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Abstract: Consumer shopping behavior is a complex process, and several factors affect purchase decisions. In 

recent times, there is a drastic shift in consumer buying behavior due to technological advancements and mobile 

shopping applications, and consumers are very much concerned about their purchase decisions of what, where, 

and how to buy. Online shopping outlets use both push and pull marketing strategies for a wide range of products. 

Hence, online sellers redefined the business model by making consumers actively visit their online stores even 

though they do not intend to buy anything. Most of the time, the sellers create the demand traffic; also, impulsive 

purchases are made by the consumers due to the 'online deals' or 'deal of the day.' Several studies have reported 

that the family life cycle's role is vital in understanding the consumer market for devising marketing strategies to 

satisfy various consumer groups' needs. The consumer needs want, and preferences change when they move on 

to the next stage of the family life cycle. Thus, this study aims to draw a theoretical link between the full nest 

consumers, online shopping behavior determinants, and online shopping behavioral intentions by proposing a 

conceptual framework with research propositions. The study identified the key determinants that affect the online 

shopping behavioral intentions, and the appropriate theoretical linkages were provided with respect to the full nest 

consumers.  

Keywords: online shopping behavior; full nest consumers; family life cycle; behavioral intention. 

 

1. Introduction  

The evolution of the internet, information and communication technologies (ICT), and the digital 

transformation of countries has led to the growth of digital business environments. The terms used in the digital 

business environment are electronic commerce, electronic business, electronic payment, electronic service, 

electronic marketing, electronic retailing, and electronic trade. Interchangeably, in the consumer perspective, it 

is used as online shopping, electronic shopping, internet shopping, and mobile shopping. The digital business 

environment has led consumers to access a wide variety of products and services. From the seller's point of view, 

the digital business environment has changed the way of doing business in order to sell their products and services 

to all parts of the World. Further, the vital point to note is that digitalization in both developed and developing 

countries enabled people to use the internet and smartphones actively as it became an essential part of their lives. 

Due to the Covid-19 crisis, online shopping has been drastically increasing, and it became an essential part of 

the consumers' life as it enables the consumers to shop online 24/7 all around the World with the assistance of 

chatbots and artificial intelligence to address the consumer demand and changing needs of the consumers.  

Recently, the covid-19 pandemic has largely impacted people's lives and changed the habits, behavior, 

lifestyle, way of doing business, and consumption patterns. Also, consumer buying behavior is slowly 

transforming to a new stage. According to Kotler (2020), once the covid-19 crisis settles down, the consumers 

would be more aware of 'what they consume and how much they need to consume.' Biggs, Tawfik, Avasare, 

Fovargue, Shavdia, and Parker (2020) pointed out that the business environment shifts we thought to happen in 

five years or more occur in five months leading to grocery e-commerce. Similarly, in a Deloitte report, Sheehan 

(2020) stated that consumers from all demographics, particularly in the age group of above 50+, have shifted to 

digital and delivery. This trend is expected to continue even after the crisis is over and would have a long-term 

impact on business. Online grocery retailers must pay attention to the transformation of consumer buying 

behavior; and be more proactive in designing strategies around the trends and consumer behavior to succeed in 

the long run (Biggs et al., 2020). 

The consumer buying behavior differs in the physical purchase and online mode. Online shopping requires 

an intensive search of products and services for comparison between sellers and the best deals. However, online 

shopping is increasing drastically with positive growth, although some negative aspects like the safety of 

transactions and reliability are negative. Several factors influence consumers' shopping behavior. Similarly, there 

are several factors or determinants that influence the online shopping behavior of consumers. 

Further, online purchase decisions are also influenced by family members, relatives, friends, and fellow 

shoppers through 'electronic-word of mouth (EWoM).' More importantly, smartphones and artificial intelligence 

also play a significant role in influencing consumers' online shopping behavior. Subsequently, different stages 
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in the family life cycle (FLC) would also influence consumers' buying behavior towards certain products and 

services. 

