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“...yet at the same time I do not wish to be perceived as hostile to TAM or Fred Davis, his coauthors, or 
many others contributing to the evolution and validation of TAM. Nevertheless, by necessity and design, 
my commentary points out what I believe to be fundamental problems with TAM and with the current 
state of the field. I submit that the field is at the threshold of crisis, if not chaos, in regard to explaining 
technology acceptance, and a paradigm shift is needed if progress is to be made.”

Bagozzi, 2007, p. 244

CHAPTER 6  TESTING THE DYNAMICS OF THE MODEL

6.0 Abstract

The scores of the weighted additive and the simple additive model are comparable. Although some 
of the hypotheses have been confirmed - and therewith some of the dynamics of the multichannel 
model - by the research, the model cannot be accepted. The weighted additive or the simple additive 
model cannot explain the change in the channel preferences adequately. This means that the logic 
of TAM has to be doubted. 

6.1 Introduction

In the preceding chapter it has become clear that the respondents do have a channel choice set: all 
respondents are able to rank the channels in order of their preference. Secondly it has become clear 
that the attributes score high on the importance scales: above 5.50 on a 7-point scale. The experiment, 
using a mobile telephone to purchase travel insurance, can be seen as an example of context specific 
weight factors. This will trigger the dynamics of the multichannel model as in shown figure 6.1:
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Figure 6.1 The multichannel dynamic model

In the experiment the respondents do not have a choice to choose another channel; they have 
to use the mobile Internet. As this is for most respondents a new channel, this will lead to (dis)
confirmation of expectations, that will result in forming anew a choice set, that might differ from the 
channel choice set before the experiment. In this chapter the hypotheses as formulated in chapter 
4 will be tested:

•	  Hypothesis 1: the weighted additive and the simple additive model predict the preference 
ranking of the channels comparable.



150

CHAPTER 6

•	 Hypothesis 2: a positive or negative experience with the use of the mobile Internet will lead to 
a change in the channel preference choice set caused by a different score for the mobile Internet 
channel.
•	 Hypothesis 3: the attributes that change after the use of the mobile Internet are the attributes 
on which the mobile Internet either scores low (negative experience) or scores high (positive 
experience).
•	 Hypothesis 4: the level of experience with mobile Internet will influence the (dis)conformation 
of experience. 
•	 Hypothesis 5a: a change in the channel choice set is caused by a change in the importance of 
the attributes.
•	 Hypothesis 5b: a change in the channel choice set is caused by a change in the evaluation of 
the mobile Internet channel.

The testing of the hypotheses will give an answer to sub question 3, whether the model can be 
confirmed empirically. In the next paragraphs the results per hypothesis will be discussed. The 
chapter ends with a general conclusion. Before discussing the results per hypothesis the choice for 
the  used statistical techniques is explained. 

The use of several theories in one model has some implications for the complexity of the integrated 
model and the used statistical analyses. This is related to the distinction between variance and 
process models. Variance models try to predict levels of outcome from levels of predictor variables. 
The variation in the predictor variables accounts for variation in the outcome (Newman and Robey, 
1992). Process theories look at the development of outcomes over time (Markus and Robey, 1988; 
Maxwell, 2005; Gregor, 2006). These outcomes are the result of a number of conditions that are a 
necessary but not sufficient cause (Newman and Noble, 1990). The difference is analogous to the 
distinction between cross-sectional (variance) and longitudinal (process) research. TAM is a variance 
model; EDT is a process model (Premkumar and Bhattacherjee, 2008). The combination of a variance 
model and a process model is not without debate (Gregor, 2006). Seddon (1997) has criticized the 
DeLone and McLean model on these grounds and it has been written that the combination “can 
be confusing” (DeLone and McLean, 2003; p. 16). The differences are summarized in illustration 6.1 
(Mohr, 1982; p. 38):

VARIANCE THEORY PROCESS THEORY

Role of time Static Longitudinal

Definition The cause is necessary and sufficient for the 
outcome

Causation consists of necessary conditions 
in sequence; chance and random events 
play a role

