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Abstract

:

This study develops a model based on perceived effectiveness of e-commerce institutional mechanisms (PEEIM) and trust-based mechanisms to explain how PEEIM, product monetary value (MV), product evaluation cost (PEC), and enjoyment influence trust online vendor (TV) and how they affect purchase intention (IP) and reuse intention (IR) in e-shopping. The study is based on a survey of 293 online shoppers in Taiwan. Results show that monetary value, product evaluation cost, and customer enjoyment have a positive relationship with trust in online vendors, and a positive indirect and significant relationship on intention to purchase and reuse the products or service in the e-shopping environment. However, PEEIM does not have indirect effects on the customer’s intention to purchase and reuse the products or services through the influence of trust online vendor if the influence of PEEIM on customer trust online vendor is low and no significant effects, but PEEIM does have significant direct effects on a customer’s purchase and reuse intention. In addition, PEEIM has two constantly indirect relationships with a customer to purchase and reuse intention the product or services through the influence of customer enjoyment and customer trust in online vendor relationships. The study contributes important theoretical and practical implications for scholars and e-commerce providers.
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1. Introduction


Advanced information technology (IT) has made internet shopping an essential mode of business transactions [1,2], One reason for this is that customers find it more beneficial to purchase from an e-shopping platform than an offline store, due to reduced product evaluation cost and increased product monetary value. While customer enjoyment is one of the unreadable assessments in online purchase behavior that led by customer trust and increasing intention to reuse the on-line vendors [3]. In e-shopping transactions, monetary value, and product evaluation cost is the main concern for customers and online vendors since they are critical factors to determine customer purchase decisions in different settings [4,5,6], and reuse intentions [7,8,9].



With the expansion of online shopping purchasing behavior, customers need to adapt to the e-shopping environment to increase shopping value, and perceived effectiveness of institutional protection increases customer enjoyment and success in online transactions [10,11]. Due to increase fraud in internet shopping [10,11], PEEIM and trust in online vendors have become an important factors for online customers to protects customer from uncertainty risk in online transactions. Previous studied has shown that the moderating effects of PEEIM between trust and intention to repurchase intention is low when the influence of trust and repurchase intention is low. To address uncovering previous study, this study propose direct and indirect influence of PEEIM on customer to purchase and reuse intentions and understanding the influence of monetary value, product evaluation cost, customer enjoyment on trust in online vendors, and their impact on customer purchase intention and intention to reuse the products are critical factors that determine success in e-shopping purchase behavior and retention of existing customers. Draw from the combination of PEEIM and trust in online vendor and conceptualize as e-shopping institutional–trust-based mechanism (EI-TBM).



The present study addresses the following research questions: (1) How do monetary value, product evaluation cost, and customer enjoyment influence the customer purchase intention and intention to reuse the products or service in an e-shopping environment? (2) Are PEEIM and trust in online vendors effective institutional mechanisms to mitigate uncertainty in the e-shopping environment?



Previous studies have shown that trust supports customer purchase intention [12]. Furthermore, customer trust not only affects online purchase behavior but also general trust in online shopping [13]. This study suggests that the positive effect of trust on repurchase intention is higher when the interacting PEEIM relationship between satisfaction and trust is low [10].



We extend the empirical study of [10] to further investigate the influence of trust in online vendors in relation to PEEIM, monetary value, product evaluation cost, customer enjoyment, and their impact on customer intention to purchase and reuse online vendors. Second, to understand the indirect effects of customer shopping value (monetary value, product evaluation cost, and customer enjoyment), and indirect influence of PEEIM on trust online vendor and customer intention to purchase and reuse the products and service in the e-shopping environment. It drowns from a combination of PEEIM and trust.



We conceptualize PEEIM and trust as the e-shopping institutional–trust-based mechanism (EI-TBM). We define EI-TBM as: safeguards exist in the e-shopping environment to protect customers before and after the transaction by independent and interdependent risk mitigation, which benefits both parties. We argue that independence and interdependence mechanisms not only to provide customer protection from a general perspective but also provide specific protection for online shopping. For example, home-payment, it is considering a specific institutional protection since the customers purchase the product on an e-shopping environment, but payment is made when the products reach their home. Home-payment is characterized as “low-risk-taker customer behavior relationship”. Moreover, from the general institutional perspective, the customer have independence relationships with the vendors and the payment provide through the third parties (e.g., credit cards, or convenience stores). This type of customer behavior is characterized as “high-risk-taker customer behavior relationship”. In addition, by introducing monetary value, product evaluation cost, customer enjoyment, and PEEIM as antecedents of trust, the study provides different research model and hope to provide difference research finding from existing studies [10]. Furthermore, PEEIM not only direct and indirect influences customer trust in online vendors but also direct and indirect influences customer purchase intention and intention to reuse the products and services.



First, this study contributes not only to the theoretical literature on customer intention to purchase and reuse online vendors, but also to the long-term sustainability of the e-commerce the institutional, by conceptualize PEEIM and trust online vendor as an e-shopping institutional–trust-based mechanism (EI-TBM), which provides finding different from the existing studies [10,14,15].



Second, this study contributes the role of trust in online vendors as the mediator, and the influence of PEEIM on customer enjoyment, and direct and indirect on customer purchase intention, and customer reuse intention. Third, by examining product monetary value, product evaluation cost, and customer enjoyment factors as antecedents of trust the study provides findings different from previous studies [10].




2. Theoretical and Literature Review


2.1. E-Shopping Institutional Trust-Based Mechanism


The e-shopping institutional trust-based mechanism has been studied over many years, originated with [14], and developed later on to include perceived effectiveness of e-commerce institutional mechanisms [8,13,14]. Those mechanisms act as impersonal structures implemented by third parties to create conditions under which customers feel protected when making an online transactions [10,15]. Institutional mechanism instruments include online credit card guarantees, escrow services, and privacy protection [13,15,16]. Similar studies on financial institutional online shopping find that guarantees provide resources and help customer compensate for the uncertainty and potential risk of online transactions [15,16]. For instance, an online vendor can provide financial instruments such as Pay Pal or ATM that have the authority to make payments after the customer has decided to purchase the products. However, we argue that with the financial institutional instruments provided by third parties, distrust between buyer and vendor may arise [17,18]. Similarly, others studies have tried to divide the first two institutional trust-based mechanisms into specific and general beliefs to mitigate risk in online shopping [19].



The distinction between trust-specific beliefs and trust as a general belief has been studied primarily in the context of interpersonal relationships within an organization [10,20]. However, with ongoing economic transformations in the e-shopping environment, this distinction is seldom maintained, especially in e-commerce research. Accordingly, this study extends the empirical [10] study and investigation the study based on a combination of two institutional mechanisms (perceived effectiveness e-commerce institutional mechanisms (PEEIM) and trust-based mechanism) to be appropriate for the present customer purchase behavior in e-shopping environments. Two of these institutional mechanisms (customer trust online vendor and PEEIM), we conceptualize as e-shopping institutional–trust-based mechanism (EI-TBM). EI-TBM implements trust from general and specific perspectives as an advanced institutional mechanism to mitigate risks through independent and interdependent relationships.



