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Abstract 

In a fast-changing retail environment, including hard competition and demanding consumers, 

the customer experience of the purchasing service is crucial to gain a competitive advantage. 

Since consumers are to some extent moving from offline to online, and from desktop shopping 

to purchasing clothing in a mobile application, there is a need for investigating consumers 

expectations of their experience of a mobile application. The existing and performance of 

attributes and functions determines the satisfaction of the user experience, which is why it is 

reasonable to investigate expectations concerning attributes. 

The finding and classification of quality attributes in mobile applications in the fashion industry 

was the main goal of this thesis. Attributes were found using a qualitative study including 16 

interviews, where respondents field tested already existing applications. The reasonability to 

further investigate these attributes was confirmed by a literature research. After finding 35 

relevant attributes, these were investigated and analysed using the Theory of Attractive Quality 

and a 5-level Kano questionnaire.  

The analysis was conducted using the Theory of Attractive Quality, classifying attributes 

according to the Kano chart of evaluation. Further, each attribute was analysed using tools such 

as better/worse diagrams and self-stated importance values. The classification results from the 

questionnaire were that “Choose product size” was categorised as Must-Be, “Loading speed” 

as One-Dimensional, eight quality attributes were combinations of classifications, and 25 were 

classified as Indifferent. A number of 510 respondents answered the questionnaire. 

The classification of attributes implies that customers are rather indifferent to attributes during 

their shopping experience. However, further analysis concludes that even though many 

attributes are classified as Indifferent, many attributes need to be considered, according to the 

better/worse values and diagrams, which are useful regarding resource allocation.  

According to the classification and better/worse diagrams, one can distinguish a difference 

between genders: male respondents proved to be more indifferent to their shopping experience 

than females. Analysis of the data also shows a difference between age groups. The two 

youngest age groups including respondents born in 1990-1994 and 1995-2000, had higher better 

and worse values, implying that younger people expect more from their shopping user 

experience.  

Conclusively, this report resulted in an overview of consumers’ expectations regarding their 

experience when shopping in a fashion mobile application. The Theory of Attractive Quality is 

a useful method when measuring perceived and expected quality; however, each investigative 

occasion demands different method setup, adjusting for specific attribute types, as well as 

business. Some improvements can be made regarding the Theory of Attractive Quality, 

increasing the chances of a better result.  

Keywords: Quality, Customer Experience, User Experience, Customer Satisfaction, Theory of 

Attractive Quality, Kano Model, Mobile Application, Fashion Industry. 
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1 Introduction 

This chapter provides an initial presentation of the background to the problem, clarifies the aim of the 

thesis and concretises it through research questions and manages limitations. 

1.1 Background and Problem Description 

Historically, retail emerged from simple transactions of wares and goods, from traders to local 

people (McCormick, et al., 2014). During the 19th century, the first retail store was established 

on general merchandise. With the growth of market trading, a need for specialisation arose in 

areas such as crafting footwear and clothing, starting the development of specialist stores. These 

evolved during the 1900s, to specialised department stores. The so-called variety store was also 

established during this era, in which the stores made the foundation for today’s giants 

(McCormick, et al., 2014), with Walmart in the lead as one of the largest corporation in the 

world (Godley & Hang, 2012). Rapid economic growth and expansion of retail were seen 

globally in the post-war times, reflected in the quantification of store locations and concepts 

(Tse & Tung, 2017). The entrance of the Internet and the World Wide Web during the late 90s, 

enabled companies focusing on electronic commerce (e-commerce) to make a mark on the 

global map of retail (Reynolds, 2002). The dot-com bubble and the Internet hype initially 

boosted the evolving and development of e-commerce, however, sales turned out to be lower 

than expected (McCormick, et al., 2014). The many cases of collapses of start-ups and that 

brick-and-mortar were unwilling to put resources in Internet channelling, are seen as barriers 

for the development. Today it is known that for a business focusing on delivering products or 

services to consumers, an online channel is crucial for survival and further growth (McCormick, 

et al., 2014). Classical retailers started using e-commerce websites and e-commerce retailers 

started using physical stores, ultimately forming the concept multi-channel retailing (Hagberg, 

et al., 2016).  

Since the start of the millennia, e-commerce has been growing at a rapid pace: global retail 

sales in 2014 totalled $1,34 trillion, nearly doubling to $2,35 trillion in 2017 (Meng, 2017; 

Nielsen, 2018). Despite this tremendous growth, there seems to still be room for expansion of 

the market, since global online sales only equal 10,2 % of the total retail sales of 2017, a number 

expected to grow to 17,5 % in 2021. One advantage of supporting the choice of going online 

when buying goods and services, whether it concerns grocery or fashion shopping, is the 

availability factor (Nisar & Prabhakar, 2017). Store location is significant to customers when 

shopping at traditional retailers, which is not an issue when ordering online, often with endless 

opening hours. Other advantages are the flexibility of pure e-commerce retailers, having the 

opportunity of quick changes concerning market conditions due to significantly less capital 

invested in physical stores and employees (Nisar & Prabhakar, 2017), as well as the often wider 

product range of an online store (Deloitte, 2018).  

Patterns of what type of products and services purchased online are rather similar across all 

continents: fashion, travelling, and books and music are the top categories in popularity online, 

with the first-named field as the brightest shining star (Nielsen, 2018). The e-commerce fashion 

industry is relatively mature since clothing could be ordered through other channels than 

physical stores before the rise of the Internet, e.g. catalogues, lowering the barrier for online 

purchasing of fashion goods (Statista, 2016). The share of consumers which had ever purchased 

fashion products online grew from 55 % in October 2015 to 61 % in May 2018 (Nielsen, 2016; 
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Nielsen, 2018). An interesting market is China, out-pacing the markets of Europe and USA in 

both market valuation and growth, with economic growth and a mobile-first community as 

driving factors of the online success (Statista, 2016). Europe and the U.S. are the second and 

third largest markets. Factors as mature internet population, high purchasing power, and a 

generally high internet penetration, account for the estimates of 10,1 % and 8,8 % compound 

annual growth rates (CAGR) to 2021.  

Concerning purchasing power, Generation Y (Millennials) is an interesting target group. In 

2020, the spending power of this generation in the U.S., including people born in the 80s and 

90s (Parment, 2008), will grow to more than $1,4 trillion (Jenkins, 2014), surpassing Generation 

X’s (Baby Boomers). U.S. Millennials’ shopping habits differ from other generations, as they 

are 2,5 times more likely than the average shopper to be influenced by a mobile application 

(Jenkins, 2014). 58 % of all mobile shoppers in the U.S. are Millennials, who also has a high 

comfort level with new technologies. As there are significant similarities between the U.S. and 

European markets, this shift regarding purchasing power is likely to happen in Europe as well. 

Since internet penetration is already relatively high in these regions, compared to e.g. China, 

market size growth will be mainly driven from the continuous shift from offline to online 

purchases (Statista, 2016). It seems obvious that companies must focus on the target group with 

the largest purchasing power, as well as a common channel: the mobile application.  

In today’s retail environment, corporations must understand customer needs above all else: the 

consumption of goods and services must be the main focus of all retailing (Grewal, et al., 2017). 

Differentiating strategies based on price and service are no longer enough to stay in the top and 

several pieces of research have shown that strategies focusing on customer experience (CX), 

satisfaction and loyalty has a good outcome (Verhoef, et al., 2009). To keep up with the 

previously mentioned growth opportunity, retailers should invest resources in their online 

channels and research concerning customer experience. Thus, there is no need for resources, if 

a company’s online services are lacking in quality and customer requirements are not fulfilled. 

A strategy might be efficient but not necessarily effective, e.g. having an e-commerce mobile 

application but not meeting customer needs concerning this service. This eventually leads to a 

waste of both monetary and non-monetary resources. The total customer experience consists of 

several touch points between retailer and consumer (Verhoef, et al., 2009), determining the 

perceived quality from a consumer’s perspective. However, these contact points also enable the 

opportunity of understanding customer demands and improving customer relations (Andajani, 

2015), which is why this interaction is crucial for the future development of a company’s service 

offerings. 

The user experience (UX) of a mobile application is important for the total customer experience 

when making a fashion purchase. The application, which is a part of a company’s service 

offering, includes several attributes. Attributes, or functions, are specific properties of the 

service, affecting a customer’s overall satisfaction. For instance, an attribute in a mobile 

application could be the overall interface design, or the possibility of ordering products with 

varying payment methods. Since fashion companies come up with applications with varying 

setup and complexity, customers are exposed to channels with varying quality and set of 

attributes. Due to this discrepancy, it is interesting to investigate what attributes are important 

for customers, and in what way and the extent they affect a customer’s satisfaction. One 

approach to investigate this matter is Kano’s Theory of Attractive Quality. The method includes 

quantitative data analysis of customer needs and investigating specific attributes. Each attribute 

gets a classification, which explains in what way the attribute affects a customer’s satisfaction.  
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The customer experience is more crucial than ever. There is no exception for pure e-commerce 

businesses since they have no physical stores to rely on, meaning the customer experience from 

the mobile application to a delivered package is vital. Since attributes in mobile applications 

differ between actors in the fashion industry, there is a need for determining what attributes are 

important for customers, when ordering goods through mobile commerce (m-commerce). This 

thesis project consists of a qualitative study and quantitative study, conducted in cooperation 

with the company Nepa, identifying important attributes using research of the quality 

perception of consumers, shopping in the online fashion industry.  

 

1.2 Company Description 

Nepa offers automated and continuous data collection, data analysis and distribution of 

manageable insights of the retailers and suggests action. Approximately 65 % of its revenue 

derives from subscription services and other incomes are from assignment based on customer-

specific requests (Nepa AB, 2017). Nepa assist companies to become more customer orientated 

in their decision making through the collection of qualitative and quantitative customer 

feedback of what consumer think about a retailer’s product, service, store or webpage.  

Nepa was founded in 2006 and was in 2016 listed on the Nasdaq First North Stockholm stock 

exchange. The headquarter is located in Stockholm and with offices located in Norway, Finland, 

Denmark, UK, USA and India. Between 2015-2017 their net sales have increased to 213 million 

SEK from 154 million SEK (Nepa AB, 2016; Nepa AB, 2017).  

 

1.3 Aim and Research Questions 

The aim of the thesis project is to classify attributes in a retailer mobile application according 

to customer expectations in the fashion industry.  

The research questions of the thesis project are presented below. 

RQ1: What is the classification of attributes in a mobile purchasing fashion application? 

RQ2: What are important attributes for customers when ordering clothing in a mobile 

application? 

RQ3: If any, what are the demographical differences concerning attribute preferences, between 

segments within Generation Y?  

 

1.4 Limitations and Delimitations 

When conducting this research, some limitations occurred. These challenges are described 

below, followed by delimitations, the actions narrowing down the scope of the project. 

1. Differences of markets due to location would, if significant, have caused bias in the 

results of the study.  
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2. Demographical differences concerning age would have caused biased results. 

3. The scope was too broad, as it involved the customer experience concerning all parts of 

a mobile application. 

To handle the problems concerning the previous challenges, the following actions were taken: 

1. Research was conducted regarding the Swedish fashion industry, involving Swedish 

consumers and businesses operating in Sweden.  

2. Generation Y was investigated, including customers aged 19-39 (born 1980-2000), due 

to the present and future purchasing power of the generational group.  

3. The scope was narrowed, through focus on the part of the customer journey in the 

application where customers browse for products.  
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2 Frame of References 

In this chapter, various theories and aspects of quality management is presented to lay an educational 

foundation, enabling the research questions to be answered. These include the Quality and Customer 

Concept, the Service Perspective and the Theory of Attractive Quality. 

2.1 The Quality and Customer Concept 

Originally, the word quality referred to the grade of a material (Bergman & Klefsjö, 2010), e.g. 

rough or fine quality of woodwork. The expression is still used in this manner, although quality 

has acquired a different meaning since the end of the 20th century. Edward Deming, often seen 

as a central figure in the development of the perception of quality in the way it is used today, 

defined quality as below:  

“Quality should be aimed at the needs of the customer, present, and future” 

(Deming, 1986) 

Bergman and Klefsjö explains the quality concept with an expanded definition:  

“The quality of a product is its ability to satisfy, or preferably exceed, the 

needs and expectations of the customer” (Bergman & Klefsjö, 2010) 

Both these definitions are to be considered. The first, since it is important for organisations to 

comprehend customer needs, creating relations with customers, enabling the development of 

understanding their future needs and wants (Andajani, 2015). The second definition contributes 

to a broader understanding of the quality concept, including the satisfaction of what customers 

need, and expect from a product. The authors interpret this definition can be applied to services 

as well as products. However, the important difference between customer needs and 

expectations ought to be clarified. Bergman and Klefsjö (2010) emphasise this difference, 

explaining a customer’s expectation in some cases includes components and attributes of a 

service which not necessarily are a part of a customer’s needs, as for instance the function of 

filtering products in a mobile application. On the contrary, there are attributes and functions 

that are unconditionally essential to the customer experience. These are customer needs, e.g. 

the checkout function of the same mobile application. To define customer needs in the 

definition, Bergman and Klefsjö assume complete rationality regarding customers perception 

of their own self-knowledge (Bergman & Klefsjö, 2010). 

That customers play a central role in the quality concept is clear, but who or what is the 

customer? In a simple form, the customer is an organisation or people, whom an organisation 

wants to create value. In some contexts, the customer might be hard to define (Bergman & 

Klefsjö, 2010). One example of this is the activity a doctor or nurse do for customers during a 

surgery. The customer who comes to mind is obviously the patient, but there are other non-

primary receivers of the value created in the operating theatre, such as the patient’s family, the 

company he/she works for, the society as a whole, or in fact the medical workers themselves, 

who earn experience. In the context of online fashion shopping and m-commerce, the customer 

in focus is the actual consumer, who receives an experience using an online purchasing 

application.  
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Product and service quality has often been measured mechanistically, viewed as a particular 

share of non-defective units (Bergman & Klefsjö, 2010). This is an insufficient way of 

measuring quality, since it does not include other tangible measurements as variation, or 

intangible measures as quality that treat customer needs. Bergman and Klefsjö (2010) argue 

instead of using the term cost of quality (COQ), which suggest that high quality implies high 

costs, the term cost of poor quality (COPQ) ought to be used instead. This insinuate focus on 

the costs occurring when poor quality is present, such as lost sales, defective goods or lost time 

in non-functioning processes, both internal and external. Krishnan (2006) separates the two 

terms, defining COQ as related to prevention and appraisal of the attainment of quality, while 

COPQ concerns the prevention of quality failures.  

The categories of COPQ can be separated into visible and less visible concerns (Krishnan, 

2006), due to the different grade of hardships when recognising the problems. Defects and 

rework are for instance easier to see, than unnecessary procedures, complaint investigation costs 

or cost of lost sales. Problems can also be divided concerning their ability to be measured, 

suggested by Sörqvist (2001). These include traditional COPQ, hidden COPQ, lost income, 

customer’s costs and socio-economic costs. Internal and external failure costs is another way 

of categorising problems (Bergman & Klefsjö, 2010), where internal failures can be reworking 

materials, cancelling meetings and waiting times. External failures concern products or services 

that have already been delivered to the customer, e.g. complaints or dissatisfied customers. 

Furthermore, between 10 % and 30 % of all cost in the industry derive from COPQ (Bergman 

& Klefsjö, 2010). This share is even worse regarding service organisations (Gustafsson, 2009); 

up to 33 % of costs have been estimated to concern poor quality.  

 

2.2 The Service Perspective 

In a traditional point of view, the value creation of a particular country is explained using gross 

domestic product (GDP), a community’s ability to create value and prosperity, and in detail, 

the ability to create physical goods in factories (Grönroos, 2007). When using this version of 

measuring growth, the service industry is viewed as a sub-category, including traditional 

industries like transport, hotel and restaurants. GDP does not consider services within 

companies which can be seen as problematic, causing misleading conclusions concerning 

economic activity in a country and an underestimation the impact services has on the total 

economy. This view is not sufficient, diminishing the significance of the service approach and 

influencing important decisions of leaders in corporations as well as political and economic 

organisations. In fact, as much as 43 % of the total revenue of Atlas Copco Group in 2017, 

came from their service department (Atlas Copco, 2018), exemplifying the importance of not 

viewing services as a sector, but rather from a whole other perspective (Grönroos, 2007).  

An alternative way of viewing marketing through a new dominant logic has been developed 

post millennia shift. Vargo and Lusch (2004) proposes a new dominant logic, not only focusing 

more on intangible resources and relationships, but suggests that services should be 

fundamental in economic exchange, rather than goods. In their article, ten foundational 

premises differentiate goods-centred from service-centred dominant logic. In a customer 

perspective, customers buy the benefits and solutions they get from the bought goods and 

services, and not the goods and services themselves (Grönroos, 2007). As for instance, if a 

person buys a vacuum cleaner, the value does not lie in the products itself, it lies in the usage 

of it. The solution is to clean the floor using the vacuum cleaner and the customer can enjoy a 

clean house, which people may value. Some products or services might be bought with the 
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requirement of a lower price than competing offers, some for its technological advantage and 

some for the image the value-creator get from using them. Whatever customers buy should 

work as a service for them. Grönroos (2007) argues that customers always benefit when 

organisations have a service perspective. This perspective considers all possible contact points 

with customers, creating a total service offering. Hidden services in operations are regarded to 

be a part of the offering as well, and price is considered less important for customers than long-

term costs.  

Service businesses should strive for having a service advantage (Gustafsson & Johnson, 2003). 

Organisation X can gain a competitive advantage by comparing their own market offering, to 

competitor Y’s offering and customers’ needs. A competitive advantage is the part of an 

offering that you offer, and a customer wants, but your competitor does not offer. A company 

ought to reallocate capital, ensuring this area is bigger than your opponent’s competitive 

advantage (Gustafsson & Johnson, 2003). Part of company X’s offering that is not a part of 

customers’ needs but converges with company Y’s offering, are resources allocated 

ineffectively. There is no need for company X to have products, services or activities that are 

better than company Y’s, if they are not a part of the customers’ needs (Gustafsson & Johnson, 

2003). These resources should be reallocated, if not customer needs are moving towards this 

area.  

A company’s competitive advantage can be increased by outpacing peers in areas that 

customers find important. To do that, a company needs knowledgeable insight of customer 

needs and what drives the value-creation for them. These insights can be acquired through 

careful studies of what and how different parts of the service offering influence customer 

satisfaction. Some parts of the offering may increase satisfaction heavily and others will not. If 

some parts are absent, some customers may be very dissatisfied, while other customers will not 

care. To find out how these offering parts influence customer satisfaction, Kano’s Theory of 

Attractive Quality can be used. 

 

2.3 Customer Value and Customer Satisfaction 

Customer value takes the perspective of an organisations’ customers, considering wants and 

believes that costumers receive from buying and using a service (Woodruff, 1997). Even though 

customer value is a widely used term in organisations with a customer focus strategy, there is a 

divergence in what it actually means. Woodruff (1997) concludes there are some areas of 

consensus when comparing different definitions; customer value is perceived as something 

natural, involving the compromise of a customer receiving and giving away something. 

