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“Data analysis is fundamentally like detective work. Potential answers to many interesting questions lie 
hidden in the set of data.”

Hoyle et al., 2002; p. 436

CHAPTER 5  TESTING THE BASIC ASSUMPTIONS

5.0  Abstract 

The general results make clear that the formulated conditions are met: the importance scores of 
the attributes show that the for this research chosen attributes are important; respondents have a 
preference ranking for channels and therewith have a channel choice set and respondents are able 
to evaluate the channels on the attributes. The Internet is the most popular channel. Conducting the 
experiment with the mobile Internet channel leads to a satisfaction score of 4.75 and two third of 
the respondents evaluates the channel as better than expected. 

5.1 Introduction

As the research framework has been developed, it is possible to answer the third sub question: 

•	 Can the model be confirmed empirically? 

The test of the model is done in two stages. In this chapter the first part of the model will be tested, 
the conditions. These conditions are the basic assumptions that refer to the model. In chapter 6 the 
second part of the model will be tested.
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Figure 5.1 The multichannel dynamic model

•	 C(ondition) 1: The importance scores of the attributes are high.
•	 C(ondition) 2: Respondents have a channel choice set that contains the relevant channels 
with a different intention to use.
•	 C(ondition) 3: Respondents are able to evaluate the channels on their attributes and give 
meaningful scores to the channels.
•	 C(ondition) 4: External variables (e.g. socio-demographic characteristics, experience of the 
consumer) are of influence on the importance scores and evaluation of the channels.
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Before discussing the outcomes regarding the fulfilment of these conditions, the actual sample and 
the course of the fieldwork will be reviewed. 

5.2 The sample and the fieldwork
 
Table 5.1 shows the difference between the actual sample versus the ideal quota sample. 

15-25 years 25-35 years 35-45 years 45-55 years 55-65 years 65-75 years

educational level men women men women men women men women men women men women

low +5 +1 +5 +1 -4 -3 -2 -5 -5 -8 -3 -8

middle +3 +4 +7 +2 -7 -8 -3 -3 -6 -4 -3 -4

high +3 +4 +10 +7 +5 -2 +2 +11 +2 +5 0 +1

Table 5.1 Actual versus ideal quota sample

There are differences between the quota and the actual numbers. These differences are due to 
the relatively large number of interviewers that have been involved, which makes it difficult to get 
exactly the right quota. A second reason is the difficulty in interviewing respondents of 55 years 
and older with a low level education and (to a lesser extent) middle level education. Overall there is 
a large over representation of respondents with a high level education and the age group 25 – 35 
years. This is due to the large number of interviewers in the age group 20 – 25 years old, all of them 
at least with middle level education. As they have been instructed to interview within their own 
network the bias towards this educational level and age group is explainable. This means that some 
caution is necessary when discussing certain socio-demographic groups. For instance: the group 
with a low educational level includes a relatively large number of young respondents; it can be 
doubted whether old respondents with a low educational level behave in a similar way. 

The fieldwork has been conducted between May 2010 and October 2010. This relatively long period 
is caused by the chosen method: face-to-face interviews using a quota sample. This has meant a 
large number of interviewers has been involved as the recruiting of the respondents had to be within 
the own network of the interviewer (given the length of the questionnaire and the complexity of 
the research). This has limited the total number of interviews conducted per interviewer. A separate 
reason is the fact that the fieldwork period included the summer holidays. 

A total of 310 face-to-face interviews have been conducted. The control of these interviews has 
revealed that not all questionnaires are completed. In some cases (14) this is caused by interviewer 
error; these questionnaires have been deleted. In some cases however this is caused by the fact that 
respondents have not answered all questions. For instance not all respondents have conducted 
the ranking of the attributes; not all respondents have evaluated the channels on all the attributes. 
Missing observations are “the rule rather than the exception” (Kamakura and Wedel, 2000; p 490) 
and three procedures are usually used (Kamakura and Wedel, 2000; Allison, 2002; Field, 2005) 53: 

•	 list wise completion or complete-case analysis: the questionnaires that are incomplete 
are deleted and the calculations of the scores of the variables are based on the complete 
questionnaires;

53 Many more sophisticated imputation alternatives (compared to mean replacement) have been developed 
(e.g. Little and Rubin, 1987; Little, 1988; Kamakura and Wedel, 2000; Allison, 2002; Gelman and Hill, 2007), 
but imputation procedures are not a solution in this survey as the analyses are on an individual level and the 
statistical analyses do not require all the data. 



133

TESTING THE BASIC ASSUMPTIONS

•	 mean replacement: the missing values on a variable are substituted with the mean for 
that variable and the calculations are based on all the questionnaires, including the imputed 
means;
•	 pair wise deletion or available case analysis: all questionnaires are included, but the 
calculations of the variables are based on the given answers; respondents without a score for 
that variable are excluded from the analysis of that specific variable.

