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Independent Variables
Online Shopping Behavior Collinearity Statistics

B Beta Sig. Tolerance VIF

(Constant) -27.857 0.001

Gender (Dummy 1) (1:female; 0=male) 2.705 0.117 0.217 0.909 1.101

Monthly allowance (X1) (IDR/month) 0.038 0.181 0.080* 0.773 1.293

Lifestyle (Dummy 2) (1=fullfilled orientation; 0=other life 
styles orientations)

-1.695 -0.072 0.440 0.933 1.071

Internet access intensity (X2) (hours/day) -0.033 -0.014 0.875 0.987 1.013

Number of social media account (X3) (amount) 0.534 0.084 0.371 0.927 1.079

Internet expenditure (X4) (IDR/month) 0.021 0.084 0.403 0.800 1.251

Attitude (X5) (score) 0.498 0.408 0.000** 0.962 1.039

Notes: * Denotes significance at the 0.1 level; ** Denotes significance at the 0.01 level;  F value : 4.618; Adj. R2  : 0.204; Sig : 0.000; 
Durbin- Watson value : 1.899

Table 1. Regression of Determinants of Online Shopping Behavior

All of the consumers used the transfer as a payment 

method on online shopping. Lazada was chosen as the 

most frequent accessed online shopping site for online 

shopping. Based on indepth interviews, consumers said 

that Lazada was a trusted site; besides, it provides consumer 

complaint service, and gives a contact person if there 

is any problem encountered. Lazada also provides Cash 

on Delivery (CoD), therefore, the consumers can do the 

payment  once  the product is accepted. Khan et al., 

(2014) stated that CoD was an alternative way to decrease 

online shopping risk.  Veeralakhsmi (2013) and Khan 

et al., (2014) identify some methods of payment on online 

shopping, such as transfer using ATM, credit card, and 

Cash on Delivery (CoD) and found that it is CoD that 

can be used as an alternative way to decrease the 

disadvantage of online shopping. In addition, all 

consumers used transfer bank when do online shopping 

instead of credit card or CoD. This finding was in 

accordance with the result of Yoldas (2012) study on 

Turkey and English college students that transfer is the 

most preferred payment method on online shopping.  

F. Factors influence online shopping behavior

Data should meet the requirements that have been 

determined in advance before conducting the regression 

test. Classic assumption test including normality, 

multicollinearity, heteroscedasticity, and autocorrelation. 

Normality test used in this study is to test the normal 

P-Q plot. The principle of the test by looking at the 

histogram and residual. If the data is spread around the 

diagonal line and follow the direction of the diagonal 

line or histogram chart it can be concluded that data 

distributed normally or regression model meet the 

assumptions of normality (Ghozali, 2011). Classic 

assumption test indicated that the research data spread 

around the diagram and follow the regression model, so 

it can be concluded that the data have been distributed 

normally so that the normality test is met. Next, 

multicollinearity test is conducted to determine whether 

there is a relationship between the independent variables 

that is studied. The independent variables had 

multicollinearity if the tolerance value are below 0.1 and 

the value of Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) are above 

10. In this research, multicollinearity test showed that 

tolerance value are above 0.1 and VIF value of the variables 

analyzed is less than 10 (refer to Table 1). It can be 

concluded that all data are free of multicollinearity. Next, 

heteroscedasticity test was used to determine whether the 

regression model occurred inequality residual variance 

from one observation to another observation. It can occur 

if the heteroscedasticity value of 0.05 and a significance 

under the scatterplot graph dots do not spread above and 

below zero on the Y axis (Ghozali, 2011). In this research, 

variables had been free of heteroscedasticity, marked with 

dots on a scatter plot that spread above and below the 

axis Y. Next, autocorrelation test is performed to determine 

whether the regression model has no correlation between 

a user error in period t with an error in period t-1. To 

determine whether there is an autocorrelation in the 

variables studied is from Durbin-Watson of the regression 

model. If the value of Durbin-Watson approached +2, 

then the regression model has no autocorrelation, so do 
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finding also supported by the unique characteristics of 

consumers that belong to Generation Y such as confidence, 

independent, goal oriented, up-to-date, and able to select 

and adapt to technology in every aspect of life, including 

shopping (Ashraf, Sajjad, Ridwan, Ahmed, and Nazeer, 

2013; Meier and Crocker, 2010; Ismail and Lu, 2014; 

Luthfi, 2014). 