Woodruff adds, with consent from other authors (Bergman & Klefsjö, 2010; Lengnick-Hall, 

1996; Vargo & Lusch, 2008), that value only can be determined by the user, not a seller or 

manufacturer. The value determination of the customer implies that value is subjective, as users 

have different needs and wants. This statement is strengthened by Nasution et al. (2014), adding 

that value creation can vary in different parts of the customer journey. Customers are always 

co-creators of value and not targets for the value-creation in the production process (Vargo & 

Lusch, 2004). Vargo and Lusch (2008) propose that organisations only can make value 

propositions, implying the impossibility of organisations creating value independently. 

However, organisations have an opportunity to directly influence their customer and to co-

create value with them (Grönroos, 2011). Corporations ought to deliver services that satisfy 

customer needs, and this must be the main cause for organisations viewing customers centrally 

(Nasution, et al., 2014). 
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There are various methods and figures of relationships concerning the clarification of customer 

value and customer satisfaction. More specific, Kotler (2003) suggests that customer delivered 

value, or customer perceived value, can be explained as a combination of total customer value 

and total customer cost. These values and costs do not only include the obvious factors, product 

value and monetary costs, but other important parts of a market offering as well. Other 

significant components as services value, time cost and energy cost, all affect the final perceived 

value. See Figure 1.  

 

Figure 1: Determinants of Customer-Delivered Value. Adapted from (Kotler, 2003). 

The customer value concept strongly relates to customer satisfaction, as seen in Figure 2. The 

model, created by Woodruff (1997), explains how the perception of received value (customer 

experience) and the expectations of received value, in combination with the desired value, 

shapes customer satisfaction. The customers’ desired value is composed of preference for 

certain tangible dimensions of a service. These could be attributes and attribute performances. 

These dimensions are connected to consequences of using the service in a particular way and 

consequences, in turn, help users to achieve goals and of usage. The customer experience of the 

service is compared to customers expectation (Kotler, 2003; Lengnick-Hall, 1996). The 

comparison might create a disconfirmation, either positive or negative, which influences the 

overall customer satisfaction feelings (Lengnick-Hall, 1996; Woodruff, 1997). Consumers 

might be dissatisfied, satisfied, or delighted, depending on if the performance of the service 

offer fails, matches or exceeds expectations (Kotler, 2003). 

 

Figure 2: The Customer Value and Customer Satisfaction Relationship. Adapted from (Woodruff, 1997). 

 

2.4 Customer as a User 

In classical retailing, a customer is usually defined as a buyer and user of a product or service. 

However, in the context of fashion m-commerce, where purchasing occurs in a mobile 
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application, the customer is partly a user of apparel, partly a user of the purchasing service. The 

last-mentioned usage should not be underestimated. Lengnick-Hall (1996) suggests a 

framework of potential customer involvement in creating competitive quality, where the using 

customer, the buying customer, and various other customer roles, forms relationship 

propositions. Proposition 8 is particularly interesting, explaining the relationship between 

customer user and customer buyer over time: “An interaction occurs between perceived quality 

and experienced customer satisfaction that, over time, shapes what customers expect” 

(Lengnick-Hall, 1996). When customers have a positive service experience, the expectations of 

future contact points may increase. This means that a successful company must try harder than 

a company with a service with low perceived value, which is why continuous quality 

improvements of the service, emphasising customer needs, is important for sustainable 

operations.  

Studying customers as users are interesting since the role creates two important results. 

Primarily, the customer satisfaction is determined through the gap measuring between 

perceived and expected quality. Secondly, a relationship with the service provider can be 

established, resulting in a competitive advantage for the organisation, if the relationship is well 

taken care of (Lengnick-Hall, 1996).  

Shaping expectations through precise information-sharing is one way of improving satisfaction 

(Lengnick-Hall, 1996) - signalling external communication has several advantages. Primarily, 

a realistic view of a market offering lower the odds of a disconfirmation leading to increased 

overall customer satisfaction. Secondary, the customer is informed of all possible advantages 

of a service offering. The reasons above concern post-production communication, however, 

opposite-directional communication regarding planning and development of a service is very 

important (Lengnick-Hall, 1996). Since the user itself is the real subjective expert of what 

he/she thinks, companies should take advantage of the established relationship and consider 

customers views and perspectives of the service. 

It is the external customers who judge the quality of a company’s products or services, hence, 

customer satisfaction is a very important quality measurement (Bergman & Klefsjö, 2010). 

Organisations struggle to measure failures of external customer treatment, due to bad approach 

to the problem. Successful companies have a service focus deeply embedded in the 

organisational core and culture, using customer-driven policies so that employees urge 

customers to complain (Gustafsson, 2009). The average firm is too passive in its investigation. 

95 % of customers who has experienced a service failure do not complain (Gustafsson, 2009; 

Kotler, 2003). Poor customer experience investigation may cause this lack of expressed 

dissatisfaction. Conclusively, instead of relying on customers to complain and to analyse that 

information, organisations should continuously work with customer feedback. One way of 

collecting customer satisfaction data is to continuously and periodically investigate needs and 

wants through surveys (Kotler, 2003). These can be conducted in various ways. Companies can 

investigate a customer’s perceived quality of a recent experience with the company, brand 

reputation, likelihood of a reoccurring shopping experience, as well as the expected quality of 

future encounters. When investigating the expected quality of a service offering, including 

attributes and functions of the service, Kano’s Theory of Attractive Quality might be useful. 

The theory concerns classification and division of attributes and explains in what manner and 

extent the attribute affect the total customer experience.  
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2.5 Theory of Attractive Quality 

Kano’s model of Theory of Attractive Quality is an effective tool to classify and prioritise 

customer needs. A common use of the model is when developing products or services where 

the aim is to investigate and review the impact of different quality attributes on customers’ 

satisfaction (Erto, et al., 2011). The quality attributes are divided into five quality classifications 

where the relationship is not the same for all the quality attributes nor are they the same over 

time (Löfgren, 2006). The attributes are categorised accordingly: Attractive quality, One-

Dimensional quality, Must-Be quality, Reverse quality, and Indifferent quality (Kano, et al., 

1984). According to Löfgren (2006), the origin of the Theory of Attractive Quality was due to 

the lack of attention put on the One-Dimensional attributes by companies, not realising the 

quality potential of highly achieved attributes with the classification One-Dimensional. For 

instance, a fast loading mobile application may satisfy customers and a slow loading mobile 

application may dissatisfy customers. On the other hand, when investigating the quality 

attribute of a mobile application’s reliability, customers may not have increased satisfaction if 

the application is functioning in a stable manner, but customers may be dissatisfied if not 

functioning since users are expecting the mobile application to do so. The speed of loading can 

be classified using One-Dimensional quality attribute whereas the reliability cannot. 

Kano et al. (1984) presented a model to be able to recognise the connection between 

performance and customer satisfaction. The model assesses how the degree of achievement of 

a specific quality attribute, influence the overall customer satisfaction (see Figure 3). The figure 

shows five different quality attributes. The vertical axis represents customer satisfaction 

connected with a specific quality attribute and the horizontal axis represent how well a quality 

attribute is achieved.  

 

Figure 3: Model of The Theory of Attractive Quality. Adapted from (Löfgren, 2006). 

Attractive quality attributes will deliver customer satisfaction if fulfilled but may not be the 

reason for dissatisfaction if not provided (Kano, et al., 1984). For instance, have the option to 

customise the colour of the mobile application may make a customer more satisfied, however, 

users may not be dissatisfied if this quality attribute is missing. 
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One-Dimensional quality attributes will provide customer satisfaction if fulfilled but will also 

result in a dissatisfied customer if not fulfilled (Kano, et al., 1984). The degree of achievement 

is positively linear with customer satisfaction. For instance, using the same example as before: 

a fast loading application may result in a satisfied customer and a slow loading application may 

result in dissatisfied customers. 

Must-Be quality, as the names imply, can be expected when an attribute must be fulfilled to 

satisfy a customer. Dissatisfaction will occur if the attribute performance is not fulfilled (Kano, 

et al., 1984). As mentioned above, the quality attribute of mobile applications reliability might 

not increase customer satisfaction; the functionality is taken for granted. However, customers 

may be dissatisfied if not functioning since people are expecting the mobile application to work.   

Reverse quality attributes will result in dissatisfied customers if fully achieved and in reverse. 

If not fully achieved customer will be satisfied. This quality attribute shows the diversity in 

people’s opinion (Löfgren, 2006). For instance, some customers may like the ability to apply a 

broad variety of filters when browsing for products. On the other hand, some customers may 

think too many filters just make the browsing experience incomprehensible and will not be 

satisfied with all the filter opportunities.  

Indifferent quality attributes will not result in either customer satisfaction or dissatisfaction. 

These attributes are neither good nor bad (Kano, et al., 1984). For example, when developing 

the mobile application, the programming language used may not increase or decrease customer 

satisfaction since the outcome may be the same. Could also be an attribute which the respondent 

is neutral about, e.g. the function Filter by pattern.  

According to Kano (2001), the classification of quality attributes will not be the same over time. 

Where successfully attributes will shift from Indifferent to Attractive to One-Dimensional and 

then lastly shift to a Must-Be attribute. When novel attributes are presented to the market 

customers’ reaction are often restrained. The quality attribute is at this point in the stage of 

Indifferent. Over time the attribute may start to make customers satisfied, but they would not 

react if the attribute were to vanish. Eventually, some customers who frequently use a product 

or service with this attribute would be dissatisfied if the attribute were to disappear. The 

attribute has now shifted to the One-Dimensional stage of the life cycle. In the last stage of the 

life cycle customers have realised this attribute’s value and is now a Must-Be attribute (Kano, 

2001). For instance, when the ability to browse the internet first was introduced to mobile 

phones most customers were not interested in the attribute. However, in 2019, the ability to use 

the internet on the mobile phone is a necessity to even consider the product for most of the 

customers. This attribute has followed the life cycle of Indifferent → Attractive → One-

Dimensional → Must-Be. 

A general guideline when allocating resources is to prioritise all the Must-Be attributes. The 

One-Dimensional attributes should be at a competitive level compared to market leaders, and 

some distinguishing Attractive attributes can be included (Berger, et al., 1993). 
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2.5.1 Kano Questionnaire 

The classification of the quality attributes Attractive, One-Dimensional, Must-Be, Reverse, 

Indifferent and Other can be accomplished through analysis of data collected using a 

questionnaire where each question has two parts. The first asks how a customer would feel if a 

quality attribute was present, and the second part how the customer would feel if the quality 

attribute was not present (Berger, et al., 1993). When answering the questionnaire, the customer 

has six alternatives for each part. The American alternatives are as following: I enjoy it that 

way, I expect it that way, I am neutral, I can accept it, I dislike it that way and Other (Berger, 

et al., 1993). There is also a Japanese version of the alternatives where the alternatives are: I 

like it that way, It must be that way, I am neutral, I can live with it that way, I dislike it that way 

and other. The Japanese translation may be more suitable when used in Sweden. (Nilsson-Witell 

& Fundin, 2005). The approach with five alternatives together with other is called 5-level Kano 

Methodology (Löfgren, 2006). There is also another approach with three alternatives plus other 

called 3-level Kano Methodology. The alternatives for the 3-level Kano are I am satisfied, I am 

neutral, and I am dissatisfied (Kano, 2001). The classifications are the same as in the 5-level 

Kano Methodology. Kano (2001) states that the option of Other is a necessary alternative when 

developing the questions for the questionnaire. If a question were to obtain 10 % or higher of 

the choice Other in the pilot test, the question should be examined and rephrased. Kano (2001) 

also suggests including the Other option in the full-scale questionnaire to measure the 

confidence of the survey. If the option of Other is below 1 % for each question it can be used 

to validate the questionnaire (see Figure 4). It is important to understand that the answers in 

Figure 4 are not ranked, thus are the options not numbered (Berger, et al., 1993).  

 

Figure 4: Example of a 5-level Kano Question. Adapted from (Berger, et al., 1993). 

Depending on how the respondent answers the two questions in Figure 4, the quality attribute 

“filter by size” will be classified into one out of the six categories: Attractive, Must-Be, One-

Dimensional, Indifferent, Reversel and Questionable.  

The only category yet to be explained is Questionable which is defined as a paradox in the 

answered question (Berger, et al., 1993). For instance, if the respondent answers “I like it that 

way” on both parts of the question in Figure 4 a paradox is present in the answer. Since the 

respondent has answered that he or she would like it that way no matter if they are able to filter 

by size or not, the interaction of the two answers will be in the top left corner of Figure 5. The 

answer Questionable implies an uncertainty regarding the question. Each quality attribute is 

classified according to the evaluation chart in Figure 5. Berger et al. (1993) discusses that 

combination of 2-2 and 4-4 also should be Questionable instead of Indifferent. The reason is 
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that the combination is not logical. For instance, if a quality attribute is given the alternative 

Must-Be if functional it is contradictory if it is Must-Be if dysfunctional.  

 

Figure 5: Kano Chart of Evaluation. Adapted from (Berger, et al., 1993). 

There might be cases when the classification is hard to determine. If the classification 

agreement is not big enough i.e. the respondents do not agree upon one classification a quality 

attribute can be a combination of two classifications. This implies that the quality attribute is in 

transition in the life cycle (Nilsson-Witell & Fundin, 2005). To find the combination, total 

strength (TS) and category strength (CS) can be applied. CS is the difference in percentage 

between the most common classification and the second most common classification. If the 

difference is greater than six percentage point it may indicate that there is a statistical difference 

between the two classifications (Witell, 2018). TS is the sum of Must-Be, One-Dimensional, 

and Attractive. This sum is an indication of whether a quality attribute has a positive impression 

on the respondent. Violante and Vezzetti (2017) state that if CS is lower than 6 % and TS is at 

least 60 % the quality attribute is a combination. 

Berger et al. (1993) discuss that the upper right half of Figure 5 can be observed as the positive 

part of the evaluation chart. The reason being that the respondent is more positive if an attribute 

is functional than dysfunctional. 

Together with a Kano questionnaire, a direct questions classification can be used. The 

respondent is asked to specifically choose one of the classifications of Must-Be, One-

Dimensional and Attractive, Indifferent, Reverse quality and Other (Löfgren, 2006). For 

instance, the respondent could be asked the question: “How would you classify the loading 

speed of the application”. 

 

2.5.2 Self-Stated Importance 

Berger et al (1993) suggests using a self-stated importance question along with the Kano 

question. The self-stated importance question can provide an understanding of the relative 

importance of each quality attribute to the customer. When conducting a self-stated importance 

question there should be one question for each quality attribute asking e.g. “How important is 
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it or would it be if you could sort by colour?”. The question should be ranked between Not at 

all important to Extremely important. 

 

Figure 6: Example of Self-Stated Importance Question. Adapted from (Berger, et al., 1993). 

 

2.5.3 Better and Worse 

To visualise and further analyse the data from the Kano questionnaire, a better/worse diagram 

can be applied. The better/worse diagram visualizes if customer satisfaction can be increased if 

a specific quality attribute is achieved or if a quality attribute achieved only will hinder a 

customer from dissatisfaction (Berger, et al., 1993). See Figure 7. The following formulas can 

be used to calculate the better/worse values: 

𝐵𝑒𝑡𝑡𝑒𝑟 =  
𝑂 + 𝐴

𝑀 + 𝑂 + 𝐴 + 𝐼
 (1) 

𝑊𝑜𝑟𝑠𝑒 =  
𝑀 + 𝑂

𝑀 + 𝑂 + 𝐴 + 𝐼
        (2) 

Formula (1) is the better value where the Attractive and One-Dimensional classifications are 

added and divided by Attractive, One-Dimensional, Must-Be, and Indifferent. The Reverse and 

Questionable answers are left out. Formula (2) is the worse value where the sum of One-

Dimensional and Must-Be are added and divided by the same factor as in Formula (1). The 

better value specifies how customer satisfaction is increased if a quality attribute is present and 

the worse value specifies how customer satisfaction will decrease if a quality attribute is not 

present (Berger, et al., 1993). For instance, in Figure 7 the quality attribute called “The 

correctness of information” has a better value of 0,45 and worse value of 0,75, putting it in the 

Must-Be quadrant of the better/worse diagram. The low better value implies that there is a 

limited satisfaction potential on the upside. However, the downside is large if the attribute is 

absent or not fulfilled, since the worse value is high. Along with this, if the quality attribute is 

classified as Must-Be in the Kano questionnaire, it would be wasteful to further develop the 

mentioned attribute. Another aspect would be to look at the quality attribute “Machine learning 

filtering” in Figure 7. The better value is 0,8 which implies that satisfaction would be increased 

if present. However, since the worse value is 0,05 it would not lead to dissatisfaction if absent. 

This can be scrutinised in two ways. Either it is an opportunity to achieve satisfied customers 

through highly working Machine learning filtering or it is an indication that resources should 
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be put somewhere else since the downside is only a worse value of 0,05. Making “See 

availability of sizes” a better candidate of improvement.  

 

Figure 7: Example of a Better/worse Diagram. 
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3 Research Method 

The following chapter presents the overall research methodology, the techniques used for data 

collection, methods for data analysis and discusses the validity and reliability of chosen methods. 

3.1 Overall Research Method 

The research was conducted as described below, see Figure 8.  

The methodology chosen for the research started with a definition of the problem and stating 

why the research should be conducted, what accomplishments the study would bring, creating 

research questions as well as consider limitations of the project. In stage 2, the educational 

frame of reference was created, laying the academical foundation to conduct the study, followed 

by a qualitative study. The qualitative study included unstructured interviews in conjunction 

with observation, where respondents tested a fashion mobile application. The results of the 

exploratory qualitative study are attributes, investigated in the quantitative study. Found 

attributes were investigated in the quantitative study, using a 5-level Kano questionnaire and 

the Theory of Attractive Quality. Stage 4 resulted in information about customer expectations 

of a fashion mobile application. Attribute classification and other findings were discussed and 

analysed in stage 5. See research design in Figure 8 and in-depth research design in Figure 9. 

 

Figure 8: Research Design.  
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Figure 9: In-depth Research Design. 
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3.2 Developing the Frame of Reference 

A literature review, called frame of reference (see Figure 8), was conducted to find the 

necessary literature to carry out the study. Secondary data was collected using non-probability 

sampling, sometimes called purposive sampling where the sampling is driven on critical 

thoughts best suited to provide answers needed (Sapsford & Jupp, 2006). The critical thinking 

favoured secondary data including peer-reviewed journals and scientific papers, and books, 

highly cited or recommended by either the tutor of Nepa or Linköping University. Majority of 

the material were found through the library webpage of Linköping University using the 

database of Scopus. Some of the keywords were: Kano, quality dimensions, customer 

satisfaction, qualitative research, user experience, attributes, service.  

