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Abstract 

This study investigates the drivers and motivations behind the showrooming behaviour, where consumers 

conduct information search in offline stores and later move to online stores to finish the purchase. The goal is 

to examine the impact of channel-related factors and consumer-specific motivations on the intention to 

showroom. In addition, the roles of product type and demographics in showrooming are investigated.   

The research draws from the existing knowledge on research shopping and showrooming, but due to the 

still limited research on the phenomenon itself, channel choice literature and consumer motivations literature 

is used to develop the framework. The study uses the theory of planned behavior as a background for the 

framework and attempts to complement the research by Arora et al (2017), one of the few studies conducted 

on the topic of showrooming drivers to date. The empirical research takes a quantitative approach and uses 

data collected through an online survey. The hypotheses were analyzed with data from 219 responses. The 

methods of analysis were confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation modeling, conducted in SPSS.   

The findings of this study suggest that when consumers showroom, they use online channels for purchase 

because of their overall evaluation of online channels as a good purchase avenue. The factors contributing to 

this evaluation are the potential price benefits and different deals online, convenience of purchasing in online 

channels and the attractiveness of the product selection. Showrooming was found to be especially common 

among younger consumer groups, and the results also indicate that the more favorable the consumers’ attitude 

towards showrooming, the higher their future intention to engage in it. The most showroomed product 

categories are clothing, electronics, shoes and cosmetics, and showrooming is in general more common in 

high-involvement product categories than in low-involvement ones. 

From an academic perspective, the study managed to show support for the previously confirmed 

relationships of online channel benefits and attitude on showrooming and the prevalence of showrooming in 

high-involvement product categories. From a managerial perspective, the results may help firms better 

understand the mechanisms of showrooming and to understand what factors drive consumers to finish their 

purchase online. With this knowledge, practitioners can hopefully take consumers’ preferences better into 

account when designing the customer journey and their operations. 

In sum, this study provided additional support for the quite limited current knowledge on the mechanisms 

of showrooming by looking at the phenomenon in the Finnish context. Some limitations in terms of the sample 

and the item selection remain, which calls for further investigation to validate the mechanisms behind the 

behavior more comprehensively. 
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Tiivistelmä 

Tämä tutkielma käsittelee showrooming-ilmiötä ja siihen vaikuttavia motiiveja ja taustatekijöitä. 

Showrooming tarkoittaa kuluttajakäyttäytymistä, jossa tuotteeseen tutustutaan ja siitä etsitään tietoa ensin 

kivijalkakaupassa, jonka jälkeen tuote ostetaan verkkokaupasta. Tutkimuksen tarkoituksena on tarkastella 

erilaisten kanavakohtaisten sekä kuluttajan motivaatioon liittyvien muuttujien vaikutusta showrooming-

aikomukseen. Lisäksi tarkastellaan tuotekategorian ja kuluttajan demografisten taustatekijöiden vaikutusta ja 

roolia showroomingin kannalta.  

Tutkimuksen taustana käytetään kirjallisuutta tutkimusshoppailusta (englanniksi research shopping) ja 

showroomingista. Koska etenkin showroomingista on toistaiseksi olemassa vain vähän tutkimustietoa, 

tutkielman viitekehyksen rakentamisen taustamateriaalina käytetään myös kanavavalintaan ja kuluttajan 

motivaatioihin liittyvää kirjallisuutta. Perustana tutkielmassa käytetään suunnitelmallisen käyttäytymisen 

teoriaa. Tutkielma pyrkii täydentämään Aroran ym. (2017) tekemää tutkimusta showroomingiin johtavista 

tekijöistä, joka on yksi harvoista tähän mennessä aihetta käsitelleistä tutkimuksista. Tutkimuksen empiirinen 

osuus toteutettiin kvantitatiivisena tutkimuksena ja aineisto kerättiin sähköisellä kyselyllä. Yhteensä 219 

vastaajan dataa käytettiin hypoteesien analysointiin konfirmatorisella faktorianalyysilla sekä 

rakenneyhtälömallinnuksella (SEM) SPSS-ohjelman avulla.  

Tutkimuksen tulokset osoittavat, että kun kuluttajat harjoittavat showroomingia, he tekevät ostoksensa 

verkossa koska he mieltävät sen hyvänä ostokanavana. Tähän vaikuttavat muun muassa verkkokauppojen 

mahdolliset hintaan ja alennuksiin liittyvät hyödyt, niiden kätevyys ostamisen kannalta sekä niiden 

houkutteleva tuotevalikoima. Showrooming on yleisintä etenkin nuoremmissa kuluttajaluokissa. Tulokset 

myös osoittavat, että mitä positiivisempi asenne kuluttajilla on showroomingia kohtaan, sitä 

todennäköisemmin he tulevat tekemään sitä myös tulevaisuudessa. Tuotekategorioiden osalta vaatteet, 

elektroniikka, kengät ja kosmetiikka ovat tuotteita, joihin showrooming eniten kohdistuu ja showrooming on 

yleisempää korkean sitoutumisen (high involvement) tuotteissa kuin matalan sitoutumisen tuotteissa (low-

involvement). 

Akateemisesta näkökulmasta katsottuna tämä tutkimus tukee käsitystä verkkokanaviin liittyvien tekijöiden 

ja asenteen vaikutuksesta showrooming-aikomukseen sekä vahvistaa ilmiön olevan yleinen korkean 

sitoutumisen tuotekategorioissa. Tulokset auttavat myös esimerkiksi jälleenmyyjiä ja brändejä ymmärtämään 

paremmin showroomingiin vaikuttavia tekijöitä sekä sitä, mikä ajaa kuluttajat tekemään ostoksen verkosta. 

Tämän tiedon avulla yritykset voivat paremmin ottaa kuluttajien mieltymykset huomioon suunnitellessaan 

sekä kuluttajan ostopolkua että omaa liiketoimintaansa.   

Tämä tutkielma tukee aihealueen aikaisempaa tutkimustietoa ja tuo lisäymmärrystä showrooming-ilmiöön 

suomalaisten kuluttajien osalta. Tutkielmalla on myös rajoitteensa esimerkiksi otoksen ja valittujen 

muuttujien suhteen. Näiden vuoksi jatkotutkimus aiheesta on tärkeää, jotta tietämystä showroomingiin 

liittyvistä mekanismeista voitaisiin edelleen vahvistaa ja saada ilmiöstä kokonaisvaltaisempi kuva. 

 

Avainsanat  showrooming, kanavavalinta, kuluttajan motiivit, ostokäyttäytyminen, ostopolku, 

tuotesitoutuminen, rakenneyhtälömallinnus 
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1. Introduction  

 

1.0. The research phenomenon 

 

This study investigates the drivers and motivations behind showrooming behavior, the rising 

form of research shopping. The next sections will set the background for the phenomenon, 

discuss the current knowledge on research shopping and free-riding in general as well as 

introduce the specific forms of research shopping. As showrooming is a relatively new 

phenomenon, there is a lack of academic literature specifically on showrooming. Therefore, 

this study will use e.g. the channel choice literature, consumer motivation literature and 

shopping value theory to support the current findings on showrooming in developing the 

hypotheses. In addition, an application of the theory of planned behavior is used as the basis 

for the research.  

1.1. The omni-channel world and the changing retail landscape 

 

Today, firms are focusing increasingly on managing customer journeys. Customers interact 

with firms through many different channels and touchpoints, both online and offline, on their 

journey from pre-purchase stages to post-purchase (Stein & Ramaseshan, 2016; Baxendale, 

Macdonald & Wilson, 2015). Recently, customer journeys have become increasingly 

complex especially due to the explosion of mobile channels, social media and digitalization 

(Verhoef, Kannan & Inman, 2015; Kannan, Reinartz & Verhoef, 2016). The emergence of 

new touchpoints in the form of new channels or media makes it more and more challenging 

for firms to manage and control customer experiences during the customer journey (Lemon 

& Verhoef, 2016).  

 

This change in the retail landscape has led to the movement from multi-channel thinking 

towards an omni-channel perspective. In the omni-channel world, more channels are 

included in the customer journey, different channels are used at different stages of the 

journey and they are used simultaneously and seamlessly (Frasquet, Mollá & Ruiz 2015; 

Cook, 2014). For instance, customers may search for information online, through mobile 

apps or in the store, use their mobile phones during their visit to the physical store to e.g. 

compare prices or to share their experience with friends or in social media, and the actual 
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purchase may be made through yet another channel. Therefore, while the purchase process 

with pre-purchase, purchase and post-purchase stages has remained quite unchanged, there 

is an increased complexity in the channel choice and usage within each of the stages.  

 

As consumers have such large variety of possibilities in terms of touchpoints and channels 

to choose from during their purchase process, naturally new kinds of behaviors can emerge. 

The rise of research shopping and its types webrooming and showrooming are great 

examples of how consumers make the best of the omni-channel world to their benefit. These 

developments have not only made managing customer journeys more difficult for retailers, 

but they have created countless new potential research possibilities for academics. The speed 

with which some behaviors have increased in popularity is impressive; e.g. showrooming in 

the younger segment growing 33% between 2015 and 2016 according to GFK (2016). As 

the literature on showrooming is quite narrow today, it shows that researchers have some 

difficulty in keeping up with the rapid changes and more research endeavors are needed to 

cover the crucial topics. By focusing on specific behaviors like showrooming, we can add to 

the current academic knowledge and simultaneously offer new insights to guide retailers that 

are trying to cope with these phenomena. For these reasons, the topic of showrooming is 

worth investigating. 

 

1.2. The research shopping phenomenon – current trends 

 

The phenomenon of research shopping or channel free-riding has become more important in 

this changing retail landscape. Consumers engage in research shopping when they gather 

information in one channel and make a purchase in another channel (Chiu, Hsieh, Roan, 

Tseng & Hsieh, 2011). Different forms of research shopping have been identified in the past 

literature; the most common is webrooming, where the information search is done online 

and the purchase is made offline (Verhoef, Neslin & Vroomen, 2007; Chiu et al, 2011). 

Recently, however, the opposite form of research shopping, showrooming, has increased in 

popularity especially due to the rise of online and mobile shopping opportunities. In 

showrooming, customers use the offline retailer’s location for information search and to e.g. 

view and handle products, after which a purchase is made in the online channels due to for 

example lower prices (Rapp, Baker, Bachrach, Ogilvie & Beitelspacher, 2015).  
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On the practitioner side, studies show that webrooming is currently more common than 

showrooming among consumers. In the US, webrooming behaviors were reported by 34% 

of consumers (GFK, 2016). For showrooming, the numbers are around 21% in the US (GFK, 

2016) and 26% globally (KPMG, 2017). In comparison, in a study by PostNord (2016) in 

the Nordic countries, almost half of consumers reported webrooming behaviors and only 

10% reported showrooming behaviors. Based on this we can see that these forms of research 

shopping have gained ground at a slightly different rate in different geographic areas. 

 

In addition to the location, there is a difference among age groups: for the younger consumer 

segments, both behaviors are more common than for the overall population. As much as 46% 

of ‘generation Z’ (ages 18-26), reported webrooming behaviors in the US (up 12% from 

2015) and 32% showrooming behaviors - up 33% from 2015 (GFK, 2016). Globally, 

approximately the same trend is visible, with 30% of millennials (ages 17-32) engaged in 

showrooming (KPMG 2017). This indicates that the growth of showrooming behavior has 

been rapid especially in the younger consumer segments. In addition, the younger the 

consumer, the higher the likelihood of them engaging in showrooming. Consequently, this 

trend makes the topic crucial for the future of retail as it can dramatically change the roles 

of offline vs. online retailers especially in the coming years as these younger age groups 

become more prominent customer segments.  

 

Both practitioners and academics agree that the rising popularity of showrooming is an 

important phenomenon and it can be a challenge for offline retailers, as showrooming can 

erode profits of brick-and-mortar stores due to increased competition (Rapp et al, 2015; 

PostNord, 2016; Balakrishnan, Sundaresan & Zhang, 2014). However, the academic 

literature on the topic is still quite narrow. Academics have focused more on topics such as 

channel choice (e.g. Frasquet et al 2015), research shopping more broadly (Verhoef et al 

2007) as well as the currently more common webrooming behaviors (Chiu et al 2011, Chou, 

Shen, Chiu & Chou, 2016). Showrooming has been considered e.g. from a retailer 

perspective (Balakrishnan et al 2014; Mehra, Kumar & Raju, 2013) and salesperson 

perspective (Rapp et al 2015). From the consumer perspective, however, the literature is 

quite limited. Arora, Singha & Sahney (2017) are among the first to more comprehensively 

investigate what drives showrooming. Also e.g. Balakrishnan et al (2014) has looked at 

drivers of showrooming from an operations management perspective and Heitz-Spahn 

(2013) looked at motives explaining cross-channel free-riding, however not distinguishing 
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between specific free-riding behaviors of showrooming or webrooming. A few studies 

therefore have been conducted on the topic to date, yet many questions remain unanswered 

and more research is necessary to confirm and complement the current, limited knowledge 

base. 

 

1.3. Research questions and objectives 

 

This study will investigate the phenomenon of showrooming in the context of Finland. As 

existing research on the topic is quite scarce, the goal is to increase understanding about the 

behavior, to fill the gaps in the current literature on showrooming and its mechanisms and to 

find confirmation for the existing knowledge and findings discovered by other researchers. 

The study will utilize existing knowledge on showrooming, research shopping and channel 

switching as well as draw additional supporting evidence from e.g. motivational and channel 

choice literature. The main goal is to investigate which consumer factors and channel-related 

issues can explain showrooming as well as to look at e.g. the role of product type in the 

showrooming context. The primary research question of this study is as follows: 

 

What are the drivers of showrooming? 

 

This main question is divided into different sub-questions: 

o Which shopping channel-related factors drive showrooming? 

o Which consumer-specific factors drive showrooming? 

o What is the role of product categories in consumers’ showrooming intention? 

o What is the relationship between consumer demographics and showrooming 

intention? 

 

From a managerial perspective, the purpose of this study is to show what kind of consumers 

are more likely to showroom as well as how shopping channel characteristics influence the 

behavior. In practice, the results of this study can hopefully help retailers in identifying 

consumer segments who are likely to engage in showrooming and to understand how 

shopping channels are related to the behavior. With this knowledge, retailers could develop 

better ways to serve these “showroomers” and refine their channel strategies, to counter the 

potential negative effects of showrooming on their profits.  
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2. Literature review 
 

The following sections introduce relevant literature and current knowledge in the areas of 

research shopping and showrooming, and provide theoretical background for developing the 

hypotheses from the general literature regarding consumer motivations and channel choice. 

The tentative framework for drivers of showrooming is then developed. 

2.0. Research shopping  

 

2.0.1. Background and definitions 

 

Customers’ switching behavior is a topic of multichannel management that has been 

discussed for quite some time. During a purchase process, consumers can utilize different 

channels and retailers for information search, product comparison and evaluation, and then 

make a purchase at another retailer or in another channel. The picture has become more 

complex, since more channels have become available for consumers to use in various stages 

of their shopping process. (Van Baal & Dach, 2005; Chiu et al, 2011).  

 

This channel and/or retailer switching behavior has a colorful terminology and many 

subtopics today, including free-riding, research shopping, webrooming and showrooming 

(Chiu et al, 2011; Chou et al, 2016, Verhoef et al, 2007; Balakrishnan et al, 2014). Of these, 

free-riding is probably the oldest term used to describe the phenomenon. Consumers engage 

in free-riding when they switch retailers during their shopping process; they utilize one 

retailer for information gathering and then choose to purchase from another retailer. In 

addition to the change of retailer, free-riding can include a change of channel between search 

and purchase stages. If both the retailer and channel change, the behavior is termed cross-

channel free-riding Heitz-Spahn (2013). The research shopping phenomenon is defined as 

consumer behaviors where information search and purchase are done in different channels, 

either with the same or different retailer (Verhoef et al, 2007). Some authors refer to research 

shopping as hybrid shopping (Kalyanam & Tsay, 2013) or switching behavior (Van Baal & 

Dach, 2005), where consumers stay with the same retailer, but search and purchase in 

different channels. To make sense of this quite fuzzy research area, we can conclude that 

free-riding and research shopping are quite similar terms and cross-channel free-riding and 

research shopping mean the same thing in the case that there is both a change of retailer and 
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channel involved. In free-riding, however, the key is the retailer change, whereas in research 

shopping it is channel change.  

 

This diverse terminology naturally makes matters more complicated from a researcher 

perspective. Some of the terms may used interchangeably even though there are slight 

differences in their mechanisms as consumer decision making processes can be potentially 

influenced by channel- and/or retailer-specific characteristics. As more attention has been 

given to the topic of research shopping in the literature, the concepts have become more 

detailed and e.g. studies are more focused more on specific forms of behavior. Hence, 

academics often choose a certain point of focus in terms of whether they investigate change 

of retailer, channel or both, and which direction of channel change is used – most commonly 

online to offline or offline to online. 

