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ABSTRACT

Title of Thesis: Fashion Consumers’ Views and Evaluation On Social Media As A
Tool For Online Advertisement: A Sample Case On Sakarya University Students
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The Purpose of this study was to investigate on the impact of social media on fashion consumers. In
the last decade, social media has been playing an important role in fashion business by creating a new
dimension of marketing and permitting to brands to introduce products and services online. Today,
many fashion brands, especially fast fashion attract consumers on social media via advertisement. In
fact, the emergence of social media in fashion changed the way of communication between brands and
consumers. On one hand, it brings consumers to the brand closely, facilitates interaction and increase
trustiness and loyalty. On another hand, it gives consumers an opportunity to discuss and evaluate
products and services from different perspectives. Recently, with the increase usage of internet,
consumers spend a lot of time exploring fashion products on social media. However, since the
integration of social media in fashion marketing, a significant impact on people’s lives style can be
seen. Therefore, it has become crucial to know the degree of change that social media made in
consumers’ life. The study contributes to a further theoretical understanding of social media‘s impact
on fashion consumer’s behavior. The research included Sakarya University Students those are fashion
consumers and social media users from communication and media department. The data collected from
participants was analyzed and interpreted by SPSS frequency. To reach the target, the research method
used is survey. It is useful to reach a large number of individual and it can provide quantitative data
related with consumers.

Keywords: Social Media, Consumer, Fashion, Fashion Consumer, Consumer
Behavior, Advertisement, Social Media Advertisement.
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OZET

Bashk: Online Reklam Araci Olarak Sosyal Medyada Moda Tiiketicilerin
Goriismeleri ve Degerlendirmeleri: Sakarya Universitesi Ogrencileri Ornegi

Yazar: Chamssoudine Bahari TAMOUDE

Damisman: Prof. Dr. Aytekin ISMAN

Kabul Tarihi: 29.06.2021 Sayfa Sayisi: xviii (6n kisim) + 121 (tez)+ 3 (ek)

Bu c¢alismanin amaci, sosyal medyanin moda tiiketicileri tizerindeki etkisini aragtirmaktadir. Son on
yilda sosyal medya, yeni bir pazarlama boyutu yaratarak ve markalara ¢evrimici {iriin ve hizmetler
sunma izni vererek moda sektdriinde dnemli bir rol oynamaktadir. Giiniimiizde birgok moda markasi,
ozellikle hizli moda, reklam yoluyla sosyal medyada tiiketicileri cezbetmektedir. Aslinda moda
alaninda sosyal medyanin ortaya ¢ikmasi, markalar ile tiiketiciler arasindaki iletisimin yolunu
degistirmektedir. Bir yandan tiiketicileri markaya yaklastirtyor, etkilesimi kolaylastirtyor ve markalar
ile tiiketiciler arasindaki giiveni ve baglilig1 artirir. Diger yandan tiiketicilere, tiruii ve hizmetleri farkli
bakis acilarindan tartigma ve degerlendirme firsati verir. Son zamanlarda internet kullaniminin
artmastyla tiiketiciler moda {irlinlerini sosyal medyanin tiiketicilerin hayatinda yaptigi degisimin
derecesini bilmek ¢ok Onemli hale geldi. Ancak, sosyal medyann moda pazarlamasina
entegrasyonundan bu yana insanlarin yasam tarzlari iizerinde 6nemli bir etki goriibilemektedir.
Aslinda, moda tiiketicilerin karari, sosyal medyadaki bilgilerin mevcudiyeti nedeniyle etkilenmektedir.
Calisma, sosyal medyanin moda tiiketicisinin davraniglari tizerindeki etkisine dair daha fazla teorik
anlayisa katkida bulunuyor. Aragtima, iletisim ve medya boliimiinden moda tiiketicisi ve sosyal medya
kullanict olan Sakarya Universitesi dgrencilerini yapilmaktadir. Katilimeilarin toplanan veriler analiz
edilmis ve SPSS tek yonlii varyans frekans ile yorumlanmistir. Hedefe ulagsmak igin kullanilan
aragtirma yontemi ankettir. Cok sayida bireye ulagmak faydalidir ve tiiketicilerle ilgil nicel verileri
saglayabilir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Sosyal Medya, Tiiketici, Moda, Moda Tiiketicisi, Tiiketici
Davranisi, Reklam, Sosyal Medya Reklamlart.
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INTRODUCTION

Social media has affected the world of business and one of the specific domains that
have been drastically affected is fashion (McCarthy, 2013). Clearly, social media
brought fresh and innovative elements into the online shopping experience and
potentially catalysts for additional profits, gives consumers an opportunity to see the last
works of their favorite brands (Ahmad, Salman & Ashiq, 2015). Therefore, fashion
companies embraced social media and considered it as one of their marketing tools to
reach consumers (Ananda, Garcia & Lamberti, 2015). In fact, many fashion brands
collaborate with influential social media users to reach more consumers. They are
persuading consumers by sharing brands’ advertisement and activities. Whatever,
before the existence of social media, there is no way for consumers to get much
information about products? Today, social media makes consumers living evolution of
fashion. From social media, fashion consumers can interact with companies to get the
information they need. The integration of social media in fashion business gives voice
to consumers to interact with each other to show their satisfaction or dissatisfaction
regarding fashion companies’ products and services. Fashion consumers via social
media obligated fashion companies to listen to their opinion and to be more transparent.
However, due to increasing demand of fashion products on social media this study tries

to understand consumers’ behavior towards social media.
Subject of Study: Social media

Social media can be defining as an online platform in which people are creating, sharing
and exchanging their ideas with others. Also, it is a platform which people use to
connect and build social relations with other people those have the same interests and
activities (Akram & Kumar, 2017). Social media is a digital space which allows users
to register, create personal accounts or profiles, decide and select who should make
friend and communicate with (Farhud, 2017; Agosto & Abbas, 2011). In marketing,
Social media is a platform where marketers can reach targeted consumers and a place
that consumers can interact, generate and exchange information about products (Hajli,
2014; Lai &Turban, 2008). It is a place in which consumers has altered the way to get
information and make buying decision (Yasmin, Farooq & Zreen, 2018). Due to the

increase usage of social media between consumers, the traditional media is gradually



being replaced by Social media in fashion marketing. This innovation has led to
increased online interaction between consumers and fashion influencers. Today, many
consumers pick up fashion ideas from social media via influencers, models and
celebrities. Also they communicate and interact with each other to receive advice either
positive or negative about different products. Social media as marketing tool can be
used to generate rapid awareness through consumers’ base by announcing and
advertising (Deghani, 2013). The increase usage of social networks such as Facebook,
Twitter and Instagram consumers’ affinity will be grown and improve thus attract new
and present consumers to use social networks in turn reducing costs for fashion

companies
Facebook

Facebook is an online platform that permits to users to communicate with each other via
message, call, sharing status, picture or video. It is probably the largest social network
in term of users. Launched in 2004, Facebook has more than one billion users in 2010
(Sbarai 2013; Camelo da Cunha & Sales do Monte, 2014). Facebook permits to
business marketers to create marketing pages to advertise their products. Consumers via
Facebook can follow their favorite brands and explore products they want to buy. They
are enabling to communicate with each other to know more about products, prices and
promotions. Facebook gives consumers an opportunity to create an open and close
group so they can discuss and exchange ideas. Facebook is useful for marketing issue.
To reach Facebook users, brands have to use Facebook functionalities and create their
commercial pages for advertising and interacting with consumers. After that, they can
edit their pages by adding information such as brands’ name, service, contact etc. To
advertise products, brands can create a post countaining product image with good
slogan to affect consumers. On Facebook, brands can promote their pages with cheap

fee to reach more consumers.
Twitter

Twitter is a microblogging and communication platform that permits to users to express
and interact with each other by sharing tweet attached by picture or video. In 2015,
Twitter counted around 320 millions monthly users (Patrutiu-Baltes, 2016; Twitter,
2015). Twitter as fashionnable tool permits to consumers to see the latest offer of



fashion brands. From Twitter consumers can interact with influencers and fashion
celebrities to get advices about products they want to purchase. Consumers via Twitter
are enable to retweet brands or influencers’ tweet. They can also make hashtag to pay
attension to other consumers. When consumers hashtaging an advertisement, others get
attract curiosity to take a look to know what it is about. By using promoted trend,
brands can introduce a product via short advertisement. The advertisement can be
retweet and add by followers in favorite list. Also, by using promoted account, brands
can increases followers. Promoted brand’s account can be show to followers as an
sponsor so they can follow brand’s account. Furthermore, by using promoted tweet,

brands can get more likes and comments from followers.
Instagram

Instagram is a platform that gives an access to consumers to see fashion products
presented by advertisers and influencers (Khan, 2018). According to Instagram Press
“approximately 40 million photos are posted each day, along with site traffic translating
to 8500 “likes” per second, and 1000 comments per second’’ (Sydney McCarthy, 2013;
Instagram Press). Instagram as marketing tool permits to brands to advertise their
products on Instagram by using official account, or via influencers. It is the most
suitable platform for fashion advertisement. Consumers when using Instagram are
curious to know what their friends wear and from which brand they bought it.
Generally, consumers choose their products after get influenced by friends or
influencers. Since brands understand that influencers have an impact on consumers,
they engaged many of them to introduce their products. Today, many consumers try to
imitate influencers’ look. They comment their posts continually and ask them by direct

message the information and details they need to know about products.
Fashion

Fashion can be describing as an object, style, or activity stands out against a backdrop
of stability ready to offer in specific time and context (Ann- Marie &Patrick, 2015). It is
a complex sector that keep developing and changing every season. , Also, it is a
fascinating world to the fashion consumers, which love style and good looking. Fashion

regroups all consumers with higher and lower purchase of shopping from all gender.



With integration of social media, fashion enters to new eras. It is now one of the most
sectors perfectly suited and fit for social media (Manyan, Swarnalatha & Padma, 2018).

Consumer

Consumer is defined as an individual whom use or consume a product that provided to
satisfy his needs. In fact, consumer use social media as an avenue to interact with
brands and other consumers. Today, consumer is allowed to watch online the last works
of fashion brands by following their account and pages on social media. Also, with huge
availability of information on social media, consumer is now more knowledgeable and
capable of evaluating information he receives and purchase the best option of products
(Rathnayaka, 2018). Many consumers communicate with their friends on social media
those already bought products to know their experience regarding services. Also, they
can connect with their favorite brands on social media at a massive scale and telling
their friends which businesses and products they love (Kavoura, 2014). Social media
permits to consumers to share their ideas, experience and recommandations regarding
products and services (Henri Gros, 2012; Brown, and Hayes, 2008, p179-180). The
search and experience leads consumers to have many choices (Ertemel, Ammoura,
2016; Evans, 2008). Consumers on social media are shifting the power from marketers
by communicating with each other and exchanging information before purhcasing
products. Since marketers and brands discovered that, they did change their old methods
to satisfy consumer needs by interacting with them in individuals on direct messages on
social networks (Ammoura, 2016). Social media allows to consumers to get the best
services and to be part of co-creation of products (AbuHasheh, 2014; Xiang & Gretzel,
2010).

Fashion Consumer

Fashion consumer is an individual who pays fashion products and services such as
clothes for personal use to appear in good look and be attractive. Fashion Consumers on
social media can customize their pages and accounts to receive information regarding
new products and promotion. In the past, Fashion consumers were just passive
spectators. Today, Fashion consumers through social media found their selves as part of
brands’ strategy. On social media, fashion consumers can go directly to apps to get

much information about products. From apps they can share their favorite fashion finds



and outfits (Mohr, 2013). Fashion brands interact with fashion consumers on social
media to kow their opinion and develop their services and quality of products (Camelo
Da Cunha 2& Sales do Monte, 2014). However, the borders between companies and
fashion consumers will become more and more blurred because fashion consumers have
a greater influence on the way new products are shaped. Moreover, with more choices
and advantages that social media offer to fashion consumers, the competitive strength of
fashion companies increases everyday. By surfing on social media fashion consumers
can easily move to a new producer (Mroz-Gorgon, 2014; Rosa & Smalec, 2012, p. 176).
The obsession to look great and handsome leads a lot of fashion consumers to high
consumption level by purchasing products on social media continually (Camelo Da
Cunha 2 & Sales do Monte, 2014; Cobra, 2007, p. 17).

Consumer Behavior

Consumer behavior is a process of actions that a person is engage with to satisfy with
needs such as searching, choosing, evaluating before buying (Suelin &Tan, 2010; Belch
& Belch, 2004). "Consumer buying behavior is the process by which individuals search
for, select, purchase, use, and dispose of goods and services, in satisfaction of their
needs and wants"(Stankevich, 2017). With the emergence of social media in fashion,
consumers’ behavior changed because of online connection and social information
which is outside of marketer’s control. Today, Brands engaged influencers to persuade
consumers. Influencers are impressing consumers by sharing their posts on social media
and wearing products from brands they do represent. Also, they are influencing
individuals by giving them advices about the ability and usage of product. They share
their activities and participations in advertisements online. Influencers with their sense
of persuasion can easily influence consumers’ feelings and behavior towards products.
Consumer behavior theories suggest that it is not necessary for fashion consumers to
trust influencers but necessary to do listen to many of them before making any purchase
decision (Al Mashhadani, 2019).

Advertisement

“’Advertisement is a paid, mediated form of communication from an identifiable source
designed to persuade the receiver to take some action, now or in the future’’ (Terkan,
2014; Karimova, 2014; Richards & Curran, 2002: 74). Since early, fashion companies



did integrated advertisement in their marketing. They benefit from advertisement to
improve their market via traditional media. Today, marketers incorporated social media
beside traditional media to reach all groups and categories of consumers. Social media
gives an opportunity to fashion companies to communicate with consumers online via
advertisement. Also, it gives them an opportunity to reach large number of consumers
by advertising their products and services. Advertisement in traditional media is totally
different from social media. On social media, advertisement can be expand easily since
consumers are connected to social media. Advertisement has the communication role in
marketing to let people know the companies’ products and services. Also, advertisement
is the way to impact consumers for more shopping. Furthermore, it is a creative way to
educate consumers and give them information regarding needs and desires. When
companies realize advertisements and share them, consumers try to define the products

and services in their mind.
Social media Advertisement

Social media advertisement permits to advertisers to share their prodcuts and services
and communicate with consumers those are interet in advertisers’ sharing. Via social
media brands and consumers can communicate and have relationship at the same time
consumers can communicate and have have relashionship with each other (Lipsman et
al., 2012; Mangold and Faulds, 2009). Social media advertisement permits to brands to
collaborate with consumers to know their needs, opinions and identify problems they
are facing to find good soutions for them (Uchechi Cynthia Ohajionu,and Dr. Soney
Mathews,2015). Also, social media advertisement encourage consumers to share their
favorite products shared by brands with friends via social media (McFarland, 2016). Via
online communication tools, consumers can say to marketers and brands what they
think about advertisement. (Tiago & Verissimo, 2013). Likewise, a relationship
between marketers and consumers rely greatly upon trust and commitment which also
involve dialogues, openness, acceptance and support (Nasruddin & Ali, 2018;
Osarenkhoe & Bennani, 2007). Social media advertisement allows to brands and
marketers to reach more consumers around the World with cheap prices (Sakas,
Dunitrius& Kavoura, 2015; Zheng, Cheung, Lee and Liang 2015). Social media

advertisement contributes to the participation of consumers online to discuss and



evaluate products. Also, it offers some advantages to consumers to get information they
needs regarding products available for online purchase.

Problem of Study

Social media is now playing an important role in business. It is giving consumers an
opportunity to get informations about products and evaluate them from different
perspectives. Also, it has changed today’s marketing approach by giving marketers an
opportunity to connect with consumers. Via social media, marketers can attract
consumers and being closer to them by engaging influencers those turn their accounts to
personnel and impress their followers and other social media users (Glucksman, 2017).
According to Global Web Index study in 2010, 89% of active Internet users in Turkey
are engaged in research of products on social media. Also, according to the same
resource, 62% of active Iternet users in Turkey think that the most important reason
why they connect to internet is to do research about product before buying (Cakir and
Eru, 2014; smgconnect.com, 2012). According to Nolsheska 2017, fashion consumers’
interaction has a big impact on their purchase decision (Nolsheska, 2017; Chopra and
Gupta, 2020). However, on social media, everyone is free to say his opinion, comment
or repost products shared by brands and marketers. This kind of participation can be a
problem for many fashion consumers and represent a challenge for some of them to
know with opinion is right. In fact, not all fans or followers are really aware or
experienced on fashion. Unfortunately, some social media users turn out their account to
market account to scam fashion consumers why they are victim of scaming. Also,
fashion consumers are considering the feedback and interaction on social media as
determinant to decide which product to buy. In fact, when users like or comment any
advertisement of brand this does not mean that product is good. Another problem on
social media is that consumers can get influenced by advertisers and bloggers via
activities and posts shared on social media. Today, many fashion consumers want to
wear products shared by their favorite models and influencers no matter how they cost
and in which brand’ store are they available. This pushes them to make a lot of purchase
and spend a lot of money continuously. For fashion consumers with limited income, if
they can not buy products shared by fashion brands or influencers, they do looking for
counterfeit goods sell by marketers on social media to imitate their role models and



impress their friends. The risk of buying counterfeits on social media is that it is not

trusted because of unknown industry that produce them and marketers’ credibility.
Aim of Study and Hypothesis

The aim of this study is to analyses the impact of social media on fashion consumers. It
examines the degree of change that social media made on fashion consumers. It
analyzes the degree of change made by social media on fashion consumers’ lives. Social
media enabled fashion consumers to interact with each other by exchanging their ideas
and information among themselves regardings brands and products (Ublova; Kim & Ko,
2012). Consumers on social media; especially Instagram, Twitter and Facebook are
researching products they want to purchase and communicate with their friends to know
their opinions (Ahmad, Salman & Ashig, 2015). In fact, the expansion of social media
and marketing competition between brands forced fashion brands to turn to social media
as marketing channel to communicate with fashion consumers via social media
advetising and influencers (Ammoura, 2016). Since social media has become a source
of information to fashions consumers, there is a possibility for advertisers to share
publicity, adds and novelties with the purpose of exploiting their brands in the target
market (Alvarado2012,Florez, Escobar, Restrepo, Botero & Arias; 2017). However,
many social media users are enable to create fashion contents just to say their opinions
and give advices to others (Fuller et al, 2009; Chopra and Gupta. 2020). The interaction
between consumers and advertisers increases trustiness and loyalty between brands and
consumers. Trustiness is important for brands’ image since the communication on social
media is virtual (Chong et al, 2010; Kour, & Kaur 2020). In this study, many
dimensions have been examined such as social media advertisement, role of family,
friends and celebrities on social media to influence consumers buying decisions. This
study tries to know views and opinions of fashion consumers regarding social media
advertisement, influences and brands in the pre and post purchase. Also, today’s
generation is more connected to the rest of the world than they have ever been therefore
this research is done to understand young people and Sakarya university students
attitude and buying behavior on social media.



The hypothesis of this study are:

H1: There is significant difference between men and women buying behavior in the pre

purchase decision on social media.

H2: There is significant difference between men and women buying behavior in the post

purchase decision on social media.
H3: Age has effect on fashion consumer’s buying behavior in the pre purchase decision.

H4: Age has effect on fashion consumer’s buying behavior in the post purchase

decision.

H5: Level of study has effect on fashion consumer’s buying behavior in the pre

purchase decision.

H6: Level of study has effect on fashion consumer’s buying behavior in the pre

purchase decision.

H7: Internet Usage has effect on fashion consumer’s buying behavior in the pre

purchase decision.

H8: Internet Usage has effect on fashion consumer’s buying behavior in the post

purchase decision.

HO: Social Media Usage has effect on fashion consumer’s buying behavior in the pre

purchase decision.

H10: Social Media Usage has effect on fashion consumer’s buying behavior in the post

purchase decision
Importance of Study

The findings of this study will be redound to the benefit of social science researchers
and fashion consumers companies considering that social media plays an important role
in fashion business and consumers’ lives. This study can help social science researchers
to understand fashion consumers’ attitude and views on social media. The study will
help to improve the quality of fashion consumers’ lives and academic performance.This

study can contribute to know the degree of change made by social media in fashion



business and consumers’ buying behavior. Also, it can help to know the attitude and
view of fashion consumers regarding online purchasing. In addition, since consumers
are surrounded by social media and it became part of their lives, such as study can help
to know if there is differences between men and women buying behavior. Also, it can
help to know if there is an effect of demographic characteristics on fashion consumers
buying behavior. Furthermore, the investigation on fashion consumers’ attitude toward
social media can raise awareness and increase knowledge for better social media usage.
Today, many influencers, celebrities and fashion models and unanticipated
circumstances for product encourage fashion consumer’s purchase (Kotler and
Armstrong, 2014; Voramontri and Klieb, 2018). Also, many fashion consumers would
like to do shopping online because of information and advertisement they see on social
media. It has been observed that since the advent of fashion and the era of marketing
development, fashion consumers spend their money proportion continually to buy new
products. Today, fashion consumers became more desired to do shopping because of
social media and business online. The integration of social media provide an
opportunity for brands to influence fashion consumer’s purchase (Mercy, Malthouse
and Calder, 2010; Khatib, 2016). Social media allow to fashion consumers to follow
brands and influencers they do like. It permits them to click on like and comment posts
and activities shared by brands and influencers or repost them to pay attention of their
friends and followers. From social media, fashion consumers are enable to search
information about product, get aware and choose better service. Social media connects
people around the World those did not meet before in real life and permits to them to
affect the purchase decisions of each other. Fashion consumers use social media to meet
new products or to get information on products they want to purchase (Kyiakopoulou
and Kitsios, 2017). Therefore, it is crucial to know fashion consumers’ views and
evaluation on social media. There have been some studies on the impact of social media
on people’s life, but less in-depth study has been conducted pertaining specifically to
influence of social media on fashion consumer’s purchase. This study is valuable
because fashion and social media are both aspects of lives. There is many reasons to
investigate on fashion consumers and one of them is unconscious of some people and
their unawareness regarding social media and its impact on purchase behavior. Also,

everyday consumer needs to pick what to wear and how it look on them why most time
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he takes a look on social media to see the latest fashion works. The choice of this topic
was due to an increased usage of social media for fashion issues. Recently, with the
change that social media made on fashion consumers’ lives, it is important to know the

evaluation and views of fashion consumers on social media and purchase decision.
Limitations

The study is regrouping Sakarya University students; male and female aged from 17
years to 40 years old. The participants in the study are from media and communication

department and all are social media users and fashion consumers.
Method of Study

A survey was distributed to the participants involved in the study to achieve the goal
and get good results. A survey was distributed to students from department of
communication by hands. This way is providing quantitative data that permit to know
the behavior of large students toward social media. The sampling method used is
random and participants were selected carefully. This can avoid a risk to false the
results of the questionnaire and help to get the good answers for the analysis need.
Indeed, the limit of this research and main issue is the length of the survey. It is
covering all information to remain relevant for the analysis of data. The main mass

consists of 675 students. 200 copies of the survey have been distributed for the study.
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CHAPTER 1: LITERATURE REVIEW

For impact of social media on purchase decision, Cakir and Eru (2013) has done a
research on the effect of social media on young consumers' consumption expenditure.
The study investigated the impact of social media on students from Abbant Izzet Baysal
University. Also, it investigated on the expense and purchase of young people on social
media. The study discussed young people as the ones who follow spotlight
developments, technological developments and fashion. Also, they are consumers who
known much about the last development of fashion. The study found that students those
are following companies’ accounts on social media and adverts of brands which they
are interested in are getting affect on their consumption expenses. Also, the study found
that students with intension to buy products are interested on ads and care much about
prices. Also the quality of the product which they would like to buy is important.
According to study, companies can internalize these kind of results to develop
relationships with existing young customers and attract new customers. The difference
between this study and the one in progress is that this study didn’t specify which social
networks influence young people while the study in progress specified kind of social
netwoks used by consumers and the degree of each social network’s impact on fashion
consumers. This study investigated personal expense while the study in progress didn’t

investigate personal expense.

Hajli (2013), has done a research on the impact of social media on consumers’ purchase.
The research discussed the engagement of consumers in social media and the effect of
social media on purchase decision. The results of study revealed that social media affect
consumers’ purchase decision by offering to consumers some advantages through online
conversation, recommandations and reviews regarding their needs. Also, the results
found that the intention of buy is influenced by social media advertising. In addition, ,
the consumers most of time prefer to make their purchase online on social media after
evaluation of products. Furthermore, the study found that trust has a significant effect
on perceived usefulness. When consumer trust products, he wants to purchase them
from brand’s account online. This determinated the importance of trust in business and
the role of social media to influence consumers to trust companies. The study confirmed

that internet and social media empower consumer. Also, consumers exchange
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information and collaborate via interactions on social media. They share information
about products and services with others and discussed their experiences. This mean that
social media facilitated alot of factors for consumers in term of shopping. This study
differs from the one in progress in some points. First of, the factors of analysis in this
study are trustness, perceived usefulness and intension of buy. Secondly, this study is
showing the role of trustness on social media to increase purchase decision while the
study in progress considered trustiness as one of factors analyzed in the pre and post
purchase. Thirdly, study’s hypothesis related both trustness and intension of buy only
while the study in progress related other variables such as social media advertisment,
research of product and brand’s offer. In the end, this study considered social network’s
perceived usefulness as another factor influencing intension of buy while the study in

progress did not discussed it.