 

3.3 Empirical Method 

A fundamental principle when collecting data is the use of triangulation which is the 

combination of several methods with the aim of studying the same phenomenon (Voss, et al., 

2002). The methods could be surveys, interviews, and observations. One form of data is 

qualitative which can be described from people’s word or something that a person has observed 

or experienced (Sapsford & Jupp, 2006). Quantitative data is numbers that can be for instance 

be ranked, measured or categorised.  

Data consist of primary and secondary data. Primary data is gathered by the people directly 

involved in what to be investigated and is supposed to provide raw evidence to the research 

(Sapsford & Jupp, 2006). Secondary data is gathered from another period and brought into a 

new event from its original stage. Secondary data is interpreted, judged or copied from someone 

else’s primary data. The combination of primary and secondary data is one form of triangulation 

and is a good check of validity since if someone else’s research supports another conclusion it 

can increase the validity (Sapsford & Jupp, 2006). Primary data was collected by the authors 

exclusively and obtained from observations together with unstructured interviews and surveys.  

 

3.3.1 Qualitative Study 

Qualitative Data Collection 

In qualitative research and primary care, participant observations are used to study a 

phenomenon from the inside (Moser & Korstjens, 2018). There are four different types of 

observations: complete participation, active participation, moderate participation and lastly 

complete observation. Complete participation is when the researcher becomes involved in the 

setting and can interact with the respondent. Since complete participation was the used method 

it is the only observation technique described. 

Unstructured interviews are a method of data collection which often starts with a general and 

open question regarding the topic of study (Doody & Noonan, 2012). The interview is not 

completely lacking structure despite its name, and an interview protocol should be developed. 

The interview method is flexible and exploratory which will generate rich data. 
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The qualitative data collection was carried out early in the project to gain the exploratory insight 

into people’s thoughts when the authors’ knowledge about the topic was limited. The main 

reason for the interviews was to get input to the questionnaire and to act as an adjunct to the 

secondary data. Rather than just asking questions about people’s habits when ordering apparel 

online, the method of complete participation during live testing of a mobile purchasing 

application, in combination with unstructured interview, was used. Four applications were used 

to avoid bias results connected to a specific application and company. The organisations behind 

the applications were Hennes & Mauritz (H&M), Zara and Uniqlo, and Mango. The following 

reasons motivate the choice of applications: 

1. Company offer apparel available on the Swedish fashion market 

2. Company has a mobile application 

3. Company has physical stores 

4. Company offer apparel to more than one gender 

5. Company offer apparel from own brands exclusively 

6. Companies compete in the same price segment 

Before the interviews, an interview protocol was developed to act as a checklist and to ensure 

all respondents received the same information every time. Pilot test A was conducted with one 

respondent, leading to minor changes and rephrasing of the interview protocol. 

16 interviews were conducted with respondents being within the age span of 22-35 using quota 

sampling which is a non-probability sampling method using respondents with certain criteria 

(Sapsford & Jupp, 2006). See Appendix A and Appendix B. The interview length varied, with 

an interval of 7-20 minutes. The participant was given instructions according to the interview 

protocol in Appendix C and the interview schedule can be seen in Appendix B. The method of 

the test was then given orally from the interviewer, mitigating the risk of absent information 

and misunderstandings. The screen of the cell phone was recorded using the application AZ 

Screen Recorder, which also recorded the sound of the interview. 

According to Voss et al. (2002) the sampling of interviews may to stopped when time is limited, 

the return of the interviews is fading, but most stated indicator to cease the interviews is when 

enough data for the research question is obtained. The used method to stop the interviews was 

when the information return started to diminish. Upon reaching 16 interviews, more than 

enough attributes had been collected and novel attributes seldom occurred.  

 

Literature Research 

To achieve higher construct validity a literature research was carried out. The keywords 

Application OR Applications OR App OR Mobile App and Kano, available through LiU library, 

academic peer review and Fulltext and articles in English and Swedish generated 251 hits on 

Unisearch through the library webpage of Linköping University. This was evaluated as too 

many articles. The keywords Customer, Quality, and Design OR Designing were added, 

generating 16 articles. One of the articles found was used for the Literature research. Due to 

difficulties in finding relevant literature, the keywords were altered. Further keywords for 
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another article were: Application OR Applications OR App OR Apps OR Mobile App, Quality, 

Develop OR Developing, Perception, and Quality Research. The article concerning quality 

attributes in food delivery apps was not available at first, so a request was done to have the 

authors’ permission to read the article through ResearchGate. The last articles used the 

keywords: App OR Apps OR Application OR Applications OR Mobile, Quality Perception, 

Customer, Qualitative Research, generating twelve articles. To find relevant search results, all 

keywords had to be found in the abstract of the articles. 

 

Method for Qualitative Data Analysis 

The analysis of the qualitative data was conducted in several steps. First, the authors watched 

and listened to the video recording from the interview. Since this part of the research was 

exploratory, only notes were taken from the interviews; i.e. the interviews were not transcript. 

Every action and comment were noted in a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet to be further handled 

in a later step. The notes were translated into attributes or functions of the mobile application, 

stated primarily in English, but also in Swedish, to be able to use the attributes in the quantitative 

study. The KJ method, also called affinity, diagram was used to transform the qualitative data 

to information by clustering in what stage of the customer journey the attribute was revealed 

(Cheng & Leu, 2011). The clustering was made in a stage-specific way, due to the ease of 

understanding the context of the attribute; in the quantitative study, respondents need to 

comprehend the context to fully evaluate the attribute of the application. In this stage, attributes 

were reformulated to be more comprehensible.  

Due to time constraints concerning the questionnaire, the number of attributes in the list was 

reduced. At this point, the list consisted of 77 attributes and functions. The first reduction of 

attributes was done, focusing on merging similar attributes or merging attributes that would 

have the same implication or result. This shortened the list to 53 attributes. A second reduction 

was conducted, keeping attributes that were strictly included in the scope of the research and 

followed the third delimitation (see Introduction chapter). This excluded attributes that too 

narrowly concerned design issues as well as inspiration attributes. This reduction resulted in 35 

attributes, divided into four cluster categories: categorise, filtering, browsing, and product 

page. 

 

3.3.2 Quantitative Study 

Quantitative Data Collection 

Primarily a survey includes a group of people where information is to be collected from 

(Malhotra & Grover, 1998). Three different characteristics are present in a survey research. The 

first includes how the information has been obtained from the population: these could be 

questionnaires or interviews. The next characteristic is that surveys usually collects quantitative 

data which will need standardized information to understand the variables and the relation 

between them. The third and last characteristic is that the information collected is obtained 

through a sample which is a part of the population (Malhotra & Grover, 1998). Descriptive 

studies can be accomplished through survey research, which is when an event is observed, and 

the aim is to define important aspects associated with that certain event. Case research can also 

be made to explore the aspect of an event to collect data to test hypotheses (Kelly, et al., 2003). 
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What characteristic good research is how well it can answer one clear research question. 

Research which tries to answer several diverse research questions is frequently not as good as 

those who aim to answer one clear explicit research question (Kelly, et al., 2003).  

The used survey method was a 5-level Kano questionnaire which contains questions about 

attributes in pairs. Each question is split in two, where the first part of the questions asks what 

the respondent feels if an attribute is existing. The second part asks how the respondent feels if 

the same attribute as before does not exist. The respondent has the choice of choosing one out 

of five alternatives to each part of the question. The respondents will answer the same 

standardised questions to ensure everyone responds to the same set of questions (Löfgren, 

2006). In conjunction with the Kano questionnaire, questions with self-stated importance 

questions with five alternatives were used to ease the analysis of the data. The respondent of 

the questionnaire was asked to rank the importance of each attribute from Not at All Important 

to Extremely Important. The reason for not using the original nine alternatives was to prevent 

respondents from not fully understand the meaning or forget the ranking. This choice was made 

after discussions with Nepa. Having the description for each alternative was not feasible with 

nine alternatives which further argued for having only five answer alternatives and the decision 

was made with the belief that it would yield better and clearer result.       

Before conducting the questionnaire, investigations about time usage for each question had to 

be done. The reason for this was that Nepa recommended a maximum questionnaire length of 

19 minutes, to not bore or make the respondent fall out of focus. In order to decide the number 

of questions on the questionnaire, pilot test B1 was conducted in Google Forms. The design of 

the questionnaire was executed in the way that the future questionnaire was thought to be like 

(see Appendix D). Four pilot testers made pilot test B1, with the authors measuring time for 

each questionnaire section, to approximate the average time needed for each Kano and 

importance question. The average length of Kano questions and importance questions decided 

the number of attributes that were to be investigated. See time evaluation in Appendix E. After 

pilot test B1, more attributes were added since the time limitations allowed it, resulting in a 

questionnaire including 35 attributes.  

A second pilot test called Pilot B2 was conducted with 20 respondents, due to the reason for 

investigating the quality and clarity of the Kano questions. If 10 % or more of a question’s 

answers would be Other, the question was rephrased or examined. The average questionnaire 

length was also noted to see if the length was within the time limit of 19 minutes. Respondents 

could leave comments and thoughts about the questionnaire where all comments were carefully 

examined. Some minor changes were made, increasing the clarity of the questionnaire’s 

questions and overall information. See Appendix F-H.  

After Pilot B2 and discussion with Nepa the questionnaire was chosen to be programmed in 

Confirmit instead of Google Forms where some of the reasons were to be able to randomize the 

questions, reduce the number of errors occurring in Google Forms that was due to the constraint 

of all questions needed only one answer, being able to customise the font of the text, and be 

able to have all the labels in Swedish.  

 

Quantitative Sampling 

The quantitative sampling was done through Nepa’s panels and sent out on the 21st of March 

to 50 respondents and collected the 25th of March. The remaining batch of respondents received 



22 

 

the questionnaire at the 27th of March and was finally collected on 1st of April. The sum of 

respondents added up to 510. The questionnaire was divided into three parts where each 

respondent would receive two parts of the questionnaire, making it three different 

questionnaires adding up to one total. This was made due to the time limitations and the risk of 

people completing the survey on different times and to mitigate the risk of the respondent losing 

focus.  

 

Method for Quantitative Data Analysis 

The first step in the data analysis was to sort and remove suspicious data. Respondents who had 

answered 90 % of the questions with the same combination of alternatives were removed. 

Further on, respondents between 85 % - 90 % of the same alternatives were investigated. A 

pattern found was that the first part of the questionnaire was answered reasonably but the latter 

half would contain the same answers. These respondents were also removed. Additionally, 

respondents who answered “Other” unreasonably many times, was investigated and removed. 

The last method of sorting the data was respondents who answered the questionnaire 0,3 times 

faster than the median time. In total, 28 respondents were removed giving that 5,5 % of answers 

were unusable answers (see Appendix I). After sorting, the Theory of Attractive Quality was 

applied. The data collected in the Kano questionnaire were classified according to the Kano 

chart of evaluation (see Figure 5). For each quality attribute, the TS and CS were calculated to 

see whether each quality attribute was a combination or a single classification. If a quality 

attribute had lower CS than 6 % it was classified as a combination and vice versa; a CS over 6 

% was classified as a single classification. The quality attributes were then sorted according to 

the example in Table 2 using the priority of M>O>A>I. Self-stated importance questions were 

used in parallel with the Kano questionnaire and if several quality attributes had the same 

quality classification they were ranked according to importance. Together with this, a better-

worse diagram was made with all the quality attributes to see at what satisfaction level each 

quality attribute was considered. All data analysis was done using Microsoft Excel. 

When analysing the data, it can be used to get knowledge about customer requirements or 

prioritising requirements when developing products or services (Berger, et al., 1993). The data 

should be considered as a guide. There are several ways the analysis can be carried out: one 

possible way to analyse the data is to rank the quality attributes after the most frequently 

occurring to the least occurring quality attribute. Another approach is to examine the second 

most occurring quality classification as well as the most occurring quality classification. For 

instance, if two questions have received 50 % of the alternative Attractive but the first question 

has received 30 % Indifferent as the second most occurring, and the second question has instead 

received 30 % Must-Be the later questions should be prioritised. Berger et al. (1993) suggests 

prioritising the quality attributes after how big their impact would be which gives the following 

order: Must-Be > One-Dimensional > Attractive > Indifferent (M>O>A>I). The data can also 

be sorted after the occurrence of the classifications in columns. See Table 1. 
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Table 1: Example of Sorting the Quality Attributes According to Occurrence of Answers   

 

Another method is to change the rows according to the priority mentioned before, Must-Be > 

One-Dimensional > Attractive > Indifferent. See Table 2. 

Table 2: Example of Sorting the Quality Attributes According to M>O>A>I 

 

Self-stated Importance questionnaire can be used together with a Kano questionnaire to easier 

rank the Kano answers after importance in descending order (Berger, et al., 1993). It could be 

useful if several quality attributes are classified as the same quality classification to help the 

developers to focus their resources in the best way possible. A general rule of thumb is to fulfill 

all the Must-Be attributes, compete with the One-Dimensional to achieve a competitive edge, 

and have some Attractive quality attributes. 

 

3.4 Method Discussion 

3.4.1 Validity and Reliability 

Validity and reliability are important to consider in the research and can be divided into 

construct validity, internal validity, external validity and reliability which will be described 

below (Voss, et al., 2002).  

 

Construct Validity 

Construct validity is the correctness of measures or data for the specific research being studied 

(Voss, et al., 2002). Triangulation is one method used to achieve construct validity, another is 

using several sources that indicate the same result. In Figure 8 the research design is presented 

which aims at addressing triangulation by conducting qualitative research backed up with 

literature research. Together with this, a quantitative study was conducted to collect empirical 

data aiming at drawing an own conclusion.  

 

Quality Attribute Most occurring answer 2nd most occurring answer 3rd most occurring answer

1 I O

2 A M O

3 A M

4 O M I

5 M O I

Quality Attribute Most occurring answer 2nd most occurring answer 3rd most occurring answer

5 M O I

4 O M I

2 A M O

3 A M

1 I O
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Internal Validity 

Internal validity is to which grade e.g. collected data is backed up with cause and effect 

(Campbell, et al., 2002). Lack of internal validity can cause a study to yield different results 

each time. Patterns in the data can have increased internal validity if proven to be random. 

Campbell et al (2002). states that the following criterions can increase the internal validity and 

prove that the patterns were random: 

1. “The cause precedes the effect in time” 

2. “The cause and the effect tend to occur together” 

3. “There are no plausible alternative explanations for the observed covariation” 

There are several problems connected with internal validity; some examples are instrument 

change and selection bias (Wortman, 1983). Instrument change can change the outcome of the 

research and could also be how the interviewer has different awareness during an interview. 

Saunders et al. (2009) states internal validity can be addressed through pilot testing of the 

instruments and protocols.  

To settle any unclear instruction in the interview protocol, pilot interviews were conducted, and 

the interview protocol was revised. Furthermore, the screen and audio from the interviews were 

recorded to increase internal validity. The questionnaire was also pilot tested and revised for 

the reason to see if the respondent understood the questions in the way they were intended. 

Internal validity regarding instrument change is also addressed through the use of the developed 

method of the Theory of Attractive Quality. Selection bias can occur when there are differences 

between groups and segments and examples could be gender, age, motivation and willingness 

to participate (Wortman, 1983). Since the questionnaire was sent out to panellists it could be a 

problem with internal validity because the panellists have made a chose to participate and were 

not randomly chosen. The data from the questionnaire were scrutinised to address problems 

with respondents not being motivated. Also, the choice of only observing Generation Y could 

be a problem with selection bias since only a certain age span is investigated which will limit 

the generalisability and external validity. 

 

External Validity  

External validity refers to what extent the study can be generalised between e.g. different 

settings or organisations (Yin, 2004). The use of several methods, interviews, observations, 

questionnaire, and literature review might have increased the generalisations of the findings. 

However, due to the delimitations concerning market location, investigated target group and 

the attributes are specific for browsing of products, the generalisability should be considered 

somewhat minor. 

 

Reliability 

According to Voss et al. (2002), reliability is to what degree the research can be carried out 

again and yield the same result. Yin (2004) states that the aim of reliability is to minimize errors 

and bias in the study and that one precondition is to document everything. The authors of this 
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report have tried to in a clear way describe and document all steps so errors can be detected. To 

increase the reliability of the interview a protocol was used where the necessary information 

for the execution was documented. According to Löfgren (2006), there is always a risk of bias 

in the form of reactivity where the respondent reacts to the situations occurring and part ways 

with their normal behaviour or opinion. This might lead to that the qualitative data collection 

will be the respondents’ narrations of the situation rather than their normal behaviour in the 

given situation, meaning that the respondent will give the answers which are expected from 

them rather than their actual opinion. To mitigate this risk, it was clearly stated that the 

interview and observation will be anonymous. 
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4 Results 

In this chapter, results are presented. First, results of the qualitative study are presented, including 

attributes found in interviews. Second, results from the Kano questionnaire are presented, including 

attribute classifications, better/worse values and diagrams as well as self-stated importance values.  

4.1 Qualitative Study 

The qualitative study consisted of 16 unstructured interviews, resulting in a list containing 35 

attributes, clustered into four categories following the order which they occur in the customer 

journey (see Table 3). The cluster categorise was attributes associated with the first action a 

respondent would make when opening the app, actions often occurring at the front page. The 

second action was function and attributes concerning filtering, including ten attributes mainly 

concerning different filtering types e.g. “Filter by colour”. The third cluster was browsing, 

concerning attributes present when filters are applied and the customer browse through the list 

of apparel. The last cluster, product page, concerns when an apparel has been chosen, the 

customer has entered the product page and can for example choose product size. 

Table 3: Attribute List from Interviews 

 

 

No. Attribut (Swedish) Attributes Cluster

1 Kategorisera efter kön Categorise by gender 1. Categorise

2 Kategorisera efter nyheter (nya produkter) Categorise by new products 1. Categorise

3 Kategorisera efter produkttyp (skjorta, blus, tröja) Categorise by product type 1. Categorise

4 Sökfunktion Search function 1. Categorise

5 Använda flera filter samtidigt Use multiple filters simultaneously 2. Filtering

6 Filtera på mönster Filter by pattern 2. Filtering

7 Filtrera efter tillfälle (vardag, fest, arbete) Filter by occasion 2. Filtering

8 Filtrera på färg Filter by colour 2. Filtering

9 Filtrera på material Filter by material 2. Filtering

10 Filtrera på modell (typ av krage, öppen rygg, ärmlängd) Filter by style 2. Filtering

11 Filtrera på passform Filter by fit 2. Filtering

12 Filtrera på pris Filter by price 2. Filtering

13 Filtrera på rea Filter by sale 2. Filtering

14 Filtrera på storlek Filter by size 2. Filtering

15 Funktion för att spara produkter Function for saving products 3. Browsing

16 Laddningshastighet Loading speed 3. Browsing

17 Se fler produktbilder genom att svepa (vid produktbläddring) See more product images by swiping 3. Browsing

18 Storlek på produktbilder kan justeras (vid produktbläddring) Size of product images can be adjusted 3. Browsing

19 Tydlig filtreringsknapp Clearly visible filtering button 3. Browsing

20 Bläddra mellan olika produkter genom att svepa (på produktsida) Browse between products by swiping 4. Product page

21 Bläddra produktbilder genom att svepa (på produktsida) Browse product pictures by swiping 4. Product page

22 Förslag på liknande produkter Suggestions of similar products 4. Product page

23 Information om arbetsvillkor vid tillverkning Information about working conditions during production 4. Product page

24 Information om produktmaterial Information about product material 4. Product page

25 Skötselråd Information about product care instructions 4. Product page

26 Information om klimatpåverkan vid tillverkning Information about water usage during production 4. Product page

27 Information om lagertillgänglighet Size availability 4. Product page

28 Information om lagertillgänglighet i butik Availability of product in store 4. Product page

29 Produktvideo Product video 4. Product page

30 Produktrecensioner Product reviews 4. Product page

31 Storleksförslag baserat på vikt och längd Size suggestion based on weight and length 4. Product page

32 Storleksguide Size guide 4. Product page

33 Varierande produktbildstyper (närbild, helkroppsbild, inspirationsbild) Varying type of product image 4. Product page

34 Välja färg på plagg Choose product colour 4. Product page

35 Välja storlek på plagg Choose product size 4. Product page
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4.2 Quantitative Study 

Results below are based on the data from the quantitative study which was analysed using the 

Theory of Attractive quality. The results included are the overview of the classification of 

attributes in Table 4, the Better/worse diagram in Figure 10. All tables and figures below 

include results regarding the analysis of the data gathered from all respondents. See Appendix 

J-O for detailed results.  

