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The most pertinent problem post pandemic is about the risk perception in the minds of consumers specially pertaining to online 

purchase of durables like electronics. This study throws light on this significant issue. Primary data responses were collected online 

via structured questionnaire from 120 consumers Pan India to understand the consumer; s risk perception regarding their online 

purchase intentions. Multiple regression was administered to identify the issues. On the basis of analysis, it was found that product 

risk as well as risk of losing money and other financial details significantly impacts the consumer’s perception. The study paves a 

way for understanding comsumer’s intentions and will help marketers design better strategies for increasing online purchase of 

electronics. 
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Introduction 
Online shopping opens a brand new world of opportunities and experiences for purchasers. Various types of products 

and services that online purchasing supply at totally different cost that creates an incredible market. Most customers 

have opened their hearts tailored to online shopping, while others are terrified of various types of risks associated with 

online shopping. These risks act as an obstacle to online purchasing. Online shopping websites such as Amazon, 

Flipkart, Snapdeal, EBay ietc. provide wide variety of products online that includes Consumer Electronics, Mobiles 

& Tablets, Laptops, household products, furniture, home decoration items, automobile accessories ietc. These 

websites launch various offers and discounts at different occasions. Also shopping website like Amazon provides its 

customers with prime membership which various advantages over normal accounts such as fast delivery (in 1 or 2 

days), its web series. Hence a customer apart from purchasing products can view online webseries too which helps 

Amazon acquire more customer base and also helps to make its customers loyal. Also online shopping websites 

provides its customers to choose among variety of products just at sitting at his home or in his office. Customers also 

have options to irate any product based ion its delivery and performance \and which helps other customers to purchase 

any product based ion past customer’s ratings of that product which certainly is an added advantage over offline 

purchasing from physical stores. 

In this paper the researchers have tried to check the background of online purchases. This includes the web and its 

users, increment and expansion of online purchasing i, iits imerits iand idemerits iand irecent itrend iin ionline 

shopping ichallenges ifaced iby icustomers i iand ivarious iconcepts irelated ito ionline ishopping.” 
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Internet iusage iand iits ipenetration iin iIndia 

According ito ia ireport ipublished iby Statista:- iThe iStatistics iPortal iin i2018. iIndia ihad i483 imillion iinternet 

iusers. iThis ifigure iis iestimated ito igrow ito i666.4 imillion iinternet iusers iin i2023. iIndia iis ithe isecond-largest 

ionline imarket iworldwide, idespite ithe iuntapped ipotential. iIn iIndia, ithe imajority iof iinternet iusers iare ithe 

iones iwho iuse iinternet ithrough  their imobile iphones i& iwho itake iadvantage iof icheap ialternatives ito ithe 

iexpensive ilandline iconnections ithat irequire idesktop iPCs iand iinfrastructure. iIn i2016, iIndia ihad” i320.57 

imillion imobile iphone iinternet iusers iand iforecasts iestimate i492.68 imillion iIndian imobile iphone iinternet 

iusers iby i2022. iThe ifollowing itable 1 ishows ithe iyear iwise idata iof iinternet iusers iin iIndia iand itheir 

ipenetration irate. 

Table 1: Internet Usage and its penetration in India 
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Source: iInternet iLive iStats i(www.InternettLiveStats.comm)  

* iEstimate ifor iJuly i1 i, i2016 

** iInternet iuser i= iAny iuser iwho ican iconnect ito ithe iinternet ivia iany idevice ior iconnection. 

LITERATURE iREVIEW 

 In irecent iyears, ithe iworld ihas iexperienced iphenomenal igrowth iof ithe iInternet iand ithe iuser ibase. iIn i2014 

iAlmost i75% (2.1 ibillion) iof iall iInternet iusers iin ithe iworld i(2.8 ibillion) ilive iin ithe itop i20Countries i.The 

iremaining i25% i(0.7 ibillion) iare idistributed iamong ithe iother i178 icountries. iEach iof ithem irepresents iless 

ithan i1% iof ithe itotal inumber iof iusers i(Internetlivestates.com). iChina, ithe icountry iwith ithe imajority iof iusers 

i(642 imillion iin i2014) iaccount ifor ialmost i22% iof ithe itotal iand ihave imore iusers ithan ithe inext ithree 

icountries itogether i(United iStates, iIndia, iand iJapan). iAmong ithe itop i20 icountries, iIndia ihas ithe ilowest 

ipenetration: i19% iand ithe ihighest iannual igrowth irate. iAbout iAnother ipart”“of ithe irange iare ithe iUnited 

iStates, iGermany, iFrance, ithe iUnited iKingdom, iand iCanada iPenetration: iIn ithese icountries, imore ithan i80% 

iof ithe ipopulation ihas ian iInternet iconnection.(Internetliveatates.com).According ito ithe i2015 iFICCI iKPMG 

iAnnual iReport ion ithe iMedia iand iEntertainment iIndustry iin iIndia, ithe irate iof ipenetration iof iInternet iusers 

iin iIndia iis i19%, iwhich iis ivery islow, ibut iin ithe ifuture, iit iis igrowing iand iIndia iis iabout ito ireplace iEE. 