Thus, institutional structure is not only strengthens customer intention to purchase and reuse the products or services but also increases long-term sustainability to protect customers in an e-shopping environment. Our model in this study shows that customer trust in online vendors is play important rule between the customer perceives shopping value such as monetary value, customer enjoyment, and product evaluation cost, and customer intention to purchase and to reuse the products or services. Furthermore, PEEIM helps ensure customers enjoy their shopping and thus supports continued intention to purchase and reuse products or service in e-shopping environments.



Interdependence, as an interpersonal relationship, exists when customer and vendor have a specific relationship, such as “home-payment” or “text messenger”, after the transaction takes place. Home-payment is characterized as “low-risk-taker customer behavior”, where customers feel safe to purchase or to pay for the product when the order is delivered to their home. The independent relationship exists when customer and vendor engage in market block-building expansion without doubting the trust relationship between them. We refer to this as customer trust from a general perspective, where customers accept the financial instrument provided by third parties, such as PayPal, Ibon, Visa, and online ATM without uncertainty about financial repercussions. Customer willingness to make the transaction and pay for the product after the transactions, before delivery, we characterize as “high-risk-taker customer behavior”. By developing the concept of an institutional mechanism as EI-TBM, the customer may feel safer in the overall e-shopping environment. That distinguishes this study from previous research [10,15,21].




2.2. Distinguishing, EI-TBM from PEEIM and Related Concepts


The difference between PEEIM and related concepts, including trust from the perspectives of both specific and general institutional mechanisms, has been explained previously by concepts such as institutional structures and structural assurance [15]. Second, PEEIM focuses more on the effect of mitigating risks through a third party, from a general institutional perception [10]. This study considers that when e-commerce institutional mechanisms mitigate risk from general perception, online customers may expect a more interpersonal quality to this mechanism. Therefore, they will expect reduced risk from this mechanism.



EI-TBM is an institutional instrument that combines customer trust in an online vendor and the perceived effectiveness of e-commerce institutional mechanisms. These institutional mechanisms implementing trust from general and specific perspectives to accommodate advanced institutional mechanisms that mitigate risks through independent and interdependent relationships. For example, to reduce customer doubt regarding value in an e-shopping environment, an online vendor can provide protection by providing “home-payment” which is an interdependent relationship with the customer. Home-payment interprets customer relationship with the vendor in a specific way and uses a financial instrument providing by the vendor. However, from a general perspective, this is a financial instrument provided by third parties. We call this an independent relationship, where the customer, online vendor and third parties have an institutional trust relationship. Independence indicates that customers, vendor, and third parties cannot be separated from market expansion (block building) in the e-shopping environment. Thus, distinguishing the PEEIM and EI-TBM developed in this way, we are investigating the influence of trust in an online vendor and the PEEIM relationship between monetary value, product evaluation, and customer enjoyment on one hand, and customer intention to purchase and reuse the product or service in the e-shopping environment on the other hand. Furthermore, this occurs due to relatively strong risk-mitigation through customer relationships from general and specific perspectives, which provides findings different from the existing literature [10].





3. Research Model and Hypotheses Development


Based on the combination of PEEIM and trust-based mechanism, this study considers how monetary value product evaluation cost and customer enjoyment together influence customer purchase intention or willingness intention to reuse the products or service in an e-shopping environment. Second, the influence of PEEIM on customer enjoyment, trust online vendor, purchase intention and customer intention to reuse the vendor the products or services. Third, the influence of trust in an online vendor on purchase intention and customer continuance intention to reuse the vendor. Last, we introduce constructs that mediate the relationship of trust in online vendors and customer enjoyment. For more detail, please refer to the following hypothesis and research models in Figure 1.



3.1. Monetary Value and Trust in an Online Vendor


Previous work has found that products are key to determining customer purchase decisions in different settings [1,7]. Trust is a sense of security, where customers feel confident their transactions will succeed [22]. The theory of mental accounting explains the relationship between monetary value and customer trust by stating that acquisition utility influences a consumer’s choice [7]. Thus, acquisition utility in our study is equivalent to monetary value, considered as an e-shopping benefit with respect to its price of the product or service. In our model, the monetary value indicates that customers perceive the shopping value based on the level of customer trust in the online vendor, and we considering monetary value as customer profit. For example, the function of a consumer notebook application as the expected to the price the customer paid. Accordingly, we propose:



Hypothesis 1 (H1).

Product monetary value has a positive relationship to trust in an online vendor.






3.2. Product Evaluation Cost and Trust in an Online Vendor


Previous research suggests that in complex environments, consumers are often unable to effectively evaluate all of the alternatives available prior to choosing [23]. Instead, they tend to use a two-stage process to reach their decisions, including product screening, and product evaluation [23]. In the product screening stage, consumers screen a large set of relevant products, without examining any of them in great depth, and identifying the most promising alternatives, Subsequently, during product evaluation, the consumer evaluates a set of alternatives in more depth, compares products for important attributes, and then makes a purchase decision [24].



Our model states that product evaluation cost is based on the probability of customer trust [25]. Customers may reduce evaluation costs when the online vendor can reduce the product uncertainty of their reference price [22]. Previous studies have stated that transaction utility refers to the customer perceiving the shopping value based on customer trust relationship. For instance, product uncertainty can be reduced by reducing product evaluation costs such as the actual price and reference price [7]. This enables the vendor to reduce the customer’s processing time and thus lower product evaluation cost, which will increases customer trust in the e-shopping environment. Accordingly, we purpose:



Hypothesis 2 (H2).

Product evaluation cost has a positive relationship with trust in the online vendor.






3.3. Customer Enjoyment and Customer Trust of Online Vendors


Enjoyment can be defined as a stage of customer flow while shopping in a digital marketplace. That enjoyment regard to customer satisfies with the value of the products or the services in the e-shopping environment [7]. Previous studies have shown that customers purchase the mobile application drive according to the value application [3]. Other studies state that increasing the value of information and function from a mobile application increases customer purchase intention to use the products [6,7]. Customers also perceive benefit from digital shopping with increased trust in the particular market [2]. We define enjoyment as the state and degree of the customer’s contentment regarding the value of the products or services that affect activities before and after the transaction takes place in an e-shopping environment. Contentment (enjoyment) can increase customer trust in an online vendor. Our model shows that enjoyment influences customer trust in the products or service in an online shopping environment. We expect that customer enjoyment can drive the value of trust and reduce uncertainty in the online shopping environment. This can increase customer purchase decisions in the digital market, leading to the following hypothesis:



Hypothesis 3 (H3).