 

One of the most common types of research shopping has traditionally been webrooming, 

which is defined as searching for information online and making a purchase offline (Chou 

et al, 2016). As online shopping has grown in recent years, an opposite phenomenon – 

showrooming - has started to gain more attention. Showrooming can be considered a 

subcategory of research shopping behavior just like webrooming, but the direction is more 

favorable to online retailers; customers use brick-and-mortar retailers’ stores as 

“showrooms” where they can physically view and evaluate products, after which they will 

complete the purchase process at an online retailer’s website. Showrooming is therefore the 

most recent form of research shopping, and it is rising in popularity due to e.g. increasingly 

better wireless connectivity and more common use of handheld devices in shopping (Mehra 

et al, 2013).  

 

2.0.2. Reasons and motivations 

 

According to the current literature, consumer free-riding in retail happens for two basic 

reasons: firstly, consumers can free-ride when retailers cannot charge for the basic pre-sale 

services they provide, e.g. displaying product information. These services can be considered 

“public goods” since retailers cannot restrict access to them (Van Baal & Dach, 2005; Heitz-

Spahn, 2013; Chiu et al, 2011). Therefore, consumers can take advantage of these kinds of 

services at a retailer’s location; if we think of an offline retailer, free-riders can go try on 

products, look at price or product information and take advantage of a salesperson’s help 
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and expertise. Retailers cannot prevent this from happening, since they cannot identify which 

customers are likely to free-ride: customers’ intentions cannot be known beforehand and 

they may even decide impulsively whether to purchase or not.  

Secondly, free-riding can take place when products are sold through several outlets. In terms 

of retailer switching, if many retailers sell a certain product, consumers can free-ride as 

retailers provide different services and have different price points for that product (Van Baal 

& Dach, 2005; Heitz-Spahn, 2013). Retailer free-riding cannot happen if a product is sold 

exclusively by one retailer. However, as research shopping does not necessarily involve a 

change of a retailer but includes a channel change, consumers can research shop and utilize 

the pre-sale services if a same retailer owns all the possible channels where the product is 

available, e.g. between offline and online stores. To sum up, the only scenario where any 

form of free-riding cannot take place is when a single retailer sells a product exclusively 

only in one channel. As the options of where to buy in terms of channels and retailers 

increase, the possibilities to engage in different kinds of free-riding also increase. 

In addition to the pure existence of pre-sale services accessible by everyone and the fact that 

products are available in many places, research shopping or cross-channel free-riding takes 

place due to different consumer needs and preferences that are related to the channel-specific 

characteristics and consumer value. According to Kalyanam & Tsay (2013), consumers see 

that different channels fulfill different needs; online channels win with the broad selection, 

with convenience in terms of access anytime and anywhere, and with the amount of product 

and retailer information available. Offline stores are more attractive in terms of the sensory 

aspects of touching and feeling the product, immediate access to products, availability of 

personal assistance, and lack of additional costs such as shipping and return costs. In later 

sections, the needs or motivations to choose different channels are discussed more 

thoroughly.  

According to the value literature, consumers focus on value maximization in their behaviors, 

and weigh costs and benefits of choosing a certain product or retailing situation before 

choosing the option that provides the highest consumer value to them (Heitz-Spahn, 2013). 

The selection of the channel at each stage of the purchase process depends therefore on 

consumers’ needs, the purchase occasion or product, and e.g. the channel’s characteristics. 

The channels can be chosen based on which channel serves best in terms of fulfilling the 

current needs and bringing value. For example, according to Heitz-Spahn (2013), cross-
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channel free-riders switch channels and retailers mainly to fulfill needs related to price 

comparisons, convenience and flexibility in shopping times. Therefore, they perceive higher 

value when they can compare prices or complete the purchase conveniently at their selected 

time and place. Another issue worth noting is that consumers act opportunistically. They can 

change channels and retailers based on e.g. promotion campaigns, pricing and product offers 

currently available (Heitz-Spahn, 2013). The complexity of the phenomenon lies in its 

unpredictability; a consumer may usually prefer or see higher value buying online, but e.g. 

a promotional campaign in an offline store at the right time can result in changes to their 

behavior.  

The study by Heitz-Spahn (2013) also shows that most consumers actually adopt more 

complex multichannel behaviors than using only two channels - one for information search 

and one for purchase. If we consider the two forms of research shopping, webrooming and 

showrooming, that only by definition consider one channel per purchase stage, we can see 

that the theoretic setting for the phenomenon is a simplified one. Therefore, in reality, a 

consumer may have conducted e.g. information search online, in catalogues and online again 

before coming to the offline store to try on the product, after which they buy it online. In this 

case the behavior can be considered as showrooming based on the last two steps, but many 

other channel visits may have preceded it. It is important to acknowledge the complexity of 

the shopping process and the many turns it can take, but in the sphere of this research, 

however, the focus must be on the last two steps and channels, as it is the core of the 

phenomenon in question.  

2.1. Showrooming overview 

 

2.1.1. Showrooming definitions  

 

As showrooming is an emerging topic in the field of retail, a unified, official definition for 

the phenomenon has not been established yet. Researchers have defined showrooming as 

follows: 

 

• “Showrooming can be considered as a specific form of research shopping in which 

a shopper first searches offline and subsequently purchases online” Verhoef et al 

(2015, p. 2). 
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• “Customers often evaluate products at brick-and-mortar stores to identify their 

“best fit” product, but end up buying this product not at the store but at a competing 

online retailer to take advantage of lower prices” Mehra et al (2013, p. 1) 

• “A practice whereby consumers visit a brick-and-mortar retail store to (1) evaluate 

products/services firsthand and (2) use mobile technology while in-store to compare 

products for potential purchase via any number of channels.” Rapp et al (2015: p. 

360) 

• “Using the presentation and services offered by a brick-and-mortar channel but 

making the purchase in an online channel” Kalyanam & Tsay (2013, p. 19) 

 

While Verhoef et al (2015) include showrooming as a form of research shopping, Mehra et 

al (2013) classify the behavior as a form of free-riding. Therefore, showrooming can be 

considered from slightly different perspectives depending on whether the behavior is seen to 

include a change to a competing retailer. As discussed earlier, there is variety in this area of 

research with many similar but slightly different concepts such as research shopping or free-

riding. As a result, the exact definition of showrooming as well is yet to be formed. In 

addition, as in the definition of Rapp et al (2015), the use of mobile technology is associated 

with the phenomenon. This is an important aspect to mention when discussing showrooming, 

as people may use their mobile phones while in-store to compare e.g. prices online, to 

determine where to buy the product. However, not all research on showrooming has included 

this perspective, and focus mostly on the channel change on a higher level.  

 

When looking at the different definitions, we can see that while researchers use different 

terminology to describe showrooming, the cornerstone of all definitions is the order and 

purpose of channels used in the shopping process; showrooming always includes an 

information search or product evaluation in an offline store, followed by a purchase in an 

online store. In this study, the definition of showrooming is a combination of the ones 

presented above: “Showrooming is a behavior where a consumer uses an offline store for 

information search and for evaluating the products, after which the purchase is made in an 

online store”. As a result, the study will focus on investigating why information search is 

done offline and what motivates people to complete the transaction online. The approach 

that is taken here will be more concerned with the channels during showrooming, and the 

potential retailer change will not be included to limit the scope of the study.  

 



10 
 

2.1.2. Current knowledge on showrooming  

 

Now that the background for showrooming and concepts related to it has been established, 

we can summarize the current knowledge on showrooming from different perspectives.  

 

2.1.2.1. The retail perspective 

 

Due to the potential danger of the showrooming phenomenon to offline retailers, various 

researchers have focused on looking at showrooming from a retailer perspective to 

investigate ways that firms could use to combat its negative effects: showrooming can 

increase competition and erode offline retailers’ profits as consumers choose to purchase 

from an online retailer that offers the same products at a lower price (Balakrishnan et al, 

2014; Mehra, 2013). On a salesperson level, showrooming has been shown to negatively 

influence salesperson self-efficacy and performance (Rapp et al, 2015). Therefore, the effect 

of showrooming on retailer profits has been acknowledged and researchers have proposed 

potential solutions for offline retailers to minimize the potential harm. Retailers can for 

example attempt to influence showrooming via their salespeople, who can use different 

strategies such as cross-selling and product bundling to fight against the negative effects on 

retailer sales performance (Rapp et al, 2015) or reduce prices to match online retailers’ prices 

(Balakrishnan et al, 2014; Mehra, 2013), which however has been demonstrated as 

ineffective in improving retailer profits. Retailers are taking the phenomenon seriously and 

implemented some of the ‘solutions’ offered also in academic research; stores have for 

example put in place digital displays where price can quickly be changed to match online 

retailers, coupons or promotions are offered to make purchasing at the physical store more 

attractive, more focus has been put on the level of service, and some have even tried charging 

a fee for browsing (Bloomberg, 2015; BBC, 2013; The Guardian, 2014). This shows how 

important showrooming is to retailers, and makes the topic crucial for research to gain more 

insights into why this behavior occurs.  

 

2.1.2.2. The consumer perspective 

 

From the consumer perspective, the literature is quite limited as mentioned before. The most 

comprehensive study to date that focuses on showrooming specifically is conducted by Arora 

et al (2017). Based on an application of the theory of planned behavior, the researchers use 
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an uncertainty reduction approach and regret theory perspective to look at why showrooming 

occurs. They end up with multiple useful findings about drivers of showrooming in their 

initial attempt to map the motivations behind it.  

 

According to Arora et al (2017), perceived search benefits of offline channels and perceived 

purchase benefits online collectively lead to showrooming. That is, certain characteristics 

found in offline and online channels that bring benefits at the specific stage in the purchase 

process are reasons why showrooming occurs, as consumers take advantage of these channel 

strengths. By visiting offline store first, consumers alleviate the uncertainties and risks 

associated with directly purchasing online. In addition, offline visit also decreases the 

potential regret related to the purchase, as physical examination of products in an offline 

store is a way to make sure that the product is not mismatched or unsuitable. Therefore, 

uncertainty reduction and minimizing potential regret both act as a “confidence-increasing” 

mechanisms to help consumers be more certain about the product they are purchasing online.  

  

Since the study by Arora et al (2017) is the first to fully focus on the topic of drivers of 

showrooming, this present study will build on their findings, by testing their applicability in 

the Finnish context and by including some other factors that may influence showrooming as 

well. As the topics of channel choice and channel strengths are discussed in more detail later, 

the findings by Arora et al (2017) will also be discussed further in those sections. 

 

Previous studies, while not investigating the phenomenon as extensively as this study and 

the one by Arora et al (2017), have shed some light into the behavior and come up with 

findings in the same direction. Balakrishnan et al (2014) studied browse-and-switch 

behaviors from an operations management perspective and found two main drivers of 

showrooming: uncertainty about whether consumer likes the product and lower e-tail prices 

than retail prices. When consumers decide whether to showroom, they assess the costs of 

accessing each channel. Therefore, showroomers who are faced with higher uncertainty 

about liking the product may choose to incur the extra cost of going to the offline store first 

since they want to see the product live before making the purchasing decision. Price 

comparisons also influence the final decision to purchase online where price levels can be 

lower. These findings were also confirmed by Arora et al (2017). Heitz-Spahn (2013), 

looking at cross-channel free-riding without distinguishing between showrooming and 

webrooming, found that shopping convenience, flexibility and price comparison are the top 
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motives behind cross-channel free-riding behavior, and that utilitarian motives rise above 

hedonic ones in explaining cross-channel free-riding.  

 

From the consumer perspective, the ethics viewpoint has also been investigated. Chiou, Wu 

& Chou (2012) conclude that consumers understand that their research shopping or 

showrooming behaviors can hurt the physical retailers’ business and use different 

neutralization strategies to justify their behavior. Therefore, customers engage in 

showrooming deliberately, acknowledging that it may be harmful for offline businesses. 

Arora et al (2017) agree in that the consumers make a conscious choice to move to online 

store after offline visit. They also found that consumers’ attitude towards showrooming is 

positive, and that they consider showrooming wise and for it to be a good idea. Even though 

Arora et al (2017) did not consider the ethics side of showrooming, it would seem that as the 

behavior has grown in popularity in recent years, consumers’ attitude towards it has become 

more positive. Showrooming is beginning to establish as a more normal way of shopping 

and its negative sides are not focused on to the same extent anymore, as so many people 

engage in channel switching to reap the benefits of the channels.   

 

Based on this discussion, some attempts have been made to discover which drivers can 

explain showrooming behavior. However, the area remains under-researched and due to the 

various kinds of studies conducted in the field of research shopping and free-riding, there 

appears to be no common view or clarity on this topic yet. There are many potential research 

avenues in the context of showrooming that have not been studied yet, and more research is 

called for to fill the gaps in the current knowledge. 

 

2.2. Webrooming overview 

 

When discussing showrooming, it is useful to consider also webrooming, the opposite 

phenomenon to showrooming and the other form of research shopping. As presented earlier, 

information search in webrooming is done online and the purchase is made offline (Verhoef 

et al, 2007; Chiu et al, 2011). As in showrooming, the change of a retailer can also take place 

in webrooming, when consumers search for information in the online channel of a company 

and purchase offline from a competitor. It has been found that for example higher perceived 

quality and higher perceived risk of purchasing online as well as consumers’ confidence in 

their ability to use multiple channels in their purchasing process increase the intention to 
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webroom (Chiu et al 2011; Chou et al 2016). There is preference to buy offline due to easy 

checking of products, instant collection of goods, employee assistance availability and lack 

of purchase risk. Due to easy access to vast information online and the opportunity to 

compare e.g. the prices of different retailers, the initial screening of the potential purchase 

locations is done to limit down the consideration set, after which the final purchase decision 

is made offline (Wolny & Charoensuksai, 2014). Therefore, in webrooming, consumers 

investigate online which are the best locations to purchase, to make their offline store trip 

more convenient.  

 

Contrasting this to showrooming, we can conclude that specific channels have certain 

characteristics that make them attractive choices for certain actions like information search 

and purchase. Showrooming and webrooming are opposite behaviors where the channels for 

search and purchase are utilized in a different order and for a different purpose. One issue 

influencing the propensity to engage in these behaviors is the type of shopper in question; it 

has been acknowledged that consumers can be divided into groups based on their preference 

for using only offline or online or both channels in their purchase (Balakrishnan, 2014; 

Frasquet et al, 2015). As stated in the introduction, for example younger segments are more 

likely to showroom, potentially due to their higher tendency to shop online in general. 

Therefore, while there may be consumers who engage in webrooming during one shopping 

journey and in showrooming during the next, there may be some consumer-specific 

preferences that drive them to prefer one of the two research shopping forms. That is why it 

is important to include the consumer characteristics perspective when studying 

showrooming, to see whether the type of consumer or their tendencies influence their 

decisions to complete their purchase process in this specific way. To conclude the discussion 

on the two types of research shopping, and interesting viewpoint would be to compare 

“showroomers” and “webroomers” to see if they differ in their basic motivations or 

tendencies in terms of shopping. However, more knowledge is first needed about these 

phenomena separately, and that is therefore a research issue for another study.  

 

To understand the under-researched area of showrooming better and to begin to develop a 

framework for its drivers and mechanism, it is useful to complement the specific knowledge 

on showrooming by drawing from shopping motivations literature in general as well as 

channel choice literature from a motivational perspective. There is an existing knowledge 

base for both these topics, and they will be considered from the showrooming angle, with an 
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aim to come up with potential drivers that could be the basis for consumers’ showrooming 

intention.  

 

2.3. Consumer decision making process 

 

Numerous studies have investigated the consumers’ purchase process and how consumers 

make decisions along the way towards purchase. One of the core theories in the field of 

consumer behavior is the EKB-model of consumer decision making, which describes 

consumers’ purchase journey as a five-step process (Ashman, Solomon & Wolny, 2015). In 

the shopping context, the process starts with a consumer recognizing that they need a certain 

product or have a problem that a product can solve. The consumer then begins searching for 

information about the products. The available alternatives are evaluated, after which a 

purchase decision is made. Finally, the post-purchase evaluation takes place where 

consumers can e.g. weigh on their satisfaction with the product after using it to evaluate 

whether the product met their needs. The process is depicted in Figure 1. 

 

 

Ashman et al, 2015 

Figure 1. The EKB-model of consumer decision making  

 

Even though the EKB-model has faced criticism from the researchers, since it does not 

explain e.g. impulse buying (Ashman et al, 2015), the model has still been proven to be valid 

today and hence is a cornerstone in the field of consumer behavior. Different ways of 

describing the shopping process have emerged, e.g. dividing it into three parts consisting of 

pre-purchase, purchase and post-purchase stages (Steinfield, Bouwman & Adelaar, 2002; 

Kollmann, Kuckertz & Kayser, 2012). As another example, some studies have divided the 
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stages differently, e.g. the pre-purchase stage into requirements determination and vendor 

selection (Choudhury and Karahanna (2008) cited in Kollmann et al, 2012). Despite the 

slightly different categorizations, it appears that they are all valid ways to describe the 

decision making in the shopping process: The EKB-model can also be summarized as a 

three-stage process, where need recognition, information search and evaluation of 

alternatives all fall into the pre-purchase stage. In addition, the requirements determination 

and vendor selection can take place within the pre-purchase stage, or e.g. in the evaluation 

of alternatives stage of the EKB-model.   