Camelo da Cunha (2015), has done a study on social media and fashion business. The
study discussed the importance of social media for the fashion business and influence of
consumers’ purchase. It investigated the role of some social networks like Facebook,
Instagram and Pinterest to help brands to improve their performance and affect
consumrers’ purchase. The results of study found that social media facilitates easily the
interaction of fashion companies with the target audience. Also, it found that brands
those are doing business on social media have more possibility to be known and
influence consumers’ purchase. The firms when advert on social media opens
discussion with consumers to interact, asking questions and get answers. Consumers on
social media are allowed to complain, criticize and give suggestions in post comments
or by direct messages. This opportunity is an advantage for companies to improve their
marketing and influence consumers’ purchase. Finally, the study revealed that
companies those are analyzed for their works, transparency and activities have great
public acceptance. The difference between this study and the one in progress is that this
study focused on brands’ benefit and influence on purchase decision more than impact
of social media on consumers’ purchase decision. The study in progress focused more

on views and evaluation of fashion consumers in the pre and post purchase.

Saleem and Ellahi (2017), have done a study on influence of electronic word of mouth
on purchase decision of fashion products on social media. The study discussed the role
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of electronic word of mouth to impact fashion consumers’ purchase intension. It
investigated consumers’ purchase decision and factors those are influencing them.
Facebook social network users were consumers those investigation was focused on. The
results of study found that the electronic word of mouth is main factor influencing
purchase intention for any brand. Also, it found that trust worthiness, the role of
homophiles, informational influence, expertness and high fashion involvement are main
factors influencing electronic word of mouth. The difference between this study and the
one in progress is that this study investigated on Facebook users those are fashion
consumers while the one in progress investigated on different kind of social network
users. Also, this study didn’t investigate brands or social media advertisement effect
while the study in progress investigates deeply the degree of each social network,

brands’ effect and role of advetisers to influence fashion consumers’ purchase.

Toor, and Husnain (2017); performed a study on the impact of social media marketing
on consumer purchase intention in pakistan. The study discussed influence of social
networks on consumer purchase intention and how consumers are influenced by what
marketers share on social media. The study included 300 existing users from Pakistan
all active on social media. It found that there is significant relation between social media
marketing and consumer purchase intention. Also, it found that alot of Pakistanis are
engaged and attached with social media platforms like Facebook. In adition, it found
that Pakistan is one of the countries those experienced a rapid growth in term of social
media usage in the last few years. Furthermore, the study found that social media as a
marketing tool impacted consumer purchase intention by allowing to consumers to say
their opinions and share their experiences and informations regarding products, brands
and services. The study offer significant contributions for social media studies and
consumer purhcase. It is suggesting a comparison for both electronic word of mouth and
the traditional marketing to see how companies and brands put their effort in marketing
business and consumers satisfaction. Moreover, It is suggesting an analyze of the impact
of other demographic factors on social media marketing and their effects for marketers
to advertise and reach consumers. This study is different from the one in progress in
some points: First of, it focused on consumers without specifying which type of
consumers while the one in progress focused on fashion consumers. The survey in this

study is administrated to pakistani people no matter if they are young people or not
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while the one in progress administrated survey to young people and students fashion
consumers. Also, this study didn’t indicate the factors influencing the participants on

social media.

Fregidou-Malama (2017), did a study on the impact of Facebook communication on
fashion clothing purchase decision. The study discussed and analysed Facebook
communication and its role to influence students of University of Gévle purchasing
decision. It included 150 participants those are consumers and students of the university.
The results found that Facebook has an impact on consumers purchase decision
(Purchase-intention or intention to purchase). Also, the study found that there is
significant impact of Facebook communication on students purchasing decision when
engage to make purchase for fashion products. It found that consumers are influenced
by social media options those are available online such as informative advertisements,
online store suggestions, direct purchase options, virtual marketing, social interaction
between virtual communities, motivation and marketers promotional activities. Also,
they are influenced by discounts, price comparaison and variety of products. The results
revealed that students buying decision is influenced by advertisements reposted or
shared by a friend, advertisement presents a new commercial of a marketers or brand,
advertisements contains consumers favorite issues and when Facebook communication
has an informative video regarding products or sevices of brands. Also, the study found
that Facebook communication is the easiest and succesful way to reach large numbers
of consumers in short time. Finally, it found that consumers’ opinions and suggestions
are important for brands and marketers to know how to satisfy their needs. The
difference between this study and the one in progress is that this study focused on one
social network (Facebook) while the study in progress focused on different kind of
social networks. Also, this study focused more on options and advantages that social
media is giving to consumers while the study in progress focused more on purchasing
decision and the role of influencers such as advertisers and other influencers to

influence fashion consumers purchase decision on social media.

Lim, Radzol, Cheah (Jacky) and Wong (2017), have done a study on the impact of
social media influencers on purchase intention and the mediation effect of customer

attitude. The study discussed active influencers on social media and their role to impact
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consumer’s purchase intension. It investigated the way that influencers on social media
attract consumers, match-up products, meaning of transfer and the source of crediblility.
200 respondents have been analysed in this study. All hypotheses have been found
except for the degree of source of credibility. The study found an insignificant
relationship of source credibility of influencers on social media with attitude and
purchase intention. The participants acknowledged and confirmed lack of credibility
towards the product that they endorsed while influencers on social media are they ones
giving information they needs. Also, it found that there is no influence of source
attractiveness of social media influencers on consumers' purchase intention. In addition,
it found a significant social media influencers’ product match-up with consumer attitude
and purchase intension. The results revealed a positive relationship in illustrating
consumer attitude and purchase intention with meaning transfer of social media
influencers. Also, it reveled that consumer attitude is the most influencial effect for
purchase intension of consumers. The difference between this study and the one in
progress is that the first did not specified type of influencers if they are marketers,
celebrities or friends while the study in progress specified type of influencers. Also, it
did not specified types of social media and influence of each of them while the study in
progress does.

Ogunyombo, Oyero and Azeez (2017) have done a study on influence of social media
advertisements on purchase decisions of undergraduates in three Nigerian Universities.
The study discussed advertisement on social media and its influence on younger
consumers’ purchasing decisions in Nigeria. The study included young people and
undergraduate students in three Nigerian Universities. The number of participants in the
study is 385 students. The study investigated them to know their opinions and views on
the role of social media advertisement and its influence on their purchasing decision.
The study found that students in Nigeria would generally view advertisement on social
media. Around 66.9% of participants said that social media advertisements are very
visible in terms of high exposure but not influencing their purchase. The study analyzed
many factors influencing young people purchasing decision in Nigeria like the level of
creativity in the advertisements, the reaction to social media advertisement and the
relevance of the product to the users. The study suggest that those factors are related

with elements such as display, gratification and graphics and they have big role in

16



advertisement to attract young people. Around 38.4% of students said that the creativity
in the advert content is the most attractive factor making them review an advertisement
while 25.6% said that the relevance of the product is attracting cause cultural change.
The study found that 31.5% of students in Nigeria are very interesting on Facebook
advetisement. This finding is due to a huge usage of Facebook in Nigeria since
Facebook is considered as the most social network used among young people in
Nigeria. In the end, the results revealed that social media advertisements have low
influence on users purchasing decisions. This study differs from the one in progress in
main topic. This study discussed only social media advertisement and its elements used
to influence purchase decision while the study in progress considered social media

advertisement as one of the factors influencing consumer’s purchase.

Wiegmann (2011), has done a study on the effectiveness of advertising on social media.
The study discussed the effective of social media platforms on customers’ purchase
decisions and Facebook as a marketing tool. It investigated the advertisement on
Facebook, consumer awareness, communication and consumer purchase decision. The
study found that Facebook ads are not satisfy Facebook users’ needs because of the way
that brands are presenting products. Also, the study found that the way brands are
presenting products is totally not fitting the desire of consumers. The study revealed that
there is no interaction between users and ads. The majority of participants in this study
answered that ads in Facebook are annoying. Also, they think that ads in Facebook are
not benefic that is why they escaped them. According to author, if companies want to
achieve their goal they must to follow the new rules for social network marketing by
creating relationship with customers. Social media is an ideal platform for marketing to
interact with customers. The study found that any company can interact with users and
customers and build a good relationship based on trust. This study differs from the one
in progress in term of case of study. The study here tried to know if consumers are
influenced by Facebook ads. Also, it tries to know the reasons why consumers are not
satisfied with Facebook Ads. The study in progress is not looking for reasons why
consumers are not satisfied with social networks but the degree of social networks to

influence fashion consumers purchase decision.
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Kavukcu (2018), has done a study on the impact of advertisements on social media on
consumers’ purchasing decisions. The study investigated consumers’ purchasing
decision and how they get influence by advertisement of marketers. The sample
countains 302 participants between graduated and non graduated university students.
More than 90% of participants are graduated from university. When participants were
asked if advertisement on social media impact their purchasing decision or has an
influence on shopping online 119 persons respond yes and 183 said no. More than
halfof participants (51%) agreed that advertisement on Facebook is influencing their
purchasing decision. Also, 34 % agreed that Instagram has an impact on their purchase
decision. For other social networks influencing purchasing decision, 7.6% said Youtube
has and influence on their purchase decision, 3.1% said Twitter, 0.7% said Pinterest,
2.7% said other and only 0.3% said Linkedin. The results of the study found that
advertising in social media is positively related to consumers' purchasing and those
perceptions and purchasing intentions against social media advertisements are
influential on purchasing decision. The difference between this study and the study in
progress is that participants in this study are graduated and non graduated students while

the study in progress is included students those still studying in the university.

McCarthy (2013), performed a research on the effect of social media on fashion
consumption. The study discussed social media and its role in fashion and the change it
made in fashion in the last decade. Also, it discussed social networks those have much
impact on fashion business and consumers’ purchcase like Instagram, Facebook and
Twitter. The study investigated fashion consumers those are college students and how
they get influenced by social media. It examined the attitude and purchase decision of
fashion consumers toward social media. The results of the study found that social media
has an impact on fashion consumers’ purchase decision. Also, it confirmed that social
media is not just marketing tool but also a platform to exchange ideas and opinions. The
study got a deeper understanding of the consumer’s motivation to buy products. It found
that 32.10% of respondent’s reason to use an online social network is to get promotions
and offers. Around 45.3% agreed that they often use social media to know about fashion
trends. Also, Around 56.6% agreed that they do share products they want to purchase
through social media. Furthermore, 44.3% agreed that they shared a product that they

already purchased through social media which affect their purchase decision. For the
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effectiveness of advertising on social media and purchasing a product online or in a
store because of social media advertisement, 59.4% answered that they purchased
online while 40.6% said have never purchased a product online. For purchasing
products from a store because of social media advertisement, 60.4% of respondents said
they did purchase products they saw on social media advertisement from store and
39.6% said no. This study differs from the study in progress in term of survey. Most
questions in this study are close questions to answer yes or no while the survey in the
study in progress contains multiple choices questions. Also, this study focused more pn
the reason of social media usage and purchase online and from store. Also, it focused on
social media advertisement while the study in progress is wider and investigates other

factors influencing consumer purchase decision.

For Consumer behavior, Michaela and Orna (2015) have done a research on the impact
of social media on customers’ behavior. The research discussed fashion counsumers’
consciousness, the power of social media in marketing and fast fashion to influence
consumers’ behavior. Also, it investigated the impact of buying behavior and the
correlation between negative and positive conversation in social media. The study found
that social media has an impact on fashion consumer’s behavior. The impact is in all
aspects of purchase; research of fashion trends, comparing prices and buying process.
Also, the study found that consumers are influenced by what people saying about brands
and products on social media. Furthermore, The research recomend that fashion
companies especially fast fashion shoul use social media as marketing tool to reach
consumers by adverstising their products, influencing consumers’ buying and using
social media as a tool to influence different segments. The research indicated that the
impact of the social media is an important attribute of value perception. The study same
as the study in progress discusses the impact of social media on fashion consumers. The
difference between this study and the one in progress is hypotheses. This study focused
on comparing shopping spree and fast fashion while the study in progress focused on

the factors those influencing fashion consumers behavior.

Ertemel and Ammoura (2016) conducted a research on the role of social media
advertising in consumer buying Behavior. The study investigated the impact of social

media advertising on consumer behavior. The study focused on the changes in
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consumer’s behavior such as what product to buy and from which brand and store. The
research analysed some steps model to consumer purchase behavior, information
research, need recognition, the buying decision, post-purchase evaluation and evaluation
of alternative. The study found that social media advertising is playing a big role for
fashion industry those used it to influence consumers’ buying. Also, it found that there
Is relation between social media advertising and consumer buying behavior in fashion
industry. In addition, it found that there is differences in the way that social media
advertises and consumer buying behavior in fashion industry. The study found a weak
relation between need recognition and social media advertising, strong relation between
evaluate of alternative and social medi advertising, no relation between search for
information and social media advertising, a moderate relation for buying behavior. In
the end, the study found that there is no change for demographic factors of age and level
of study but there is change between males and females in relation with search of
information and consumer need recognition. This finding confirmed the research
objective of impact of social media advertising on consumer buying behavior. The
difference between this study and the one in progress is that this study investigated on
social media advertising and its impact on consumer behavior as main topic while the
study in progress considered social media advertisement as part of factors affecting

fashion consumers.

Pate and Adams (2013), have done a research on the the influence of social media on
buying behaviors of millennials. The study investigated influencers, friends, followers,
family, celebrities and models and their influence on buying behaviors on young people.
Also, it investigated advertisements on social media and its role to influence young
generation. In addition, it investigated the impact of the more influenced social
networks; Facebook, MySpace, Youtube and Instagram. Furthermore, the study
investigated the role of social advertising and shooping orientation. The study found
that young people between 18 and 24 years old are more attached to social media and
their friends have a big influence on their opinions. Also, their behavior and attitude is
based on advices they get from their friends. They participants indicated that they prefer
to purchase products liked by their friends more than other influencers. Also, they did
indicate that they purchase around 1 to 5 items suggested by their friends. Participants

said that they do react and follow trends suggested by their friends or found from
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celebities they do follow. Most consumers research products online before the purchase.
Respondents in this study were not likely to purchase items based on personal
testimonies. Millennials in this study were likely to follow the trends started by close
friends or celebrities. The difference between this study and the one in progree is that
this study dind’t discuss about social media advertisement, brands’ effect and their role
to influence consumers’ buying decision. This study focused more on role of friends and
celebrities to influence consumers’ behavior, The survey in this study didn’t countain
questions about favorite social networks of participants and degree of their influence.
Neither, it didn’t include the degree of trustness of products recommended by friends

and celebrities.

Vinerean, Cetina, Dumitrescu and Mihai Tichindelean (2013), have done a study on the
influence of social media marketing on online consumer behavior. The study discussed
social media and consumer behavior and tried to know consumers those are active on
online social networks and how interact and exchange informations and experiences on
social media. It identified factors those help to understand consumer’s behavior and
consumers’ perception regarding social media usage. The study included 236 students
and social media users from Lucian Blaga University of Sibiu. The study suggest that
analysis of consumer behavior is central for all marketing success. Also, it suggest that
to know consumer’s behavior it is important to know how he react to ads, is he trusting
product and services on social media, is he trusting information from friends and other
influencers, what is importance of social media to him, is he like or coment posts shared
by brands and marketers he follow, how many hours is he spending on social media and
his experience and knowledge of social media. This study differs from the one in
progress in tem of objectives. This study aim to identify which factors must to be
analyze to understand consumer’s behavior while the study in progress analysis those

factors as the way to understand consumer’s behavior.

Khan (2018), has done a study on Instagram as a Marketing Tool for Luxury Brands.
The study tries to understand marketing and marketers’ way to use Instagram to reach
consumers and influence their behavior. It discussed the relationships between three
variables; brand equity, Instagram marketing and consumer behavior towards brand.

Also, it discussed the importance of Instagram in marketing and how it changed
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consumer behavior. In addition, it dicussed the role of Instagram in creativity of brand’
preference, loyalty, preference and possibility to get price for products and services. The
results of study found that there is a positive influence of Instagram marketing on
consumer and brand equity. Also, it found a statistically significant of the components
of Instagram Marketing efforts. In addition, it found that brand equity has an effect on
the luxury brand image more than awareness. Furthermore, it found a positive impact of
brand loyalty, preference and pay of premium price. The study here investigated about
one of the most influenced social networks (Instagram) and it is impact on consumer
behavior while the study in progress investigated about different social networks. Also
the study here focused on marketing and marketers and how they benefit from
Instagram to reach customers while the study in progress focused on consumers and

how they are affected by marketers.

Durmaz (2014) has done a study on the impact of social factors on consumer buying
behavior. The study discussed consumer buying behavior of people in Turkey. 1400
people from different provinces of Turkey were selected to represent seven regions of
Turkey. It investigated the factors those influencing consumer buying behavior such as
family, reference group, social roles and statues. According to the result, 55.5% of
participants considered family as an important factor in buying goods and services. 43%
of participants considered reference group effect as factor impacting buying goods and
services. This study differs from the study in progress in some point: The first study,
analyses only two factors influencing consumer buying behavior family and reference
group while the study in progress analyses many factors beside family and reference
group. Also, the first study is regrouping different regions of Turkey while the study in
progress is only focused on students those still studying in Sakarya University.

Siddiqui and Singh (2016), have studied social media and its impact with positive and
negative aspects. The study discussed about advantages, disadvantages and effect of
social media on people buying behavior. It described how social media affect consumer
and society in a broad way. The results of study found that everyday, people become
more attached to social media and the effect of social media vary from person to
another. The study found that 90% of university students in India are using social media
which means the impact on purchase decision. In this study, 17% of participants
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answered that social media networks as their principle reason for internet usage and one
of the most aim to use social media is purchasing products online. The study found that
social media helps to understand the audience when they say their opinion by comment
and like brands’ sharing. Social media helps the business for promotional activities.
Also, it is helpful to attract new consumers by advertising products and services.
Moreover, the study found that by social media brands can compete with their rivals to
impact purchase decision no matter how strong they are since advertisement does not
cost much. In addition, the study revealed that when marketers use social media they
enhance their performance by showing to the audience their mission, objective and
making promotion and sales. Conversy, the study discussed about some social media’s
negativity such as lack of control of fans and followers when commenting or saying
their opinion. According to study, a negative feedback from fan or followers can cause
brands failure. Most industries have difficulty measuring the results of social media
advertising. The difference between this study and the one in progress is this study
focused on people in general no matter if they are consumers or not while the study in

progress focused more on fashion consumers.

Yr Hallgrimsdottir (2018), has done a study on advertisement on social media and
consumer’s behaviour and attitude towards social media. The study discussed the way
consumers are influenced by social media advetisement. It tries to find if advertisement
on social media really affects the behavior and attitudes of participants. The study
included 375 individuals did participate in this study and answered an online
questionnaire regarding the advetisement field. The results found a positive impact of
social media advertisement on participants’ attitude and behavior and social media
advertisment has an impact on consumer purchasing decisions. Further, found that
demographic characteristics of age and gender has a significant difference between
behaviors and believes of advertisement. Another results found in this study is effect of
influencers on consumer’s behavior. The study found a relation between purchasing
behavior and influencers’ impact. Also, it found that after consumer see an advertisment
his behavior get affect no matter if he is going to purchase or not. In addition, it found
that demographic characteristics of relationship status, age and gender affects consumer
behavior. Women are affected more than men by social media advertisement and

influencers. Also, their purchase decision are more affected than men. The study found
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that advertisement has a big role on affecting personal image and young people are the
most impacted by it. Also, it found that single people are spending time on social media
and follow different influencers more than others. In the end the study found that most
of participants agreed about impact of sponsored advertising on reability regarding
product. Also, it found that there is a significant difference between demographic
character of gender and reliability regarding product men are less to doubt about
reability of advertising than women. This study differs from the one in progress in term
of factors analysis. The study here considered influencers as main factor and
advertisement as variable influencing consumers’ behavior, while the study in progress

explains other factors influencing consumers such as friends, family, celebrities etc...

Gul, Shahzad and Khan (2014), have done a study on the relationship of social media
with fashion consciousness and consumer buying behavior. The study tries to know if
there is relationship between social media and fashion consumer consciousness and
social media and consumer buying behavior. The study targeted students of Higher
Educational institutes of Karachi. It found that social media has an effect on consumer
buying behavior and fashion consumer consciousness. It revealed that behavior of
consumers is changing because consumers are shopping more often though social
media. The study found that awareness about social media fashion advertisement is
increasing. Also, consumers are more considering their own experience via reviews and
ratings of product. Around 85% of the participants whose use social media tools in this
study are impacted by social media advertisement. Eighty percent of participants said
that they never get impacted by the online fashion apparel advertisement as the point to
to get affect. The respondents in this study said that their decision is not influenced by
social media but social media help them to find good product compare them and make
good choice. Also, participants agreed that opinion of public; friends and influencers is
encouraging for more shopping. This study differs from the one in progress in term of
separating consumer behavior and consumer conscious. The study here try to
understand the relationship between social media and consumer conscious and social
media effect on buying behavior while the study in progress concentrated on social

media and consumer behavior.
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CHAPTER 2: METHODOLOGY OF RESEARCH

This chapter covers research methodology. It includes universe and sample, data
collection and data collection techniques. The research design used for this study is
descriptive research design. It is defined as a research design which provide an accurate
portrayal of characteristics of particular person or group and discover the relashionship
between selected variables to answer different questions and find hypotheses related
with study. Descriptive research design is suitable for this study since the study is
quantitative. It can help to know the view and opinions of fashion consumers in the pre
and post purchase by describing their attitude toward social media and identifying the
relashionship between variables those are influencing their purchasing behavior. For
validity and reability, first off, demographic charateristics of the university students who
participated in the study was revealed from survey distribuated to participansts then
SPSS program was used for data analysis. In studies in the field of social sciences, 0.70
Cronbach Alpha coefficient is considered sufficient (Islek, 2012: 107). The validity and
reability analysis results are given. For social media usage 9 questions 0.71 cronbach
alfa, opinion of fashion consumers in the pre purchasell question 0.84, in the post
purchase 6question 0.92 cronbach alpha, impact of socil media on purchase decision 9
questions 0.74 cronbach alpha.

2.1. Universe and Sample

Even that Social Media platforms attract and surround people of different ages and
background, the questionnaire in this study is more focused on a certain category of
people those are the ones influenced more by social media. The category targeted in this
study is young people. The reason is that young people are the most category influenced
by social media and the generation that grew up with technology. Also, their experience
is limited and they are the most category spend much time on social media.

The study begins in 2019 and end in 2021. It is regrouping students; male and female
aged from 17 years to 40 years old. The participants in the study are Sakarya University
Students those are still taking lessons at university. All those students are social media
users and fashion consumers. The sampling method used is random and participants

were selected carefully. This can avoid a risk to false the results of the questionnaire and
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help to get the good answers for the analysis need. Indeed, the limit of this research and
main issue is the length of the survey. It is covering all information to remain relevant
for the analysis of data. The main mass consists of 675 students. 200 copies of the

survey have been distributed for the study. 176 students’ responses are considered.
2.2. Data Collection

Since this study investigates on the impact of social media on fashion consumer
behavior, the methodology used is quantitative. First off, a survey was distributed to the
participants involved in the study to achieve the goal and get good results. A survey was
distributed to students from department of communication by hands. This way is
providing quantitative data that permit to know the behavior of large students toward
social media. Also, this way permits to reach more individuals and precises the idea of
the point of view of the targeted persons. Also, the survey maintains the research easily
and provides to access to the information about the subject of study.

2.3. Data Collection Techniques

This research has been put forward to describe how demographic characteristics of
gender, age, level of study, internet usage and social media usage affects consumer
behavior. With integration of social media in marketing and increasement of social
media usage between fashion consumers, survey is helpful to understand the view and
opinions of participants selected for investigation. In this study, survey questions were
prepared to understand student’s views and opinions in the pre and post purchase
period. The questions were clear, specific and understandable. This makes the answer
settable to be given. Students after reading questions can easily respond. The questions
are mixed; open, multiple-choice and closed questions. The survey consists of 40
statements divided in three parts. First of all, questions asked were about demographic
characteristics; gender, age, level of study, internet and social media usage. In the
second part, participants in the study have multiple choices to choose the answer that
expressing their opinion regarding their attitude and habit toward social media in the pre
and post purchase. In this case, participants have to respond to multiple choices
regarding social networks they do use by selecting words ‘“Never”, “Rarely”,

“Sometimes”, “Most of time” and “Every time”. Also, participants had multiple choices

26



to choose only one answer in each statement regarding the impact of social media on
their purchase in the pre and post purchase by selecting expressions and words “Totally
disagree’’, “’Disagree’’, ’Neutral’’, “’Agree’’ and “’totally agree’’. In the last part of
survey, to know social networks those impacting fahion consumers, the participants had
to select expressions (No influence), (Some influence), (Influence), (More influence). In
the end, the data collected from study can includes or can be used for all individuals
those are respondents in this study or those have the same background or category in the
areas. In this case, the result of the study may not reflect another environment but it is

useful to achieve the goal and aim of study.
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CHAPTER 3: PRESENTATION OF DATA

This chapter is an analysis of data collected from respondents. Its purpose is to
transform the data collected into credible evidence about the development of the study’s

investigation and performance.