Customer enjoyment increases trust in an online vendor.






3.4. PEEIM and Enjoyment, Trust, Customer Intention to Purchase and Reuse a Vendor


Perceived effective e-commerce institutional mechanism develops from trust related to customer purchasing behavior, and those mechanisms create conditions where customers feel protected when making online transactions [10,15]. Institutional trust is also conceptualized as the intuitional distance in the context of the organization [26]. The development of those institutional mechanisms strengthens the interpersonal relationships or inter-organization relationships. From that point of view, our model states that PEEIM not only influences trust in an online vendor, intention to purchase, and reuse the products or services, but also influences customer enjoyment that can be limited by uncertain situations in the digital market environment. This study expects that increasing perceived effective e-commerce institutional mechanisms for customer enjoyment and strengthening trust in the online vendor; thus, the intention to purchase and reuse the vendor enhances a long-term successful and sustainable development of the digital market. Accordingly, we propose:



Hypothesis 4 (H4).

PEEIM has a positive relationship on (a) Customer enjoyment, (b) trust in an online vendor (c) purchase intention, and (d) intention to reuse the vendor’s products or services.






3.5. Trust Online Vendor and Customer Intention Purchase


From a customer purchase behavioral perspective, product loyalty can be characterized as reuse intention [7]. Thus, reuse intention can be defined as the consumer performing a transaction over the internet based on customer loyalty to the brand or vendor [9]. In other hand on the purchase intention situation, it is likely for customers to perform a transaction that has completed the initial transaction with the online vendor at first-hand experience [7]. Our model indicates that trust often is an outcome of customers’ ability to meet one set of obligations [20]. The notion of trust is to help reduce the sense of risk when dealing with an uncertain situation regarding products or services in a digital transaction. it also to encourages customers’ “trust-building customer behavior relationship” with online vendors [20]. Thus, trust has been supported [10]. Based on that theoretical viewpoint, we hypothesize:



Hypothesis 5a (H5a).

Trust in online vendors has a relationship with purchase intention.





Hypothesis 5b (H5b).

Trust in an online vendor has a relationship with customer reuse intention.






3.6. Mediatings Effect of Trust in an Online Vendor


In the digital shopping environment, customers’ trust represents their beliefs about the online vendor, and these beliefs enhance the consumers’ attitude toward repurchase intention [27]. Monetary value is an important factor to determining customer purchasing decisions [7]. A customer considering purchasing a product is likely to assess the product’s value and buy it if the product’s values match the customer’s expectations, and product evaluation cost positively mediates reuse intention [8]. Customer enjoyment is one of the main impacts on customer purchase behavior [28,29].



Our model shows that monetary value, product evaluation cost, and customer enjoyment have a relationship with the intention to purchase and to reuse the products or services as influenced by trust in the online vendor. Trust in online vendors has a mediating role to protect customers by lowering product evaluation costs and increasing monetary value in online transactions. However, customer enjoyment would increase the intention to purchase and reuse products or services depends on customer trust in the online vendor. Accordingly, the current study proposes the following hypothesis:



Hypothesis 6 (H6).

Trust in an online vendor mediates the relationship between monetary value and (a) intention to purchase, and (b) the intention to reuse products or services from the vendor.





Hypothesis 7 (H7).

Trust in an online vendor mediates the relationship between product evaluation cost and (a) intention to purchase and (b) intention to reuse the products or services in the digital market.





Hypothesis 8 (H8).

Trust in an online vendor mediates the relationship between customer enjoyment and (a) intention to purchase and (b) intention to reuse products or services in the digital market.






3.7. Mediating Effects of Customer Enjoyment and Trust Online Vendor


Customer enjoyment can be considered from various perspectives, such as customer interaction with a stranger in an e-shopping environment for relaxation. Enjoyment can be defined the degree of internal flow that customers when searching for information and perceived shopping value [28]. A perceived effective e-commerce institutional mechanism provides and ensures that customers experience success and enjoy shopping in an e-shopping environment. The influence of trust has a positive relationship with customer purchase intention [15], where trust in an online vendor has no mediating effects between PEEIM and repurchase intention [10]. With a low-level indirect influence between PEEIM and customer intention to purchase from trusted online vendors, consumers may have less trust in their intention to purchase and to reuse the products or services. However, this study further investigates the mediator of customer trust online vendor and customer enjoyment, where PEEIM is a factor with indirect influence on customer intention to purchase and to reuse through customer enjoyment and customer trust in the online vendor. Furthermore, a low-level indirect influence between PEEIM and customer intention to purchase and reuse the products or services in the e-shopping environment may reduce customers’ enjoyment and trust in the online vendors, which may decrease the intention to purchase the products or services. Accordingly, this study proposes:



Hypothesis 9a (H9a).

Customer enjoyment mediates the relationship between PEEIM and trust in an online vendor.





Hypothesis 9b (H9b).

Customer enjoyment and trust in an online vendor mediates the relationship between PEEIM and (b1) customer intention to purchase (b2) customer intention to reuse products or services from the vendor.





Hypothesis 10 (H10).

Trust online vender mediates the relationship between PEEIM and (a) customer purchase intention, (b) intention to reuse the products or service in the digital market environment.







4. Research Methodology


4.1. Setting and Participants


The research study used a questionnaire to test the proposed model with 293 participants who made online purchases (e.g., Amazon, PC-Home, MomoShop, or other online vendors) in Taiwan. These platforms are considered the most reputable e-shopping platforms, which can increase customer trust [30]. These websites also keep customers updated on current practices and thereby increase customer trust by conveying fair treatment [31]. The structure of the website and customer service on Amazon, PC-Home, MomoShop, and other website shopping are deriving for all practical purposes. For example, they offer financial instrument guarantees (e.g., Visa card, Line point, and ATM, 7-11 ibon, and arrival-home payment), and offer similar feedback mechanisms.



The questionnaire targeted digital shoppers including students, government workers, and company employees with experience purchasing from a digital vendor in Taiwan (e.g., Amazon, PC-Home, MomoShop, and Alibaba). The products they purchased are for personal or family use only. To minimize bias of the questionnaire distribution, the respondents were contacted by e-mail, Facebook chat or Line chat, and group lunch in the restaurant. The questionnaire items were translated from English to Chinese. A total 437 questionnaires were distributed by random sampling to individuals with experience in digital shopping from 1–30 June 2018. The final response rate analysis was 67% (n = 293 of the total response) and the unusable responses were due to missing or incomplete survey information.