 

Showrooming is linked to the pre-purchase and purchase stages, where information search 

and possibly also evaluation of alternatives are done in an offline store, and the purchase is 

completed in the online channel (Verhoef et al, 2015; Rapp et al, 2015). This demonstrates 

that in addition to decision making about which products to buy, consumers also evaluate 

from which retailer they buy them and in which channel. The key in terms of showrooming 

is the channel selection, as the consumers switch the channel between information search 

and purchase. Therefore, to investigate why showrooming takes place and what factors drive 

the behavior, we must consider the motivations for using specific channels for information 

search and purchase. The decision-making process described above represents merely the 

steps that consumers take when moving towards purchase, but naturally there are different 

aspects at play that determine the more detailed picture in terms of why consumers choose 

certain retailers or channels e.g. at the purchase stage.  

 

2.4. Shopping value theory 

 

Previous research has established the division of shopping motives to utilitarian and hedonic 

values, which is a widely applied categorization in the literature (Sarkar, 2011; Koo, Kim & 

Lee, 2008). Utilitarian motives characterize shopping as a mission to be accomplished, and 

the motives are task-oriented and rational. Hedonic motives, on the other hand, are related 

to the feelings of fun, entertainment, amusement and multisensory aspects of consumption 

(Arnold & Reynolds, 2003). More specific shopping motives such as convenience-seeking, 

usefulness and enjoyment can be described as either more hedonic or utilitarian in nature, 

and therefore these two motives can be considered umbrella terms for classifying different 

shopping motives.  
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The hedonic-utilitarian theory has been applied broadly in studies from different fields, also 

in research shopping and channel choice literature. For example, utilitarian motives such as 

usefulness, search and purchase convenience, information availability and price comparison 

have been identified as drivers behind different channel choice, cross-channel free-riding 

and showrooming behaviors (Childers, Carr, Peck & Carson, 2001; Heitz-Spahn, 2013; 

Balakrishnan et al, 2014; Frasquet et al, 2015; Verhoef et al, 2007). In terms of hedonic 

orientation, it has been found to e.g. positively influence offline channel usage, whereas 

online usage only in certain product categories or not at all (Frasquet et al, 2015; Sarkar, 

2011). However, some studies claim that hedonic motives do not explain channel and retailer 

choice in the case of cross-channel free-riding Heitz-Spahn (2013). Hence, when looking at 

these motivations, different and even mixed results have been unearthed by academics 

depending on e.g. their focus area of research, product category used or channel or stage of 

purchase process involved. The common view in the literature, however, appears to be that 

utilitarian orientation is more strongly related to online shopping and hedonic orientation to 

offline shopping (Chang, Cheung & Lai, 2005; Sarkar, 2011). There is also evidence that 

e.g. experiential, more hedonic motives can exist behind online shopping behaviors – 

internet shopping can bring pleasure and enjoyment to the consumer (Wolfinbarger & Gilly, 

2001; Childers, 2001; To, Liao & Lin, 2007).  

 

Since both online and offline channels are used in showrooming, we can conclude that both 

utilitarian and hedonic motivations can also be at play when this behavior is considered; 

some motives may influence the behavior in the specific channel more than in the other, but 

neither cannot be left out when analyzing the showrooming phenomenon. Therefore, when 

studying the drivers of showrooming, the hedonic-utilitarian motivations theory should be 

kept in mind.  

 

2.5. The Multichannel & omnichannel shopper 

 

As discussed, the number of touchpoints with which the consumer interacts during their 

journey has grown immensely. Purchasing a product is no longer a straightforward, 

predictable process, but a complex one characterized by change of channels, retailers and 

devices (Verhoef et al, 2015; Heitz-Spahn, 2013). Researchers and practitioners have been 

discussing the trend in retailing from a multi-channel world to an omni-channel one. 

According to Pookulangara, Hawley & Xiao (2011), multichannel shoppers use three or 
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more channels (e.g. offline stores, online stores, catalogue, direct marketing etc.) and each 

channel has its own “attractions” for these shoppers. In multichannel customer management, 

channels are considered as customer contact points and in those points customers and firms 

engage in two-way communications (Verhoef et al, 2015). The omni-channel perspective 

differs from the multichannel one in the way that omni-channel involves even more channels, 

and the lines between the channels have become more blurred. This makes it more difficult 

to distinguish at which purchase stage a certain channel is used, and firms have less and less 

control over this usage (Verhoef et al, 2015).  

These two concepts are therefore quite similar, but the changes in the retail environment 

have led to a more complex situation where it is harder to pinpoint the exact roles of each 

channel. Because of the simultaneous and seamless use of different channels by consumers 

(Frasquet et al, 2015; Cook, 2014), the omni-channel perspective takes a broader view on 

the customer journey as a whole.  

Most consumers take advantage of the new, omni-channel retail environment and utilize 

many different channels along the way towards purchase (Frasquet et al, 2015; Konus, 

Verhoef & Neslin, 2008, Vanheems, Kelly & Stevenson, 2013). The selection of channels is 

based on their individual preferences and motivations. Different drivers may influence and 

dynamically change this selection process in each step of the way. Showroomers and 

webroomers are prime examples of shoppers who take advantage of certain strengths of 

different channels at different stages of the purchase journey. Showroomers e.g. gain the 

sensory experiences at offline stores and then utilize online stores for purchase due to their 

potentially lower price levels (Arora et al, 2017, Heitz-Spahn, 2013). While channel-specific 

motivations will be discussed later, we must keep in mind that showroomers are omni-

channel shoppers, who use more than one channel during their purchase process. Therefore, 

when investigating showrooming intention, it is important to include a discussion on 

channel-specific motivations that may cause consumers to choose a certain channel for 

search or purchase. 

 

The next section will give an overview of different shopper types identified in the literature.  

 

2.6. Shopper types 

 

To make sense of the vast motivational literature in consumer behavior, as a natural next step 

several studies have attempted to segment consumers based on their shopping preferences, 
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motivations and on their tendency to use different channels at different stages of their 

purchase journey. These segmentations have been done in order to e.g. provide practical 

tools for companies to use to cope with the fragmented retail environment and to better 

understand their target market.  

 

Some consumers use many channels during their purchase process, and some prefer a single-

channel strategy, where they only interact with one channel, e.g. online store or a brick-and-

mortar store. Balakrishnan et al (2014) categorize shoppers into three main categories: Retail 

shoppers who search and purchase products at the offline store; e-direct shoppers who order 

directly from the website without visits to offline stores and browsers, who visit the store to 

browse and switch to an online retailer to purchase. As the current retail environment has 

developed and people’s behavior has simultaneously become more complex, customer types 

are becoming more diverse and therefore difficult to categorize, as they can use many 

channels during their purchase process. 

 

Other authors have also looked at shopping motivations or channel attributes as a basis to 

group consumers who shop in different channels. The following categorization presents 

some examples of the groupings that have been identified in two online shopping studies. 

The groupings can in some cases be found offline as well: 

 

The Convenience Shoppers: Value convenience aspects of online stores, are goal-oriented 

and less motivated by immediate access to goods and social interaction than offline stores 

provide (Ganesh, Reynolds, Luckett & Pomirleanu, 2010; Rohm & Swaminathan, 2004). 

 

The Shopping Enthusiasts: Motivated by practically all motivational dimensions and 

attributes, recreational shoppers in nature (Ganesh et al, 2010).  

 

The Variety Seekers: Motivated strongest by variety in retail alternatives, brands and 

products (Rohm & Swaminathan, 2004).  

 

The Bargain Seekers: Very price-oriented, deal-prone and economic (Ganesh et al, 2010). 

 

The Destination Shoppers: Value variety and want to keep up with the trends, are brand 

conscious and potentially store loyal (Ganesh et al, 2010). 
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The Store-oriented Shoppers: Have a high physical store orientation, are not driven by 

convenience or variety-seeking. The store-oriented shoppers reported having shopped online 

less frequently than the other types (Rohm & Swaminathan, 2004).  

 

The Apathetic Shoppers / Balanced Buyers: Are not really motivated strongly by any specific 

dimension or attribute (Rohm & Swaminathan, 2004; Ganesh et al, 2010). 

 

These examples demonstrate that there are endless possibilities for how to categorize 

shoppers based on their preferences and motivations for shopping. Consumers differ in the 

aspects that motivate them to shop, which leads to different shopping tendencies or 

preferences. Based on this, one existing need is to identify which motivations are the 

strongest for people who are most likely to engage in showrooming. That is why consumer 

tendencies are included in this study, to find out whether we can begin to find out which 

motivations are the most prominent, so that a description of “the showroomer” could be 

established.  

 

But next, we turn to the channel-related literature. 

 

2.7. Channel choice 

 

As discussed before, consumers these days have a multitude of channels available that they 

can use at different stages of the shopping process. Especially with the rise of the internet 

and mobile as shopping channels, researchers have started to pay more attention to the 

different shopping mechanisms in this new, multichannel/omni-channel shopping 

environment (Chocarro, Cortinas & Villanueva, 2013; Verhoef et al, 2015). 

Consumers see different channels adding distinct forms of value into their shopping process, 

and they utilize the channels based on what the channel in question does best. Therefore, 

consumers value certain aspects and characteristics in online channels and others in offline 

channels, making each channel attractive for different reasons or suitable for different tasks 

or purposes (Kalyanam & Tsay, 2013; Pookulangara et al, 2011).  
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Motivations to choose the different channels have been widely studied in previous literature. 

Now that the consumer motivations topics have been discussed, the following sections will 

map the main findings regarding the strengths of both online and offline channels, and 

discuss what they could mean for the showrooming behavior.  

2.7.1.  Motivations – online shopping 

 

Existing literature on channel choice literature is very extensive, and the focus here is on 

briefly summarizing the most important channel motivations and look at them from the 

showrooming perspective. First, we turn to online channels.  

2.7.1.1. Convenience 

 

In the literature, convenience is among the top motivations identified for online shopping. 

Consumers experience convenience from time efficiency or speed of shopping and reduced 

effort in terms of traveling to the store since online shopping can be done anytime, anywhere 

(Chocarro, 2013; Wolfinbarger & Gilly, 2001; Sarkar, 2011; Ganesh, 2010). Research on 

shopping goals indicates that consumers with a clear goal-orientation or utilitarian shopping 

motives prefer online shopping due to increased convenience from saved time and costs 

(Sarkar, 2011; Chang et al, 2005). Convenience-oriented consumers are therefore more 

likely to choose to shop online since it does not require traveling or scheduling.  

Arora et al (2017) identified purchase convenience as one of the drivers for people to 

complete their purchase in online channels. Due to e.g. flexibility and access anytime, online 

channels suit customers well for the purchase stage as they can choose when they want to 

make the purchase and are not tied to opening hours of offline stores. However, when we 

consider the showrooming behavior as a whole, the overall convenience of the shopping 

process decreases. As showrooming requires a visit to the offline store before purchase, the 

time it takes to complete the shopping process from start to finish increases and more effort 

is needed to carry it out. Consumers are willing to incur time and effort-related costs by 

going to the offline store, but this behavior still gives them more benefits than the 

convenience of simply purchasing the product online. Therefore, convenience in the form of 

minimizing the time and effort of the entire shopping process is not likely to be related to 

showrooming. Considering only the purchase stage, however, online channels meet the 



21 
 

needs of busy consumers, and therefore it is justified to state that purchasing convenience 

online is one of the key reasons driving people to showroom. 

2.7.1.2. Selection/Assortment 

 

Online stores often offer a larger selection of products. Availability of products online is a 

motivation to shop there especially for consumers that seek variety in products and brands 

(Wolfinbarger & Gilly, 2001; Rohm & Swaminathan, 2004; Forsythe et al, 2006). Offline 

stores are at a disadvantage in this feature since they have a limited space to store and display 

products at their location, especially since fixed costs from the brick-and-mortar stores in 

e.g. central locations in cities can become high (To et al, 2007). Online stores can display 

and keep available a large number of products in different sizes and colors much more easily 

due to their business model where goods are shipped after ordering – they do not need to 

keep a certain number of products in a specific, expensive and space-constrained area.  

The issue of product selection and availability can be one reason why showrooming is taking 

place. If a consumer cannot find a certain product in the offline store, e.g. in the color or size 

they require, or the product they wish to purchase is out of stock, the only option to get the 

product may be to order it online. Therefore, these kinds of situational variables may force 

consumers into showrooming, if ordering online is the fastest or only way to acquire the 

preferred product. In this case, however, showrooming is not deliberate; the person may have 

had the goal to purchase the product at the offline store, compared with deliberate 

showroomers who merely wish to see the product offline without intention to purchase it 

there. This would be a potential area for future research on showrooming. At this point 

however, we can propose that wider selection available at online stores is one motivation to 

purchase online. 

2.7.1.3. Information availability 

 

Online channels are much better suited to information search than offline channels due to 

easy availability as well as amount of product information (Wolfinbarger & Gilly, 2001; 

Chang et al, 2005; Rohm & Swaminathan, 2004; To et al, 2007). Product and price 

comparisons are easy to do online where retailers’ websites can be quickly checked. The 

same behavior offline would require significantly more time and effort to visit different 

stores and locate the products in them.  Therefore, easy access to information is also linked 

to convenience in the sense that compared to offline shopping, online information search is 
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much faster and enables consumers to access much “deeper” information than in offline 

stores. One example is that online stores may also provide e.g. consumer-generated content 

in the form of product reviews, that customers can utilize to assess product characteristics. 

In offline stores, this kind of information is not as readily available, the closest form of 

receiving such information may be to ask the salespeople about their opinions or experiences 

regarding the products.  

From the point of view of showrooming, Arora et al (2017) found that consumers choose to 

visit the offline store before online purchase in order to overcome the confusion created by 

the vast product information available online. Therefore, while information availability 

online is high and it is a suitable channel for information search, in some cases the amount 

of information may make matters more difficult for the consumer. Those consumers then 

decide to visit the offline store and consult the help of service personnel (Arora et al, 2017). 

In showrooming, the last information search touchpoint is the offline store, where the 

product is physically examined. However, as consumers utilize many touchpoints and 

channels during their journey, it can be possible that a consumer has first done information 

search online, then visits the offline store to complement that information with tangible 

information or evidence that only can come from touching, feeling or trying on the product 

or from talking to salespeople, and then finishes the purchase online.  

In other words, while online channels are in some ways better for information search than 

offline channels (Verhoef et al, 2007), which supports webrooming behaviors more than 

showrooming behaviors, online channels do not necessarily fulfill the information need in 

terms of the sensory experience regarding the product, or it may even overwhelm the 

consumer. The result of this is that offline stores are literally used as showrooms where the 

final information about the product is acquired before the purchase decision.   

2.7.1.4. Lack of sociality 

 

A part of a shopping process in offline stores includes interacting with salespeople. For some 

consumers, the lack of this social interaction aspect can be a reason to “avoid regular 

shopping” and shop online instead (Wolfinbarger & Gilly, 2001; Ganesh, 2010; To et al, 

2007). Annoying salespeople can therefore steer people into choosing online purchases. On 

the other hand, lack of sociality may also be a weakness of online channels. Those consumers 

who expect service and support from a real salesperson may not be as inclined to purely shop 

online. Online retailers have begun to incorporate more “human” touch to their online stores 
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by adding e.g. chatbots or avatars that can help customers and provide information to them 

in the way that mimics actual salesperson assist in offline stores (Business Insider, 2017). 

This shows that the human aspect is an important factor for consumers as retailers have 

begun to find ways to transfer the offline service to online. Therefore, the lack of salesperson 

contact can be both a positive or a negative depending on the consumer’s preferences.  

In the showrooming context, offline store visit with salespeople contact is part of the 

shopping process. Highly service-oriented consumers therefore may not enjoy pure online 

shopping, whereas those who do not necessarily require the social aspect may choose to 

favor online channels for shopping. Showroomers, in contrast, may prefer either, and 

therefore it is important to include salesperson assistance when looking at channel benefits. 

2.7.1.5. Price  

 

Internet is often used by consumers to engage in price comparisons. Due to easy availability 

of information, prices at different retailers can be compared quickly. Some consumers can 

be more price-sensitive, which means that their goal is to find the lowest price for a product 

(Konus et al, 2008). Lower prices in online stores has been stated as one major reason why 

consumers choose to shop online (Forsythe et al, 2006). Online stores can sometimes offer 

products at a discount or offer deals on products that attract shoppers; auction and deal search 

opportunities have been identified as motivations for price-conscious consumers to choose 

to search and purchase online (Wolfinbarger & Gilly, 2001). In addition, different kinds of 

online bidding mechanisms can be attractive for online shoppers (Ganesh, 2010). Deals and 

promotions available online have been stated to be antecedents for showrooming also (Arora 

et al, 2017; Rapp et al, 2015), since they attract price conscious consumers to purchase in 

the online channels. 