The younger generation are more difficult to make 

a decision when there are a lot of choices (Mafini, Dhurup, 

and Mandhlazi, 2014). Khan et al. (2014) identified 

consumers aged 15 to 20 years as affluent teenager. This 

consumer group has a characteristic of image conscious 

and see their behavior patterns. Affluent Teenager choose 

online shopping because it provides high comfort and 

is a self-image projection of up-to-date on the latest 

shopping trends.

The average of internet access intensity of Indonesian 

young consumers were higher than Malaysian, in which 

Indonesian spend about three times higher. Malaysian 

young consumers spend about 20 hours a week (Delafrooz, 

Paim, and Khatibi, 2010). Compared to Paina and Luca 

(2011) study in Romania, this research finding’s much 

higher (11.03 hours per day), since the vast majority 

of respondents aged 18-24 only spent 2-4 hours/day. This 

means that internet usage in Generation Y are very high. 

Again, this is in line with all unique characteristics of 

Generation Y that already stated by some scholars, 

specially to adapt technology in every aspect of life easily 

adapts including internet. Generation Y are the millennial 

generation (digital natives) who were born when the 

internet began to be used widely. Young consumers did 

online shopping since they did not have time and were 

not ready to spend time for shopping. Easiness, 

convenience, time saving, availability of various choices, 

provision of  information and facilities were the main 

reasons why Generation Y's consumers did online 

shopping (Yoruk, Dundar, Moga, and Neculita, 2011; 

Anbumani and Sundar, 2014; even though, regression 

analysis showed that none of the sub-variables of internet 

usage significantly affected online shopping behavior. 

This is due to the purpose of using internet mostly to 

chatt and browsing.

Based on the research, we can conclude that Generation 

Y are a true challenge segment for nowadays’ online 

marketers. They have distinctive lifestyle, are intense users 

of internet, always updated, informed, use many social 

media accounts,  and have a good attitude on internet. 

A. Limitation of Study 

Although this study does provide some valuable 

insights, several potential limitations should be noted. 

First, the findings from this study may not be generalizable 

to the population as a whole, since this study did not 

use random sampling in selecting the sample. Also, this 

study focused on a single location and among university 

students. This is severely inadequate as the sample is 

extremely biased towards ‘educated’ young consumers. 

The other young consumers who did not go to universities 

that also disregard consumers in other major cities in 

Indonesia have not covered in this research. Second, this 

research used the small sample size (n=100). Thus, the 

generalization of findings is limited. Third, this research 

did not measure indirect influence of independent variables 

toward dependent variable. Thus, the conclusion only 

for direct effects of individual characteristics, lifestyle, 

attitude and internet usage on online shopping behavior. 

B. Implication of Study

The implication of the findings of this research for 

online retailers is that they will  understand the influence 

of attitude, internet usage, lifestyle and individual 

characteristics on online shopping behavior. Such 

information would be relevant to marketing strategy 

formulation. Consequently, online retailers can adapt their 

marketing strategies and develop advertising campaigns 

is clearly focused on Generation Y. Online retailers are 

able to use the results of this study to segment their 

customers based on the dominant lifestyle of Generation 

Y. The finding of this research showed that the most 

dominant lifestyle orientation for Generation Y is fulfilled 

that characterized as satisfied and comfortable consumers 

who tend to be practical thinkers and look for functionality. 

The online retailers must emphasize comfort, convenience, 

and practicality to meet the desires of Generation Y when 

they conduct online shopping. In addition, due to a fairly 

high of internet usage of Indonesian’s Generation Y, online 

retailers can also set further strategy to intensify the 

promotion program according to the unique characteristics 

of this market share. The attitude on online shopping 

is already good enough, therefore, it should be maintained 

properly by marketers. Also, since the better the consumers’ 

attitude on online shopping, will increase the consumers’ 
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