Assumptions Outcome will invariably occur when 
necessary and sufficient conditions are 
present

Outcomes may not occur (even when 
conditions are present)

Elements Variables Discrete outcomes

Logical form If X, then Y; if more X, then more Y If not X, then not Y; cannot be extended to 
‘more X’ or ‘more Y’

Illustration 6.1 Variance and process theory

The methods to verify the model differ: cross-sectional surveys are used in TAM based research, 
longitudinal surveys are used in EDT based research. The inclusion of the consideration set (as the 
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channel choice set) has changed the character of the theory even more. The notion of “intention to 
use” has been transformed into preferences, where the channel with highest preference is the one 
most likely to be used. This has implications for the statistical analyses. In testing variance models 
usually statistical techniques as factor analysis and structural equation modeling are used (e.g. Davis, 
1989; Davis et al., 1989 ). Although it has been stated that process theories “cannot be extended, 
as variance theories can, to explain or predict what happens when there is ‘more’ of a precursor 
variable” (Markus and Robey, 1988; p. 591), in practice EDT has been tested as a variance model. 
This is illustrated by Bhattacherjee (2001a) who reported that satisfaction explained 32% of the 
intention variance. Preference studies assume a different method of analysis. Two basic approaches 
are common: correlational approach and the confusion matrix. The correlational approach is based 
on calculating the coefficient of rank correlations; the confusion matrix compares the predicted rank 
with the actual rank on an individual basis (Wilcox and Austin, 1979). Both methods have advantages 
and disadvantages. This has been summarized by Bass (1972; p. 461) as follows: 

“The differences in purpose between attitude theories developed in social psychology and 
brand preferences studies suggest different methods of analysis. If the purpose is to study the 
attitudes of different people for a single object, then the analysis will of necessity be cross-
sectional in character. It is well known that interpersonal utility comparisons cannot be given 
rigorous meaning; hence cross-sectional comparisons of attitude with independent measures 
of affect, no matter how carefully done, must be viewed with skepticism. Fortunately, in 
marketing studies of brand preference, interpersonal comparisons can be avoided, and 
attitudinal predictions of preference order can be confined to individuals”. 

This view is also taken by Bettman et al., (1975a; p. 152), who mention that “the most realistic and 
theoretically consistent approach is to analyze individual level data”, basing this conclusion partly on 
Birnbaum (1973) who raised questions about the use of correlations as an index of fit between the 
model and the predictions. In this study the confusion matrix will be used (see also Massy, 1965; Bass 
and Talarzy, 1972; Bass and Wilkie, 1973; Wilkie and Pessemier, 1973) which shows the percentage of 
correct predictions (actual rank versus predicted rank) based on an individual level analysis. 
The prediction of the preferences has a central place. This means that the preferences are measured 
on an individual level. The model (and alternative explanations) will be first evaluated on the correct 
prediction of the channel preferences. The other hypotheses are evaluated on the process character 
of the model, which means that the assumptions of the model are tested, not the explained variance. 
To give an example: if the model assumes that satisfaction with the channel leads to a different 
channel choice set, the analysis will compare satisfied and dissatisfied respondents and will find 
out whether there are significant differences. The analysis will not try to draw conclusions about the 
variance that is explained by the satisfaction level.

6.2 Testing the hypotheses56

Hypothesis 1: The scores of the multi attribute attitude (weighted additive) and 
simple additive model are comparable

This hypothesis is based on the assumption that if the importance scores for the attributes are high 
(as the pilot research revealed) there is hardly any difference in the predicting value of these two 
models. In table 6.1 the ratings of the predicted score versus the actual score are given per model. In 
the multi attribute attitude model the calculation is based on the summarization for all attributes of 
the importance score per attribute multiplied with the channel score on the attribute. Per channel 

56 The results in this chapter are, unless stated otherwise, based on the respondents who have conducted the 
experiment with the mobile Internet (n = 212). 
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this results in a score; the highest score among the channels is the predicted first choice of the 
respondent, the number two is the second choice et cetera. For the adding method only the scores 
of the channels on the attributes are added, there is no weighting involved for importance scores. 