As seen in Table 4, the majority of investigated attributes, 30 of 35, has been classified as 

Indifferent or combinations of Indifferent and another classification. Only two attributes were 

classified as something else. These were “Loading speed”, classified as a One-Dimensional 

attribute, and “Choose product size”, classified as a Must-Be.  

Table 4: Attribute Classification. Attributes Sorted After Classification and Self-Stated Importance  

 

The overrepresentation of Indifferent classification suggest that customers generally are 

somewhat neutral to their mobile shopping experience. Of the actual 25 attributes that are 

Indifferent, 10 attributes showed a total strength of more than 50 %. A total strength over 50 % 

means that more than half of the investigated population labelled these attributes with “positive” 

classifications, such as Must-Be, One-Dimensional and Attractive. The total strength value is 

Number Attribute Classification CS TS Better Worse Importance

Categorise

4 Search function M/O 0% 74% 0,46 0,63 3,92

3 Categorise by product type M/I/O 0% 67% 0,41 0,55 3,69

1 Categorise by gender I 9% 57% 0,33 0,32 3,35

2 Categorise by new products I 35% 37% 0,33 0,13 2,56

Filtering

14 Filter by size M/I 3% 69% 0,40 0,53 3,73

12 Filter by price I/O/M/A 2% 69% 0,48 0,50 3,72

13 Filter by sale I/A/O 3% 66% 0,52 0,42 3,34

5 Use multiple filters simultaneously I 10% 61% 0,48 0,40 3,39

8 Filter by colour I 25% 49% 0,37 0,28 2,97

11 Filter by fit I 35% 37% 0,31 0,15 2,71

10 Filter by style I 30% 39% 0,37 0,13 2,62

9 Filter by material I 39% 33% 0,30 0,12 2,58

7 Filter by occasion I 45% 29% 0,27 0,08 2,38

6 Filter by pattern I 50% 26% 0,24 0,09 2,31

Browsing

16 Loading speed O 18% 75% 0,59 0,61 3,75

19 Clearly visible filtering button I/O 4% 63% 0,51 0,45 3,47

17 See more product images by swiping I/A 4% 61% 0,50 0,30 3,26

18 Size of product images can be adjusted I 10% 56% 0,48 0,29 2,99

15 Function for saving products I 15% 52% 0,44 0,25 2,93

Product page

35 Choose product size M 15% 71% 0,32 0,66 4,13

30 Product reviews A/I 0% 59% 0,52 0,22 3,24

27 Size availability I 11% 60% 0,40 0,41 3,49

34 Choose product colour I 10% 59% 0,40 0,37 3,45

32 Size guide I 19% 56% 0,41 0,38 3,44

28 Availability of product in store I 13% 58% 0,44 0,39 3,38

24 Information about product material I 25% 51% 0,33 0,34 3,21

33 Varying type of product image I 13% 53% 0,45 0,30 3,21

20 Browse between products by swiping I 26% 47% 0,39 0,27 3,00

21 Browse product pictures by swiping I 16% 48% 0,45 0,23 2,96

25 Information about product care instructions I 25% 45% 0,38 0,20 2,88

26 Information about water usage during production I 24% 40% 0,40 0,15 2,80

23 Information about working conditions during production I 31% 37% 0,37 0,13 2,79

22 Suggestions of similar products I 18% 41% 0,41 0,10 2,66

31 Size suggestion based on weight and length I 21% 37% 0,38 0,12 2,58

29 Product video I 28% 35% 0,35 0,09 2,39

Average 0,41 0,30 3,12
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one factor but there are several more factors contributing to the reasoning of considering 

attributes despite being classified as Indifferent. One factor, which correlates with the TS value, 

is the CS value. Many of the ten attributes also have low CS value, implying the uncertainty of 

the classification, nearly making it a combination between Indifferent and another 

classification. The 7 % rule prevents the attributes from being classified as combinations, but 

they should still be considered. This can be visually presented in the better/worse diagram in 

Figure 10 where these ten attributes are positioned in the top right corner of the Indifferent 

quadrant; attributes have been classified as Indifferent but can still make an impact on customer 

satisfaction. For instance, attribute number 5, “Use multiple filters simultaneously”, has a better 

value of 0,48 and a worse value of 0,4.  

As seen in Figure 10, many attributes are positioned in the indifferent quadrant. As stated 

before, only two attributes has been classified as Must-Be’s and One-Dimensional’s, however, 

combinations of classifications should also be considered, based on their position in the 

Better/worse diagram. 

 

Figure 10: Better/worse Diagram. Attributes with the classification Must-Be, One-Dimensional, as combination 

and Indifferent are represented by the colours red, orange, blue, and grey respectively. 

As seen in Figure 11, there are some differences between gender segments. Females classify 

“Filter by Price” as a combination of Must-Be and One-Dimensional while males classify it as 

Indifferent. The quantitative analysis showed that females had a total of six attributes with a 

combination of Must-Be whereas males had four. Males, on the other hand, classified “Choose 

product size” as a Must-Be where females had no attribute as only Must-Be. Both genders 

agreed on that “Loading speed” is One-Dimensional. Overall, females had 18 of 35 attributes 

classified as Indifferent whereas males had 28 of 35.  
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Between the age groups, all four groups agreed upon the classification of Must-Be for the 

attribute “Choose product size” (see Appendix O). All groups also agreed upon “Loading 

speed” being One-Dimensional. “Search function” has a somewhat coherent classification of 

Must-Be or a combination of Must-Be and One-Dimensional. All groups except people born 

between 1985-1989 classified “Categorise by product type” as Must-Be or a combination of 

Must-Be or One-Dimensional where they classified it as Indifferent. A notable difference is the 

attribute “Filter by size”. The age group 1995-2000 classified it as Must-Be, 1990-1994 and 

1985-1989 as a combination of Indifferent and Must-Be, and 1980-1984 as Indifferent. “Filter 

by sale” and “Filter by price” were classified as Attractive by the age group 1985-1989, 

Indifferent by 1980-1984 and is somewhat evenly divided between the four classifications for 

the last two age groups. 15 of the attributes were all classified as Indifferent by all the age 

groups.  

 

Figure 11: Demographical Differences Concerning Attribute Classifications. 

  

Number Attribute Male Female 1980-1984 1985-1989 1990-1994 1995-2000

Categorise

1 Categorise by gender I M/I/A I/M I/A I I/A/M

2 Categorise by new products I I I I I I

3 Categorise by product type I/M/O M/I/O M I O M/O/I

4 Search function O/M M/O M O/M/I O M/O

Filtering

5 Use multiple filters simultaneously I I/O/A I A/I I I

6 Filter by pattern I I I I I I

7 Filter by occasion I I I I I I

8 Filter by colour I I I I I I

9 Filter by material I I I I I I

10 Filter by style I I I I I I

11 Filter by fit I I I I I I

12 Filter by price I O/M I A I/O/M M/O/A/I

13 Filter by sale I O/A/I I A A/I/M/O I/O

14 Filter by size I/M M/O I I/M I/M/A M

Browsing

15 Function for saving products I I I I I A/I

16 Loading speed O O O O O O

17 See more product images by swiping I/A I/A I/A I/A A/I I

18 Size of product images can be adjusted I I/A I I I A/I

19 Clearly visible filtering button I/O I/O/A I I O/I A/O/I

Product Page

20 Browse between products by swiping I I I I I I

21 Browse product pictures by swiping I I I I I I/A

22 Suggestions of similar products I I I I I I/A

23 Information about working conditions during production I I I I I I

24 Information about product material I I I I I I

25 Information about product care instructions I I I I I I

26 Information about water usage during production I I I I I I

27 Size availability I I/A I I I/M/A I

28 Availability of product in store I I/A I I/A I I

29 Product video I I I I I I

30 Product reviews I A I A/I A/I A/I

31 Size suggestion based on weight and length I I I I I I/A

32 Size guide I I I I I I

33 Varying type of product image I A/I I/A I I I

34 Choose product colour I I/A I I I A/I

35 Choose product size M M/O M M M M
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5 Analysis and Discussion 

This chapter covers the analysis and discussion of the quantitative results.  

5.1 Attribute Analysis 

When analysing the results from the quantitative study, one can distinguish several interesting 

findings. These will be presented below.  

A reason for the considerable number of Indifferent attributes can be that the investigated 

attributes are rather technically detailed. The customer journey from thought to product, 

includes a need for a product, following important touchpoints with a company such as 

marketing, a satisfying shopping experience, flexible time and place delivery options, smooth 

boxing as well as the most important thing, a satisfying product. The customer journey includes 

many important parts with the shopping experience as one of many. The shopping experience 

in an application can then be divided into several sections, including the inspiration shopping 

stage, the browsing stage and the checkout stage. The browsing stage does, in turn, consist of a 

large number of attributes, some of them investigated in this project. The point is that 

performance attributes during product browsing are company-customer touchpoints on a high 

technical level. It might actually be the case that consumers sincerely are Indifferent to the 

investigated attributes, which conforms with the found classification results.  

Regarding the high technical level, the investigated attributes operate on different technical 

levels. For instance, the filtering function “Filter by occasion” or the product page attribute 

“Browse product by swiping” are technically very detailed, compared to other attributes, such 

as the categorise function “Search function”. A direct comparison between cluster categories 

can be biased since the categories consist of attributes with different level of technical detail. If 

investigated, a more appropriate comparison can be made between “Search function” and 

“Filtering function”. These are at the same level of calibre, which should give a fairer 

comparison. The technical level of attributes should most likely be considered when developing 

the questions and conducting a Kano questionnaire in the future.   

When comparing the cluster categories, the importance numbers are useful, as well as the 

classifications of the attributes in the clusters. Categorise and browsing are the two clusters with 

the highest average importance values, see Appendix J. Filtering and product page are the two 

clusters with the lowest average importance. These two clusters are in the top regarding the size 

of share of attributes classified as Indifferent. Filtering and product page have a share of 70 % 

and 86 % respectively. For categorise and browsing, these numbers are only 50 % and 40 %. 

These numbers imply that categorise and browsing should be considered as the most important 

cluster categories. However, this comparison can be perceived as faulty, since the comparison 

assumes the same level of technical detail, as described above. Additionally, alone, a filtering 

attribute might be Indifferent to customers, but together with other filtering functions, this might 

lead to a feeling of satisfaction. If all filtering attributes were to be clustered into one single 

attribute called “Filtering function” and this attribute was to be investigated, the attribute might 

not be classified as Indifferent, even though 7 out of 10 attributes were originally classified as 

Indifferent. Since all attributes contribute to the cluster performance in its entirety, especially 

for the filtering functions, it does not matter if some of the attributes exist and consume 

resources, even though customers see them as individually Indifferent. Also, the attributes in 
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category browsing such as “Loading speed” and “Function for saving products”, are not as 

technically detailed as the attributes in category filtering and product page. These attributes also 

make a bigger share of the total number of attributes in the browsing cluster category, impacting 

the average importance number in a more severe way. When comparing cluster categories, it is 

important to analyse results contextually and with a broad perspective. It is, as stated above, 

also important with the same technical level of attributes in the investigation, to be able to make 

a proper comparison.  

 

5.1.1 Better/Worse Diagrams and Self-Stated Importance 

As previously mentioned, the better/worse diagrams are effective partly when explaining the 

overall attribute situation including what classifications each attribute has, partly what potential 

opportunities or risks there are of succeeding or failing customer expectations of a specific 

attribute. In Appendix K, one better/worse diagram has been visualised for each cluster 

category. This has been done due to practical reasons when adding the possibility of including 

the dimension of self-stated importance. These better/worse diagrams work in the same way as 

in Figure 10, showing positions of attributes, but does also include the importance factor. The 

more important an attribute is for customers, the larger the circle is.  

One tendency is common for all diagrams, which is that circle size seems to vary depending on 

position in the diagram. The largest circles tend to appear in the right part of the diagram, where 

attributes that are One-Dimensional or Must-Be often position themselves. Relatively 

unimportant attributes, with importance values below 3, tend to gather in the third quadrant. 

That there is a correlation between attribute position and importance, confirms the classification 

findings and the constitution of the better/worse diagrams.  

So, what does this mean? One explanation of the position-circle size correlation is that answers 

might have influenced each other during the questionnaire, previously discussed in the method 

chapter. Another, more likely explanation is that consumers are highly aware of their own needs 

during their shopping experience, which is a good thing. Our view of customers can be 

confirmed using the importance factor; we can be sure that consumers are indifferent to a 

specific kind of attribute, and they are confident that they are indifferent. The high awareness 

of their own opinions also implies an engagement to the shopping experience in its entirety. 

Even though the majority of attributes are classified as Indifferent or as an Indifferent 

combination, the high awareness strengthens the importance of keeping track on customer 

expectations during mobile shopping. If highly important attributes were to be scattered across 

the diagram, with little or no correlation to position, this would imply that customers are having 

a hard time knowing what they think is important. This could be the case of an emerging market, 

with first-time or early stage customers, who have not yet familiarized themselves with the 

technology to have a critical view. Hence, the correlation found in the better/worse diagram is 

proof that the mobile shopping market is in its growth stage, where customer becomes more 

critical. At least, it is no longer in the emerging market stage.  

 

5.1.2 Resource Allocation 

As the general guideline suggests, the Must-Be attributes should be prioritised to be operating 

at a functional level, meaning that “Choose product size” and “Search function” should be 
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highly prioritised. The only attribute classified as One-Dimensional is the “Loading Speed” and 

it should be kept at a competitive level. “Filter by price” and “Clearly visible filtering button” 

is a combination of Indifferent and One-Dimensional which might mean that there are at least 

two distinct groups of people. One that does not care about the “Filter by price” and “Clearly 

visible filtering button”, and one group of people which do care. This gap might exist due to a 

gap in knowledge and experience. The same reasoning can be done with “Filter by size” and 

“Categorise by product type” which are combinations of Must-Be and Indifferent. “Filter by 

Sale” and “Product Reviews” are combinations of Indifferent and Attractive and could be an 

indication that the attributes are in a transaction from Indifferent to Attractive meaning that it 

follows the life cycle of a successful attribute and in the future, it might be classified as Must-

Be. 

With that being said, management should not always allocate resources based on the 

classification of attributes; each resource allocation must depend on several factors such as 

target group, the existing application and its present attributes, and the existing competitor 

application. As a company, you always want to find a competitive advantage by either finding 

attributes that customer wants but is not a part of a competitor’s offer, or simply being better 

on attributes present in your and your competitor’s application. The resource factor should also 

be considered. Some attributes can take months or years to implement and perfect, whereas 

others might be very easily implemented. As previously argued, filtering attributes might not 

be important alone, but in its entirety with the filtering attributes, it contributes to a potential 

upside for the customer. The implementation of filtering options differs depending on the 

already existing service. For instance, the first part of implementing filtering options in an 

application must be to label all products with tags such as appearance, fit, material. Next step 

would be to implement the entire system logistically in the application and in the entire product 

ecosystem. This implementation would require very much of both money and time resources. 

When comparing this implementation to the situation of already having a functioning filtering 

system and you would want to add just a new filtering option such as occasion or fit, there is a 

huge difference in resource need. In this case, this attribute might be better to implement instead 

of another attribute which, according to the M>O>A>I order, is more important. There might 

be an equally large upside or downside with the attributes, but when including the factor of 

economical funding in the reasoning, some attributes might be more important. 

As previously stated, many attributes have been classified as Indifferent, but they should still 

be considered when considering resource allocation. For instance, attribute number 5, 18, 27, 

28, 32, 33 and 34 have all been classified as Indifferent, but can potentially cause an absolutely 

considerable impact on customer satisfaction. Although these numbers are not relatively high, 

their size implies a reason for considering allocating resources for the attribute and include it in 

a mobile shopping application. Another reason for considering these attributes are the relatively 

high self-stated importance number. 8 of the 10 attributes classified as Indifferent, and with a 

TS over 50 %, has an importance value above average.  

 

5.2 Demographical Analysis 

The statement about market development stage can be strengthened by the demography 

diagrams in Appendix L. 32 % of the investigated population, has not shopped clothing in a 

mobile application during the previous year. 46 % has done it 1-6 times during the same time 

period. These numbers are for online shopping 7 % and 58 % respectively. These results imply 

that a great majority of people has shopped clothing online, but not quite as many have made 
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their first mobile clothing purchase. This shows that in Sweden, the mobile clothing shopping 

market is younger than the same for online, including shopping on desktop devices. This can 

be expected since the Swedish population was early adopters of the internet and the PC. When 

the smartphone was introduced during the late 2000s, many people in Sweden was already 

familiar with e-commerce, making them hesitant about learning a new technology, the m-

commerce. If this investigation was to be conducted with another population, i.e. with people 

living in China, results would surely be differing. Since hundreds of millions of Chinese people 

have not yet been introduced to the internet, and the same number of people have been 

introduced during the last decade, internet interactions on mobile platforms have been a natural 

choice. 

 

5.2.1 Differences Between Gender Segments 

Shopping frequency differences between the genders can be acknowledged (see Appendix M). 

In general, male shoppers are less frequent buyers than female shoppers, both regarding online 

and mobile. Concerning online, the share of people that have not shopped even once during the 

past year are both under 10 % for both genders: these are small shares compared to the other 

shopping frequency categories. In the more frequent categories, there is a difference. Women 

seem to shop clothing more frequently than men since the two latter categories for women are 

significantly larger than the respective categories for men. The same reasoning can be made 

concerning results regarding mobile shopping frequency, where female clothing shoppers buy 

products more often than men. The share of people that have shopped 1-6 times during the last 

year, is approximately equally large. The big difference is between high-end shoppers and low-

end shoppers; the two most frequent shares, including people that have purchased clothing  

7-12 and 13+ times during the past 12 months, are 18 % for men and 27 % for women.  

