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Abstract

The innovations in the eld of e-commerce affect the presence, mode, procedures of working together and businesses, therefore 
affecting human lives. The potential development of web-based shopping in India, the difference in the number of Internet clients and 
the ones utilizing the same for web-based shopping is invariably huge. The reason for this investigation was to examine the inuence 
of millennial demographics on Consumer skepticism in an online shopping environment. The generational examination is being led as 
per the statistics that India will be the youngest country in the world with millennial's as the largest cohort by 2020. A sample of 250 
respondents was taken of which 238 responded and 201 were found to be relevant for conducting this research. Independent t-test was 
used to study the effect of gender while One-way ANOVA was used to study the effect of age, income and educational background. The 
results from tested hypothesis have been presented in this paper.

Keywords: Consumer skepticism, Demographics, Millennial Generation, Web purchases, ANOVA-Post Hoc. 

Introduction

Macro patterns are witnessed in the eld of virtual connections such as social, mobile, cloud, big data, and 
information technology. These trends are forging a new era of engagement and purchasers are eventually more 
problematic than the innovation itself. The web which began as an instrument for nding and dispersing data has 
turned into the most critical method for working together. The businesses therefore in order to survive need to 
incorporate web in their system. Due to rising opportunities in the eld of commerce, the numbers of services 
being offered over the internet have risen tremendously. Online selling has emerged as one of the most important 
services available through the internet. The rise of online shopping is visible at a compounded rate globally. 
India is unquestionably developing with this pattern yet the development is moderate and reception of web-
based shopping as a medium is yet presented with the test. Just 1 out 5 web clients shop in India shop 
electronically. Indeed, even among the individuals who shop online just 20% spend a noteworthy 60%-65% of 
their aggregate spends on the web (BCG-Google report, 2018).

All businesses want to grow sales beyond their initial client bases. The most important factor: a positive 
customer experience is critical to a company's brand. But old ways of engaging are failing with the proliferation 
of technology and devices, the customer is smarter and more powerful. They now decide when and how they 
want to interact. In this virtual world, the customer has limitless options where he can visit different websites as 
well as spend good time without actually buying anything. These customers are skeptics for reasons.

The current research focuses on the millennial generation and its skepticism, natives of this latest, digital, buyer-
driven, level, and an arranged world. To stay aware of the client needs it is important for online sites to 
comprehend the reasons for shoppers not buying through web and costs that come with clients switching to other 
ofine mediums. Understanding millennial demographic proles in relation to consumer doubts will help 
marketers in targeting them better while formulating strategies for customer acquisition or retaining the existing 
ones. 

Review of Literature

The current literature supports the relevance of demographic studies in consumer behavior and helped the 
researcher in identifying the gaps in existing studies. Fram & Grady (1997), in their study on population 
parameters of gender, location, age, education, and income found these factors to be important in predicting the 
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purchases held through the internet. Sultan and Henrichs, 2000 in their research found women to be the major 
online holiday season buyers. The conclusions also included that consumer's willingness and preference for 
adopting the Internet as a shopping medium is positively related to income, household size, and innovativeness. 
The study conducted in Hong Kong (Sin and Tse, 2002) explored that consumers who adopt online shopping 
have similar demographic proles, and they necessarily have to be more conscious towards time, self-condent, 
and heavy users of the Internet. Vijay, Sai. T. & Balaji, M. S. (2009), revealed that Consumers, all over the world, 
are increasingly shifting from the crowded stores to the one-click online shopping format. However, in spite of 
the convenience offered, online shopping is far from being the most preferred form of shopping in India. A 
survey among 150 internet users, including both users and non-users of online shopping, was carried out to 
understand why some purchase online while others do not. The results suggested that convenience and saving of 
time drive Indian consumers to shop online; while security and privacy concerns dissuade them from doing so. 
Sharma & Batra (2016) attempted to study the impact of demographic factors on online shopping behavior of 
consumers in Delhi. The ndings depicted a signicant difference in the online shopping behavior of the 
consumers in relation to age and gender whereas, the income of the consumers and their marital status were not 
found to have a signicant impact on the online shopping behavior. Anjana & Naidu (2016) studied the 
difference between men and women in online shopping. Though the numbers of online women buyers were less 
when compared to male online shoppers, they spent more time on searching all relevant information prior to 
making a buying decision. The paper also examined the other key factors (age, income, education qualication 
& working experience) which affect the buying motives of men and women for online shopping or e-shopping. 
The author could not nd any study related to consumer skepticism and its variables in context to the 
demographic proles of millennials. 

The construct of consumer skepticism 

Boush et al., (1994) suggested skepticism as doubting the intentions behind the assertions made. The 
philosophical meaning of skepticism is associated with doubt. For Sextus Empiricus, everything is elusive, 
nothing is certain and everything can be questioned. Skepticism is dened as a doctrine which establishes the 
"suspension of judgment" as its founding principle. In everyday usage, a skeptical mind is generally associated 
with someone who doubts "that which is not proven in an obvious way", but can also refer to someone "who 
displays disbelief regarding a particular event ". 

The given denitions of consumer skepticism suggest the unpleasantness or dissonance; a consumer faces about 
the belief or object, in the context of this paper the medium to be selected for making purchases. These meanings 
also imply that the information given to people is either false or assumed to be so. A negative inclination towards 
what is and what can exist. It is also evident from these denitions that a skeptic can be persuaded to accept the 
information based on proof without his/ her knowledge. The two important studies based on approaching 
skepticism from different perspectives Mohr et al., (1998), the dispositional approach, that considers skepticism 
as a durable characteristic of consumers, constructed in reaction to stimuli.  Ford et al., (1990) the situational 
approach, is more concerned with the situations that make consumers skeptical. The current study explains 
consumer skepticism as an inclination that can either be predisposed (trait) or context-induced (state). This 
becomes important in case of marketing studies as to know how skepticism interacts with the offer's 
characteristics and how characteristics of a consumer dene his way of looking at those offers.

