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Bricks or clicks? Understanding consumer usage
of retail mobile apps

Christopher L. Newman, Kathleen Wachter and Allyn White
Department of Marketing, University of Mississippi, University, Mississippi, USA

Abstract
Purpose – Mobile apps represent an emergent self-service technology that has greatly contributed to the rise of mobile shopping. However, the
existing services and marketing literature offer little insight on consumer app usage. Further, little is known about how this app usage might affect
important outcomes such as consumers’ intentions to use and recommend an app, their channel preferences (in-store vs app), or their purchasing
behavior with the app. Thus, the purpose of this research is to examine if, and how, consumers’ actual experiences using retailers’ apps affected
these outcomes.
Design/methodology/approach – Data were collected from a series of online surveys of adult consumers based on their prior experiences with
retailers’ apps. The hypothesized relationships were tested using regression analyses.
Findings – Results highlight perceived ease of use as a critical app attribute that fosters consumers’ personal connections to apps. These
connections in turn influence their purchase channel preferences (app vs in-store) and actual purchasing behavior with the app, as well as their
future intentions to purchase with the app and recommend it to others. App usage frequency is shown to moderate these effects.
Research limitations/implications – The findings provide needed managerial insight into consumer usage of brick-and-click retailers’ apps.
Specifically, the results inform service providers’ mobile commerce strategies – particularly with respect to app design, channel management and
customer segmentation. Future opportunities exist to explore and compare consumer usage of other types of service providers’ apps, such as “pure
play” providers that do not have physical stores.
Originality/value – This research moves beyond initial app adoption to instead focus on consumers’ actual app usage experiences and their
implications. Of note, the findings suggest that firms may be paradoxically driving consumers away from their physical stores as they continue to
devote considerable resources to creating and providing customers with easy-to-use mobile apps.

Keywords Self-service technology, Mobile phone, Mobile shopping, Mobile apps, Mobile commerce

Paper type Research paper

Introduction

Mobile shopping represents an important and emerging
revolution in customer–service provider relationships. Mobile
commerce sales increased 56 per cent to nearly $50bn over the
past year in the USA alone (Bensinger, 2016), and are
projected to account for approximately 50 per cent of total
retail sales by 2020 [National Retail Federation (NRF), 2015].
This change reflects consumers’ growing desire to have
convenient, portable touchpoints to carry out transactions that
have been traditionally dependent on interactions with
employees in physical store contexts.
A critical factor contributing to the rise of mobile

commerce is consumers’ growing use of self-service
technologies (SSTs)—and in particular, their use of mobile
applications[1]. SSTs enable consumers to self-generate
benefits in the absence of a firm’s employees (White et al.,
2012; Collier et al., 2014; Robertson et al., 2016). Mobile
applications, or apps, represent a recent manifestation of
SSTs that allow customers ownership of various aspects of

provider–customer relationships such as information
seeking, price scanning and actual purchases (Hilton et al.,
2013; Collier et al., 2014; Kaushik and Rahman, 2015).
General app usage among US consumers grew 90 per cent
from 2013 to 2015, and now accounts for 87 per cent of all
mobile browsing (compared to mobile website usage)
(comScore, 2015). Consumers devote nearly 25 per cent of
their overall app usage time to retailers’ apps, specifically,
ranking above time spent on instant messenger, game,
music, radio and news/information apps (comScore, 2014).
These trends provide retailers with opportunities to use

mobile app strategies to regain or solidify competitive market
positions amidst the looming threat of large online retailers
(such as Amazon) (Gupta, 2013). However, they also present
critical challenges with regard to service and channel
management (e.g. apps vs in-store). Thus, “brick-and-click”
retailers (i.e. providers that offer both in-store and mobile app
purchasing options) afford a meaningful context in which to
explore consumer app usage (Kaushik and Rahman, 2015) and
will be the focus of the current research.
Our research is motivated by several key factors. First,

enhancing value for customers across physical and digital
touchpoints in a synergistic fashion is becoming an
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increasingly complex task for retailers (Hilton et al., 2013;
Wang et al., 2015; Robertson et al., 2016), and many apps
are simply not meeting consumers’ needs (Rigby, 2014;
SmartBrief, 2016). However, the existing relevant academic
literature provides managers with only very limited guidance
on how to effectively create and implement mobile app
strategies. For example, Groß (2015, p. 222) concluded in a
recent review that “research in the field of m-shopping is still
in its infancy”, despite its growing popularity. Second, the
existing services literature informs SST strategy in several
contexts (e.g. automated phone service, self-checkout
kiosks, mobile payment solutions), but consumers do not
react uniformly to different forms of SST and not all types of
SST are comparable (Cunningham et al., 2009; Collier et
al., 2014; Schuster et al., 2015). Further, the SST research
on mobile apps is not as extensive as the literature on other
mobile service contexts such as hospitality, gaming or social
media.
Lastly, and perhaps most notably, the vast majority of the