The family life cycle (FLC) is a concept borrowed from sociology for consumer behavior research 

applications. The FLC is widely used in marketing and consumer behavior literature. The FLC portrays the stages 

of a typical family structure. It is widely used in consumer behavior research as consumer characteristics and 

purchasing behavior varies in each stage of the family life cycle (FLC). Several consumer behavior models exist 

in the literature. In addition to that, over the past decade, several types of research have been conducted with a 

specific focus to analyze the online shopping behavior or e-shopping behavior of consumers. Thus, this study 

aims to develop a theoretical framework and research propositions by linking the online shopping behavior and 

family life cycle with a special focus on full nest consumers. Further, to do so, the authors would review the 

existing family life cycle and consumer behavior literature and propose suitable factors and analyze the impact 

of the family life cycle impact on online shopping behavior.  

 

2. Concept of Family 

Roberts, Voli, and Johnson (2015) pointed out that "the value in defining family is clearly in terms of its 

viability as a consumption unit and its participation in the marketplace." Trost (1990) pointed out that the concept' 

family' are "not only the persons from an immediate nuclear family, but also kin of various sorts, friends, and 

pets." Further, the authors Roberts, Voli, and Johnson (2015) presented the inventory of variables for defining 

family as a consumption unit and influences of those variables in purchase decisions. They also defined the term 

'family' as a combination of several variables such as age, marital status, presence or absence of children, 

modified notions of kinship structure of the household, age of all household members, numbers present within 

the household and also included the variable financial resources element mentioned by Wagner and Hanna (1983) 

to conceptualize the term family.  

 

3. Family Life Cycle 

The concept of the family life cycle (FLC) was first introduced during the 1930s in the 'systematic sourcebook 

in rural sociology' by Sorokin, Zimmerman, and Galpin (1931) and also noted in other studies related to family 

research (Loomis, 1936 and Lansing and Kish, 1957). For the past 70 years, the family life cycle concept is very 

popular and widely discussed in consumer expenditure research (Lansing and Morgan, 1955; Wells and Gubar, 

1966; Derrick and Lehfeld, 1980; Wagner and Hanna, 1983; Schaninger and Danko, 1993; Van Rooyen and Du 

Plessis, 2003, and Robert, Voli, and Johnson, 2015, Bures, 2020, Shannon, Sthienrapapayut, Moschis, Teichert 

and Balikcioglu, 2020; Kim, Baek, and Choe, 2020; Amirtha, Sivakumar, and Hwang, 2021). Prior studies on 

FLC (Lansing and Morgan, 1955; Wells and Gubar, 1966; Derrick and Lehfeld, 1980; Arndt, 1979; Landon and 

Locander, 1979; and Jain 1975) have been conducted in various sectors such as consumer durables and housing, 

services, leisure/recreation, and shopping to analyze the consumer expenditure patterns. The family life cycle 

concept is used in consumer and marketing research to explain consumer economic behavior and expenditure 

behavior (Xiao, 1996).  This FLC concept was introduced to the marketers by Lansing and Morgan (1955) using 

a seven-stage family life cycle model with reference purchase of durable goods to examine the family's financial 

position. FLC is used to study the financial characteristics and expenditure patterns of the family. The family life 

cycle variables represent "the effects of family composition on expenditures" (Wagner and Hanna, 1983). 

The evolution of the family life cycle (FLC) was presented by Murphy and Staples (1979) as moving from 

the foundation era to the refinement era. The authors stated that the foundation era consisted of three important 

prominent studies conducted by the authors (Sorokin, Zimmerman, and Galpin, 1931 (Newly married couples, 

Couples with one or more children, Couples with one more self-supporting children, and Couples who are 

growing old ); Kirkpatrick, Cowles, and Tough, 1934 (Preschool family, Grade school family, High school 

family, and All adult family); and Loomis, 1936 (Childless couples, Families with children (elder child under 

14), Families with older children (Over 14 and less than 36 years of age), and Old families) with four stages 

each. Next, the authors proposed the expansion era, which consisted of three significant studies conducted by 

the authors (Bigelow, 1942 (Establishment, Child-bearing and preschool period, Elementary school period, High 

school period, College, Period of recovery, and period of retirement); Glick 1947 (First Marriage, Birth of a first 

child, Birth of last-child, Marriage of first child, Marriage of last-child, Death of husband or wife, and Death of 