Predicted correctly Multi attribute attitude model Adding model Ranking attribute model

First choice 66.5 % 67.0% 62.1%

Second choice 29.3% 31.5% 28.5%

Third choice 32.0% 34.1% 32.0%

Fourth choice 32.0% 30.3% 34.6%

Fifth choice 47.7% 46.1% 49.6%

TOTAL 41.5% 41.8% 41.4%

Table 6.1 Predicted versus actual choice scores 57

First of all it can be concluded that both models score about the same results. Secondly it is obvious, 
in line with the pilot research, that the most preferred is predicted best; followed by the least 
preferred. Thirdly the overall scores are more than 40%. The question can be raised whether these 
scores ‘prove’ the weighted additive and/or simple additive model. The fact that the adding model 
scores as high as the multi attribute model can be explained by the fact that the attributes are all 
very important (lowest average on a 7-point scale is 5.48) and therefore the importance weighting 
does not differentiate much, which causes the adding model to produce the same results. This 
means the results confirm hypothesis 1.

To investigate whether the relevance of the importance scores is higher than is assumed by the 
weighted additive model respondents have also been asked to rank the attributes from 1 to 8 
(1 being the most important attribute); in this way they are forced to differentiate between the 
attributes. In the third column these rankings are used to create a ‘ranking attribute’ model. The 
scores of the ranks have been first recoded, leading to rank 1 (most important) getting a score of 
8, rank 2 a score of 7 et cetera. After that the scores of the channels on the attributes are multiplied 
with the recoded rank numbers. If for instance the attribute good information has the highest rank, 
the scores of the channel on good information are multiplied with 8. All the scores are added and 
the predicted and actual choice are calculated in the same manner as with the other two methods. 
Although the scores do not differ much, the ranking model seems to perform slightly better in 
predicting the least favorable channel, but the overall scores are similar to the other models. And, 
even more important, it scores less accurate on the preferred channel, which can be seen as the 
most important prediction.

The results indicate that there is indeed no significant difference between the weighted additive 
and the simple additive model. The explanation is obvious: by conducting qualitative research and 
only selecting the most important attributes, the weight factors are of little influence. This implicates 

57 If two channels are predicted to score the same rank, for instance the first rank, and one channel scores indeed 
as the first choice and the other channel as the second choice, only the first choice is calculated as predicted 
correctly. This is done because respondents had the choice to give channels the same ranking and is in line with 
other research (e.g. Leigh et al., 1984). Although this lowers the predictive strength of the model, it is used for all 
methods, therewith at least creating compatibility and avoiding a possible overestimation of the models.
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that if one conducts research (marketing or scientific research) the questionnaire can be shortened 
by deleting the questions about the importance weights. 

Hypothesis 2: more positive or negative experience with the use of the mobile 
Internet will lead to a change in the channel preference choice set

First of all the dynamics of the model have to be determined. Does the experiment with the mobile 
Internet lead to a significant change in the ranking of the channels? Table 6.2 provides the answer
.

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

Percentage that mentions channel as 
first choice

Percentage that mentions channel as 
second choice

before after before after before after

Face-to-face 3.08 3.12 21 20 13 13

Telephone 2.58 2.80* 9 9 43 31

Internet 1.65 1.60 65 65 18 18

Mobile Internet 3.75 3.40* 1 3 20 30

Written 
communication

3.97 4.08* 4 2 6 8

Table 6.2 Ranking of the channels before and after the experiment58

The Wilcoxon signed rank test shows that the change of the ranks are significant for telephone, mobile 
Internet and written communication59, although the change in the ranking of this last mentioned 
channel is not very high compared to the other two channels. The use of the mobile Internet leads 
to an increase in the ranking. After the use it does not score very high as the first chosen channel, 
but it has become an important alternative channel (the number 2 position), competing with the 
telephone channel. The dynamics in the model can also be shown by comparing the first choices 
before and after the experiment: 