The choice of the procedure depends on the advantages and disadvantages of the procedure in 
relation to this specific survey. List wise completion is a simple solution that has the disadvantage of 
reducing the sample size. Another issue is related to the question what causes the missing data: list 
wise deletion can “reduce the validity of interferences when the data are not missing at random” (Ball, 
2003; p. 374). The fact that respondents have not answered certain questions might be correlated 
with the dependent variable (channel preference). It can be argued that if respondents are not able 
to evaluate the channels, this is caused by a lack of knowledge of the channels. If they have difficulty 
in ranking attributes, this might be caused by the fact that they find all of them very important. Not 
answering the question is not because they misunderstand the questions or because the interviewer 
has made a mistake. This kind of respondent might represent a certain group of consumers with 
specific characteristics and a part of the population as a whole. Deleting them might result in a 
bias towards respondents with more knowledge about channels in general or (mobile) Internet in 
specific. In table 5.2 the first choice of the respondents gives some indication: respondents that did 
not answer all questions score higher on the telephone and written communication channel than 
the respondents that did answer all questions and score less on the Internet channel. 

Channel first choice Not complete questionnaire Complete questionnaire

Face-to-face 20% 19%

Telephone 26% 12%

Internet 46% 65%

Mobile Internet  3%  2%

Written communication  9%  2%

Table 5.2 Channel preference and complete/not complete questionnaires 

This indicates that this method might lead to a bias of the results. Replacement of the missing 
values by the means is, given the missing data, hardly possible and seems to complicate the analysis 
unnecessarily. The mean of a ranking is hardly a substitute for a missing value. This leaves the third 
method, to include the “incomplete” questionnaires in the results and choose for the pair wise 
deletion. Pair wise deletion has disadvantages. One is related to small samples (Allison, 2002) and 
seems of no importance in this survey. The other is the fact that the sample sizes are different (Little 
and Rubin, 1987), which might cause some problems in certain statistical tests. As these tests are not 
used in the analyses, the choice has been made to opt for pair wise deletion. In total 296 interviews 
have been included. To be included the respondents have to answer the questions on the ranking 
of the channels and the importance scores of the attributes. If they have not been able to rank the 
attributes or evaluate (all of ) the channels, they have still been included. Of the 296 respondents 14 
have not been able to rank (all of ) the attributes and 24 respondents have not been able to evaluate 
(all of ) the channels. A total of 212 respondents have conducted the mobile Internet experiment.
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5.3 The model in general: basic assumptions

In figure 5.2 the shaded areas refer to the conditions that have to be confirmed. First it is assumed, 
based on the literature review, the qualitative laddering research and the pilot interviews that all 
eight attributes are important in choosing a channel for purchasing travel insurance. This means that 
the importance scores are well above the average (4) and there are no large differences between 
the attributes. Secondly respondents have a different preference for the channels; they prefer some 
channels to others. This leads to a ranking of the channels. Thirdly the evaluation of the channels has 
to be in line with common sense. This means that channels score high on attributes on which they 
have an advantage compared to the other channels. For instance: on the attribute “when I want” the 
Internet should score relatively high and the face-to-face channel should score relatively low. Finally 
it has to be determined that differences in importance scores and differences in the evaluation of 
the channels are caused in the model by external variables. 
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Figure 5.2 The multichannel dynamic model

•	 Condition 1: the importance scores of the attributes are high.

In table 5.3 the importance scores for the attributes, the mean of the ranks and the percentage 
respondents that has selected the attribute as the most important attribute are presented.

n=296 Mean of importance score (the higher, 
the more important, score between 1 
and 7)

Mean of rank score (the lower the 
more important, score between 1 
and 8)

Percentage that mentions 
attribute as most important 
(n=282)

Getting good information 5.97 3.54 23%

Making the right choice 5.80 4.42 10%

Easy 5.84 4.35 10%

Spending as little time as 
possible

5.59 4.96 12%

When I want 5.71 4.68 10%

Easy communicating 5.68 5.21 4%
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Having control 5.75 4.59 10%

Safety personal information 5.80 4.16 21%

Table 5.3 Importance scores of the attributes

The importance scores are all high (above 5.5 on a 7 point scale) and the differences between the 
scores for the attributes are relatively low, therewith confirming that the selected attributes are 
important. The small differences between the importance scores might have consequences for 
the predictive power of the multi attribute attitude model: if the differences are small, the model 
resembles the (more simple) adding model.

The relation between the mean of the importance score and the mean of the rank score is evident: 
getting good information scores highest on mean importance and lowest on mean rank; the 
opposite does not apply for spending as little time as possible, but with a second lowest ranking 
score the correlation is also obvious. Getting good information scores highest on the percentage 
that mentions the attribute as the most important; surprisingly safety of personal information scores 
second. It might be assumed that risk avoidance is most important when faced with an unknown 
(for the purpose) channel; being for most consumers a minimum demand that should be at least 
fulfilled. 