Price comparison opportunities and specifically lower online retail prices have been 

identified as the main motivation for people to engage in showrooming as well, and highly 

price-conscious consumers are more likely to showroom (Balakrishnan et al, 2014; Heitz-

Spahn, 2013; Arora et al, 2017). When considering costs and benefits of shopping, price 

appears to be a major determining factor that determines whether a consumer wants to invest 

the extra time and effort to not make a purchase at the offline store but to finalize the sale in 

an online store. Showrooming is therefore likely to take place if consumers, especially highly 

price-conscious ones, can obtain cost savings by purchasing online. If the prices at an offline 

store and an online store are the same, moving from offline store to online to buy can incur 
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other costs in terms of convenience, which may discourage showrooming behaviors. The 

issue of product category arises here; some products are likely to be “showroomed” more 

often than others. According to Kalyanam and Tsay (2013), showrooming is growing 

especially in electronics, since they are easily searchable and comparable online and they 

have higher price points – when the potential savings can be significant, the effort it takes to 

compare prices and to showroom are justified in the consumer’s mind.  

Therefore, it is clear that price is among the top motives or drivers of showrooming, as 

previous research has established. In this study, price is included in two ways; it is considered 

as a purchase benefit online but also a consumer tendency that may directly influence 

showrooming intention.  

2.7.1.6. Customization 

 

Online stores can offer customization benefits to the customers. Customization can include 

product specs, packaging, shipment, design and transaction methods (To et al, 2007): 

retailers can offer individualized products or unique merchandise offerings to the customer 

that can be a motivation to purchase online and customization can also take place through 

offering customers different shipping and payment methods to choose from (Arora et al, 

2017; Forsythe et al 2006). Therefore, consumers have many options that are chosen 

depending on their specific needs when purchasing online. Customization is relevant to the 

showrooming context also, different product-, payment- and delivery-related customization 

opportunities may not be possible in offline stores, which directs consumers to purchase 

online. Arora et al (2017) treated customization as one of the main components of purchase 

benefits online, and it is included in this study as well.  

 

2.7.2. Motivations – offline shopping 

 

While shopping in online stores is growing in popularity, offline stores offer certain benefits 

that online stores do not. Retailers have tried to balance these aspects and fix the 

shortcomings of online stores, e.g. by offering digital service personnel or chatbots as 

mentioned, which shows that while offline stores can be struggling due to phenomena like 

showrooming, they still have strengths that appeal to consumers. These strengths are covered 

next. 
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2.7.2.1. Reduced risk 

 

When shopping in online stores, there is some level of risk involved, which makes it a less 

appealing purchase channel for risk-averse customers. In general, online shopping has been 

found to have higher purchase risks than offline shopping (Bezes, 2016; Forsythe et al, 

2006). Therefore, offline stores can be seen as somewhat less risky channels for shopping. 

There are many types of risks that previous literature has identified, and they may be present 

in both these channels as well as work differently.  

Even though online shopping is found to be riskier, shopping at offline stores does involve 

some level of risk too. According to Bezes (2016), offline store shopping can be 

characterized by financial, time and transaction-related risks. The financial risk, losing 

money, comes from opportunity costs, as there is uncertainty about whether the product 

could have been acquired from another store at a more competitive price. Time-related risk 

involves fear of wasting time traveling to the store without finding the product of interest. 

The transaction risk involves probability of having personal information stolen (Bezes, 

2016).  

The risks in online shopping can be related to e,g, safety, security of personal information or 

product performance risk in the form of uncertainty since the goods cannot be physically 

examined before purchase (Kollmann et al, 2012; Chang et al, 2005; Sarkar, 2011; Forsythe 

et al, 2006). Financial risks are also present, involving concerns about security with credit 

card usage and so forth (Forsythe et al, 2006). Time risks in online shopping include potential 

inconveniences during transactions and ordering online as well as potential delayed delivery 

times. Offline stores win in this aspect since virtually none of these risks exist when making 

a purchase offline.  

Based on this we can conclude that risk is present in all shopping channels, even though 

online shopping is considered somewhat riskier overall. The mechanisms for similar types 

of risks are however different. In terms of showrooming, we can see that when a consumer 

combines the two channels, they reduce certain types of risks found in these channels; by 

visiting online store first, the product performance risk normally found online is omitted 

since the goods have been examined in the store prior to the online purchase. The opportunity 

risk of money lost that is present in offline stores can be lowered if the product is later 

purchased online at a store with a low price. The results by Arora et al (2017) confirm the 

role of showrooming as a risk-reducing mechanism. The visit to the offline store helps reduce 
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the uncertainties present in the shopping, as the products can be seen and tried before 

purchasing online.  

Even though the product-related risks are alleviated in showrooming with the offline visit, 

the online purchase risks remain. Here, experience with online shopping comes to play. If a 

consumer feels confident about purchasing online and is used to it, they perceive the risks 

involved in online shopping to be lower overall (Soopramanien, 2011). In the case of 

showrooming, information search offline is done to decrease product risk (Arora et al, 2017), 

and past experience in online shopping helps alleviate the potential purchase-related risks. 

To examine risk aversion mechanisms in the showrooming context, both product and 

security risks are included as separate components in this study. 

2.7.2.2. Immediate access & possession of the products 

 

Another strength of offline stores is the immediate access to the products (Rohm & 

Swaminathan, 2004). With online purchases, customers have to wait for the products to be 

delivered, but from offline stores they can get the item instantly. The time aspect, therefore, 

plays in favor for offline stores when possession of goods is in question.  

When considering showrooming, it would seem, interestingly, that speed or increased time 

to purchase do not seem to be a cost that would make the consumers change their behavior. 

When people showroom, they take the effort to go to the physical store, and above that, by 

ordering the product online, they accept the longer waiting time before they actually receive 

the goods. Time-wise the combined cost the consumers therefore face is much greater than 

if they bought the product directly from the online or offline store. This would indicate that 

e.g. if there is an urgency to receive the product, showrooming would not be an ideal way of 

shopping. Consumers are ready to accept the longer waiting times and putting more effort 

into the shopping process, accepting higher cost, but on the other hand the benefit of 

showrooming is still greater. As discussed, the benefit that exceeds the time-cost may be 

lowered price or receiving the exact color or style since offline stores may lack the kind of 

product customers want. Therefore, preference for speed of shopping or situational factors 

such as needing the product right away can influence consumers’ shopping preferences and 

make them choose to purchase offline. 
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2.7.2.3. The sensory-based shopping experience 

 

Offline stores can offer consumers a much more holistic shopping experience than online 

channels. Shopping can be seen as a leisure-based activity (Rohm & Swaminathan, 2004) 

and in offline stores it involves sensory-based experiences, most importantly touching and 

feeling the products as well as other store atmosphere elements including sights, sounds and 

even smells. These are part of the hedonic benefits of shopping (Pookulangara et al, 2011) 

that satisfy emotional wants. As discussed previously, while both utilitarian and hedonic 

aspects are present in different shopping channels, hedonic aspects are still more strongly 

associated with offline stores and utilitarian ones with online stores (Chang et al, 2005; 

Childers, 2001).  

The holistic shopping experience with sensory aspects, brought about by various sensory 

stimuli, is therefore an advantage of offline stores that online stores lack and cannot fully 

replicate. One main advantage of offline stores is the possibility for consumers to physically 

experience the products (Rohm & Swaminathan, 2004; Pookulangara et al, 2011, Gupta, Su 

& Walter, 2004; Levin, Levin & Weller, 2005). Consumers who prefer to see the product in 

real life before making a purchase may be more inclined to go to offline stores. When 

consumers showroom, they utilize the offline stores to get these sensory experiences that 

they cannot obtain online. Showroomers therefore verify the product features via the touch 

and feel aspects - a better ‘product diagnosticity’ offline in terms of evaluating product 

attributes is therefore one clear benefit for information search offline (Balakrishnan et al, 

2014; Arora et al, 2017).  

2.7.2.4. Social interaction 

 

Traditional brick-and-mortar stores have the advantage that they have actual salespeople 

serving customers (Rohm & Swaminathan, 2004; Kollmann et al, 2012; Levin et al, 2005). 

This social interaction is something that is impossible for online stores to match exactly. As 

mentioned, many online stores have taken actions to increase the feel of “social interaction” 

during shopping e.g. via different kinds of virtual assistants or chat possibilities. Even though 

these methods can alleviate some of the missing need for interaction, Kollmann et al (2012) 

found that when a customer has a high “service orientation” in that they require and prefer 

to interact with actual people, the lower their likelihood of using online channels for 

information search or purchase. Therefore, for consumers who want to talk to real people, 
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online shopping may be a less appealing option even though they may provide some human-

like interaction these days.  

According to Arora et al (2017), information search in showrooming is done offline partly 

because consumer wants to get assistance from salespeople to identify an ideal product fit 

and to avoid confusion of vast product information available online. Therefore, social 

contact in the form of consulting salespeople is one benefit for information search offline.  

Another feature of offline stores is the possibility for “social shopping”, to shop with friends 

or family (Arora et al, 2017; Rohm & Swaminathan, 2004). Some consumers shop for fun 

(Rohm & Swaminathan, 2004; Ganesh et al, 2010), and these recreational shoppers may 

therefore enjoy browsing in stores with their friends, which highlights the experiential aspect 

of shopping. Similar experience cannot take place in online shopping. The possibility for 

social interaction or social shopping is therefore one major benefit of offline store visits that 

online shopping does not provide in the same way.  

2.8. The theory of planned behavior 

 

Now that the main channel- and consumer-related issues have been covered, the hypotheses 

and the tentative showrooming framework can be developed. First, the theoretical 

background for the framework is provided. The theory of planned behavior will be used as 

the backbone of the framework of this study. 

 

The theory of planned behavior (see figure 2), an extension to the theory of reasoned action 

by Ajzen & Fishbein, posits that behavioral intention can be predicted by attitude towards 

the behavior in question, subjective norms – the perceived social pressure to perform or not 

perform the behavior - and perceived behavioral control, which is the perception of the 

person’s abilities to perform the action itself (Ajzen, 1991). The framework has been widely 

used and applied by researchers and is serves a good basis also for this topic at hand.  
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Ajzen, 1991 

Figure 2. Theory of planned behaviour  

 

In their study on showrooming, Arora et al (2017) also used an extension of the theory of 

planned behavior. They looked at the influence of attitude, subjective norms and perceived 

behavioral control on showrooming intention, but also expanded the theory by adding factors 

leading to attitude towards showrooming. Arora et al (2017) did not find support for the 

influence of subjective norms in showrooming intention. To limit the scope of this research 

and due to the inconclusive results by Arora et al (2017), subjective norms will be left out of 

the model in this study. Perceived behavioral control, however, will be included since 

consumers’ perception of their abilities, skills and capabilities to utilize multiple channels in 

one shopping journey is an important component to test due to the multi-/omni-channel 

nature of showrooming itself. 

 

Thus, in this study, an application of theory of planned behavior will used. The study will 

take a closer look at potential factors influencing attitude towards showrooming, and 

consider the relationship of both attitude and perceived behavioral control on showrooming 

intentions. First, the main motivations for choosing offline channel for information search 

and online channel for purchase are selected, and their influence on attitude towards 

showrooming and subsequently intention to showroom will be tested. Different consumer 
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attributes will also be included in the discussion and the framework to shed more light into 

what type of consumers are more inclined to showroom.  

 

2.9. Developing the hypotheses for showrooming 

 

The next sections will summarize the main points from the previous discussion and present 

the hypotheses for showrooming. According to the research questions, the main issues of 

interest consist of the role of channel-specific factors, consumer-specific tendencies and 

demographic variables as well as the role of product type. 

2.9.1. The role of channel benefits 

 

Now that we have covered the strengths of each channel, we can summarize the main factors 

that contribute to the perceived channel benefits of offline and online stores at either search 

or purchase stage of the shopping process and develop the hypotheses.  

Since information search in showrooming is done offline, one aspect linked to showrooming 

is the overall perceived search benefits in offline channels. Arora et al (2017) confirmed that 

perceived offline search benefits are positively related to attitude towards showrooming. We 

test their findings in the context of this study and therefore the hypothesis is as follows: 

H1: Perceived search benefits offline have a positive effect on showrooming intentions 

Based on the existing literature, among the main search benefits of offline stores in the 

showrooming context are the opportunity to touch and feel the products, better product 

evaluation opportunities (product diagnosticity), social interaction and salesperson 

assistance. These four components together contribute to the overall search benefits in 

offline channels. In the study by Arora et al (2017), the components were information 

availability, helpfulness of sales staff, desire for social relationships and product 

diagnosticity. Therefore, the components used in this study are for the most part similar, but 

here the touch and feel aspect is used instead of information availability.  

In showrooming, purchase takes place in online channels. Therefore, perceived purchase 

benefits online are likely to influence showrooming intentions. Arora et al (2017) confirmed 
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their influence on attitude towards showrooming, and their findings are tested in this study 

also. The hypothesis is therefore as follows: 

H2: Perceived purchase benefits online have a positive effect on showrooming intentions 

Based on the literature mapped above, the main factors that contribute to the purchase 

benefits online are price benefits, purchase convenience, online deals and promotions, 

customization opportunities and product selection. In Arora et al (2017), the components 

were cost savings & price benefit, shopping convenience, online service quality, 

customization benefits and promotions & deals online. Therefore, the components in this 

study are the same except for one; product selection is used here instead of online service 

quality.  

These changes enable this study to both confirm the relationship between perceived channel 

benefits and showrooming in a slightly different context and to hopefully complement the 

findings by Arora et al (2017).  

2.9.2. The role of consumer-specific variables 

 

2.9.2.1. Demographic variables 

 

According to existing research, younger consumer segments tend to have more favorable 

attitudes towards online shopping and they also have higher online purchase intentions than 

older consumer segments. In terms of the shopping process, younger consumers tend to both 

search for information and purchase online, whereas older consumers may use internet more 

often for information search than purchase, favoring offline stores for completing the 

transaction (Choi & Park, 2006; Levin et al, 2005).  Even though nowadays online shopping 

has become more commonplace, it is likely that age plays a part in determining whether 

consumers will engage in showrooming. Considering the statistics presented earlier, both 

showrooming and webrooming behaviors were more common in the younger consumer 

segments (GFK, 2016; KPMG 2017). According to practitioner-side research, webrooming 

still remains more common than showrooming. It would seem, therefore, that even though 

more people might use online channels for information search, purchasing in offline stores 

is still a more attractive solution for many and more common than the opposite behavior.  
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Based on this discussion, consumer’s age is still a relevant variable that would predict their 

online purchase intention, and is therefore one variable that may very well determine how 

likely they are to showroom as well:  

H3: The younger the consumer, the more likely they are to showroom. 

In addition to age, other demographic variables such as gender, nationality or level of 

education are tested in the study to see if there are differences in showrooming intentions 

across these consumer segments.  

2.9.2.2. Price consciousness 

 

As established by now, price has been identified as the main motivation for showrooming in 

previous research (Balakrishnan et al, 2014; Heitz-Spahn, 2013). When consumers are 

highly price conscious, they tend to search for the best deals and the lowest prices. As online 

channels often offer lower prices, high price consciousness increases the consumer’s 

likelihood of purchasing online. Arora et al (2017) also included this consumer tendency in 

their study; price conscious consumers invest time in extensive information search and tend 

to move to the channels where the lowest prices are available. Arora et al (2017) confirmed 

that price consciousness indeed has a direct and positive impact on attitude towards 

showrooming. Therefore, their hypothesis is tested in this study also:  

H4: Higher consumer price consciousness positively influences attitude towards 

showrooming. 

Price consciousness was the only consumer tendency tested by Arora et al (2017). To 

complement their findings, other consumer tendencies will be included to get a bigger 

picture of the phenomenon. 

2.9.2.3. Risk aversion 

 

Risk aversion has not been found to influence information search online, but higher risk 

aversion can decrease likelihood of purchasing online (Kollmann et al, 2012). If customers 

perceive high product or security-related risks, their online purchase likelihood is lower 

(Bhatnagar & Ghose, 2004). However, when customers showroom, they have seen the 

product ‘live’ before purchasing online, which eliminates the product risk. Therefore, those 

who have high intolerance for product risk may choose to showroom as physical examination 
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of products in the store reduces the product risk involved in online purchasing. However, for 

security-related risk, offline information search is not likely to decrease the perceived risk, 

as it is related to purchases made online. Therefore, since security risk prevails in the online 

purchase step of showrooming, it is likely to work in the opposite direction than product 

risk: high perceived security risk generally decreases the likelihood of online purchase, and 

therefore it is hypothesized that it negatively influences attitude towards showrooming. The 

hypotheses for risk types are as follows: 

H5A: The higher the risk-perception for product risk, the more positive attitude the 

consumer has towards showrooming.  

H5B: High security-related risk perception negatively influences the attitude towards 

showrooming (decreases the likelihood of online purchase and therefore of showrooming). 

2.9.2.4. Shopping enjoyment 

 

As discussed earlier, showrooming might not be the most efficient way of shopping, as it 

includes the use of two different channels for information search and purchase. Konus et al 

(2008) found that multichannel shoppers consider shopping a more pleasurable experience 

than the other two segments identified in their study, low-involvement shoppers and store-

oriented shoppers. They are potentially willing to invest more effort and time to the entire 

process compared with single-channel shoppers. Therefore, customers who consider 

shopping enjoyable usually like to shop, and do not mind spending more time in the process. 