First choice channel before experiment

Face-to-face Telephone Internet Mobile Written

Fir
st 

ch
oic

e c
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el 
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t

Face-to-face 79% 17% 1% 0% 25%

Telephone 12% 61% 1% 0% 13%

Internet 9% 22% 93% 33% 13%

Mobile 0% 0% 4% 67% 0%

Written 0% 0% 1% 0% 50%

Table 6.3 Preferred channel before and after the experiment

58 Percentages do not have to add to 100% as respondents were allowed to give the same ranking to more than 
one channel.

59 In this chapter the * mark in the tables refers to:  statistically significant, Wilcoxon signed test, p , 0.05.
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Now that is confirmed that the ranking of the channels change significantly, the hypothesis can 
be tested by including the level of satisfaction in the analysis as is indicated by the Expectation 
Disconfirmation Theory. Three groups are distinguished: negative (respondents with a general 
satisfaction score after the experiment of 1 – 3); neutral (respondents with a general satisfaction 
score after the experiment of 4) and positive (respondents with a general satisfaction score after the 
experiment of 5 – 7). The results for the respondents with a negative experience are as follows:

NEGATIVE 
ABOUT MOBILE 
INTERNET 
EXPERIMENT

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

Percentage
that mentions channel as first choice

Percentage that mentions channel as 
second choice

before after before after before after

Face-to-face 2.77 2.48* 34 32 5 16

Telephone 2.59 2.55 5 7 50 43

Internet 1.84 1.84 59 59 16 18

Mobile Internet 4.14 4.64* 0 0 16 5

Written 
communication

3.80 3.50 2 2 11 18

Table 6.4 Ranking of the channels, negative about the experiment

After the negative experience there seems to be a ‘return’ to the non-technical channels: face-to-
face and writing communication increase in popularity. The Wilcoxon signed rank tests show the 
face-to-face channel has changed significantly (p = .024) and show a significant lower score for 
the mobile Internet channel (what is expected according to the hypothesis). The face-to-face and 
the written communication channel become more popular as a second preferred channel, at the 
expense of the mobile Internet. 

A neutral satisfaction leads, as can be seen in table 6.5, to no significant changes in the scores of the 
mobile Internet channel, which is in line with the theoretical model. 

NEUTRAL ABOUT MOBILE 
EXPERIMENT

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

Percentage
that mentions channel as first 
choice

Percentage that mentions channel 
as second choice

before after before after before after

Face-to-face 2.89 2.86 14 19 25 17

Telephone 2.44 2.50 11 8 56 56

Internet 1.61 1.50 71 69 17 19

Mobile Internet 4.06 4.03 0 3 3 3

Written communication 4.19 4.08 3 0 0  6

Table 6.5 Ranking of the channels, neutral about the experiment
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Respondents that are positive (see table 6.6) about the mobile experiment show the largest number 
of changes. The Wilcoxon signed rank tests show significant changes for all channels except the 
Internet channel. The change for the mobile Internet is caused by the increasing popularity as the 
second chosen channel; this increase is at the expense of especially the telephone channel. The 
Internet channel remains stable.

POSITIVE ABOUT MOBILE 
EXPERIMENT

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

Percentage
that mentions channel as first 
choice

Percentage that mentions channel 
as second choice

before after before after before after

Face-to-face 3.24 3.41* 18 16 13 11

Telephone 2.61 2.95*  9 10 37 20

Internet 1.60 1.55 66 66 18 18

Mobile Internet 3.56 2.81* 2 5 25 47

Written communication 3.96 4.28* 5 3 5 5

 Table 6.6 Ranking of the channels, positive about the experiment

The results confirm the expectation that a positive experience leads to a higher ranking of the 
mobile Internet channel and a negative experience leads to a lower ranking of the mobile Internet 
channel. This is in line with the Expectation Disconfirmation Theory and confirms hypothesis 2. This 
means that this part of model is confirmed.