When analysing the better/worse values between genders (see Appendix N)  it can be seen that 

females are more positive since their average better value is higher. However, they also have a 

higher worse value than males which means that they will be more dissatisfied if a quality 

attribute is not fulfilled. Females also have higher average importance values. Since women 

have a higher shopping frequency and higher demands of the performance of application 

attributes, the conclusion that increased usage correlates with an increase in awareness of 

service performance can be drawn. For instance, females classified “Product reviews” as 

Attractive which could indicate they have used that attribute more and is in another part of the 

life cycle than males. It may also explain the reason of females classifying 18 of 35 attributes 

as Indifferent when males had 28 of 35 classified as Indifferent. 

  

5.2.2 Differences Between Age Segments 

According to the shopping habits in Appendix O, there seem to be no significant differences 

between age groups. Regarding shopping habits on all online platforms, the results show that 

all age groups have similar shopping habits. This is true for mobile as well, with one age group 

as an exception. The youngest group, including people born between 1995-2000, tends to shop 

less frequent. Not only does this age group has fewest respondents that shop very frequent, 7-

12 and 13+ times per year, but they also have a significantly large portion of people that have 

not shopped even once the previous 12 months. For the other three age groups, the share of 

people that have shopped zero times during the past year, is 27 %, 29 %, 27 % respectively. For 
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the youngest group, this share is 42 %. This may also be seen when analysing the quality 

attributes. The quality attributes “See more product images by swiping” were classified as a 

combination of Indifferent and Attractive by all the age groups expect people born between 

1995-2000 which could indicate that the youngest age group is in another part in the life cycle 

and have not yet explored this attribute. So why do young people use mobile applications less? 

One reason could be that younger people are pickier regarding their experience. Since desktop 

e-commerce was developed during the 2000s, and mobile e-commerce only saw its daylight 

after the smartphone was developed after 2007, the desktop experience has always been more 

developed and given more resources. If one assumes that this relationship is still present, this 

could be a reason for the youngest people to stay with desktop e-commerce. Since the internet 

was publicly released in the late 1990s, older people of Generation Y accept an unsatisfactory 

experience, making them resistant to minor flaws of the mobile application. The youngest 

group, however, expect a high-quality experience, resulting in them using desktop e-commerce. 

The people born between 1995-2000 are in 2019 between 24-19 years old with a different 

economic situation compared to the other age groups which could explain the differences in 

shopping frequencies.  

However, a difference can be seen when observing the better/worse diagrams in Appendix O. 

The two groups with the youngest respondents, both have a higher average better value and a 

higher average worse value. This implies that younger people get more satisfied when an 

attribute is achieved with high performance. However, the potential dissatisfaction if attributes 

are underachieved is also larger. This cohere with the previous statements about younger people 

being pickier when it comes to their user experience. The youngest groups also have a higher 

average importance number, implying that they care for their experience.  

 

5.3 Kano Analysis 

When analysing the differences between the 5-level Kano questionnaire to the 3-level Kano 

questionnaire the difference of complexity is present. The 5-level Kano questionnaire might 

have too many alternatives given that the average respondent will not read the instruction 

carefully even when encouraged to. This might lead to unreliable result since the respondent 

has not fully grasped the method. For instance, in the questionnaire the alternatives were always 

presented in the following order: I like it that way, It must be that way, I am neutral, I can live 

with it that way, I dislike it that way and other. It was described in the instructions that the 

alternatives were not ranked in any way, meaning that theoretically the alternatives could have 

been randomised for each question which would force the respondent to carefully read every 

question. One problem with this would be the time consumption making it not feasible. 

However, by reading some of the comments made by respondents in the questionnaire, there 

were occasions where they asked why the alternatives were not ranked from best to worse. The 

conclusions drawn from this is that the respondent may give unreliable results because of lack 

of understanding of the 5-level Kano questionnaire and the factor of motivating the respondent 

to carefully read and understand the method is vital. If fully understood the 5-level Kano 

questionnaire may have its advantage over the 3-level Kano questionnaire and vice versa. For 

instance, if a respondent has knowledge about, and has adapted new attributes or technologies 

it may give more correct classification with more alternatives. The resolution of the result would 

be better. Also, if investigating a specific technology or branch in-depth e.g. different kind of 

filtering options like filtering by occasion, filtering by pattern, filtering by fit et cetera. 

However, if investigating at a broader level, only classifying the overall ability to filter it may 

be enough to use the 3-level Kano questionnaire.     
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When executing the analysis, some problems and thoughts occurred regarding the Theory of 

Attractive Quality. As previously described, we chose to analyse our results using Kano’s chart 

of evaluation, see Figure 5. Berger et al. (1993) discuss the problematics concerning the 

evaluation chart. Some combinations of answers do simply not make sense, as previously 

named authors have discussed. However, we think there are more cell classifications that should 

be critically investigated. Concerning the Questionable classification: there are several cells 

that should be considered changing to Q, in addition to the suggestions from Berger et al. 

(1993). These are combination 2:2 and 4:4. Further, there are also doubts regarding position 

2:1, 1:2, 5:4 and 4:5. In Figure 12, these cells have been marked with an orange text. The doubts 

are based on phrasing the questions and answers, resulting in these cells. To result in position 

1:2, a respondent has to answer: “I like it that way” and “It must be that way” when asked if an 

attribute does and does not exist respectively. This situation is rather hard to imagine; what kind 

of attribute makes a customer happy if fulfilled, but if not fulfilled, it is a must be for the 

customer? The whole situation seems rather unreasonable. We have no suggestions on a 

substitutive classification but want to recognize the absurdity of some situations.  

The large portion of attributes classified as Indifferent made us notice that 9 out of 25 cells in 

the Kano chart of evaluation (see Figure 5) is represented by the Indifferent classification. Also, 

for this classification, there are doubts regarding some of the possible scenarios. For instance, 

according to the classical Kano chart of evaluation, the combination of an “It must be that way” 

and “I am neutral”, ends up being classified as Indifferent. Since the dysfunctional part of the 

question is neutral, a sort of indifference seems reasonable. However, if you compare this with 

the example “I can live with it” and “I am neutral”, it cannot possibly end up being the same 

classification. Also, if you consider that the upper right half of the evaluation chart has a positive 

impact on the respondent, along with the reason above, it might give an indication that these 

Indifferent elements should be evaluated differently. In Figure 12, an extended classification 

chart is presented where I+ is a classification with an in some way positive impact on the 

respondent. I- is the inverse of I+ and I is a pure neutral classification. This extended Kano chart 

of evaluation could be a way to distinguish positive Indifferent attributes from the attributes 

that respondents find to be purely Indifferent. This method could be useful in cases where many 

of the attributes are classified as Indifferent. The dividing of the classification Indifferent would 

possibly result in an increased focus on the other classifications. This is what happened after a 

classification test using the extended chart of evaluation, see Appendix P.  

 

Figure 12: Extended Kano chart of evaluation. 
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As seen in the table in Appendix P, only 16 attributes are classified as Indifferent or as 

combinations of Indifferent. This number was previously 25. The Attractive classification is 

involved in 19 attribute classification. These results confirm that many respondents answered 

in a way that would lead to an I+, meaning a type of indifference but with a positive factor to 

it. Since there are two more classifications in the method with the extended chart of evaluation, 

the CS threshold value was lowered from 7 % to 5 %, to limit the share of combinations.  

Problems arise when using the extended Kano chart of evaluation when making further analysis 

and visualising results in for instance a better/worse diagram. The equations of the better and 

worse values consider the four classifications Must-Be, One-Dimensional, Attractive and 

Indifferent. If these classifications were to be six instead of four, to what extent should the new 

two classifications impact the better and worse values? I+ could be considered as a combination 

of Indifferent and Attractive, and I- a combination of Indifferent and a negative type of 

Attractive. The better value’s numerator is the sum of the percentage of respondents resulting 

in One-Dimensional and Attractive, see equation (1), e.g. the two classifications that have the 

potential of heavily increasing a customer’s satisfaction, if fulfilled. The I+ value should be 

included in this numerator since it to some extent contribute to customer satisfaction. However, 

since the I+ consist of positivity and neutrality, it cannot just be added to the sum; an I+ factor 

should be developed. So, what would determine this factor? Should the equation be seen as an 

exponential type of fulfiller, or should the equation be linear? This reasoning creates a problem, 

implying that different types of I+’s and I’s should exist, depending on how the attribute affects 

customer satisfaction. Also, to fully determine the factor, additional information about the 

degree of achievement would be needed. This would also complicate what kind of attributes 

that actually can be investigated, since some attributes are binary, and some are not, i.e. “Filter 

by price” and “Loading speed”.  

One reason for the few One-Dimensional attributes can be caused by binary logic connected to 

attributes investigated. As expectations are in some manner, formed by previous experiences 

and what the customer wishes they were like. As for instance, some filter attributes such as 

“Filter by pattern” can be, based on previous experiences in existing applications, hard to 

visualise. Either there is an option for filtering on pattern, or there is not. The same reasoning 

cannot be made regarding the attribute “Loading speed”. It seems reasonable that this attribute 

has been classified as One-Dimensional, because the faster and smoother the application run, 

the better for the customer. This reasoning leads to the choice of focusing on efficiency or 

effectiveness. There is a difference between asking a question like “If the application loads fast, 

how do you feel?” and “If there is a filter for pattern, how would you feel?”. The first questions 

focus on how well an attribute is performed, resulting in an investigation of efficiency. The 

second question, focus on whether or not an attribute exists, resulting in an investigation of 

effectiveness. For increased relevance and validity in future studies, an approach where you 

either investigate efficiency or effectiveness, might be the best way forward. Regarding the 

binary logic in the conducted study, the majority of questions concerns attribute investigations 

of effectiveness, i.e. whether an attribute exists or not, and how a customer finds that situation. 

This might have affected the results, leading to fewer One-Dimensional attributes.  
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5.4 Method Discussion 

5.4.1 Qualitative Study 

The choice of conducting the frame of reference before the qualitative study is considered as 

correct with the motivation it is beneficial to have a deeper knowledge and a deeper 

understanding of relevant topics before starting to collect data. A disadvantage with 

unstructured interviews as a foundation to the overall study is that you might not identify all 

relevant attributes. The attributes investigated in the questionnaire, are based on attributes found 

in the interviews which are, in turn, based on attributes already present in an existing service. 

This result in that questionnaire respondents will inform authors about expectancy regarding an 

existing application and not the expectations of an ideal application. The study is, therefore, 

increasing efficiency regarding attributes, i.e. increasing the knowledge of already known 

attributes. The effectiveness of the study is however limited, because of the lack of finding and 

investigating hidden or ideal attributes in a mobile application.  

Yin (2004) states that observation is an opportunity to collect data in its natural setting. 

However, since the used method was complete participation it might have led to observation 

bias since the interviewer interfered with the field test. This was dealt with through as little 

interference as possible but with asking the respondent to think out loud and asking the 

respondent to clarify some statements occurring. An alternative approach would have been 

using complete observation, with the risk of more passive respondents. If used, data obtained 

might have been more difficult to analyse due to the lack of communication.     

According to Voss (2002), bias in interviews can occur. The respondent can, for instance, not 

remember an important event or problem correctly, or they might have predetermined opinion 

about a certain topic, the questions might be unclear, the interviewer can guide or lead the 

respondent in the desired direction which suits their answers the interviewer wants to hear. To 

avoid some of the bias occurring the interview protocol was pilot tested but since the used 

interview technique was unstructured interviews unclear questions was not a problem. 

However, the instructions given might be unclear. As mentioned above, to avoid leading the 

respondent in a specific direction, as little interference as possible was made, since the goal of 

the interview was exploring the quality attributes used in an application. The interview protocol 

was chosen only to be pilot tested once due to time limitations. The saved time was instead used 

to conducting more interviews. The respondent of the interviews were students at the university, 

friends, and family. Even distribution of gender, occupation, and age was considered. This 

sampling technique was also time efficient, but another approach would have been using 

convenience sampling asking random people when the time was convenient. However, this 

could have led to bias since only some part of the population are free during the day. 

Due to various reasons, authors have not spent much time at Nepa’s office in Stockholm. If 

authors would have been more at the office, more relevant insights might have been found when 

discussing the problem with competent personnel at Nepa. First, since Nepa actually is a market 

research company, operating in the retail market, the frame of reference would have been more 

connected to the industry, which would have given authors a broader and deeper understanding 

of the problem. Second, since Nepa have employees with high academical degrees, experience, 

and know-how concerning the retail market, the academical part of the problem could have 

been investigated in a deeper way. The project could have been more influenced by the 

company as well. If contact had been more continuous, the project might have been of more 

interest to Nepa. The choice of investigated applications in the qualitative study might have 

been different. The decision not to sit at Nepa’s office might have led to limitations in interview 
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techniques and a lot of valuable information might have been missed out. This was compensated 

through a thorough literature review in the topic of interview techniques.  

A different approach of the data collection would have been to first scrutinize the app, finding 

some of the hidden attributes, followed by a change in the method design, using semi structured-

interviews, aiming at addressing the hidden attributes. The used qualitative data collection is 

limited in the sense that it only takes four already existing products into consideration. An 

alternative solution might have led the result in a slightly different direction. 

The method of clustering attributes in the qualitative data analysis, should have been 

investigated in a deeper manner. Advantages and disadvantages of the KJ-method should have 

been considered, which might have resulted in a different categorization of attributes. The 

reduction of number of attributes from 53 to 35 was not done using a specific method, rather it 

was done using authors personal perspective of the attributes. A large number of attributes was 

sifted, increasing the risk of not investigating potentially interesting attributes. Since the 

attributes were to be used in a questionnaire, the explanation of attributes had to be made simple, 

which in some cases was impossible due to the complexity of attributes. Authors based the 

choice of attributes on other relevant factors such as focusing on attributes concerning the 

practical function of an attribute, instead of attributes concerning design or inspirational parts 

of the application. This might also have removed interesting attributes; however, this reduction 

and delimitation were necessary to maintain a high level of understanding for respondents to 

the questionnaire. The clustering of attributes into four categories, based on parts of the 

customer journey, was a successful choice. Since some attributes were complex and somewhat 

hard to understand, the clustering helped the respondent of understanding the context he/she 

would rate the attribute in.  

 

5.4.2 Quantitative Study 

An alternative to a 5-level Kano questionnaire, direct questions could have been used. However, 

Löfgren (2006) concluded that the best approach to classify attributes would be to use a 5-level 

Kano questionnaire followed by a 3-level Kano questionnaire. Due to time limitations, only a 

5-level Kano questionnaire was conducted but it should be taken into consideration. When 

comparing the 5-level Kano to the 3-level Kano, Löfgren (2006) had eight out of nine attributes 

classified differently between the two approaches. 

Regarding the questionnaire design, questions were presented in the way of gathering all 

questions regarding each attribute to one place, instead of first asking the Kano questions and 

then asking the self-stated importance questions. This might have increased clarity for the 

respondent. This is because there was some complexity concerning contextualizing some 

attributes and gathering several questions regarding the same attribute or function, probably 

increased clarity because of the narrowing of focus. A disadvantage with this choice might be 

that biased results will appear due to the influencing between the two type of questions. For 

instance, once a respondent has chosen alternatives resulting in a Must-Be classification, he/she 

might be keener to choose an importance number of the higher grade. The questions’ answers 

might affect each other in that manner. To decrease complexity for the respondent, the simpler 

3-level Kano questionnaire could have been conducted. This questionnaire makes it easier for 

respondents, however, the results obtained from a 3-level questionnaire is not as detailed as the 

results from a 5-level questionnaire. A 3-level questionnaire might be useful when investigating 

more technically specific attributes, as some of the attributes in this study, and a 5-level 
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approach could be more suitable when investigating broader attributes, such as “customer 

support” or “application design”. The choice of using importance questions with five answer 

alternatives instead of nine might have also increased clarity. It seems unnecessary to divide a 

respondent’s opinion into nine different steps: the small steps between each alternative would 

only confuse the respondent, making it an energy-wasting part of the questionnaire. This choice 

was made in countenance with Nepa. 

The pilot tests were crucial when acquiring data through the questionnaire; fewer 

misunderstandings for the respondents during information interpretation results in less biased 

results. The making of two divided pilot tests with two different test objectives was good 

because it focused on two important areas, affecting the results of the questionnaire. Pilot test 

B1, focusing on questionnaire length, was important because of the test, the decision of 

executing the questionnaire with 35 questions could be made. Pilot test B1 could have been 

done with a few more test respondents, however, the results from this pilot test coherently 

showed that a questionnaire with 35 questions was possible, which made the decision easy. 

Pilot test B2, focusing on the questionnaire and information design, was carried out with 20 

respondents, which was a number large enough for analysing if the data was gathered in a proper 

way. This pilot test was made when the questionnaire was designed in Google Forms, which 

was not the final questionnaire software. This pilot test should have been executed in the 

Confirmit software instead, partly because of different software design, partly because of the 

difference in information in the questionnaire. A third pilot test could have been executed, but 

due to time constraints, this was not a possibility. For the entirety however, the pilot tests 

conducted with the Google Forms design, was sufficient when deciding if the information and 

question descriptions were clear enough. A more detailed measurement of questionnaire 

duration could have been done as well, to get a broader understanding of duration of the 

questionnaire. That the questionnaire was sent to 50 respondents and then to the remaining 

population also increased the validity of the questionnaire since this functioned as a third pilot 

test. The data from 50 respondents were analysed to see if there were any respondent hardships 

concerning specific questions.  

The possibility of customizing the questionnaire further was made because of changing the 

questionnaire software to Confirmit. One customization was the enabling of randomizing 

questions, which probably made the results less biased. If not randomized, questions regarding 

specific attributes would always appear in the beginning or end of the questionnaire, where 

results might have been affected by the alertness of the respondent. Another customization was 

the dividing of the questionnaire into three parts, where respondents would receive two parts. 

This decreased the risk of respondent fatigue which would have affected the results. The parts, 

however, was presented to the respondent chronologically, increasing the contextualizing for 

the respondent, since the parts were created based on the customer journey clustering. The 

customizations made were done in coherence with Nepa, where the authors used the expertise 

and knowledge of Nepa employees, to make the best questionnaire decisions. This increases 

the validity of the questionnaire and results as well.  

Since the questionnaire was conducted through Nepa, the opinions of a large number of 

respondents were available. This might have affected the study both positively as well as 

negatively. Some positive sides are the large sample size that was used. This increases the 

validity of results dramatically since sufficiently large sample size is crucial when drawing 

conclusions from quantitative studies. However, since the respondents are panellists, the 

questionnaire might have been one among others, meaning focus might have been lower than 

if for respondents, the questionnaire was a task done one time only. Unfortunately, panellists 

might have a generally lower level of focus, causing them to not fully understand the 
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questionnaire questions. The questionnaire duration median was approximately seven minutes, 

which was shorter than the expected duration of 10-14 minutes. Since the Kano method is quite 

complex compared to other investigation methods, the questionnaire duration median should 

have taken more time than seven minutes. This implies the possibility that the Kano method is 

too complex for respondents to understand. To handle this problem, one could narrow down 

the scope even more. The whole study could have focused on filtering options alone, with only 

ten attributes investigated.  

