649
	18,925
	75,904

	4
	,867
	6,195
	88,884
	,867
	6,195
	88,884
	1,817
	12,980
	88,884

	5
	,286
	2,041
	90,925
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	,229
	1,633
	92,558
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	,225
	1,604
	94,161
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	,185
	1,319
	95,480
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	,139
	,995
	96,475
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	,127
	,905
	97,380
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	,124
	,883
	98,263
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	,105
	,748
	99,011
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	,078
	,555
	99,566
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	,061
	,434
	100,000
	
	
	
	
	
	


[image: image291.emf]
	Rotated Component Matrixa

	
	Component

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Ease of Use 1
	,856
	,213
	,177
	,107

	Ease of Use 2
	,911
	,100
	,162
	,137

	Ease of Use 3
	,847
	,083
	,322
	,121

	Ease of Use 4
	,898
	,133
	,141
	,062

	Ease of Use 5
	,922
	,075
	,149
	-,049

	Ease of Use 6
	,939
	,128
	,207
	,009

	Computer self efficacy 1
	,071
	,398
	,047
	,867

	Computer self efficacy 2
	,109
	,315
	,051
	,901

	Internet self efficacy 1
	,131
	,889
	,024
	,330

	Internet self efficacy 2
	,176
	,934
	,042
	,194

	Internet self efficacy 3
	,168
	,912
	,068
	,226

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 1
	,291
	,060
	,891
	,032

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 2
	,294
	-,051
	,899
	,019

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 3
	,149
	,110
	,888
	,055

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

	a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations.


Appendix B.4: Factor Analysis Enjoyment and PVA

	KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	,853

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	603,092

	
	df
	15

	
	Sig.
	,000


	Communalities

	
	Initial
	Extraction

	Enjoyment 1
	1,000
	,779

	Enjoyment 2
	1,000
	,873

	Enjoyment3
	1,000
	,843

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 1
	1,000
	,881

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 2
	1,000
	,885

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 3
	1,000
	,823


	Total Variance Explained

	Component
	Initial Eigenvalues
	Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
	Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

	
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %

	1
	4,187
	69,789
	69,789
	4,187
	69,789
	69,789
	2,585
	43,089
	43,089

	2
	,897
	14,943
	84,732
	,897
	14,943
	84,732
	2,499
	41,643
	84,732

	3
	,309
	5,156
	89,887
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	,274
	4,558
	94,446
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	,203
	3,386
	97,832
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	,130
	2,168
	100,000
	
	
	
	
	
	


[image: image292.emf]
	Rotated Component Matrixa

	
	Component

	
	1
	2

	Enjoyment 1
	,405
	,785

	Enjoyment 2
	,280
	,892

	Enjoyment3
	,274
	,876

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 1
	,867
	,359

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 2
	,866
	,367

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 3
	,875
	,238


Appendix B.5: Cronbach alpha’s if item deleted
	
	Cronbach’s
alpha
	Cronbach’s 
alpha if

item deleted

	Behavioral Intention
	0,954
	

	Behavioral Intention 1
	
	0,926

	Behavioral Intention 2
	
	0,938

	Behavioral Intention 3
	
	0,935

	Usefulness
	0,919
	

	Usefulness 1
	
	0,903

	Usefulness 2
	
	0,866

	Usefulness 3
	
	0,880

	Ease of Use
	0,967
	

	Ease of Use 1
	
	0,964

	Ease of Use 2
	
	0,959

	Ease of Use 3
	
	0,963

	Ease of Use 4
	
	0,962

	Ease of Use 5
	
	0,960

	Ease of Use 6
	
	0,954

	Enjoyment
	0,896
	

	Enjoyment 1
	
	0,883

	Enjoyment 2
	
	0,818

	Enjoyment 3
	
	0,850

	Relevance
	0,954
	

	Relevance 1
	
	0,938

	Relevance 2
	
	0,938

	Relevance 3
	
	0,952

	Relevance 4
	
	0,928

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness
	0,918
	

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 1
	
	0,859

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 2
	
	0,857

	Perceived Visual Attractiveness 3
	
	0,909

	Computer self-efficacy
	0,910
	

	Computer self-efficacy 1
	
	X*

	Computer self-efficacy 2
	
	X*

	Internet self-efficacy
	0,957
	

	Internet self-efficacy 1
	
	0,941

	Internet self-efficacy 2
	
	0,926

	Internet self-efficacy 3
	
	0,942


* Cronbach Alpha if item deleted can not be used when there are only two items for the scale, since that only leaves one item.

Appendix B.6: Regression Analysis on Usefulness for City-Trip

	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,771a
	,595
	,540
	,82928


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	59,561
	8
	7,445
	10,826
	,000a

	
	Residual
	40,574
	59
	,688
	
	

	
	Total
	100,136
	67
	
	
	


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	,422
	,643
	
	,656
	,515

	
	Ease of Use
	,421
	,087
	,486
	4,860
	,000

	
	Relevance
	,259
	,087
	,336
	2,989
	,004

	
	Perceived Visual Attractiveness
	,182
	,101
	,193
	1,807
	,076

	
	Experience buying on the internet
	,078
	,114
	,070
	,686
	,496

	
	Experience booking on the internet
	,074
	,078
	,087
	,951
	,346

	
	Experience customization on the internet
	,005
	,108
	,005
	,050
	,960

	
	Experience city-trip / rondreis
	-,062
	,095
	-,082
	-,655
	,515

	
	Integrator
	-,351
	,241
	-,143
	-1,455
	,151

	a. Dependent Variable: Usefulness


Appendix B.7: Regression Analysis on Usefulness for Rondreis
	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,789a
	,622
	,564
	,80520