iUU ias ithe isecond ilargest iactivated imarket iwith ia inumber iof iInternet iusers. iIn i2016, ithe istatistics iof 

iInternetlivestates.com ijustify ithis. ito ireport. iThe iUnited iStates ihas ibeen ireplaced iby iIndia ias ithe isecond 

icountry iwith ithe ilargest inumber iof iInternet iusers. iThe ipenetration irate iwill ialso ireach i27% iand i34.8% iin 

i2015 iand i2016, irespectively. iEach. iNevertheless, ithe igap ibetween iInternet iusers iand inon-Internet iusers iis 

irelatively ilarge. The iphenomenal igrowth iof ithe iInternet iand iits iuser ibase ihas iaffected iall isectors iof ithe 

ieconomy. iConsumers ialso iinfluence ibuying ibehavior. iThe iInternet ioffers ia inew platform ifor ibuying ithe 

itype iof ionline ishopping. iOnline ishopping iopens iup ia inew iworld iof ipossibilities iand iopportunities& 

iexperiences ifor icustomers. iThe iproduct iand iservice ioffering iof ionline ishopping iin ianother iprice irange 

imakes iit ian iincredible imarket. iThe imajority iof iconsumers iare iopenadapted ito ionline ishopping, iwhile iothers 

ifear idifferent itypes iofirisks. iTheseRisks iare ia ideterrent ito ionline ishopping. iAccording ito iASSOCHAM, ithe 

ionline iaverage iisPurchases iare iexpected ito iincrease ifrom i66% iin i2015 ito i78% iin i2016. iAround i55 

imillionConsumers ibought ionline iin i2015. iDespite ithe i“explosive igrowth iof iInternet iusersBasically, iyoucan 

isee ia iclear igap ibetween ithe inumber iof iinternet iusers iand ithe inumber iof ionline ishoppers.What icould ibe ia 

ichallenge ifor i“marketers? iThe ianalysis iof ithe iliterature ihas imade iclear ithat ian iobstacle ito ionline ishopping 

iusually iexists iin iterms iof irisk iperception ichecked”. 

 

Perceived irisk 
The ibasic iconcept iof iperceived irisk iwas iintroduced ifor ithe ifirst itime iin ia isubjective iand ipsychological 

imanner. iBuild ifor ithe ielucidation iof ithe iphenomena iof ithe isearch ifor iinformation iand ibrand iloyalty (Bauer, 

i1967). Perceived irisk iis iconsidered ia ibasic iconcept iof iconsumer ibehavior iand iis icommon and is explained as 

the iperception iof iconsumer irisk iand irisk imitigation imethods (Shin, i2010)”. Schiffman iet ial. (2007) idefine 

ionline ithe iperceived irisk iof iconsumers ias iuncertainty. Consumers iface iwhen ithey icannot ipredict ithe 

iconsequences iof itheir ipurchase idecision. iThe ishows ithe isubjective iconfidence iof iconsumers iregarding ithe 

iprobability iof ian iundesirable iresult iof iPurchase idecisions irelative ito ithe iperceived irisk. iIt iis ialso iproven 

iby imany iresearchers iwho ithe iperceived irisk idevelops ifrom ithe iuncertainty iof iconsumers, iespecially iwhen 

ibuying ionline i(Bako's, i1997, iMartín iand iCamaro, i2008). iCunningham (1967) irecommended ithis irisk. iIt 

icontains itwo idimensions iof irisk: iuncertainty iand iconsequences. iThe iconsequences ican ibe iPerformance 

http://www.internettlivestats.com/
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iobjectives (for iexample, iwill ithe iproduct imeet imy iexpectations?), iPsychosocial iObjectives i (for iexample, 

iwhat iimpact ido iothers ihave ion ime?) iOr iresources isuch ias iMoney, itime iand ieffort ito iachieve ithese 

iobjectives. iThe irisks ican ibe iperceived iby ithe iconsumer. iThe iobstacle ito iInternet itransactions (Gerrard iand 

iCunningham, i2003). iJahankhani (2009) iconfirmed ithat iconsumers ideal iwith ieach ipurchase isituation, ithey 

ialways itake irisks. iIt ialso idefines ithat” ithe irisk iperceived iby ithe iconsumer iis ia iFunction iof itwo ivariables, 

id. ih. iThe inumber iof iconsequences iand ifeelings iof iindividuals. iBiased icertainty iof ifailure iand isuccess. iPark 

iand iStole (2005) ihave ifound ithat ithe ilevel ior idegree iof iperceived irisk idepends ion ithe isubjectivity 

iExplanation i"of ithe iuncertainty iassociated iwith ithe ionline ishopping ienvironment. iDowling iand iStaelin 

(1995) idescribe iconsumer ibehavior iin ionlineipurchases. iWhen ia iconsumer iperceives ia irisk iwhen imaking ian 

ionline ipurchase, ihe ibegins ito iwork iStrategies ito ireduce ithe irisk iuntil iit iis iacceptable, iotherwise, ithey iwill 

iwithdraw itheir irisk. iThe ipurchase idecision. iBettman (1973) idistinguishes iperceived irisk iin itwo iways: 

iinherent iand iin itreated irisk. iInherent irisk iis icalled irisk ibefore iconsumers iuse irisk imitigation istrategies. 

iRisk iis idefined ias ithe irisk iafter ithe iconsumer iapplies irisk imitigation istrategies. iAccording ito iLu iet ial. 

(2005), ionline itechnologies iand iapplications imust ibe iprotected iThreats isuch ias iviruses, iworms, icrackers, 

itracking ipasswords iand iidentity itheft, ipersonal iinjuries iPrivacy, imoney itheft, iand ihacker iattacks. 