Spouse; and Duvall and Hill, 1948 (Childless, Birth of first to last-child, School-age, Birth of the last child to 

launching, Contracting (first launched to last launched, Aging companions (no children at home), One partner 

deceased)) with seven stages each. Finally, the refinement era consisted of three notable studies by the authors 

(Rodgers, 1962 (with 10 stages and 19 subcategories); Wells and Gubar, 1966 (Bachelor stage (young single 

people who stay away from home), Newly married couples (with no children), Full nest I (youngest child under 

6), Full nest II (youngest child 6 or over), Full nest III (Older married couples with dependent children), Empty 

nest I (no children living at home, head in labor force), Empty nest II (head retired), Solitary survivor (in labor 

force), Solitary survivor (retired) with 9 stages; and Duvall, 1971 postulated 8 stages (Married couples (without 

children),  Childbearing families (oldest child under 30 months, Families with preschool children (oldest, from 
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2.6 years to 6 years), Families with school children (oldest, from 6 years to 13 years), Families with teenagers 

(oldest, from 13 years to 20 years), Families as launching centers, Middle-aged parents (empty nest to 

retirement), and Aging family members (retirement to death of both spouses). The authors' Murphy and Staples 

(1979) noted that the family life cycle stages have increased since the expansion era. Thus, the authors 

conceptualized the modernized family life cycle, which consisted of five stages with thirteen subcategories that 

utilized "the age of household head, marital status, and, to a lesser extent, children's ages to determine the length 

of the stages." They reviewed the evolution of FLCs, which laid a strong foundation for the literature, 

emphasizing consumer behavior across the FLC stages. The prominent and unique features of this modernized 

FLC are recognition of divorce and childless options. Thus, based on the prior studies and key insights from 

Murphy and Staples (1979) study, using family life cycle in consumer behavior research is valuable, and the 

changes in family composition and comprehensive lifestyle a recommends for the revision or inclusion of 

important variables in FLC. 

Despite its popularity, there are critics towards FLC. Ferber (1979) commented that "income and spending 

patterns are influenced by many different variables, including education, occupation, age, and family 

composition; plus the fact that a major determinant of expenditure allocation is the level of income." Further, he 

pointed out that the family life cycle concept and the alternative definitions were not tested for various products 

and services in current living conditions. Wagner and Hanna (1983) stated that traditional FLC is an outdated 

concept as the new types of family structure emerged in its way. The authors Roberts, Voli, and Johnson (2015) 

explained that the traditional FLC does not include the variables such as the number of children and the number 

of persons living in the family.  

However, it is observed that the traditional FLC does not include the variables namely, the couple without 

children, single parent, dependent home-maidens, emotional attachment with friends and their family, lover, 

living relationship partner, roommates, colleagues, neighbors, pets, babies of kins, and dependent grandparents, 

parents, and dependent children. This is also pointed out by Roberts et al. (2015) as the arising kinship or the 

extended families, and further specified that traditional FLC does not consider the other dependents or the young 

adults returning back home. The authors' Pol and Rader (1986) stated that the FLC is "operationalized as a static 

classificatory scheme and therefore cannot account for changing family structure, and researchers have failed to 

link family life cycle to the concept lifestyle ‐ another concept so crucial to explaining variations in buyer 

behavior." Thus, without having the complete sets of information about the family characteristics, it is difficult 

for behavior to predict the demand or consumption for a specific product or service that a family will require. 

FLC is a powerful tool if it could capture 'the effects of changes in income and family composition on 

expenditures' (Wagner and Hanna, 1983). In real life, the individuals will not follow the same expenditure 

patterns for food, clothing, durables, leisure, and all other services. The family composition in the respective 

stages would contribute to the family expenditure in varying patterns for the same or different products and 

services.  