Kanter & Mirvis (2003) detailed distinctions between skepticism and cynicism: "Skeptics are those who doubt 
the content of communications whereas cynics doubt both the intent and what is said ". Friestad & Wright (1999) 
elucidated skepticism as cognitive "divisions" of information. They established in their research that consumers 
treat any external message as a stereotype. Gunther (1992) explained that individuals develop different 
dispositions towards media based on communication made, including skepticism towards media information. 

The scale used by the researcher consisted of  5 dimensions which were  pilot tested on a sample of 117 
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respondents and was found to be valid and highly reliable. The Cronbach Alpha for a sample size of 201 
millennials was found to be highly reliable (20 items; α = 0.849) which indicated a strong internal consistency. 

Need for the Study

Online consumer behavior is a fairly new concept in India and there is a lot to understand regarding the way a 
consumer decides, especially millennials, because this generation will be the largest population in the country 
by 2020. There are various reasons for not adopting e-commerce to the extent to which internet is being used. 
The researcher was unable to nd any study on consumer skepticism or how it is inuenced by its various 
demographic variables in an online shopping environment. In order to bridge the gap, this study aims at 
examining the 5 dimensions of consumer skepticism and these are affected by the various demographic 
variables of the millennial cohort. 

Objectives of the study

The study has been undertaken keeping in view the following objectives:

 1.  To examine the various dimensions of skepticism in an online shopping environment.

 2.   To study the effect of demographic variables on skepticism and its variables.

Research Methodology

The present study aims to analyze the effect of demographic variables on consumer skepticism toward online 
shopping. Demographic variables have been studied as the independent variable whereas consumer skepticism 
has been considered as the dependent variable. The sample for the study has been drawn from millennial 
generation from the areas of Punjab, Gurugram, Chandigarh and Himachal Pradesh. The selection of 
respondents was done with the help of convenience and judgment sampling. Questionnaires were distributed to 
250 respondent's online using location preferences. The responses received were 238, of which only 201 could 
be used for further analysis yielding a response rate of 95.2% , 80.4% were eligible for usage. The responses 
collected through questionnaires were analyzed with the help of statistical tools such as mean, standard 
deviation, t-test, and one way ANOVA. All the calculations to arrive at the results of the study have been done 
with the help of SPSS. 

The study is empirical in nature has relied on both primary as well as secondary sources of data. Primary data 
were collected with the help of a well-designed questionnaire. Interpersonal interactions and observations have 
also been used for cross-checking the questionnaires. The secondary data has been collected from various 
reliable sources such as journals, periodicals, magazines, newspaper, past researches done in the eld, projects, 
internet, reports of Ministry of Commerce and many other such sources that have been found to be valid and 
reliable.

Hypothesis

Based on the review of the literature, the study has the following hypothesis relating to the demographic and 
online consumer skepticism variables.

H01: Gender does not have any effect on overall consumer skepticism in an online shopping environment.

 H01a: Gender does not have any effect on social risk 

 H01b: Gender does not have any effect on accord 

 H01c: Gender does not have any effect on entrustment 

 H01d: Gender does not have any effect on suspicion 

 H01e: Gender does not have any effect on impulsive buying behavior 

H02: Age does not have any effect on consumer skepticism and its variables in an online shopping environment. 



 H02a: Age does not have any effect on social risk 

 H02b: Age does not have any effect on accord 

 H02c: Age does not have any effect on entrustment 

 H02d: Age does not have any effect on suspicion

 H02e: Age does not have any effect on impulsive buying behavior 

H03: Educational Qualication does not have any effect on consumer skepticism and its variables in an online 
shopping environment. 

 H03a: Educational Qualication does not have any effect on social risk 

 H03b: Educational Qualication does not have any effect on accord 

 H03c: Educational Qualication does not have any effect on entrustment 

 H03d: Educational Qualication does not have any effect on suspicion 

 H03e: Educational Qualication does not have any effect on impulsive buying behavior 

H04: Income does not have any effect on consumer skepticism and its variables in an online shopping 
environment. 

 H04a: Income does not have any effect on social risk 

 H04b: Income does not have any effect on accord 

 H04c: Income does not have any effect on entrustment 

 H04d: Income does not have any effect on suspicion 

 H04e: Income does not have any effect on impulsive buying behavior 

Instrument used

The rst section of the questionnaire started with a set of demographic questions relating to the respondent's age, 
gender, designation, educational qualication, and income of the individual. This was followed by the second 
section which measured consumer skepticism a 20-item CSTOD Scale devised by the researcher to measure 
skepticism in an online environment. These ve dimensions are
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 Impulse buying relates to low regard for costs, consequence, high pleasure, low self-control, and    
spontaneity. Consumer skepticism and impulse buying are linked to shoppers who have less 
persuasion knowledge and low involvement towards the functional value of their web purchases. 
The current study will focus on studying the demographic traits and their effect on impulse buying 
behavior. (4 Items, α = 0.842) 

Social Risk is the uncertainty in the buyer's mind regarding online shopping acceptability by other 
people or groups. Social inuence has always been an important factor in a person's predisposition. 
Consumer skepticism and its dimension social risk can be impacted either way by demographic 
variables. (4 Items, α = 0.701) 

The accord means being in harmony with what exists. Online shopping involves the uses web, a 
phenomenon with no actual owner. It is the commercialization and popularization of the Internet that 
has put online businesses on the top of public, political, economic and legal agenda. Accord can be 
impacted by demographics as a double-edged sword, as skeptics wish the cyber world were a safer 
platform for online shoppers or they do not care about it at all. (4 Items, α = 0.819) 

Entrustment means to trust with responsibility. This dimension of skepticism denotes that  trust is 
built over time and  progressively  accumulates  but  can  decline  in a  drastic manner if the 
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Source: Author's calculations based on primary data.