3.1. Demographic Characteristics

Table 1: Participants’ Gender

Gender Frequency %
Male 82 46.6
Female 94 53.4
Total 176 100

The first demographic factor asked in this study is gender. The table indicates that
53.4% of the participants are female and 46.6 are male. This reveals that participants in

the study men and women are almost equal in terms of distribution.

Table 2: Participant’s Level of Study

Level of study Frequency %
Bachelor 162 92
Master Degree 12 6.8
PHD 2 1.1
Total 176 100

The second demographic characteristic in this study is level of study. The table above
shows that study included undergraduate and postgraduate students. 92% of the

participants are undergraduate students and 7.9% are postgraduate students.

Table 3: Participants’ Age

Age Frequency %
18-25 166 94.3
26-30 9 51
31-40 1 0.6
Total 176 100

The third and last demographic characteristic in this study is age. In the study, the most

participants are aged between 18 to 25 years old with 94.3%, 5.1% are aged between
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26-30 years old and 0.6% are aged between 31- 40 years old. It is an expected result
since the participants are undergraduate students.

3.2. Internet, Social media Usage and Participant’s Favorite Social Networks

3.2.1. Internet Usage

Table 4: Participants’ Internet Usage

Internet usage Frequency %
0-1 hour 14 8.0
2-3 hours 60 34.1
4-5 hours 54 30.7
More than 5 hours 48 27.3
Total 176 100.0

This question is related to participant’s habit to connect to the internet. It indicates how
often participant connect to the internet. The study reveals that 34.1% of the students
use the internet 2-3 hours per day. 30.7 % use internet 4-5 per day, 27.3% use internet
more than 5 hours per day while only 8.0% use internet 0-1 hours per day.

3.2.2. Social Media Usage

Table 5: Participants’ Social Media Usage

Social media usage Frequency %
0-1 hour 41 233
2-3 hours 76 43.2
4-5 hours 32 18.2
More than 5 hours 27 15.3
Total 176 100

The table 5 shows that 43.2% of participants connect to social media 2-3 hours, 23.3%
connect 0-1 hour, 18.2% connect 4-5 hours and 15.4% connect more than 5 hours per

day.
3.2.3. Participants Favorite Social Networks

This question was asked to know which social media channels consumers use the most.
The participants have multiple choices to choose between: Never, Rarely, Sometimes,

Most of time and every time.
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Except “Never” answer, all other answers are considered positive.

Table 6: Facebook and MySpace

Never Rarely Sometimes M(.)St of Eyery Total
time time
) & & & & )
. c c c c c c

Social L ® L ° L ® L ° L ° L ®
networks 5 S S 5 5 5
(Facebook, | W o o o o L
MySpace)

88 | 50.0 | 40 | 227 | 22 |125| 14 | 80 | 12 | 6.8 | 176 | 100.0

The table 6 shows that 50% of participants don’t use Facebook and MySpace, 22.7%

said that they use Facebook and MySpace rarely, 12.5% said they said they use

sometimes, 8% said most of time while only 6.8% of participants use Facebook and

MySpace every time.

Table 7: Forum and Dictionaries

Never Rarely Sometimes Mc.)St of Eyery Total
time time

> > > > > >

o (&) o (&) [&] (&)

[ [ [ [ c c

[<2] (=} [<2] (=} [<2] (=] [<2] (=] (2] (=] [<2] (=]

=} X =} X =} X =} X S X =} X
Forumand | & 5] 5] 5 5 5
dictionaries | Y+ L L L L L

51 29.0 55 | 31.3 47 26.7 | 14 8.0 9 5.1 | 176 | 100.0

The table 7 shows that 29% of participants don’t use Forum and dictionaries, 31.3%
said that they use Forum and Dictionaries rarely, 26.7% said they use sometimes, 8%

said most of time while only 5.1% of participants use them every time.

Table 8: Wikis (Wikipedia)

Never Rarely Sometimes M(.)St of Eyery Total
time time

> > > > > >

[S] [S] [&] [S] [&] [&]

c c c < c c

S N S N S N S N S £ S ®
wiks | § g g g g g
(Wikipedia) | Y+ L L L L L

47 | 26.7 49 27.8 46 26.1 20 | 114 | 14 8.0 | 176 | 100.0

The table 8 shows that 26.7% of participants never use Wikipedia, 27.8% said that they
use it rarely, 26.1% said they use sometimes, 11.4% said most of time while only 8% of

participants use it every time.
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Table 9: Blogs (Webrazzi)

Never Rarely Sometimes MQSt of Eyery Total
time time

> > > > > >

[&] [&] [&] [&] [&] (&)

< c c c < c

S| = S £ S £ s £ S £ S £
Blogs | § g g g g g
(Webrazzi) L L L L L L

99 [ 56.3| 38 |216| 23 | 131 9 5.1 7 3.9 | 176 | 100.0

(Webrazzi), 21.6% said
said most of time while

The table 9 shows that 56.3% of participants never use Blogs
that they use it rarely, 13.1% said they use sometimes, 5.1%
only 3.9% of participants use them every time.

Table 10: Microblogs (Twitter)

Never Rarely Sometimes M(.)St of Eyery Total
time time
> > > > > >
e e e e e e
<54 o <5 o <] o o ) o ) <5 o
> =~ > =~ > =~ > = > = > =
Microblogs | & 5 5 5 5 5
(Twitter) L L L L L L
61 | 34732182 | 35 19.9 21 11.9 27 | 153 | 176 100.0

The table 10 shows that 34.7% of participants never use Microblogs(Twitter), 18.2%
said that they use it rarely, 19.9% said they use sometimes, 11.9% said most of time

while 15.3% of participants use them every time.

Table 11: Social Media Sharing Networks (Youtube, Instagram)

Never Rarely Sometimes h/L?:eof Every time Total
oy > oy oy oy oy
Social media | £ . = . S R = . = . = .
Sharing 2| = | 2| = = =S =1 S =S X =1 S
networks | £ = 2 £ £ £
(Youtube,
Instagram) | 15 | 65 | 7 | 40 | 18 | 102 | 62 | 352 | 77 | 438 | 176 | 100.0

The table 11 shows that 43.8% of participants use Youtube and Instagram,
evertime,35.2% said that they use them maost of time , 10.2% said they use sometimes,

6.8% said they never use them while only 4% of participants use them every time.
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Table 12: Bookmarketing Networks (Pinterest)

Never Rarely | Sometimes MC.)St of Eyery Total
time time
> > > > > >
[&] [&] [&] [&] [&] [&]
& ° & ° & ° & ° & ° & °
bookmarketing =3 > 2| S =3 S = S = S =3 >
networks g g g g g g
(Pinterest)
109 | 61.9|27|153 |20 | 114 | 11 | 6.3 9 51 | 176 | 100.0

The table 12 shows that 61.9% of participants never use Pinterest, 15.3% said that they
use it rarely, 1.4% said they use it sometimes, 6.3% said most of time while only 5.1%

of participants use them every time.

Table 13: Daily Opportunity Networks (Groupon)

Never Rarely Sometimes M(.)St . Eyery Total
time time
> > > > > >
e e e e e e
. . [<2] (=} (2] (=} [<2] (= [<2] (=} [<2] (=} [<2] (=]
Daily opportunity | & > =4 S = S = > = > = >
networks & & i i i i
(Groupon)
132 | 75.0 | 27| 153 | 14 8.0 2 111|106 | 176 | 100.0

The table 13 shows that 75% of participants never useDaily Opportunity networks
(Groupon), 15.3% said that they use it rarely, 8% said they use it sometimes, 1.1% said
most of time while only 0.6% of participants use them every time.

Table 14: Advice and Evaluation Networks (IMDB, TripAdvisor)

Never Rarely Sometimes MQSt of Eyery Total
time time
> > > > > >
. 2 2 2 2 = =
Advice and S| e | S| e | 8] s Sl | 8| s 8] s
evaluation = 54 g g 55 5
networks s i L o L s
(IMDB,
TripAdvison) | 7 | 398 | 41 [233| 40 | 227 | 15 | 85 | 10 | 57 | 176 | 100.0

The table 14 shows that 39.8% of participants never use IMDB and TripAdvisor, 23.3%

said that they use them rarely, 22.3% said they use them sometimes, 8.5% said most of

time while only 5.7% of participants use them every time.
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3.3. Participant’s Expressions Regarding Purchase Decision in the Pre- Purchasing

This question was asked to know participants opinion in the pre-purchasing process of

products and services. The participants have multiple choices to choose one of the

answers: “Totally disagree’’, ‘’Disagree’’, ’Neutral’’, ’Agree’” and ’totally agree’’.

Between all the answer choices, only “Neutral” answer is not considered as participant’s

opinion.

“Totally disagree’’, “’Disagree’’ expressions are considered as a negative answer in the

analysis of data. “’Agree’” and ‘’totally agree’’ are considered as a positive answer in

the analysis of data.

Impact of social media on consumer behavior in the pre purchase

Table 15: Search of Product On Social Media

dT_otaIIy Disagree Neutral Agree Totally Total
isagree agree
> > > > > >
e e e e e 2
<] o <] o <] o <] =) (<] o <] =)
> = > = > = > = > = > =
o o o O o (on
o o o o o o
LL LL LL LL L L
| do research about
product and 17 | 97| 21 | 119 29 |165| 76 | 432 | 33 | 188 | 176 | 100.0
service on social
media

The table 15 shows that 62% of participants are agreed that they do research about

products and services on social media, 31.8 % disagreed and 16.5 stayed neutral.

Table 16: Trustiness

T_otaIIy Disagree Neutral Agree Totally Total
disagree agree
> > > > > >
[&] [&] [&] [&] [&] (&)
c c c c c c
S Il S| S N 3 £ 3 ® S £
5 5 5 5 5 5
T L L o o o
The product and
serviceonsocial | 16 | 9.1 | 40 | 227 | 69 |39.2| 43 | 244 | 8 45 | 176 | 100.0
media are trusty

The table 16 shows that 39.2% of participants are confused if products on social media
are trusty or not and said neutral, 31.8% are disagreed while 28.9 agreed that products

on social media are trusty.
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Table 17: Social Media Advertisement and Its Impact On Purchase Decision

Totall . Totall
- y Disagree | Neutral Agree y Total

disagree agree

> > > > > >

[&] [&] [&] [&] [&] o

& & & & & &

2| = 3| = 3| = 2| = 2| X =1 X
o o o o o o

L LL L L L Lo

Social media

advertisement
encourage me to 40 | 22.7 | 41 | 23.3 | 48 | 27.3 | 39 | 22.2

purchase
Product

When participants were asked if advertisement on social media encourages them to do

45 | 176 | 100.0

(o]

shopping, 46% disagreed, 27.3% of participants stayed neutral while 26.7% agreed.

Table 18: Famous People and Their Impact on Purchase Decision

dTotaIIy Disagree Neutral Agree Totally Total
isagree agree
> > > > > >
o (&] (&) [&] o (&)
[ c [ c [ [
S L S| 8 =2 S I T SO - S S L
5 5 5 5 5 5
i T L i L T
Famous people
impact my
decision of 46 261 | 41 | 233 | 33 | 188 |45 |256| 11 | 6.3 | 176 | 100.0
purchase on
social media

Around half of participants 49.4% disagreed that famous people on social media

influence their decision of buy, 31.9% agreed and 18.8% stayed neutral.

Table 19: Family’s Impact on Purchase Decision

Totall . Totall
) y Disagree Neutral Agree y Total
disagree agree
> > > > > >
[&] [&] [&] [&] [&] [&]
& & & & S )
(=} (=} (=] (=] (=] (=
3 X 3 X 3 X =S S 3 S 3 X
L L L L L L
L LL LL L L L

My Family
impact my
purchase
decision on
social media

32 | 182 | 28 | 159 | 39 | 222 | 63 |358| 14 | 80 | 176 | 100.0
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The table above shows that 43.8% of participants agreed that their families’ advices on

social media influence their decisions of buy, 34.1% disagreed and 22.2% stayed

neutral.
Table 20: Non- University Friends and Their Impact on Purchase Decision
Jotally Disagree Neutral Agree Totally Total
isagree agree
> > > > > >
[S] [&] [&] [S] [S] [&]
c c c c c c
S N S = S = S L S L S =
5 o o 5 5 5
T i i i i i
My non
university
friends on
social media 44 | 250 | 42 | 239 | 48 | 273 | 38 | 216 | 4 2.3 | 176 | 100.0
impact my
purchase
decision

48.9% of participants disagreed that their non-university friends on social media impact

their decision of buy, 21.6% stayed neutral and 23.9 % agreed.

Table 21: University Friends and Their Impact on Purchase Decision

d‘l_'otally Disagree Neutral Agree Totally Total
isagree agree
> > > > > >
o o (&) (&) o (&)
[ [ c c [ c
S ® S N S N S ® S ® S ®
o o S S o o
C T i i i i
My university
friends on
social media | g | 155 | 38 | 216 | 44 | 250 | 55 |31.3| 10 | 57 | 176 | 100.0
impact my
purchase
decision

The table above shows that 38.1 % of participants disagreed that their university friends
on social media impact their decision of buy, 36.9% agreed while 25 stayed neutral.

35



Table 22: Brand’s Profile and Its Impact on Purchase Decision

Totall . Totall
. y Disagree Neutral Agree y Total

disagree agree

> > > > > >

[&] [&] [&] [&] [&] [&]

& & & & & &

=1 X =1 X =1 =3 =1 =3 =1 X =1 X
L L L L L L

LL L L LL LL LL

Brands’
profile impact
my purchase 44 | 25.0| 37 |21.0| 31 |176 | 54 |30.7| 10 | 5.7 | 176 | 100.0
decision

When participants were asked if the brand’s profile on social media impacts their

decision of buy, 38.1 agreed, 36.4% disagreed, and 25.6 stayed neutral.

Table 23: Brand’s Offer and Its Impact on Purchase Decision

T_otally Disagree Neutral Agree Totally Total
disagree agree
> > > > > >
[&] [&] [&] [&] [&] [&]
c c < c c c
S ® S ® S £ S £ s ® s L
o o o o o o
o o o o o o
L LL LL LL LL LL
Brands’ offer
impressing 44 | 250 | 37 [210| 31 |176 | 54 |30.7| 10 | 57 | 176 | 100.0
me

The table 23 shows that 64.2% of participants said that brand’s offer don’t impressing

them on social media. 18.1% agreed that they are impressed while 17.6 stayed neutral.

Table 24: Participation to Brand’s Competition on Social Media

dTotaIIy Disagree Neutral Agree Totally Total
isagree agree
> > > > > >
(&) [&] (&) (&) (&] (&)
3 | o| 8| o] 8| | 88| | 8| o | 3 o
S X S X =] X =] X S X S X
oy oy o o o o
L L L L L oL
LL LL L L LL LL
| participate in
brands’
competition 69 | 392 | 44 | 250 | 31 | 176 | 24 | 136 | 8 46 | 176 | 100.0
on social
media
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Table 25: Shopping From Brands Followed on Social Media

C;I_'otally Disagree Neutral Agree Totally Total
isagree agree
> > > > > >
(&) (&) (&) (&] (&) (&)
[y c c c c c
S ° S ° S ° S ° S ® S ®
g g g g g g
I T i i T i
I do shopping
frombrandsi | oo | 551 | 43 | 244 | 40 |227| 28 |159| 12 | 68 | 176 | 100.0
follow on
social media

The table 3.10 shows that 54.5% of participants disagreed about doing shopping from
the brands they follow on social media, 22.7 stayed neutral while 18.8 agreed.

3.4. Participant’s Expressions Regarding Purchase Decision in the Post-
Purchasing
Table 26: Purchasing Product Found From Comment
Totally Disagree Neutral Agree Totally Total
disagree agree
> > > > > >
[&] [&] [&] [S] [S] [&]
< c c < < c
S| 8 S| 8 S| 8 S| 8 S| 8 S L
o o o oy oy o
L L L L L L
LL LL LL LL LL LL
The product i
purchase i found | o | 51 g | 47 | 267 | 23 | 31 | 41 [233| 9 | 51 | 176 | 100.0
it from comment
on social media

When participants were asked if product they purchase generally they found them from

comment on social media, 58.5% said no, 28.4% said yes and 3.1 stayed neutral.

Table 27: Purchasing Product Found From Profile

dTOta"y Disagree Neutral Agree TOta”y Total
isagree agree
> > 2 > > o)
5) %) o I 2 <
c c < S S &
[3) o <] o L o L < L K S K
S X > X =] > =) > S S 3 S
=3 g g S S 5
I i T T T T
The product
and service i
purchase i 81 | 460 | 51 |290| 26 |148| 17 | 97 | 1 | 05 | 176 | 100.0
found them
from profile on
social media
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When participants were asked if product they purchase generally they found them from
profile on social media, ¥ of them disagreed, 14.8 % stayed neutral and only 10.2%

agreed.
Table 28: Purchasing Product Found From Page

d‘l_'otally Disagree Neutral Agree Totally Total
isagree agree
> > > > > >
(&) (&) (&) (&) (&] (&)
[ c [y [y c [y
S ® S ® S ® S ® 3 ° S $
(on o on on O (on
o o o o o o
L LL LL LL LL L
The product
and service i
purchase i 58 |33.0| 43 | 244 | 36 |205| 34 |193| 5 | 2.8 | 176 | 100.0
found them
from page on
social media

When participants were asked if product they purchase they do find them from page on
social media, 57.4 of them disagreed, 22.1 % agreed while 20.5 % stayed neutral.

Table 29: Purchasing Product Found From Friend’s Profile

dT_otaIIy Disagree Neutral Agree Totally Total
isagree agree
> > > > > >
(&) (&) (&) (&] (&] (&)
c [y [y c c [y
S S S N S N S N S N s N
5 g g 5 5 g
L L L L L i
The product
and service i
purchase i
fof““dthem 81 | 460 | 42 |239| 34 | 193] 16 | 91 | 3 | 1.7 | 176 | 1200.0
rom my
friends’ profile
on social
media

When participants were asked if product they purchase they do find them from friend’s
profile on social media, 69.9% of them disagreed, 19.3% stayed neutral and only 10.8 of

participants agreed.
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Table 30: Purchasing Product Found From Family’s Profile

C;I_'otally Disagree Neutral Agree Totally Total
isagree agree
> > > > > >
o [&) (&) (&) [&) [&)
c c c c c c
S £ S £ S £ S £ s £ s L
o 53 53 53 53 53
L i i i i i
The product
and service i
purchase |
foundthem | o) 1 477 | 46 | 261 | 31 |176| 12 | 68 | 3 | 1.7 | 176 | 100.0
from my
family’s
profile on
social media

When participants were asked if product they purchase they do find them from family’s
profile on social media, 73.8% of them disagreed, 17.6% stayed neutral and only 8.5 of

participants agreed.

Table 31: Purchasing Product Found From My University Friend’s Profile

T_otally Disagree Neutral Agree Totally Total
disagree agree
> > > > > >
[&] [&] [S] [S] [&] [&]
c c < < c c
S N S N S R S N S N S S
o o o oy o o
o o o o o o
L LL LL LL LL LL
The product
and service |
purchase |
found them 83 | 472 | 44 | 250 | 30 | 170 | 13 7.4 5 34 | 176 | 100.0
from my
university
friends’ profile

When participants were asked if product they purchase they do find them from page on
social media, 72.2% of them disagreed, 17% stayed neutral and only 10.8 of participants

agreed.
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3.5. The Degree of Influence of Each Social Media Channel on Participants’
Purchasing Decisions

Table 32: Social Networks (Facebook, MySpace)

Social networks Frequency %
(Facebook, MySpace)

No influence 127 72.2

Some influence 33 18.8

Influence 15 8.5

More influence 1 0.6

Total 176 100

To know the degree of influence of social media channel on participants’ purchasing
decisions, the expression (No influence), (Some influence), (Influence), (More
influence) were asked to give the participants an option to choose or mention which
answer is suit to them. The table above shows participants’ answers. In this study, 72.2
of participants said that social networks (Facebook, MySpace) have no influence on
their purchasing behavior, 18.8% said they have some influence, 8.5% said they have
influence and only 0.5% think that Facebook and MySpace have much influence on

their purchasing behavior.

Table 33: Forum and Dictionaries

(Ij:i(();':il:)r:a?ri]eds Frequency % Cumulative %
No influence 73 415
Some influence 51 29
Influence 39 22.2
More influence 13 7.3
Total 176 100

The table above shows that 41.5 of participants in this study are not influenced by
social networks (dictionary and forum) when they purchase their products, 29% said
there is some influence on them, 22.2% said there is influence and only 7.3% think that
dictionaries and forum social networks have much influence on their purchasing

behavior.
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Table 34: Wikis (Wikipedia)

Frequency % Cumulative %
No influence 86 48.9
Some influence 42 23.9
Influence 31 17.6
More influence 17 9.6
Total 176 100

Around half of participants in this study (48.9%) said that social networks wikis have no
influence on their purchasing behavior, 23.9% said they have some influence, 17.6%
said they have influence and only 9.6% think that wikis have much influence on their
purchasing behavior.

Table 35: Blogs

Blogs Frequency %
No influence 103 58.5
Some influence 36 20.5
Influence 26 14.8
More influence 11 6.3
Total 176 100

More than half of participants in this study (58.5%) said that social networks blogs have
no influence on their purchasing behavior, 14.8% said they have some influence, 8.5%
said they have influence and only 6.3% think that blogs have much influence on their

purchasing behavior.

Table 36: Micro Blogs (Twitter)

Micro blogs (Twitter) | Frequency %
No influence 87 49.4
Some influence 41 23.3
Influence 31 18.2

More influence 16 9.1
Total 176 100

Around half % of participants in this study(49.4) answer that social networks micro

blogs(Twitter) have no influence on their purchasing behavior, 23.3% said they have
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some influence, 18.2% said they have influence and 9.1% think that facebook and

MySpace have much influence on their purchasing behavior.

Table 37: Social Media Sharing Networks (Youtube, Instagram, and Flickr)

Media sharing netwokrs' (Youtube, Frequency %
Instagram, and Flickr)

No influence 26 14.8

Some influence 38 21,6

Influence 62 35.2

More influence 50 28.4

Total 176 100

The table 37 shows that 35.2% of participants said that Media sharing networks
(Youtube, Instagram, and Flickr) have influence on their purchasing behavior, 28.4%
said they have more influence, 21.6% said they have some influence and 14.8% think

that they don’t have influence on their purchasing behavior.

Table 38: (Pinterest)

(Pinterest) Frequency %
No influence 118 67
Some influence 35 19.9

Influence 17 9.7
More influence 6 34
Total 176 100

The table 38 shows that 67% of participants said that Social meaning networks
(Pinterest) have no influence on their purchasing behavior,19.9 % said they have some
influence, 9.7% said they have influence and only 3.4% think that have much influence

on their purchasing behavior.

Table 39: Daily Opportunity Networks (Groupon)

Daily opportunity o Cumulative
networks (Groupon) Frequency /o %
No influence 124 70.5
Some influence 28 15.9
Influence 19 10.8
More influence 5 2.8
Total 176 100
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The table 39 shows that 70.5% of participants said that daily opportunity networks have
no influence on their purchasing behavior,15.9 % said they have some influence, 10.8%
said they have influence and only 2.8% think that have much influence on their

purchasing behavior.

Table 40: Advice and Evaluate Networks (IMDB, Trip Advisor)

Advice and evaluate Frequency %
networks
No influence 75 42.6
Some influence 40 22.7
Influence 40 22.7
More influence 21 12
Total 176 100

The table 40 shows that 42.6% of participants said that advices and evaluate social
networks have no influence on their purchasing behavior,22.7 % said they have some
influence, same percentage 22.7% said they have influence and 12% think that have

much influence on their purchasing behavior.

The study found that 43.2 % of participants who are fashion consumers and social
media users spend 2 and 3 hours per day on social media, 23.3% spend 0 to 1 hour, 18%
spend 4 to 5 hours and 15.4% spend more than 5 hours per day.

To identify how social media impact fashion consumers, it is also necessary to know
which social media channels participants who are fashion consumers and social media
users are connect to. The result of study revealed that the most social media channels
and networks used by participants are: social sharing channels (Youtube, Instagram and
Flickr) 94.2%, 73.3% use Wikipedia, 71% use forum and dictionnaries, 63.3% use
microblog (Twitter) and 50% use social networks (Facebook and MySpace). Also, the
result found that social sharing channels (Youtube and Instagram) are the most channels
influencing fashion consumers. The second most channels influencing them are forum

and dictionaries are second and the third channels are; TripAdvisor and IMDB.

According the results the most social networks those have influence on participant’s
buying decision and behavior are, social sharing channels (Youtube, Instagram and
flickr) are the most effective channels on fashion consumers; 28.4 of students said that

those channels have influence on them, 28.4% more influence and 21.6 some influence.
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The second channels are forum and dictionaries; 22.2% of students said they have

influence on them, 7.4% more influence and 29% some influence.