Concerning the data analysis, there were some respondents answering the questionnaire faulty. 

The method used, including the counting of chosen alternatives to find for instance respondents 

with only one type of answer, was constructed without investigating if there were any other 

methods of finding faulty answers. An investigation of standardized ways of finding unreliable 

answers could have been conducted, minimizing the risk of removing respondents who 

answered in a proper way. However, each one of the 28 respondents removed from the results, 

was individually investigated to see if the respondent’s answers were legitimate or not.  
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6 Conclusions 

This chapter concludes the work and summarises the findings of the research questions together with a 

reflection on possible further work. 

6.1 Summary of the Research Questions’ Results 

RQ1: What is the classification of attributes in a mobile purchasing fashion application? 

35 quality attributes were investigated by applying the Theory of Attractive Quality. “Choose 

product size” was the only attribute classified as Must-Be. “Loading Speed” was classified as 

One-Dimensional. “Search Function”, “Categorise by product type”, “Filter by size”, “Filter by 

price”, “Filter by sale”, “Clearly visible filtering button”, “See more product images by 

swiping”, and “Product reviews” were combinations. 25 of 35 attributes were classified as 

Indifferent. 

RQ2: What are important attributes for customers when ordering clothing in a mobile 

application? 

The quality attributes which are considered important are the once classified as Must-Be, One-

Dimensional, and Attractive or if any of the mentioned classifications are present in a 

combination. Thus, the important attributes are the one’s stated above. However, important 

attributes should not only be based on the classifications, but also factors like better/worse 

values, importance values, and synergies with other attributes.  

RQ3: If any, what are the demographical differences concerning attribute preferences, between 

segments within Generation Y?  

Of all the attributes classified as Must-Be or a combination of Must-Be, the difference between 

genders is only one attribute, which is Categorise by gender. Females classified it as a 

combination of Must-Be and males as Indifferent. The overall classification of Must-Be is 

otherwise is coherent.  Females seem to have more opinions and are more open-minded than 

males with 18 of 35 attributes classified as Indifferent, compared to males had 28 of 35 

classified as Indifferent. Concluding that males only care for the necessities and females has 

more opinions about attributes in applications.  

The age group 1980-1984 had most numbers of Indifferent but also the highest number of 

attributes classified as purely Must-Be. The conclusion from this is that they mostly care for 

the basic attributes in the app and they do not care for the extra features. The younger age 

segments had fewer attributes classified as Indifferent and also higher better, worse and 

importance values. This implies that younger people have higher demands than older people.  

 

6.2 Main Contributions 

Main contributions of the study concluded in a decent overview of consumers expectations of 

attributes in applications in clothing m-commerce. Hopefully, this report might inspire both 

market researchers and retailers to further investigate customer expectations, creating satisfied 

customers by addressing resources to implementations most efficient on the company’s target 
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group. Companies investigating consumer experience and expectations might try using the 

Theory of Attractive Quality and in the long term, the theory can be an established method of 

market research.  

Moreover, contributions to academia were made in the analysis, when discussing the 

possibilities of an extended Kano chart of evaluation, hopefully leading to further research and 

improvements to the Theory of Attractive Quality.  

 

6.3 Managerial Implications 

Concerning usable implications, there are some areas that we want to acknowledge. Since Kano 

questions are quite complex to respondents, relative to regular survey questions, it might be 

important to investigate few attributes at a time. That respondents really understand the 

questions and the answer alternatives, including that answer alternatives, are not ranked, is vital 

when wanting to get reliable results. Also, there is a point of investigating attributes with the 

same level of technical detail. Better conclusions can be made with this in mind. Further, it is 

important to understand the difference in the 3-level and 5-level Kano questionnaire. The level 

of complexity differs for respondents as well as the results conducted from the study. A 3-level 

Kano questionnaire might be enough when investigating attributes of a relatively low level of 

complexity.  

 

6.4 Future Research  

Problems and interesting topics connected to the method and analysis of this thesis could be 

further investigated. Below are a few examples of possible future investigations. 

- Investigations about the difference between perceived quality and expected quality.  

- Research about the Kano chart of evaluation, possibly leading to a difference in the 

method of the Theory of Attractive Quality. How should the chart be formed? 

- How should new classifications impact customer satisfaction? Research about 

reforming the calculation of better/worse values, including recognition of the values of 

new classification.  
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Appendix A 

List of Respondents / Interview Data 
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Appendix B 

Interview Schedule 

   

08-feb 09-feb 10-feb 11-feb 12-feb 13-feb 14-feb 15-feb 16-feb 17-feb 18-feb 19-feb 20-feb 21-feb 22-feb

Fri Sat Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

07:00 07:30

08:00 08:30 5

09:00 09:30

10:00 10:30 10

11:00 11:30 15

12:00 12:30

13:00 13:30 8 7

14:00 14:30 1 2

15:00 15:30 6

16:00 16:30 12 3

17:00 17:30 4 9

18:00 18:30 11 13

19:00 19:30 14 16
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Appendix C 

Interview Protocol 

Intervju om upplevd kvalitet i applikation 

Denna intervju kommer att spelas in och vara anonym. Detta så att resultat kan tolkas på bästa 

sätt. Är detta okej? 

 

Frågor 

Vad är din ålder? 

 

Kön? 

o Man 

o Kvinna 

o Annat 

 

Sysselsättning? 

o Jobbar 

o Student 

o Annat 

 

Hur många gånger har du handlat klädsel online under det senaste året?  

o 1–2 gånger/år 

o 3–4 gånger/år 

o 5–6 gånger/år 

o 7–8 gånger/år 



E 

 

o 9–10 gånger/år 

o 11–12 gånger/år 

o 13–14 gånger/år 

o 15+ gånger/år 

 

Genomförande 

Hitta ett plagg i appen som du vill köpa. Plagget ska vara något du har på dig på överkroppen 

exempelvis skjorta, blus, linne, t-shirt eller tröja. 

Det behöver inte gå snabbt, undersök gärna olika delar av appen. Prioritera att hitta ett plagg du 

är nöjd med. 

Kommentera allt du har en åsikt om och även funktioner som inte påverkar dig. Prata högt om 

de val du gör och varför du gör dem. Vad ser du på skärmen just nu? Vi kommer sedan att ställa 

frågor om de val du gör och ditt tillvägagångssätt. 

 

Har du några frågor?  

 

1. Starta applikation 

 

2. Hitta plagget 

 

3. Lägg i varukorgen 
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Appendix D 

Pilot B1 Questionnaire Design 
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Appendix E 

Pilot B1 Questionnaire Time Evaluation 
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Appendix F 

Pilot B2 Questionnaire Design 
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Appendix G 

Pilot B2 Questionnaire Instructions 
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Appendix H 

Pilot B2 Questionnaire – Question Design 
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Appendix I 

Suspicious Data 

 

  

Response ID Counting 1 Counting 2 Counting 3 Counting 4 Counting 5 Counting 6 Response ID Counting 1 Counting 2 Counting 3 Counting 4 Counting 5 Counting 6

1 2% 2% 92% 4% 0% 0% 65 31% 15% 15% 12% 27% 0%

2 13% 11% 32% 26% 18% 0% 66 0% 0% 98% 0% 2% 0%

3 0% 17% 40% 42% 0% 0% 67 52% 0% 6% 8% 35% 0%

4 10% 19% 44% 13% 13% 0% 68 21% 19% 27% 13% 19% 0%

5 37% 8% 16% 11% 21% 8% 69 33% 4% 21% 10% 33% 0%

6 11% 24% 42% 16% 8% 0% 70 29% 18% 13% 18% 21% 0%

7 10% 16% 52% 12% 10% 0% 71 44% 4% 26% 2% 24% 0%

8 40% 8% 42% 6% 4% 0% 72 24% 20% 12% 6% 38% 0%

9 58% 16% 16% 0% 10% 0% 73 32% 6% 42% 14% 6% 0%

10 23% 10% 29% 21% 17% 0% 74 0% 0% 92% 5% 3% 0%

11 0% 0% 95% 3% 3% 0% 75 15% 8% 38% 27% 12% 0%

12 0% 30% 44% 16% 10% 0% 76 10% 6% 46% 25% 13% 0%

13 8% 14% 22% 30% 26% 0% 77 0% 11% 68% 18% 3% 0%

14 3% 13% 34% 45% 5% 0% 78 20% 10% 40% 10% 20% 0%

15 25% 19% 17% 25% 10% 4% 79 14% 8% 46% 28% 4% 0%

16 27% 12% 23% 13% 21% 4% 80 26% 5% 45% 16% 8% 0%

17 26% 0% 53% 18% 3% 0% 81 0% 0% 95% 3% 3% 0%

18 24% 18% 8% 16% 34% 0% 82 5% 47% 26% 16% 5% 0%

19 42% 2% 4% 48% 4% 0% 83 0% 0% 5% 66% 26% 3%

20 24% 18% 21% 21% 16% 0% 84 27% 13% 19% 23% 17% 0%

21 24% 21% 5% 24% 26% 0% 85 20% 22% 10% 34% 14% 0%

22 18% 14% 38% 6% 24% 0% 86 28% 12% 28% 6% 26% 0%

23 10% 35% 15% 29% 12% 0% 87 4% 6% 54% 29% 8% 0%

24 13% 3% 55% 21% 8% 0% 88 24% 16% 34% 4% 22% 0%

25 6% 4% 81% 2% 8% 0% 89 24% 11% 26% 21% 18% 0%

26 10% 16% 26% 30% 18% 0% 90 34% 3% 24% 0% 39% 0%

27 30% 4% 38% 8% 20% 0% 91 26% 16% 29% 16% 8% 5%

28 26% 18% 5% 13% 37% 0% 92 13% 5% 47% 18% 13% 3%

29 0% 5% 53% 34% 8% 0% 93 13% 2% 81% 2% 2% 0%

30 21% 10% 29% 25% 13% 2% 94 0% 10% 56% 35% 0% 0%

31 15% 17% 29% 15% 23% 0% 95 22% 2% 54% 10% 12% 0%

32 10% 10% 50% 26% 4% 0% 96 4% 33% 13% 21% 29% 0%

33 24% 8% 42% 5% 21% 0% 97 27% 17% 15% 17% 23% 0%

34 4% 15% 27% 38% 12% 4% 98 22% 18% 28% 24% 8% 0%

35 18% 26% 13% 21% 21% 0% 99 0% 0% 98% 0% 2% 0%

36 17% 13% 38% 4% 27% 0% 100 8% 0% 84% 0% 8% 0%

37 26% 12% 28% 6% 28% 0% 101 0% 18% 68% 3% 11% 0%

38 26% 4% 46% 12% 12% 0% 102 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

39 27% 8% 44% 4% 17% 0% 103 12% 12% 37% 29% 12% 0%

40 39% 0% 18% 13% 29% 0% 104 11% 21% 32% 11% 13% 13%

41 21% 17% 33% 6% 23% 0% 105 36% 6% 14% 24% 20% 0%

42 2% 18% 34% 36% 10% 0% 106 40% 4% 4% 16% 36% 0%

43 0% 26% 52% 10% 12% 0% 107 5% 0% 87% 3% 5% 0%

44 16% 24% 24% 26% 8% 3% 108 24% 10% 28% 10% 28% 0%

45 11% 8% 66% 13% 3% 0% 109 37% 0% 32% 11% 21% 0%

46 15% 19% 27% 21% 17% 0% 110 37% 0% 37% 10% 17% 0%

47 0% 6% 26% 68% 0% 0% 111 27% 13% 15% 31% 13% 0%

48 2% 37% 10% 38% 13% 0% 112 37% 58% 0% 3% 0% 3%

49 0% 46% 4% 4% 46% 0% 113 24% 8% 26% 18% 24% 0%

50 17% 2% 60% 2% 19% 0% 114 20% 6% 64% 2% 8% 0%

51 5% 11% 66% 3% 16% 0% 115 20% 26% 40% 4% 8% 2%

52 13% 16% 47% 8% 16% 0% 116 26% 18% 10% 30% 16% 0%

53 24% 16% 22% 22% 16% 0% 117 12% 13% 13% 25% 37% 0%

54 2% 8% 38% 30% 2% 20% 118 37% 5% 18% 26% 13% 0%

55 23% 17% 13% 23% 23% 0% 119 29% 11% 32% 11% 18% 0%

56 10% 12% 60% 12% 8% 0% 120 12% 13% 50% 13% 12% 0%

57 4% 6% 30% 26% 28% 6% 121 29% 8% 44% 13% 6% 0%

58 29% 0% 45% 8% 18% 0% 122 26% 18% 16% 10% 30% 0%

59 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 123 28% 6% 42% 6% 18% 0%

60 32% 4% 28% 28% 8% 0% 124 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%

61 0% 5% 79% 8% 8% 0% 125 23% 4% 52% 4% 17% 0%

62 20% 2% 62% 8% 8% 0% 126 37% 3% 47% 8% 5% 0%

63 36% 10% 6% 4% 44% 0% 127 30% 14% 16% 18% 22% 0%

64 15% 8% 44% 19% 10% 4% 128 26% 5% 39% 3% 26% 0%



L 

 

 

  

Response ID Counting 1 Counting 2 Counting 3 Counting 4 Counting 5 Counting 6 Response ID Counting 1 Counting 2 Counting 3 Counting 4 Counting 5 Counting 6

129 13% 17% 31% 31% 8% 0% 193 12% 17% 33% 15% 21% 2%

130 18% 16% 34% 13% 18% 0% 194 15% 35% 15% 12% 21% 2%

131 14% 24% 24% 14% 24% 0% 195 2% 13% 21% 40% 23% 0%

132 35% 2% 29% 19% 15% 0% 196 24% 11% 34% 16% 16% 0%

133 21% 5% 50% 3% 21% 0% 197 20% 28% 6% 8% 38% 0%

134 24% 3% 50% 16% 8% 0% 198 21% 16% 24% 16% 24% 0%

135 6% 29% 35% 13% 17% 0% 199 0% 6% 58% 30% 4% 2%

136 2% 22% 30% 20% 26% 0% 200 44% 10% 12% 22% 12% 0%

137 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 201 18% 14% 30% 26% 12% 0%

138 4% 0% 90% 0% 6% 0% 202 25% 8% 19% 23% 25% 0%

139 13% 21% 32% 18% 16% 0% 203 26% 8% 32% 8% 26% 0%

140 6% 37% 25% 31% 2% 0% 204 35% 12% 10% 33% 12% 0%

141 20% 10% 38% 12% 20% 0% 205 3% 24% 26% 32% 16% 0%

142 13% 13% 47% 3% 24% 0% 206 11% 16% 42% 18% 13% 0%

143 48% 2% 4% 10% 36% 0% 207 24% 10% 28% 16% 20% 2%

144 13% 16% 42% 13% 16% 0% 208 25% 8% 38% 13% 15% 0%

145 6% 17% 60% 17% 0% 0% 209 44% 0% 56% 0% 0% 0%

146 8% 8% 29% 39% 16% 0% 210 0% 2% 87% 10% 2% 0%

147 46% 0% 14% 8% 32% 0% 211 0% 32% 18% 2% 48% 0%

148 26% 10% 30% 14% 20% 0% 212 44% 48% 6% 2% 0% 0%

149 0% 4% 4% 60% 33% 0% 213 24% 18% 16% 14% 28% 0%

150 6% 31% 44% 15% 4% 0% 214 11% 11% 39% 21% 16% 3%

151 0% 0% 95% 3% 3% 0% 215 24% 5% 34% 13% 16% 8%

152 31% 12% 15% 12% 31% 0% 216 45% 0% 21% 3% 32% 0%

153 39% 11% 0% 29% 21% 0% 217 44% 8% 38% 2% 8% 0%

154 34% 6% 30% 14% 16% 0% 218 17% 25% 10% 31% 17% 0%

155 37% 3% 11% 21% 24% 5% 219 44% 0% 12% 10% 35% 0%

156 27% 23% 25% 6% 19% 0% 220 18% 21% 21% 11% 29% 0%

157 2% 4% 56% 34% 4% 0% 221 14% 14% 32% 26% 14% 0%

158 29% 8% 21% 13% 24% 5% 222 50% 4% 0% 32% 14% 0%

159 16% 22% 18% 14% 30% 0% 223 58% 40% 2% 0% 0% 0%

160 6% 4% 71% 8% 12% 0% 224 8% 20% 26% 22% 18% 6%

161 25% 4% 56% 4% 12% 0% 225 8% 29% 26% 8% 29% 0%

162 45% 5% 8% 26% 16% 0% 226 35% 0% 29% 21% 15% 0%

163 16% 10% 50% 16% 8% 0% 227 32% 5% 24% 21% 18% 0%

164 54% 42% 0% 4% 0% 0% 228 12% 10% 46% 17% 15% 0%

165 0% 0% 98% 0% 2% 0% 229 29% 15% 21% 17% 17% 0%

166 4% 6% 14% 52% 18% 6% 230 4% 19% 44% 13% 19% 0%

167 0% 4% 65% 31% 0% 0% 231 25% 4% 48% 15% 6% 2%

168 0% 0% 34% 58% 8% 0% 232 0% 3% 58% 39% 0% 0%

169 2% 20% 30% 40% 8% 0% 233 5% 11% 29% 37% 18% 0%

170 13% 25% 19% 31% 10% 2% 234 24% 6% 56% 12% 2% 0%

171 19% 17% 42% 0% 21% 0% 235 13% 13% 55% 5% 13% 0%

172 0% 2% 94% 2% 2% 0% 236 2% 0% 86% 10% 2% 0%

173 29% 8% 24% 13% 26% 0% 237 22% 16% 26% 18% 18% 0%

174 42% 0% 8% 42% 8% 0% 238 0% 5% 92% 0% 3% 0%

175 50% 0% 8% 34% 8% 0% 239 24% 16% 16% 16% 29% 0%

176 2% 2% 86% 4% 6% 0% 240 46% 0% 2% 40% 8% 4%

177 3% 24% 34% 29% 11% 0% 241 34% 5% 32% 13% 16% 0%

178 26% 0% 45% 13% 16% 0% 242 4% 28% 24% 26% 14% 4%

179 26% 12% 30% 14% 18% 0% 243 27% 15% 23% 17% 17% 0%

180 8% 26% 42% 4% 20% 0% 244 31% 8% 19% 15% 27% 0%

181 16% 20% 22% 18% 24% 0% 245 12% 32% 16% 12% 28% 0%

182 36% 0% 34% 16% 14% 0% 246 11% 21% 37% 8% 24% 0%

183 30% 8% 18% 20% 24% 0% 247 11% 16% 16% 47% 11% 0%

184 22% 22% 6% 28% 22% 0% 248 26% 10% 32% 16% 16% 0%

185 0% 42% 25% 29% 4% 0% 249 12% 10% 46% 30% 2% 0%

186 12% 48% 37% 4% 0% 0% 250 25% 12% 33% 12% 19% 0%

187 50% 0% 0% 50% 0% 0% 251 19% 19% 35% 12% 15% 0%

188 42% 6% 4% 27% 21% 0% 252 13% 10% 44% 21% 12% 0%

189 18% 8% 61% 0% 8% 5% 253 18% 6% 22% 40% 14% 0%

190 26% 13% 39% 0% 18% 3% 254 0% 25% 29% 44% 2% 0%

191 29% 12% 17% 21% 21% 0% 255 32% 2% 18% 34% 14% 0%

192 0% 0% 97% 0% 3% 0% 256 21% 11% 37% 13% 18% 0%



M 

 