Hypothesis 3: the attributes that change after the use of the mobile Internet are the 
attributes on which the mobile Internet either scores low (negative experience) or 
scores high (positive experience)

In table 6.7 the overall satisfaction with the mobile channel is taken into account. The importance 
scores of the positive respondents before and after the experiment are:

POSITIVE ABOUT THE EXPERIMENT Mean 
importance 
before use of 
mobile channel

Mean 
importance 
after use of 
mobile channel

Evaluation 
score of mobile 
Internet
(before use)

Mean score 
worse/better 
than expected

Percentage 
more positive 
than expected

Getting good information 5.95 5.80 4.80 3.95 37

Making right choice 5.78 5.79 5.15 4.48 51

Easy 5.78 5.84 5.18 5.19 72

Spending as little time as possible 5.49 5.60 5.36 5.27 71

Doing when I want 5.67* 5.95* 6.02 5.59 73

Easy communicating 5.69 5.57 4.37 4.06 35

Having control 5.76 5.71 4.88 4.72 55

Safety personal information 5.80 5.71 4.59 4.17 34

Table 6.7 Evolution of the attributes and mobile Internet, positive about the experiment
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The respondents with a positive evaluation of the use of the mobile channel are especially positive 
about the attributes easy, spending as little time as possible and doing when I want. The changes 
for the attribute easy are not significant (p > 0.05), although the percentage more positive than 
expected is the third highest.

NEGATIVE ABOUT THE EXPERIMENT Mean 
importance 
before use of 
mobile channel

Mean 
importance 
after use of 
mobile channel

Evaluation 
score of mobile 
Internet
(before use)

Mean score 
worse/better 
than expected

Percentage 
more positive 
than expected

Getting good information 6.14 6.00 4.84 2.61 14

Making right choice 5.91 5.98 4.81 2.75 18

Easy 5.82 5.98 4.21 2.80 21

Spending as little time as possible 5.55 5.36 4.47 2.48 11

Doing when I want 5.66 5.75 6.12 4.98 64

Easy communicating 5.84 5.68 4.16 2.18 7

Having control 5.77 5.77 4.72 3.02 18

Safety personal information 5.73 5.75 3.81 2.66 11

Table 6.8 Evaluation of the attributes and mobile Internet, negative about the experiment

The respondents that have a negative evaluation (see table 6.8) of the experiment are only positive 
about the attribute doing when I want. This does not lead to a significant higher importance score 
for this attribute; the experiment does not lead to any significant change in importance ratings. This 
means that the mechanism with positive experience is different from a negative experience. Positive 
experience leads to a re-evaluation of the importance scores as a way of changing the ranking; 
a negative experience leads to less effect on the importance scores because the mobile Internet 
scores rather low before the experiment; rational reasoning is not needed to justify a new ranking. 
This means that hypothesis 3 is only confirmed for respondents with a positive experience.

Hypothesis 4: the level of experience with mobile Internet will influence the (dis)
conformation of experience.

To test hypothesis 4 the use of the mobile Internet (before the experiment) has been recoded into 
respondents with no experience and respondents with experience. To differentiate within the 
group of mobile Internet users - according to frequency of use - is not possible as there are only 85 
respondents with experience with mobile Internet. Table 6.9 shows the results for the two groups.

n=212 Mean score (worse/better than 
expected

Percentage that scores worse than 
expected

Percentage that scores better 
than expected

no experience experience no experience experience no experience experience

Getting good 
information

3.46 3.67 47 42 28 27
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Making the right 
choice

3.87 4.28 40 25 36 45

Easy 4.47 4.77 24 22 55 60

Spending as little time 
as possible

4.34 4.83 27 23 50 62

When I want 5.43 5.38 7 2 71 67

Easy communicating 3.39 3.70 49 40 24 27

Having control 4.18 4.37 25 25 43 43

Safety personal 
information

3.59 3.88 41 32 26 25

OVERALL SATISFACTION
(1 low – 7 high)