prior literature surrounding the intersection of consumers and
technology (such as SST) has focused primarily on consumers’
initial acceptance or adoption of the technology. For example,
researchers have previously used established frameworks such
as the Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989) to identify
what factors lead consumers to initially begin using a particular
type of technology (Mallat et al., 2009; Nysveen et al., 2005).
Most of the modest research on mobile apps, specifically, also
centers around antecedents of consumers’ initial app adoption
(Peng et al., 2014; Taylor and Levin, 2014; Verhoef et al.,
2015).
It is critical to note here, however, that many of today’s

modern consumers have already adopted – and are currently
using –mobile apps (Taylor and Levin, 2014; comScore, 2015;
Sanakulov and Karjaluoto, 2015). Therefore, we aim to
differentiate our research from prior work, in part, by moving
beyond drivers of initial app adoption. Our goal is to instead
explore:
� consumers’ actual app usage, as well as; and
� the post-usage outcomes that stem from these experiences

(e.g. intentions to recommend the technology to others).

We believe this shift in inquiry will serve to update the existing
literature and better reflect the constantly changing
technological marketplace.
Study 1 examines the influence of perceived app ease of use

on customers’ intentions tomake purchases with the app and to
recommend it to others. Importantly, we also provide a more
comprehensive picture of consumer app usage by further
investigating whether ease of use might also negatively impact
customer intentions to make purchases at the corresponding
retailer’s physical store (i.e. are retailers inadvertently lowering
their customers’ intentions to shop at their physical locations by
offering them user-friendly apps?). Study 2 then expands upon
these findings by measuring customers’ actual purchasing
behavior with retailer apps. We also directly assess consumers’
relative purchase intentions (app vs in-store) to facilitate more
direct conclusions about the effects of app ease of use on
purchase channel preferences.
Overall, we highlight perceived ease of use as a critical

attribute of apps, and demonstrate that consumer–app

connection serves as a facilitating mechanism through which
ease of use has impacts on the observed outcomes. We also
identify app usage frequency as an important individual-
difference variable that moderates these mediating effects.
We next offer our conceptual rationale and hypotheses
below.

Conceptual development and hypotheses

Perceived ease of use of mobile apps
Perceived ease of use, commonly referred to as “user-
friendliness”, is conceptualized as the degree to which an
individual believes that using a particular technological system
(e.g. a mobile app) is free of effort (Davis, 1989). We focus
specifically on app ease of use for several reasons. First,
consumers consistently note greater efficiency as a primary
benefit of SST compared to traditional full service alternatives
(Collier and Barnes, 2015). A user-friendly app interface
affords this efficiency and generally commands universal
demand by users, regardless of the type of goods or services
offered. Second, apps should be more user-friendly than other
forms of mobile media (e.g. mobile websites) since apps can
much better respond to the specific abilities and limitations of
different mobile devices (Johnson, 2010; Taylor and Levin,
2014). Consumers expect apps to offer distinct benefits, rather
than to just serve as “repackaged” mobile websites across
mobile devices of various shapes and sizes. However,
consumers frequently cite a lack of user-friendliness as the
single most important source of negative app user experiences
[Hoehle and Venkatesh, 2015; National Retail Federation
(NRF), 2015]. Finally, firms have considerable autonomy to
design their own apps based on their customers’ preferences
(Taylor and Levin, 2014). Thus, the extent to which
consumers perceive an app as “easy to use” is largely
controllable by the provider[2].
Broader ease-of-use conceptualizations propose that

consumers will evaluate technology favorably when it
minimizes the effort required to obtain benefits of use (Davis,
1989; Lin, 2006). Thus, when the benefits of using mobile
retail apps are greater than the costs, consumers should be
more favorable toward continued use of the app (Maghnati and
Ling, 2013). More specifically, research focused on mobile
adoption and use diffusion suggests that perceived ease of use
will serve as a key contributor to consumers’ positive app
evaluations, intentions to recommend apps and app usage
(Shih and Venkatesh, 2004; Nysveen et al., 2005; Tojib and
Tsarenko, 2012). In line with this, we propose that ease of use
is an important component of the app usage experience that
drives consumers’ intentions tomake purchases with a retailer’s
app and to recommend it to others. More formally, we
hypothesize the following (refer to Figure 1 for the Study 1
conceptual model related toH1-H4):