“Dowling iand iStaelin i(1995) idescribe iconsumer ibehavior iin ionline ipurchases. When ia iconsumer iperceives ia 

irisk iwhen imaking ian ionline ipurchase, ihe ibegins ito iwork iStrategies ito ireduce ithe irisk iuntil iit iis iacceptable, 

iotherwise, ithey iwill iwithdraw itheir irisk. iThe ipurchase idecision. iBettman (1973) idistinguishes iperceived irisk 

iin itwo iways: iinherent iand iin itreated irisk. iInherent irisk iis icalled irisk ibefore iconsumers iuse irisk imitigation 

istrategies. iRisk iis idefined ias ithe irisk iafter ithe iconsumer iapplies irisk imitigation istrategies. iAccording ito iLu 

iet ial. (2005), ionline itechnologies iand iapplications imust ibe iprotected iThreats isuch ias iviruses, iworms, 

icrackers, ipassword itracking iand iphishing, ipersonal iinjuries iPrivacy, imoney itheft, iand ihacker iattacks”. 

“Perceived irisk iis icited ias ione iof ithe imain ireasons ipreventing ithe iconsumer ifrom ibuying ionline. iThe 

iperceived irisk iresults ifrom iconsumer iuncertainty, iespecially iwhen ishopping ivia ithe iinternet (Bakos, i1997, 

iMartín iand iCamarero, i2008). iLi iGuo (2011) iled ian iinvestigation iFactors iinfluencing ithe ibuying ibehavior 

iof iconsumers iin icyberspace iin iChina, iand ithe ioutcome iof iA istudy ishows ithat ithe isafety iof ionline 

ipurchases, iprices, iand icommercial iloans iis iin ithe iforeground iFactors ithat iinfluence iconsumer ibuying ihabits 

iand istore iand igender idesign. iConsumption ivalues iare isecondary iinfluencing ifactors. iA istudy iof inetwork 

isettings. iThe ipurchases iand ithe iinternet ithat iTeo imade iin i2002 ihave ianalyzed iseveral ifactors iincluding ithe 

iperceived irisk iof iconsumers, iand ihe iidentifies ithe iperceived irisk ias ia icrucial ideterminant iof ithe iwillingness 

iof iconsumers ito ishop ionline. iHe isaid ithat iboth iexperts iand inon-experts idiffer iin itheir irisk iperception 

idepending ion ithe itype iof iproduct ipurchased”. 

“The iperceived irisk iwas iexamined iin iexcess iof iresearch istudies iand iall iidentified ia iNegative iconnection 

iwith iconsumers' ionline ipurchasing iintentions. iIn iaddition, irisk iis iperceived. ihas ithe iproperty iof icreating ia 

ilimiting iaspect iin ithe iwillingness iof iconsumers ito iparticipate iin iOnline ishopping ibecause iit ihas ibeen 

iperceived ithat ithe isusceptibility ito ionline ishopping iis iincreasing (Pavlou, i2003). iIn i2013, iKhaled iFaqih 

iconducted iand iconfirmed ian iinvestigation iin iJordon iConsumer iperceived irisk iis ia istrong iindicator ito 

iexplain iconsumer ibehavior iConsumers iare imore ilikely ito iavoid imistakes ithan ito iincrease ithe ivalue iof 

ionline ipurchases. iHe isaid iit iwas ivery iimportant ito iunderstand ithe iperception iof iconsumer irisk iand iits irisk. 

iThis ican ibe ireduced iby iimplementing irisk imitigation itechniques iduring ionline ishopping. iTheodosius iTsiakis 

(2012) ihas ianalyzed ithe isecurity irisk iperceived iby iconsumers. iIt iis ithe imain ifactor ior ireason ifor ithe 

idecrease iin ithe iwillingness iof iconsumers iin ielectronic icommerce iPerceived isecurity irisks iin ionline 

itransactions. iNepomuceno iet ial. (2012) icarried iout ia istudy ion ithe irelationship ibetween iintangibles iand 

iperceived irisk iin iNorth iAmerica iand ialso iexamine ithe imoderating ieffects iof iprivacy, isystem isecurity iand 

igeneral iinfluence iSecurity iconcerns ifor ithe ionline ishopping ienvironment. iThe iresult ishows ithat iconsumers 

ithe iperception iof irisk iincreases iwhen itwo inegative idata iare iprocessed isimultaneously iwith ithe iinviolability 

iof ithe iproduct iand iprivacy. iIn iaddition, ithe isecurity iof ithe isystem iis igiven iIdentified ias ithe imost irelevant 

iconcern iin ithe ionline ishopping ienvironment Chang iand iWu i(2012) ihave ianalyzed ithe imoderating ieffect iof 

idecision-making iin ithe iperceived irisk iof iconsumers iand itheir iconsequences ifor ithe iintention iof ibuying 
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ionline. The idiscovery 31 indicates ithat ithe iconsumer iperceived irisk ito ithe iwebsite iand ithe iproduct iinfluences 

ionline iPurchase iintent ithrough iattitudes ibased ion iknowledge iand ieffect. The result shows that ilower ithe 

iperceived irisk ican iincrease icognition, affection iand ionline iattitudes iPurchase iintention. In i2006, Lin and Fang. 

investigated ithe iimpact iof iperceived irisks iof iword iof imouth i(WOM) iSender iand ireceiver. Theiresult of the 

study ifound that people avoid WOM Communication if they perceive risky products, such as ipurchase iconsequences 

ithe iproduct ican ibe imore iserious ithan iif a product iis inot irisky iand ithe iperson ican ifeel iit regretful iand 

iguilty because he/she has proposed the same iproduct”. 