The researchers in the field of consumer behavior and marketing have suggested the inclusion of important 

variables for increasing the FLC stages to accommodate the changes in the traditional family, namely, single-

parent households, childless married couples (Murphy and Staples 1979; Stampfl 1978; Gilly and Enis 1982; 

Wagner and Hanna 1983). Gilly and Enis (1982) observed the changes happening in the traditional FLC and 

other emerging life cycle choices to women. The authors pointed out the importance of redefining the traditional 

FLC due to the emerging changes observed in the traditional family forms cited above. There were several critics 

observed in the literature for defining the stages of FLC; thus, Derrick and Lehfeld (1980) pondered that there is 

a gap in the literature that failed to explore the changing patterns of household consumption behavior when they 

move on to the following stages in the life cycle. Also, they offered a variety of alternatives for alleviating the 

problem in defining the family life cycle ranging from adding new stages in the FLC or revised FLC (Murphy 

and Staples, 1979). Therefore the researchers should be able to accommodate the changes by deciding on the 

inclusion of important variables in determining the stages of the family that best describes the family and 

formulating the family stages for developing a model that explains the form of consumer behavior.  Stampfl 

(1978) opined that a set of variables must explain consumer behavior instead of using a single variable. Thus, 

Wagner and Hanna (1983) stated that the proposed revisions in the increasing the family life cycle stages are 

considered useful in predicting the expenditures of the family for the goods and services. 

The study by Schaninger and Danko (1993) compared the FLC models of Duvall (1971), Well and Gubar 

(1966), Murphy and Staples (1979), and Gilly and Enis (1982) conceptually and empirically to identify the model 

that best satisfies the market segmentation needs. The authors concluded that Gilly and Enis (1982) FLC model 

with eleven stages outperformed the other models nearly in all the households by including the important 

variables or non-traditional family paths such as "delayed marriage and parenthood, childlessness, and 

remarriage and is the only model to include middle-aged or older bachelors, never-married or widowed single 

parents, cohabitating couples, and mature nest families."  

Thus, this study would adopt the full nest categories including delayed full nest from the Gilly and Enis 

(1982): Bachelor I, Newlywed couple, Full Nest I (Youngest child less than six years of age), Full Nest II 
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(youngest child six years or over), Single Parent I, Single Parent II, Bachelor II, Childless couple, Delayed Full 

Nest (middle-aged couples with a youngest child less than six years of Age, Full Nest III (all children six years 

of age or older), Single Parent, Bachelor III, Empty Nest, Other. 

 

4. Overview of Consumer Behavior  

The consumer behavior field is relatively new and emerged during the 1960s. Later, the field expanded by 

embracing theories and methods from psychology, sociology, anthropology, and statistics. Due to the high 

emphasis on understanding the individual consumer's thoughts, desires, and experiences, academic researches 

started focusing on thought processes and decision making of consumers rather than focusing only on strategies 

and decisions of marketing managers (Malter, Holbrook, Kahn, Parker, and Lehmann, 2020). The authors 

Zaichkowsky (1991) noted that "the 1940s view of the consumer in the marketplace was rooted in economic 

theory." Between the 1930s to 1940s, marketing scholars focused on consumer expenditure. Later, the 

transformation from mass marketing to market segmentation took place. The author presented the history of 

approaches to consumer decision-making. It explained, "how consumers make purchase decisions have evolved 

from the economic paradigm of the 1940s, through the irrational consumer of the 1950s and 1960s, to the 

information processor of the 1970s, up to the 1980s cognitive miser." The authors also stated that the consumers 

in the future will have a unique theoretical decision model that will emerge from the decision-making 

environment that is yet to arrive. 

The American Marketing Association refers, consumer behavior as the study of how customers, both 

individuals, and organizations, satisfy their needs and wants by choosing, purchasing, using, and disposing of 

goods, ideas and services. Engel, Kollat, and Miniard (1986) defined consumer behavior as "those acts of 

individuals directly involved in obtaining, using, and disposing of economic goods and services, including the 

decision processes that precede and determine these acts." Henry Assael distinguished four types of consumer 

buying behavior: complex buying behavior, dissonance reducing buying behavior, habitual buying behavior, and 

variety-seeking buying behavior (Goswami and Baishya, 2019).  