4.2. Measurement Instrument


Most of the constructs in this study were adapted from prior literature see (Appendix A). Wording was modified to fit the research context [32], and all measures used a seven-point Likert scale that ranged from ‘‘1—strongly disagree’’ to ‘‘7—strongly agree’’. To measurement trust in an online vendor, we used four items that reflected consumer beliefs, honesty, dependability, reliability, and trustworthiness in the e-shopping environment [10,15]. PEEIM was measured by four items from previous research [10] to capture the perceived effectiveness of financial service instruments to ensure customer safety in online transactions. Monetary value (MV) adapted five items [7] and with five items measured PEC [8]. Five items were adopted to measure customer enjoyment [7,33], and four items were taken for further data analysis. Five items were adopted to measure customer repurchase intention [34], and four items were taken for further data analysis. Four items to measurement customer purchase intention adopted [9]. Thus, we developed our measurement instruments and followed common advice on wording the questions [32]. Two Ph.D. students management department and one professor from information system management as the expert to validated the content of the questionnaire before to finalize the questionnaires for further study.



Most respondents used digital shopping for their daily personal use products, and 65.5% were female and 34.5% were male. Participants were mostly from the age groups of less or equal to 25 years old and more than equal to 65 years old. In total, 42.7% of the participants mostly student, followed by businessman 28.0%, work in industries 16.4%, and 13.0% work as civil officers. For education, 72.7% of the participants mostly had university education, followed by 13.7% with graduate education, and 13.7% from senior high school. The largest monthly income bracket was 40.3% with US$200–800, followed by 35.5% with $801–1000, 17.7% with $1001–2000, and 6.5% with over $2001. The participants searched for information and shopped using a smartphone 77.5% of the time and a PC 22.5% of the time. They used PC Home (27.0%), MomoShop (16.7%), Amazon (15.4%), Alibaba (11.3%), and other popular shopping platforms (29.7%). The questionnaire asked questions related to general and specific perceptions for general internet experience and transactions, finding that 57.0% had 3 years or less of internet experience. In addition, 52.9% had 3 years or less of e-shopping experience. The validity of data samples were sufficient to identify the customers’ behavior and to accommodate further study the influence of institutional trust-basic mechanism on the digital market. We employed IBM SPSS 20 for descriptive analysis to assess the frequency and the percent range of the population, as shown in Table 1.




4.3. Data Analysis Technique


The research models were tested using partial least squares (Smart-PLS 3.0) for the following reasons. First, as with the structural equation model (SEM), this technique estimates the loadings, weights, construct validity, and reliability among construct relationships in multiple stages [35]. Second, PLS is suitable for models with relatively small samples [36]. Third, the bootstrap procedure [37] can test the significance of various results such as path coefficients, T-value, p-value, Cronbach’s alpha, and R2 values. The model was assessed using bootstrap statistics with 5000 re-samples and a total of 293 cases per sample [37]. Fourth, confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to determine the loadings, discriminant validity, and internal consistency of the internal model. Fifth, to test the mediating relationship we followed a previous approach [38,39].





5. Results


Measurement Model Validity and Reliabilities


First, we assessed the construct validity and reliabilities, including monetary value, product evaluation cost, enjoyment, trust online vendor, PEEIM, customer intention to purchase, and customer intention to repurchase the products or services in the e-shopping environment. Convergent validity can be established by examining standardized path loading items, composite reliability (CR), Cronbach’s alpha, and the average variance extracted (AVE). Discriminate validity determined the square root of AVE should be greater the internal constructs correlation [40]. Second, in Table 2 the composite reliability values are greater than 0.8, Cronbach’s alpha values are greater than 0.7, and the AVE ranges from 0.53 to 0.65, indicating an acceptable value [40]. Furthermore, to evaluate discriminant validity shown in Table 3, represent the diagonal the roots of AVE. The result of cross-factor loading confirms the presence of discriminate validity, as shown in Appendix B.



Third, variance inflation factor (VIF) values for all of the constructs ranged from 1.27–2.22, the consistencies standard error on the measures path loadings with the t-value were between 12.57 and 48.20, and p-value at the level of all supported [41], as shown in Table 4. Sufficient validity of this model indicates an effective measurement model in this study.





6. Structure Model


Figure 2 shows the results of structural model analysis, Table 5 summarizes the hypothesis results. First, to test the hypotheses we use the Smart-PLS algorithm, and then perform a complete bootstrapping setting with 5000 subsamples, with a two-tailed test to determine the significance of the hypothesized model relationship. The path of the model confidence and validity presented indicates that the model is valid, except that H4b is not supported, though other hypotheses in the model are supported. Monetary value, products evaluation costs and customer enjoyment have positive relationships with trust of an online vendor, supporting H1–3, H1: (β = 0.15, t = 2.96 ** p < 0.01), H2: (β = 0.29, t = 5.35 *** p < 0.001), H3: (β = 0.47, t = 8.38 *** p < 0.001). PEEIM has no significant influence on trust of online vendors, but there is an opposite finding the relationship of PEEIM on customer enjoyment, purchase intention, and intention to reuse the products or services. These do not support H4b: (β = 0.008, t = 1.56 p < 0.05), and do support H4a,c,d, H4a: (β = 0.35, t = 5.24 *** p < 0.001), H4c: (β = 0.18, t = 2.88 ** p < 0.01), H4d: (β = 0.28, t = 4.62 *** p < 0.001). Trust in online vendors has a positive relationship on customers purchase intention and intention to reuse the products or services in the e-shopping environment, which supports H5a,b, H5a: (β = 0.45, t = 7.23 *** p < 0.001), H5b: (β = 0.45, t = 7.80 *** p < 0.01).



Second, the R-square values for all of these factors taken together PEEIM was significant explain of the variance in customer enjoyment (R2 = 12%), PEEIM and customer enjoyment explain the majority of customer trust in online vendors (R2 = 67%), PEEIM and customer trust in online vendors explains the majority variance of customer purchase intention (R2 = 31%), and where PEEIM and trust in online vendors explains the majority variance of intention reuse intention (R2 = 40%) toward the products or services in the e-shopping environment.




7. Mediating Effects


To test the mediating effects, a bootstrapping procedure was used to ensure that the model had the mediating effects, as recommended for testing the mediating model in the smart-PLS context [42,43]. Table 6 summarizes mediating effects and hypotheses testing, showing no mediating effects except for H10a and H10, so the other hypotheses are all supported. The result of the hypothesis explains that trust in an online vendor significantly mediates the relationship between monetary value, product evaluation, customer enjoyment, and customer intention to purchase and reuse the product or service. This supports H6a to H8b. H6a: (β = 0.07, t = 2.85 ** p < 0.01), and the upper confidence interval limit size 0.12%. H6b: (β = 0.07, t = 2.99 ** p < 0.01), and the upper confidence interval limit size 0.12%. H7a: (β = 0.13, t = 4.17 *** p < 0.001), and the upper confidence interval limit size 0.20%. H7b: (β = 0.13, t = 4.33 *** p < 0.001), and the upper confidence interval limit size 0.19%. H8a: (β = 0.21, t = 5.10 *** p < 0.001), and the upper confidence interval limit size 0.29%.and H8b: (β = 0.21, t = 5.12 *** p < 0.001), and the upper confidence interval limit size 0.29%. Customer enjoyment significantly mediates the relationship between PEEIM and trust in an online vendor, H9a: (β = 0.16, t = 4.67 *** p < 0.001), and upper confidence interval limit size of 0.23%.