  

 
Demographics of Respondents  

 
Description 

 
Frequency 
 

Percentage 

 
Gender
 

 
Male

 

Female
 

 
130

 

71
 

 
64.7

 

35.3
 

 
 

Age

 

 

17 -
 

22
 

23 -

 

27

 

28 -

 

32

 

33 -

 

37

 

 

83
 

79

 

28

 

11

 

 

43.3
 

39.3

 

13.9

 

5.5

 

     
 

Educational Qualication

 

 

Higher Secondary

Graduate

Post - Graduate

Doctorate & Above

 

 

  

 

 

 

 
 

Income

 

 

28

80

89

4

13.9

39.8

44.3

2

53

31

17

100

26.4

15.4

8.5

49.8

Below 5000 (A)

5000-10000 (B)

10000-15000 ©

Above 15000 (D)

expectations are not met. This dimension may or may not be affected by demographic variables. (5 
Items, α = 0.776) 

Suspicion means suspecting online shopping to be wrong, harmful, or has some hidden motives. The 
current paper will study how suspicion is impacted by demographic variables. (3 Items, α = 0.695)

The reliability of the scale for the study was determined with the help of Cronbach Alpha. The Cronbach Alpha 
for a sample size of  201 respondents was found to be highly reliable (20 items;  α = 0.843) 

Table 1: Demographic prole of Respondents N = 201
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5.

Table 1 shows the demographic prole of the respondents where 130 (64.7%) are males and 71 (35.3%) are 
females. It shows that 83 (43.3%) respondents fall under the age group of 17-22 and 79 belong to the age group 
of 23-27 (39.3%) years, 28 (13.9%) respondents fall in the age bracket 28-32 years and only 11 (5.5%) were 
between 33-37 years of age. The sample prole shows that most of the respondents were post-graduates 
followed by graduates. Respondents with the highest qualication as Higher Secondary were 28 (13.9%) in 
number, of which 89 (44.3%) were postgraduates, the number of graduates was 80 (39.8%) and only 4 (2%) 
were doctorates and above. 100 (49.8%) had an income of more than 15000, respondents with an income below 
5000 were 53 (26.4%), respondents with an income of 5000-10000 were 31(15.4%) and income of 10000-
15000 17 (8.5%).

Consumer Skepticism of Millennial Generation

Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics of consumer skepticism (N=201). The table displays the mean, and 
standard deviation values for the ve dimensions, viz., social risk, accord, suspicion, entrustment, and impulse 
buying behavior



 
Table 3: Independent Samples T test for Gender vis a vis consumer skepticism and its dimensions (N=201)   

 Levene’s Test for

Equality of Variances

t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df Sig.

(2-

tailed

)

Mean

Differen

ce 

Social Risk
 

Equal variances assumed
 
.027

 
.869

 
-1.303

 
199

 
.194 -.14559

 
.1117

 
-.3658 .07470

       Accord

  

1.432

 

.233

 

.377

 

199

 

.706

 

.04163

 

.1103

 

-.1760 .25932

       Suspicion

 
 

.040

 

.843

 

-1.158

 

199

 

.248

 

-.14789

 

.1277

 

-.3998 .10404

      
Entrustment

 

Equal variances assumed

  

4.279

 

.063

 

-.339

 

199

 

.735

 

-.03562

 

.10501

 

-.2427 .17145

Std.

Error

Differe

nce 

95%

Condence

Interval of the

Difference

Lower    Upper

Equal variances assumed

Equal variances assumed

Table 2: Descriptives

Dimensions of Skepticism  N Mean Standard Deviation 

Social Risk 201 2.59 0.758 

Accord 201 3.74 0.746 

Suspicion 201 3.21 0.866 

Entrustment 201 3.39 0.710 

Impulse buying behavior 201 3.45 0.901 

Overall Consumer Skepticism 201 3.56 0.534

Source: Author's calculations based on primary data. 
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The information analyzed in the table - 2 shows that the mean of Social risk is 2.59 with a deviation of 0.758 
which implies that social risk varies over the population but its impact on skepticism is comparatively lower to 
other dimensions. The mean value of accord is 3.74 and is highest among all the dimensions with standard 
deviation of 0.746 implying that it is a strong factor for measuring skepticism. Suspicion is also an important 
variable to measure skepticism with the mean value of 3.21 and deviation of 0.866, Entrustment has a mean of 
3.39 with a standard deviation 0.710 and impulsive buying behavior has a mean of 3.45 with the standard 
deviation of 0.901. It is evident from the table that overall consumer skepticism in millennials has a mean of 3.56 
and a standard deviation of 0.564 which shows a fair amount of skepticism prevalent in the sample population.