Several consumer behavior models explained the decision-making process of consumers. The models include 

the Nicosia Model, Howard – Sheth Model, Engel Kollat Blackwell Model, Sheth-family decision-making 

model, Bettman's information processing model of consumer choice Stimulus-Response Model. These models 

were compiled and explained in detail by Goswami and Baishya (2019). The Nicosia model (1966) focuses on 

the relationship between the firm and the potential consumers. The model's design is interactive, where the firm 

influences the consumer, and the consumer influences the firm. It is of four fields: the firm's attributes and the 

consumer's attributes, search and evaluation, the act of the purchase, and feedback. The Howard-Sheth model 

(1969) proposed three levels of decision making, namely, extensive problem solving (consumers beliefs and 

knowledge are limited and active information search), limiting problem-solving (consumers knowledge and 

beliefs are partial, not able to assess the brand differences), and habitual response behavior (consumers 

knowledge and beliefs are established and lead to purchase of one particular brand). The model consists of four 

major variables such as inputs, perceptual and learning constructs, outputs, and external variables. The Engel 

Kollat Blackwell Model (1968) consists of four parts: information input, information processing, decision 

process, and variables influencing the decision process. This model explains that the consumer decision-making 

process is influenced by the environment, individual differences, and psychological processes. Later, Engel, 

Blackwell, and Minniard (1990) model was developed based on the Engel Kollat and Blackwell model; and it 

consisted of seven stage decision-making process that starts with need recognition, information search, pre-

purchase evaluation of products and services, purchase, consumption, postpurchase consumption evaluation, and 

divestment. The Sheth (1974) family decision-making model conceptualized the theoretical framework for 

family buying decisions. He suggested that joint family decision-making is more prevalent in middle-class 

families, newly married couples, perceived risk in buying decisions, and importance of purchase to family. 

Bettman's (1979) Information Processing Model of Consumer Choice model emphasizes that consumers rarely 

involve in complex analysis of various alternatives as their information processing capacity is limited, and thus 

they make simple decisions. This model has seven stages: processing capacity, motivation, attention and 

perceptual encoding, information acquisition and evaluation, memory, decision process, consumption, and 

learning process. Finally, the stimulus-response model describes that the environmental and marketing mix 

stimuli enter the buyer's black box (buyer's mind) and produce purchase responses or other choices (Ramya and 

Mohamed Ali, 2016). Thus, it is observed that each model helped to understand the developments in consumer 

buying behavior research. In general, for certain high involvement products and services, it is observed that 

consumers go through the five stages (Kotler, 2012) for buying decision-making process viz. need recognition, 

information search, evaluation of alternatives, purchase decision, and postpurchase behavior. Further, several 

factors influence consumer buying behavior, such as personal, psychological, cultural, social, economic, 

political, and technological. 
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5. Online shopping behavior 

Shopping involves time, energy, and money. Shopping is an interesting activity in a family without children, 

where they have enough free time and would like to enjoy their shopping in a physical store atmosphere rather 

than in an online environment (Amirtha and Sivakumar, 2018). In recent years, "the technological changes have 

significantly influenced the nature of consumption as the customer journey has transitioned to include more 

interaction on digital platforms that complements interaction in physical stores." The drastic shift has enforced a 

conceptual challenge in understanding the technological changes which affect consumption. The authors raised 

the question, "Does the medium through which consumption occurs fundamentally alter the psychological and 

social processes identified in earlier research?" 

Moreover, the authors opined that this shift enables marketers and researchers to collect more data at various 

stages of the consumer journey. Thus, this helps to analyze the consumer behavior using various ways that are 

not done before the transition (Malter, Holbrook, Kahn, Parker, and Lehmann, 2020). As a result of this, new 

sources of data, improved robust analytical tools with improved tracking and prediction of consumer acquisition, 

retention and consumption rates (Ding, DeSarbo, Hanssens, Jedidi, Lynch, and Lehmann, 2020), new methods, 

and improved models and perspectives emerged in consumer behavior research. 

Consumers exhibit online shopping behavior during their online purchases, which is influenced by several 

factors that may or may not end up in a purchase. The online purchase experience may be positive or negative. 