•	 Condition 2: Respondents have a channel choice set that contains the relevant channels with 
a different intention to use

Respondents have been asked to rank their channels according to their preference from 1 to 5. It 
is possible for respondents to give channels the same ranking scores; the ranking the respondents 
gave to the channels has been used. Table 5.4 gives the mean of the ranking of the channels. The 
lower the score, the more popular the channel is. A score for the Internet of 1.70 means that the 
respondents rank this channel on an average as their first or second channel.

n=296 Mean of the ranking
( score between 1 and 5)

Percentage that 
mentions channel as first 
choice

Percentage that 
mentions channel as 
second choice

Percentage that 
mentions channel as last 
choice

Face-to-face 3.09 19% 14% 17%

Telephone 2.51 14% 42% 4%

Internet 1.70 63% 18% 3%

Mobile Internet 3.77 2% 19% 37%

Written communication 3.96 3% 7% 40%

Table 5.4 Ranking of the channels

The Internet is by far the most popular channel; almost two out of three respondents name this 
channel as their first choice. The correlation between the mean of the ranking and the percentage 
first choice is not high (except for the Internet channel). Compared with the telephone channel 
the face-to-face scores lower on the ranking but higher on first choice; this also applies to mobile 
Internet and written communication. The explanation is in the percentages second choice, in which 
telephone and mobile Internet score higher than the other channels. The telephone is seen as a 
suitable alternative for a large number of respondents, no matter what channel they prefer first. 
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The same argument can be found when looking at the fifth choice column. Telephone and Internet 
score lowest, face-to-face scores in the middle. 

•	 Condition 3: Respondents are able to evaluate the channels on their attributes and give 
meaningful scores to the channels

The opinion about the channels is presented in table 5.5; the means of the score per channel and 
the relative score of that channel (compared to the other channels) are mentioned. The Internet 
scores high on easy and when I want and relatively low on easy communicating and safety personal 
information. These are the attributes on which the face-to-face channel scores highest; results that 
are in accordance with common sense (and the media richness theory). The telephone channel scores 
relatively high on easy communicating; the other attributes score on average. The mobile Internet 
scores high on the time issues (little time as possible, when I want). The written communication 
channel scores lowest on most of the attributes. The scores are in line with what one could expect, 
for instance face-to-face scoring low on spending as little time as possible and scoring high on 
safety personal information, the Internet channel scoring high on when I want (6.52!). This indicates 
that the respondents are able to classify the channels properly. 

n= 272 Face-to-face Telephone Internet Mobile Internet Written

Getting good 
information

5.84 (1) 5.17 (3) 5.62(2) 4.58 (4) 4.33 (5)

Making the right 
choice

5.46 (2) 4.87 (3) 5.82 (1) 4.75 (4) 4.60 (5)

Easy 5.31 (2) 5.13 (3) 5.92 (1) 4.67 (4) 4.01 (5)

Spending as little 
time as possible

3.77 (5) 4.87 (3) 5.93 (1) 4.92 (2) 3.79 (4)

When I want 3.73 (5) 4.81 (4) 6.52 (1) 5.77 (2) 5.10 (3)

Easy communicating 6.04 (1) 5.53 (2) 4.74 (3) 4.21 (4) 3.50 (5)

Having control 5.40 (2) 4.89 (3) 5.58 (1) 4.63 (4) 4.50 (5)

Safety personal 
information

5.53 (1) 4.68 (4) 4.94 (2) 4.13 (5) 4.77(3)

Table 5.5 Evaluation of the channels on the attributes

Conducting the experiment results in the following (table 5.6) satisfaction scores. The satisfaction 
scores rank from 1 to 7; a score above 3.50 indicates a positive experience, a score below 3.50 
indicating a negative experience.

n=212 Mean score (worse/better than 
expected)

Percentage that scores worse than 
expected

Percentage that scores 
better than expected

Getting good information 3.52 46% 27%

Making the right choice 3.99 35% 39%

Easy 4.56 23% 56%

Spending as little time as possible 4.48 26% 53%
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When I want 5.42 5% 70%

Easy communicating 3.48 46% 25%

Having control 4.23 25% 43%

Safety personal information 3.67 38% 26%

OVERALL SATISFACTION
(1 low – 7 high)

4.61 21% 62%

Table 5.6 Evaluation of the mobile Internet after the experiment

The mobile Internet channel surprises respondents positively on the attributes when I want, easy 
and spending as little time as possible. This leads to an overall satisfaction score of 4.61. On all 
attributes the mobile channel scores on an average at least neutral; easy communicating receives 
the lowest score with an average of 3.48. Reviewing the percentage that scores worse or better than 
expected gives a different insight. Almost half of the respondents is negative about getting good 
information and easy communication, therewith indicating that the neutral scores are not a correct 
reflection of the opinion on these attributes. The other attributes score comparable on the mean 
satisfaction and the worse/better than expected ratio. The same applies for the overall score: almost 
two third of the respondents has a positive satisfaction score.