The perceived risk affects the ability iof iconsumers ito itry inew iproducts ior iservices. iThe iperceived irisk ialso 

iinfluenced ithe iattitude itowards ionline ipurchases iand iconsumer iintent ibuy ionline (Vijayasarathy iand iJones, 

i2000). iOn ithe iother iside, iMiyazaki iand iFernández (2001) ireveals ithat iperceived irisk icould ibe ireduced ias 

ithe iexperience iof iconsumers iIn isimple iwords, ionline iconsumers iinitially iassume ia ihigher irisk iThis irisk 

iintensity igradually idecreases iwith ievery ionline ipurchase iexperience. 

“The iquality iof ithe iinformation iperceived ihas ibeen iproposed as ian iimportant ifactor iin ithe iEU iPerceived 

irisk iand itrust. The iperceived irisk and ibelief iin iconsumer iconfidence iare of immediate influence on online 

purchase intentions. The iquality iof ithe iinformation iperceived ialso ihas itwo ibackground: iControl iof 

itransparency iand ifeedback iof iresults. iThe iPerception iof iOnline iConsumers iof ithe iquality iof ithe iinformation 

iis imuch ihigher iwith ihigh itransparency iof ithe icontrol. iIf iduring ithe ifirst iOnline ishoppers ihave iaccess ito 

iinformation iabout iinteractions ithat ican ihelp ibuild itrust. iConviction iand ireduction iof ithe iperceived irisk iof 

ichange i(A. iNicolaou iand iD. iMcknight, i2006). iIn ithe iyear i2008Chang iand iChen idiscovered ithat ithe iquality 

iof ithe iwebsite iplays ian iimportant irole iand iinfluences ithe iconsumer iperceived irisk. iTsai iand iChao iYeh 

(2010) iare ialso iinvestigating ithe ieffects iof iQuality iof ithe iwebsite iin iterms iof ithe iperceived isecurity irisk 

iand ithe iprivacy iof iinformation, iespecially iin ifocus iInformation ion iproduct iquality, iefficient iservice iquality, 

iwebsite idesign istyle, iand itransaction iand idelivery icapability. They also analyze the relationship between ithe 

iperceived irisks iwhen ibuying iintentions. The result of itheir istudy ishows ithat iconsumers iwho ihave ibought 

iecologically isustainable iproducts iattach imore iimportance ito ithe iquality iof ithe iwebsite ithey ibought ione. 

They focused mainly ion ithe iinformation isecurity iof ithe iwebsite”. 

 Huang, iCabinet, iand iDubinsky (2004) ihave itheir iresearch ianalyzing ithe irelationship ibetween ibrand inames 

iand ithe iperceived irisk iof iconsumers ifor iboth ionline iand ioffline ibuyers. iNo ibuyers ithe iresult iof ithe istudy 

ishows ithat ithe ibrand iinfluences ionline ibuyers iperceived irisk. iOnline ibuyers iwere ifound ito ibe iless irisky 

ithan inon-buyers. iBuyer’s ionline iusers iof ithe iage igroup (18-29 iyears) iare imore isensitive itoithe ibrand iin 

icomparison iwith iother iage igroups iof iconsumers. iC. iBosh ioff iet ial (2011) ihave iconducted ia istudy iand 

ifound ithat ithe iperformance irisk iand ithe isocial irisk ihave ia istrong inegative iimpact ion ithe iintentions iof iBuy 

ion ia ibrand iwebsite. iOn ithe iother ihand, ipersonal irisk ihas ino ieffect iIntention ito ibuy ion ia ibrand iwebsite. 

iIt ialso ishows ithat ithe iknowledge iof ithe ibrand iworks. 

as ithe idominant ivariable ibetween iperformance irisk iand ibuying iintention ion ia ibranded iwebsite, iMarina iA-

Simonian iet ial. (2012) iidentified ithe iimpact iof ithe ibrand iimage iof ithe iproduct iand ithe ionline istore. 

iIllustration iof idifferent itypes iof iperceived irisk iin ionline ipurchases. iFind ian iexample iof ithis ithe ibrand 

iimage iof ithe iproduct iaffects ithe ibuying iintent iof ionline ishoppers iby ireducing ithe iperceived irisk idirectly 

ior iindirectly, ion ithe iother ihand, ithe iimage iof ithe ionline ishop iinfluences ithe ipurchase iof iconsumers iIndirect 

iintentions ito ireduce irisk iperception”. 

“D'Alessandro iet ial. (2012) iidentified ithe iimpact iof iperceived irisk iand iconsumer iconfidence. iOnline ishopping 

ifor ia irisky iand iexpensive iproduct ilike ithe iprecious istone. iYou ihave ito iidentify ithe ithree ideterminants iof 

iperceived irisk. iThese ideterminants irefer ito iprivacy, ithe ivendor iuses imarketing istrategies iand isecurity 

ipractices. iThey ifound ithat iPrivacy, ithe itype iof imarketing istrategy iand ithe isecurity imeasures iused iby ithe 

iseller. iIt iinfluences ithe iperceived irisk iof iconsumers iwhen ibuying igems ionline. iIt iis ialso ifound ithis 

iperceived irisk ireduces itrust iand ipurchase iintention iin ithe ionline ispace”. 