The third channels are; TripAdvisor and IMDB; 22.7% of students said they have

influence on them, 12% more influence and 22.7% some influence.

The rest of channels are Wikipedia; 17.6% of students said they have influence on them,
9.7% more influence and 23.9% some influence, Microblogs (Twitter); 18.2% of
students said they have influence on them, 9.1% more influence and 23.3% some
influence, Webrazzi; 14.8% of students said they have influence on them, 6.3% more

influence and 20.5% some influence.

Pinterest; 9.7%% of students said they have influence on them, 3.4% more influence
and 19.9% some influence. Daily opportunity channels (Groupon); 10.8% % of students
said they have influence on them, 2.8% more influence and 15.9% some influence and
Social networks (Facebook and MySpace); 8.5% of students said they have influence on

them, 0.6% more influence and 18.8% some influence.
3.6. Independent T test by gender

An independent samples t-test was conducted to do a comparison by gender. A t test is a
type of statistical test used to compare the means of two groups (Kim, 2020). In this
study, the comparison attends to identify if there is significant difference between male
and female regarding social media’s impact on purchasing decision. To do the
comparison, independent variables; Impact of researching product on purchase decision,
Trustiness, impact of social media advertisement, impact of influencer (Famous people,
Family none and University Friends), Brand’s impact (profile, Brand’s offer,
Participation to brand’s competition on social media and Shopping from brand’s
followed on social media) are considered as independent variables used for comparison
in the pre purchase decision. In the post purchase decision; product i purchase i found
them from brand’s comment, profile, page, friend’s profile, family’s profile and

university friend’s profile are considered as independent variables use for comparison.

The relationship between the impacts of social media on student’s purchase decision has
been evaluated on the basis of the p values more or less than 0.05. According to

researchers, when the p values obtained as a result is less than 0.05 that is means there is
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significant effect or difference and the result is accepted but when it is bigger than 0.05
that is mean hypothesis is rejected (Maiti and Saikia, 2019).

3.6.1. For Researching Product on Social Media

According to the t-test analysis, there is a significant difference in the scores for men
(M= 3.8780, SD= 1.03507) and women (M= 3.1596, SD= 1.24696) conditions; t (174)
= 4.123, p= .000. This means men and women are different in searching product on
social media. These results suggest that men research product on social media more than

women.

Table 41: Group Statistics of The Independent T Test Analysis By Gender (Researching Product on

Social Media
: Sig. Mean Std. Error

F Sig. T Df (taile) | Difference | Difference Lower | Upper
Q Equal
> variances | 10.505 | .001 | 4.123 173.591 .000 71847 17425 37455 | 1.06240
3 assumed
e s
=]
= D
é £
25| Equal

g .

52 "arglces 4176 | 173591 | .000 71847 17207 | .37886 | 1.05809
c O
2 assumed
o
k=]

Table 42: Independent Sample Test If The T Test Analysis By Gender (Researching product on Social
Media)

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

40 szl S ATe Male 82 | 3.8780 1.03507 0.11430
service on social media Female | 94 | 3.1596 1.24696 0.12861

3.6.2. Trust in product on social media

According to the t-test analysis, there is no significant difference in the scores for men
(M=3.0610, SD= 0.89370) and women (M= 2.8085, SD= 1.09030 conditions; t (174) =
1.665, p= 0.98. This means men and women are not different in trusting in product on
social media. These results suggest that men and women are affected by trusting in

product on social media.
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Table 43: Group Statistics of the Independent T Test Analysis by Gender (Trust in Product on Social

Media)
. Sig. Mean Std. Error

F Sig. T df (taile) | Difference | Difference Lower | Upper
°TT > Equal
E g I variances 6.959 | 0.09 |1.665 174 .098 .25246 .15165 -.04684 | 55177
o » S d
_§ Epe assume
58 Equal
2 gg variances 1.687 | 173.355 .093 .25246 .14962 -.04285 | .54778
= & £ notassumed

Table 44: Independent Sample Test If The T Test Analysis by Gender (Trust in Product on Social media)

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
The product and service onl | Male 82 | 3.0610 0.89370 0.09869
social media are trusty Female 94 2.8085 1.09030 0.11246

3.6.3. Impact of Social Media Advertisement on Purchase Decision

According to the t-test analysis, there is a significant difference in the scores for men
and women (M=2.9634, SD= 1.18055) and women (M= 2.3298, SD= 1.12056
conditions; t (174) = 3.650, p= .000. This means men and women are different by get

encourage to purchase product because of social media advertisement. These results

suggest that men are affected by social media advertisement more than women.

Table 45: Group Statistics of The Independent T Test Analysis by Gender (Impact of Social Media
Advertisement on Purchase Decision)

F Sig.

Df

(tai

Sig.

Mean
le) | Difference

Std. Error
Difference

Lower

Upper

Equal
variances
assumed

.030 | .862

3.650

174

.000

.63363

17360

.29099

97627

Equal
variances not
assumed

Social media advertisement
encourage me to purchase

3.637

167.982

.000

.63363

.1423

.28967

97758

Table 46: Independent Sample Test If The T Test Analysis by Gender (Impact of Social Media
Advertisement on Purchase Decision)

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Social media advertisement Male 82 2.9634 1.18055 0.13037
encourage me to purchase =2t T o | 23208 1.12056 0.11558
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3.6.4. Impact of Famous People on Purchase Decision

According to the t-test analysis, there is a significant difference in the scores for men
and women (M=3.0244, SD= 1.19645) and women (M= 2.2766, SD= 1.26495
conditions; t (174) = 4.012, p= .000. This means men and women are different by get
impacting by famous people on social media. These results suggest that men are

affected by famous people to purchase product on social media more than women.

Table 47: Group Statistics of the Independent T Test Analysis by Gender (Impact of Famous People on
Purchase Decision)

. Sig. Mean Std. Error

Fo|Sig| T df (taile) | Difference | Difference Lower | Upper
8
2 .
g .2 | Equalvariances | g5 | 5351 4010 | 174 000 | 74779 18640 | 37991 | 1.11568
=2 assumed
= O
c c
S5
L S
=
g ? Equal varian
o5 | oual varlances 4027 | 172.844 | 000 | 74779 | .18640 | 38129 | 1.11430
= 8 not assumed
EE
L

Table 48: Independent Sample Test if the T Test Analysis by Gender (Famous People’s Impact on
Purchase Decision)

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
Famous people on social Male 82 3.0244 1.19645 0.13213
media impact my purchase
St Female 94 2.2766 1.26495 0.13047

3.6.5. Impact of Family on Purchase Decision

According to the t-test analysis, there is a significant difference in the scores for men
(M=3.4512, SD= 1.02020) (M= 25957, SD=
1.30606conditions; t (174) = 4.791, p= .000. This means men and women are different

and women and women

in term of family’s advices on social media. These results suggest that men are affected

by family’s advices to purchase product on social media more than women.

47



Table 49: Group Statistics of the Independent T Test Analysis by Gender (Impact of Family on Purchase

Decision)
. Sig. Mean Std. Error

F Sig. T df (taile) | Difference | Difference Lower Upper
2 Equal
Eg variances 13.118 | .000 | 4.791| 174 | .000 .85547 .17855 .50307 1.20788
=2 assumed
'S Q
S3
5E
>H
. g Equal
& E |variances not 4871 174 | .000 74779 .18569 .38129 1.11430
§~ assumed

Table 50: Independent Sample Test if the T Test Analysis by Gender (Impact of Family on Purchase

Decision)
Gender N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
My family on social media Male 82 3.4512 1.02020 0.11266
impact my decision Female 94 25957 1.30606 0.13471

3.6.6. Impact of Non- University Friends on Purchase Decision

According to the t-test analysis, there is a significant difference in the scores for men
and women (M=2.9146, SD= 1.15685) and women (M= 2.1809, SD= 1.03657
conditions; t (174) = 4.438, p= .000. This means men and women are different by get
impact by non-university friends on social media. These results suggest that men are
affected by non-university friends to purchase product on social media more than

women.

Table 51: Group Statistics of the Independent T Test Analysis by Gender (Impact of Non- Niversity
Friends and Their Impact on Purchase Decision)

Sig. Mean Std. Error
(taile) [Difference| Difference

425 | 515 | 4.405 |164.089| .000 73378 .16534 40745 | 1.06271

F Sig. T df Lower | Upper

Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances

4.405 |164.089| .000 .73378 .16659 140485 | 1.06012
not assumed

My non- university friends on
social media impact my decision
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Table 52: Independent Sample Test if the T Test Analysis by Gender (Impact of Non-University Friends
on Purchase Decision)

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation |Std. Error Mean
T G e || MR 82 2.9146 1.15685 0.12775
social media impact my decision| Femgle 94 2.1809 1.03657 0.10691

3.6.7. Impact of University Friends on Purchase Decision

According to the t-test analysis, there is a significant difference in the scores for men
and women (M=3.2439, SD= 1.07222) and women (M= 2.8085, SD=
1.09030conditions; t (174) = 3.947 p= .000. This means men and women are different
by friends on social media. These results suggest that men and women are affected

purchase product on recommended by friends on social media.

Table 53: Group Statistics of the Independent T Test Analysis by Gender (Impact of University Friends
on Purchase Decision)

Sig. Mean Std. Error
(taile) | Difference | Difference

2.320 [.130(3.947 | 174 .000 .68007 17230 .34253 1.02015

F |Sig.| T df Lower Upper

Equal variances
assumed

Equal variances

not assumed 3.977 | 173.866 | .000 .68007 17102 .34253 1.01761

My university friends on
social media impact my
decision

Table 54: Independent Sample Test if the T Test Analysis by Gender (Impact of University Friends on
Purchase Decision)

Gender | N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

My university friends on social | Male | 82 | 3.2439 1.07222 0.11841
media impact my decision Female | 94 | 2.5638 1.19640 0.12340

3.6.8. Impact of Brand’s Profile on Purchase Decision

According to the t-test analysis, there is a significant difference in the scores for men
and women (M=3.2195, SD= 1.04260) and women (M= 2.5745, SD= 1.22245
conditions; t (174) = 3.737, p= .000. This means men and women are different by
getting impact by brand’s profile on social media. These results suggest that men are

affected by on brand’s profile more than women on social media.
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Table 55: Group Statistics of the Independent T Test Analysis by Gender (Impact of brand’s Profile on
Purchase Decision)

. Sig. Mean Std. Error

F Sig. T df (taile) | Difference | Difference Lower | Upper
o g [FQUAlvariances| g ep | 019 | 3737 | 174 | 000 | 64504 | 17260 | 30438 | .98571
5 8 assumed
[P
£C
=
25
= &
%
[P = 1
= o | Equal variances 3778 |173918| 000 | .64504 17075 | .30804 | .98205
© © | notassumed
Ch>
Sg
28
g3
@ E

Table 56: Independent Sample Test if the T Test Analysis by Gender (Impact of Brand’s Profile on
Purchase Decision)

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
Brand’s profile on social media Male 82 3.2195 1.04260 0.11514
impact my purchase decision | Female | 94 | 25745 1.22245 0.12609

3.6.9. Impact of Brand’s Offer on Purchase Decision

According to the t-test analysis, there is a significant difference in the scores for men
and women (M=2.8902, SD= 1.21722) and women (M= 2.1489, SD= 1.19998

conditions; t (174) =1.736, p=.084. This means men and women are not different by get

impact by brand’s offer. These results suggest that both men and women are affected by

purchasing product because of brand’s offer on social media.

Table 57: Group Statistics of the Independent T Test Analysis by Gender (Impact of Brand’s Offer on
Purchase Decision)

. Sig. Mean Std. Error

F Sig. T Df (taile) | Difference | Difference Lower | Upper
_ o |Faualvariances| , 430 | 046 | 1736 | 174 | .084 | .33705 19415 | -.04614 | .72025
B E assumed
ze
:8 g Equal variances
s 1.736 |173.715| .82 .33705 .18508 -.04362 | .71772
@ £ | hotassumed

Table 58: Independent Sample Test if the T Test Analysis by Gender (Impact of Brand’s Offer on
Purchase Decision)

Gender N Mean | Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Brands offer impressing me Male 82 2.8902 1.21722 0.13442
Female 94 2.5532 1.34098 0.13831
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3.6.10. Participation to Brand’s Competition on Social Media

According to the t-test analysis, there is a significant difference in the scores for men
and women (M=2.2439, SD= 1.25276) and women (M= 2.1489, SD= 1.19998

conditions; t (174) =.513, p=.609. This means men and women are not different by get

impact participate to the brand’s competition. These results suggest that men and

women are affected participating in brands competition on social media.

Table 59: Group Statistics of the Independent T Test Analysis by Gender (Participation in Brand’s
Competition on Social Media)

Sig. T

Df

Sig.
(taile)

Mean
Difference

Std. Error
Difference

Lower Upper

Equal
variances
assumed

.076

.783 | 513

174

.609

.09497

.18508

-.27033 .46026

Equal
variances not
assumed

I participate in brand’s
competition on social media

512

168.523

.610

0.9497

.18508

-.27149 46142

Table 60: Independent Sample Test if the T Test Analysis by Gender (Participation to Brand’s
Competition on Social Media)

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
[ e tetei o Gl Male 82 2.2439 1.25276 0.13834
competition on social media | Femgle 94 2.1489 1.19998 0.12377

3.6.11. For shopping from brands followed by fashion consumer on social media

According to the t-test analysis, there is a significant difference in the scores for men
and women (M=2.7805, SD= 1.30549) and women (M= 2.1596, SD= 1.14819
conditions; t (174) =3.357, p= .001. This means men and women are different by get

impact by do shopping from brand’s they follow on social media. These results suggest

that men are affected by purchasing product from brand’s they follow on social media

more than women.
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Table 61: Group Statistics of the Independent T Test Analysis by Gender (Shopping From Brand
Followed on Social Media)

. Sig. Mean | Std. Error
F Sig. T Df (taile) |Difference| Difference Lower Upper
Equal
SS variances 1.770 | .185 | 3.328 |162.681| .001 .62091 .18495 .25589 .98594
E’E% assumed
8—-;3 Equal
% 2 g | variances not 3.328 |162.681| .001 | .62091 .18657 25250 | .98933
B g assumed

Table 62: Independent Sample Test if the T Test Analysis by Gender (Shopping From Brand Followed
on Social Media)

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
I do shopping from brandsi | Male 82 2.7805 1.30549 0.14417
follow on social media =70 T o, 2.1596 1.14819 0.11843

3.6.12. For Purchasing Product Found From Comment

According to the t-test analysis, there is no a significant difference in the scores for men
and women (M=2.4268, SD= 1.27686) and women (M= 2.3936, SD= 1.28864

conditions; t (174) =.171, p= .864. This means men and women are not different by

purchasing product found from comment. These results suggest that men and women

are affected by purchasing product found from comment on social media.

Table 63: Group Statistics of the Independent T Test Analysis by Gender (Purchasing Product Found
From Comment)

. Sig. Mean Std. Error

F Sig. T df (taile) | Difference | Difference Lower | Upper
- £
8L ‘é Equal
S eE variances | .022 | .882 | .171 174 .864 0.3321 19390 | -.34948 | .41591
LS assumed
£23
-+ g c
885
= b= Equal
O-_rc‘@ £ |variances not 71 (171182 | .864 0.3321 19377 -34928 | 41571
25 E assumed
= 3 °

Table 64: Independent Sample Test if the T Test Analysis by Gender (Purchasing Product Found From

Comment)
Gender N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
The product and service i Male 82 2.4268 1.27686 0.14101
purchase i found them from
comment on social media Female 94 2.3936 1.28864 0.13291
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3.6.13. For Purchasing Product Found From Profile on Social Media

According to the t-test analysis, there is not a significant difference in the scores for
men and women (M=1.7683, SD= 0.90675) and women (M= 2.0106, SD= 1.10224
conditions; t (174) =-1.579, p= .116. This means men and women are not different by
purchasing product found from profile. These results suggest that men and women are

affected by purchasing product found from profile on social media.

Table 65: Group Statistics of the Independent T Test Analysis by Gender (Purchasing Product Found
From Profile)

. Sig. Mean | Std. Error

F Sig. T df (taile) |Difference| Difference Lower Upper
'S g = Equal
‘;’ ‘E B | variances |2.429| .121 | -1.579 174 116 -24235 15351 -.54534 .06064
¢ & E| assumed
o 2.8
T e c
8= S| Equal
‘a_;:"’u % variances not -1.600 |173.428| .111 | -24235 .15150 -.54136 .05667
20 5| assumed
=3

Table 66: Independent Sample Test if the T Test Analysis by Gender (Purchasing Product Found From

Profile)
Gender N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
The product and service i Male 82 1.7683 0.90675 0.10013
purchase i found them from
prof"e on social media Female 94 2.0106 1.10224 0.11369

3.6.14. For Purchasing Product Found From Page on Social Media

According to the t-test analysis, there is not a significant difference in the scores for
men and women (M=2.3415, SD= 1.16767) and women (M= 2.3415, SD= 1.24181
conditions; t (174) = -053, p= .958. This means men and women are not different by
purchasing product found from page. These results suggest that men and women are

affected by purchasing product found from page on social media.
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Table 67: Group Statistics of the Independent T Test Analysis by Gender (Purchasing Product Found

From Page)
. Sig. Mean Std. Error
F Sig. T df (taile) | Difference | Difference Lower Upper

= g Equal
é ‘E .g variances |1.048| .307 | -053 174 .958 -00960 .18252 -.36983 .35063
g @ £ | assumed
25 S
-§ = S Equal
5 @ & |variances not -.053 | 173.004 | .958 -.00960 18175 -36833 .34913
@5 8| assumed
= >

o

Table 68: Independent Sample Test if the T Test Analysis by Gender (Purchasing Product Found From

Profile)
Gender N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
The product and service i Male 82 2.3415 1.16767 0.12895
purchase i found them from
page on social media Female 94 2.3511 1.24181 0.12808

3.6.15. For Purchasing Product Found From Friend’s Profile ON Social Media

According to the t-test analysis, there is not a significant difference in the scores for
men and women (M=2.0854, SD= 1.12438) and women (M= 1.8617, SD= 1.04317
conditions; t (174) =1.368, p= .173. This means men and women are not different by
purchasing product found from friend’s profile. These results suggest that men and

women are affected by purchasing product found from friend’s profile on social media.

Table 69: Group Statistics of the Independent T Test Analysis by Gender (Purchasing Product Found
From Friend’s Profile)

. Sig. Mean Std. Error
F Sig. T df (taile) | Difference| Difference Lower Upper
L <
£3
- Equal
£ g q
g eg variances |1.760| .186 | 1.368| 174 173 | 22366 .16346 -.09895 .54628
3 E g assumed
L @
=) 'E o
&5 &
852
S oW
T - 0O
2= 7 Equal
=7
Pl <2 | variances not 1.361|166.533| .175 | .22366 .16430 -.10071 .54804
S £ | assumed
2 &
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Table 70: Independent Sample Test if the T Test Analysis by Gender (Purchasing Product Found From
Friend’s Profile)

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
The product and service i Male 82 2.0854 1.12438 0.12417
purchase i found them from my
friend’s profile on social media Female 94 1.8617 1.04317 0.10759

3.6.16. For Purchasing Product Found from Family’s Profile on Social Media

According to the t-test analysis, there is not a significant difference in the scores for
men and women (M= 1.9268, SD=1.05152) and women (M=1.8511, SD= 1.02608
conditions; t (174) =.482, p= .630. This means men and women are not different by
purchasing product found from university family’s profile. These results suggest that
men and women are affected by purchasing product found from university family’s

profile on social media.

Table 71: Group Statistics of the Independent T Test Analysis by Gender (Family’s Profile)

Sig.

Mean

Std. Error

F Sig. T df (taile) | Difference | Difference Lower | Upper
.8
= g é Equal
2 E3 variances 554 | .458 | .482 174 .630 07577 15685 |.-.23381| .38534
g £ S assumed
- L wn
558
- O
23%
g= & Equal
gﬁi variances not -.482 | 169.558 .630 07577 15711  |-.23438| .38592
S = assumed
S g
[o Ry&i

Table 72: Independent Sample Test If the T Test Analysis by Gender (Purchasing Product Found From
Family’s Profile)

Gender N Mean | Std. Deviation [Std. Error Mean
The product and service i Male 82 1.9268 1.05152 0.11612
purchase i found them from my
family’s profile on social media Female 94 1.8511 1.02608 0.10583

3.6.17. For Purchasing Product Found from University Friend’s Profile on Social
Media

According to the t-test analysis, there is not a significant difference in the scores for
1.9146, SD=1.05645) and women (M=1.9574, SD=
1.13512conditions; t (174) =-.258, p= .797. This means men and women are not

men and women (M=
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different by purchasing product found from university friend’s profile. These results
suggest that men and women are affected by purchasing product found from university

friend’s profile on social media.

Table 73: Group Statistics of the Independent T Test Analysis by Gender (Purchasing Product Found
From University Friend’s Profile)

Sig. Mean Std. Error

F |Sig.| T df (taile) | Difference | Difference

Lower | Upper

PR
% %3 Equal
S S E | variances | 073 |.788 | -258 | 174 | .797 | -.04281 16610 | -37064 | .28501
=53 | assumed
228
2 Ec
o
25z
c ==
S g2
s2% Equal
3 = 32 variances not -.259 | 173.255| .796 -.04281 .16528 -.36905 .28341
S 3.8 | assumed
g e &
'_

Table 74: Independent Sample Test if the T Test Analysis by Gender (Purchasing Product Found From
University Friend’s Profile)

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation |Std. Error Mean
The product and service i Male 82 1.9146 1.05645 0.11667
purchase i found them from my
university friend’s profileon | Femate | 94 1.9574 1.13512 0.11708
social media

3.7. Anova Analysis by Age

One Way Anova analysis is used in this study to describe responses of participants.
Anova analysis is a statistical tool used to detect differences between experimental
group means (Sawyer, 2009). In this study Anova analysis attends to identify if
demographic characteristics of age, level of study, internet usage and social media usage
have an effect on fashion consumers’ purchase decision. The results were obtained and

estimated with degree of freedom (df), F (freedom) and signification (Sig).
3.7.1. Researching Product on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of age on research of product and service
on social media. The result shows that there was not a significant effect of age on

research of product on social media at the p < .05 level for the five conditions [F (2.173)
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=2.720

product and service on social media.

, p=.069. This means that the age really does not have effect on research of

Table 75: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis for Age (Researching Product on Social Media)

Descriptives

95% Confidence Interval
N Mean S.td'. Std. Error for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation Lower Upper
Bound Bound
= 3 © 18-25 | 166 | 3.4940 | 1.22473 .09506 3.3063 3.6817 1.00 5.00
2 25
o]
g E GE) 26-30 9 3.5556 | .88192 .29397 2.8777 4.2335 2.00 5.00
[SI=lr
c © 5
3 ‘g § 31-40 1 3.0000 3.00 3.00
O 5
S oo
S Total | 176 | 3.4943 | 1.20474 .09081 3.3151 3.6735 1.00 5.00

Table 76: One Way Anova Analysis for Age (Researching Product on Social Media)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 7.744 2 3.872 2.720 .069
I do search about productand 'y Groups | 246,250 | 173 | 1.423
service on social media
Total 253.994 175

3.7.2. Trust in Product on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of age on trust in product. The result

shows that there was a significant effect for age on trustiness in product at the p <.05
level for the five conditions [F (2.173) = 3.546, p= .031. This means that the age really

does have an effect on the trust in product on social media

Table 77: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis for Age (Trust in Product on Social Media)

Descriptives
95% Confidence
N Mean S.td'. Std. Error Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation Lower Upper
Bound Bound
TTE > 18-25 [ 166 | 2.9398 1.00120 07771 2.7863 3.0932 1.00 5.00
T © Z
‘g‘ g i 26-30 9 2.7778 1.20185 40062 1.8540 3.7016 1.00 5.00
B o5
g 8 = | 31-40 1 2.0000 2.00 2.00
238
F & E | Total |176| 2.9261 1.00865 .07603 2.7761 3.0762 1.00 5.00
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Table 78: One Way Anova Analysis For age (Trust in Product on Social Media)

ANOVA
Sum of Squares | Df | Mean Square F Sig.
The product and Between Groups 7.012 2 3.506 3.546 .031
service on social | Within Groups 171.028 173 .989
media are trusty Total 178.040 175

3.7.3. Impact of Social Media Advertisement on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of age on social media advertisement

and its impact on purchase decision. The result shows that there was a significant effect
for age at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (2.173) = 5.212, p = .006. This
means that the age really does have an effect on social media advertisement and this

resume the effect of social media advertisement on purchase decision.