•	 Condition 4:  External variables are of influence on the importance scores and evaluation of 
the channels: gender.

In table 5.7 the importance scores of the attributes are given for men and women. There are many 
significant differences between men and women, but in general women score higher on the 
importance scores. Looking at the most important attribute several differences in importance can be 
noticed: women find getting good information, when I want and safety personal information more 
often the most important; men find spending as little time as possible and having control more 
important (at least they are more often mentioned as most important). This indicates a difference in 
orientation: women being more outcome oriented; men being more convenience oriented.

n=296 Mean of importance score Significance (Mann-
Whitney test; 95% 
confidence) 

Percentage that mentions attribute as most 
important
n=282

Male Female Male Female

Getting good 
information

5.82 6.14 + 20% 28%

Making the right 
choice

5.71 5.90 - 10% 9%

Easy 5.72 5.98 + 10% 9%

Spending as little 
time as possible

5.49 5.70 - 15% 8%

When I want 5.62 5.81 - 8% 12%

Easy communicating 5.53 5.84 + 5% 3%

Having control 5.73 5.76 - 13% 7%
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Safety personal 
information

5.63 6.00 + 20% 23%

Table 5.7 Importance scores of the attributes, gender

The differences in the popularity of the channels (see table 5.8) are only statistically (Mann-Whitney 
test; p < 0.05) significant for the mobile channel. Looking at the ranking percentages (first, second 
and so on) the chi-square test shows a significant difference for the telephone channel (p < 0.05). 
The ‘second choices’ reveal that women mention the face-to-face channel more than men (who opt 
more for Internet and mobile Internet).

n=296 Mean of the ranking Percentage that mentions channel as 
first choice

Percentage that mentions channel as 
second choice

Male Female Male Female Male Female

Face-to-face 3.08 3.11 22% 16% 9% 19%

Telephone 2.54 2.47 11% 17% 41% 42%

Internet 1.73 1.66 62% 63% 19% 16%

Mobile Internet 3.64 3.91* 2% 2% 23% 14%

Written 
communication

3.99 3.92 5% 1% 8% 7%

Table 5.8 Ranking of the channels, gender

The evaluation of the channels is summarized in table 5.9. Men are in general more positive about 
the Internet, women in general more positive about the mobile Internet. Women rate all channels 
lower on safety personal information than men do; the difference for the Internet channel is 
significant (Mann-Whitney test; p < 0.05). Women score significantly more positive for the mobile 
Internet channel on when I want and almost significantly higher on easy.

Face-to-face Telephone Internet Mobile Internet Written

M F M F M F M F M F

Getting good 
information

5.79 5.90 5.10 5.25 5.70 5.52 4.50 4.66 4.17 4.51

Making the right 
choice

5.38 5.54 4.84 4.90 5.79 5.85 4.59 4.94 4.26* 4.98*

Easy 5.21 5.42 5.21 5.05 5.88 5.97 4.46 4.91 3.83 4.21

Spending as little time 
as possible

3.80 3.75 4.88 4.85 6.04 5.80 4.81 5.06 3.74 3.85

When I want 3.81 3.65 4.88 4.73 6.50 6.55 5.54* 6.05* 4.83* 5.39*

Easy communicating 6.09 5.98 5.52 5.53 4.95* 4.50* 4.39 3.99 3.58 3.41
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Having control 5.50 5.30 4.95 4.82 5.68 5.47 4.52 4.74 4.48 4.53

Safety personal 
information

5.54 5.52 4.77 4.57 5.18* 4.68* 4.23 4.01 4.83 4.70

Table 5.9 Evaluation of the channels on the attributes, gender

The satisfaction scores are also more or less similar (see table 5.10). A score of 3.5 means the mobile 
Internet scores as expected on the attribute. Some differences may be noticed. Men score more 
positive on getting good information, making the right choice and safety personal information; 
women score more positive on easy, when I want and spending as little time as possible. This is 
surprising as they score on their evaluation of the mobile Internet channel also higher. With other 
words: the expectations regarding the mobile channel of women are higher than the expectations 
of men and still their satisfaction is higher.

n=212 Mean score (worse/better than expected) Percentage that scores better than expected

Male Female Male Female

Getting good information 3.59 3.43 27% 28%

Making the right choice 4.09 3.86 40% 38%

Easy 4.46 4.67 52% 61%

Spending as little time as 
possible

4.39 4.59 48% 60%

When I want 5.38 5.46 66% 75%

Easy communicating 3.60 3.33 27% 22%

Having control 4.27 4.19 41% 44%

Safety personal information 3.75 3.58 24% 27%

OVERALL SATISFACTION
(1 low – 7 high)

4.54 4.71 61% 63%

Table 5.10 Evaluation of the mobile Internet after the experiment, gender

Although the differences are statistically not significant it is interesting to note that men have higher 
scores on getting good information, making the right choice and safety personal information. These 
three attributes have the highest importance scores among women. This might indicate that women 
are more critical on these attributes. 