In their study, Ganesh et al (2010) labeled one consumer segment as “shopping enthusiasts”, 

who are motivated by practically all motivational dimensions and attributes related to 

shopping, and state that these consumers are recreational shoppers in nature. Based on these 

insights, we can conclude that some shoppers may enjoy shopping significantly more than 

others. As current knowledge would indicate that shopping enthusiasts may be more likely 

to invest more time in the process and since shopping enjoyment has not been researched in 

relation to showrooming, it would be useful to test whether consumers who in general enjoy 

and like shopping have more positive attitude towards showrooming and subsequently 

higher showrooming intentions than those who enjoy shopping less. Therefore, the 

hypothesis for shopping enjoyment is as follows:  

H6: Higher shopping enjoyment is positively related to attitude towards showrooming.  
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2.9.3. Consumers’ perceived behavioral control 

 

In the theory of planned behavior, consumers’ perceived behavioral control is one factor 

influencing behavioral intentions. Arora et al (2017) considered perceived behavioral control 

in the showrooming context as multichannel self-efficacy, the extent to which a consumer 

has the necessary knowledge, capabilities and resources to go to an online store to finish the 

purchase after an offline visit. It therefore deals with consumers’ own evaluation about their 

capabilities to employ multiple channels during one shopping process. This relationship was 

confirmed in their study. Studies by Cao (2012), Levin et al (2005) and Chang et al (2005) 

confirm that the more experience a consumer has in online shopping and the more familiar 

they are with it, the higher the likelihood of them to shop online. Rohm & Swaminathan 

(2004) state similarly that experience and familiarity with online shopping is one factor 

influencing online shopping likelihood and that less experienced consumers prefer to shop 

offline. Online shopping experience has also been found to influence cross-channel free-

riding intentions (Chiu et al, 2011) as consumers see themselves as more capable to utilize 

different channels.  

Therefore, online shopping experience and perceived behavioral control can be seen as 

closely interrelated; as consumers’ experience in using computers or internet and in shopping 

online grows, it enhances the consumers’ perceived abilities in using these channels and they 

are more likely to do it also in the future. As showrooming includes an online purchase, we 

can also state that consumers’ experience of purchasing online is likely to influence 

showrooming via their perceived behavioral control in multichannel shopping. Based on this 

discussion, the suggestion is that higher perceived behavioral control leads to more favorable 

attitudes towards showrooming: 

H7: Higher perceived behavioral control has a positive influence on showrooming intentions 

One issue worth pointing out is the potential moderating effect that consumers’ perceived 

behavioral control or multichannel self-efficacy can have in the showrooming context. Since 

showrooming is a multi-channel shopping process, according to previous studies consumers’ 

own evaluations of their abilities may be one crucial factor in determining their behavior 

intentions (Arora et al, 2017). Multichannel self-efficacy was found to moderate the effect 

of perceived search and purchase benefits in offline/online channels on attitude towards 

showrooming (Arora et al, 2017). Testing the moderating effect is out of the scope of this 



35 
 

study, but it is recommended that future studies take this potential relationship into account. 

In addition to moderating the effect of channel-related factors, it could be interesting to test 

whether perceived behavioral control or multichannel self-efficacy moderate the 

relationships also between different consumer tendencies and attitude towards 

showrooming, e.g. by looking at if e.g. price consciousness influences attitude towards 

showrooming differently for consumers who have high vs low multichannel self-efficacy or 

perceived behavioral control. 

2.9.4. The role of product type  

 

As mentioned earlier, showrooming can be more common in certain product categories. The 

behavior is growing especially in electronics (Kalyanam and Tsay, 2013; Think With 

Google, 2017) and categories like footwear and apparel have been stated as highly 

showroomed (Rapp et al, 2015, Kalyanam and Tsay, 2013).  

Van Baal & Dach (2005) state that certain product characteristics influence whether the 

consumer is likely to engage in free-riding. They characterize products as either search or 

experience goods; characteristics of search goods, such as computers or cameras, can be 

examined before purchase, whereas experience good characteristics (e.g. clothing and 

perfume) cannot. Van Baal & Dach (2005) confirmed the knowledge from other studies 

stating that products high on search attributes are more suitable for online information search 

– and webrooming behaviors, since they can be thoroughly investigated online before 

purchase. However, the same information can be obtained with an offline store visit, 

complemented by the physical examination of the product. Therefore, showrooming is also 

a good fit for search goods. For experience goods, showrooming would seem to be even 

more ideal way of shopping, since e.g. perfumes can be tried and e.g. clothing could be better 

assessed in terms of material, fit and so forth only in physical stores. Showrooming is 

therefore a good option in the case of both search and experience goods, and both types (e.g. 

electronics and apparel) have been stated to be highly showroomed product categories.  

Another classification of products, the division between low- and high-involvement goods, 

is also relevant to the showrooming context. Consumer involvement is a widely used theory 

in consumer behavior (Kim & Sung, 2009). It describes the degree or intensity of a 

consumer’s interest during a purchase process. With high involvement products, a purchase 

is considered important by a consumer and it involves more risk in terms of e.g. high price, 
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leading to more effort put into the purchase process and more careful decision making. In 

contrast, for low-involvement, less important purchases, consumer decision making is 

simpler and does not involve as much effort for e.g. information search (Bloch, 1982). Based 

on this we can state that high-involvement products are often less frequently made, bigger 

purchases and low-involvement ones are more every day, commodity-type purchases.  

There is evidence that showrooming is more common in the high involvement categories: 

Van Baal & Dach (2005) discovered that for showrooming, purchases finalized online were 

low-frequency purchases in nature. Arora et al (2017) agree in that showrooming takes place 

for high-involvement, important and expensive purchases, as consumers are willing to invest 

time and effort into researching the product offline and then moving online to buy. In 

contrast, for products that are purchased frequently or are of low monetary value, the effort 

to investigate them using several channels may be too high that customers do not bother to 

engage in extensive information search or showrooming when they make a purchase like 

that. This makes sense in that showrooming is a risk-reducing mechanism and it is a justified 

way for consumers to research an important or expensive purchase to make sure the product 

is right for them.  

Studies on showrooming so far have not included the product category factor. Arora et al 

(2017) mention this as an important area to study in the future. Therefore, included in this 

study is a question about which product categories consumers have showroomed and also 

which categories they would consider showrooming in the future. As it is established that 

showrooming is more common for high-involvement and higher-priced products, we expect 

that high-involvement products are more likely to have been showroomed and be 

showroomed in the future. 

H8: High-involvement products are showroomed more than low-involvement products, and 

high-involvement products are more likely to be showroomed in the future 

 

2.9.5. Attitude and intention 

 

Finally, the relationship between attitude towards showrooming and showrooming intentions 

will be tested. This influence has been confirmed by Arora et al (2017) and it is also an 

established relationship in the theory of planned behavior. Therefore, the last hypothesis is: 
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H9: Attitude towards showrooming positively influences intention to showroom 

 

2.10. Framework for showrooming 

 

Now that we have discussed the potential factors that may have a role to play in 

showrooming, we can summarize the hypotheses in a tentative framework for showrooming. 

The hypotheses are listed in the table 1 below, and the proposed framework is presented in 

figure 3.  

 

 

Figure 3. Proposed framework for showrooming 
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Hypotheses 

H1: Perceived search benefits offline have a positive effect on attitude towards showrooming 

H2: Perceived purchase benefits online have a positive effect on attitude towards showrooming 

 H3: Demographic variables influence the likelihood to showroom: the younger the consumers, the more 

likely they are to engage in showrooming 

H4: Higher consumer price consciousness positively influences attitude towards showrooming. 

 H5A: The higher the risk-perception for product risk, the more positive attitude the consumer has towards 

showrooming.  

H5B: High security-related risk perception negatively influences the attitude towards showrooming 

(decreases the likelihood of online purchase and therefore of showrooming). 

H6: Higher shopping enjoyment is positively related to attitude towards showrooming. 

H7: Higher perceived behavioral control has a positive influence on showrooming intentions 

H8: High-involvement products are showroomed more than low-involvement products, and high-

involvement products are more likely to be showroomed in the future 

H9: Attitude towards showrooming positively influences intention to showroom 

Table 1. Summary of the hypotheses 

 

To summarize, in this study the goal is to measure whether consumer tendencies and channel 

benefits influence the attitude towards showrooming and therefore also the likelihood to 

engage in it. Perceived behavioral control is also investigated, specifically its potential effect 

on showrooming intentions. 

For demographic variables and the different product categories, we look at whether the 

showrooming attitude and/or intention differ between different demographic groups as well 

as product categories. As showrooming is not a widely researched area yet, testing for many 

potential relationships and mechanisms is justified since it can shed light on the 

phenomenon, confirm previous knowledge on the topic in the context of this study and 

hopefully reveal new information that has not yet discovered in academic research.  
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3. Methodology 

 

3.0. Research & instrument design 

 

To investigate the drivers of showrooming and the relationships between the chosen 

variables, a quantitative research approach was taken. The chosen constructs and their 

respective items were adapted from previous literature and an online survey was developed 

from them.  

The survey was pretested by a small number of respondents, and some minor changes were 

made e.g. to the wordings used and clarifications or descriptions were added to make sure 

the questions are understandable. A gift card was used as a prize to attract potential 

respondents to answer the survey.  

The survey was divided into three main parts. The first part covered basic demographic 

questions and online shopping frequency. The second part asked about specific channel 

benefits regarding information search in offline stores and purchasing in online stores. The 

items included touch and feel, product diagnosticity, salespeople assistance and social 

shopping as offline benefits, and cost savings, purchase convenience, deals & promotions, 

product selection and customization as online benefits. The overall attitude towards offline 

information search and online purchasing were also measured. The channel benefit-related 

items were adapted from Kollmann et al 2012, Verhoef et al 2007, Forsythe et al 2006, Chiu 

et al 2011, Chocarro et al 2013, Arnold & Reynolds 2003, Wang, Lin, Tai & Fan, 2016, To 

et al 2007 and Sarkar et al 2011. The second part of the survey also measured consumer 

tendencies and perceived behavioral control with questions related to shopping in general. 

The consumer tendency-related items included shopping enjoyment, price sensitivity and 

two types of risk perception (product risk and security risk) and were adapted from Konus 

et al 2008, Kollmann et al 2012, Chiu et al 2011 and Forsythe et al 2006. Perceived 

behavioral control was measured by two items, and were adapted from Chiu et al 2011, 

Pookulangara & Natesan, 2010 and Pookulangara et al 2011.  

The third part of the survey dealt directly with showrooming. A brief definition of 

showrooming and an illustration of the phenomenon with an image were included in the 

survey before the showrooming questions to make sure the respondents are familiar with the 
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concept. After the definition and illustration, the respondents were asked questions about 

their attitude, experience and future intention for showrooming. The items were adapted 

from Chou et al (2016) and Pookulangara et al (2010). Product type was included in the 

survey by asking which product categories the respondents had showroomed before, and 

which product categories they would consider showrooming in the future.  

The scales used in the survey were 7-point Likert scales measuring either agreement or 

importance, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree or very unimportant to very 

important. Product-related questions were multiple choice, experience-related scales 

measured either frequency or perceived experience. The questions for attitude towards 

showrooming used semantic differential scales.  

3.1. Sample and data collection 

 

Convenience sampling was used to reach potential respondents. The data was collected via 

Facebook. The survey was shared in Facebook by the researcher and posted in several groups 

or Facebook pages, including the Facebook pages of universities in the Helsinki area (Aalto 

University, Hanken, Metropolia and Haaga-Helia), a private Facebook group of the media 

agency the researcher works for, Facebook pages of the Vuosaari and Eastern Helsinki areas 

and one online shopping-related Facebook group Wish/Aliexpress/Ebay Finland. These 

groups were chosen due to convenience and easy access, as the researcher belongs to them 

herself. The purpose of choosing these groups was to reach the largest possible potential 

respondent audience within a short period of time. At the time of the data collection, the 

sizes of these Facebook groups varied from approximately 250 members in the private media 

agency Facebook page to almost 100 000 members in the Wish/Aliexpress/Ebay Finland 

group, so the potential reach was quite extensive. 

3.2. Data analysis 

 

The data from the survey was analyzed with SPSS Statistics 25 and SPSS Amos 25. The 

main methods chosen to test the relationships and hypotheses were confirmatory factor 

analysis and structural equation modeling. In addition, ANOVA was used to test for 

differences in showrooming among product categories and various demographic variables.  
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4. Results 

 

The following sections present the results of the analysis. General descriptive statistics of 

the sample are presented first, followed by the different comparisons conducted with 

ANOVA. Finally, the main analysis with the measurement and structural models is covered.  

4.0. Descriptive statistics 

 

The survey generated a total of 219 responses. The respondents were mostly Finnish 

(89.5%), with 14 other countries represented by 1-4 respondents (see table 2). 

Nationality Count % 
Finnish 196 89.5 % 

German 4 1.8 % 

Russian 4 1.8 % 

Mexican 3 1.4 % 

Pakistan 2 0.9 % 

Bangladesh 1 0.5 % 

Belarusian 1 0.5 % 

Czech 1 0.5 % 

French 1 0.5 % 

Indian 1 0.5 % 

Irish 1 0.5 % 

Italian 1 0.5 % 

Kyrgyz 1 0.5 % 

Swedish/Finnish 1 0.5 % 

Vietnamese 1 0.5 % 

Total 219 100.0 % 
 

Table 2. Nationalities of the respondents 
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The sample was very female-dominated, 27% of the respondents were male and 73% female. 

The age profile was quite young, the mean of the ages was 30.5, with 45% of respondents 

25 years old or younger and almost 64% were 30 or under. The age distribution is presented 

in figure 4. 

Figure 4. Respondents by age 

In terms of highest completed education, a third of the respondents had a bachelor-level 

degree, 30% had an upper secondary education (high school diploma) and about 20% had a 

higher education (Master’s or doctoral). For current occupation, the largest group (38.4%) 

were students. After students, employees and trained professionals were the most 

represented groups. The descriptive statistics for education levels and occupations are listed 

in tables 3 and 4.  

Education Count % 
Bachelor's degree or equivalent 73 33.3 % 

Upper secondary education - high school/matriculation 66 30.1 % 

Master's degree or equivalent 41 18.7 % 

Upper secondary education - vocational school 23 10.5 % 

Primary education 10 4.6 % 

Doctoral or equivalent 3 1.4 % 

No schooling 2 0.9 % 

Other 1 0.5 % 

Total 219 100 % 

 
Table 3. Highest completed education of the respondents 
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Occupation Count % 
Student 84 38,4 % 

Employee / skilled laborer 32 14,6 % 

Trained professional 25 11,4 % 

Unemployed 15 6,8 %   

Middle management 12 5,5 % 

Administrative staff 11 5,0 % 

Consultant 9 4,1 % 

Other 7 3,2 % 

Junior management 6 2,7 % 

Entrepreneur/self-employed 6 2,7 % 

Upper management 5 2,3 % 

Retired 4 1,8 % 

Homemaker 3 1,4 % 

Total 219 100,0 % 
 

Table 4. Current occupation of the respondents 

The respondents were asked how often they make purchases online. The majority of the 

respondents purchase online every other month or 3-4 times a year (55% in total). At the 

more frequent end, slightly over 30% reported making purchases online once a month or 

more than once a month. Only 6% reported purchasing online less than once a year or not at 

all. Figure 5 presents the online purchase frequency result distribution. 

Figure 5. Online purchase frequency 



44 
 

Respondents’ current showrooming experience was measured with a semantic differential 

scale between 1 and 7, where 1 was “no experience at all” and 7 was “a lot of experience”. 

Since showrooming is a quite complex behavior and people might showroom without 

thinking about it, this scale was chosen instead of actual frequencies (as used in online 

purchase experience) as it might be difficult to estimate. Figure 6 presents the reported 

showrooming experience. 

Figure 6. Past showrooming experience 

Almost 20% (19.6%) reported that they have no experience in showrooming. Past experience 

was also asked with the product category question, where 21.5% chose the “I have never 

showroomed” option. Therefore, approximately 20% of the sample or 1 out of 5 people had 

not showroomed, and the remaining 80% or 4 out of 5 people have showroomed. Of all the 

respondents, 54.8% were at the lower end (1-3) and 32.5% were at the higher end (5-7) of 

the reported showrooming experience scale.  

4.1. Product categories & showrooming 

 

The categories used in the survey were selected by the researcher and therefore do not 

necessarily represent all possible product categories comprehensively. The purpose was to 

shed more light into the general showrooming trends across different product categories and 

get additional insights in addition to the main structural analysis. 

The product categories were selected for convenience reasons with the intention of having 

enough different categories to cover a wide enough selection of products but not so many 
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that it causes survey fatigue for the respondents. The “other” category was included and had 

an open-ended question where respondents could list any other categories that they have 

showroomed that are missing from the list.  

Respondents were asked to choose all the product categories they have showroomed before. 

The most showroomed categories were clothing, electronics, shoes and cosmetics. The least 

showroomed were beverages, the category “other”, garden supplies and household goods. 

Of all the respondents, 21.5% reported that they had never showroomed, therefore leaving 

78.5% as respondents who have. The responses to the other-category of showroomed 

products included games, console games, car parts and bicycle parts. When measuring 

future showrooming intention, the same set of products was presented again. The most 

common categories that the respondents reported they would showroom in the future were 

electronics, shoes, clothing and furniture. At the low end were “other”, household goods, 

beverages and garden supplies. Therefore, the lists of the most common categories for both 

past and intended behavior were very similar.  