Table 79: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Age (Impact of Social Media on Purchase

Decision)
Descriptives
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean De\?it:t-ion Std. Error Mean Minimum | Maximum
Lower Bound |Upper Bound
:%: 18-25 | 166 | 2.5843 | 1.17633 .09130 2.4041 2.7646 1.00 5.00
S o
S8 g
B S5 26-30 3.4444 | 1.23603 41201 2.4943 4.3945 1.00 5.00
Ex 5
=9 a
S £ 23140 2.0000 2.00 2.00
3
g Total | 176 | 2.6250 | 1.18864 .08960 2.4482 2.8018 1.00 5.00

Table 80: One Way Anova Analysis by Age (Impact of Social Media Advertisement on Purchase

Decision)
ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares df Square F Sig.
) ) ) Between Groups 14.052 2 7.026 5.212 | .006
Social media advertisement [y 'srouoc | 233108 | 173 | 1.348
encourage me to purchase
Total 247.250 175

3.7.4. Impact of Famous People on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of age on famous people and their

impact on purchase decision. The result shows that there was a significant effect for age
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on famous people and their impact on fashion consumers’ purchase decision at the p <

.05 level for the five conditions [F (2.173 ) = 4.527, p=

really does have an effect on famous people’s reference

purchase decision on social media.

.012. This means that the age

and their impact consumer’s

Table 81: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by age (Impact of Famous People on Purchase

Decision)

Descriptives

95% Confidence Interval
N Mean S.td'. Std. for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error Lower Upber Bound
Bound PP u
= & 18-25 | 166 | 2.5964 | 1.28855 | .10001 | 2.3989 2.7939 1.00 5.00
o gu—
P o
g-% §§ 26-30 9 3.3333 | 1.00000 | .33333 | 2.5647 41020 2.00 5.00
8525
2E2gS
3 5° a| 3140 1 1.0000 1.00 1.00
ES 2
£ 8
@ Total | 176 | 2.6250 | 1.28563 | .09691 | 2.4337 2.8163 1.00 5.00

Table 82: One Way Anova Analysis by Age (Impact of Famous Peoplet on Purchase Decision)

ANOVA
Sum of Squares| df |Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 14.386 2 7.193 4527 | .012
Famous people on social |7y i s 274.864 173 1.589
media impact my decision
Total 289.250 175

3.7.5. Impact of Family on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of age on family’s advices and their

impact on purchase decision. The result shows that there was not a significant effect for

age on family and their impact on fashion consumers at the p <.05 level for the five

conditions [F (2.173) = 1.050, p = .352. This means that the age of consumers really do

not have an effect on family’s impact on fashion consumers’ purchase decision.
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Table 83: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Age (Impact of Family on Purchase Decision)

Descriptives

95% Confidence Interval
N Mean S.td'. Std. for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation | Error Lower Upber Bound
Bound pp
2 © 18-25 | 166 | 2.9699 | 1.25251 |.09721 2.7779 3.1618 1.00 5.00
S s 5
S5 .2
E “g’§§ 26-30 9 3.6667 | 1.00000 |.33333 2.8980 4.4353 2.00 5.00
2825
g 2 E a2 | 31-40 1 1.0000 . . . . 1.00 1.00
58
= £ Total | 176 | 2.9943 | 1.25355 |.09449 2.8078 3.1808 1.00 5.00

Table 84: One Way Anova Analysis by age (Impact of Family on Purchase Decision)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 3.297 2 1.648 1.050 | .352
My family on social media |y iipin Groups | 271.698 | 173 | 1571
impact my decision
Total 274.994 175

3.7.6. Impact of Non-University Friends on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of age on non- university friends and
their impact on purchase decision. The result shows that there was not a significant
effect for age on non- university friends and their impact on fashion consumers’
purchase decision. At the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (2.173) = 2.844 |, p=
.061. This means that the age of consumers really does not have an effect on non-

university friends and their impact on purchase decision.

Table 85: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Age (Impact of Non- University Friends on
Purchase Decision)

Descriptives
95% Confidence
N Mean S.td'. Std. Error Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation Lower Upper
Bound Bound
@ | 18-25 | 166 | 2.4819 | 1.15849 .08992 2.3044 2.6595 1.00 5.00
2= >a
ZEES
S8%83|230 | 9 |32222| 83333 27778 2.5817 | 3.8628 2.00 5.00
SSE%s
= »=
S8 s 5| 3140 1 3.0000 . . . . 3.00 3.00
= =
>-& g 2
= S| Total | 176 | 2.5227 | 1.15117 .08677 2.3515 2.6940 1.00 5.00
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Table 86: One Way Anova Analysis by Age (Impact of Non- University Friends on Purchase Decision)

ANOVA
Sum of
Squares Df | Mean Square F Sig.
. . . Between Groups 7.381 2 3.691 2.844 | .061
My non university friends on
social media impact my Within Groups 224.528 173 1.298

decision

Total 231.909 175

3.7.7. Impact of University Friends on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of age on university student’s friends

and their impact on fashion consumer’s decision of purchase. The result shows that

there was not a significant effect for age on university friends and their impact on

purchase decision at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (2.173) = 1.637

1p:

.198. This means that the age really does not have an effect on university friends and

their impact on fashion consumers on social media.

Table 87: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Age (Impact of Niversity Friends on Purchase

Decision)
Descriptives
95% Confidence
N Mean S.td'. Std. Error Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation Lower Upper
Bound Bound
28w 18-25 | 166 | 2.8434 | 1.19069 .09242 2.6609 3.0258 1.00 5.00
2Es
S EQO
%3 @ | 26-30 9 3.4444 | 1.01379 .33793 2.6652 4.2237 2.00 5.00
2338
B2zt
= 8 E 2 | 31-40 1 4.0000 4.00 4.00
52 §
> O
- €
2 E= Total 176 | 2.8807 | 1.18682 .08946 2.7041 3.0572 1.00 5.00

Table 88: One Way Anova Analysis by Age (Impact of University Friends on Purchase Decision)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 4,578 2 2.289 | 1.637 | .198
My university friends on social |\ qin Grouns | 241,017 | 173 | 1.398
media impact my decision
Total 246.494 175

61




3.7.8. Impact of Brand’s Profile on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of age on brand’s profile and its impact
on purchase decision, the result shows that there was not a significant effect for age on
brand’s profile and its impact on purchase decision at the p <.05 level for the four
conditions [F (2.173) = .690, p= .503. This means that the age really does not have an

impact on purchase decision on social media.

Table 89: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Age (Impact of Brand’s Profile on Purchase

Decision)
Descriptives
95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound
S 18-25 | 166 | 2.8554 | 1.19222 | .09253 | 2.6727 3.0381 1.00 5.00
KNS
=
% §§ 26-30 9 3.3333 | 1.00000 | .33333 | 2.5647 4.1020 2.00 5.00
238
BEZ |3140 | 1 | 20000 : : : : 2.00 2.00
5§
= Total 176 | 2.8750 | 1.18382 | .08923 | 2.6989 3.0511 1.00 5.00

Table 90: One Way Anova Analysis by Age (Impact of Brand’s Profile on Purchase Decision)

ANOVA
Sum of .
Squares Df | Mean Square F Sig.
il mroilom s Between Groups 1.941 2 971 .690 .503
media impact my decision of | Within Groups 243.309 173 1.406
purchase Total 245250 | 175

3.7.9. Impact of Brand’s Offer on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of age on brand’s offer ant its impact on
purchase decision, the result shows that there was not a significant effect for age brand’s
offer ant its impact on fashion consumer’s purchase decision. At the p <.05 level for the
four conditions [F (2.173) = .354, p=.702. This means that the age does not have effect

on brand’s offer ant its impact on purchase decision.
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Table 91: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Age (Impact of Brand’s Offer on Purchase

Decision)
Descriptives
95% Confidence
N Mean S.td'. Std. Error Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation Lower Upper
Bound Bound
. g 18-25 166 2.7048 | 1.29460 .10048 2.5064 2.9032 1.00 5.00
&
“ig’ 26-30 9 2.7778 | 1.39443 46481 1.7059 3.8496 1.00 5.00
- (%2}
28 | 340 [ 1 |3.0000 : : : : 3.00 3.00
3
M= Total 176 2.7102 | 1.29222 .09740 2.5180 2.9025 1.00 5.00

Table 92: One Way Anova Analysis by Age (Impact of Brand’s Offer on Purchase Decision)

Descriptives
95% Confidence
N Mean S.td'. Std. Error Interval for Mean Minimum [Maximum
Deviation Lower Upper

Bound Bound
X 18-25 | 166 2.7048 | 1.29460 .10048 2.5064 2.9032 1.00 5.00
(3ot
E 2 | 26-30 9 27778 | 1.39443 46481 1.7059 3.8496 1.00 5.00
2| 3140 | 1 | 3.0000 : : . : 3.00 3.00
5 £
A= Total 176 2.7102 1.29222 .09740 2.5180 2.9025 1.00 5.00

3.7.10. Participation to Brand’s Competition on Social Media

A one way anova is used in this study to compare the effect of age on participation on
brand’s competition, the result shows that there was not a significant effect for age on
brand’s competition at the p <.05 level for the four conditions [F (2.173) = 2.358, p=

.098. This means that the age does not have effect on brand’s competition.

Table 93: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Age (Participation to Brand’s Competition)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum Maximum
Deviation | Error | Lower Upper
Bound Bound
é < 18-25 | 166 2.1446 1.20738 09371 | 1.9596 2.3296 1.00 5.00
=3
E S «| 26-30 9 3.1111 1.26930 42310 | 2.1354 4.0868 2.00 5.00
T =]
T .2 g
% % 31-40 1 2.0000 . . . . 2.00 2.00
£ ?
5+
28 Total 176 2.1932 1.22225 .09213 | 2.0114 2.3750 1.00 5.00
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Table 94: One Way Anova Analysis by Age (Participation to Brand’s Competition)

ANOVA
Sum of .
Squares df |Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups| 6.938 2 3.469 2.358 .098
| participate in brand’s —\yinin Groups | 254404 | 173 1471

competition on social media

Total

261.432 175

3.7.11. For Shopping From Followed Brands on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of age on shopping from brands

followed by fashion consumer on social media, the result shows that there was not a

significant effect for age on brand’s competition and its impact on on shopping from

brands followed by fashion consumer on social media. At the p <.05 level for the four

conditions [F (2.173) = .133, p= .876. This means that the age does not have an effect

on shopping from brands followed by fashion consumer on social media.

Table 95: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Age (Shopping From Brand Followed on Social

Media)

Descriptives

95% Confidence Interval
N Mean S.td'. St. for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound

= = 18-25 | 166 2.4699 1.27766 | .09917 2.2741 2.6657 1.00 5.00
ESs
2o [ 26-30 9 2.2222 .83333 | .27778 1.5817 2.8628 1.00 3.00
8235
22 3140 1 | 1.0000 1.00 1.00
o5 3
T =
- Total 176 2.4489 1.25934 | .09493 2.2615 2.6362 1.00 5.00

Table 96: One Way Anova Analysis by Age (Shopping From Brand Followed on Social Media)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 426 2 213 133 .876
I do shopping from brands™i 'y, ;in grouns | 277.114 | 173 | 1.602
follow on social media
Total 277.540 | 175
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3.7.12. Purchasing Product Found From Comment on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of age and finding product from
comment, the result shows that there was not a significant effect of age on purchasing
product found from comment at the p <.05 level for the four conditions [F (2.371) =
841, p = .433. This means that the age really does not have an effect on purchasing

product found from comment on social media

Table 97: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Age (Purchasing Product Found From Comment)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound
S ES 18-25 | 166 | 2.4398 | 1.29075 | .10018 | 2.2420 | 2.6376 1.00 5.00
S 9
85 o
=255 | 26-30 9 1.8889 | 1.05409 | .35136 | 1.0786 | 2.6991 1.00 4.00
Se5g
Swe EE
S 4 E 31-40 1 2.0000 ) . . . 2.00 2.00
= Q
oo ©
o S E
o8 Total | 176 | 2.4091 | 1.27961 | .09645 | 2.2187 | 2.5995 1.00 5.00

Table 98: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Age (Purchasing Product Found From Comment)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean i
Squares Df Square F Sig.
2 2.7 2 | 1379 | 841 | 4
The product and service i etween Groups 59 379 | 8 33
purchase i found them from Within Groups | 283.786 | 173 1.640
il medi
comment on social media S s | 178

3.7.13. Purchasing Product Found From Profile on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of age on purchasing product found from
profile, the result shows that there was not a significant effect for age on purchasing
product found from profile at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (2.173) = .871,
p=.420. This means that the age really does not have an effect on purchasing product

found from profile on social media.
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Table 99: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Age (Purchasing Product Found From Profile)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error | Lower Upper
Bound Bound
= 18-25 166 | 1.8735 | 1.01008 | .07840 | 1.7187 2.0283 1.00 5.00
T D £ =
(=) (2] B
c 820
8 e “é 3 < 26-30 9 2.3333 | 1.22474 | .40825 | 1.3919 3.2748 1.00 4.00
= 2 s S
S=sg 2
S @ o= 31-40 1 2.0000 2.00 2.00
23359
FSL o
@ Total 176 | 1.8977 | 1.02025 | .07690 | 1.7459 2.0495 1.00 5.00

Table 100: One Way Anova Analysis by Age (Purchasing Product Found From Profile)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares df Square F Sig.
.. | Between Groups 1.816 2 .908 871 420
The product and service i P
purchase i found them from | Within Groups | 180.343 173 1.042
profile on social media Total 182.159 175

3.7.14. Purchasing Product Found From Comment on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of age on purchasing product found from

page on social media, the result shows that there was not a significant effect for age on

purchasing product found from page on social media at the p <.05 level for the five

conditions [F (2.173) = .370, p= .691. This means that the age really does not have an

effect on purchasing product found from page on social media.

Table 101: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Age (Purchasing Product Found From Page)

Descriptives
95% Confidence
N Mean S.td'. Std. Error Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation Lower Upper
Bound Bound
-5 18-25 | 166 2.3313 1.21300 .09415 2.1454 25172 1.00 5.00
288
SE e3P
*g S o | 26-30 9 2.6667 1.11803 .37268 1.8073 3.5261 1.00 4.00
EEcsE
S o § § 31-40 1 2.0000 2.00 2.00
L .=
= E T C
FS$ESo
b= Total 176 2.3466 1.20442 .09079 2.1674 2.5258 1.00 5.00
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Table 102: One Way Anova Analysis by Age (Purchasing Product Found From Page)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig.
. . | Between Groups 1.081 2 .540 370 .691
The product and service i W up
purchase i found them from | Within Groups 252.777 173 1.461
page on social media Total 253.858 | 175

3.7.15. Purchasing Product Found From Friend’s Profile on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of age on purchasing product found from
friend’s profile on social media, the result shows that there was not a significant effect
for age on purchasing product from friend’s profile at the p <.05 level for the five
conditions [F (2.173) = .264, p= .769. This means that the age really does not have an

effect on purchasing product found from friend’s profile on social media.

Table 103: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Age (Purchasing Product Found From Friend’s

Profile)
Descriptives
95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. | Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation | Error | Lower | Upper
Bound | Bound
- . 18-25 166 1.9518 1.09990 |.08537| 1.7833 | 2.1204 1.00 5.00
D
gﬁggg
2 QE%B 26-30 9 2.2222 .83333 |.27778| 1.5817 | 2.8628 1.00 3.00
EEERE
Qo5 5| 31-40 1 2.0000 . . . . 2.00 2.00
&= Total 176 1.9659 1.08442 |.08174| 1.8046 | 2.1272 1.00 5.00

Table 104: One Way Anova Analysis by Age (Purchasing Product Found From Friend’s Profile)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares df Square F Sig.
. Between Groups | .625 2 313 .264 769
The product and service i P
purchase i found them from Within Groups | 205.170 173 1.186
friend’ fil ial medi
1€nd S profile on socCial media il 205.795 175

3.7.16. Purchasing Product Found From Families’ Profile on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of age on purchasing product from

family’s profile on social media, the result shows that there was not a significant effect
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for age on purchasing product found from family’s profile at the p <.05 level for the five

conditions [F (2.173) =.504, p= .605. This means that the age really does not have an

effect on purchasing product found from family’s profile on social media.

Table 105: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Age (Purchasing Product Found From Family’s

Profile)
Descriptives
95% Confidence
N Mean S_td.. Std. Interval for Mean Minimum Maximum
Deviation| Error | Lower | Upper
Bound | Bound
T2
8 QE,%(_G 18-25 | 166 | 1.8675 | 1.04181 | .08086 | 1.7078 | 2.0271 1.00 5.00
e 5 55
2208
g§: S5 | 26-30 9 2.2222 | .97183 | .32394 | 1.4752 | 2.9692 1.00 4.00
=55 ¢
> DO (<5}
?é § E‘E 31-40 1 2.0000 2.00 2.00
oS5E8
= =2 Total | 176 | 1.8864 | 1.03573 | .07807 | 1.7323 | 2.0404 1.00 5.00

Table 106: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Age (Purchasing Product Found From Family’s

Profile)
ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig
.. Between Groups 1.087 2 544 504 .605
The product and service i
purchase i found them from Within Groups 186.640 173 1.079
family’s family on social media
Total 187.727 175

3.7.17. Purchasing Product Found From University Friends’ Profile on Social

Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of age on purchasing product found from

university friend’s profile on social media, one way anova analysis was done and the

result shows that there was not a significant effect for age on purchasing product found

from university friend’s profile at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (2.173) =.

320, p= .727. This means that the age really does not have an effect on purchasing

product found from university friend’s profile on social media.
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Table 107: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Age (Purchasing Product Found From University
Friend’s Profile)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum Maximum
Deviation| Error | Lower Upper
Bound Bound
é S » | 18-25 | 166 | 1.9217 | 1.10091 | .08545 | 1.7530 2.0904 1.00 5.00
= :U =
SEBE
T35 %-g 26-30 9 2.2222 | 1.09291 | .36430 | 1.3821 3.0623 1.00 4.00
c S = O
S's E o 31-40 1 2.0000 2.00 2.00
s 8 °E
25 Eg
= ‘g = Total 176 | 1.9375 | 1.09626 | .08263 | 1.7744 2.1006 1.00 5.00

Table 108: One Way Anova Analysis by Age (Purchasing Product Found From University Friend’s

Profile)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.

The product and servicei | Between Groups | .775 2 388 320 727
purchase i found them from my M\yiwin Groups | 209537 | 173 | L1.211
university friend’s profile on
social media TOtal 210.313 175

3.8. Anova by Level of Study

3.8.1. Researching product on social media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of level of study on research of product

on social media. The result shows that there was not a significant effect for level of

study on research of product on social media at the p <.05 level for the five conditions

[F (2.173) = 2.720, p= .069. This means that the level of study of consumers really does

not have an effect on their research of product on social media.

Table 109: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Researching Product on Social

Media)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N Mean S.td'. Std. Error Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation Lower Upper
Bound Bound
g ~ | Bachelor 162 | 3.4444 | 1.22094 .09593 3.2550 3.6339 1.00 5.00
335
o
s | Master | 5 | 40500 | 75378 | 21760 | 37711 | 4.7289 3.00 5.00
S = Degree
=c
§8 PHD 2 3.0000 | .00000 .00000 3.0000 3.0000 3.00 3.00
o <
S ° Total 176 | 3.4943 | 1.20474 .09081 3.3151 3.6735 1.00 5.00
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Table 110: One Way Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Researching Product on Social Media)

ANOVA
Sum of .
Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 7.744 2 3.872 2.720 .069
| do research product on I™y\inin Groups | 246.250 | 173 1.423
social media
Total 253.994 | 175

3.8.2. For Trust in Product on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of level of study on trust in product. The
result shows that there was a significant effect for level of study on trust in product at
the p <0.5 level for the five conditions [F (2.173) = 3.546, p=.031. This means that the
level of study of consumers really does have an effect on their trust in product on social

media.

Table 111: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Trust in Product on Social Media)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error | Lower Upper
Bound Bound
°E > Bachelor 162 | 2.9074 | 1.00190 | .07872 | 2.7520 3.0629 1.00 5.00
T © 2
‘g E *: Master Degree | 12 3.4167 | .90034 | .25990 | 2.8446 3.9887 2.00 5.00
B o5
g 5] g PHD 2 1.5000 | .70711 | .50000 | -4.8531 7.8531 1.00 2.00
L2209
F&E Total 176 | 2.9261 | 1.00865 | .07603 | 2.7761 3.0762 1.00 5.00

Table 112: One Way Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Trust in Product on Social Media)

ANOVA
Sum of Squares| Df [Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 7.012 2 3.506 3.546 | .031
The product and service [™\yunin Groups | 171.028 173 989
on social media are trusty
Total 178.040 175

3.8.3. Impact of Social Media Advertisement on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of level of study on impact of social
media advertisement on consumer’s purchase decision. The result shows that there was
not a significant effect for level of study at the p <0.5 level for the five conditions [F
(2.173) = 5.212, p = .006. This means that the level of study really does have an effect
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on impact of social media advertisement on consumer’s purchase decision on social

media.

Table 113: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Social Media Advertisement and
its Impact on Purchase Decision)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N Mean S.td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum| Maximum
Deviation | Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound
:.j, Bachelor 162 | 2.5432 | 1.15344 | .09062 | 2.3642 2.7222 1.00 5.00
S o
S 8 g
B S5 [Master Degree( 12 3.5000 | 1.31426 | .37939 | 2.6650 4.3350 1.00 5.00
Eg 5
325
§ (oI PHD 2 4.0000 [ .00000 | .00000 | 4.0000 4.0000 4.00 4.00
§E
B Total 176 | 2.6250 | 1.18864 | .08960 | 2.4482 2.8018 1.00 5.00

Table 114: One Way Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Social Media Advertisement and Its Impact on
Purchase Decision)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 14.052 2 7.026 5212 | .006
Social media advertisement ™y \in Groups | 233198 | 173 | 1.348
encourage me to purchase
Total 247.250 175

3.8.4. Impact of Famous People on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of level of study on famous people and
their impact on consumer’s purchase decision. The result shows that there was a
significant effect for level of study on famous people and their impact on purchase
decision at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (2.173) = 4.527, p = .012. This
means that the level of study of consumers really does have an effect on famous

people’s purchase decision on social media.
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Table 115: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Impact of Famous People on

Purchase Decision)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum IMaximum
Deviation | Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound
s @ Bachelor 162 | 2.5432 | 1.15344 | .09062 | 2.3642 2.7222 1.00 5.00
=3 £ 38
g g gg Master Degree | 12 | 3.5000 | 1.31426 |.37939 | 2.6650 4.3350 1.00 5.00
o & 2
§§ § 2 PHD 2 | 4.0000 | .00000 |.00000 | 4.0000 4.0000 4.00 4.00
S5 c8
s s Total 176 | 2.6250 | 1.18864 | .08960 | 2.4482 2.8018 1.00 5.00

Table 116: One Way Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Impact of Famous People on Purchase

Decision)
ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
. Between Groups | 14.386 2 7.193 4.527 .012
Famous people on social
media impact my purchase | Within Groups | 274.864 173 1.589
decision
! Total 280.250 | 175

3.8.5. Impact of Family on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of level of study on family and their

impact on consumer’s purchase decision.

The result shows that there was not a

significant effect for level of study on family and their impact purchase decision at the p
<.05 level for the five conditions [F (2.173) = 1.050, p = .352. This means that the level
of study of consumers really does not have an effect on family impact on consumers’

purchase decision on social media.

Table 117: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Impact of Amily and Impact on

Purchase Decision)

Descriptives
95% Confidence
N Mean S.td'. Std. Error Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation Lower Upper
Bound Bound
T oo Bachelor 162 | 2.9568 | 1.26269 .09921 2.7609 3.1527 1.00 5.00
322
5 §g Master Degree| 12 | 3.5000 | 1.16775 .33710 2.7580 4.2420 1.00 5.00
Q.
>Eg
ggf_—;’ PHD 2 | 3.0000 | .00000 .00000 3.0000 3.0000 3.00 3.00
- D =
e 3
= = Total 176 | 2.9943 | 1.25355 .09449 2.8078 3.1808 1.00 5.00
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Table118: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Impact of Family on Purchase

Decision)
ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 3.297 2 1.648 1.050 .352
My family on social media —[*yy o Grouns | 271698 | 173 | 1.571
impact my purchase decision
Total 274.994 175

3.8.6. Impact of Non-University Friends on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of level of study on non- university
friends and their impact on purchase decision. The result shows that there was not a
significant effect for level of study on non-university friends and their impact on
purchase decision at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (2.173) = 2.844, p= .061.
This means that the level of study of consumers really does not have an effect on non-

university friends impact on consumers’ purchase decision on social media.

Table 119: Descriptive Results For Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Impact of Non- University
Friends on Purchase Decision)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N | Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error | Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Bachelor 162 | 2.4630 | 1.14284 | .08979 | 2.2856 2.6403 1.00 5.00
2325
5SS @
£ 3 8 g [Master Degree| 12 | 3.2500 | 1.13818 | .32856 | 2.5268 3.9732 1.00 5.00
S5E%
-
§§g§ PHD 2 | 3.0000 | .00000 | .00000 | 3.0000 3.0000 3.00 3.00
L D5
= £ 3
= = Total 176 | 2.5227 | 1.15117 | .08677 | 2.3515 2.6940 1.00 5.00

Table 120: One Way Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Impact of Non- University Friends on Purchase

Decision)
ANOVA
Sum of .
Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
L . Between Groups | 7.381 2 3.691 2.844 | .061
My non university friends on
social media impact my Within Groups | 224.528 | 173 1.298
purchase decision Total 231.909 | 175
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3.8.7. Impact of University Friends on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used in to compare the effect of level of study on university friends
and their impact on purchase decision. The result shows that there was not a significant
effect for level of study on university student’s friends and their impact on purchase
decision at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (2.173) = 1.637, p= .198. This
means that the level of study of consumers really does not have an effect on university

friends and their impact on consumers’ purchase decision on social media.