Effect of Demographic Variables on Consumer Skepticism

The mean score calculated for social risk for females is higher (M=2.69, SD= .760), accord is higher in case of 
males (M= 3.76, SD= .691) the mean score of suspicion is higher for females (M= 3.31, SD= .846), entrustment 
for females (M=3.41, SD= .879) and impulse buying in case of females is higher (M=3.63, SD= .921), Overall 
skepticism is also higher in females (M=3.35, SD= .521). This implies that sense of accord is higher in males but 
in the case of females' perception of social risk, suspicion, entrustment, impulse buying, and overall skepticism 
is higher. Independent sample t-test was run to measure the signicant difference in the various dimensions 
of consumer skepticism among males and females. 

   
Impulsive 
Buying 
Behaviour

 

Equal variances assumed .000 .989

 

-2.021 199 .045 -.26682

 

.1320

 

-.5271 .00650

 
  Skepticism Equal variances assumed .002 .960

 

-1.451 199 .148 -.11086

 

.0763

 

-.2614

 

.03978

Source: Author's calculations based on primary data.



Accord  

Between Groups

Within Groups  109.889 197 .558   

Total  111.437 200    

Between Groups  5.678 3 1.893 2.581 .055 
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Table 3 depicts the result of homogeneity of variance using Levene's test which is non-signicant in this table 
(i.e., p>0.05), hence the variances are roughly equal and assumption of homoscedasticity is tenable. The rows 
measuring "Equal Variance Assumed" is checked for the value signicance or p-value. In case of Social risk 
(p=.195), Accord (p=.706), Suspicion(p=.248), entrustment (p=.735) and overall consumer skepticism 
(p=.148), do not differ signicantly according to gender however in case of impulse buying behavior value of 
(p=.045) which suggests signicant difference for impulse buying behavior in males and females. 

Hence the assumptions and sub-hypothesis are 

H01: Gender does not have any effect on consumer skepticism and their variable in an online shopping 
environment is accepted. 

H01a: Gender does not have any effect on social risk is accepted 

H01b: Gender does not have any effect on accord is accepted 

H01c: Gender does not have any effect on entrustment is accepted 

H01d: Gender does not have any effect on suspicion is accepted 

H01e: Gender does not have any effect on impulsive buying behavior is rejected. 

Hence, the alternate hypothesis; HA1e: Gender has an effect on impulsive buying behavior. 

To further evaluate the effect of gender on impulse buying behavior, Cohen's d was calculated using the outputs 
from SPSS. Cohen's d is an appropriate effect size for the comparison between two means. 

Cohen's d = (3.6303 - 3.3635) ⁄ 0.900865 = 0.29616 

The value of Cohen's d of 0.296, it represents a fair sized effect (Cohen, 1977). Hence, it is assumed that 29.6 % 
of females are more impulsive than males while shopping online. This is in line with the study gender 
differences in impulsive buying the value hedonic shopping for female's d in this study was 0.54 in comparison 
to men and they found a signicant relation of impulsive buying for females is high (Tifferet & Herstein, 2012) 

One Way ANOVA for Age vis-a-vis Consumer Skepticism 

The mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) were calculated with respect to age. The dimension of social risk 
(M=3.18, SD=.627) is the highest for the age of 28-32 years. Accord, suspicion & entrustment is highest for 
the age of 33- 37 respectively (M= 3.90, SD=1.11), (M=3.72, SD=1.15) & (M=3.67, SD=1.15). Impulsive 
buying behavior is highest for the age of 17-22 years (M=3.57, SD= .892). Overall skepticism is highest for 
the age of 33-37 years (M=3.47, SD= .678). These dimensions were further checked for the assumption of 
homogeneity of variance the results were found to be non-signicant. Hence, one-way ANOVA was 
applied.  
Table 4: ANOVA  

 Sum of Squares Df  Mean Square  F Sig. 

Social Risk 

Between Groups 6.295 3 2.098 3.802 .011

Within Groups 108.715 197 .552  

Total 115.010 200   

 1.548 3 .516 .925 .430 
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Suspicion  Within Groups  144.468 197 .733   
Total  150.146 200    

Entrustment  
Between Groups  3.515 3 1.172 2.372 .072 
Within Groups  97.309 197 .494   
Total  100.824 200    

Impulsive buying 
Behaviour  

Between Groups  5.776 3 1.925 2.420 .067 
Within Groups  156.739 197 .796   
Total  162.516 200    

Skepticism
Between Groups  1.148 3 .383 1.430 .235 
Within Groups  52.740 197 .268   
Total  53.888 200    

Table 4 depicts results of ANOVA between demographic variable age and consumer skepticism and its 
dimensions. In case of Social risk (p= .011), Accord (p=.430), Suspicion (p=.055), entrustment (p=.072), 
impulse buying behavior value of (p=.067) and overall consumer skepticism (p=.235), which suggest that only 
social risk is signicant whereas other variables do not differ signicantly according to Age. 

Hence, the null hypothesis and sub null hypothesis of the dimensions of consumer skepticism:

H02: Age does not have any effect on consumer skepticism and its variable in an online shopping environment is 
accepted 

H02a: Age does not have any effect on social risk is rejected. 

The alternate hypothesis HA2a Age has an effect on social risk is accepted 

H02b: Age does not have any effect on accord is accepted 

H02c: Age does not have any effect on entrustment is accepted 

H02d: Age does not have any effect on suspicion is accepted 

H02e: Age does not have any effect on impulsive buying behavior is accepted

The Post hoc test makes pairwise comparisons to contrast the different combinations of age with respect to 
social risk. These pairwise comparisons control the family-wise error rates in signicance for each test such that 
overall Type I error (α) across all comparisons remain .05. 