Bhatnagar iet iAlabama (2000) ifound ia ilink ibetween ithe iperceived irisk iand itheir ichoice iBuy iproducts ifrom 

ithe ichannel. iThey iexplain ithat ithe ilevel iof iperceived irisk ivaries iaccording ito ichoice iof ithe iproduct 

icategory iis ichanged. iIt ihas ibeen ishown ithat ishopping imode ialso iplays ian iimportant irole. iIf ithe iconsumer 
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idecides ito ibuy, inot iin ithe istore, iso ionline ishopping iPurchases iin itraditional ibusinesses iwhere irisk iwas 

iperceived itend ito ibe ihigher i(Dollin iet ial., i2005). iBhatnagar iet. iAlabama iHe ialso isuggested ia inegative 

icorrelation ibetween iknowledge iand irisk iaversion. iHowever, ihis istudy ifocuses ion ifinancial irisk, iproduct 

irisk, iand isecurity irisk. iThe iconsumer itakes ithe irisk iwhen ithey istart isearching iand iselecting ithe iinformation 

iof itheir inecessary iproducts iand iservices ibefore ipurchasing idecisions. iWhen ithe iactual iexperience iwith 

iconsumer ipurchases ivaries iBecause iof itheir ibuying igoals, ithey iwill itake igreater irisks (Pires, iStanton iand 

iDubinsky, i2004). iIn i2005, iCunningham iet ial. iresearched ithat ithe iuse iof ithe ionline ibooking isystem iis 

iperceived. iMore irisk-averseithan iconventional iairlines ion ipurchases. iYou ialso ihave ithe itypes iof ia iperceived 

irisk ithat iaffect iconsumers iduring ithe iconsumption iphase iwere iexamined. iBuying ithe ibooking iairline ionline 

ior itraditional. iIt's ibeing iinvestigated ithe iperceived irisk ioccurred iat ievery istage iof ithe iconsumer's ibuying 

iprocess. iThaw, iMahmood, iand iDemonic (2009) ihas iconducted istudies ito iexamine ithe irelationship ibetween 

iperceived irisk iConsumer iconfidence iin ionline itransactions, iinstitutional itrust iand ieconomic iincentives iE-

seller ithe iresult ishows ithat iconsumer iconfidence iin ionline itransactions iis ireversed iConsumer iperceived irisk. 

iOn ithe iother ihand, ithese iare inot iinstitutional itrust iand ieconomic iincentives. iIt icannot ireduce ithe iperception 

iof ithe irisk iof iconsumers”. 

 

“Martin, iCamarero, iand iJosé (2011) ihave iconducted ia iresearch istudy iin iSpain ito idevelop ia iModel ithat 

ireflects ithe imediating irole iof ithe irisk iin ithe itransaction iand ithe isocial irisk ibetween ithe itransactions iThe 

ichannel iand iintention iof irepeated ipurchase iand ialso itesting iof ithe imoderator irole iof ithe icountry iin iThis 

imodel ihas ifound ithat ithe ionline irisk ihas ia imulti-dimensional istructure. iIt iis ithat iCombination iof irisk iin 

ithe ichannel, isocial irisk, iand irisk iin ithe itransaction. iIt iwas ifound ithat ithe irisk iin ithe ichannel ihas ia ipositive 

ieffect ion ithe iother itwo itypes iof irisk. iAs ian iintercultural ieffect inoted ithat iSpain ihas ia ismaller iimpact iof 

ithe irisk ion ithe ipurchase iintent ithan iin ithis icase iby iJapan iMartin iand iCamarero (2008) ihave istudied ithis 

iin itheir iother iresearch istudy iInternet iusers iwho ishop ionline imore ioften ican ionly itrust ia iwebsite ibased ion 

itheir iprevious idata. iSatisfaction, iwhile iusers iwho itake imore irisks ishould irealize ithat ithe icompany iis ia 

igood iReputation iand iexperience iin ibrick i 

And imortar, iapart ifrom iother isigns isuch ias ithe iquality iof ithe iservice iGuilherme iPires, iJohn iStanton iand 

iAndrew iEckford ihave ianalyzed ithis iin itheir iresearch istudy. iConsumer iperceived irisk ifor ionline ishopping 

ivaries iwith ithe ifrequency iof iPurchases, isatisfaction iwith iprevious ishopping iexperiences, igood iservice iand 

ithe ilevel iof iParticipation iin ithe ipurchase idecision iis irequired. iThe iresult ishows ithat ithere iis ino iconnection 

ibetween ifrequencies iof ionline ipurchases iand iperceived irisk, ibut isatisfaction iwith ithe iprevious ionline 

ipurchase ishopping iexperiences iare inegatively iassociated iwith iconsumer iperceived irisk. iIt iis irevealed ithis 

igood iservice iis iimportant ito ithe ionline iconsumer iand ireduces ithe iperceived irisk iin ithe iclimate iit iwas ia 

iproduct iof ihigh ior ilow iparticipation”. 