The table in appendix 1 presents detailed data for past and intended showrooming across 

different product categories. In all product categories, future showrooming intention was 

higher than the reported past showrooming. When asked about future showrooming 

intention, only 13.7% chose the “I would not showroom in the future” option.  

In addition to the descriptive statistics, a few basic analyses were run with SPSS Statistics 

to explore e.g. showrooming intentions in different categories and look at product groups 

based on involvement.  

Firstly, for each product category, the showrooming intentions between consumers who had 

vs had not showroomed them before was tested. In multiple products the result was 

significant, indicating that a consumer who had showroomed a certain product category 

before had higher showrooming intentions in the future than those who had not showroomed 

that product category. The results by product type are presented in table 5. The strongest 

differences (p<0.001) were seen in clothing & apparel, shoes, accessories, cosmetics, pet 

products and sporting goods. This indicates that especially in those categories, the 

importance of past experience is high from the point of view of future showrooming 

intentions.  
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Category Past SR 
Experience 

Mean Sig. 
 

Category Past SR 
Experience 

Mean Sig. 

Cosmetics No 3.89 0.000 
 

Household goods No 4.06 0.027  
Yes 4.79 

   
Yes 5.43 

 

Clothing/apparel No 3.51 0.000 
 

Kitchenware No 4.04 0.032  
Yes 4.86 

   
Yes 4.94 

 

Shoes No 3.59 0.000 
 

Toys No 4.09 0.730  
Yes 4.92 

   
Yes 4.24 

 

Accessories No 3.91 0.000 
 

Personal hygiene No 4.07 0.198  
Yes 5.41 

   
Yes 4.64 

 

Pet products No 3.99 0.000 
 

Baby/children's 
products 

No 4.07 0.164 

 
Yes 5.29 

   
Yes 4.8 

 

Sporting/fitness 
goods 

No 3.9 0.000 
 

Garden supplies No 4.08 0.211 

 
Yes 4.98 

   
Yes 5 

 

Books No 3.94 0.001 
 

Jewelry No 4.08 0.355  
Yes 4.92 

   
Yes 4.55 

 

Electronics No 3.78 0.001 
 

Food No 4.07 0.090  
Yes 4.53 

   
Yes 5 

 

Home appliances No 4.02 0.014 
 

Beverages No 4.11 0.637  
Yes 5 

   
Yes 3.67 

 

Furniture No 3.99 0.015 
 

Other No  4.11 0.658  
Yes 4.71 

   
Yes 3.75 

 

p<0.001, p<0.05 

Table 5. Showrooming intentions based on past SR experience across product categories. 

Next, to test the main product-related hypothesis for differences in high- vs low-involvement 

products, the product categories used in this study were rearranged by the researcher into 

three groups: high-involvement products, low-involvement products and a “middle” product 

group. As discussed before, high-involvement products are low-frequency purchases that are 

more expensive and often consumers invest time and effort to research the options available 

before purchase. Based on this, furniture, electronics and home appliances were allocated to 

the high-involvement group. Low-involvement products are more commodity-type 

purchases and more inexpensive. Personal hygiene products, food, beverages and household 

goods were allocated to this group.  

As many of the product categories used in this study were relatively wide in terms of what 

products could fall under them, the potential involvement levels within categories may vary, 

and therefore all the other products were allocated to the “middle” group. These product 

categories might involve both high-involvement and low-involvement purchases; e.g. ‘baby 

products’ category can include strollers or other gear that alone could be considered high-

involvement, but the category can also include commodity-type purchases such as pacifiers, 

baby food and so forth. In future studies, more specific product groups could be tested to 

unearth more knowledge on the product types and their relationships to showrooming.  
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Next, the percentages of respondents who had reported having showroomed product 

categories that were considered high involvement were averaged (see table 6.). The same 

was done for middle- and low involvement groups. On average, 22.4% of respondents had 

showroomed the high-involvement categories, and only 3.8% had showroomed low-

involvement categories. The same trend continues with the showrooming intention, with 

40% of respondents, on average, reported future showrooming intentions for the three high-

involvement categories, and significantly less (9.2%) reported intentions to showroom low-

involvement products.  This indicates that showrooming is more common in high-

involvement product categories than low-involvement ones, and the intention to showroom 

is higher for products categorized as high-involvement. Based on this, hypothesis 8 is 

supported.  

Category Past Intention 

High involvement 22.4 % 40.0 % 
Middle involvement 14.9 % 21.6 % 
Low involvement 3.8 % 9.2 % 

 

Table 6. Reported past and intended showrooming by involvement category 

One more test was made to investigate the effect of past showrooming experience in relation 

to the high vs low-involvement product categories. The results as presented in table 7 show 

that those who have showroomed products from high- or middle-involvement categories 

were significantly more likely to showroom in the future compared with those who had not 

showroomed products from those categories. For low-involvement products, there was no 

statistically significant difference within those two groups. This finding shows again that 

past showrooming experience predicts future showrooming intentions, and indicates that the 

biggest differences are in high-involvement product categories. The effect of past 

showrooming on future showrooming was also tested with the actual showrooming 

experience questions, and the results for that are presented next. 
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Category Past SR 

experience 

Mean Sig 

High involvement No 3.65 0.000 
 

Yes 4.51 
 

Middle involvement No 3.02 0.000 
 

Yes 4.54 
 

Low involvement No 4.07 0.318 
 

Yes 4.42 
 

Table 7. Product involvement and showrooming intention 

 

4.2. Past experience & showrooming  

 

Respondents were asked how often they purchase online in general and how they would rate 

their current showrooming experience. Both these measures were tested with ANOVA to 

see if the different levels in these past experience measures are related to higher 

showrooming intentions. For online purchase frequency, the results were not significant. For 

the past showrooming experience, however, the results show that those who reported 

medium to high past showrooming experience had higher intentions to showroom in the 

future than those who had medium to low or no experience in showrooming. Therefore, the 

more experience consumers have in showrooming, the higher is their intention to showroom 

in the future. The statistics are presented in table 8 below.  

Past SR experience N Mean 

No experience 43 2,86 
2 42 3,12 
3 35 4,14 
Medium 28 4,50 
5 47 4,91 
6 16 5,63 
A lot of experience 8 6,63 
Total 219 4,11 
Scale: 1=Strongly disagree, 7= Strongly agree. (p=0.000). 

Table 8. Showrooming intention based on past showrooming experience 

Showrooming experience was asked also in the product type questions. Therefore, ANOVA 

was run to compare those who answered in the product question that they had not 

showroomed and those who had reported having showroomed products in the past. The 
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results from that analysis were also statistically significant (p=0.000) and therefore indicate 

that those who had not showroomed any products had significantly lower showrooming 

intentions than those who had showroomed before, confirming the result presented above. 

The same result was also reached in the involvement-related analysis.  

In addition to analyzing the effect of past showrooming experience on intention, the 

influence on attitude was also tested with the groups who had vs had not reported past 

showrooming experience. For all attitude indicators, the difference was significant (For three 

indicators at the p<0.001 level and for one indicator at the p<0.05 level) and to the same 

direction than showrooming intention, which means that those with past showrooming 

experience had more favorable attitudes towards showrooming than those who had not 

showroomed in the past.  

4.3. Demographics & showrooming 

 

For different demographic data collected in the survey, multiple tests were run for gender, 

age, occupation and education to see if there are differences between e.g. genders or age 

groups in the other variables under investigation. No statistically significant differences in 

showrooming were found between male and female groups, education or occupation levels. 

Age group analysis, however, resulted in some interesting findings that are covered next. 

4.3.1. Age and showrooming intention 

 

One of the previously discussed questions that was also used as a hypothesis was the 

intention to showroom related to age. Based on previous knowledge, younger consumers are 

more likely to showroom. To test the hypothesis, the age data from the survey was recoded 

into different age groups and ANOVA was run to test the showrooming intentions between 

those groups.  

The results were not statistically significant with the first two tested categories (consumers 

divided into 5 and 4 age groups, p=0.07 and p=0.053). In the third try only two age categories 

were used, 35 and under and over 36-year-olds. In the third test, the result was statistically 

significant at the p<0.05 level (see table 9).  

Therefore, even though the results were inconclusive when smaller age groups were used, 

based on the result here we can accept hypothesis 3 with a notion that showrooming intention 
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appears to be higher among the consumers that belong to the Millennials and the generation 

Z age groups than older consumers. Future research should further test the showrooming 

intentions in relation to consumers’ age to validate the hypothesis on a more detailed level. 

  

 

 

p=0.036 

Table 9. Showrooming intention by age group 

4.3.2. Age and attitude towards showrooming 

 

Differences between age groups were also analyzed in relation to showrooming attitude. 

ANOVA was run for the 4-category age group and for the two-category age group. When 

all the individual attitude items were analyzed, statistical significance was reached only for 

two of the attitude items. Then the data was modified by averaging each respondents’ 

answers to the attitude questions in order to receive overall showrooming attitude scores. 

ANOVA was run again for the two groups, and in both cases the results were significant 

(p<0.05). See Appendix 2 for the results table. The younger age groups had higher means 

for attitude, based on which it can be stated that younger consumers have more favorable 

attitudes towards the showrooming behavior than older consumers. This result is very similar 

to the one found with showrooming intention, and based on these two findings it can be 

stated that showrooming is a behavior that is seen more positively by younger consumer 

segments, and they are also more likely to engage in it in the future than older consumers. 

4.3.3. Age and past showrooming experience 

 

Past showrooming experience was also compared among the different age groups. The 

ANOVA test was run for the 4-category age group and the results are presented in table 10. 

The question for past experience in showrooming used a 7-point scale, where 1 was “no 

experience” and 7 was “a lot of experience”, with 4 being the medium. Based on the higher 

means, it seems that the younger age groups have more experience in showrooming than the 

older age groups used. This result is in line with the practitioner-side studies where 

Age N Mean 
35 and under 160 4,26 

36+ 58 3,74 

Total 218 4,12 
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showrooming has been reported to be more common among younger consumers. However, 

the means for the age groups here show that the experience falls, on average, slightly on the 

lower side of the spectrum, indicating that overall there is quite little experience in past 

showrooming even in the younger age groups. Analyzing the age groups was quite difficult 

since most of the consumers were very young (student) with the mean age of 30, and there 

were not many respondents who represented older consumers. Therefore, the results cannot 

necessarily be generalized as the data was quite skewed overall. 

 

Age N Mean 
35 and under 160 3.46 

36-50 43 3.42 
51-65 13 1.92 

66+ 2 1.5 

Total 218 3.34 
p=0.009 

Table 10. Past showrooming experience by age group 

 

4.3.4. Age and perceived behavioral control 

 

In addition to the showrooming-related factors, perceived behavioral control was also tested 

for different age groups. The 4-category age group was used, and the results were significant 

at p<0.05 level. The means for reported perceived behavioral control were highest in the 

youngest age group and decreased steadily for each older age group (see Appendix 3 for 

more detailed results). Therefore, we can state that there is a trend where younger consumers 

are more confident in their skills and abilities to utilize different channels during their 

shopping process. As showrooming is a behavior where multiple channels are employed, 

this finding is in line with the previous results presented, showing that multi-channel 

behaviors are more common among younger consumers.  

Now that the more basic analyses around the showrooming phenomenon have been covered, 

we can turn to testing the proposed framework.  
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4.4. Measurement models  

 

Confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation modeling were conducted in SPSS 

Amos 25. With CFA, researchers can formally test if the chosen indicator variables can be 

considered measures of a single factor (Bagozzi & Youjae, 2012). Therefore, the aim is to 

statistically confirm the relationships between measured variables and latent constructs and 

develop a satisfactory measurement model.  

With the data from the survey, two different measurement models were created. The channel 

benefit factors were measured in the survey with two types of questions, and therefore in the 

first model (Model 1), the overall search or purchase convenience (see Appendix 4, questions 

8 and 10 for reference) were used as measurement items for channel benefit/online purchase 

and channel benefit/offline search -constructs. In the second measurement model (Model 2), 

the specific channel benefit items (e.g. touch and feel, salesperson assistance, cost savings 

and purchase convenience, see Appendix 4 questions 7 and 9) were used for the channel 

benefit constructs.  

4.4.1. Model 1 

 

Table 11 presents the standardized loadings of the measurement items for Model 1. All the 

items presented high standardized loadings (above 0.66) and were statistically significant 

(p<0.001).  
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(*** All the items were significant at p<0,001) 

Table 11. Standardized loadings for Model 1 

According to the literature, standardized loadings over 0.70 would be ideal for CFA, but 

loadings over 0.50 can also be considered acceptable (Bagozzi & Youjae, 2012). Only two 

items had loadings below the 0.70 threshold. Model 1 had a good fit (X²=330,193, df= 216, 

p=0.000, CFI=0.963, RMSEA= 0.049), with both CFI and RMSEA meeting the generally 

recommended threshold levels (CFI >0.95 and RMSEA <0.05).  

The next step includes assessing validity and reliability. Table 12 below presents the 

correlation matrix and the reliability indexes for the constructs for Model 1.  

Table 12. Means, standard deviations, composite reliability, average variance extracted, correlation 

matrix & squared multiple correlations for Model 1. 
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The composite reliability measures (pc) should be over 0.7 to reach good reliability (Hair et 

al, 2010). For Model 1, all the constructs were higher than the 0.7 level, therefore indicating 

good reliability. In terms of validity, the average variance extracted (pv) should be over 0.5. 

For Model 1, pv for the constructs ranges from 0.59 to 0.94, which means there are no issues 

with convergent validity. Additionally, composite reliability (pc) should be greater than 

average variance extracted (pv) to ensure good discriminant validity, and Model 1 meets this 

criterion too. Therefore, Model 1 passes the reliability and validity check, which confirms 

that the selected items are related and the item combinations used for the constructs are 

justified. The overall model fit indices are good, and therefore the measurement model 1 is 

satisfactory and we can proceed with the structural model. Before that, however, we look at 

the second measurement model. 

4.4.2. Model 2 

 

Model 2 differed from Model 1 in terms of channel benefit factors investigated. The 

measurement items for overall search/purchase convenience were replaced by individual 

factors as presented in the original framework in figure 3. Also in this second model, all the 

items were statistically significant (p<0.001). However, some of the items for channel 

benefits had lower loadings, the lowest being 0.243 for social shopping (offline benefit). In 

addition, the model fit was not as good as that of Model 1, X²=612,714, df=314, p=0.000, 

CFI=0.901, RMSEA= 0.066. Based on the results from the initial analysis, two measurement 

items for channel benefits were dropped to see if the model fit could be improved. From the 

original 6 online benefit items, 1 customization-related item with the lowest loading was 

dropped and from the original 4 offline benefit items, the social shopping-item was dropped. 

The fit improved from the original Model 2 (X²=467,526, df=263, p=0.000, CFI=0.928, 

RMSEA=0.060). 

Finally, the Model 2 was tested with one more change, by also dropping the other 

customization-related item from online benefits, leaving 4 items for online purchase benefits 

(purchase convenience, deals & promotions, selection and price) and 3 items for offline 

search benefits (touch and feel, product diagnosticity and salesperson assistance). The 

standardized loadings from the final measurement model 2 are presented in table 13. The 

results again slightly improved from the previous attempts (X²=418,193, df=239, p=0.000, 

CFI=0.936, RMSEA=0.059). The comparative fit index CFI did not exceed the 

recommended >0.95 level, but the RMSEA was borderline acceptable, as some literature 
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uses the RMSEA thresholds <0.06 and <0.08 for good or acceptable fit levels (Schreiber, 

Stage, King, Nora & Barlow, 2006).   

 

(*** All the items were significant at p<0,001) 

Table 13. Standardized loadings for Model 2 

Validity and reliability were also assessed for Model 2. As in the case of Model 1, table 14 

below presents the correlation matrix and the reliability indexes for the constructs. The 

composite reliability measures (pc) were over 0.7 for all the constructs, therefore indicating 

good reliability. In terms of average variance extracted (pv), all the other constructs were 

above 0.5 except for the “online channel benefits” construct (pv=0.45). This indicates some 

concern for convergent validity. The model passed the discriminant validity check as for all 

the constructs pc>pv.  
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Table 14. Means, standard deviations, composite reliability, average variance extracted, correlation 

matrix & squared multiple correlations for Model 2. 

Overall, Model 2 was not as good based on the validity, reliability and fit indicators as the 

Model 1. The model fit could have been better and there were some convergent validity 

issues with the online channel benefit items.  

4.5. Structural models 

 

After reaching satisfactory results from CFA with the measurement models, structural 

models were developed. SPSS AMOS 25 was used to run the structural analysis. As there 

were two measurement models developed, also two structural models were tested to see 

which one performs better. 

Structural Model 1 had a good fit: (X²=338,913, df=223, p=0,000, CFI=0,963, RMSEA= 

0.049), with both CFI and RMSEA meeting the generally recommended threshold levels 

(CFI >0.95 and RMSEA <0.05). For Structural Model 2, fit was not as good as for Model 1 

(X²=425,196, df=246, CFI=0.936, RMSEA=0.058). When looking at the path model results, 

both models showed the same effects, and hence model 1 is used as the final one since it has 

better fit.  