Due to the emergence of online retail models, many consumer researchers focus on conceptualizing and 

analyzing online shopping behavior. The previous studies either conceptualized new theory or adopted the 

existing models related to technology such as Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA: Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975), 

Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB: Ajzen, 1991), and Technology Acceptance Model (TAM: Davis, 1989). This 

study considered the few notable studies related to online shopping behavior conducted in the past five years due 

to the shift in consumption and lifestyle patterns and recent developments in technology. However, Hostler, 

Yoon, and Guimaraes (2012) study is an exemption and considered for the study as it assessed the crucial factor 

in recent times. They assessed the impact of a recommendation agent (RA) on consumer shopping. The results 

of their study indicated that RA affects product promotion effectiveness. The study by Baubonienė and 

Gulevičiūtė (2015) explored the factors that encourage consumers to shop online by analyzing those advantages 

such as security, fast delivery, comparable price, convenience, lower prices, and a wider choice. Their study 

results indicated that the major factors influencing consumers' online shopping behavior are convenience, 

simplicity, and better price. The socio-demographic characteristics are noted as a major factor that influences 

online shopping. Their analysis revealed that men shop more through online mode because of the lower price, 

and the respondents in the age group of 25–35 years more often shop online due to lack of time and availability 

of a wide range of products. Nittala (2015) analyzed the factors influencing the online shopping behavior of 

urban consumers in India. The study found that perceived risk and price positively influence online shopping 

behavior, whereas positive attitude, product risk, and financial risk negatively influence online shopping 

behavior. The study by Shahzad (2015) focused on five online factors: financial risk, product performance risk, 

delivery risk, trust and security, and website design. His research findings revealed that website design is the 

most influential and significant factor, whereas the product performance risk and trust & security significantly 

impact consumers' online shopping behavior. The study also indicated that the factors financial risk and delivery 

risk have no significant impact on consumers' online shopping behavior. Lim, Osman, Salahuddin, Romle, and 

Abdullah (2016) determined the relationship between subjective norms, perceived usefulness, and online 

shopping behavior while mediated by purchase intention. Their study concluded that subjective norm and 

perceived usefulness have a significant positive influence on online purchase intention, whereas subjective norm 

and perceived usefulness have an insignificant negative impact on online shopping behavior. Sivakumar and 

Gunasekaran (2017) conceptualized millennial consumers' online shopping behavior with four factors: consumer 

innovativeness, perceived benefits, perceived risks, attitude, and intention. Their study results revealed that high 

quality and attractiveness of the site is the most important factor that influences customer satisfaction level, while 

the other factors convenience, cost-effective and rich experience; website layout with comprehensive information 

and promised delivery; innovative products and time-saving) showed a moderate relationship with online 

customer satisfaction. The authors concluded that the factors influencing millennial customers' online shopping 

behavior (i.e., quality and attractiveness; convenience, cost-effective, and rich experience; innovative products; 

timesaving) are statistically significant in influencing the customer satisfaction level. Whereas the factors: quality 

and attractiveness; and convenience, cost-effective, and rich experience were the most dominant factors that 

influence overall satisfaction; while the factor website layout with comprehensive information and promised 

delivery does not influence customer satisfaction of online shopping customers. The study by Dakduk, Horst, 

Santalla, Molina, and Malavé (2017) integrated and explained the intentions to shop online in Colombia using a 

theoretical integration of TRA, TPB, TAM in Columbia to determine the purchase intention of internet users. 

Their study results confirmed that the intention to purchase online is based on the consumer attitudes towards e-

commerce, which are explained by the variables, namely, perceived usefulness, perceived use of use, and 

subjective norms. Amirtha and Sivakumar (2018) conducted a study on family life cycle stage influences of e-



Zhang Xiaoyang, Guo Hui1, Li Hongwei and Li Zhihui2 

1701 

shopping acceptance by Indian women using the technology acceptance model (perceived usefulness, perceived 

ease of use, attitude, and behavioral intention). They found that the different FLC stages have a significant impact 

on the e-shopping behavior of women. Also, their study pointed out that families with younger children choose 

to shop online. Sharmila and Dhanishta (2018) developed a conceptual framework and empirically tested the 

factors influencing online shopping behavior. Their study utilized various factors such as demographic, TAM 

variables, TRA and TPB variables, retailers' reputation, trust, and price. Their study revealed that perceived ease 

of use, perceived usefulness, subjective norms, behavioral intention, and attitudes influence consumers' online 

shopping behavior. The authors Wu, Ke, and Nguyen (2018) analyzed the online shopping behavior using 

utilitarian and hedonic perspectives. Also, they developed a research framework that integrates the three most 

important variables, such as value, trust, and attitude, that may affect consumers' online purchasing behaviors. 