•	 Condition 4: External variables are of influence on the importance scores and evaluation of 
the channels: education.

The differences between the importance scores per educational level show no significant statistical 
differences as can be seen in table 5.11, although some scores deserve attention. Lower educated 
respondents find getting good information and safety personal information the most important 
attributes; the higher educated have the highest score on easy. The percentages first mentioned 
show that the higher educated respondents care less about safety personal information; for the 
middle educated the highest score is for safety personal information.
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n=296 and n= 
282

Mean of importance score Significance 
(Kruskal-
Wallis test

Percentage that mentions attribute as most 
important

Educational level Low Middle High Low Middle High

Getting good 
information

6.01 6.16 5.79 - 27% 22% 23%

Making the right 
choice

5.64 5.97 5.76 - 7% 8% 13%

Easy 5.93 5.76 5.85 - 10% 4% 14%

Spending as little 
time as possible

5.46 5.55 5.70 - 10% 13% 13%

When I want 5.53 5.79 5.76 - 8% 10% 11%

Easy 
communicating

5.71 5.61 5.70 - 5 % 7% 2%

Having control 5.74 5.72 5.77 - 10% 11% 10%

Safety personal 
information

6.07 5.86 5.60 - 26% 26% 14%

Table 5.11 Importance scores of the attributes, educational level

The ranking of the channels shows significant (Kruskal-Wallis test; p < 0.05) differences per educational 
level for the face-to-face and the telephone channel (table 5.12)54. Reviewing the first and second 
mentioned choices it becomes clear that the lower educated respondents have a relative preference 
for face-to-face and less for the Internet. The middle educated score high on the Internet as a first 
and as a second choice; for almost 90% it is either the first or second preferred channel. The higher 
educated score lower on the face-to-face channel and relatively high on the telephone channel. 

n=296 Mean Percentage first choice Percentage second choice

Low Middle High Low Middle High Low Middle High

Face-to-face 2.798∗ 2.99* 3.37* 32% 18% 12% 9% 19% 12%

Telephone 2.57* 2.68* 2.33* 7% 14% 16% 46% 31% 48%

Internet 2.01 1.58 1.59 57% 65% 65% 13% 24% 16%

Mobile Internet 3.61 3.87 3.79 3% 2% 2% 28% 16% 16%

Written 
communication

4.01 3.91 3.96 3% 1% 5% 5% 10% 7%

Table 5.12 Ranking of the channels, educational level

54 An * in table 5.12 and the following tables in this chapter means: statistically significant Kruskal-Wallis test; 
p < 0.05.
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Given these differences in the ranking of the channels it comes to no surprise that the evaluation 
of the channels is also different. Statistically (Kruskal-Wallis test; p < 0.05) significant differences 
are found for the face-to-face channel, the Internet channel and written communication. The lower 
educated are more positive than the other groups for the face-to-face channel on all aspects; 
statistically only significant for when I want and the safety of personal information. They also score 
significantly higher for the safety aspect of the Internet. The high score of the middle educated 
respondents for the Internet channel seems to be caused by the high score on the evaluation of 
getting good information and safety personal information; an explanation is difficult to give.

n=272 Face-to-face Telephone Internet Mobile Internet Written

L M H L M H L M H L M H L M H

Getting 
good 
info

5.99 5.95 5.66 5.36 5.04 5.15 5.43 5.76 5.61 4.61 4.58 4.56 3.93* 4.74* 4.25*

Making 
the right 

choice

5.51 5.52 5.37 5.21 4.74 4.76 5.64 5.94 5.83 4.70 4.74 4.79 4.17 5.02 4.52

Easy 5.54 5.48 5.03 5.27 5.12 5.06 5.60 6.05 6.01 4.58 4.83 4.59 3.91 4.33 3.80

Spending 
as little 
time as 
possible

4.09 3.86 3.52 5.20 4.63 4.86 5.76 5.95 6.02 4.77 5.04 4.92 3.87 3.90 3.65

When I 
want

4.11* 3.92* 3.34* 5.21 4.82 4.56 6.46 6.54 6.55 5.72 5.92 5.68 4.99 5.32 4.98

Easy 
comm.