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	55,419
	8
	6,927
	10,685
	,000a

	
	Residual
	33,714
	52
	,648
	
	

	
	Total
	89,133
	60
	
	
	


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1,115
	,837
	
	1,331
	,189

	
	Ease of Use
	,705
	,110
	,662
	6,440
	,000

	
	Relevance
	-,038
	,083
	-,046
	-,458
	,649

	
	Perceived Visual Attractiveness
	,132
	,104
	,132
	1,272
	,209

	
	Experience buying on the internet
	-,297
	,159
	-,199
	-1,872
	,067

	
	Experience booking on the internet
	,019
	,085
	,022
	,225
	,823

	
	Experience customization on the internet
	,109
	,089
	,137
	1,230
	,224

	
	Experience city-trip / rondreis
	,021
	,077
	,027
	,268
	,790

	
	Integrator
	,479
	,226
	,197
	2,117
	,039

	a. Dependent Variable: Usefulness


Appendix B.8: Regression analysis all variables on BI, including demographics
	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,831a
	,691
	,640
	,81797


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	163,013
	18
	9,056
	13,536
	,000a

	
	Residual
	72,928
	109
	,669
	
	

	
	Total
	235,941
	127
	
	
	


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	-,052
	,768
	
	-,068
	,946

	
	Usefulness
	,613
	,096
	,549
	6,372
	,000

	
	Ease of Use
	,120
	,097
	,116
	1,241
	,217

	
	Enjoyment
	,164
	,118
	,149
	1,397
	,165

	
	Relevance
	,075
	,066
	,085
	1,133
	,260

	
	Perceived Visual Attractiveness
	,097
	,082
	,090
	1,185
	,239

	
	Computer Self Efficacy
	,023
	,079
	,020
	,286
	,776

	
	Internet Self Efficacy
	-,163
	,094
	-,127
	-1,730
	,086

	
	Experience buying on the internet
	,150
	,096
	,109
	1,560
	,122

	
	Experience booking on the internet
	-,010
	,058
	-,011
	-,174
	,862

	
	Experience customization on the internet
	-,030
	,069
	-,030
	-,432
	,666

	
	Experience city-trip / rondreis
	-,106
	,061
	-,124
	-1,745
	,084

	
	Trip complexity
	-,402
	,239
	-,148
	-1,680
	,096

	
	Integrator
	,420
	,241
	,153
	1,743
	,084

	
	Trip Complexity x Integrator
	,244
	,327
	,079
	,747
	,457

	
	Gender
	-,271
	,198
	-,090
	-1,368
	,174

	
	Age
	-,020
	,010
	-,159
	-1,965
	,052

	
	Income
	,099
	,081
	,090
	1,232
	,221

	
	leden huishouden
	-,046
	,091
	-,037
	-,500
	,618

	a. Dependent Variable: Behavioral Intention


Appendix B.9: Regression analysis on Usefulness including Age
	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,754a
	,569
	,528
	,83602


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	107,768
	11
	9,797
	14,017
	,000a

	
	Residual
	81,774
	117
	,699
	
	

	
	Total
	189,542
	128
	
	
	


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1,568
	,584
	
	2,682
	,008

	
	Ease of Use
	,513
	,069
	,551
	7,486
	,000

	
	Relevance
	,066
	,063
	,083
	1,042
	,299

	
	Perceived Visual Attractiveness
	,216
	,070
	,224
	3,070
	,003

	
	Experience buying on the internet
	-,097
	,088
	-,079
	-1,101
	,273

	
	Experience booking on the internet
	,057
	,058
	,065
	,983
	,328

	
	Experience customization on the internet
	,091
	,066
	,103
	1,386
	,168

	
	Experience city-trip / rondreis
	-,002
	,060
	-,003
	-,041
	,967

	
	Trip complexity
	-,662
	,229
	-,272
	-2,895
	,005

	
	Integrator
	-,336
	,223
	-,138
	-1,507
	,134

	
	Trip Complexity x Integrator
	,689
	,316
	,248
	2,182
	,031

	
	Age
	-,016
	,008
	-,141
	-2,066
	,041

	a. Dependent Variable: Usefulness


Appendix B.10: Regression analysis on U including Age and interaction age*relevance
	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	,761a
	,579
	,536
	,82925


	ANOVAb

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	109,773
	12
	9,148
	13,303
	,000a

	
	Residual
	79,769
	116
	,688
	
	

	
	Total
	189,542
	128
	
	
	


	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2,606
	,840
	
	3,102
	,002

	
	Ease of Use
	,523
	,068
	,562
	7,664
	,000

	
	Relevance
	-,173
	,154
	-,219
	-1,129
	,261

	
	Perceived Visual Attractiveness
	,219
	,070
	,227
	3,129
	,002

	
	Experience buying on the internet
	-,118
	,089
	-,096
	-1,332
	,185

	
	Experience booking on the internet
	,058
	,057
	,067
	1,008
	,315

	
	Experience customization on the internet
	,091
	,065
	,103
	1,403
	,163

	
	Experience city-trip / rondreis
	-,013
	,060
	-,017
	-,215
	,830

	
	Trip complexity
	-,684
	,227
	-,282
	-3,012
	,003

	
	Integrator
	-,392
	,223
	-,160
	-1,753
	,082

	
	Trip Complexity x Integrator
	,733
	,314
	,264
	2,332
	,021

	
	Age
	-,046
	,019
	-,412
	-2,390
	,018

	
	Age x Relevance
	,008
	,005
	,335
	1,708
	,090

	a. Dependent Variable: Usefulness
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