Their constructs consisted of several factors, namely: hedonic related website design, functional related website 

design, hedonic value (mediating variable), emotional trust (mediating variable), utilitarian value (mediating 

variable), rational trust (mediating variable), affective based attitude, cognitive-based behaviors personality 

(moderating variable), and electronic word of mouth. Their study results indicated that the attitude formation 

plays a crucial role in the determinants of the consumers' online shopping decision making. The study by Salim, 

Alfansi, Darta, Anggarawati and Amin (2019) found that consumers' perceived risk has a negative effect on 

shopping intention, and consumer trust has a positive effect on shopping intention. Vasić, Kilibarda, and Kaurin 

(2019) analyzed the online shopping determinants on consumer satisfaction. The authors developed a conceptual 

model with seven variables: security, information availability, shipping, quality, pricing, time, and customer 

satisfaction. The model was tested and validated through CFA. Their study results confirmed that the variables 

shipping, pricing, and information availability have the greatest impact on e-customer satisfaction in the Serbian 

market. Whereas the variables quality, time, and safety attributed to lower impact. The authors Ventri and Kolbe 

(2020) investigated the online purchase intention in emerging markets by focusing on the impact of perceived 

usefulness of online reviews, trust, and perceived risk. The authors found that the perceived usefulness of online 

reviews influences trust and online purchase intention. Their study also reported that the variable trust has an 

inverse relationship with perceived risk and positively influences online purchase intention, whereas the variable 

perceived risk does not directly influence online purchase intention. The results suggest that companies should 

seek to enhance customers to share their positive online opinions to improve trust and encourage online 

purchases. Nagy and Hajdú (2021) used the TAM model for investigating consumer acceptance of the use of 

Artificial Intelligence in online shopping. They used various factors such as perceived usefulness, perceived ease 

of use, trust, attitude, and behavioral intention. Their study noted that the factor trust was one of the major factors 

influencing consumer attitudes towards Artificial Intelligence. The above studies discussed the major factors that 

influence the online shopping behavior of consumers. Based on the prior studies, the conceptual framework was 

developed and depicted along with the major factors that influence online shopping behavioral intention.  

 

Framework and Propositions 

 

 
Figure 1. Conceptual Framework 
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The below Table1 presents the meaning, definition, and propositions of key factors. 

 

Table 1. Meaning, definitions, and propositions. 

S. 

No. 

Meaning and Definition of Key Factors Propositions 

1 Trust: Li, Kim, and Park (2007) defined trust or 

consumer trust as “a set of specific beliefs dealing 

primarily with the integrity, benevolence, and ability 

of another party." 

The consumer trust in the online 

shopping website affects the online 

shopping behavioral intention of 

consumers. 

2 Price: The price of the product on the online shopping 

website which is comparatively less than the physical 

store with seasonal deals and discounts. As there are so 

many online sellers in the marketplace it is easy to 

make a comparison of the price. 

The price of the product in the online 

store influences the online shopping 

behavioral intention of consumers. 

 

3 Online Reviews: Online reviews are the ratings and 

review comments given by the other consumer for a 

particular product. The consumers are able to interact 

with each other in the online marketplace. 

The online reviews and ratings for a 

particular product affects the online 

shopping behavioral intention of 

consumers. 

 

4 Recommendation Agent: Usually, online shopping 

websites like Amazon will have a recommendation 

agent that makes people visit the product/brand page 

and sometimes makes people purchase. It suggests 

similar products or informs consumers that other 

consumers bought these products together with your 

chosen product. RA is used for promoting products. 

The recommendation agent in the online 

shopping website influences online 

shopping behavioral intention of 

consumers. 

 

5 Impact of Artificial Intelligence: Artificial 

intelligence creates an impact on online shopping 

behavior by understanding the product or information 

search made by the users in the websites or search 

engines and providing personalized market offerings. 

Also, in other ways, the user activity is monitored in 

social media and mobile phones and provides 

alternative shopping routes through promotions. AI 

also analyzes the big data of consumer shopping 

behavior and interacts with both sellers and consumers 

for product promotions and personalized emails for 

improving the shopping experience. 

Artificial intelligence creates a positive 

impact on online shopping behavioral 

intention of consumers. 

 

6 Reputation of retailers: Reputation of the retailers 

indicates the good name and popularity of online 

sellers in the marketplace. 