 

  

Response ID Counting 1 Counting 2 Counting 3 Counting 4 Counting 5 Counting 6 Response ID Counting 1 Counting 2 Counting 3 Counting 4 Counting 5 Counting 6

257 34% 13% 16% 16% 21% 0% 321 8% 32% 11% 13% 37% 0%

258 4% 4% 80% 2% 10% 0% 322 5% 29% 24% 32% 11% 0%

259 0% 10% 44% 32% 14% 0% 323 47% 3% 47% 0% 3% 0%

260 29% 12% 21% 19% 19% 0% 324 0% 2% 78% 18% 2% 0%

261 21% 11% 26% 37% 5% 0% 325 37% 0% 37% 15% 12% 0%

262 39% 11% 18% 24% 8% 0% 326 50% 0% 0% 0% 50% 0%

263 3% 18% 55% 11% 13% 0% 327 12% 10% 50% 14% 14% 0%

264 2% 8% 74% 2% 14% 0% 328 24% 8% 45% 16% 8% 0%

265 15% 12% 33% 29% 12% 0% 329 19% 12% 38% 15% 15% 0%

266 12% 12% 42% 27% 8% 0% 330 2% 21% 42% 31% 4% 0%

267 33% 12% 25% 15% 15% 0% 331 0% 15% 77% 8% 0% 0%

268 23% 13% 37% 13% 13% 0% 332 36% 8% 16% 16% 24% 0%

269 14% 14% 44% 18% 10% 0% 333 12% 24% 22% 16% 26% 0%

270 11% 8% 42% 29% 11% 0% 334 40% 4% 28% 12% 16% 0%

271 24% 16% 2% 36% 22% 0% 335 37% 8% 8% 11% 37% 0%

272 18% 18% 36% 12% 16% 0% 336 34% 8% 34% 10% 14% 0%

273 18% 21% 16% 13% 32% 0% 337 24% 18% 20% 16% 22% 0%

274 18% 8% 34% 34% 5% 0% 338 6% 25% 37% 17% 15% 0%

275 0% 53% 42% 0% 0% 5% 339 26% 16% 29% 8% 21% 0%

276 4% 4% 73% 13% 6% 0% 340 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

277 34% 8% 28% 10% 20% 0% 341 40% 0% 17% 6% 37% 0%

278 32% 18% 4% 12% 34% 0% 342 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

279 0% 0% 98% 0% 2% 0% 343 35% 8% 25% 13% 19% 0%

280 19% 6% 44% 12% 15% 4% 344 0% 10% 81% 0% 10% 0%

281 0% 4% 77% 6% 2% 12% 345 14% 24% 24% 32% 6% 0%

282 30% 12% 34% 16% 8% 0% 346 26% 8% 34% 16% 16% 0%

283 0% 3% 92% 0% 5% 0% 347 26% 14% 30% 14% 16% 0%

284 3% 16% 55% 13% 13% 0% 348 20% 26% 16% 24% 14% 0%

285 8% 8% 69% 8% 8% 0% 349 10% 17% 19% 27% 27% 0%

286 2% 12% 52% 14% 14% 6% 350 16% 30% 28% 8% 16% 2%

287 16% 13% 42% 11% 18% 0% 351 6% 29% 33% 15% 15% 2%

288 33% 0% 37% 29% 2% 0% 352 0% 14% 48% 38% 0% 0%

289 18% 18% 22% 32% 10% 0% 353 10% 21% 37% 25% 8% 0%

290 37% 11% 21% 18% 13% 0% 354 34% 8% 18% 29% 11% 0%

291 34% 8% 16% 26% 12% 4% 355 26% 18% 11% 13% 32% 0%

292 44% 2% 19% 12% 23% 0% 356 46% 54% 0% 0% 0% 0%

293 47% 3% 3% 21% 26% 0% 357 32% 16% 6% 14% 32% 0%

294 46% 0% 8% 25% 21% 0% 358 21% 8% 34% 5% 32% 0%

295 20% 20% 42% 6% 12% 0% 359 6% 29% 40% 19% 6% 0%

296 8% 16% 24% 30% 20% 2% 360 17% 19% 15% 31% 15% 2%

297 39% 13% 42% 0% 5% 0% 361 46% 2% 18% 24% 10% 0%

298 2% 0% 96% 2% 0% 0% 362 18% 21% 18% 18% 24% 0%

299 24% 6% 32% 14% 24% 0% 363 18% 21% 18% 18% 24% 0%

300 19% 19% 19% 17% 25% 0% 364 0% 24% 39% 24% 13% 0%

301 32% 8% 5% 39% 16% 0% 365 37% 5% 34% 16% 8% 0%

302 18% 14% 34% 14% 20% 0% 366 18% 16% 30% 12% 20% 4%

303 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 367 44% 0% 8% 48% 0% 0%

304 42% 12% 14% 22% 10% 0% 368 35% 2% 40% 12% 12% 0%

305 10% 34% 26% 26% 4% 0% 369 2% 4% 58% 24% 4% 8%

306 38% 2% 10% 24% 26% 0% 370 0% 8% 36% 44% 12% 0%

307 14% 6% 44% 16% 20% 0% 371 23% 8% 33% 21% 15% 0%

308 24% 34% 30% 10% 2% 0% 372 10% 10% 62% 12% 8% 0%

309 50% 0% 2% 32% 16% 0% 373 11% 26% 37% 8% 18% 0%

310 39% 3% 29% 24% 5% 0% 374 34% 14% 20% 12% 20% 0%

311 29% 4% 58% 2% 8% 0% 375 24% 13% 24% 26% 13% 0%

312 35% 10% 12% 29% 15% 0% 376 0% 0% 98% 0% 2% 0%

313 24% 11% 11% 34% 21% 0% 377 25% 8% 27% 29% 12% 0%

314 4% 27% 37% 13% 19% 0% 378 0% 8% 32% 58% 2% 0%

315 23% 12% 35% 15% 15% 0% 379 21% 8% 45% 16% 11% 0%

316 25% 0% 60% 0% 15% 0% 380 5% 13% 50% 11% 11% 11%

317 21% 16% 26% 8% 29% 0% 381 24% 10% 16% 20% 22% 8%

318 55% 0% 0% 0% 37% 8% 382 3% 29% 32% 11% 26% 0%

319 24% 24% 24% 16% 11% 3% 383 17% 4% 29% 37% 13% 0%

320 8% 16% 42% 32% 3% 0% 384 26% 14% 26% 14% 20% 0%



N 

 

 

  

Response ID Counting 1 Counting 2 Counting 3 Counting 4 Counting 5 Counting 6 Response ID Counting 1 Counting 2 Counting 3 Counting 4 Counting 5 Counting 6

385 0% 5% 79% 3% 13% 0% 449 6% 18% 40% 18% 18% 0%

386 10% 12% 42% 18% 10% 8% 450 26% 16% 21% 13% 24% 0%

387 12% 40% 25% 21% 2% 0% 451 23% 10% 15% 13% 23% 15%

388 0% 3% 71% 24% 3% 0% 452 14% 22% 32% 14% 18% 0%

389 46% 0% 35% 13% 6% 0% 453 17% 46% 6% 31% 0% 0%

390 18% 14% 14% 26% 28% 0% 454 21% 16% 18% 18% 26% 0%

391 26% 10% 42% 10% 12% 0% 455 30% 16% 12% 10% 32% 0%

392 0% 31% 25% 21% 21% 2% 456 24% 11% 29% 13% 24% 0%

393 29% 0% 32% 21% 18% 0% 457 12% 12% 37% 21% 17% 2%

394 20% 20% 32% 8% 20% 0% 458 40% 15% 6% 27% 12% 0%

395 11% 11% 39% 32% 8% 0% 459 38% 2% 22% 20% 18% 0%

396 38% 8% 23% 13% 17% 0% 460 29% 8% 26% 5% 32% 0%

397 29% 11% 24% 16% 21% 0% 461 42% 0% 16% 12% 30% 0%

398 29% 13% 27% 15% 15% 0% 462 20% 10% 28% 22% 16% 4%

399 12% 26% 26% 4% 32% 0% 463 0% 15% 60% 25% 0% 0%

400 6% 4% 87% 2% 2% 0% 464 22% 20% 20% 16% 22% 0%

401 47% 5% 32% 3% 13% 0% 465 8% 29% 24% 11% 29% 0%

402 38% 12% 12% 14% 24% 0% 466 2% 15% 56% 23% 4% 0%

403 8% 10% 60% 19% 4% 0% 467 40% 4% 8% 26% 22% 0%

404 37% 8% 13% 34% 8% 0% 468 29% 13% 27% 12% 19% 0%

405 38% 10% 6% 27% 19% 0% 469 0% 18% 50% 8% 24% 0%

406 25% 21% 27% 23% 4% 0% 470 40% 6% 10% 21% 23% 0%

407 0% 0% 94% 4% 2% 0% 471 10% 26% 28% 6% 30% 0%

408 21% 23% 19% 15% 21% 0% 472 0% 0% 3% 95% 3% 0%

409 25% 8% 48% 10% 10% 0% 473 5% 21% 26% 13% 29% 5%

410 25% 6% 37% 6% 23% 4% 474 25% 13% 23% 17% 19% 2%

411 14% 16% 56% 12% 2% 0% 475 20% 32% 12% 34% 2% 0%

412 42% 0% 18% 0% 39% 0% 476 19% 21% 19% 12% 29% 0%

413 26% 10% 22% 22% 20% 0% 477 8% 26% 34% 30% 2% 0%

414 28% 6% 30% 22% 14% 0% 478 32% 5% 45% 3% 16% 0%

415 29% 18% 5% 18% 29% 0% 479 18% 0% 63% 8% 11% 0%

416 32% 11% 26% 18% 13% 0% 480 12% 6% 23% 35% 21% 4%

417 18% 5% 58% 8% 11% 0% 481 24% 20% 26% 12% 18% 0%

418 0% 13% 53% 32% 3% 0% 482 15% 21% 33% 10% 21% 0%

419 40% 4% 24% 14% 18% 0% 483 23% 4% 19% 37% 8% 10%

420 0% 0% 98% 0% 2% 0% 484 45% 0% 18% 16% 21% 0%

421 14% 18% 28% 10% 30% 0% 485 36% 16% 0% 12% 36% 0%

422 12% 0% 79% 6% 4% 0% 486 0% 5% 50% 45% 0% 0%

423 18% 16% 37% 8% 21% 0% 487 26% 16% 12% 36% 10% 0%

424 42% 0% 5% 8% 39% 5% 488 10% 4% 73% 6% 8% 0%

425 60% 16% 12% 10% 2% 0% 489 5% 11% 58% 16% 5% 5%

426 40% 8% 23% 12% 17% 0% 490 10% 23% 33% 15% 19% 0%

427 42% 0% 13% 25% 19% 0% 491 34% 14% 12% 28% 12% 0%

428 34% 3% 26% 18% 18% 0% 492 44% 0% 18% 8% 30% 0%

429 16% 32% 10% 8% 34% 0% 493 0% 47% 39% 11% 3% 0%

430 13% 18% 26% 21% 21% 0% 494 30% 10% 32% 24% 4% 0%

431 27% 6% 31% 10% 27% 0% 495 35% 13% 2% 27% 23% 0%

432 35% 4% 31% 17% 13% 0% 496 27% 15% 13% 15% 29% 0%

433 47% 0% 5% 24% 24% 0% 497 13% 18% 37% 16% 16% 0%

434 42% 8% 6% 26% 18% 0% 498 10% 19% 38% 4% 29% 0%

435 36% 6% 28% 16% 12% 2% 499 3% 5% 71% 18% 3% 0%

436 2% 27% 46% 13% 12% 0% 500 21% 32% 34% 11% 3% 0%

437 34% 3% 37% 13% 11% 3% 501 24% 8% 46% 14% 8% 0%

438 0% 5% 71% 24% 0% 0% 502 5% 3% 82% 0% 11% 0%

439 25% 4% 50% 12% 10% 0% 503 37% 0% 29% 24% 11% 0%

440 19% 17% 42% 2% 19% 0% 504 0% 11% 50% 32% 8% 0%

441 6% 24% 10% 42% 18% 0% 505 8% 21% 29% 32% 11% 0%

442 2% 14% 60% 18% 6% 0% 506 30% 14% 12% 26% 18% 0%

443 21% 5% 58% 13% 3% 0% 507 13% 12% 58% 8% 10% 0%

444 53% 0% 0% 3% 45% 0% 508 17% 13% 23% 37% 8% 2%

445 0% 25% 0% 0% 75% 0% 509 0% 6% 54% 38% 2% 0%

446 26% 34% 22% 8% 10% 0% 510 2% 18% 32% 18% 26% 4%

447 21% 33% 21% 23% 2% 0%

448 34% 8% 34% 16% 8% 0%
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Appendix J 

Average Importance of Cluster Categories 
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Appendix K 

Better/Worse Diagrams of Cluster Categories 

 

 

Number Attribute Cluster Classification Better Worse Importance

1 Categorise by gender Categorise Indifferent 0,33 0,32 3,35

2 Categorise by new products Categorise Indifferent 0,33 0,13 2,56

3 Categorise by product type Categorise Must-Be/Indifferent/One-Dimensional 0,41 0,55 3,69

4 Search function Categorise Must-Be/One-Dimensional 0,46 0,63 3,92



Q 

 

 

 

Number Attribute Cluster Classification Better Worse Importance

5 Use multiple filters simultaneously Filtering Indifferent 0,48 0,40 3,39

6 Filter by pattern Filtering Indifferent 0,24 0,09 2,31

7 Filter by occasion Filtering Indifferent 0,27 0,08 2,38

8 Filter by colour Filtering Indifferent 0,37 0,28 2,97

9 Filter by material Filtering Indifferent 0,30 0,12 2,58

10 Filter by style Filtering Indifferent 0,37 0,13 2,62

11 Filter by fit Filtering Indifferent 0,31 0,15 2,71

12 Filter by price Filtering Indifferent/One-Dimensional/Must-Be/Attractive 0,48 0,50 3,72

13 Filter by sale Filtering Indifferent/Attractive/One-Dimensional 0,52 0,42 3,34

14 Filter by size Filtering Must-Be/Indifferent 0,40 0,53 3,73
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Number Attribute Cluster Classification Better Worse Importance

15 Function for saving products Browsing Indifferent 0,44 0,25 2,93

16 Loading speed Browsing One-Dimensional 0,59 0,61 3,75

17 See more product images by swiping Browsing Indifferent/Attractive 0,50 0,30 3,26

18 Size of product images can be adjusted Browsing Indifferent 0,48 0,29 2,99

19 Clearly visible filtering button Browsing Indifferent/One-Dimensional 0,51 0,45 3,47
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Number Attribute Cluster Classification Better Worse Importance

20 Browse between products by swiping Product page Indifferent 0,39 0,27 3,00

21 Browse product pictures by swiping Product page Indifferent 0,45 0,23 2,96

22 Suggestions of similar products Product page Indifferent 0,41 0,10 2,66

23 Information about working conditions during production Product page Indifferent 0,37 0,13 2,79

24 Information about product material Product page Indifferent 0,33 0,34 3,21

25 Information about product care instructions Product page Indifferent 0,38 0,20 2,88

26 Information about water usage during production Product page Indifferent 0,40 0,15 2,80

27 Size availability Product page Indifferent 0,40 0,41 3,49



T 

 

 

  

Number Attribute Cluster Classification Better Worse Importance

28 Availability of product in store Product page Indifferent 0,44 0,39 3,38

29 Product video Product page Indifferent 0,35 0,09 2,39

30 Product reviews Product page Attractive/Indifferent 0,52 0,22 3,24

31 Size suggestion based on weight and length Product page Indifferent 0,38 0,12 2,58

32 Size guide Product page Indifferent 0,41 0,38 3,44

33 Varying type of product image Product page Indifferent 0,45 0,30 3,21

34 Choose product colour Product page Indifferent 0,40 0,37 3,45

35 Choose product size Product page Must-Be 0,32 0,66 4,13
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Appendix L 

Shopping Frequency 
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Appendix M 

Analysis of Male (n = 236) 

 

  

Number Attribute Classification CS TS Better Worse Importance

Categorise

4 Search function O/M 3% 73% 0,46 0,61 3,93

3 Categorise by product type I/M/O 1% 65% 0,40 0,56 3,59

1 Categorise by gender I 14% 52% 0,33 0,25 3,42

2 Categorise by new products I 28% 41% 0,36 0,16 2,62

Filtering

14 Filter by size I/M 3% 60% 0,32 0,51 3,72

12 Filter by price I 9% 63% 0,46 0,42 3,73

5 Use multiple filters simultaneously I 18% 52% 0,41 0,34 3,31

13 Filter by sale I 8% 59% 0,47 0,36 3,23

11 Filter by fit I 34% 38% 0,29 0,19 2,79

8 Filter by colour I 30% 39% 0,34 0,17 2,76

9 Filter by material I 48% 28% 0,24 0,12 2,64

10 Filter by style I 38% 34% 0,31 0,12 2,59

6 Filter by pattern I 59% 21% 0,17 0,08 2,36

7 Filter by occasion I 52% 22% 0,20 0,06 2,36

Browsing

16 Loading speed O 20% 73% 0,59 0,62 3,76

19 Clearly visible filtering button I/O 5% 61% 0,51 0,45 3,44

17 See more product images by swiping I/A 2% 60% 0,50 0,26 3,14

18 Size of product images can be adjusted I 15% 53% 0,45 0,28 2,87

15 Function for saving products I 18% 48% 0,39 0,23 2,77

Product Page

35 Choose product size M 13% 68% 0,30 0,62 4,02

27 Size availability I 13% 55% 0,33 0,40 3,60

28 Availability of product in store I 20% 52% 0,38 0,38 3,46

34 Choose product colour I 16% 54% 0,36 0,34 3,40

32 Size guide I 25% 50% 0,35 0,35 3,39

24 Information about product material I 34% 46% 0,30 0,30 3,16

30 Product reviews I 8% 52% 0,45 0,17 3,13

33 Varying type of product image I 30% 41% 0,35 0,26 3,06

20 Browse between products by swiping I 37% 40% 0,31 0,27 3,01

21 Browse product pictures by swiping I 23% 44% 0,40 0,23 2,94

25 Information about product care instructions I 30% 40% 0,35 0,17 2,91

26 Information about water usage during production I 29% 35% 0,35 0,11 2,78

23 Information about working conditions during production I 40% 30% 0,31 0,13 2,73

31 Size suggestion based on weight and length I 22% 40% 0,38 0,13 2,72

22 Suggestions of similar products I 26% 37% 0,36 0,12 2,62

29 Product video I 41% 29% 0,27 0,09 2,35

0,36 0,28 3,09



Y 

 