 
Table 5: Post Hoc Games Howell Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable:   Social Risk  

Games-Howell  
 

(I) Dem3
 

(J) Dem3
 

Mean Difference 

(I -J)

 Std. Error
 

Sig.
 

95% Condence Interval
 

Lower Bound

 

Upper Bound

 

17 -22

 
23-27

 

-.19346

 

.11560

 

.341 -.4938 .1069

 

28-32

 

-.53636* .13818

 

.000 -.9041

 

-.1686
    

33-37 -.05422 .34451 .999 -1.0925 .9841

23 -27

 

17-22

 

.19346 .11560

 

.341

 

-.1069

 

.4938
28-32

 

-.34290 .14951

 

.111

 

-.7378

 

.0520
33-37

 

.13924 .34921

 

.978

 

-.9042

 

1.1826

28 -32

 
 

17-22

 

.53636* .13818

 

.000

 

.1686

 

.9041

    
    
     

23-27 .34290 .14951 .111 -.0520 .7378
33-37 .48214 .35732 .551 -.5718 1.5361

     

 

33 -37
17-22 .05422 .34451 .999 -.9841 1.0925
23-27 -.13924 .34921 .978 -1.1826 .9042
28-32 -.48214 .35732 .551 -1.5361 .5718

*. The mean difference is signicant at the 0.05 level.

Source: Author's calculations based on primary data.

 



Table 6: ANOVA  

 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

Social Risk

 Between Groups
 

.472
 

3
 

.157
 

.271
 

.846
 

Within Groups

 

114.537

 

197

 

.581

   

Total

 

115.010

 

200

    

Accord

 Between Groups

 

5.485

 

3

 

1.828

 

3.400

 

.019

 

Within Groups

 

105.952

 

197

 

.538

   

Total

 

111.437

 

200

    

Suspicion

 
Between Groups

 

4.745

 

3

 

1.582

 

2.143

 

.096

 

Within Groups

 

145.400

 

197

 

.738

   

Total

 

150.146

 

200

    

Entrustment

 

Between Groups

 

3.229

 

3

 

1.0 76

 

2.172

 

.093

 

Within Groups

 

97.595

 

197

 

.495

   

Total

 

100.824

 

200

    

ImpulsiveBuying 

Behaviour

 

Between Groups

 

13.197

 

3

 

4.399

 

5.804

 

.001

 

Within Groups

 

149.319

 

197

 

.758

   

Total

 

162.516

 

200

    

Skepticism

 

Between Groups

 

3.843

 

3

 

1.281

 

5.042

 

.002

 

Withi n Groups

 

50.045

 

197

 

.254

   

Total

 

53.888

 

200

    

Source: Author's calculations based on primary data.
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The Games Howell post hoc test was used as it does not assume equal variances. It is also a powerful procedure 
when sample sizes are small and different. The procedure was applied to age groups and social risk (Table 5) 
where we can see that age group 17-22 and 28-32 are signicantly (p<0.001) different from each other. The 
signicance is measured at .001 level in order to avoid type I error which can increase in multiple comparisons. 

One Way ANOVA for Educational Background vis-a-vis Consumer Skepticism

The mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) of dimension of social risk (M=2.87, SD=1.45) is highest for the 
individuals with highest qualication of doctoral and above, (M= 3.89, SD=.661) for accord was highest for 
postgraduate millennials, suspicion (M= 3.52, SD=.793) &Impulse buying behavior (M=3.68, SD=1.00) for 
respondents with the higher secondary as education background was highest. Entrustment was highest for the 
postgraduates (M=3.49, SD=.682). Overall skepticism was highest for respondents with higher secondary as 
their educational background (M=3.43, SD= .473). The dimensions were further checked for the assumption of 
homogeneity of variance and the results were found to be non-signicant. Hence, one-way ANOVA was 
applied. 

Table 6 depicts ANOVA between educational background and consumer skepticism and its dimensions. In 
case of Social risk (p= .846), Accord (p=.019), Suspicion (p=.096), entrustment (p=.093), impulse buying 
behavior value of (p=.001) and overall consumer skepticism (p=.002), which suggest that accord, impulsive 
buying behavior, and consumer skepticism is signicant whereas other variables do not differ signicantly 
according to educational background. 

Hence, the null hypothesis: 



Table 7: Hochberg Post hoc multiple comparisons test

Dependent Variable  (I) Dem4 (J) Dem4 Mean 
Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Condence 
Interval 

Lower 
Bound

Upper 
Bound

Social Risk  

Higher 
Secondary 

Graduate .06563  .16743 .999 -.3792 .5104 
Post Graduate .00983  .16522 1.000 -.4291 .4487 
Doctoral and 
above 

-.25000  .40757 .990 -1.3327 .8327 

Graduate 

Higher 
Secondary 

-.06563  .16743 .999 -.5104 .3792 

Post Graduate -.05579  .11747 .998 -.3679 .2563 
Doctoral and 
above 

-.31563  .39067 .961 -1.3534 .7222 

Post Graduate 

Higher 
Secondary 

-.00983  .16522 1.000 -.4487 .4291 

Graduate .05579  .11747 .998 -.2563 .3679 
Doctoral and 
above 

-.25983  .38972 .985 -1.2952 .7755 

Doctoral and 
above 

Higher 
Secondary 

.25000  .40757 .990 -.8327 1.3327 

Graduate .31563  .39067 .961 -.7222 1.3534 
Post Graduate .25983  .38972 .985 -.7755 1.2952 

Accord  

Higher 
Secondary 

Graduate .26116  .16103 .488 -.1666 .6889 
Post Graduate -.05678  .15891 1.000 -.4789 .3654 
Doctoral and 
above 

.58929  .39200 .576 -.4521 1.6307 

Graduate 
Higher 
Secondary 

-.26116  .16103 .488 -.6889 .1666 

Post Graduate -.31794  .11299 .032 -.6181 -.0178 

H03: Educational Qualication does not have any effect on consumer skepticism in an online shopping 
environment is rejected. 