6.09 6.06 5.99 5.64 5.40 5.57 4.51 4.83 4.81 4.23 4.18 4.21 3.29 3.66 3.50

Having 
control

5.73 5.38 5.22 4.99 4.92 4.81 5.64 5.76 5.38 4.68 4.83 4.43 4.34 4.65 4.48

Safety 
personal  

info

5.79* 5.71* 5.23* 4.86 4.81 4.46 5.03* 5.35* 4.55* 4.17 4.39 3.88 4.77 4.95 4.62

Table 5.13 Evaluation of the channels on the attributes, educational level

The differences in the satisfaction scores are remarkable: the middle level educated respondents 
score highest on almost all attributes (except getting good information) and score highest in the 
overall satisfaction scores. This is not caused by a difference in experience with the mobile Internet: 
no significant correlation (chi-square, Kruskal-Wallis test; p < 0.05) is found between educational 
level and experience with the mobile Internet.

n=212 Mean score (worse/better than expected) Percentage that scores better than expected

low middle high low middle high

Getting good 
information

3.90* 3.61* 3.12* 38 33 13
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Making the right 
choice

4.13 4.17 3.70 43 45 30

Easy 4.44* 4.96* 4.29* 51 71 47

Spending as little 
time as possible

4.35* 4.97* 4.14* 48 70 53

When I want 5.13 5.65 5.45 68 73 68

Easy communicating 3.65 3.67 3.16 30 29 16

Having control 4.11 4.46 4.12 43 51 36

Safety personal 
information

3.70 3.88 3.46 29 30 18

OVERALL 
SATISFACTION
(1 low – 7 high)

4.59* 5.03* 4.25* 67 59 62

Table 5.14 Evaluation of the mobile Internet after the experiment, educational level

It is difficult to find an explanation for the relatively low scores of the higher educated. They have 
the lowest satisfaction scores on all attributes and the lowest overall satisfaction score. It seems 
to indicate that the higher educated are more critical as it cannot be explained by a difference 
in experience with the mobile Internet. An alternative explanation might be the correlation with 
experience with purchasing travel insurance. Of the lower educated respondents 58% has never 
bought travel insurance; of the middle level educated 34% has no experience, dropping to 20% 
for the higher educated. It can be argued that because the higher educated have more experience 
with buying travel insurance, they evaluate the channel more critical on its use for this purpose as 
they know how to evaluate the attributes. The respondent groups with less experience evaluate the 
channel more on its general use.

•	 Condition 4: External variables are of influence on the importance scores and evaluation of 
the channels: age.

Young people score lower than the other age groups on the importance scores of most attributes. 
This might be caused by a lack of experience with purchasing travel insurance as there is a correlation 
between age and the frequency of purchasing travel insurance, with young respondents having less 
experience. A lack of experience might result in an under- or overestimation of the importance of 
the attributes, in this case an underestimation of the importance scores. The oldest age group (45+) 
scores relatively high on making the right choice and easy communicating, while surprisingly scoring 
the lowest on safety personal information. This is more evident when looking at the percentages 
of the most important attribute: the youngest group scores highest on safety, the oldest group 
the lowest. This is counter intuitive; an explanation might be again the (lack of ) experience with 
purchasing travel insurance. 

n=296 and 
n=272

Mean of importance score Significance 
( K r u s k a l -
Wallis test;
 p < 0.05)

Percentage that mentions attribute as most important
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< 25 years 25-45 years 45 years and 
older

< 25 years 25-45 years 45 years and 
older

Getting good 
information

5.79 6.04 6.00 - 16% 24% 28%

Making the 
right choice

5.40* 5.88* 5,96* + 12% 7% 11%

Easy 5.61 5.80 6.03 - 8% 9% 11%

Spending as 
little time as 
possible

5.46 5.57 5.69 - 15% 15% 7%

When I want 5.36 5.82 5.81 - 8% 7% 15%

Easy 
communicating

5.34* 5.62* 5.94* + 8% 3% 4%

Having control 5.57 5.77 5.83 - 8% 13% 9%

Safety personal 
information

5.75 6.04 5.57 - 27% 22% 16%

Table 5.15 Importance scores of the attributes, age

The differences in the channel ranking are for four channels significant (Kruskal-Wallis test; p < 
0.05). The telephone and written communication score relatively high for the oldest age group; the 
Internet for the youngest age group and surprisingly the mobile Internet for the middle group. This 
is explained by the experience with the mobile Internet. Of the young respondents 66% has no 
experience; of the older respondents (45+) 85% has no experience and of the middle age group 
(25-45) 59% has no experience (statistically significant, chi square, p < 0.05).

n=296 Mean of the ranking Percentage that mentions channel as first choice

< 25 years 25-45 years 45 years and 
older

< 25 years 25-45 years 45 years and 
older

Face-to-face 3.13 3.02 3.15 12% 21% 21%

Telephone 2.61* 2.60* 2.34* 12% 10% 18%

Internet 1.46* 1.65* 1.89* 72% 65% 55%

Mobile Internet 3.76* 3.51* 4.06* 2% 3% 1%

Written communication 4.01* 4.21* 3.63* 3% 1% 6%

Table 5.16 Ranking of the channels, age

The evaluation of the channels (table 5.17) differs for the age groups. The youngest group gives high 
scores to the Internet and the mobile Internet channel on easy communicating, probably showing 
the effect of experiencing new technology early in life. The oldest group scores high on the written 
channel; probably also due to experience, and high on the safety of the telephone channel. 
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n=272 Face-to-face Telephone Internet Mobile Internet Written