4.48* 4.93* 23 17 57 73

Table 6.9 Satisfaction with the mobile Internet, experience with mobile Internet

The results do not seem to support the hypothesis: respondents with experience with the mobile 
Internet score more positive about their experience: the neutral overall satisfaction is 20% for the 
respondents without experience and 10% for the respondents with experience. An explanation for 
this counter intuitive fact might be that the respondents with experience are positively surprised 
about the application for purchasing travel insurance and not so much surprised about the mobile 
Internet. Another explanation might be found in the score on the attributes. The experienced mobile 
Internet users have higher positive percentages on all attributes; especially on easy, spending as 
little time as possible and when I want. This last one is surprising because it is a specific strength of 
mobile Internet that is widely known. The high scores on easy and spending as little time as possible 
might indicate the satisfaction with the mobile site itself and not with the channel in general. The 
inexperience with purchasing travel insurance in general might also be of importance. 

The effects on the ranking are presented in table 6.10. The results indicate that the experienced 
users have indeed evaluated the mobile Internet site itself with their satisfaction scores. A positive 
experience for the experienced users leads to less adjustments than for the group without experience; 
the reverse seems to occur with a negative experience. This might indicate that the impact of a 
positive experience has less effect than a negative experience, which is in line with theories about 
risk conversion. If you do not know what to expect (no experience) a negative experience is taken 
more for granted, a positive experience leads to an adjustment. 

% of respondents (not) 
changing the ranking of the 
mobile Internet channel

Satisfaction < 4 Satisfaction > 4

No experience
N= 35

Experience
N=11

No experience
N=94

Experience
N=67

Increase 6 18 61 33

Decrease 23 55 8 6

Unchanged 71 27 31 61

Table 6.10 Change of ranking of the mobile Internet, experience and satisfaction with mobile Internet
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This seems to indicate that the levels of expectations are different for both groups. Given the small 
number of the groups with a low satisfaction score, only a comparison is made for the respondents 
with a positive evaluation (satisfaction score above 4).60

No experience Experience

Satisfaction good information 3.92 4.12

Satisfaction right choice 4.32 4.64

Satisfaction easy 5.16 5.30

Satisfaction little time as possible 5.16 5.45

Satisfaction when I want 5.60 5.75

Satisfaction easy communicating 4.08 4.46

Satisfaction control 4.66 4.80

Satisfaction safety personal information 4.15 4.38

Table 6.11 Satisfaction scores mobile Internet, experience

Although none of the differences are significant (Mann Whitney; p < 0.05), the satisfaction scores 
of the experienced users are higher on all attributes. In table 6.12 it is shown that they score also 
higher on their expectations (the evaluation of the mobile Internet). Therefore their expectations 
are indeed higher than for the non experienced group and they also are more satisfied than the 
non experienced group, which might compensate. It leads in fewer cases to a higher ranking of the 
mobile channel. 

Score evaluation mobile channel on: No experience Experience

 good information 4.62 4.91

 right choice 4.96 5.37

 easy 5.04 5.46

 little time as possible 5.14 5.63

 when I want 5.89 6.28

 easy communicating 4.29 4.54

 control 4.90 4.88

 safety personal information 4.53 4.59

Table 6.12 Evaluation of the mobile Internet, experience with mobile Internet

An explanation might be that they score higher on the ranking before they conduct the experiment. 
Of the respondents without experience more than 60 % (60 of the 94) give mobile Internet the 
ranking 4 or 5 before the experiment. It is evident that they can easily increase the ranking after 
a positive experience. For the respondents with experience and a positive evaluation more than 

60 To make a quick comparison possible the means are shown. To test for significance between the scores, the 
non-parametric tests are used.
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60% (45 of 69) score the channel on the first three places; after using the channel hardly anybody 
increases the ranking to the first place.

Hypothesis 5a: a change in the channel choice set is caused by a change in the 
importance of the attributes as indicated by the weighted additive model.