Furthermore, PEEIM has a mediating effect on customer intention to purchase and repurchase products or services in the e-shopping environment through the continuance influence of customer enjoyment and customer trust in an online vendor, with support the H9b1 and H9b2. H9b1: (β = 0.07, t = 3.66 *** p < 0.001), and the upper confidence interval limit size is 0.12%. H9b2: (β = 0.07, t = 3.59 ***, p < 0.001), and the upper confidence interval limit size is 0.12%. In contrast, customer trust in an online vendor does not significantly mediate the relationship between PEEM and customer intention to purchase and reuse products or services in the e-shopping environment, which does not support H10a,b. H10a: (β = 0.04, t = 1.52, p < 0.5), and the upper confidence interval limit size 0.09%. H10b: (β = 0.04, t = 1.52, p < 0.05) with the confidence intervals distance value shown nearly minus zero percent (−0.01%), and the upper confidence interval limit size 0.09%.



The study conclude that the results of mediating relationships of customer trust in online vendors has the higher influential relationship between enjoyment and customer intention to purchase and to reuse intention with the upper confidence intervals distance 0.29% and with the lower confidence intervals distance 0.13%. In contrast with the mediating effects of customer trust in online vendor relationship between PEEIM and customer intention to purchase and to reuse the products or services in the e-shopping environment has a higher confidence intervals distance 0.09% and the lower confidence intervals distance nearly minus zero percent (−0.01%).




8. Implications and Conclusions


8.1. Theoretical Implications


First, based on the combination of trust and PEEIM the study investigates the influence of customer shopping value and PEEIM on customer trust and intention to purchase and to reuse products or services in the e-shopping environment. The antecedent factors of customer trust in online vendor has two dimension: shopping value (monetary value, product evaluation cost, and customer enjoyment), and PEEIM. The consequence factors of customer trust online vendor consist of customer intention to purchase and reuse products or services in the e-shopping environment. The study contributes with an important new theoretical design for e-commerce research [44], and also contributes with findings different from previous studies, as outlined below.



Customers shopping value such as monetary value, product evaluation cost, and customer enjoyment have positive and significant relationships on customer trust of an online vendor, and indirect positive and significant relationship on customer intention to purchase and reuse the vendor products or services through the influence of customer trust in an online vendor, supporting H1–3 and H6a–H8b. Furthermore, PEEIM has positive and significant effects on customer enjoyment, customer intention to purchase, and to reuse products or services in the digital e-shopping environment, supporting H4a,c,d. However, PEEIM has no direct effect on customer trust in an online vendor, which does not support H4b. However, PEEIM has indirect positive and significant effects on trust in an online vendor through the influence of customer enjoyment, which support H9a. The results also show that PEEIM has two constantly indirect positive and significant effects on customer intention to purchase and to reuse the vendor through the influence of customer enjoyment and customer trust online vendor, which supports H9b1,2. All together these findings advance our understanding of the influence of customer shopping value and PEEIM on customer trust in an online vendor, and customer intention to purchase, and reuse the products or services in the e-shopping environment, which supports customer decision-making behavior in an e-shopping environment [7,8], and customers intention to purchase and repurchase [9,10]. Furthermore, the results extend existing predictions [10] in the following sections.



Prior research examines the role of institutional-trust-based mechanisms in the context of an online purchasing [10,15,21,45,46], the results confirm that the effects of PEEIM is higher relationship between customer satisfaction and customer trust in an online vendor though PEEIM has no moderating effects between trust and customer repurchase intention in e-commerce [10]. This study extends previous empirical work by examining customer trust online in vendors and customer enjoyment as a mediator factor, based on theoretical of PEEIM and trust in online vendor and we conceptualized as EI-TBM. The results support most of the hypotheses (Table 5 and Table 6, and Figure 2).



Last, demographics show that 41% of the respondents are 25 years old and 65.5% are female, indicating that the participants especially females are a prime target to shop in the e-shopping environment. In addition, 42.7% of the participants are students, and 28% are business service officers are considering as low-risk-taking customers’ behavior. At least 52.9% of the participants have e-shopping experience and 40.3% of the participants have monthly incomes between US$200 and 800. Furthermore, 77.5% of the participants do online shopping with a smartphone. The study confirms that customers are more mature with the e-shopping activities using advanced technology such as smartphones, and low-income participants can afford e-shopping activities.




8.2. Practical Implications


There are several implications for retailers, vendors, management, and public policymakers. First, this study recommends that online vendors and third party financial providers should more specifically allocate their trust-building customer behavior to enhance long-term sustainability on customer intention to purchase and reuse the product or services in the e-shopping environment. The vendor should maintain e-shopping website such as PC Home and MomoShop that provide various types of customer services up to the date, such as home-payments and third-party financial instrument services.



Second, vendors should develop customer trust through institutional e-commerce mechanisms; for instance, advanced financial services and privacy protection services through EI-TBM (interdependent relationship) such as home-payment. Furthermore, online vendors should focus on customizing websites to make it easier for customers to contact vendors; for example, low-risk-takers (elderly aged people) are one of often to reflect on the vendor services. This positive influence of customer trust and perceived effective e-commerce institutional mechanisms on intention to purchase and reuse products and services generates customer loyalty and thereby builds long-term sustainability of the e-shopping institutional trust-based mechanism.



Third, online policymakers and managers is to not only requiring more advanced services regarding product information, real-reference prices, minimize promotion prices, and more concern to provide protection to the customer such as low customer e-shopping experience, low monthly income, low internet experience, and the young generation.




8.3. Limitations and Future Research


The current study contributes to the in e-shopping institutional mechanism, customer decision process, and customer trust-building literature, as follows: First, our sample size is small relative to our model design. However, according to our observation data evidence enough to support our study. In the future, studies should have a more advanced research design and larger sample size that enable to provide a better finding. Second, by simple questioning (e.g., spit of these two factors: e-shopping experiences, and internet experience as the moderating effects), which can provide more advance funding in future, more the detail regarding the questionnaires refer to Appendix A.



Third, our data was collected in Taiwan, which is considered to have a set of cultural similarities. In the future, research could expand cross-country to provide parsimonious finding with a more comprehensive survey design to improve the research finding by considering replicating the study with alternative methods, such as grouping customer experiences.