“In i2006 iButtner iet ial ithey iconducted ia istudy ion ionline ipharmacies ito ianalyze iconsumers. iBehavior i 

itowards ithem. iThis iexperiment iinfluences ithe iimpact iof iproduct iclass irisk iand ithe iretail iclass iRisk iin ithe 

iwillingness iof iconsumers itowards ithe iselection iof iretailers iwhen imaking ian ionline ipurchasing idecision iit 

ihas ibeen ifound ithat ihigh irisk ito ithe iretailer's iclass imay ilead ito ia inegative irating ithe iresult iis iconsidered 

ihigher. iOn ithe iother ihand, ithe iproduct iclass irisk ihas ia inegative iimpact ion ionline iconsumer’s iattempts. 

iKorgaonkar iand iKarson (2007) ihave iinvestigated ianalyzed ithe iimpact iof ithe iperceived irisk iof ithe iproduct 

ion ithe ibuying ipreferences iof ionline iconsumers iNortheast iand ithe isoutheastern iUnited iStates. iThe iresult 

ishows ian iinteraction ibetween ithe iperceived irisks iof ithe iproduct. iAnd ie-store iformat. iIt ihas ibeen iestablished 

ithat imulti-channel itrading iis ia ibeneficiary iand ihas ia ilower irisk iPerception. iOn ithe iother ihand, iPure iPlay 

ie-tailors ialways ihave ia ihigh-risk iperception iand iless itrust iamong ionline ishoppers”. 

 

Types iof iperceived irisk: 

 

Perceived irisk iin ithe itraditional imarket: 
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“Bobbit iand iDabhlokar (2001) iexplained ithe iperceived irisk ias ian iintegral iconcept iand icould ido iso inot ito 

ibe icovered iby ia isingle iconcept. iDifferent itypes iof irisks ihave ibeen isuggested iincluding ifinancial irisks, 

iperformance irisks, iphysical irisks, isocial irisks, iconvenience irisks, iPsychological irisk, isource iand irisk iof 

iprivacy. iAccording ito iPhillip iKotler, iconsumers ican ido ithis ifunctional irisk, iphysical irisk, ifinancial irisk, 

isocial irisk, ipsychological irisk iof ibuying iand iusing ia iproduct”. 

 

Perceived irisk iin ithe ionline imarket: 
“Due ito ithe ipresence iof icountless ionline iproviders, ithe iimportance iof ithe iperceived irisk iincreases. iIt iis 

ilikely ithat iperceived irisk ibecomes ia icrucial ifactor iin iinfluencing iconsumer ibehavior. iThis iis ibecause 

iconsumers iperceive ia ihigher ilevel iof irisk itowards ionline ishopping iwhen ithey ibelieve ithe isecurity iis 

iinsufficient. iNena iLim (2003) iexamined ithe iphenomena iof irisk iperceived iby ithe iconsumer ithrough ithe 

irealization iof ian iapproach iGroup iand ithe iresult ireveals ithat ithere iare ithree isourcesiof irisk iperceived iby 

ithe iconsumer. iThese ithe isources iare itechnology, isupplier iand iproduct. iTechnology ifacilitates ithe ionline 

ishopping iprocess iand iefficient. iElectronic isellers ican iprovide ireliable iproducts iand ithe iproducts ishould ibe 

ieasy ito iuse. iYE iNaiyi (2004) iconducted ian iinvestigation ion ithe idimensions iof ithe irisk iperceived iby 

iconsumers iin ionline ishopping. iThe iresult iof ithe istudy iexplains iseven ifactors iof iperceived irisk. iThese 

ifactors iRisk iof ifraud, idelivery irisk, ifinancial irisk, iprocess iand itime, iproduct irisk, iprivacy irisk. iAnd ithe 

irisk iof i iinformation. iIn i2003, iForsythe iand iShi ianalyzed ithe ieffect ithat ithe iperformance irisk, ifinancial 

irisk, itime iand iprivacy irisk ihave iin ithe iadoption iof ionline ipurchases iand iobserve ithat ithe ifirst ithree ifacets 

iaffect ithe ipurchase ifrequency, iwhile ithe iexpense iis ionly iinfluenced iby ithe ieconomic icomponent. iBased ion 

iC. iBosh ioff iet ial. (2011) iresearch istudy, iConsumers ihave ithree itypes iof irisk iperceptions iassociated iwith 

iintentions ito ipurchase ionline, inamely, irisk iof iperformance, isocial irisk iand ipersonal irisk. A iresearch istudy 

iwas iconducted iand idefined iin iTaiwan iby iPi iand iSangruang (2011) iseven iparameters iof ithe iperceived irisk. 

iThese iare icomfort irisk, ifinancial irisk, iand iperformance. iRisk, iphysical irisk, ipsychological irisk, isocial irisk, 

iand itemporary irisk. iThe iresults ishow ithat irisk ifactors iperceived ias icomfort irisk, iphysical irisk, iperformance 

irisk, iand isocial irisk ihave ithe ibiggest iimpact ion ithe iattitude ito ionline ishopping iin iTaiwan. iC. iBianchi iand 

iL. Andrews i(2011) iconducted ia iresearch istudy iin iChile ito iexamine ithe irelationship ibetween iperceived 

iconsumer irisk, ibehavior, iand ibuying ibehavior ionline. iThe iresult ishows ithat ithe iperceived iconsumer irisk iis 

iinversely irelated ito ithe iattitudes iof iconsumers iand iconsumer’s iattitude ihas ia ipositive irelationship iwith 

iconsumers ‘intention ito icontinue ishopping ionline”. 