We accept the alternate hypothesis HA3: Educational Qualication has an effect on consumer skepticism in an 
online environment

H03a: Educational Qualication does do not have any effect on social risk is accepted 

H03b: Educational Qualication does not have any effect on accord is rejected. 

We accept the alternate hypothesis HA3b Educational Qualication has an effect on accord is accepted. 

H03c: Educational Qualication does not have any effect on entrustment is accepted 

H03d: Educational Qualication does not have any effect on suspicion is accepted 

H03e: Educational Qualication does not have any effect on impulsive buying behavior is rejected. 

We accept the alternate hypothesis HA3e Educational Qualication has an effect on impulsive buying behavior is 
accepted.

Hochberg’s Post hoc test is used when the subgroup sizes are unequal but the assumed population variances are 
same. The following test depicts the same 

10
           

                      
               

JanuaryApeejay Journal of Management & Technology 

Doctoral and 
above

.32813 .37574 .944 -.6700 1.3263 

Higher 
Secondary

.05678 .15891 1.000 -.3654 .4789 
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Post Graduate Graduate .31794 .11299 .032 .0178 .6181 
Doctoral and 
above 

.64607 .37483 .416 -.3497 1.6418 

Doctoral and 
above 

Higher 
Secondary 

-.58929 .39200 .576 -1.6307 .4521 

Graduate -.32813 .37574 .944 -1.3263 .6700 
Post Graduate -.64607 .37483 .416 -1.6418 .3497 

Suspicion 

Higher 
Secondary 

Graduate .45298 .18864 .099 -.0482 .9541 
Post Graduate .25789 .18615 .664 -.2366 .7524 
Doctoral and 
above 

.52381 .45921 .827 -.6961 1.7437 

Graduate 

Higher 
Secondary 

-.45298 .18864 .099 -.9541 .0482 

Post Graduate -.19508 .13236 .598 -.5467 .1565 
Doctoral and 
above 

.07083 .44016 1.000 -1.0985 1.2402 

Post Graduate 

Higher 
Secondary 

-.25789 .18615 .664 -.7524 .2366 

Graduate .19508 .13236 .598 -.1565 .5467 
Doctoral and 
above 

.26592 .43910 .991 -.9006 1.4324 

Doctoral and 
above 

Higher 
Secondary 

-.52381 .45921 .827 -1.7437 .6961 

Graduate -.07083 .44016 1.000 -1.2402 1.0985 
Post Graduate -.26592 .43910 .991 -1.4324 .9006 

Entrustment 

Higher 
Secondary 

Graduate .22571 .15455 .608 -.1849 .6363 
Post Graduate -.01091 .15251 1.000 -.4161 .3942 
Doctoral and 
above 

.48571 .37622 .731 -.5137 1.4852 

Graduate 

Higher 
Secondary 

-.22571 .15455 .608 -.6363 .1849 

Post Graduate -.23663 .10844 .168 -.5247 .0514 
Doctoral and 
above 

.26000 .36062 .978 -.6980 1.2180 

Post Graduate 

Higher 
Secondary 

.01091 .15251 1.000 -.3942 .4161 

Graduate .23663 .10844 .168 -.0514 .5247 
Doctoral and 
above 

.49663 .35975 .667 -.4591 1.4523 

Doctoral and 
above 

Higher 
Secondary 

-.48571 .37622 .731 -1.4852 .5137 

Graduate -.26000 .36062 .978 -1.2180 .6980 
Post Graduate -.49663 .35975 .667 -1.4523 .4591 

Impulsive Buying 
Behaviour 

Higher 
Secondary 

Graduate .51875 .19117 .043 .0109 1.0266 
Post Graduate .01896 .18864 1.000 -.4822 .5201 
Doctoral and 
above 

.75000 .46536 .495 -.4863 1.9863 

Graduate 

Higher 
Secondary 

-.51875 .19117 .043 -1.0266 -.0109 

Post Graduate -.49979 .13413 .002 -.8561 -.1435 
Doctoral and 
above

.23125 .44606 .996 -.9537 1.4162 

Higher 
Secondary

-.01896 .18864 1.000 -.5201 .4822 
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Post Graduate Graduate .49979 .13413 .002 .1435 .8561 
Doctoral and 
above 

.73104 .44498 .473 -.4511 1.9132 

Doctoral and 
above 

Higher 
Secondary 

-.75000 .46536 .495 -1.9863 .4863 

Graduate -.23125 .44606 .996 -1.4162 .9537 
Post Graduate -.73104 .44498 .473 -1.9132 .4511 

Skepticism  

Higher 
Secondary 

Graduate .30485 .11067 .038 .0108 .5989 
Post Graduate .04380 .10921 .999 -.2463 .3339 
Doctoral and 
above 

.41976 .26941 .535 -.2959 1.1355 

Graduate 

Higher 
Secondary 

-.30485 .11067 .038 -.5989 -.0108 

Post Graduate -.26105 .07765 .006 -.4673 -.0548 
Doctoral and 
above 

.11492 .25823 .998 -.5711 .8009 

Post Graduate 

Higher 
Secondary 

-.04380 .10921 .999 -.3339 .2463 

Graduate .26105 .07765 .006 .0548 .4673 
Doctoral and 
above 

.37596 .25761 .609 -.3084 1.0603 

Doctoral and 
above 

Higher 
Secondary 

-.41976 .26941 .535 -1.1355 .2959 

Graduate -.11492 .25823 .998 -.8009 .5711 
Post Graduate -.37596 .25761 .609 -1.0603 .3084

Source: Author’s Own Calculations

 

 

Table: 8 ANOVA 

 Sum of 
Squares

Df Mean Square  F Sig. 