Table 121: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Impact of University Friends on
Purchase Decision)

Descriptives
95% Confidence
Std. Interval for Mean L. .
N Mean Deviation Std. Error Lower Upper Minimum| Maximum
Bound Bound
o Bachelor 162 | 2.8333 | 1.20686 .09482 2.6461 3.0206 1.00 5.00
8 £9
g§§-8 Master Degree| 12 | 3.4167 | .79296 .22891 2.9128 3.9205 2.00 5.00
83
g °CEg PHD 2 |3.5000| .70711 .50000 -2.8531 9.8531 3.00 4.00
28=s 8
S23e
= E 3 Total 176 | 2.8807 | 1.18682 .08946 2.7041 3.0572 1.00 5.00

Table 122: One Way Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Impact of University Friends on Purchase

Decision)
ANOVA
Sum of Squares | Df |Mean Square| F | Sig.
L . Between Groups 4578 2 2.289 1.637] .198
My university friends on
social media impact my Within Groups 241.917 173 1.398
purchase decision Total 246.494 175

3.8.8. Impact of Brand’s Profile on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of level of study and brand’s impact on
purchase decision, the result shows that there was not a significant effect for level of
study on brand’s profile and its impact on fashion consumer’s purchase decision at the p
<.05 level for the four conditions [F (2.173) = .690, p= .503. This means that the level

of study brand’s impact on fashion consumer’s purchase decision on social media.
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Table 123: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Impact of Brand’s Profile on
Purchase Decision)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
Mean S.td'. Std. Error Interval for Mean Minimum|Maximum
Deviation Lower Upper
Bound Bound
=585 18-25 166 2.8554 1.19222 .09253 2.6727 3.0381 1.00 5.00
S 83
LESZ
= - 3 26-30 3.3333 1.00000 .33333 2.5647 4.1020 2.00 5.00
== D
S8 8
:g ES 31-40 2.0000 2.00 2.00
S S 3
S
» E Total 176 2.8750 1.18382 .08923 2.6989 3.0511 1.00 5.00

Table 124: One Way Anova Analysis by Level of study (Impact of Brand’s Profile on Purchase

Decision)
ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares df Square F Sig
Between Groups 1.941 2 971 .690 .503
Brand’s profile on social media 1, ;i Grouns | 243300 | 173 | 1.406
impact my decision of purchase
Total 245.250 175

3.8.9. Impact of Brand’s Offer on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of level of study on brand’s offer ant its

impact on purchase decision, the result shows that there was not a significant effect for

level of study on brand’s offer and its impact on fashion consumer’s purchase decision
at the p <.05level for the four conditions [F (2.173) = .354, p=.702. This means that the
level of study does not have an effect on brand’s offer and its impact on fashion

consumer’s purchase decision on social media.

Table 125: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Impact of Brand’s Offer on
Purchase Decision)

Descriptives
95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error | Lower Upper
Bound Bound
5 2 Bachelor 162 | 2.7099 | 1.29347 | .10162 | 2.5092 2.9106 1.00 5.00
B3
Eg’ Master Degree | 12 | 2.8333 | 1.40346 | .40514 | 1.9416 3.7250 1.00 5.00
o (%2}
:% g PHD 2 2.0000 | .00000 | .00000 | 2.0000 2.0000 2.00 2.00
M E Total 176 | 2.7102 | 1.29222 | .09740 | 2.5180 2.9025 1.00 5.00
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Table 126: One Way Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Impact of Brand’s Offer on Purchase Decision)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 1.191 2 595 .354 .702
Brand’s offer impressing me | Within Groups | 291.031 173 1.682
Total 292.222 175

3.8.10. Participation to Brands Competition

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of level of study on participation on
brand’s competition and its impact on purchase decision, the result shows that there was
not a significant effect for level of study on brand’s competition and its impact on
fashion consumers’ purchase decision at the p <.05 level for the four conditions [F
(2.173) = 2.358, p=.098. This means that the level of study does not have an effect on
brand’s competition and its impact on fashion consumer’s purchase decision on social

media.

Table 127: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Participation to Brand’s
Competition on Social Media)

Descriptives

95% Confidence

Std. Std. Interval for Mean . .
N Mean L Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error | Lower Upper
Bound Bound
g Bachelor 162 | 2.1605 | 1.20513 | .09468 | 1.9735 2.3475 1.00 5.00
c 8.8
- =50
= %g Master Degree| 12 | 2.3333 | 1.30268 | .37605 | 1.5057 | 3.1610 1.00 5.00
SSE
= _; § PHD 2 4,0000 | 1.41421 |1.00000| -8.7062 16.7062 3.00 5.00
o S c
- < O
8 Total 176 2.1932 | 1.22225 | .09213 2.0114 2.3750 1.00 5.00

Table 128: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Participation to Brand’s
Competition on Social Media)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 6.938 2 3.469 2.358 [ .098
W ganielpaiss n bz s | Within Groups | 254.494 | 173 | 1.471
competition on social media
Total 261.432 175
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3.8.11. For Shopping From Followed Brands on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of level of study on shopping from
brands followed by fashion consumer on social media, the result shows that there was
not a significant effect for level of study on shopping from followed brands on social
media. At the p <.05level for the four conditions [F (2.173) = .133, p=.876. This means
that the level of study does not have an effect on shopping from brands followed by

fashion consumers on social media.

Table 129: Descriptive Results For Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Shopping From Brands Followed
on Social Media)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
Std. Interval for Mean - .
N Mean Deviation Std. Error Lower Upper Minimum | Maximum
Bound Bound
g s Bachelor 162 | 2.4568 | 1.27615 | .10026 2.2588 2.6548 1.00 5.00
sz 8
28 é Master Degree| 12 2.4167 | 1.08362 .31282 1.7282 3.1052 1.00 4.00
oL
Q.o =
% & § PHD 2 2.0000 | 1.41421 | 1.00000 | -10.7062 | 14.7062 1.00 3.00
o g ?
Z2s Total 176 | 2.4489 | 1.25934 | .09493 2.2615 2.6362 1.00 5.00
Table 130: One Way Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Shopping From Brands Followed on Social
Media)
ANOVA
Sum of Df Mean = Sig.
Squares Square
Between Groups 426 2 213 133 .876
| do shopping from brands i [*yyinin Groups | 277114 | 173 | 1602
follow on social media
Total 277.540 175

3.8.12. Purchasing Product Found From Comment

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of level of study purchasing product
found from comment, the result shows that there was a not significant effect for level of
study on purchasing product found from comment at the p <.05 level for the four
conditions [F (2.173) = .102, p=.903. This means that the level of study age really does

not have an effect on purchasing product found from comment on social media.
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Table 131: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Level Of Study (Purchasing Product Found From

Comment)
Descriptives
95% Confidence
N Mean S.td'. Std. Error, Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation Lower Upper
Bound Bound
D T Bachelor | 162 | 2.4198 | 1.29369 | .10164 2.2190 2.6205 1.00 5.00
S E5
2 £ 3
(<5
225 Master | 1, | 52500 | 1.21543 | 35086 | 14778 | 3.0222 1.00 4.00
= ggg Degree
g E 2
= & g PHD 2 2.5000 70711 .50000 -3.8531 8.8531 2.00 3.00
56 ¢
S 8=
ESE Total 176 | 2.4091 | 1.27961 | .09645 2.2187 2.5995 1.00 5.00

Table 132: One Way Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Purchasing Product Found From Comment)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 339 2 .169 102 .903
The product and service i P
purchase i found them from | Within Groups | 286.207 173 1.654
comment on social media
Total 286.545 175

3.8.13. Purchasing Product Found From Profile

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of level of study on purchasing product
found from profile, the result shows that there was not a significant effect for level of
study on purchasing product found from profile at the p <.05 level for the five
conditions [F (2.173) = 2.633, p= .075. This means that the level of study really does

not have an effect on purchasing product found from profile on social media.

Table 133: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Level Of Study (Purchasing Product Found From
Profile)

Descriptives

95% Confidence

Std. Std. Interval for Mean - .
N Mean L Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error | Lower Upper
Bound Bound

88— Bachelor | 162 | 1.8704 | 1.00396 | .07888 | 1.7146 2.0261 1.00 5.00
55 | M€ 15 | 20000 | 112815 | 32567 | 1.2832 | 27168 1.00 4.00
s 2 55 | Degree
8358
S & 2
Sz a PHD 2 3.5000 | .70711 | .50000 | -2.8531 9.8531 3.00 4.00
2w Total 176 | 1.8977 | 1.02025 | .07690 | 1.7459 2.0495 1.00 5.00
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Table 134: One Way Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Purchasing Product Found From Profile)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
.. Between Groups 5.381 2 2.691 2.633 .075
The product and service i
purchase i found them from |  Within Groups 176.778 173 1.022
profile on social media Total 182159 175

3.8.14. Purchasing Product Found From Page

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of level of study on purchasing product

found from page on social media, the result shows that there was not a significant effect

for level of study on purchasing product found from page at the p <.05 level for the five
conditions [F (2.173) = .330, p =.719. This means that the level of study really does not

have an effect on purchasing product found from page on social media.

Table 135: Descriptive Results For Anova Analysis by Level Of Study (Purchasing Product Found From

Page)
Descriptives
95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation | Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound
_ 2 Bachelor | 162 | 2.3457 1.20723 .09485 | 2.1584 2.5330 1.00 5.00
T < ol
S8es| m
50 o g | Master | 15 | 20500 128806 |.37183 | 1.4316 | 3.0684 1.00 4.00
S 5 & = | Degree
82esg
= o
3 8 & 2 PHD 2 3.0000 .00000 .00000 | 3.0000 3.0000 3.00 3.00
'S T C©
F 5SSO
7 g Total 176 | 2.3466 1.20442 .09079 | 2.1674 2.5258 1.00 5.00

Table 136: One Way Anova Analysis By Level of Study (Purchasing Product Found From Page)

ANOVA
Sum of .
Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
. . |Between Groups .966 2 483 330 719
The product and service i P
purchase i found them from| Within Groups | 252.892 173 1.462
page on social media Total 253.858 175

3.8.15. Purchasing Product Found From Friends’ Profile on Social Media

A one way anova is used in this study to compare the effect of level of study on

purchasing product found from friend’s profile on social media, the result shows that
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there was not a significant effect for level of study on purchasing product found from
friend’s profile at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (2.173) = .253, p= .776.

This means that the level of study really does not have an effect on purchasing product

from friend’s profile on social media.

Table 137: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis By Level of Study (Purchasing Product Found From

Friend’s Profile)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N | Mean Std. Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error | Lower Upper
Bound Bound
=2c Bachelor | 162 | 1.9630 | 1.10835 | .08708 | 1.7910 | 2.1349 1.00 5.00
28cow
8SSE 8 | MBS | 15 | 19167 | 79206 | 22891 | 14128 | 24205 | 1.00 3.00
3 3 ¢ & E | Degree
O - T u T
%éﬁgé PHD 2 | 25000 ( .70711 | .50000 | -3.8531 | 8.8531 2.00 3.00
1= c O
=
%‘5‘” Total 176 | 1.9659 | 1.08442 | .08174 | 1.8046 21272 1.00 5.00

Table 138: One Way Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Purchasing Product Found From Friend’s

Profile)
ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
. Between Groups .601 2 301 253 176
The product and service i P
purchase i found them from my | Within Groups 205.194 173 1.186
friend’ fil ial i
iend’s profile on social media Total 205795 175

3.8.16. Purchasing Product Found From Families’ Profile on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of level of study on purchasing product
found from family’s profile on social media, the result shows that there was not a
significant effect for level of study on purchasing product found from family’s profile at
the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (2.173) =. 453, p= .637. This means that the
level of study really does not have an effect on purchasing product found from family’s

profile on social media.
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Table 139: Descriptive Results For Anova Analysis By Level of Study (Purchasing Product Found From

Family’s Profile)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error | Lower Upper
Bound Bound
3 g g Bachelor 162 | 1.8889 | 1.04555 | .08215 | 1.7267 2.0511 1.00 5.00
55 Eg
c 2D Master
B S e 12 | 1.7500 | .96531 | .27866 | 1.1367 2.3633 1.00 4.00
s o E = Degree
3328
ol E\g PHD 2 2.5000 [ .70711 | .50000 | -3.8531 8.8531 2.00 3.00
o O S
o S &
= -E'é Total 176 | 1.8864 | 1.03573 | .07807 | 1.7323 2.0404 1.00 5.00

Table 140: One Way Anova Analysis By Level Of Study (Purchasing Product Found From Family’s

Profile)
ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
The product and service i | Between Groups 977 2 489 453 .637
purchase i found them from I, v srouns | 186750 | 173 1.079
my family’s profile on social
media Total 187.727 175

3.8.17. Purchasing Product Found From University Friends’ Profile on Social
Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of level of study on purchasing product

found from university friend’s profile on social media, the result shows that there was

not a significant effect for level of study on purchasing product found from university
friend’s profile at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (2.173) =. 914, p= .403.

This means that the level of study really does not have an effect on purchasing product

found from university friend’s profile on social media.
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Table 141: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Purchasing Product Found From
My University Friend’s Profile)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
Std. Std. Interval for Mean . .
N Mean Deviation| Error Lower Upper Minimum Maximum
Bound Bound
e Bachelor | 162 | 1.9568 | 1.11650 | .08772 | 1.7836 2.1300 1.00 5.00
zE£238
[} n L
»n T 5 o
=526 | Master | .5 15833 | 79206 | 22801 | 1.0795 | 20872 | 1.00 3.00
s 8 S é 2 Degree
R
S s = ;‘ PHD 2 2.5000 | .70711 | .50000 | -3.8531 8.8531 2.00 3.00
o 8 oS
o S & §
=iy E Total 176 | 1.9375 | 1.09626 | .08263 | 1.7744 2.1006 1.00 5.00

Table 142: One Way Anova Analysis by Level of Study (Purchasing Product Found From My University

Friend’s Profile)
ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.

. Between Groups| 2.198 2 1.099 914 403
The product and service | purchase | P

found them from my university Within Groups | 208.114 | 173 1.203
friend’s on social media
Total 210.312 | 175

3.9. Anova by Internet Usage
3.9.1. Research of Product on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of internet usage on researching product
on social media. The result shows that there was not a significant effect for internet
usage on research of product on social media at the p <.05 level for the five conditions
[F (3.172) = 1.380, p=.251. This means that the internet usage of consumers really does
not have an effect on their research of product on social media.

82



Table 143: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Researching Product on Social

Media)
Descriptives
95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error | Lower Upper
Bound Bound
8= 0-1 hour 14 3.0000 | 1.10940 | .29650 | 2.3595 3.6405 1.00 5.00
S .©
'§§ 2-3 hour 60 3.4500 | 1.11119 | .14345 | 3.1629 3.7371 1.00 5.00
o
5 g%’ 4-5 hours 54 3.7037 1.14314 | .15556 | 3.3917 4.0157 1.00 5.00
L2
oS E
g5 m°Letha“5 48 | 34583 | 1.38316 | .19964 | 3.0567 | 3.8600 1.00 5.00
5 — ours
T C
- °© Total 176 3.4943 1.20474 | .09081 | 3.3151 3.6735 1.00 5.00

Table 144: One Way Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Researching Product on Social Media)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig
Between Groups| 5.968 3 1.989 1.380 251
| do research productand "\ inin Groups | 248.026 | 172 | 1.442
service on social media
Total 253.994 175

3.9.2. Trust in Product on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of internet usage on trustiness. The

result shows that there was a significant effect for internet usage on trust in product at
the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (3.172) = 2.146, p =.096. This means that the

internet usage of consumers really does not have an effect on their trust in product on

social media.

Table 145: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis By Internet Usage (Trust In Product on Social Media)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N Mean D S.td'. Std. Error Interval for Mean Minimum [Maximum
eviation Lower Upper
Bound Bound
- 0-1 hour 14 | 3.0000 | 1.03775 | .27735 2.4008 3.5992 1.00 5.00
S S > [ 2-3hour 60 | 2.7000 | .88872 11473 2.4704 2.9296 1.00 4.00
8 g £ 3 | 45hours | 54 [29259 | 1.02519 | .13951 2.6461 3.2057 1.00 5.00
=5
e @8 e (morehanS| 4o | 5075 | 108483 | 15658 | 28725 | 35025 | 1.00 5.00
EZ2g9 hours
© Total 176 | 2.9261 | 1.00865 [ .07603 2.7761 3.0762 1.00 5.00
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Table 146: One Way Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Trust In Product On Social Media)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 6.424 3 2.141 | 2.146 | .096
The product gnd service on social Within Groups 171.616 172 998
media are trusty
Total 178.040 175

3.9.3. Impact of Social Media Advertisement on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used in this study to compare the effect of internet usage on impact

of social media advertisement on purchase decision. The result shows that there was

not a significant effect for internet usage on impact of social media advertisement on

consumer’s purchase decision at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (3.172) =

1.634, p = .183. This means that internet usage really does not have an effect on social

media advertisement on consumer’s purchase decision.

Table 147: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis By Internet Usage (Social Media Advertisement And
Its Impact on Purchase Decision)

Descriptives
95% Confidence
N Mean Std. Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation | Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound
~ O-lhour | 14 |25714| 101635 |.27163 | 1.9846 | 3.1583 | 1.00 4.00
C o
L
= @
5 | 23hour | 60 |23667 | 1.05713 | .13647 | 20936 | 2.6398 | 1.00 5.00
22
[<5)
22 | a5hours | 54 27407 | 1.21601 |.16548 | 24088 | 3.0726 | 1.00 5.00
£
2% [moren
EE mo[]“a”s 48 | 28333 | 132622 |.19142 | 24482 | 32184 | 1.00 5.00
= o ours
s 3
85
Total 176 | 26250 | 1.18864 | .08960 | 2.4482 | 28018 | 1.00 5.00

Table 148: One Way Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Social Media Advertisement and Its Impact On
Purchase Decision)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
Social media advertisement Between Groups 6.851 3 2.284 1.634 .183
about product and service Within Groups 240.399 172 1.398
encourage me to purchase Total 247 250 175
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3.9.4. Impact of Famous People on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of internet usage on famous people and
their impact on purchase decision. The result shows that there was a significant effect
for internet usage on famous people and their impact on fashion consumers at the p <.05
level for the five conditions [F (3.172) = 1.724, p= .164. This means that the internet
usage of consumers really does not have an effect on famous people and their impact on
purchase decision.

Table 149: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Impact of Famous People on
Purchase Decision)

Descriptives
95% Confidence
Std. Std. Interval for Mean . .
N Mean Deviation| Error Lower Upper Minimum | Maximum
Bound Bound
= 0-1 hour 14 | 2.7857 | 1.25137 | .33444 | 2.0632 3.5082 1.00 5.00
'S
g?é 2-3 hour 60 2.4667 | 1.17122 | .15120 2.1641 2.7692 1.00 4.00
S g5
%_g% 4-5 hours 54 | 2.9259 | 1.31539 | .17900 [ 2.5669 3.2850 1.00 5.00
o < [
3.9§ more than 5
2% € 48 | 2.4375 | 1.36688 | .19729 | 2.0406 2.8344 1.00 5.00
S8 g3 hours
e
5+
o= Total 176 | 2.6250 | 1.28563 | .09691 | 2.4337 2.8163 1.00 5.00

Table 150: One Way Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Impact of Famous People on Purchase

Decision)
ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 8.443 3 2.814 1.724 | .164
Famous people on social media |y ;iy Grouns | 280.807 | 172 | 1633
impact my purchase decision
Total 289.250 175

3.9.5. Impact of Family on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of internet usage on family and their
impact on purchase decision. The result shows that there was a significant effect for
internet usage on family and their impact on fashion consumers’ purchase decision at
the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (3.172) = 3.471, p = .01. This means that the
internet usage of consumers really does have an effect on family and their impact on

fashion consumers’ purchase decision on social media.
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Table 151: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Impact of Family on Purchase
Decision)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
Std. Std. Interval for Mean

N Mean Deviation| Error Lower Upper Minimum | Maximum
Bound Bound
= _ o | O-lhour | 14 | 30000 | 141421 | 3779 | 2.1835 | 3.8165 1.00 5.00
S EZ | 23nour | 60 | 26000 1.15274 | .14882 | 2.3022 | 2.8978 1.00 5.00
QO
Eg% 45hours | 54 |3.3148 | 1.21040 | .16471 | 2.9844 | 3.6452 1.00 5.00
2E
R moﬁg‘r‘;‘“ 5| 48 | 31250 | 1.28204 | 18505 | 2.7527 | 3.4973 1.00 5.00
==
>e 3
=" % Toul 176 | 2.9943 | 1.25355 | .09449 | 2.8078 | 3.1808 1.00 5.00

Table 152: One Way Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Impact of Family on Purchase Decision)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
) ) | Between Groups 15.696 3 5.232 3.471 .017
My Family on social media [m\yeuie o o[ 250208 | 172 | 1.508
impact my purchase decision
Total 274.994 175

3.9.6. Impact of Non-University Friends on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of internet usage on non- university
friends and their impact on purchase decision. The result shows that there was not a
significant effect for internet usage on influencers and their impact on fashion
consumers’ purchase decision at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (3.172) =
1.652, p=.179. This means that the internet usage of consumers really does not have an
effect on non- university friends and their impact on consumers’ purchase decision on

social media.

Table 153: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Impact of Non- University Friends
on Purchase Decision)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound
= o 0-1 hour 14 | 25000 | .85485 | .22847 | 2.0064 | 2.9936 1.00 4.00
2 § E 2-3 hour 60 | 2.3000 | 1.09390 | .14122 [ 2.0174 | 2.5826 1.00 4.00
Q C
§ g gg 4-5 hours 54 | 2.7778 | 1.22346 | .16649 | 2.4438 | 3.1117 1.00 5.00
cn=g
eeg mo[]e than5 | e | 25008 | 1.18483 | 17101 | 21768 | 2.8649 | 1.00 4.00
>28 ours
2 Y—
Total 176 | 2.5227 | 1.15117 | .08677 | 2.3515 | 2.6940 1.00 5.00
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Table 154: One Way Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Impact of Non- University Friends on Purchase

Decision)
ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
. . . .| Between Groups 6.497 3 2.166 | 1.652 | .179
My non university friends on social
media impact my decision of Within Groups | 225.413 172 1.311
purchase Total 231.909 | 175

3.9.7. Impact of University Friends on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of internet usage on university friends
and their impact on fashion purchase decision. The result shows that there was a
significant effect for internet usage on university friends and their impact on fashion
consumers’ purchase decision at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (3.172) =
699, p= .554. This means that the internet usage of consumers really does not have an
effect on university friends and their impact on fashion consumers’ purchase decision

on social media.

Table 155: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis By Internet Usage (Impact of University Friends on
Purchase Decision)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound
28 | OLhour 14 | 2.7857 | 1.05090 | .28087 | 2.1789 | 3.3925 1.00 4.00
o
[ —
S EZ | 23hour 60 | 2.6167 | 1.13633 | .14670 | 2.3231 | 2.9102 1.00 5.00
Y < [}
gg; 4-5hours | 54 | 3.0185 | 1.10728 | .15068 | 2.7163 | 3.3207 1.00 5.00
s ES
> = O
€85 moL%g:‘;‘”F’ 48 | 3.0833 | 1.33422 | .10258 | 2.6959 | 3.4708 1.00 5.00
o
> 0 >
2 5E Total 176 | 2.8807 | 1.18682 | .08946 | 2.7041 | 3.0572 1.00 5.00

Table 156: One Way Anova Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Impact of University Friends on
Purchase Decision)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
L . . Between Groups 2.955 3 .985 .699 | .554
My university friends on social
media impact my purchase Within Groups 242.295 172 1.409
decision Total 245250 | 175
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3.9.8. Impact of Brand’s Profile on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of internet usage on brand’s profile and
its impact on purchase decision, the result shows that there was not a significant effect
for internet usage on brand’s profile and its impact on purchase decision at the p <.05
level for the four conditions [F (3.172) = .699, p= .554. This means that the internet
usage does not have an effect on brand’s profile and its impact on purchase decision on

social media.