The reputation of retailers in online 

marketplace affects the online shopping 

behavioral intention of consumers. 

 

7 Attitude: Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) defined attitude 

as an “Individual’s positive or negative feeling about 

performing the target behavior” 

The consumers attitude towards an 

online store affects the online shopping 

behavioral intention of consumers. 

 

8 Safety and Security: The website must be safe to use 

and highly secure with privacy protection measures. 

As consumers are very much aware in recent times, 

they can scrutinize the websites that are safe and secure 

to make purchases. 

The safety and security of the online 

shopping website influences online 

shopping behavioral intention of 

consumers. 
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9 Perceived Ease of Use: Davis (1989) defined 

Perceived ease of use, as "the degree to which a person 

believes that using a particular system would be free of 

effort.” Here it implies ease of use of online shopping 

websites (Amirtha and Sivakumar, 2018). 

The perceived ease of use influences 

the consumers online shopping 

behavioral intention. 

 

10 Perceived Usefulness: Davis (1989) defined 

Perceived usefulness as "the degree to which a person 

believes that using a particular system would enhance 

his or her job performance.” Here it means the 

shopping performance or shopping effectiveness of 

consumers (Amirtha and Sivakumar, 2018) 

The perceived usefulness influences 

the consumers online shopping 

behavioral intention. 

11 Quality and Attractiveness: Quality is referred to as 

the product conforms to consumer requirements. 

Attractiveness is referred to here as the ability of online 

shopping websites or online stores to instigate 

consumers to visit the website/store or make online 

purchases. 

The quality of the product and 

attractiveness of the website or online 

store influences consumers' online 

shopping behavioral intention. 

12 Fast Delivery: Fast delivery is referred to as delivering 

products to the consumers as soon as possible by 

coordinating with the sellers and logistics service 

providers 

Delivery makes a significant impact 

on the online shopping behavioral 

intentions of consumers. 

13 Demographic factors Age, Gender, Income, and 

Education 

The demographic factors age, 

gender, income, and education influence 

online shopping behavioral intentions of 

consumers. 

14 Full Nest Consumers 

Full Nest I (Married couple with Youngest Child 

less than 6 years of age) 

Full Nest II (Married couple with Youngest Child 

6 years of age or over) 

Delayed Full Nest (Middle-Aged couples with the 

youngest child less than 6 years of age) 

Full Nest III (Married couple with all Children 6 

years of age or older) 

Full Nest I, Full Nest II, Delayed 

Full Nest, and Full Nest III affects the 

determinants (trust, price, online 

reviews, recommendation agent, impact 

of artificial intelligence, reputation of 

retailers, attitude, safety and security, 

perceived ease of use, perceived 

usefulness, quality and attractiveness, 

fast delivery) of online shopping 

behavior and behavioral intentions. 

15 Behavioral Intention: Ajzen (1991) defined intention 

as “To the extent that a person has the required 

opportunities and resources, and intends to perform the 

behavior, he or she should succeed in doing so.” Ajzen 

(1985) defined “intention in terms of trying to perform 

a given behavior rather than in relation to actual 

performance.” 

 

 

6. Conclusion 

This study aimed to draw theoretical linkages between full nest consumers, online shopping behavior 

determinants, and behavioral intentions. After reviewing the prior studies, it was evident that FLC and the key 

factor determinants have strong theoretical and empirical evidence. This study compiled and synthesized the 

twelve key determinant factors according to the recent developments and shifts in consumer shopping behavior. 

The consumer shopping behavior would vary in each stage of the FLC; the bigger consumer spending would 

happen in the full nest stage. Hence it was considered for this study. There are various established models for 

consumer behavior. However, it is challenging to conceptualize online shopping behavior for long-term use and 

applications, as technological advancements continuously occur. There are very limited studies that link the 

family life cycle and e-shopping behavior. Thus, this conceptual framework would be used for further testing 

and validating the model empirically. The major limitation of this study is it does not test the model empirically. 
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Future studies may focus on testing the model empirically and analyze the relationship between the key factors 

and the family life cycle. Also, several product categories could be studied along with the family life cycle to 

analyze the full nest consumers' shopping frequency and spending patterns. 
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