Analysis of Female (n = 245) 

 

  

Number Attribute Classification CS TS Better Worse Importance

Categorise

4 Search function M/O 2% 75% 0,47 0,64 3,91

3 Categorise by product type M/I/O 1% 69% 0,42 0,54 3,79

1 Categorise by gender M/I/A 0% 61% 0,33 0,38 3,27

2 Categorise by new products I 40% 34% 0,30 0,11 2,51

Filtering

14 Filter by size M/O 6% 77% 0,48 0,54 3,74

12 Filter by price O/M 1% 75% 0,50 0,58 3,70

13 Filter by sale O/A/I 2% 74% 0,56 0,48 3,46

5 Use multiple filters simultaneously I/O/A 1% 69% 0,54 0,45 3,46

8 Filter by colour I 20% 58% 0,39 0,38 3,18

10 Filter by style I 23% 43% 0,42 0,14 2,66

11 Filter by fit I 37% 35% 0,33 0,11 2,62

9 Filter by material I 31% 38% 0,36 0,13 2,53

7 Filter by occasion I 39% 35% 0,33 0,10 2,40

6 Filter by pattern I 40% 32% 0,31 0,10 2,27

Browsing

16 Loading speed O 16% 76% 0,58 0,60 3,75

19 Clearly visible filtering button I/O/A 3% 65% 0,53 0,44 3,49

17 See more product images by swiping I/A 7% 62% 0,50 0,33 3,36

18 Size of product images can be adjusted I/A 6% 58% 0,51 0,31 3,10

15 Function for saving products I 12% 55% 0,48 0,27 3,08

Product Page

35 Choose product size M/O 14% 73% 0,34 0,69 4,24

30 Product reviews A 7% 65% 0,58 0,28 3,34

33 Varying type of product image A/I 2% 64% 0,55 0,34 3,35

34 Choose product colour I/A 4% 64% 0,44 0,39 3,49

27 Size availability I/A 5% 66% 0,47 0,42 3,39

28 Availability of product in store I/A 7% 64% 0,49 0,40 3,31

32 Size guide I 13% 61% 0,46 0,41 3,49

24 Information about product material I 16% 57% 0,36 0,37 3,26

20 Browse between products by swiping I 16% 53% 0,46 0,26 2,98

21 Browse product pictures by swiping I 10% 52% 0,50 0,22 2,98

25 Information about product care instructions I 19% 49% 0,42 0,23 2,86

23 Information about working conditions during production I 22% 43% 0,42 0,13 2,85

26 Information about water usage during production I 19% 46% 0,45 0,17 2,82

22 Suggestions of similar products I 11% 45% 0,46 0,08 2,69

31 Size suggestion based on weight and length I 20% 34% 0,39 0,10 2,45

29 Product video I 16% 42% 0,43 0,09 2,43

0,44 0,32 3,15
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Appendix N 

Average of Better, Worse and Importance Values 

 

 

 

Group Average Better Average Worse Average Importance

1980-1984 0,36 0,29 3,05

1985-1989 0,42 0,28 3,08

1990-1994 0,41 0,33 3,25

1995-2000 0,45 0,31 3,12

Male 0,36 0,28 3,09

Female 0,44 0,32 3,15

All 0,41 0,30 3,12
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Appendix O 

Analysis of Age Group 1980-1984 

 

 

Number Attribute Classification CS TS Better Worse Importance

Cateogirse

4 Search function Must-Be 9% 74% 0,43 0,56 3,90

3 Categorise by product type Must-Be 9% 70% 0,36 0,54 3,58

1 Categorise by gender Indifferent/Must-Be 6% 57% 0,24 0,36 3,25

2 Categorise by new products Indifferent 48% 30% 0,23 0,13 2,48

Filtering

14 Filter by size Indifferent 9% 67% 0,37 0,62 3,73

12 Filter by price Indifferent 8% 60% 0,40 0,50 3,58

13 Filter by sale Indifferent 10% 58% 0,44 0,44 3,24

5 Use multiple filters simultaneously Indifferent 14% 54% 0,43 0,41 3,17

8 Filter by colour Indiffierent 41% 36% 0,23 0,27 2,79

10 Filter by style Indifferent 42% 32% 0,28 0,15 2,56

11 Filter by fit Indifferent 54% 26% 0,15 0,18 2,48

9 Filter by material Indifferent 53% 27% 0,23 0,14 2,44

7 Filter by occasion Indiffierent 60% 21% 0,15 0,11 2,32

6 Filter by pattern Indifferent 64% 20% 0,15 0,12 2,29

Browsing

16 Loading speed One-Dimensional 8% 76% 0,54 0,56 3,63

17 See more product images by swiping Indifferent/Attractive 2% 61% 0,51 0,27 3,15

19 Clearly visible filtering button Indifferent 8% 62% 0,48 0,44 3,40

15 Function for saving products Indifferent 13% 53% 0,48 0,22 2,94

18 Size of product images can be adjusted Indifferent 12% 56% 0,46 0,27 2,89

Product page

35 Choose product size Must-Be 10% 66% 0,28 0,64 4,05

33 Varying type of product image Indifferent/Attractive 4% 53% 0,46 0,21 3,13

27 Size availability Indifferent 10% 58% 0,34 0,48 3,58

34 Choose product colour Indifferent 14% 54% 0,33 0,36 3,53

32 Size guide Indifferent 18% 51% 0,42 0,32 3,39

28 Availability of product in store Indifferent 18% 54% 0,40 0,39 3,38

24 Information about product material Indifferent 27% 49% 0,34 0,31 3,18

21 Browse product pictures by swiping Indifferent 9% 50% 0,47 0,20 3,00

30 Product reviews Indifferent 10% 50% 0,48 0,17 2,97

20 Browse between products by swiping Indifferent 27% 41% 0,33 0,22 2,90

25 Information about product care instructions Indifferent 37% 38% 0,28 0,18 2,83

26 Information about water usage during production Indifferent 23% 38% 0,40 0,12 2,82

23 Information about working conditions during production Indifferent 34% 34% 0,33 0,13 2,73

31 Size suggestion based on weight and length Indifferent 27% 33% 0,32 0,12 2,72

22 Suggestions of similar products Indifferent 13% 41% 0,44 0,09 2,57

29 Product video Indifferent 33% 32% 0,32 0,07 2,27

0,36 0,29 3,05
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Analysis of Age Group 1985-1989 

 

 

Number Attribute Classification CS TS Better Worse Importance

Categorise

4 Search function One-Dimensional/Must-Be/Indifferent 1% 67% 0,44 0,57 3,79

1 Categorise by gender Indifferent/Attractive 1% 63% 0,36 0,34 3,29

3 Categorise by product type Indifferent 14% 58% 0,42 0,43 3,51

2 Categorise by new products Indifferent 31% 37% 0,35 0,11 2,65

Filtering

12 Filter by price Attractive 7% 75% 0,60 0,44 3,51

13 Filter by sale Attractive 14% 75% 0,58 0,39 3,27

5 Use multiple filters simultaneously Attractive/Indifferent 1% 68% 0,57 0,38 3,34

14 Filter by size Indifferent/Must-Be 6% 69% 0,44 0,46 3,80

8 Filter by colour Indifferent 20% 49% 0,41 0,24 2,82

11 Filter by fit Indifferent 37% 32% 0,33 0,09 2,68

9 Filter by material Indifferent 37% 32% 0,32 0,11 2,63

10 Filter by style Indifferent 27% 41% 0,38 0,13 2,46

7 Filter by occasion Indifferent 44% 30% 0,30 0,06 2,27

6 Filter by pattern Indifferent 62% 18% 0,19 0,03 2,20

Browsing

16 Loading speed One-Dimensional 15% 69% 0,58 0,59 3,64

17 See more product images by swiping Indifferent/Attractive 9% 58% 0,44 0,29 3,22

19 Clearly visible filtering button Indifferent 9% 59% 0,47 0,43 3,35

18 Size of product images can be adjusted Indifferent 12% 55% 0,48 0,30 3,10

15 Function for saving products Indifferent 14% 53% 0,45 0,24 2,88

Product page

35 Choose product size Must-Be 15% 69% 0,30 0,68 4,19

30 Product reviews Attractive/Indifferent 6% 61% 0,55 0,19 3,19

28 Availability of product in store Indifferent/Attractive 5% 65% 0,47 0,41 3,51

27 Size availability Indifferent 11% 58% 0,41 0,37 3,51

32 Size guide Indifferent 20% 55% 0,41 0,38 3,44

34 Choose product colour Indifferent 13% 59% 0,43 0,39 3,44

24 Information about product material Indifferent 27% 49% 0,30 0,34 3,33

33 Varying type of product image Indifferent 16% 54% 0,44 0,34 3,21

20 Browse between products by swiping Indifferent 20% 51% 0,43 0,24 3,02

21 Browse product pictures by swiping Indifferent 28% 44% 0,42 0,21 2,93

25 Information about product care instructions Indifferent 29% 42% 0,38 0,20 2,89

23 Information about working conditions during production Indifferent 44% 29% 0,31 0,09 2,75

26 Information about water usage during production Indifferent 20% 38% 0,42 0,09 2,67

22 Suggestions of similar products Indifferent 22% 38% 0,39 0,04 2,60

31 Size suggestion based on weight and length Indifferent 20% 34% 0,40 0,10 2,48

29 Product video Indifferent 32% 31% 0,34 0,07 2,35

Average 0,42 0,28 3,08
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Analysis of Age Group 1990-1994 

 

 

Number Attribute Classification CS TS Better Worse Importance

Categorise

4 Search function One-Dimensional 15% 74% 0,52 0,71 4,04

3 Categorise by product type One-Dimensional 12% 72% 0,51 0,61 3,97

1 Categorise by gender Indifferent 14% 49% 0,40 0,21 3,70

2 Categorise by new products Indifferent 18% 46% 0,43 0,17 2,81

Filtering

13 Filter by sale Attractive/Indifferent/Must/One-Dimensional 3% 71% 0,52 0,44 3,47

14 Filter by size Indifferent/Must-Be/Attractive 4% 70% 0,44 0,47 3,66

12 Filter by price Indifferent/One-Dimensional/Must-Be 1% 70% 0,46 0,53 3,85

5 Use multiple filters simultaneously Indifferent 8% 63% 0,46 0,42 3,68

8 Filter by colour Indifferent 16% 55% 0,43 0,31 3,18

15 Function for saving products Indifferent 32% 45% 0,32 0,27 2,88

9 Filter by material Indifferent 29% 40% 0,38 0,14 2,85

11 Filter by fit Indifferent 29% 42% 0,34 0,19 2,84

10 Filter by style Indifferent 30% 38% 0,37 0,11 2,75

7 Filter by occasion Indifferent 47% 29% 0,28 0,10 2,53

6 Filter by pattern Indifferent 32% 36% 0,34 0,10 2,40

Browsing

16 Loading speed One-Dimensional 31% 77% 0,64 0,68 4,05

19 Clearly visible filtering button One-Dimensional/Indifferent 3% 65% 0,53 0,50 3,69

17 See more product images by swiping Attractive/Indifferent 5% 68% 0,59 0,32 3,47

18 Size of product images can be adjusted Indifferent 16% 53% 0,46 0,34 3,09

Product page

35 Choose product size Must-Be 10% 65% 0,28 0,58 4,09

30 Product reviews Attractive/Indifferent 1% 62% 0,49 0,28 3,52

27 Size availability Indifferent/Must-Be/Attractive 4% 65% 0,41 0,39 3,55

32 Size guide Indifferent 8% 62% 0,38 0,46 3,55

24 Information about product material Indifferent 14% 55% 0,30 0,41 3,44

28 Availability of product in store Indifferent 14% 58% 0,41 0,38 3,43

34 Choose product colour Indifferent 9% 61% 0,38 0,40 3,39

33 Varying type of product image Indifferent 19% 49% 0,41 0,28 3,13

20 Browse between products by swiping Indifferent 36% 40% 0,34 0,23 3,09

21 Browse product pictures by swiping Indifferent 23% 40% 0,41 0,21 3,00

25 Information about product care instructions Indifferent 17% 51% 0,43 0,26 2,96

26 Information about water usage during production Indifferent 29% 44% 0,37 0,20 2,94

23 Information about working conditions during production Indifferent 25% 44% 0,42 0,19 2,92

22 Suggestions of similar products Indifferent 34% 36% 0,32 0,15 2,82

31 Size suggestion based on weight and length Indifferent 32% 36% 0,35 0,14 2,61

29 Product video Indifferent 30% 38% 0,35 0,17 2,57

0,41 0,33 3,25
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Analysis of Age Group 1995-2000 

 

Number Attribute Classification CS TS Better Worse Importance

Categorise

3 Categorise by product type Must-Be/One-Dimensional/Indifferent 4% 70% 0,37 0,64 3,77

4 Search function Must-Be/One-Dimensional 4% 83% 0,48 0,70 3,97

1 Categorise by gender Indifferent/Attractive/Must-Be 3% 58% 0,36 0,34 3,16

2 Categorise by new products Indifferent 38% 36% 0,33 0,13 2,30

Filtering

14 Filter by size Must-Be 9% 70% 0,38 0,54 3,75

12 Filter by price Must-Be/One-Dimensional/Attractive/Indifferent 4% 75% 0,48 0,52 3,99

13 Filter by sale Indifferent/One-Dimensional 4% 66% 0,55 0,41 3,43

5 Use multiple filters simultaneously Indifferent 13% 61% 0,47 0,40 3,43

8 Filter by colour Indifferent 12% 58% 0,45 0,31 3,16

11 Filter by fit Indifferent 12% 49% 0,47 0,14 2,89

10 Filter by style Indifferent 16% 45% 0,46 0,11 2,74

9 Filter by material Indifferent 34% 36% 0,32 0,10 2,46

7 Filter by occasion Indifferent 25% 37% 0,38 0,04 2,39

6 Filter by pattern Indifferent 38% 33% 0,31 0,10 2,37

Browsing

16 Loading speed One-Dimensional 20% 77% 0,60 0,60 3,74

19 Clearly visible filtering button Attractive/One-Dimensional/Indifferent 4% 70% 0,60 0,42 3,46

15 Function for saving products Attractive/Indifferent 1% 57% 0,51 0,31 3,03

18 Size of product images can be adjusted Attractive/Indifferent 0% 61% 0,55 0,27 2,91

17 See more product images by swiping Indifferent 13% 59% 0,44 0,34 3,22

Product page

35 Choose product size Must-Be 8% 85% 0,44 0,74 4,21

34 Choose product colour Attractive/Indifferent 4% 65% 0,47 0,31 3,41

30 Product reviews Attractive/Indifferent 4% 63% 0,57 0,26 3,34

21 Browse product pictures by swiping Indifferent/Attractive 4% 61% 0,51 0,29 2,92

22 Suggestions of similar products Indifferent/Attractive 4% 49% 0,51 0,12 2,66

31 Size suggestion based on weight and length Indifferent/Attractive 3% 46% 0,49 0,11 2,51

32 Size guide Indifferent 18% 55% 0,42 0,36 3,39

33 Varying type of product image Indifferent 11% 55% 0,50 0,38 3,39

27 Size availability Indifferent 10% 62% 0,47 0,40 3,30

28 Availability of product in store Indifferent 14% 55% 0,48 0,37 3,18

20 Browse between products by swiping Indifferent 14% 56% 0,46 0,40 2,99

24 Information about product material Indifferent 18% 54% 0,38 0,29 2,86

25 Information about product care instructions Indifferent 11% 51% 0,46 0,18 2,86

26 Information about water usage during production Indifferent 24% 42% 0,42 0,17 2,79

23 Information about working conditions during production Indifferent 20% 41% 0,42 0,11 2,77

29 Product video Indifferent 15% 44% 0,42 0,06 2,38

Average 0,45 0,31 3,12
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Appendix P 

Result with Extended Chart of Evaluation 

 

Number Attribute Classification CS TS Better Worse Importance

Categorise

4 Search function M/O 0% 74% 0,55 0,69 3,92

3 Categorise by product type M/O 4% 67% 0,50 0,62 3,69

1 Categorise by gender A/M 2% 57% 0,58 0,39 3,35

2 Categorise by new products I 14% 37% 0,45 0,16 2,56

Filtering

14 Filter by size M 9% 69% 0,49 0,60 3,73

12 Filter by price O/M 1% 69% 0,59 0,57 3,72

5 Use multiple filters simultaneously A/O 1% 61% 0,62 0,46 3,39

13 Filter by sale A/O 3% 66% 0,63 0,48 3,34

8 Filter by colour I/A 3% 49% 0,50 0,33 2,97

10 Filter by style I 7% 39% 0,51 0,15 2,62

11 Filter by fit I 12% 37% 0,44 0,18 2,71

9 Filter by material I 18% 33% 0,41 0,14 2,58

7 Filter by occasion I 21% 29% 0,40 0,10 2,38

6 Filter by pattern I 29% 26% 0,34 0,11 2,31

Browsing

16 Loading speed O 21% 75% 0,68 0,66 3,75

19 Clearly visible filtering button O 5% 63% 0,65 0,51 3,47

15 Function for saving products A 7% 52% 0,59 0,29 2,93

17 See more product images by swiping A 15% 61% 0,63 0,35 3,26

18 Size of product images can be adjusted A 8% 56% 0,61 0,34 2,99

Product page

35 Choose product size M 17% 71% 0,40 0,75 4,13

27 Size availability M/A 1% 60% 0,53 0,48 3,49

30 Product reviews A 23% 59% 0,68 0,26 3,24

33 Varying type of product image A 5% 53% 0,57 0,34 3,21

34 Choose product colour A/M 3% 59% 0,54 0,43 3,45

32 Size guide A/O 2% 56% 0,56 0,45 3,44

28 Availability of product in store A/O 3% 58% 0,57 0,45 3,38

21 Browse product pictures by swiping A/I 4% 48% 0,59 0,26 2,96

22 Suggestions of similar products A/I 5% 41% 0,56 0,12 2,66

31 Size suggestion based on weight and length A/I 2% 37% 0,53 0,14 2,58

24 Information about product material I/M 0% 51% 0,47 0,40 3,21

20 Browse between products by swiping I/A 4% 47% 0,52 0,31 3,00

25 Information about product care instructions I/A 4% 45% 0,49 0,24 2,88

26 Information about water usage during production I/A 0% 40% 0,54 0,17 2,80

29 Product video I 6% 35% 0,47 0,11 2,39

23 Information about working conditions during production I 7% 37% 0,51 0,16 2,79