Table 157: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis By Internet Usage (Impact of Brand’s Profile on
Purchase Decision)

Descriptives
95% Confidence
Std. Std. Interval for Mean L. .
N Mean Deviation| Error | Lower | Upper Minimum | Maximum
Bound | Bound
. 0-1 hour 14 2.5714 | 1.08941 | .29116 | 1.9424 | 3.2004 1.00 4.00
[1+]
; §§ 2-3 hour 60 | 2.7833 | 1.16578 | .15050 | 2.4822 | 3.0845 1.00 5.00
D = c
ggﬁ-% 4-5 hours 54 | 2.9259 | 1.17925 | .16048 | 2.6041 | 3.2478 1.00 5.00
o 35
< £ 22 | morethan5
== >T
§-§ g hours 48 | 3.0208 | 1.24609 | .17986 | 2.6590 | 3.3827 1.00 5.00
) Total 176 | 2.8750 | 1.18382 | .08923 | 2.6989 | 3.0511 1.00 5.00

Table 158: One Way Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Impact of Brand’s Profile on Purchase

Decision)
ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2.955 3 .985 .699 .554
Brands profile impacton " yyunin Groups | 242205 | 172 | 1.409
purchase decision
Total 245.250 175

3.9.9. Impact of Brand’s Offer on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used in this study to compare the effect of internet usage on brand’s
offer and its impact on purchase decision, the result shows that there was not a
significant effect for internet usage on brand’s offer ant its impact on purchase decision
at the p <.05 level for the four conditions [F (3.172) = 2.398, p=.070. This means that
the internet usage does not have an effect on brand’s offer and its impact on fashion

consumers’ purchase decision on social media.
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Table 159: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Impact of Brand’s Offer on

Purchase Decision)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N Mean Desitgt-ion ESrtr%r Il_n(f\?vrevraI forul\;;f;? Minimum | Maximum

Bound Bound
o 0-1 hour 14 | 2.4286 | 1.22250 | .32673 | 1.7227 3.1344 1.00 4.00
% ; 2-3 hour 60 | 2.4167 | 1.16868 | .15088 | 2.1148 2.7186 1.00 4.00
:é % 4-5 hours 54 | 2.8333 | 1.31393 | .17880 | 2.4747 3.1920 1.00 5.00
g E— more than 5 hours | 48 | 3.0208 | 1.37593 | .19860 | 2.6213 3.4204 1.00 5.00
Total 176 | 2.7102 | 1.29222 | .09740 | 2.5180 2.9025 1.00 5.00

Table 160: One Way Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Impact of Brand’s Offer on Purchase Decision)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 11.731 3 3.910 2.398 .070
Lz OfﬁglmpreSSIHg Within Groups | 280.491 172 1.631
Total 292.222 175

3.9.10. For Participation to Brand’s Competition on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of internet usage on participation on

brand’s competition and its impact on purchase decision, the result shows that there was

not a significant effect for internet usage on brand’s competition and its impact on

purchase decision at the p <.05level for the four conditions [F (2.173) = .029, p= .993.

This means that the internet usage does not have an effect on brand’s competition and

its impact on fashion consumers’ purchase decision.

Table 161: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Participation to Brand’s

Competition)
Descriptives
95% Confidence
N | Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error | Lower Upper
Bound Bound
g 0-1 hour 14 | 2.1429 | .94926 | .25370 | 1.5948 2.6909 1.00 4.00
g 5 &
gig 2-3 hour 60 | 2.1667 | 1.25099 | .16150 | 1.8435 2.4898 1.00 5.00
@
Sgc_g 4-5 hours 54 | 2.2222 | 1.14376 | .15565 | 1.9100 2.5344 1.00 5.00
82 2 [morethan5 hours| 48 | 2.2083 | 136760 | .19741 | 1.8112 | 2.6055 | 100 5.00
- < O
S Total 176 | 2.1932 | 1.22225 | .09213 | 2.0114 2.3750 1.00 5.00
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Table 162: One Way Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Participation to Brand’s Competition And Its
Impact on Purchase Decision)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
- Between Groups 134 3 .045 .029 .993
| participate on brands i e 261208 | 172 | 1519
competition on social media
Total 261.432 175

3.9.11. For Shopping From Followed Brands on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of internet usage on shopping from

brands followed by fashion consumer on social media, the result shows that there was

not a significant effect for internet usage on shopping from brands followed by fashion

consumer on social media at the p <.05level for the four conditions [F (3.172) = 1.730,

p= .163. This means that internet usage does not have an effect on shopping from

brands followed by fashion consumer on social media.

Table 163: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Shopping From Brand Followed
on Social Media)

Descriptives
95% Confidence
N Mean td. Std. Interval for Mean Minimum |Maximum
Deviation| Error | Lower Upper
Bound Bound
£ 0-1 hour 14 | 2.1429 | 1.09945 | .29384 | 1.5081 27777 1.00 4.00
2 ;._g 2-3 hour 60 | 2.2333 | 1.12546 | .14530 | 1.9426 2.5241 1.00 5.00
=]
£ £ 4-5 hours 54 | 25185 | 1.23991 | .16873 | 2.1801 | 2.8569 1.00 5.00
==
o, .8
%€%8 moL%H;‘;‘”F’ 48 | 27292 | 1.44015 | 20787 | 2.3110 | 3.1473 | 1.00 5.00
O ©
T =
- Total 176 | 2.4489 | 1.25934 | .09493 | 2.2615 | 2.6362 1.00 5.00

Table 164: One Way Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Shopping From Brand Followed)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 8.132 3 2.711 1.730 | .163
| do shopping from brands i I"yyiin Groups | 260.408 | 172 | 1.566
follow on social media
Total 277.540 175
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3.9.12. Purchasing Product Found From Comment on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of internet usage and purchasing product
found from comment, one way anova analysis was done and the result shows that there
was a not significant effect for internet usage on purchasing product found from
comment. At the p <.05level for the four conditions [F (2.173 ) =.945 , p=.420. This
means that the internet usage really does not have an effect on purchasing product found

from comment on social media.

Table 165: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Purchasing Product Found From

Comment)
Descriptives
95% Confidence
N | Mean S_td._ Std. |Interval for Mean Minimum| Maximum
Deviation | Error | Lower | Upper
Bound | Bound
ZeE 0-lhour | 14 |1.8571| 1.02711 |.27451|1.2641| 2.4502 | 1.00 4.00
S EG
ggg 2-3hour | 60 |2.4667| 1.28177 |.16548|2.1356| 2.7978 | 1.00 5.00
c O
§§§%’ 4-5hours | 54 |2.4444| 1.23879 |.16858 |2.1063 | 2.7826 | 1.00 5.00
S3EE h
B85 |Mmoretan) 4o 154583 | 1.38316 |.19964 |2.0567 | 2.8600 | 1.00 5.00
56 ¢ 5 hours
v S o
ETE Total | 176 |2.4091| 1.27961 |.09645|2.2187 | 2.5995 | 1.00 5.00

Table 166: One Way Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Purchasing Product Found From Comment)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares df Square F Sig.
The product and service I purchase Between Groups | 4.648 3 1.549 .945 420
| found them from comment on Within Groups | 281.898 | 172 1.639
ol il Total 286.545 | 175

3.9.13. Purchasing Product Found From Profile on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of internet usage on purchasing product
found from profile, the result shows that there was not a significant effect for internet
usage on purchasing product found from profile at the p <.05 level for the five
conditions [F (3.172 ) =1.398, p=.245. This means that the internet usage really does

not have an effect on purchasing product found from profile on social media.
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Table 167: Descriptive Results For Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Purchasing Product Found From
Profile)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. |Interval for Mean Minimum IMaximum
Deviation | Error | Lower | Upper
Bound | Bound
o 0-1 hour 14 | 1.5714 | 51355 |.13725| 1.2749 | 1.8679 1.00 2.00
- el
%% E g 2-3 hour 60 | 2.0833 | 1.10916 |.14319| 1.7968 | 2.3699 1.00 4.00
+ (J“_.‘_E
é ‘c:'LqE, g 4-5 hours 54 | 1.8889 | .96479 |.13129 | 1.6256 | 2.1522 1.00 4.00
o s @
535S
288G | MEMNS | 4g | 17708 | 105668 | 15252 | 14640 | 20777 | 100 | 500
s 53% ours
) S
o Total 176 | 1.8977 | 1.02025 (.07690 | 1.7459 | 2.0495 1.00 5.00

Table 168: One Way Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Purchasing Product Found From Profile)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares df Square F Sig.
The product and service i Between Groups 4.335 3 1.445 | 1.398 | .245
purchase i found them from Within Groups 177.824 172 1.034
profile on social media oA 182.159 175

3.9.14. Purchasing Product Found From Profile From Page

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of internet usage on purchasing product

found from page on social media, the result shows that there was not a significant effect

for internet usage on purchasing product found from page on social media at the p (0.5
level for the five conditions [F (2.173) = .108, p= .955. This means that the internet

usage really does not have an effect on purchasing product from page on social media.

Table 169: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis By Internet Usage (Purchasing Product Found From

Page)
Descriptives
95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum IMaximum
Deviation| Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound
o 0-1 hour 14 2.5000 | 1.28602 | .34370 1.7575 3.2425 1.00 4.00
o
§§ E g 2-3 hour 60 2.3500 | 1.13234 | .14619 | 2.0575 2.6425 1.00 4.00
+— Q“_—
SSE-S | 45hours | 54 | 23519 | 1.18413 | .16114 | 2.0286 | 2.6751 1.00 5.00
82<£3
o825 |morethan5| o | 55917 | 132019 | 19055 | 1.9083 | 2.6750 | 1.00 5.00
£23g hours
S =
== Total 176 | 2.3466 | 1.20442 | .09079 | 2.1674 2.5258 1.00 5.00
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Table 170: One Way Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Purchasing Product Found From Page)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares df Square F Sig.
The product and service i Between Groups 476 3 159 .108 .955
purchase i found them from Within Groups 253.381 172 1.473
page on social media Total 253.858 | 175

3.9.15. Purchasing Product Found From Friends’ Profile on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of internet usage on purchasing product

found from friend’s profile on social media, the result shows that there was not a

significant effect for internet usage on purchasing product found from friend’s profile at
the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (3.172) = .610, p= .610. This means that the

internet usage really does not have an effect on purchasing product found from friend’s

profile on social media.

Table 171: Descriptive Results For Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Purchasing Product Found From
Friend’s Profile)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
Std. Std. Interval for Mean L. .
N Mean Deviation | Error | Lower Upper Minimum Maximum
Bound Bound
= 0-1 hour 14 1.8571 | 1.02711 | .27451 | 1.2641 2.4502 1.00 4.00
=24
gé c 3.9 2-3 hour 60 | 1.9000 | .98635 |.12734| 1.6452 2.1548 1.00 4.00
=G O F T
é ’g_"é g GE) 4-5 hours 54 1.9074 .99562 13549 | 1.6357 2.1792 1.00 4.00
O - T nw
o S0
o 8xgg|morethans | o | 51458 | 1.30449 | 18829 | 17671 | 25246 | 1.00 5.00
E2cg @ hours
8 3=
= Total 176 | 1.9659 | 1.08442 |.08174 | 1.8046 2.1272 1.00 5.00

Table 172: One Way Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Purchasing Product Found from Friend’s

Profile)
ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
. Between Groups 2.165 3 122 .610 .610
The product and service i P
purchase i found them from my [ Within Groups 203.630 172 1.184
friend’ fil ial medi
1€nd S profile on socCial media il 205.795 175
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3.9.16. Purchasing Product Found From Families’ Profile on Social Media)

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of internet usage on purchasing product
found from family’s profile on social media, the result shows that there was not a
significant effect for internet usage on purchasing product found from family’s profile at
the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (3.172) = 1.333, p=.265. This means that the
internet usage really does not have an effect on purchasing product found from family’s
profile on social media.

Table 173: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Purchasing Product Found from
Family’s Profile)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
Std. Std. Interval for Mean | . . -
N Mean Deviation | Error | Lower | Upper Minimum {Maximum
Bound | Bound
- O-lhour | 14 | 15714 | 85163 | .22761 | 1.0797 | 2.0631 | 1.00 4.00
-2
€& ow| 28hour | 60 |20500 | 104840 | 13585 |1.7792 | 23208 | 1.00 5.00
5 CLET
SSEEE| 45hours | 54 | 17407 | 85086 | 11579 | 1.5085 [ 19730 | 1.00 4.00
O — 0 v
[SHE TR SR
o852 g moretans | yg 19375 | 100746 | 17717 | 15811 | 22039 | 100 5.00
= gg hours
n O
= Total | 176 | 1.8864 | 1.03573 | .07807 | 1.7323 | 2.0404 | 1.00 5.00

Table 174: One Way Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Purchasing Product Found from Family’s

Profile)
ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
The product and service | purchase Between Groups| 4.266 3 1.422 1.333 | .265
I found them from my family’s | Within Groups | 183.461 172 1.067
profile on social media Total 187727 175

3.9.17. Purchasing Product Found From University Friends’ Profile on Social
Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of internet usage on purchasing product
found from university friend’s profile on social media, the result shows that there was
not a significant effect for internet usage on purchasing product found from university
friend’s profile at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (3.172) =2.044, p= .110.
This means that the internet usage really does not have an effect on purchasing product

found from university friend’s profile on social media.
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Table 175: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Purchasing Product Found from
University Friend’s Profile)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error | Lower Upper
Bound Bound
— E 0-1 hour 14 |1.4286| .64621 17271 1.0555 1.8017 1.00 3.00
9 »n o
O & o =
%ggg 2-3 hour 60 |2.1667| 1.06033 | .13689 1.8928 2.4406 1.00 5.00
CESREES
%8,@'3 4-5hours | 54 |1.8889| 1.14376 | .15565 | 1.5767 | 2.2011 1.00 5.00
5857
3 =29 | morethan5
2 @58 48 11.8542| 1.14835 | .16575 1.5207 2.1876 1.00 5.00
a3 & hours
=t
=% Total 176 11.9375| 1.09626 | .08263 | 1.7744 2.1006 1.00 5.00

Table 176: One Way Anova Analysis by Internet Usage (Purchasing Product Found from University
Friend’s Profile)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig
The product and service i Between Groups| 7.238 3 2413 2.044 110
purchase i found them from my ['yy.in Groups | 203.074 | 172 | 1.181
university friend’s profile on
social media Total 210.313 175

3.10. Anova by Social Media Usage

3.10.1. Researching Product on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of social media usage on research of

product and service on social media. The result shows that there was a significant effect

for social media usage on research of product on social media at the p <.05 level for the

five conditions [F (3.172) = 3.034, p= .031. This means social media usage really does

have an effect on research of product on social media.
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Table 177: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Researching Product on

Social Media)
95% Confidence
N Mean S_td.. Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation | Error | Lower Upper

Bound Bound

s g 0-1 hour 41 3.0732 1.10432 17247 2.7246 3.4217 1.00 5.00
[}

% Eg 2-3 hours 76 3.6184 1.14271 13108 3.3573 3.8795 1.00 5.00
§§§ 4-5 hours 32 3.8438 1.16700 .20630 3.4230 4.2645 1.00 5.00
2 5G
€5 g |morethan | oo | ga904 | 141824 | 27294 | 258093 | 3.9314 1.00 5.00
58 s 5hours
- = Total 176 | 3.4943 1.20474 .09081 3.3151 3.6735 1.00 5.00

Table 178: One Way Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Researching Product on Social Media)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 12.765 3 4.255 3.034 | .031
| do research about product and [™yy i Groups | 241230 | 172 | 1402
service on social media
Total 253.994 175

3.10.2. Trust in Product on Social Media

A one way anova is used in this study to compare the effect of social media usage on

trust in product. The result shows that there was not a significant effect for social media

usage on trust of product at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (3.172) = 2.612,

p= .053. This means that the social media usage of really does not have an effect on

trust in product on social media.

Table 179: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis By Social Media Usage (Trust In Product on Social

Media)
95% Confidence
N Mean Std. Std. Interval for Mean Minimum |Maximum
Deviation| Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound
% 0-1 hour 41 | 2.5854 | .92129 | .14388 2.2946 2.8762 1.00 4.00
- (<5}
%Tib 2-3 hours 76 | 29474 | .89286 | .10242 2.7433 3.1514 1.00 5.00
o 'S @
'§ S = 4-5 hours 32 | 3.0625 | 1.18967 | .21031 2.6336 3.4914 1.00 5.00
= C o
o o =
é o ® | more than Shours| 27 | 3.2222 | 1.12090 | .21572 2.7788 3.6656 1.00 5.00
=
3 Total 176 | 2.9261 | 1.00865 | .07603 2.7761 3.0762 1.00 5.00
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Table 180: One Way Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Trust in Product on Social Media)

ANOVA

Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.

Between Groups 7.757 3 2.586 | 2.612 .053
Within Groups | 170.282 | 172 .990
Total 178.040 | 175

The product and service on social
media are trusty

3.10.3. For Impact of Social Media Advertisement on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of social media usage on social media
advertisement and its impact on purchase decision. The result shows that there was not
a significant effect for social media usage on social media advertisement and its impact
on purchase decision at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (3.172) = 2.132, p =
.098. This means that the social media usage really does not have an effect on impact of

social media advertisement and its impact on fashion consumer’s purchase decision.

Table 181: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis By Social Media Usage (Impact of Social Media
Advertisement on Purchase Decision)

95% Confidence
Std. Std. Interval for Mean . .
N Mean Deviation| Error Lower Upper Minimum Maximum

Bound Bound
. 0-1 hour 41 | 2.3415 | 1.13159 | .17672 | 1.9843 | 2.6986 1.00 4.00
S é E 8 [ 2-3hours | 76 |25526| 106326 | 12196 | 23097 | 2.7956 1.00 5.00
€855 [ 45hours | 32 |2.9688 | 1.37921 | 24381 | 2.4715 | 3.4660 1.00 5.00
§ gg2 mor':e than | 57 | 28519 | 1.29210 | 24866 | 2.3407 | 33630 1.00 5.00

3cc® 5hours

Total 176 | 2.6250 | 1.18864 | .08960 | 2.4482 | 2.8018 1.00 5.00

Table 182: One Way Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Impact of Social Media Advertisement on
Purchase Decision)

ANOVA
Sum of .
Squares df |Mean Square| F Sig.
) ) ) Between Groups 8.865 3 2.955 2.132 | .098
Social media advertisement |7y 00| 238385 | 172 | 1.386
encourage me to purchase
Total 247.250 175

3.10.4. Impact of Famous People on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of social media usage on famous people
and their impact on purchase decision. The result shows that there was not a significant

effect for social media usage on famous people’s reference and their impact on purchase
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decision at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (2.173) = 1.566, p= .199. This
means that the social media usage of consumers really do not have an effect on famous

people and their impact on purchase decision.

Table 183: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Impact of Famous People on
Purchase Decision)

95% Confidence

Std. Std. Interval for Mean . .
N Mean L Minimum | Maximum
Deviation | Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound
° 0-1 hour 41 2.3902 1.24254 .19405 1.9981 2.7824 1.00 5.00
§-§ ? - 2-3hours| 76 2.7105 1.24167 .14243 2.4268 2.9943 1.00 5.00
§§ o] -% 4-5hours| 32 2.9375 1.38977 .24568 2.4364 3.4386 1.00 5.00
S &5
o g gg|morethant oo | 53704 | 130526 | 25120 | 18540 | 2.8867 | 1.00 5.00
g s 5hours
Total 176 2.6250 1.28563 .09691 2.4337 2.8163 1.00 5.00

Table 184: One Way Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Impact of Famous People on Purchase

Decision)
ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares df Square F Sig.
. ) Between Groups 7.691 3 2.564 1.566 | .199
Famous people on social media | ™yyaiaro e [ 281550 | 172 | 1637
impact my purchase decision
Total 289.250 | 175

3.10.5. Impact of Family on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of social media usage on family and
their impact on fashion consumer’s purchase decision. The result shows that there was
a significant effect for social media usage on family and their impact on purchase
decision at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (3.172) = .2.968, p = .033. This
means that the social media usage of consumers really does have an effect on family

and their impact on purchase decision.

Table 185: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Impact of Family on
Purchase Decision)

95% Confidence
N | Mean De\?it:t.ion Esrtr%r Il_ncf\?\gfl fOFUI\SSZ:I Minimum | Maximum

Bound Bound
s 0-1 hour 41 125122 | 1.24744 |.19482 | 2.1185 2.9059 1.00 5.00
g% ? :5 2-3 hours 76 [3.0658 | 1.17002 |.13421 | 2.7984 3.3332 1.00 5.00
E Ti gg 4-5 hours 32 [3.2813 | 1.34966 |.23859 | 2.7946 3.7679 1.00 5.00
g § = g more than 5hours| 27 |3.1852| 1.24150 | .23893 | 2.6941 3.6763 1.00 5.00
o Total 176 |12.9943 | 1.25355 | .09449 | 2.8078 3.1808 1.00 5.00

98



Table 186: One Way Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Impact of Family on Purchase Decision)

ANOVA

Sum of Mean .
Squares df Square F Sig.

Between Groups | 13.537 3 4512 | 2.968 | .033
Within Groups | 261.458 | 172 1.520
Total 274994 | 175

My family on social media impact
my decision

3.10.6. Impact of Non-University Friends and Their Impact on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of social media usage on non- university
friends and their impact on purchase decision. The result shows that there was not a
significant effect for social media usage on influencers and their impact on consumers at
the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (3.172) = 1.298, p=.277. This means that the
social media usage age of consumers really does not have an effect on non- university

friends and their impact on purchase decision.

Table 187: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Impact of Non- University
Friends on Purchase Decision)

95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum IMaximum
Deviation| Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound
g ° 0-1 hour 41 2.2195| 1.03712 | .16197 | 1.8922 2.5469 1.00 5.00
z\ 1%}
‘B g% 2-3 hours 76 2.5921 | 1.09761 | .12590 | 2.3413 2.8429 1.00 4.00
() E = c
% S i—% 4-5 hours 32 2.6875| 1.35450 | .23944 | 2.1991 3.1759 1.00 5.00
S =2
cc €8
2 2g©= | moethan | o, 15006 118514 | 22808 | 2.1238 | 3.0614 | 1.00 4.00
Eg g 5hours
2=
L= Total 176 | 25227 | 1.15117 | .08677 | 2.3515 2.6940 1.00 5.00

Table 188: One Way Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Impact of Non- University Friends on
Purchase Decision)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares df Square F Sig.
Between Groups | 5.136 3 1.712 1.298 | .277
My non university friends on social ™y, vy Grouns | 226773 | 172 | 1.318
media impact my purchase decision
Total 231.909 | 175
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3.10.7. Impact of University Friends on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of social media usage on university
friends and their impact on purchase decision. The result shows that there was not a
significant effect for social media usage on university friends and their impact on
consumers at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (3.172) = 1.539, p= .206. This
means that the social media usage of consumers really does not have an effect on

university friends and their impact on purchase decision.

Table 189: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Impact of University Friends
and Their Impact on Purchase Decision)

95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound
o 0-lhour | 41 | 2.5610 | 1.14124 | .17823 | 2.2008 2.9212 1.00 5.00
,@-gf;g 2-3hours | 76 | 2.9342 | 1.11158 | .12751 | 2.6802 3.1882 1.00 5.00
% O O
L g é% 4-5hours | 32 | 2.9375 | 1.31830 | .23304 | 2.4622 3.4128 1.00 5.00
= o
58 's & | more than
§§§§ 5hours 27 | 3.1481 | 1.26198 | .24287 | 2.6489 3.6474 1.00 5.00
= Total 176 | 2.8807 | 1.18682 | .08946 | 2.7041 3.0572 1.00 5.00

Table 190: One Way Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Impact of University Friends on Purchase

Decision)
ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares df Square F Sig.
My university friends on social Between Groups 6.443 3 2.148 1.539 | .206
media impact my purchase Within Groups | 240.051 | 172 1.396
A Total 246.404 | 175

3.10.8. Impact of Brand’s Profile on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of social media usage and brand’s profile
and its impact on purchase decision, the result shows that there was not a significant
effect for social media usage on brand’s profile and its impact on purchase decision at
the p (.05 level for the four conditions [F (2.173) = 1.270, p= .286. This means that the

social media usage brand’s profile and its impact on purchase decision.
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Table 191: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Impact of Brand’s Profile on
Purchase Decision)

95% Confidence
N Mean Std. Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error | Lower Upper
Bound Bound
| Olhour | 41 | 26820 | 117130 | .18203 | 2.3132 | 3.0526 | 100 5.00
2 2.2
S 82 | 2-3hours | 76 | 28158 | 116288 |.13339 [ 25501 | 3.0815 | 1.00 5.00
ZEQ
22 | 45hours | 32 | 29688 | 1.28225 | .22667 | 25065 | 3.4310 | 1.0 5.00
Do ©
=
T S | Morethan | o7 | 32922 | 112000 | 21572 | 27788 | 3.6656 | 1.00 5.00
£g & 5hours
" E Total 176 | 2.8750 | 1.18382 | .08923 | 2.6989 | 3.0511 | 1.00 5.00

Table 192: One Way Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Impact of Brand’s Profile on Purchase

Decision)
ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 5.315 3 1.772 1.270 | .286
Brand’s profile on social media -
impact my purchase decision Within Groups 239.935 172 1.395
Total 245.250 175

3.10.9. Impact of Brands Offer on Purchase Decision

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of social media usage on brand’s offer

ant its impact on fashion consumer’s purchase decision, the result shows that there was

not a significant effect for social media usage brand’s offer ant its impact on purchase

decision at the p <.05 level for the four conditions [F (2.173) = 2.320, p= .077. This

means that the social media usage does not have an effect on brand’s offer and its

impact on purchase decision.