“Stone iand iGronhaugi(1993) ihave idefined iseveral idimensions iof iperceived irisk i(financial irisk, ipsychological 

irisk, itime irisk, iperformance, iand iphysical irisk). iYou isuggested ithat iFinancial iand ipsychosocial irisks 

igenerally icovered ithe imajority iof irisk iperception iComparison iwith iothers. iKorgaonkar (1982) ihas iselected 

itwo itypes iof iperceived iproduct irisk irather iinfluence iconsumer ibehavior iin ithe ionline ienvironment, id. iH. 

ithe ieconomic irisk iand iPsychosocial irisk ifor ihis istudy. iIn i2004, iGupta iet ial. iThe iperception iof iconsumer 

irisk irelated ito iOnline ishopping ienvironment. iYou ihave iused ia igauge ithat iconsists iof ifour idifferent itypes’ 

iof iRisks iand iglobal irisk. iFour itypes iof irisks iare ifinancial irisk, iperformance irisk, iPsychological irisk, iand 

isocial irisk.i All ithese itypes iof irisks iare idiverse ion ithe iinternet. iEnvironment iand ireported ia imuch ilower 

ireliability icoefficient. iIt iwas ialso ifound ithat iall isorts iof iperceived irisk ihave ia inegative iimpact ion ithe 

iconsumer's ibuying iintentions”. 

 

Study Objectives 

• To iAnalyse idifferent itypes iof irisk iassociated iwith ionline ipurchases i. 

• To iIdentify idifferent ifactors iwhich iincreases ithe irisk iperception iof iCustomers. 

 

IResearch iMethodology 
In this research paper the iprimary idata iwere icollected iby ithe ionline imedia. iTotal inumbers iof i120 iInternet 

iusers iwho ithey ihave ipurchased ionline iat ileast ionce ithey ihave ibeen isurveyed. iThe iessence iof ithe isurvey 



Journal of Pharmaceutical Negative Results ¦ Volume 13 ¦ Special Issue 8 ¦ 2022 1780 
 

imethod ican ibe iexplained ias i"questioning iindividuals ion ia itopic ior topics iand ithen idescribing itheir ianswers 

i"(Jackson, i2011, ip.17). iIn iconsumer ibehavior ithe isurvey imethod iof iprimary idata icollection istudies iis iused 

ito ireflect ithe iattitude iof ithe ipeople, itest iconcepts, iperform isegmentation iresearch, iand iestablish ithe ilevel 

iof icustomer isatisfaction iand ia iset iof iother ipurposes. The iquestioning iin ithis iresearch istudy iis icarried iout 

iin ia istructured iway iso iit iis icalled ias ia imethod iof icollecting istructured idata. Multiple Regression technique 

was used to analyse the data. 

Hypothesis iDevelopment 
1) iH1: iThe iRisk iof iLosing iMoney i& iFinancial iDetails iwill ihave inegative ieffect ion iattitude itowards ionline 

iShopping (Financial iRisk). 

2) iH2: iThe iProduct iRisk iwill ihave inegative ieffect ion iattitude itowards ionline ishopping iof ielectronics 

iproducts ( Product iRisk i) 

  

Data ianalysis i& iHypothesis testing 
A itotal iof i120 irespondents iwere iquestioned iabout itheir idemographics. Their demographic iprofile consists of 

gender, age, qualification, income, occupation and their ifrequency of online ipurchase in the last six months. 

Responses of respondents are presented in the following table. The pie chart is usedito present characteristic wise 

respondent profile and for better iunderstanding, iits interpretationiis also given with the chart”. 

   

TABLE i2: iDEMOGRAPHIC iPROFILES iOF iRESPONDENTS 

S.No. Characteristics Category Frequency % 

1 Gender Male 71 59 

  
Female 48 40 

Prefer inot ito isay 1 1 

2 Age iGroup 

Below i20 6 5 

21 i– i25 97 81 

25 i– i30 16 13 

30 i& iabove 1 1 

3 Qualification 

Intermediate 4 3 

Graduate 39 32 

Post iGraduate 74 62 

Others 3 3 

4 Occupation 

Student 78 65 

 iSelf iEmployee 14 12 

Govt.Sector 2 2 

Pvt. iSector 23 19 

Other 3 2 

 

5 

 

Income 

Less ithan i20000 76 64 

20000 ito i40000  i i i i i i24 20 

40000 i- i65000 4 3 

Above i65000 16 13 

 

6 

 

Family 

Nuclear  I   i i i74 62 

Joint  i i i i i46 38 
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H1: iThe iRisk iof iLosing iMoney i& iFinancial iDetails iwill ihave inegative ieffect ion iattitude itowards ionline 

iShoppingi(Financial iRisk). 

In this the consumers were asked about important factors which impacts their online electronics purchases.  

Table 3: Descriptive iStatistics 

Items                                                Mean      Std. Deviation        N 

  Price 2.8000 1.19944 120 

Quality 3.5750 1.32629 120 

Product features 3.4750 1.28313 120 

Product Review 3.2500 1.27846 120 

Ease of use 3.2750 1.30907 120 

Warranty 3.3417 1.31887 120 

Design of the product 3.0833 1.30663 120 

Environment friendliness 3.0833 1.34466 120 

Brand Value 3.2833 1.29110 120 

Recommendation from someone 2.7667 1.27506 120 

Sales person recommendation 2.4917 1.16674 120 

 

Table 4: Model Summary 

Model R R  Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Durbin-Watson 

1 .716a .512 .457 .88355 1.965 

a. iPredictors: i(Constant)  

b. iDependent iVariable 

 