The results from the analysis of structural Model 1 are presented below in figure 7. 
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Path estimates **p<0.05, ***p<0.001 

Figure 7. Final structural model 1 

Of all the constructs hypothesized to influence attitude, only the construct perceived 

purchase benefits online had a positive and statistically significant impact on the construct 

showrooming attitude (ɣ=0.243, p=0.008). This finding is in line with existing research, as 

Arora et al (2017) tested and proved the same relationship in their study. Based on the result, 

we can accept hypothesis H2. 

Even though there exists some support for the other relationships between the predictor 

variables and showrooming attitude in previous studies, in this study the paths were not 

significant. Arora et al (2017) managed to find support for the positive impact of both 

perceived search benefits offline and price consciousness on showrooming attitude. In this 

study, the relationships between price consciousness and attitude towards showrooming 

(ɣ=0.124, p=n.s.), risk perception / security risk and attitude towards showrooming 

(ɣ=0.003, p=n.s.), risk perception / product risk and attitude towards showrooming 

(ɣ=0.100, p=n.s.), shopping enjoyment and attitude towards showrooming (ɣ=0.044, p=n.s.) 

and perceived search benefits offline and attitude towards showrooming (ɣ=0.036, p=n.s.) 

were quite low and statistical significance was not reached. Therefore, hypotheses H1, H4, 

H5A, H5B and H6 are not supported. One potential explanation why these relationships and 

their respective hypotheses were not supported in this study could be that as showrooming 
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has not been widely studied yet, the items that were used for those constructs in this study 

were not fitting. Many of the items were adapted from existing research on e.g. channel 

switching, but well-established scales or items in the specific context of showrooming were 

not available at the time of this research. 

The second relationship that was supported in this model was the one between attitude 

towards showrooming and showrooming intention (β=0.721, p=0.000). This relationship 

was also confirmed before in the showrooming context by Arora et al (2017), and support 

for the attitude-behavioral intention relationship can also be found e.g. in the theory of 

planned behavior, which also served as a basis for the framework in this study. Based on this 

finding it can be confirmed that the more favorable attitudes consumers have towards 

showrooming, the more likely they are to engage in it. Hypothesis 9 is therefore accepted. 

Finally, the relationship between perceived behavioral control and showrooming intention 

(β=0.023, p=n.s.) was not significant. While Arora et al (2017) did find a positive effect of 

perceived behavioral control on showrooming intention, based on the result here hypothesis 

H7 is not supported in this study.  

The explanatory power for the dependent constructs was measured with the squared multiple 

correlations (R²). Attitude towards showrooming had a squared multiple correlation 

R²=0.11, meaning that the predictor variables explain 11% of the variance observed in 

attitude towards showrooming. In the case of showrooming intention, R²=0.53, and therefore 

attitude towards showrooming explains 53% of the variance in showrooming intention.  
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5. Analysis & discussion 

 

This study managed to show support for a few of the proposed relationships. The results 

from the main areas under investigation are discussed next in more detail, starting with 

consumer tendencies. The following table (Table 15) summarizes the findings in relation to 

the hypotheses. 

 

Hypothesis & Effect Direction Support 

H1 PBOFF SR Attitude + Not supported 

H2 PBON  SR Attitude + Supported 

H3 Age  SR Intention - Supported 

H4 PriceConsc  SR Attitude + Not supported 

H5A ProductRisk  SR Attitude + Not supported 

H5B SecurityRisk  SR Attitude - Not supported 

H6 ShoppingEnjoyment SR Attitude + Not supported 

H7 Perceived Behavioral Control  SR Attitude + Not supported 

H8 High Involvement  Past SR & SR Intention + Supported 

H9 SR Attitude  SR Intention + Supported 

Table 15. Summary of the findings and hypotheses 

 

5.0. Consumer factors 

 

The fact that online retailers often offer lower prices than offline retailers, which leads to 

consumers taking advantage of that cost benefit, is perhaps the most well-known reason for 

showrooming in the current literature. Both Balakrishnan et al (2014) and Rapp et al (2015) 

confirmed lower online prices being a factor in showrooming behaviour. Arora et al (2017) 

looked at the price element as a consumer tendency, and confirmed that the higher a 
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consumer’s price consciousness, the higher their likelihood to engage in showrooming. 

Therefore, it was expected that this relationship would also be found in this study, but as the 

result was nonsignificant, this study failed to show additional evidence for that mechanism. 

This was quite a surprising result since price and price sensitivity are very often mentioned 

as an example when explaining showrooming; it can even be found in some of the definitions 

of showrooming as presented earlier: Customers often evaluate products at brick-and-mortar 

stores to identify their “best fit” product, but end up buying this product not at the store but 

at a competing online retailer to take advantage of lower prices” Mehra et al (2013, p. 1). 

Therefore, there may have been some shortcomings in this study that resulted in an 

inconclusive result, as the previous knowledge quite clearly indicates that this relationship 

should exists.  

The other consumer factors that this study investigated were shopping enjoyment and risk 

perceptions. Firstly, shopping enjoyment was included in the study because it could 

potentially have given proof for a more hedonic driver for showrooming. Whereas price 

consciousness can be seen as a more utilitarian motivation where the goal of finding lowest 

prices is more task-oriented and rational, shopping enjoyment can be considered a more 

experiential motivation. Due to the nature of showrooming as a multi-channel activity, 

looking at shopping enjoyment was justified since multi-channel shoppers have been found 

to consider shopping more pleasurable than for example store-oriented shoppers (Konus et 

al, 2008). Therefore, as showrooming can be somewhat more time-consuming overall since 

it requires a visit to an offline store and a purchase online, consumers who consider shopping 

a pleasurable activity and enjoy it in general may be more favourable towards such behaviour 

where the shopping process from start to finish is longer. However, this relationship was not 

confirmed in this study. Based on existing academic literature, the generalization in terms of 

hedonic vs utilitarian motives is that utilitarian orientation is more strongly related to online 

shopping whereas hedonic orientation is more related to offline shopping (Chang et al, 2005; 

Sarkar, 2011). As discussed before, there is no clear knowledge on the topic especially in 

terms of showrooming itself. Some studies have shown that hedonic motivations can be 

present in online shopping in general (Wolfinbarger & Gilly, 2001; Childers, 2001; To, et 

al, 2007), but others have found that hedonic motivations do not explain the behaviors in the 

case of cross-channel free-riding (Heitz-Spahn, 2013) – a sub-topic of which showrooming 

can be considered. Since there is no definite knowledge in the specific case of showrooming, 
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it would have been interesting to find new insights into the relationship, but that will have to 

be left for future researchers to unearth. 

Risk aversion was another area of interest that was included in this study to shed light on 

potential new drivers of showrooming that had not been fully covered before. In general, 

higher product- or security-related risk aversion with consumers has been shown to decrease 

the online purchase likelihood (Arora et al, 2017; Kollmann et al, 2012; Bhatnagar & Ghose, 

2004). In the case of showrooming, product uncertainty-related risks can be reduced as 

consumers have the opportunity to investigate, touch or try the product before purchasing it. 

Balakrishnan et al (2014) found support for this by showing that uncertainty about whether 

consumer likes the product is a driver for showrooming. It was predicted based on previous 

knowledge that for those who are very sensitive to product risk, showrooming could be 

perceived as a more favorable way to purchase than e.g. purely online shopping. In terms of 

security-related risks, no studies have investigated it in the context of showrooming. Based 

on existing knowledge it could be assumed that showrooming does not e.g. alleviate the 

potential risk in purchase security as the online purchase still exists in the process, and 

therefore its influence on showrooming was hypothesized to be negative. While e.g. Arora 

et al (2017) talked about showrooming from a risk-reduction perspective, they did not 

include risk perception as a variable itself. To complement their study, risk aversion was 

included and the risk types were separated as two different variables, since the direction of 

the potential relationships was also expected to be different. In this case, too, this study failed 

to discover explanatory relationships between either of the two types of risk perceptions and 

showrooming. The topic of risk itself is quite broad since there are many types of risks that 

might be involved in the shopping process and purchase situations, and future studies could 

return to this topic and look at it more closely. 

The last consumer characteristic of the model was perceived behavioral control. Perceived 

behavioral control as the perception of consumers’ abilities, skills and capabilities to utilize 

multiple channels in one shopping journey was included since its direct relationship on 

behavioral intention has been proven (Ajzen, 1991) and it is an established part of the theory 

of planned behavior that was used as the basis of this study. Arora et al (2017) also proved 

this relationship in the showrooming context, showing that as consumers make a choice to 

move to an online channel to finish their purchase, it is good that they have the necessary 

abilities and skills to use multiple channels during their shopping process. However, contrary 
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to the existing knowledge on the topic, this study did not manage to confirm a relationship 

with this variable.  

5.1. Channel benefits 

 

Next, we turn to the channel benefits. There is a vast amount of previous knowledge on 

different characteristics and benefits that offline or online channels possess and how those 

benefits are related to the search or purchase stages of the shopping process. When talking 

about showrooming, where two channels are used during that shopping process, the channel-

specific factors are likely to play a part in why consumers choose to conduct information 

search in one channel and purchase in another. This way of considering perceived search and 

purchase benefits of each channel was used by Arora et al (2017) and those perceived 

channel benefits were used also here as potential drivers for showrooming. Slightly different 

measured variables were selected compared with their study, to complement the findings 

they already had proven.  

In the measurement model phase, there were some issues with the item loadings for offline 

benefits, which resulted in dropping certain offline benefit items from the model. The “touch 

and feel” and “product diagnosticity” items showed consistently highest loadings on the 

construct, but the “salesperson assistance” and “social shopping” items did not perform as 

well. Arora et al (2017) used essentially the same items “helpfulness of sales staff” and 

“desire for social relationships”, but their items may have been measured differently than in 

this study. Additionally, they studied “information availability” and “product diagnosticity” 

as part of offline benefits. Therefore, since the results from this study showed no relationship 

for perceived offline search benefits on showrooming, it may be that the selection of the 

measurement items and predictor themes is not ideal. Based on the results it can be 

confirmed, however, that the ability to touch and feel the product and evaluate it live 

motivate the consumers to visit the offline stores. This effect is in line with the previous 

knowledge on showrooming. 

Contrary to the previously discussed variables, the relationship between perceived purchase 

benefits online and showrooming attitude was supported in this study. The factors “Price 

benefits”, “purchase convenience”, “deals and promotions” and two factors for 

“customization benefits” were used also by Arora et al (2017) as the main items, the 

difference was that in this study the last factor was “product selection” and Arora et al (2017) 

used “online service quality”. However, when analyzing Measurement Model 2, the two 
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customization-related items were dropped due to low loadings to improve the model. Even 

though the items probably were measured slightly differently with different questions in this 

study, the overall relationship was eventually supported.  

The factors that contribute to the overall perceived purchase benefits are in line with previous 

research on showrooming and channel choice. Consumers are motivated to purchase online 

because they can get price benefits and potentially utilize deals (Wolfinbarger & Gilly, 2001; 

Forsythe et al, 2006; Rapp et al, 2015; Arora et al, 2017), because purchasing online is 

convenient for them (Chang et al, 2005; Sarkar, 2011) and because the selection of products 

online is attractive to them (Wolfinbarger & Gilly, 2001; Rohm & Swaminathan, 2004; 

Forsythe et al, 2006). All these benefits and also the consumers’ overall evaluation of online 

channels as good purchase avenue contribute to them choosing to go and finish their 

purchase online when they showroom.  

One issue to note here is that two models were built and tested, since the perceived channel 

benefits were measured with two different sets of items. As it turned out, the model that used 

the overall channel evaluations as measured items for the constructs performed better, and it 

was chosen as the main model. Therefore, this study did not quite succeed in capturing the 

channel benefits in the ideal way, which lead to some issues with the other model. The two 

models were still satisfactory and yielded essentially the same results in the structural model 

phase, and therefore the result in terms of the paths and confirmed relationships was the 

same with both models. 

 

5.2. Attitude and intention 

 

The second hypothesized relationship that was supported in this study was the influence of 

attitude towards showrooming on showrooming intention. Like perceived behavioral 

control, attitude is also an integral part of the theory of planned behavior by Ajzen, and this 

relationship has been shown to be true in numerous studies from different research areas, 

also in the study by Arora et al (2017). Therefore, it is not surprising that the effect was also 

confirmed here. This finding provides more support for the showrooming context in the 

sense that the more favorable attitudes consumers have towards showrooming, the more 

likely they are to engage in it. When people showroom, there is the negative effect on 

retailers that, based on existing research, consumers are aware of and therefore they know 
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that their channel switching behavior may hurt the physical retailers’ business (Chiou et al, 

2012). Still, consumers have adopted showrooming more and more as demonstrated by the 

growth rates from various studies on the practitioner side. Also, based on the results of this 

study, those who reported having past showrooming experience had more favorable attitudes 

towards showrooming than those who had not showroomed in the past. Based on these 

notions and the results discovered, it could be stated that as people start showrooming more, 

the attitudes towards the behavior also become more favorable, and e.g. the potential 

negative effects on retailers are not really taken into account anymore. Consumers adapt to 

this new normal where channels are utilized for their strengths and, quite self-evidently, as 

attitudes towards showrooming become more favorable, the behavior grows in popularity 

even more. 

Even though a couple of the expected relationships were confirmed by this study, it was 

somewhat disappointing that no “new” knowledge was discovered with the model as the 

relationships for the consumer variables previously not studied and showrooming were not 

confirmed. Also, some effects that had even quite strong support in the existing literature 

were not present in this study. One reason for the failure to find statistical significance for 

the expected relationships could be related to the sample size and the sample characteristics. 

A larger sample and a perhaps more representative one in terms of e.g. age, gender or 

occupation could be better for evaluating these phenomena in general. The respondents were 

mostly very young, female, and almost 40% of them were students, and therefore this is not 

an ideal group that represents the overall population very well. In addition, this study 

attempted to study a few variables that had not been studied in the context of showrooming 

before. Due to the limited amount of showrooming research, the composition of the items 

for the constructs may not have been ideal. Therefore, different item combinations could also 

be better suited to research the phenomenon.  

5.3. Other showrooming mechanisms 

 

5.3.1. Younger consumers showroom more 

 

Now that the main paths from the framework have been discussed, we can turn to the 

additional analyses and their findings that were investigated to complement the overall 

model and to look at showrooming from several different, more specific angles. Firstly, as 

practitioner-side studies on showrooming have indicated, showrooming is common 
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especially in younger consumer groups, and the growth is also fastest there (GFK, 2016; 

KPMG, 2017). This same phenomenon was proven from the academic perspective by this 

study, since it was found that younger consumers had more experience on showrooming than 

older consumers. In addition, consumers who are 35 years old or younger had more favorable 

attitudes towards showrooming and higher showrooming intentions than older consumers. 

The “younger” consumers as described here belong approximately to the Millennials and the 

generation Z age groups.  

These results show that the growth potential for showrooming lies mainly in the younger 

consumer segments, who already have more experience on showrooming and who are more 

inclined to engage in it. In addition, younger segments may be better equipped for the 

behaviors like showrooming, where different channels are used during a shopping process: 

this study shows that the younger the consumer, the higher their level of perceived behavioral 

control. While the relationship between perceived behavioral control and showrooming 

intentions was not confirmed in this study, it is crucial to point out the importance of these 

“multichannel skills” in the context of these behaviors like showrooming. Those who are 

confident to use different channels when shopping are more likely to showroom (Arora et 

al, 2017), and the more they do it the more their experience and confidence grows, leading 

to overall growth in these multichannel behaviors. Therefore, experience and the perception 

of multichannel skills go hand in hand and fuel the consumers’ multichannel shopping 

behaviors. Based on existing knowledge, younger consumer segments seem to be the 

pioneers in this respect and drive the growth of these new ways of shopping. 

 

5.3.2. Product type matters 

 

Next, we turn to products. The main product-related question of interest in this study was 

related to the issue of involvement. Previous research suggests that showrooming is more 

common in high involvement product categories that are more low-frequency, more 

expensive purchases in nature (Van Baal & Dach, 2005; Arora et al, 2017). This study shows 

support for the previous knowledge by confirming that showrooming is more common in 

high-involvement product categories than low-involvement ones. Consumers are willing put 

more effort into e.g. researching these purchases than low-involvement, commodity type 

purchases, and therefore showrooming is quite natural for those products since consumers 

can better evaluate the product by going to offline stores first before purchasing online. The 
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reason why showrooming is more common in high-involvement categories could be very 

well linked to the notion that price has been stated as one of the main reasons why people 

showroom (Balakrishnan et al, 2014; Heitz-Spahn, 2013). These higher-priced, important 

purchases are researched well but consumers are more inclined to find the best price for their 

investment in an expensive product, and therefore online channels serve them best in that 

regard. On the other hand, as these more important purchases are researched more 

thoroughly, offline channels may suit the consumer best for that purpose by offering 

reassurance about the product on a tangible level before the purchase decision.   