Social Risk 

Between Groups 11.584 3 3.861 7.355 .000

Within Groups 103.426 197 .525   

Total 115.010 200    

Accord 

Between Groups 4.533 3 1.511 2.784 .042

Within Groups 106.904 197 .543   

Total 111.437 200    

Table 7 helps in understanding the student range statistic to make all of the pairwise comparisons between 
groups. The results revealed that there is no signicant difference between the paired comparisons as 
(p>0.001) for all the groups. 

One Way ANOVA for Income vis-a-vis Consumer Skepticism

The calculated mean (M) and standard deviation (SD) for the dimension of social risk (M=2.78, SD=.801) 
are highest for the individuals with income above 15000 and (M= 4.08, SD=.572) for Accord, Suspicion 
(M= 3.2045, SD=.9), Entrustment (M=3.62, SD=.699). Impulse buying Behaviour (M=3.89, SD=.790) and 
Consumer Skepticism (M=3.48, SD= .440) were highest for respondents with income between 10,000-
15,000. The dimensions were further checked for the assumption of homogeneity of variance the results 
were found to be non-signicant. Therefore, one-way ANOVA was applied. 

Suspicion

Between Groups  3.778 3 1.259 1.695 .169 

Within Groups  146.368 197 .743   

Total 150.146 200    

Between Groups  2.342 3 .781 1.561 .200 
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Entrustment Within Groups 98.482 197 .500   

Total 100.824 200    

Impulsi Buying 

Behaviour 

Between Groups  13.270 3 4.423 5.839 .001 

Within Groups 149.245 197 .758   

Total 162.516 200    

Consumer Skepticism  

Between Groups  4.636 3 1.545 6.181 .000 

Within Groups 49.252 197 .250   

Total 53.888 200    

Source: Author's calculations based on primary data.  

 
Table 9: Post Hoc Multiple Comparisons  
 Hochberg  
Dependent 
Variable 

(I) Dem5 (J) Dem5 Mean 
Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 
Error 

Sig. 95% Condence 
Interval  

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Social Risk Below 5000 
5000-10000 .49087 .16383 .018  .0556 .9261 

10000-15000 .22142 .20196 .851  -.3151 .7579 

Table 8 depicts  ANOVA between Income and consumer skepticism and its dimensions. In case of Social risk 
(p= .000), Accord (p=.042), Suspicion (p=.169), entrustment (p=.200), impulse buying behavior value of 
(p=.001) and overall consumer skepticism (p=.000), which suggest that Social risk, Accord, impulsive buying 
behavior, and consumer skepticism is signicant whereas other variables do not differ signicantly according to 
the income of respondents. 

The null hypothesis and sub null hypothesis: 

H04: Income does not have any effect on consumer skepticism and its variable in an online shopping 
environment is rejected 

The alternate hypothesis HA4: Income has an effect on consumer skepticism and its variable in an online 
shopping environment is accepted

H04a: Income does not have any effect on social risk is rejected 

The alternate hypothesis HA4a Income has an effect on social risk is accepted 

H04b: Income does not have any effect on accord is rejected 

The alternate hypothesis HA4b Income has an on accord is accepted 

H04c: Income does not have any effect on entrustment is accepted 

H04d: Income does not have any effect on suspicion is accepted 

H04e: Income does not have any effect on impulsive buying behavior is rejected

The alternate hypothesis HA4e Income has an effect on impulsive buying behavior is accepted 

Hochberg’s Post hoc test was further applied to understand the studentized range statistic to make all of the 
pairwise comparisons between groups as the sample sized were different but variances were equal.

5000-10000 

10000-15000

Above 15000 -.18123 .12311 .599  -.5083 .1458 
Below 5000 -.49087 .16383 .018  -.9261 -.0556 

10000-15000 -.26945 .21867 .771  -.8504 .3115 
Above 15000 -.67210 .14895 .000  -1.0678 -.2764 

 
Below 5000 -.22142 .20196 .851  -.7579 .3151 
5000-10000 .26945 .21867 .771  -.3115 .8504 

Above 15000 -.40265 .19009 .193  -.9076 .1023 
Below 5000 .18123 .12311 .599  -.1458 .5083 
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Above 15000 5000-10000 .67210 .14895 .000 .2764 1.0678 
10000-15000 .40265 .19009 .193 -.1023 .9076 

Accord 

Below 5000 
5000-10000 .32943 .16657 .260 -.1131 .7719 

10000-15000 -.29107 .20533 .640 -.8365 .2544 
Above 15000 .04467 .12516 1.000 -.2878 .3772 

5000-10000 
Below 5000 -.32943 .16657 .260 -.7719 .1131 

10000-15000 -.62049 .22232 .034 -1.2111 -.0299 
Above 15000 -.28476 .15143 .315 -.6870 .1175 

10000-15000 
Below 5000 .29107 .20533 .640 -.2544 .8365 
5000-10000 .62049 .22232 .034 .0299 1.2111 

Above 15000 .33574 .19326 .406 -.1777 .8491 

Above 15000 
Below 5000 -.04467 .12516 1.000 -.3772 .2878 
5000-10000 .28476 .15143 .315 -.1175 .6870 