< 25 
years

25-
45 

years

45 
years 
and 

older

< 25 
years

25-
45 

years

45 
years 
and 

older

< 25 
years

25-
45 

years

45 
years 
and 

older

< 25 
years

25-
45 

years

45 
years 
and 

older

< 25 
years

25-
45 

years

45 
years 
and 

older

Getting 
good 
info

5.92 5.81 5.82 5.19* 5.41* 4.89* 5.48 5.83 5.46 4.37 4.77 4.49 3.98 4.34 4.55

Making 
the 

right 
choice

5.34 5.35 5.65 4.98 4.84 4.83 5.69 5.87 5.85 4.66 4.89 4.65 4.45 4.42 4.90

Easy 5.30 5.12 5.53 5.20 5.13 5.09 5.78 6.00 5.92 4.77 4.69 4.57 3.69 3.99 4.24

Spen-
ding as 

little 
time

3.78 3.87 3.67 4.70 5.04 4.78 6.00 5.96 5.85 5.16 4.97 4.71 3.80 3.86 3.71

When I 
want

3.77 3.64 3.81 4.91 4.62 4.97 6.66 6.52 6.44 6.11 5.77 5.56 4.97* 4.85* 5.46*

Easy 
comm.

6.09 5.95 6.11 5.56 5.60 5.43 4.58* 5.11* 4.43* 4.06* 4.62* 3.83* 3.36 3.53 3.55

Having 
control

5.72 5.23 5.39 4.98 5.09 4.61 5.61 5.78 5.33 4.72 4.75 4.43 4.39 4.43 4.65

Safety 
info

5.53 5.49 5.58 4.98* 4.89* 4.24* 5.25 5.06 4.61 4.39 4.18 3.90 4.94 4.77 4.65

Table 5.17 Evaluation of the channels on the attributes, age

As can be seen in table 5.18 the satisfaction scores differ significantly (Kruskal-Wallis test, p < 0.05) 
on a majority of the number of attributes and the overall satisfaction score, with the youngest age 
group being in general more satisfied. All groups are most satisfied on the attributes easy, spending 
as little time and when I want, the three convenience aspects of the mobile channel. 

The group with the most experience with the mobile Internet, 25 – 45 years, scores highest on those 
attributes that are specifically related to the experiment: getting good information, making the 
right choice, easy communicating, having control and safety personal information. On the general 
attributes (easy, little time, when I want) the young respondents score the highest. This indicates 
that the oldest respondents are the least ‘surprised’. 

n=212 Mean score (worse/better than expected) Percentage that scores better than expected

< 25 years 25 – 45 years 45 years and 
older

< 25 years 25 – 45 years 45 years and 
older

Getting good 
information

3.56* 3.86* 3.14* 28 37 12

Making the right choice 4.19* 4.28* 3.54* 46 47 25

Easy 5.00 4.47 4.33 63 53 55
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Spending as little time 
as possible

5.19* 4.40* 4.07* 65 49 50

When I want 5.48 5.37 5.42 69 69 71

Easy communicating 3.41* 3.86* 3.13* 17 32 22

Having control 4.31 4.50 3.89 45 49 36

Safety personal 
information

3.87* 3.94* 3.26* 30 32 16

OVERALL SATISFACTION
(1 low – 7 high)

5.22* 4.68* 4.11* 76 62 51

Table 5.18 Evaluation of the mobile Internet after the experiment, age

•	 Condition 4: External variables are of influence on the importance scores and evaluation of 
the channels: experience mobile Internet.

The respondents have been recoded according to their experience with mobile Internet. Two groups 
are distinguished: respondents with no experience and respondent with experience, no matter how 
often they use the mobile Internet. Table 5.19 shows the importance scores for both groups.

n=296 Mean of importance score Significance 
(Kruskal-Wallis 
test; p < 0.05)

Percentage that mentions attribute as most 
important

no experience experience no experience experience

Getting good 
information

5.99 5.92 - 24 22

Making the right choice 5.82 5.76 - 9 11

Easy 5.78 5.99 - 8 13

Spending as little time as 
possible

5.55 5.69 - 11 15

When I want 5.64 5.87 - 9 12

Easy communicating 5.72 5.56 - 6 1

Having control 5.76 5.72 - 12 7

Safety personal 
information

5.78 5.85 - 22 19

Table 5.19 Importance scores of the attributes, experience mobile Internet

Although the difference between the score on easy is rather large, none of the differences are 
statistically significant. The difference in ranking is for all channels significantly (Mann-Whitney 
test; p < 0.05) different. The respondents with experience with the mobile Internet channel score 
higher on the Internet and the mobile Internet channel and lower on all other channels. From the 
percentages that mention the channel as first choice it can be concluded that the mobile Internet 
scores for the respondents with mobile experience high as a second or third choice channel as it 
hardly scores as a first channel and still has an overall ranking of third channel. 