As is indicated by hypothesis 5a the change in preferences will be caused by a change in the 
importance scores. 

Attributes Mean 
importance 

before use of 
mobile channel

Mean 
importance after 

use of mobile 
channel

Evaluation 
score of mobile 

Internet
(before use)

Mean score 
worse/better 

than expected

Percentage more 
positive than 

expected

Getting good information 5.93 5.82 4.65 3.52 27%

Making right choice 5.74 5.77 4.91 3.99 39%

Easy 5.71* 5.86* 4.80 4.56 56%

Spending as little time as possible 5.47 5.53 5.11 4.48 53%

Doing when I want 5.60* 5.82* 5.99 5.42 70%

Easy communicating 5.63 5.55 4.27 3.48 25%

Having control 5.71 5.63 4.73 4.23 43%

Safety personal information 5.73 5.71 4.23 3.67 26%

Table 6.13 Importance scores of attributes, before and after the experiment

Two attributes become, after using the mobile Internet, significantly more important: easy and 
doing when I want. It can be argued that doing when I want is a typical strength of the mobile 
Internet: the evaluation score on this attribute is the highest; experiencing this in the experiment 
leads respondents to increase the importance of this attribute. The increasing importance of easy is 
more difficult to explain: it is not the weakest attribute. An explanation might be that the experience 
on this attribute is relatively more positive. The two attributes give the highest satisfaction rates (the 
mean and the percentage positive after the experiment). 

These results seem in favor of the weighted additive model. This can be verified in another way. If 
the weighted additive model is correct, the change of the importance scores has to lead to new 
preferences. The results of the additive model compared to the weighted additive model will 
deteriorate after the experiment: respondents change their importance weights, therewith creating 
new scores. As the adding method knows no importance weights, the scores of the channels remain 
the same. The table shows the scores before and after the experiment. The scores after the experiment 
are for the simple additive model slightly lower, especially for the fifth choice. A comparison with the 
results of the weighted additive model for the same group (participants of the experiment) shows 
that this model performs better for the second choice and remains stable on the fifth choice. The 
differences between both models are not of the magnitude that the hypothesis is confirmed. 
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Predicted correctly using simple additive model Predicted correctly using weighted additive model

Before After Before After

First choice 70% 67% 69% 66%

Second choice 34% 36% 31% 37%

Third choice 35% 31% 33% 31%

Fourth choice 30% 29% 31% 30%

Fifth choice 51% 46% 50% 50%

Table 6.14 Correctly predicted choices, per model

In the next table the scores before and after the experiment are presented. The results hardly differ: 
for about 85% of the respondents there is no difference in the prediction. The models either predict 
it rightly twice or wrongly twice. This is not in line with the assumption that the adding model would 
have less predictive power after the experiment and raises once again doubt about the relevance of 
the weighted additive model. 

Simple additive model
BEFORE

Weighted additive model
BEFORE

AFTER First rank not correct First rank correct First rank not correct First rank correct

First rank not correct 25% 10% 25% 10%

First rank correct   6% 60% 7% 59%

Table 6.15 Predicted correctly before and after the experiment, per model

An argument in favor of the weighted additive model is the fact that the importance scores for most 
attributes are slightly higher after the experiment, therewith creating the same situation as before 
the experiment and therewith explaining why the importance scores are of no importance. This 
means however that the weighted additive model is not useful if the important attributes are elicited 
specifically for the research question. Using only important attributes means that the simple additive 
model is as reliable. However, this conclusion means that hypothesis 5b has to be confirmed as the 
dynamics of the attitude change imply that a change occurs either by a change in the importance of 
the attributes or a change in the evaluation of the channels on these attributes.61

Hypothesis 5b: a change in the channel choice set is caused by a change in the 
evaluation of the mobile Internet channel

After conducting the experiment the respondents evaluate the mobile channel by stating whether 
the performance on the attributes is better/worse than expected. These scores have been used to 
recode the evaluation of the mobile channel. The new score on the attributes for the mobile Internet 
is calculated as follows: Old evaluation score + Expectation satisfaction score – 4. This means 
that if the channel performs as expected (score 4), there is no change in the score. If the channel 

61 The other possibilities for a change in attitude, add new attributes and change beliefs about the other 
channels’ attributes (Bagozzi et al., 2003), are not included in this research.
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scores much better than expected (7), the evaluation score is increased with three points. Similar 
calculations are made if the scores are worse than expected. With the new evaluation scores the 
scores for the weighted additive model and the simple additive model are calculated per channel. 
Table 6.16 shows the scores for the two decision making strategies.