Based on the results, the most showroomed product categories in this study were clothing, 

electronics, shoes and cosmetics. This finding reflects very well the current knowledge on 

highly showroomed products as electronics, footwear and apparel have all been stated to be 

among them (Kalyanam and Tsay, 2013; Think With Google, 2017; Rapp et al, 2015). In 

addition to these, cosmetics such as makeup and perfume were among the top four in this 

study. Of these categories, electronics was allocated into the high-involvement category, 

whereas the others were in the “middle” group. In general, this finding seems to be in line 

with the results on product involvement - even though not all the top categories belonged to 

the high-involvement group - since all the low-involvement categories were at the end of the 

list of most showroomed products. However, it should be noted again, that one limitation of 

this study was that many of the product categories were quite broad, and therefore some 

product categories can be considered anything from high to low involvement based on the 

consumers’ own evaluation of the product they were thinking of. Some consumers may, for 

example, consider shoes as high-involvement for them, if they were thinking about a pair of 

expensive, 1000€ luxury brand shoes, or low-involvement, if they were thinking about a pair 

of 10€ sneakers they purchase almost as a commodity. Because of this, we can also look at 

the product findings also from another point of view. 

If we consider the products with the search vs. experience good division in mind, we can see 

that both categories are represented in the top list. Search goods and their features can be 

assessed very well before purchase, whereas the features of experience goods cannot (Van 

Baal & Dach, 2005). This division is especially important if we think of online shopping. 

Electronics, that fall into the search good category, are suitable for online purchase since 

their different characteristics can be researched well and the consumer therefore knows 

exactly what they are buying. Experience goods, on the other hand, cannot be fully assessed 

online in quite the same way. In the case of for example cosmetics, clothing and footwear 
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discussed here, online stores are limited in their ability to provide full product evaluation 

opportunities as e.g. the scent of a perfume or the fit or material of a product call for a 

physical examination or the sensory experience that is not possible online.  

Therefore, from a consumer perspective, going to a physical store to evaluate experience 

goods, e.g. to test a perfume or to try on a pair of shoes may be worth the visit if those 

characteristics are crucial for the purchase decision. And this is known to be true; one of the 

major strengths of offline stores is the possibility for consumers to receive the sensory 

experience with the products (Rohm & Swaminathan, 2004; Pookulangara et al, 2011, Gupta 

et al, 2004). This applies to the showrooming context also: even though this study did not 

fully succeed in showing the importance of offline information search benefits for 

showrooming, it has been shown that consumers navigate to offline stores for information 

search phase to evaluate products live before purchasing them online (Balakrishnan et al, 

2014; Arora et al, 2017). The touch and feel aspect was one of the main perceived benefits 

of offline stores in the study by Arora et al (2017), and even this study showed evidence for 

this conclusion. Based on this discussion we can state that especially experience goods seem 

to be ideal for behaviors like showrooming, where consumers can fully experience the 

product before making a purchase decision.  

To link the discussion to the issue of product involvement, where price may play a substantial 

role in choosing the final purchase channel for expensive products, for experience goods the 

key issue behind showrooming may be the offline stores’ superiority for touch and feel 

aspects of information search phase. In either case, the bottom line is that the strengths of 

the specific channels for information search and purchase and how well they fit the 

consumers’ needs is the key in deciding how their purchase journey is played out. 

   

5.3.3. Showrooming in Finland 

 

Based on the practitioner-side studies, showrooming is more common in some regions than 

others. As discussed in the introduction, some studies have shown that globally around 26% 

of consumers (KPMG, 2017) and around 21% in the US have showroomed (GFK, 2016). 

One study in the Nordic countries stated the showrooming rate to be as low as 10% 

(PostNord, 2016). In this study, it should be noted that the question about experience was on 

a 7-point scale instead of a yes or no question, which does not necessarily give a definite 
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answer about the general prevalence. In that question, about 20% reported absolutely no 

experience on showrooming. However, in the product type questions about past 

showrooming, one option was to choose “no experience”, which was chosen by 

approximately 20% of respondents too. This would indicate that the majority, around 80%, 

have at least some experience in showrooming. A bit over half of the respondents were on 

the lower side of the scale (54.8%) and about a third (32.5%) were on the higher side, 

indicating that almost 1 in 3 consumers engage in showrooming quite often. The exact 

frequency was not asked, but the figures presented here would seem to be quite larger than 

in the studies mentioned above, especially compared with the study in the Nordic countries 

where only 10% had showroomed. That study, however, is already a couple of years old, and 

therefore the number should be considered with caution.  

The reason for such high overall popularity of showrooming in this research could come 

from the fact that the sample was quite young on average, and the results of the study show 

that younger consumers have adopted showrooming behaviors more actively than older 

consumers. As presented in the introduction, around 30% of younger consumers who belong 

to the “millennials” or “generation z” have showroomed, and the growth rates could be as 

high as 33% a year (in the U.S., GFK, 2016). As a third of the consumers in this study were 

more “active” showroomers and about 80% with at least some experience in it, the overall 

popularity still appears to be higher than these benchmarked averages.  

Another reason for the high ratings may be the overall growth of online shopping in Finland. 

A recent study by Paytrail (2018) shows that online shopping has become an “everyday 

activity” in Finland, even among older consumer groups; consumers have increasingly 

adopted omnichannel behaviors and different mobile technologies have emerged that enable 

consumers to take advantage of the new ways of shopping. In addition, Finnish consumers 

purchase from foreign online stores at an increasing rate (Paytrail, 2018), which has naturally 

provided consumers with access to even larger selections and lower prices. This trend is 

likely to continue and be fueled even more if large global players such as Amazon enter the 

Finnish market (Helsingin Sanomat, 2018; Talouselämä, 2018). All these trends contribute 

to the mindset where people become accustomed to shopping in new ways and take 

advantage of different channels more and more fluently.  
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5.4. Managerial implications 

 

As retailers have been somewhat alarmed by the growth of showrooming, the results show 

that in the future the behaviour is likely to become even more common. This could mean 

that the growth of these phenomena like showrooming could indeed change the world of 

retailing as consumers increasingly take advantage of the specific strengths of different 

shopping channels, utilize them and move between them to reap the highest benefits. As 

online stores become larger and more powerful, it could lead to problems especially for 

brick-and-mortar-only stores.  

Different strategies to cope with and fight against showrooming have been proposed; training 

salespeople to cross-sell, offering product bundles and even matching prices of online 

retailers have been put forward, but past research has shown that not all these mechanisms 

succeed in improving retailer profits (Rapp et al, 2015; Balakrishnan et al, 2014; Mehra, 

2013). Therefore, as it may not be the best idea for offline stores to start e.g. lowering prices 

too much to compete with online stores. Instead, offline stores should perhaps focus on 

leveraging their own channel strengths; service quality, superior customer service and 

offering customers great shopping experiences in offline stores. Current discussions on retail 

trends for 2018 highlight that while customers are spending more time online and using 

technology increasingly more for shopping, the desire for authenticity and great shopping 

experiences that they cannot find online is also growing (Forbes, 2017; Paytrail, 2018). This 

would indicate that while behaviours like showrooming have been feared to slowly kill off 

the physical retailers, consumers still crave for the experiences that only offline stores can 

provide, which offers these retailers a clear direction where they should focus on next. 

There is a growing tendency to use multiple channels during a shopping process, and some 

studies show that multichannel shoppers are also more profitable to companies than single-

channel shoppers (Vanheems et al, 2013). Growth of phenomena like showrooming prove 

that this multichannel trend is strong and likely to continue, and can result in these new types 

of behaviours. Consumers are becoming more time-constrained and they appreciate and 

expect an efficient, smooth and personalized customer journey that spans many channels 

(Paytrail, 2018, Forbes, 2017). Therefore, to combat the potential negative effects of 

showrooming, multichannel retailers should embrace the trend and offer better multichannel 

services that support the new way of shopping to reap the potential benefits. These 

companies should realize that their revenue might shift from offline to online even more. If 
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the growth of showrooming would continue to be as fast as it has been, in the extreme case 

these retailers might consider e.g. changing their business model by keeping lower quantities 

of products in-stock and morph into a semi-showroom type stores where a limited number 

of items are available. The minimum requirement however would be to ensure great service 

and experience offline, streamlining the internal operations to best serve the multichannel 

customers in a profitable way and to enhance their online stores e.g. in terms of delivery 

times. While online stores are booming, they still struggle to meet the expectations of 

impatient consumers; product delivery times have been discussed as one major issue where 

many companies can lose in the fierce competition if they cannot, well, deliver (Business 

Insider, 2016; Forbes, 2017; Paytrail, 2018). This gives an opportunity for agile companies 

to react quickly and ensure an efficient customer journey from start to finish, regardless of 

which channels the customers use during it. Hiccups in the purchase process may repel 

consumers, and the key is to make sure that if consumers switch channels, they do not switch 

retailers too. 
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6. Limitations & future research 

 

A few of the limitations of this study as well as future research possibilities have already 

been discussed, but there are a few issues worth mentioning again.  

This study was conducted in Finland, and most of the respondents were Finnish. The results 

cannot therefore be generalized to other countries or regions. Different countries may have 

different situations in terms of e.g. the number and efficiency of online stores available in 

general, which may influence the consumers’ perceptions on online purchasing. Moreover, 

the sample was quite young and female- and student-dominated and hence may not represent 

the overall population very well. A more diverse sample could be better suited since 

generalizations on the discovered effects could be potentially made with more confidence.  

The attributes chosen in this study are limited in scope and do not reflect the phenomenon 

in its entirety. Therefore, future studies could study other, additional factors, for example 

different consumer tendencies like convenience orientation, and their influence on 

showrooming. As the results of this study failed to show supporting evidence for many of 

the previously confirmed relationships between consumer-specific factors and showrooming 

behavior, maybe the study attempted to prove too many relationships without clearly 

focusing on a certain aspect. Other researchers could attempt to replicate the study or use 

some of the same factors to fix the problems with this study and improve the model. It is 

important to look at showrooming from different, more specific perspectives to properly 

investigate what are the main influences. There are also research opportunities within each 

of the consumer variables used here. For example, for shopping enjoyment, to shed light on 

the potential differences between e.g. hedonic vs utilitarian shoppers, shopping enthusiasts 

and uninterested shoppers could be compared more closely to see whether showrooming is 

more natural behavior for some consumer groups than others. 

In addition to different drivers, there could be many moderating effects at play when it comes 

to showrooming. For example, Arora et al (2017) studied and proved the moderating effect 

of multichannel self-efficacy on channel benefits and showrooming, showing that consumers 

with higher capability to use different channels are better equipped to exploit the benefits of 

those channels during their shopping process. Moderating effects were not included in this 

study due to its scope, but e.g. the moderating effect of multichannel self-efficacy or 

perceived behavioral control on different consumer tendencies and showrooming should be 



72 
 

investigated more, to see if e.g. price consciousness influences showrooming intentions 

differently for consumers high vs. low on multichannel skills. Future research could also 

consider situational variables and whether showrooming is a deliberate or case-dependent 

phenomenon; if a preferred product is for example out of stock, the only option might be to 

order online. This change of purchase channel for those who have initially intended to buy 

offline could be investigated.  

In future studies, more specific product groups could be tested to unearth more knowledge 

on the product types and their relationships to showrooming. In this study, one limitation 

was that the researched product categories were quite wide, and the role of product type and 

e.g. involvement are large areas of investigation themselves that require more detailed 

studies.  

One key issue when it comes to showrooming is the role of mobile; mobile devices are key 

enablers for showrooming, as they can be used while in-store to e.g. compare prices across 

different online stores. Again, due to the scope of this study, the role of mobile was not 

included in the research. Based on the current literature, the mobile trend is an important 

area of research that should be investigated in future studies (Arora et al, 2017).  

In addition to looking at showrooming alone and the mechanisms within it, the phenomenon 

could be researched in a broader context. One future research avenue that was mentioned 

earlier is to compare webrooming and showrooming behaviors. Specifically, since they are 

quite similar in the sense that they both fall under the umbrella concept of research shopping 

(Verhoef et al, 2007; Rapp et al, 2015) they differ in the direction and purpose of channels 

used during the shopping process, and therefore a comparison of the main consumer 

attributes driving each behavior could be investigated. As many studies have chosen to focus 

on one or the other or have not specified which type of research shopping is in question, a 

closer and simultaneous examination of both could uncover some useful insights for both 

academics and practitioners. As the general area of research shopping and free-riding is 

somewhat complex with many definitions and potential viewpoints, more detailed analysis 

into its specific forms and variations are called for as they would clarify the overall 

phenomena.  

As a final point, this study took a quantitative approach to investigate showrooming. 

Qualitative research methods could be used to validate the current findings and e.g. focus 

groups could potentially reveal consumer motivations that have not been discussed before. 



73 
 

All in all, showrooming is still quite under-researched area in consumer behavior, and there 

are many potential research avenues that need to be investigated and topics that should be 

revisited to better understand showrooming and its mechanisms. The challenge remains that 

the pace of development in the retail world is rapid as new technologies enable new 

behaviors and ways to shop, and academic research has a hard time keeping up with all these 

possibilities.  
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7. Conclusion 
 

The purpose of this research was to look at drivers of showrooming, a form of research 

shopping that has grown in popularity during the recent years. In showrooming, customers 

use an offline retailer’s location for information search, after which a purchase is made in 

the online channels. The topic was chosen since not much academic research to date has 

comprehensively laid out the mechanisms behind the phenomenon; only a few previous 

studies have dealt with showrooming drivers. At the time of this research, the study by Arora 

et al (2017) was the most comprehensive one to delve into this topic, and therefore it was 

used as a guide in this study. Also, because the general topic of channel switching and 

research shopping is quite complicated due to colorful terminology and different sub-

concepts, a closer look at one clear behavior was called for.  

The framework was built based on existing knowledge on showrooming, channel switching, 

research shopping and channel choice. The goal was to test and confirm the previously 

discovered relationships between some of the same variables in a different context, but also 

complement the current knowledge by testing a few different consumer variables and their 

potential influence on showrooming.  

This study succeeded in showing that during the showrooming process, consumers are 

motivated to turn to online channels to purchase because they can get price benefits and 

potentially utilize deals, because purchasing online is convenient for them and because the 

selection of products online is attractive. These contribute to their overall evaluation of 

online channels as good purchase avenue which is why they switch channels and finish their 

purchase online. The study also showed that the more favorable the consumers’ attitude 

towards showrooming is, the more likely they are to engage in it. Showrooming is especially 

common among younger consumer groups who also tend to have more favorable attitudes 

towards it. Most showroomed product categories were clothing, electronics, shoes and 

cosmetics, and in general showrooming is more common in high-involvement product 

categories than low-involvement ones.  

With these findings, this study managed to find support for four out of ten hypothesized 

relationships or mechanisms under investigation and at least partially answer the research 

questions. The study had some limitations that may have played a part in that many of the 

proposed relationships, some of which were confirmed by previous studies, were not 
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witnessed here. Future research should revisit the topic, build on this study and e.g. improve 

the model presented so that academic knowledge on the mechanisms of showrooming could 

be strengthened.  
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Appendix 
 

Appendix 1. Past showrooming & future showrooming intention by product 

category 

Product category 
Count, past 

SR 

Count, 
intention 

to SR 

% of 
respondents

/ past SR 

% of 
respondent 
/ intention 

to SR 

Clothing/apparel 97 111 44.3 % 50.7 % 

Electronics (computers, cameras, mobile phones) 94 123 42.9 % 56.2 % 

Shoes 85 121 38.8 % 55.3 % 

Cosmetics (Makeup, perfumes etc) 53 59 24.2 % 26.9 % 

None (I would not showroom) 47 30 21.5 % 13.7 % 

Sporting goods, fitness products 42 61 19.2 % 27.9 % 

Books 37 52 16.9 % 23.7 % 

Furniture 35 79 16.0 % 36.1 % 

Accessories (handbags, belts, scarves, wallets etc) 29 55 13.2 % 25.1 % 

Home appliances (dishwashers, refrigerators etc) 18 61 8.2 % 27.9 % 

Pet products 18 32 8.2 % 14.6 % 

Toys 17 21 7.8 % 9.6 % 

Kitchenware/cooking products 16 31 7.3 % 14.2 % 

Personal hygiene products (shampoo, soap, shaving 

products etc) 14 29 6.4 % 13.2 % 

Jewelry 11 28 5.0 % 12.8 % 

Baby/children’s products 10 20 4.6 % 9.1 % 

Food 9 20 4.1 % 9.1 % 

Household goods (cleaning supplies, laundry 

detergents etc) 7 15 3.2 % 6.8 % 

Garden supplies 5 18 2.3 % 8.2 % 

Other 4 6 1.8 % 2.7 % 

Beverages 3 17 1.4 % 7.8 % 

 

Appendix 2. Attitude towards showrooming across age groups. 

Age N Mean 
35 and under 160 4.90 

36+ 58 4.41 

Total 218 4.76 
Age group A, p=0.018 

Age N Mean 
35 and under 160 4.90 

36-50 43 4.59 
51-65 13 3.81 

66+ 2 4.38 

Total 218 4.76 
Age group B, p=0.030 
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Appendix 3. Perceived behavioral control by age group 

Age N Mean 
35 and under 160 5.82 

36-50 43 5.72 
51-65 13 5.42 

66+ 2 4.00 

Total 218 5.76 
Age group B, p=0.048 

 

Appendix 4. Online survey questions 
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