9. Conclusions


This study extends previous literature and develops a model combining PEEIM and customer trust online vendor, which originated from the trust-based mechanism in the contact of e-commerce environment [15,46]. We conceptualized PEEIM and trust online vendor as e-shopping institutional trust-based mechanism (EI-TBM), extending the findings from existing studies [8,13,14,22]. Our findings confirm that MV, PEC, and customer enjoyment has a positive and significantly relationship with customer trust in online vendors and an indirect relationship with customer intention to purchase and reuse products or services in the e-shopping environment. However, PEEIM has no relationship with trust in online vendors, though it has high direct effects on customer enjoyment, and customer intention to purchase and reuse products and services in the e-shopping environment, in contrast to previous findings [10]. The finding also shows that PEEIM does have an indirect relationship with customer intention to purchase and reuse products or services through influence of customer enjoyment and trust online vendor. Thus, findings is not only address trust-building customer behavior and risk-mitigation mechanism but also enhance long-term sustainability on the customer purchase behavior in the e-shopping environment.



Second, these study illustrate the paradoxical role the theoretical of EI-TBM, extending the existing literature [10], which provides findings that are more advanced by considering the key role of PEEIM (i.e., direct and indirect effects of PEEIM on research design). Future research can further explore research study related to EI-TBM in different contexts.



Last, the demographics show that younger people, especially female participants, became a target to access the e-shopping activities with the advanced technology such as smartphones. The study concludes that based on present theoretical background, research design and the research findings, the study not only contributes to parsimonious theoretical literature outcome of EI-TBM and shopping value (monetary value, product evaluation cost, and customer enjoyment), but also enhances the long term sustainability of the customer intention to purchase and reuse the products or service the e-shopping environment.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, N.W.M. and S.-C.C.; methodology, S.-C.C. and A.R.; formal analysis, N.W.M.; investigation, N.W.M.; resources, A.R.; writing—original draft preparation, N.W.M. and S.-C.C.; writing—review and editing, N.W.M., S.-C.C. and A.R.; visualization, A.R.; supervision, S.-C.C. and A.R. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


This research received no external funding.




Institutional Review Board Statement


Ethical review and approval was not required for this study on human participants 302 in accordance with the local legislation and institutional requirements.




Informed Consent Statement


Written informed consent from the patients/participants was not required to participate in this study in accordance with the national legislation and the institutional requirements.




Data Availability Statement


The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be made available by the authors, without undue reservation, to any qualified researcher.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.





Appendix A. Survey Items




	
Demographic (N = 293) Respondents Participating the Study




	
1

	
Gender

	
1□Female

	
2□Male




	
2

	
Age

	
1□below 25

	
2□26–30

	
3□31–35

	
4□36–40

	
5□40 above




	
3

	
Occupation

	
1□Student

	
2□Business

	
3□Industry

	
4□Civil servant




	
4

	
Education

	
1□Senior high school

	
2□University

	
3□Graduate above




	
5

	
Monthly Income

	
1□Less than 200–800$

	
2□801–1000$

	
3□1001–2000$

	
4□More than 2001




	
7

	
E-Shopping website

	
1□Alibaba

	
2□Amazon

	
3□MomoShop

	
4□PC Home

	
5□Others




	
8

	
Internet Experience

	
1□≥3 years

	
2□<3 years




	
9

	
E-Shopping experiences

	
1□≥3 years

	
2□<3 years




	
10

	
Instrument

	
1□PC

	
2□Smart phone




	
Please fill the option 1–7 from strongly disagree to strongly agree, when you are shopping on the internet. A vendor could either be a company that produces or provides the product or service (e.g., Alibaba, PC home, and others), (1. Strongly disagree 2. Disagree 3. Somewhat disagree 4. Neutral 5. Somewhat agree 6. Agree 7. Strongly agree)




	
Monetary Value [7]




	
1

	
MV1The product is a good value for money.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
2

	
MV2 At the price shown, the product is economical.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
3

	
MV3 The product has a good performance.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
4

	
MV4 The product is a good value for time.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
5

	
MV5 The product is real produce.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
Product Evaluation Cost [7,8]




	
1

	
PEC1 It was very easy for me to make this purchase decision.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
2

	
PEC2 I had no difficulty deciding which item would be best for me.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
3

	
PEC3 Making this purchase decision was easy for me.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
4

	
PEC4 I had no difficulty deciding which products are of value to me.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
5

	
PEC5 The product prices make sense with the items.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
Trust in Online Vendor [8,15,22,46]




	
1

	
TV1 I believe that this vendor is keen on fulfilling my needs and wants.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
2

	
TV2 I believe that this vendor is honest.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
3

	
TV3 I believe that this vendor is trustworthy.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
4

	
TV4 I believe that this vendor has high integrity.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
Perceived the Effectiveness of E-commerce Institutional Mechanisms (PEEIM) [10,15]




	
1

	
PEEIM1 When buying online, I am confident that there are mechanisms in place to protect me against potential risks.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
2

	
PEEIM2 I have confidence in third parties.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
3

	
PEEM3 I am sure that I cannot be taken advantage by the vendor.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
4

	
PEEM4 I believe that there are other parties who have an obligation to protect me against potential risks.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
5

	
PEEIM5 This vendor always protects me.

	




	
Intention to Reuse [34]




	
1

	
IR1 I would consider reusing the vendor within one month.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
2

	
IR2 I would consider reusing the vendor within 2 months.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
3

	
IR3 I am willing to reuse product/service within 2 Months.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
4

	
IR4 The likelihood of my to reuse product/service within 2 Months is high.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
5

	
IR5 There is a high probability that I will consider reusing the vendor within the next 3 months.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
Purchase Intention [9]




	
1

	
IP1 There is a high probability that I will consider buying a product within a month.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
2

	
IP2 There is a high probability that I will consider buying a product within the next 3 months.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
3

	
IP3 I am very willing to buy a product within the next 3 months.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
4

	
IP4 Likelihood of my purchasing a product within the next 3 months is high.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
Enjoyment [7,33]




	
1

	
Enjoy1 I feel in shopping in the digital market is enjoying.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
2

	
Enjoy2 I find that digital shopping after tiring working is pleasant.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
3

	
Enjoy3 I find very fun while shopping in digital market.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
4

	
Enjoy4 I felt relaxed doing digital shopping.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7




	
5

	
Enjoy5 I feel shopping is interesting.