Table 193: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Impact of Brand’s Offer on
Purchase Decision)

95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation | Error | Lower Upper
Bound Bound
0-1Lhour | 41 [2.4390| 1.24597 |.19459| 2.0457 | 2.8323 1.00 5.00
5 £ [23hours | 76 [2.6579| 1.26019 |.14455| 2.3699 | 2.9459 1.00 5.00
S £ | 4-5hours | 32 |27188 | 1.32554 |.23432| 22408 | 3.1967 1.00 5.00
T n
C o
S 5 |morethan | ., | 50003 | 131820 |.25371| 2.7378 | 3.7808 1.00 5.00
@ £ | S5hours
Total | 176 |2.7102 | 1.29222 |.09740| 2.5180 | 2.9025 1.00 5.00
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Table 194: One Way Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Impact of Brand’s Offer on Purchase

Decision)
ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares df Square F Sig.
Between Groups | 11.365 3 3.788 2.320 | .077
Brands offer impressing me Within Groups | 280.857 172 1.633
Total 292.222 175

3.10.10. Participation to Brand’s Competition on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of social media usage on participation on

brand’s competition and its impact on purchase decision, the result shows that there was

not a significant effect for social media usage on brand’s competition and its impact on

purchase decision at the p <.05level for the four conditions [F (2.173) = 738, p= .531.

This means that the social media usage does not have an effect on brand’s competition

and its impact on purchase decision on social media.

Table 195: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Participation to Brand’s
Competition on Social Media

95% Confidence
Std. Std. Interval for Mean - .
N Mean Deviation | Error | Lower Upper Minimum | Maximum
Bound Bound
o O-lhour | 41 | 1.9512 | 1.16084 | .18129 | 15848 | 2.3176 | 1.00 5.00
o -
£3 2-3hours | 76 | 2.2368 | 1.16469 |.13360 | 1.9707 | 25030 | 1.00 5.00
c
S8 |abhours| 32 | 22813 | 132554 | 23432 | 18033 | 27592 | 1.00 5.00
52
er=
58 morethan | 5, | 53333 | 1.35873 | 26149 | 17958 | 28708 | 1.00 5.00
g E 5hours
2 O
—© Total | 176 | 21932 | 1.22225 |.09213 | 2.0114 | 23750 | 1.00 5.00

Table 196: One Way Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Participation to Brand’s Competition on

Social Media)
ANOVA

Sum of Mean .
Squares df Square F Sig.

Between Groups 3.324 3 1.108 .738 531

W ganielpaiss n bz s | Within Groups | 258.108 | 172 | 1.501
competition on social media
Total 261.432 | 175

102



3.10.11. For Shopping From Followed Brands on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of social media usage on shopping from
brands followed by fashion consumer on social media, the result shows that there was
not a significant effect for social media usage on shopping from brands followed by
fashion consumer on social media at the p <.05level for the four conditions [F (2.173) =
2.491, p= .062. This means that the social media usage does not have an effect on
shopping from brands follow by fashion consumer on social media.

Table 197: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Shopping From Brands
Followed on Social Media)

95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound
cc 0-1 hour 41 2.0244 | 1.06037 | .16560 | 1.6897 2.3591 1.00 4.00
£ ; < | 2-3 hours 76 24737 | 1.10120 | .12632 | 2.2221 2.7253 1.00 5.00
oD 0 O©O
gf_, GE) 4-5 hours 32 2.6875 | 1.51205 | .26729 | 2.1423 3.2327 1.00 5.00
S =
o';.c
2 » 5 | more than
gg S 5hours 27 2.7407 | 1.50876 | .29036 | 2.1439 3.3376 1.00 5.00
=
- Total 176 2.4489 | 1.25934 | .09493 | 2.2615 2.6362 1.00 5.00

Table 198: One Way Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Shopping From Brands Followed on

Social Media)
ANOVA

Sum of Mean .

Squares df Square F Sig.
_ ) Between Groups 11.557 3 3.852 2491 | .062

| do shopping from brands i ™=y iarons | 265.983 | 172 | 1.546
follow on social media
Total 277.540 175

3.10.12. Purchasing Product Found From Comment on Social Media

A one way anova is used in this study to compare the effect of social media usage on
purchasing product found from comment, the result shows that there was not a
significant effect for social media usage on purchasing product found from comment at
the p <.05 level for the four conditions [F (3.172) = .945, p= .420. This means that the
social media usage really does not have an effect on purchasing product found from
comment on social media.
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Table 199: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Purchasing Product Found
From Comment)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error | Lower Upper
Bound Bound
- _ = 0-1hour| 14 1.8571 | 1.02711 | .27451 | 1.2641 2.4502 1.00 4.00
o E5
; % § 2-3 hour| 60 2.4667 | 1.28177 | .16548 | 2.1356 2.7978 1.00 5.00
n T S
=z § ;lg 4-5 hours| 54 2.4444 | 1.23879 | .16858 | 2.1063 2.7826 1.00 5.00
T2 $go
S3 E £ | more
'g § S than5 | 48 2.4583 | 1.38316 | .19964 | 2.0567 2.8600 1.00 5.00
o9 e hours
L S o
< O -
= Total 176 | 2.4091 | 1.27961 | .09645 | 2.2187 2.5995 1.00 5.00

Table 200: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Purchasing Product Found
From Comment)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
The product and service i Between Groups| 4.648 3 1.549 .945 420
purchase i found them from | Within Groups | 281.898 172 1.639
comment on social media Total 286545 | 175

3.10.13. Purchasing Product Found From Profile on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of social media usage on purchasing

product found from profile, the result shows that there was not a significant effect for

social media usage on purchasing product found from profile at the p <.05 level for the

five conditions [F (3.172) = 1.398, p= .245. This means that the social media usage

really does not have an effect on purchasing product found from profile on social media.

Table 201: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Purchasing Product Found

From Profile)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean MinimumIMaximum
Deviation| Error | Lower Upper
Bound Bound
- 0-Lhour | 14 | 15714 | 51355 |.13725 | 1.2749 | 1.8679 1.00 2.00
T L E =
58 e-§ 2-3hour | 60 | 2.0833 | 1.10916 |.14319 | 1.7968 | 2.3699 1.00 4.00
P
235§ g% 4-5hours | 54 | 1.8889 | .96479 | .13129 | 1.6256 | 2.1522 1.00 4.00
o = (<)
:_'—"-'2 E
;.ggg mo[]%ﬂ:‘;‘”‘r’ 48 | 1.7708 | 1.05668 | .15252 | 1.4640 | 2.0777 | 1.00 5.00
FSe s
@ Total 176 | 1.8977 | 1.02025 | .07690 | 1.7459 | 2.0495 1.00 5.00
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Table 202: One Way Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Purchasing Product Found From Profile)

ANOVA

Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.

Between | 433 3 1445 | 1398 | .245

The product and service i purchase P
i found them from _proflle on Within 177.824 172 1034
social media Groups
Total 182.159 175

3.10.14. Purchasing Product Found From Page on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of social media usage on finding product

from page on social media, one way anova analysis was done and the result shows that

there was not a significant effect for social media usage on finding product from page.
At the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (3.172) = .108, p= .955. This means that

the social media usage really does not have an effect on finding product from page on

social media.

Table 203: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis By Social Media Usage (Purchasing Product Found

From Page)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N Mean Std. Std. [ Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation | Error | Lower | Upper
Bound [ Bound
. 0-1 hour | 14 2.5000 | 1.28602 | .34370 | 1.7575 | 3.2425 1.00 4.00
Egg = 2-3hour | 60 | 2.3500 | 1.13234 | .14619 | 2.0575 | 2.6425 1.00 4.00
(S o
-§ g_é 2% 4-5hours | 54 2.3519 1.18413 | .16114 | 2.0286 | 2.6751 1.00 5.00
— o
= = e
S8g g (morethan) 4o | 52917 | 132019 | .19055 | 1.0083 | 2.6750 | 1.0 5.00
£238 5 hours
3 Total 176 | 2.3466 1.20442 | .09079 | 2.1674 | 2.5258 1.00 5.00

Table 204: One Way Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Purchasing Product Found From Page)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
Between | 476 3 159 | .108 | 955
. . Groups
The product and service i purchase i Within
found them from page on social media G 253.381 172 1.473
roups
Total 253.858 175
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3.10.15. Purchasing Product Found From Comment Friends’ Profile on Social
Media)

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of social media usage on purchasing
product found from friend’s profile on social media, the result shows that there was not
a significant effect for social media usage on purchasing product found from friend’s
profile at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (3.172) = .610, p=.610. This means
that the age really does not have an effect on purchasing product from friend’s profile

on social media.

Table 205: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Purchasing Product Found
from Friend’s Profile)

Descriptives
95% Confidence
Std. Std. Interval for Mean L. .
N Mean Deviation| Error Lower Upper Minimum | Maximum
Bound Bound
= 0-1 hour 14 1.8571 | 1.02711 | .27451 1.2641 2.4502 1.00 4.00
-2
gg = 8.9 2-3 hour 60 1.9000 | .98635 | .12734 | 1.6452 2.1548 1.00 4.00
3 ST 8 £| 45hours | 54 | 1.9074 | .99562 | .13549 | 1.6357 | 2.1792 1.00 4.00
Q'm0 nw®
S & 5 &3 'S [more than 5
I'GE) “E’-g § 2 ——— 48 2.1458 | 1.30449 | .18829 1.7671 2.5246 1.00 5.00
8 3=
= Total 176 1.9659 | 1.08442 | .08174 1.8046 2.1272 1.00 5.00

Table 206: One Way Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Purchasing Product Found from Friend’s

Profile)
ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
Between | 5 165 3 722 610 610
Groups

The product and service i
purchase i found them from my | Within
friend’s pprofile on social media | Groups

Total 205.795 175

203.630 172 1.184

3.10.16. Purchasing Product Found From Comment on Social Media Family’s

Profile on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of social media usage on purchasing
product from family’s profile on social media, the result shows that there was not a
significant effect for social media usage on purchasing product from family’s profile at
the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (3.172) =1.333, p=.265. This means that the
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social media usage really does not have an effect on purchasing product from family’s

profile on social media.

Table 207: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Purchasing Product Found
from Family’s Profile)

Descriptives
95% Confidence
N Mean S_td.. Std. Interval for Mean Minimum | Maximum
Deviation| Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound
- E < 0-1 hour 14 1.5714 .85163 | .22761 | 1.0797 2.0631 1.00 4.00
- D o
%§ gg.s‘ 2-3 hour 60 2.0500 | 1.04840 | .13535 | 1.7792 2.3208 1.00 5.00
= o o =g
é ’g_“é % % 4-5hours | 54 1.7407 .85086 | .11579 | 1.5085 1.9730 1.00 4.00
[SPST) » E
S g5 xg |morethandl o | 99375 | 120746 | 47717 | 15811 | 22039 | 1.00 5.00
2 E % 2 hours
{5
? " Total 176 | 1.8864 | 1.03573 | .07807 | 1.7323 2.0404 1.00 5.00

Table 208: One Way Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Purchasing Product Found from Family’s

Profile)
ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
The product and service i Between Groups 4.266 3 1.422 1.333 | .265
purchase i found them from Within Groups 183.461 172 1.067
family’s profile on social media Total 187727 175

3.10.17. Purchasing Product Found From Comment on Social Media University

Friends’ Profile on Social Media

A one way anova is used to compare the effect of social media usage on purchasing

product found from university friend’s profile on social media, the result shows that

there was not a significant effect for social media usage on purchasing product from

university friend’s profile at the p <.05 level for the five conditions [F (3.172) =2.044,

p= .110. This means that the social media usage really does not have an effect on

purchasing product from university friend’s profile on social media.
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Table 209: Descriptive Results for Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Purchasing Product Found
from My University Friend’s Profile)

Descriptives

95% Confidence
N Mean S_td._ Std. Interval for Mean Minimum IMaximum
Deviation | Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound
-, & | 0lhour | 14 1.4286 .64621 | .17271 | 1.0555 1.8017 1.00 3.00
=2 ag
gg = g g 2-3 hour | 60 2.1667 | 1.06033 | .13689 | 1.8928 2.4406 1.00 5.00
BSLES
S 5% <'S [45hours | 54 1.8889 | 1.14376 | .15565 | 1.5767 2.2011 1.00 5.00
gegx a
SaE£ 25
28558 || 4g | 1542 | 114835 | 16575 | 15207 | 21876 | 100 | 500
[ = =T~
n O P 9
T S Total 176 | 1.9375 | 1.09626 | .08263 | 1.7744 2.1006 1.00 5.00

Table 210: One Way Anova Analysis by Social Media Usage (Purchasing Product Found From My
University Friend’s Profile)

ANOVA
Sum of Mean .
Squares Df Square F Sig.
Bért(‘;‘fes” 7.238 3 2413 | 2.044 | 110
The product and service i purchase i P
found them from my university Within
friend’s profile on social media Groups 203.074 172 1181
Total 210.313 175
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DISCUSSIONS

This study investigates the impact of social media on consumer’s behavior in the pre
and post purchase process. The findings indicate a significant difference between men
and women buying behavior in the pre purchase according to gender in part of variables
which means men are affected more than women and rejected in part of variables which
means both men and women are affected by the same degree. Contrary, in the post
purchase, the study found that there is no significant difference at all between men and
women buying behavior according to gender which means both men and women are
affected by the same degree of influence which is against the findings of Yr
Hallgrimsdottir (2018). On the other hand, The study found that the demographic
characteristics of age, level of study, internet usage and social media usage have no
effect on fashion consumer buying behavior in the pre purchase decision except for trust
in product, impact of social media advertisement and famous people for demographic
characteristics of age and level of study, family’s impact for internet usage and research
of product and family’s impact for social media usage which is in line with the some
findings of (Islek, 2012) whom found that the demographic characteristics of age, level
of study have no effect on fashion consumer buying behavior in the pre purchase
decision . Also, the study found that all the demographic characteristics of age, level of
study, internet usage and social media usage don’t have an effect on fashion consumer’s
buying behavior in the post purchase process which are against of findings of
(Islek,2012) . To determine the research findings and hypotheses and to know the
relashionship between social media effect and consumer buying behavior according to
demographic characteristics analyzed in the study it is necessary to answer to research

questions.
Research question 1: Do fashion consumers search product on social media?

Answer: Yes, 62% of participants are agreed that they do research about products and
services on social media, 31.8 % disagreed and 16.5% stayed neutral

Research question 2: Are products on social media trusty?

Answer: Around 39.2% disagreed that products on social media are trusty, 28.9 % of

participants agreed and 31.8% are neutral.
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Research question 3: Is social media advertisement has an effect on purchase decision?

Answer: Most of participants 46% disagreed that social media advertisement has effect
on purchase decision, 27.3% of participants are neutral while 26% of participants agreed
that social media advertisement has effect on purchase decision.

Research question 4: Do influencers have an impact on purchase decision?
- Famous people

Answer: Most of participants (49.4%) said that famous people on social media are not

influencing their purchase decision, 31.9% said they do and 18.8% stayed neutral.
- Family

Answer: Yes, 43.8% of participants said that their families on social media influence

their purchase decision, 34.1% disagreed and 22.2% stayed neutral.
- Non- university friends

Answer: Most of participants (48.9%) disagreed that their non-university friends on
social media impact their purchase decision, 21.6% stayed neutral and 23.9 % agreed.

- University friends

Answer: Most of participants (38.1%) disagreed that their university friends on social

media impact their decision of buy, 36.9% agreed while 25% stayed neutral.

Research question 5: Does brand on social media has an impact on consumer’s purchase

decision?
- Brand’s profile

Answer: Yes, 38.1% agreed that brand’s profile on social media impact their purchase

decision, 36.4% disagreed, and 25.6% stayed neutral
- Brand’s offer

Answer: Yes, most of participants said that brand’s offer on social media impacts their

purchase decision (38.1%), 36.4% disagreed, and 25.6% stayed neutral.
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Research question 6: Do fashion consumers participate to brand’s competition on social

media?

Answer: Most of participants (64.2%) don’t participate to brand’s competition on social
media. 18.1% agreed that they participate to brand’s competition on social media while
17.6 stayed neutral

Research question 7: Do fashion consumers shop from brand’s followed on social media
Answer: More than half of participants (54.5%) disagreed about doing shopping from

brands they follow on social media, 22.7 stayed neutral while 18.8% agreed.

Research question 8: Do participants purchase product found from comment on social

media?

Answer: More than half of participants (58.5%) don’t purchase product found from

comment on social media, 28.4% do and 3.1% are neutral.

Research question 9: Do participants purchase product found from profile on social

media?

Answer: seventy five percent of participants disagreed that they purchase products
found from profile on social media, 14.8 % are neutral and only 10.2% agreed that they

do purchase product found from profile on social media.

Research question 10: Do participants purchase product found from page on social

media?

Answer: More than half of participants in this study (57.4%) disagreed that they
purchase products found from page on social media, 22.1 % agreed while 20.5 % are

neutral.

Research question 11: Do participants purchase product found from friend’s profile on

social media?

Answer: Around seventy percent (69.9%) of participants disagreed that they purchase
products found from their friend’s profile on social media, 19.3% are neutral and only

10.8 of participants agreed.
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Research question 12: Do participants purchase product found from family’s profile on

social media?

Answer: Around eighty percent (73.8%) disagreed that products they purchase they do
find them from family’s profile on social media, 17.6% are neutral and only 8.5% of

participants agreed.

Research question 13: Do participants purchase product found from university friend’s

profile on social media?

Answer: Around seventy two percent (72.2%) of participants disagreed that they
purchase products they found from their friend’s profile on social media, 17% are

neutral and only 10.8% of participants agreed

Based on research questions, the following hypotheses are developed and regarding t

test and anova analysis, hypotheses are accepted or rejected.

H1: There is significant difference between men and women buying behavior in the pre

purchase decision on social media.

According to t test results, H1 is accepted in variables (researching product on social
media, social media advertisement, famous people, family, non-university friends,
university friends, , brand’s profile, brand’s offer, shopping from brand followed by
fashion consumers and rejected in (trustiness, brand’s offer and participation to brand’s

competition)

H2: There is significant difference between men and women buying behavior in the post

purchase decision on social media.

According to t test results, H2 is rejected in all variables (purchasing product found
from comment, profile, page, friend’s profile, and family’s profile and university

friend’s profile).
H3: Age has effect on fashion consumer’s buying behavior in the pre purchase decision.

According to the results, H3 is rejected in variables (searching product on social media,
family, non university and university friends impact, brand’s profile impact , brand’s

offer impact, participation to brand’s competition, shopping from brand’s followed on
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social media) and accepted in trust in product, social media advertisement, and famous
people’s impact on purchase decision

H4: Age has effect on fashion consumer’s buying behavior in the post purchase

decision.

According to t test results, H4 is rejected in all variables (purchasing product found
from comment, profile, page, friend’s page, and family’s profile and university friend’s

profile).

H5: Level of study has effect on fashion consumer’s buying behavior in the pre

purchase decision.

According to the results, H4 is rejected in variables (searching product on social media,
family’s impact, non university and university friend’s impact, brand’s profile impact ,
brand’s offer impact, participation to brand’s competition, shopping from brand’s
followed on social media) and accepted in trust in product, Social media advertisement,

and Famous people’s impact on purchase decision.

Hé6: Level of study has effect on fashion consumer’s buying behavior in the pre

purchase decision.

According to t test results, H6 is rejected in all variables (purchasing product found
from comment, profile, page, friend’s profile, and family’s profile and university

friend’s profile).

H7: Internet Usage has effect on fashion consumer’s buying behavior in the pre
purchase decision.

According to the results, H7 is rejected in variables (researching product on social
media, trust, social media advertisement, famous people’s impact, non university and
university friends, brand’s profile, brand’s offer impact , participation to brand’s
competition, shopping from brand’s followed on social media) and accepted only in

family’s impact on purchase decision.

HS8: Internet Usage has effect on fashion consumer’s buying behavior in the post

purchase decision.
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According to t test results, H8 is rejected in all variables (purchasing product found
from comment, profile, page, friend’s profile, family’s profile and university friend’s

profile).

HO9: Social Media Usage has effect on fashion consumer’s buying behavior in the pre

purchase decision.

According to the results, H9 is rejected in variables (famous people’s reference, uon
university and university friends, brand’s profile, brand’s offer, participation to brand’s
competition, shopping from brand’s followed on social media) and accepted only in

(searching product on social media, family’s impact).

H10: Social Media Usage has effect on fashion consumer’s buying behavior in the post
purchase decision

According to the results, H8 is rejected in variables (purchasing product found from
comment, brand’s profile, page, friend’s profile, family’s profile and university friend’s

profile).
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Social media is playing an important role in fashion business and faciliating the
interconnectivity between fashion consumers. It permits to fashion consumers to search
products, read others’ reviews and opinions before making any purchase. Also, fashion
consumers on social media are able to communicate with brands via comment or direct
message for any recommandation and suggestion. The research has shown a big impact
of social media on Sakarya University students buying behavior in the pre and post
purchase process. The study has prove that Sakarya University students those are
fashion consumers are actively using social media as tool to search products and get
information. It indicates that brands and influencers have an influence on Sakarya
University students’ purchase decision. Contrary, the study indicates that it is not
necessary for consumers to purchcase products found from brands and influencers’
accounts they do follow on social media. Based on these conclusions, it should be agree
that researching product on social media, trustiness of product, brands and influencers’
advertisement and activities on social media affect consumers’ purchase decision but
does not fully indicate the fashion consumer purchasing. However, according to results,
there is some significant difference found between men and women purchasing
behavior in the pre purchase decision and no difference in the post purchase decision.
Also, the demographic characterisitcs of age, level of study, internet usage and social
media usage has no effect on fashion consumer purchasing in the pre purchasing
process exept in part of variables and no effect was found in the post purchasing
process. From this case, it will be necessaire for fashion business marketers and
influencers to focus on both gender men and women in their online business since both
are affected in part of variables cited in the study. To conclude, since Turkey is ranked
as one of the most countries which consumers are using social media for shopping
online, it will be important for researchers to investigate on fashion consumers’
evaluation and views regarding brands’ advertisements, promotions and campaigns

which can develop the performace and quality of fashion business and online marketing.
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Recommendations for the Future Study

Even that the study cover many theories regarding consumer behavior, it may not be

applicable in other areas or countries because of some characteristic differencies like

income, culture, economy and access to internet. If future research could be conducted,

It is necessary for the survey to contain depth questions such as fashion

consumer income and degree of satisfaction.

It is important for future studies to choose one of the fashion brands as case of

study.

Since there are a lot of social networks those have an impact on fashion
consumer behaviors, it is necessary in the future study to choose one of those

platforms to be case of study.

Today, Instagram and Pinterest are considered ones of the most successful
platforms used for marketing. In the future study, it would be necessary to do an

analysis on fashion consumers’ views and evaluation on Instagram and Pinterest.

In the end, researchers can use the results obtained from the study and
collaborate with fashion brands for a new study retated with fashion consumers

so that both can help to best understanding of consumer buying behavior.
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ATTACHMENTS

ANNEX 1: Questionnaire

*This questionnaire is about fashion consumption

Gender: Male () Female ( )
Education Level: Undergraduate () Master Student () Doctoral
student ()

Age:  18-25( ) 26-30 ( ) 31-35 ( )

How many hours a day do you spend on the internet

( ) 0-1hour () 2-3 hours () 4-5hours () More than
5hours

How many hours a day do you spend on social media

( ) 0-1hour () 2-3 hours () 4-5hours () More than
5hours

How often do you use those social networks?

1 2 3 4 5

Social networks
(Facebook, My Space)
Forum and
dictionaries(forumnews,
sourness)

Wikis (Wikipedia)
Blog (Webrazzi)
Microblogs (Twitter)
Social media sharings
(Youtube, Instagram
Flickr

Social networks
(Pinterest)

Daily opportunity
networks (Groupon)
Advice and evaluate
social networks (
IMDB, Tripadvisor)

1- Never 2-Rarely 3- Sometimes 4- Most of time 5- Ever time
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Question about consumer behavior on social media in the pre-purchase process

1 | I do research about product Totally | Disagree | Neutral | Agree | Totally
on social media disagree agree

2 | The product and service on
social media are trusty

3 Social media advertisement
about product encourage me

to purchase

4 Famous people on social
media impact my purchase

decision

5 My Family on social media

impact my purchase decision

6 | My non- university friends on
social media impact my
purchase decision

7 | My university friends on
social media impact my
purchase decision

8 | Brands’ profile on social
media impact my purchase
decision

9 | Brands’ offer impressing me

10 | I participate in brands’
competition on social media

11 | 1 do shopping from brands i
follow on social media
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How degree social media affect your purchasing decision?

1 2 3 4

Social networks
(Facebook, My Space)

Forum and
dictionaries(forumnews,
sourness)

Wikis (Wikipedia)

Blog (Webrazzi)

Microblogs (Twitter)

Social media sharings
(Youtube, Instagram
Flickr

Social networks
(Pinterest)

Daily opportunity
networks (Groupon)

Advice and evaluate
social networks (
IMDB, Tripadvisor)

1- Never 2- Rarely 3- Sometimes 4- Most of time  5- Ever time

Question about consumer behavior on social media in the post-purchase process

1 | The product and service i Totally | Disagree | Neutral | Agree | Totally
purchase i found them from disagree agree
comment on social media

2 | The product and service i
purchase i found them from
profile on social media

3 | The product and service i
purchase i found them from
page on social media

4 | The product and service i
purchase i found them from
my friends’ profile

5 | The product and service i
purchase i found them from
my family’s profile

6 | The product and service i
purchase i found them from
my university friends’ profile
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