Predicted correctly using simple additive model Predicted correctly using weighted additive model

Before After After, using 
recoded mobile 

scores

Before After After, using 
recoded mobile 

scores

First choice 70% 67% 51% 69% 66% 50%

Second choice 34% 36% 31% 31% 37% 34%

Third choice 35% 31% 32% 33% 31% 32%

Fourth choice 30% 29% 34% 31% 30% 35%

Fifth choice 51% 46% 53% 50% 50% 56%

Table 6.16 Predicted correctly after using recoded mobile scores, per model

Using the recoded scores does not improve the predictive power of the two strategies. On the 
contrary: the results for the first choice are worse. This might indicate that the respondents do not 
adjust the scores of the channels on the attributes in this way. Rejecting hypotheses 5a and 5b has 
a number of consequences as will become clear in the conclusions.

 6.3 Conclusions

Figure 6.2 shows the model and the hypotheses. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Evaluation 
scores per 
attribute per 
channel 
H1 H5b 

Importance 
scores per 
attribute 
H1 H3 H5a 

Channel 
choice set 
 
 

Choice based  
on multi 
attribute model  

External 
Variables 
H4 

(Dis)con�rmation of 
expectations  
H2 H3 

Context 
speci�c 
weight factors 

Figure 6.2 The multichannel dynamic model

Only the hypotheses printed in bold italics have been confirmed. Hypothesis 1, the scores of the 
weighted additive and simple additive model are comparable, has been confirmed. Both models 
predict the choice correctly in more than 40% of the cases; the first choice is correctly predicted in 2/3 
of the cases in both models. Hypothesis 2, a more positive or negative experience with the use of the 
mobile Internet will lead to a change in the channel preference choice set, has also been confirmed. 
A neutral experience results in no changes in preferences; negative and positive experiences effect 
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the choice in the expected direction. These results confirm the Expectation Disconfirmation Theory. 
Hypothesis 3, the attributes that change after the use of the mobile Internet are the attributes on 
which the mobile Internet either scores low or scores high, has only partly been confirmed. The 
respondents with a positive experience about the experiment behave as the hypothesis predicts; 
respondents with a negative experience do not show statistically significant differences. Hypothesis 
4, the level of experience with mobile Internet will influence the effect of the experience, has not 
been proven either. Respondents with experience with mobile Internet are more positive about 
the experiment than respondents without experience; a result that contradicts the hypothesis. 
Hypotheses 5a and 5b, explaining the reasons for changing the channel preferences, have not been 
confirmed. 

The results of the survey cast doubt on the model. Respondents do change their preferences 
based on the satisfaction with the mobile Internet during the experiment, as is predicted by the 
Expectation Disconfirmation Theory. However, the underlying dynamics that lead to a different 
preference have not become clear from the experiment. This is caused by the failure of the decision 
making models. Another unsolved issue is the importance of the external variable experience with 
the mobile Internet. 

It cannot be concluded from the results what decision making model is valid. The weighted additive 
and the simple additive score comparable results that can be explained with the high importance 
scores of the attributes. Explaining the change in the preferences after the experiment becomes 
problematic as both models score again comparable. This means that the change in importance 
scores (significant changes of two attributes) cannot be the explanation. Also there is no indication 
that respondents re-evaluate the scores of the mobile Internet channel. This implies that other 
decision making strategies have to be evaluated. In chapter 7 a number of alternative explanations 
for the results will be presented. 