	
1□□ □□ □ □□7








Appendix B. Cross Loadings




	Construct Items
	Enjoy
	IP
	IR
	MV
	PEC
	PEEIM
	TV



	Enjoy1
	0.79
	0.48
	0.52
	0.39
	0.50
	0.27
	0.61



	Enjoy2
	0.78
	0.40
	0.49
	0.37
	0.56
	0.29
	0.64



	Enjoy3
	0.80
	0.51
	0.47
	0.26
	0.44
	0.22
	0.50



	Enjoy4
	0.85
	0.44
	0.53
	0.35
	0.48
	0.32
	0.60



	Monetary value1
	0.40
	0.37
	0.38
	0.70
	0.44
	0.42
	0.51



	Monetary value2
	0.23
	0.34
	0.47
	0.72
	0.23
	0.48
	0.32



	Monetary value3
	0.24
	0.49
	0.40
	0.71
	0.28
	0.50
	0.31



	Monetary value4
	0.31
	0.42
	0.46
	0.68
	0.32
	0.45
	0.32



	Monetary value5
	0.34
	0.45
	0.31
	0.81
	0.49
	0.53
	0.47



	PEEIM1
	0.22
	0.31
	0.35
	0.48
	0.30
	0.73
	0.27



	PEEIM2
	0.26
	0.34
	0.40
	0.48
	0.39
	0.75
	0.32



	PEEIM3
	0.30
	0.31
	0.39
	0.55
	0.40
	0.83
	0.45



	PEEIM4
	0.28
	0.27
	0.39
	0.48
	0.46
	0.75
	0.45



	Product Evaluation Cost1
	0.39
	0.31
	0.29
	0.34
	0.78
	0.31
	0.56



	Product Evaluation Cost2
	0.47
	0.35
	0.28
	0.35
	0.77
	0.41
	0.54



	Product Evaluation Cost3
	0.44
	0.39
	0.33
	0.45
	0.71
	0.36
	0.46



	Product Evaluation Cost4
	0.48
	0.42
	0.47
	0.37
	0.73
	0.42
	0.51



	Product Evaluation Cost5
	0.51
	0.44
	0.37
	0.37
	0.66
	0.36
	0.47



	Purchase intention1
	0.38
	0.70
	0.42
	0.43
	0.43
	0.30
	0.38



	Purchase intention2
	0.49
	0.84
	0.54
	0.54
	0.44
	0.37
	0.55



	Purchase intention3
	0.45
	0.84
	0.46
	0.35
	0.36
	0.28
	0.36



	Purchase intention4
	0.46
	0.79
	0.54
	0.44
	0.39
	0.30
	0.38



	Reuse Intention1
	0.49
	0.44
	0.83
	0.38
	0.43
	0.38
	0.46



	Reuse Intention2
	0.51
	0.50
	0.80
	0.43
	0.34
	0.43
	0.50



	Reuse Intention3
	0.44
	0.53
	0.76
	0.39
	0.36
	0.36
	0.45



	Reuse Intention4
	0.52
	0.48
	0.76
	0.51
	0.36
	0.38
	0.42



	Trust evendor1
	0.52
	0.29
	0.33
	0.32
	0.48
	0.32
	0.72



	Trust evendor2
	0.45
	0.21
	0.42
	0.30
	0.49
	0.40
	0.69



	Trust evendor3
	0.60
	0.51
	0.45
	0.53
	0.60
	0.44
	0.80



	Trust evendor4
	0.64
	0.54
	0.54
	0.48
	0.53
	0.33
	0.81
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Figure 1. The institutional-trust based model. 
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Figure 2. The result Institutional–Trust Mechanism. Notes: ** p < 0.01 = t > 2.58; *** p < 0.001 = t < 3.29); with one-tailed test. 
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics.
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Demographic Sample (N = 293)

	
Frequency

	
Percentage






	
Gender

	
Female

	
192

	
65.5




	
Male

	
101

	
34.5




	
Age

	
≥25

	
122

	
41.6




	
26~35

	
35

	
11.9




	
36~45

	
91

	
31.1




	
46~55

	
37

	
12.6




	
≤56

	
8

	
2.7




	
Education

	
Senior high school

	
40

	
13.7




	
University

	
213

	
72.7




	
Graduate school

	
40

	
13.7




	
Occupation

	
Business

	
82

	
28.0




	
Government

	
38

	
13.0




	
Industry

	
48

	
16.4




	
Student

	
125

	
42.7




	
Shopping website

	
Alibaba

	
33

	
11.3




	
Amazon

	
45

	
15.4




	
MomoShop

	
49

	
16.7




	
PC Home

	
79

	
27.0




	
Others

	
87

	
29.7




	
Monthly income

	
200–800$

	
118

	
40.3




	
801–1000

	
104

	
35.5




	
1001–2000

	
52

	
17.7




	
≤2001

	
19

	
6.5




	
General internet experience

	
≥3 year

	
167

	
57.0




	
<3 year

	
126

	
43.0




	
E-Shopping experience

	
≥3 year

	
155

	
52.9




	
<3 year

	
138

	
47.1




	
Instrument used

	
PC

	
66

	
22.5




	
Smartphone

	
227

	
77.5
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Table 2. Construct Reliability and Validity measurement model.






Table 2. Construct Reliability and Validity measurement model.





	Constructs
	Items
	Cronbach’s Alpha
	Composite Reliability
	AVE





	Enjoyment
	Enjoy
	0.82
	0.88
	0.65



	Purchase intention
	IP
	0.81
	0.87
	0.63



	Reuse intention
	IR
	0.80
	0.87
	0.62



	Monetary value
	MV
	0.78
	0.85
	0.53



	Product evaluation cost
	PEC
	0.78
	0.85
	0.54



	Perceived effectiveness e-commerce institutional mechanisms
	PEEIM
	0.77
	0.85
	0.59



	Trust in online vendor
	TV
	0.75
	0.84
	0.57
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Table 3. Discriminant validity.






Table 3. Discriminant validity.















	Constructs
	Enjoy
	IP
	IR
	MV
	PEC
	PEEIM
	TV





	Enjoyment
	0.80
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Purchase intention
	0.56
	0.80
	
	
	
	
	



	Reuse intention
	0.62
	0.62
	0.79
	
	
	
	



	Monetary value
	0.43
	0.56
	0.54
	0.73
	
	
	



	Product evaluation cost
	0.62
	0.52
	0.47
	0.51
	0.73
	
	



	Perceived effectiveness e-commerce institutional mechanisms
	0.35
	0.40
	0.50
	0.65
	0.51
	0.77
	



	Trust in online vendor
	0.74
	0.54
	0.59
	0.56
	0.70
	0.49
	0.76







Notes: PEC = Product Evaluation Cost; TV = Trust towards Online Vendor; IR = Intention to Reuse; MV = Monetary Value; PEEIM = Perceived effectiveness e-commerce institutional mechanisms.
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Table 4. Weights and loadings.






Table 4. Weights and loadings.