Table 5: ANOVAa 

Model  Sum of 

squares 

df Mean Square F Sig, 

1 Regression 87.669 12 7.306 9.358 .000b 

 Residual 83.531 107 .781   

 Total 171.200 119    

a. iDependent iVariable 

b. iPredictors: i(Constant)  

 

As iper iModel iSummary ithe iR isquare iValue iis i.512 whichimeans ithat iwhen idepedent ivariables iwill ibe 

ichanged by 1% ithen ithe ivalue iof ithe iindependent ivariables iautomatically ichanges iby i51.2%. As iper iAnova 

iTable iit ihas ibeen ishown ithat ithe iSignificance iValue iis i.000, it imeans ithat ithe ivalue iof isignificance iis iless 

ithan i0.05 i, iSo iit iclearly idefine ithat ithe iHypothesis i1 iis iAccepted. i 

 

H2: iThe iProduct iRisk iwill ihave inegative ieffect ion iattitude itowards ionline ishopping iof ielectronics iproducts 

(Product Risk ). 

In this the consumers were asked about what fears they have while making online purchases. 

 

Table 6: Descriptive iStatistics 

Items Mean  Std. Deviation N 

  I am worried about product 

effectiveness 

3.1000 1.17681 120 
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Fear of choosing poor product or 

services 

3.1917 1.13238 120 

Fear that the delivered products would 

not match those described on the 

website 

3.2250 1.21933 120 

Fear of getting proper after sales 

services of online shopping 

3.5750 .77419 120 

The description of products shows on 

the website are accurate or not 

3.4417 .96837 120 

 

Table 7: Model iSummaryb 

Model R R  Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

Durbin-Watson 

1 .432a .186 .087 37.30575 1.885 

a. iPredictors: i(Constant)  

b. iDependent iVariable 

 

 

Table 8: ANOVAa  

Model  Sum of squares df Mean Square F Sig, 

1 Regression 33813.053 13 2601.004 1.869 .042b 

 Residual 147522.247 106 1391.719   

 Total 181335.300 119    

a. iDependent iVariable 

b. Predictors: i(Constant) 

 

As iper iModel iSummary ithe iR isquare iValue iis i.186 whichimeans ithat iwhen idepedent ivariables iwill ibe 

ichanged iby i1% ithen ithe ivalue iof ithe iindependent ivariables iautomatically ichanges iby i18.6 i%. As per Anova 

Table it has been shown that the Significance Value is .042, it means that the value of significance is less than 0.05, 

so it clearly states that the Hypothesis 2 is Accepted. i 

  

Conclusion i 

Consumers ionline iperceived irisk iand iits ivarious idimensions iwere ihad ibeen istudied iby ivarious iauthors isince 

imany iyears. iIn ithis iacademic iresearch, ithis istudy ihas ibeen iconducted iin itwo iparts. In the first part of the 

study, various different dimensions of iperceived irisk were studied through extensive iliterature ireview. iIt iwas 

ifound ithat ithere iare ifollowing itwo imajor itypes iof iperceived irisks inamely: iFinancial iRisk and Performance 

Risk. And ithe iimpact iof ithese itwo ifactors ion ivarious iperceived irisks iwere studied. Based ion istatistical iresult 

iof iregression ianalysis, iit iwas ifound ithat various types of perceived risk ihas a ipositive and negative ion 

iConsumers’ attitude towards online shopping of Electronics Products. Similarly iconsumers’ iself-efficacy and 

consumer innovativeness ihas ia igreat iimpact ion ivarious types of perceived risk.i 

Implications of ithe istudy 

The major contribution of this study is iin ithe ifield iof iunderstanding ithe ivarious idimensions iof iperceived irisks 

and iit ihas icontributed ito ithe iexisting ibody iof iknowledge ion ionline iconsumers’ iperceived irisk. In ithe ipast 

iresearches, ia ilot iof iresearchers ihave istudied iconsumer’s ionline iperceived irisk iand iits iinfluencing ifactors 
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but ithere iwas ilack iof istudy ion iconsumers’ iinnovativeness iand iconsumers’ iself-efficacy. iThis imade ithe iway 

ifor ifuture iresearches ias ithis istudy iprovides ia iclear ipicture iof iperceived irisks iand iits iinfluencing ifactors.  

Due ito iDigitalisations post pandemic, ithere ihas ibeen ian ienormous iamount iof igrowth iof iinternet iin iIndia. 

iThis imade ia iway ito iincrease ionline ishopping iin iIndia ialthough ithere iis ia ihuge igap ibetween iinternet iusers 

iand ionline ishoppers idue ito ivarious iperceived irisk. So iit ibecomes inecessary ito istudy ithis iperceived irisk 

iand imonitor iit iin ia iregular interval. It is very important for E-retailers to understand the iimportance iand irole iof 

ivarious iperceived irisks idimensions. And ithis istudy iwill isurely ihelp ithem ito iunderstand iclearly iconsumer’s’ 

ionline iperceived irisks” 

Limitations of istudy 

In ispite iof ipointing iout ivarious iadvantages iand ibenefits, istill, ithis istudy iis inot ifree ifrom ilimitations. This 

istudy ihas ibeen iconducted iin ia ivery ilimited itime iframe iwhich iitself iis ia imajor idrawback iof ithis istudy. 

Non iprobability isampling iis ibeing iused iin ithis iresearch ibecause iof isampling itime, icost iconstraint iand 

iunavailability iof ithe ientire ilist iof ionline ishoppers. i 
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