146

CHAPTER 5

n=296 Mean of the ranking (the lower, the more popular, score 
between 1 and 5)

Percentage that mentions channel as first choice

no experience experience no experience experience

Face-to-face 2.92** 3.51** 23 9

Telephone 2.41** 2.74** 15 10

Internet 1.77** 1.53** 57 76

Mobile Internet 4.06** 3.08** 2 2

Written communication 3.88** 4.13** 3 2

Table 5.20 Ranking of the channels, experience mobile Internet55

Given the different ranking of the channels, it comes as no surprise that there are also a number of 
statistical significant (Mann-Whitney test; p < 0.05) differences in the evaluation scores. In general 
the respondents with experience with the mobile Internet give the mobile Internet channel higher 
scores on attributes one has to experience: easy, easy communicating and getting good information. 
The respondents without experience are more positive about the traditional channels. 

n=272 Face-to-face Telephone Internet Mobile Internet Written

Experience Experience Experience Experience Experience

yes no yes no yes no yes no yes no

Getting 
good info

5.98 5.51 5.20 5.08 5.61 5.63 4.43** 4.90** 4.49** 3.96**

Making 
the right 
choice

5.73** 4.83** 4.95 4.69 5.83 5.80 4.61 5.06 4.70 4.39

Easy 5.50** 4.88** 5.23 4.92 5.83** 6.12** 4.51** 5.02** 4.15 3.69

Spending 
as little 
time as 
possible

3.84 3.63 4.97 4.64 5.89 6.01 4.78 5.24 3.88 3.58

When I 
want

3.83 3.51 4.94** 4.52** 6.55 6.46 5.71 5.93 5.27** 4.70**

Easy 
comm.

6.20 5.68 5.60 5.37 4.69 4.85 4.06** 4.52** 3.56 3.36

Having 
control

5.49 5.20 4.94 4.79 5.62 5.48 4.60 4.68 4.59 4.30

Safety 
personal  
info

5.62 5.33 4.71 4.61 4.87 5.10 4.03 4.35 4.79 4.71

Table 5.21 Evaluation of the channels on the attributes, experience mobile Internet

55 In this and the following two tables ** means statistically significant, Mann-Whitney test; p  <0.05
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The satisfaction scores (table 5.22) of the experienced respondents are overall slightly higher than 
the non experienced group, but not statistically significant, except for the overall satisfaction score. 
The non experienced respondents score higher on the attribute when I want, which is not surprising 
as the experienced group knows what to expect. The overall high scores of the experienced group 
are not what one expects as that group should know in general what they will get when using the 
mobile Internet. An explanation might be that the group with experience with mobile Internet has 
a different, more positive, notion towards new technology in general. 

n=212 Mean score (worse/better than expected) Percentage that scores better than expected

no experience experience no experience experience

Getting good information 3.46 3.67 28 27

Making the right choice 3.87 4.28 36 45

Easy 4.47 4.77 55 60

Spending as little time as 
possible

4.34 4.83 50 62

When I want 5.43 5.38 71 67

Easy communicating 3.39 3.70 24 27

Having control 4.18 4.37 43 43

Safety personal 
information

3.59 3.88 26 25

OVERALL SATISFACTION
(1 low – 7 high)

4.48** 4.93** 57 73

Table 5.22 Evaluation of the mobile Internet after the experiment, experience mobile Internet

5.4 Conclusions

The results of the fieldwork show that the basic assumptions of the model are met. The attributes 
score high on the importance scores; respondents do have a preference ranking for channels and a 
channel choice set. The respondents are also able to evaluate the channels on the attributes, with 
the Internet as the most popular channel. An analysis based on the (according to the literature) 
relevant background variables shows some interesting differences between different groups that 
might be of interest when evaluating the model:

•	 In evaluating channels women are more outcome oriented; men are more convenience 
oriented.
•	 The evaluation of the channels shows that men are more positive about the Internet; women 
are more positive about the mobile Internet.
•	 Women are less positive than men about safety personal information for all channels.
•	 Evaluation of the mobile Internet experiment shows no significant differences between men 
and women.
•	 Although for all groups the Internet is the most popular channel, the face-to-face channel 
is relatively popular among the lowest educated, the telephone channel relatively popular 
among the highest educated. 
•	 The middle educated score highest on the satisfaction scores with the experiment; the 
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highest educated score lowest. The higher educated might be more critical in general or they 
might be more critical because they have more experience with buying travel insurance.
•	 The several age groups score differently on the ranking of the channels. The Internet is 
relatively popular among the youngest group, the mobile Internet among the middle age 
group and the face-to-face channel among the oldest age group.
•	 The group aged 25 – 45 years has most experience with the mobile Internet.

As the basic conditions of the model are met, the model can be tested. In chapter 6 the hypotheses 
as formulated in chapter 3 will be discussed.