	Construct Items
	Std. Loadings
	Std. Weights
	Std. SD
	VIF
	T Statistics
	p Values





	Enjoy1
	0.79
	0.32
	0.03
	1.57
	25.82
	0.00



	Enjoy2
	0.78
	0.34
	0.03
	1.50
	25.70
	0.00



	Enjoy3
	0.80
	0.26
	0.02
	2.01
	32.95
	0.00



	Enjoy4
	0.85
	0.33
	0.02
	2.22
	48.20
	0.00



	Monetary value1
	0.70
	0.36
	0.04
	1.27
	17.95
	0.00



	Monetary value2
	0.72
	0.23
	0.05
	1.63
	15.92
	0.00



	Monetary value3
	0.71
	0.22
	0.06
	1.61
	12.57
	0.00



	Monetary value4
	0.68
	0.23
	0.05
	1.51
	13.39
	0.00



	Monetary value5
	0.81
	0.34
	0.03
	1.73
	31.24
	0.00



	PEEIM1
	0.73
	0.28
	0.06
	1.48
	13.27
	0.00



	PEEIM2
	0.75
	0.32
	0.03
	1.44
	26.59
	0.00



	PEEIM3
	0.83
	0.35
	0.02
	1.77
	38.77
	0.00



	PEEIM4
	0.75
	0.34
	0.04
	1.41
	18.67
	0.00



	Product Evaluation Cost1
	0.78
	0.30
	0.03
	1.68
	23.20
	0.00



	Product Evaluation Cost2
	0.77
	0.29
	0.03
	1.66
	24.27
	0.00



	Product Evaluation Cost3
	0.71
	0.25
	0.04
	1.46
	16.26
	0.00



	Product Evaluation Cost4
	0.73
	0.27
	0.03
	1.53
	22.31
	0.00



	Product Evaluation Cost5
	0.66
	0.25
	0.04
	1.38
	16.25
	0.00



	Purchase intention1
	0.70
	0.29
	0.04
	1.41
	15.74
	0.00



	Purchase intention2
	0.84
	0.40
	0.02
	1.74
	44.69
	0.00



	Purchase intention3
	0.84
	0.27
	0.02
	2.08
	38.20
	0.00



	Purchase intention4
	0.79
	0.29
	0.04
	1.77
	19.75
	0.00



	Reuse Intention1
	0.83
	0.32
	0.03
	1.85
	28.50
	0.00



	Reuse Intention2
	0.80
	0.35
	0.04
	1.59
	21.33
	0.00



	Reuse Intention3
	0.76
	0.31
	0.03
	1.49
	23.33
	0.00



	Reuse Intention4
	0.76
	0.30
	0.04
	1.59
	19.54
	0.00



	Trust evendor1
	0.72
	0.27
	0.04
	1.49
	18.68
	0.00



	Trust evendor2
	0.69
	0.27
	0.05
	1.42
	13.18
	0.00



	Trust evendor3
	0.80
	0.38
	0.03
	1.55
	28.45
	0.00



	Trust evendor4
	0.81
	0.39
	0.02
	1.59
	32.48
	0.00







Notes: Both standard deviation (SD) and t-values are for loadings but not for weights.
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Table 5. Construct relationships and hypotheses.






Table 5. Construct relationships and hypotheses.





	
Hypothesis

	
Path Coefficients

	
t-Values

	
Results






	
H1 (MV–Trust)

	
MV has a positive influence on Trust

	
0.15

	
2.96

	
Supported




	
H2 (PEC–Trust)

	
PEC has a positive influence on Trust

	
0.29

	
5.35

	
Supported




	
H3 (Enjoy–Trust)

	
Enjoy has a positive influence on Trust

	
0.47

	
8.38

	
Supported




	
H4a (PEEIM–Enjoy)

	
PEEIM has a positive influence on Enjoy

	
0.35

	
5.24

	
Supported




	
H4b (PEEIM–Trust)

	
PEEIM has a negative influence on Trust

	
0.08

	
1.56

	
Not supported




	
H4c (PEEIM–PI)

	
PEEIM has a positive influence on PI

	
0.18

	
2.88

	
Supported




	
H4d (PEEIM–RI)

	
PEEIM has a positive influence on RI

	
0.28

	
4.62

	
Supported




	
H5a (Trust–PI)

	
Trust has a positive influence on PI

	
0.45

	
7.23

	
Supported




	
H5b (Trust–RI)

	
Trust has a positive influence on RI

	
0.45

	
7.80

	
Supported








Notes: PEEIM = Perceived effectively e-commerce institutional mechanism; MV = Monetary value; PEC = Products evaluation cost; Enjoy = Customers enjoyment; Trust = Trust online vendor; PI = customers purchase intention; RI = customers’ intention to reuse.
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Table 6. Mediating effects and hypotheses.






Table 6. Mediating effects and hypotheses.





	
Path Coefficients

	
Std. Beta

	
Std. SD

	
T Statistics Value

	
Confidence Intervals

	
p Values




	
2.5%

	
97.5%






	
H6a

	
MV–TV–IP

	
0.07

	
0.02

	
2.85 **

	
0.03

	
0.12

	
0.00




	
H6b

	
MV–TV–IR

	
0.07

	
0.02

	
2.99 **

	
0.03

	
0.12

	
0.00




	
H7a

	
PEC–TV–IP

	
0.13

	
0.03

	
4.17 ***

	
0.07

	
0.20

	
0.00




	
H7b

	
PEC–TV–IR

	
0.13

	
0.03

	
4.33 ***

	
0.08

	
0.19

	
0.00




	
H8a

	
Enjoy–TV–IP

	
0.21

	
0.04

	
5.10 ***

	
0.13

	
0.29

	
0.00




	
H8b

	
Enjoy–TV–IR

	
0.21

	
0.04

	
5.12 ***

	
0.13

	
0.29

	
0.00




	
H9a

	
PEEIM–Enjoy–TV

	
0.16

	
0.03

	
4.67 ***

	
0.09

	
0.23

	
0.00




	
H9b1

	
PEEIM–Enjoy–TV–IP

	
0.07

	
0.02

	
3.66 ***

	
0.04

	
0.12

	
0.00




	
H9b2

	
PEEIM–Enjoy–TV–IR

	
0.07

	
0.02

	
3.59 ***

	
0.04

	
0.12

	
0.00




	
H10a

	
PEEIM–TV–IP

	
0.04

	
0.02

	
1.52

	
−0.01

	
0.09

	
0.13




	
H10b

	
PEEIM–TV–IR

	
0.04

	
0.02

	
1.52

	
−0.01

	
0.09

	
0.13








Notes: PEEIM = Perceived effective e-commerce institutional mechanism; MV = Monetary value; PEC = Products evaluation cost; Enjoy = Customers enjoyment; Trust = Trust in online vendor; PI = customers purchase intention; RI = customers’ intention to reuse the vendor. ** p < 0.01 = t > 2.58; *** p < 0.001 = t < 3.29); with two-tailed test.
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