10000-15000 -.33574 .19326 .406 -.8491 .1777 

Suspicion 

Below 5000 
5000-10000 .37452 .19490 .291 -.1432 .8923 

10000-15000 -.13023 .24026 .995 -.7685 .5080 
Above 15000 .11075 .14645 .972 -.2783 .4998 

5000-10000 
Below 5000 -.37452 .19490 .291 -.8923 .1432 

10000-15000 -.50474 .26014 .280 -1.1958 .1863 
Above 15000 -.26376 .17719 .587 -.7345 .2070 

10000-15000 
Below 5000 .13023 .24026 .995 -.5080 .7685 
5000-10000 .50474 .26014 .280 -.1863 1.1958 

Above 15000 .24098 .22613 .867 -.3597 .8417 

Above 15000 
Below 5000 -.11075 .14645 .972 -.4998 .2783 
5000-10000 .26376 .17719 .587 -.2070 .7345 

10000-15000 -.24098 .22613 .867 -.8417 .3597 

Entrustment 

Below 5000 
5000-10000 .26147 .15987 .478 -.1632 .6862 

10000-15000 -.15560 .19708 .965 -.6791 .3679 
Above 15000 .09992 .12013 .955 -.2192 .4191 

5000-10000 
Below 5000 -.26147 .15987 .478 -.6862 .1632 

10000-15000 -.41708 .21338 .273 -.9839 .1498 
Above 15000 -.16155 .14535 .843 -.5477 .2246 

10000-15000 
Below 5000 .15560 .19708 .965 -.3679 .6791 
5000-10000 .41708 .21338 .273 -.1498 .9839 

Above 15000 .25553 .18549 .670 -.2372 .7483 

Above 15000 
Below 5000 -.09992 .12013 .955 -.4191 .2192 
5000-10000 .16155 .14535 .843 -.2246 .5477 

10000-15000 -.25553 .18549 .670 -.7483 .2372 

Impulsive Buying 
Behaviour 

Below 5000 
5000-10000 .68944 .19681 .003 .1666 1.2123 

10000-15000 -.17536 .24261 .977 -.8199 .4691 
Above 15000 .34670 .14789 .114 -.0462 .7396 

5000-10000 
Below 5000 -.68944 .19681 .003 -1.2123 -.1666 

10000-15000 -.86480 .26268 .007 -1.5626 -.1670 
Above 15000 -.34274 .17893 .294 -.8181 .1326 

10000-15000 
Below 5000 .17536 .24261 .977 -.4691 .8199 
5000-10000 .86480 .26268 .007 .1670 1.5626 

Above 15000 .52206 .22834 .131 -.0845 1.1287 
Above 15000 Below 5000 -.34670  .14789 .114 -.7396 .0462 

5000-10000 .34274 .17893  .294 -.1326 .8181 
10000-15000 -.52206 .22834  .131 -1.1287 .0845 

Below 5000 
5000-10000 .42915 .11306  .001 .1288 .7295 

10000-15000 -.10617 .13937  .971 -.4764 .2641 
Above 15000 .08416 .08495  .902 -.1415 .3099

Below 5000 -.42915 .11306  .001 -.7295 -.1288
5000-10000  10000-15000  -.53531  .15090  .003  -.9362  -.1344 
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Skepticism  
Above 15000 -.34498 .10279 .006 -.6180 -.0719 

10000-15000 
Below 5000 .10617 .13937 .971 -.2641 .4764 
5000-10000 .53531 .15090 .003 .1344 .9362 

Above 15000 .19033 .13117 .615 -.1581 .5388 

Above 15000 
Below 5000 -.08416 .08495 .902 -.3099 .1415 
5000-10000 .34498 .10279 .006 .0719 .6180 

10000-15000 -.19033 .13117 .615 -.5388 .1581 

Source: Author’s Own Calculations  

 

Table 9 depicts Social risk was found to be signicantly different for the groups of people with income between 
5000-1000 and above 15000 (p<.001). Consumer Skepticism was signicant for individuals with income 
between below 5000 and 5000-10000(p<.001). 

Conclusion

The study empirically investigated the Consumer skepticism of millennial online shoppers and analyzed the 
inuence of various demographic variables on online shopper's skepticism and its various dimensions. The 
major ndings of the study reveal that various variables of consumer skepticism, for example, impulsive buying 
behavior is affected by age, income and educational background, social risk is inuenced by age and income, 
accord is impacted by educational background & income, entrustment is inuenced by income, overall 
skepticism is affected by educational background and income. Suspicion is the only variable which is not 
affected by any demographic consideration. 

It is further revealed that demographic variables inuence consumer skepticism to a considerable extent. This 
study has produced some preliminary insights on the inuence that demographic variables have on skepticism 
of millennials. Keeping in view the importance of consumer skepticism for both individuals and organizations, 
the growth and survival of the e-commerce industry in India depends on how millennials shopping patterns can 
change. The segmentation of products has been a function of demographics where this study can prove helpful 
for the marketers. The present study also holds a lot of scopes for future researchers to carry forward more work 
in the eld of e-commerce covering the various other variables and their relation to consumer skepticism. 

Limitations

The foremost limitation of the study is the generalization as the sample size was small. Further, the reasons for 
the impact have not been discussed in this study which can become a scope for future researches. The study only 
focuses on consumer skepticism in online systems and ignores other factors like features, brands, services 
offered etc. The study does not include the mediators or moderators, for example, online reviews which could 
have helped in better understanding of online skepticism.
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