H1. There is a positive relationship between retailer app ease
of use and consumers’ intentions to: (a) make purchases
with the app in the future, and (b) recommend the app to
others in the future.
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Consumers’ connections withmobile apps
Next, we propose that app ease of use will also positively affect
users’ personal connections with apps. Prior research has
defined self-brand connection as “the extent to which
individuals have incorporated brands into their self-concept”
(Escalas and Bettman, 2003, p. 340). We similarly
conceptualize self-app connection (or app connection) here as
the extent to which users of an app incorporate it into their self-
concept. Consumers often desire the option and means to
shape their own identities as contributors in the retail
experience (Grewal et al., 2009). The SST experience, and
apps in particular, are well-suited for this task. Apps serve as
meaningful points of access to retailers’ services and goods that
customers proactively establish and integrate into their lives in a
variety of ways (Belk, 2013; Wang et al., 2015). For example,
apps serve as highly accessible outlets for customers to interact
with retailers and other customers, voice their personal
opinions via online ratings and comments, indicate their
personal shopping interests and preferences and even create
customized “wish lists” of their favorite products and brands.
Consumers can further personalize their app usage experiences
by voluntarily providing and storing sensitive identifying
information in apps, such as demographic, billing, credit card
and personal contact information. Thus, consumers can
transform these highly customizable apps into digital
manifestations of their own personal preferences, desires and
needs – nearly anytime, anywhere at the touch of a button
(Belk, 2013).
Firms often encourage consumer–app interactions in the

hope that it will build and intensify customers’ connections to
their apps (Peng et al., 2014; Siwicki, 2015). It stands to reason
that they should be able to foster these connections by ensuring
that their apps are as easy to use as possible (i.e. ease of use
should better facilitate users’ incorporation of apps into their
self-concepts). Such consumer–object connections have been
identified as a key factor influencing customer behaviors
(Escalas and Bettman, 2003; Cheng et al., 2012; Belk, 2013;
Dwivedi, 2014), and have been shown to positively influence
important customer outcomes in retail contexts (Cheng et al.,
2012; Dwivedi, 2014; Thakur, 2016). Thus, we propose here
that perceived app ease of use will strengthen consumers’ self-
app connections, which will in turn make them more likely to

recommend the app and make purchases with it. Said
differently, we suggest that app connection is an important link
to better understanding why app ease of use impacts critical
behavioral outcomes. The hypotheses below detail our
expectations:

H2. There is a positive relationship between retailer app ease
of use and consumers’ connection to the app.

H3. App connection mediates the effects of retailer app ease
of use on consumers’ intentions to: (a) make purchases
with the app in the future, and (b) recommend the app to
others in the future.

Lastly, we propose that a retailer’s app can serve as either a
competitive or complementary extension of its physical brick-and-
mortar store with regard to consumers’ purchasing channel
preferences. A retailer’s app serves as a competitive extension of
its store when consumers use the app to make a given purchase
(instead of making that same purchase in the physical store). By
contrast, an app serves as a complementary extension of the
store when consumers use it for any reason other than making a
purchase (e.g. checking product reviews). While some overlap
may exist between these channels with regard to consumers’
pre-purchase behaviors (e.g. both are used for information
searches) (Verhoef et al., 2015), a physical store and app are
mutually exclusive in terms of which channel is ultimately used
tomake a purchase.
This viewpoint, coupled with the proposed positive influence

of ease of use on app-related outcomes (e.g. app purchase
intentions), poses a critical question for firms regarding
customers’ channel preferences: Will ease of use strengthen
consumers’ connection to an app to the extent that it negatively
affects their intentions to make purchases at the corresponding
physical store? Collectively, the literature reviewed to this point
suggests that app ease of use will enhance consumers’
connection to a retailer’s app, which will in turn lower their
intentions to purchase items at the retailer’s store. More
formally we hypothesize:

H4. App connection mediates the effects of retailer app ease
of use on consumers’ intentions tomake purchases at the
physical retail store in the future.

Figure 1 Study 1 conceptual model

App 
Ease of Use

Intentions to:
- Recommend app

- Purchase with app
- Purchase in-store

App
Connection
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Study 1

Methods
Themain purpose of Study 1 was to testH1-H4 (Figure 1).We
nationally recruited 354 adult participants to complete an
online survey through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (mTurk).
Respondents read that the objective of the survey was to assess
consumers’ past experiences with retailers’ mobile apps. To
recruit respondents that had previously used a brick-and-click
retailer’s app, we first provided potential respondents with a
definition of a retailer for the study context (“a goods/services
provider that has a physical location”), as well as a definition of
a retailer’s app (“a mobile application on a smartphone/tablet
that is used for purchase or completion of some transaction
[e.g. price checking, subscription renewal, product locator] that
may result in a purchase”). We also defined smartphones and
tablets as “mobile phones/devices with an operating system
(e.g. Apple iOS, Android, Windows Mobile, Palm, or
Blackberry) that offers internet connectivity and allows the user
to install apps” (Taylor and Levin, 2014).
We then screened potential respondents for inclusion in the

study using the following question: “Based on the definitions
above, have you ever used a retailer’s app?”. Those who
answered “no” were not allowed to take the survey. The
qualifying respondents were then instructed to carefully think
about the last time that they accessed a retailer’s app and to
provide the name of that specific retailer. They were then asked
to answer all of the dependent measures based on that
experience. By examining the name of the retailer that
respondents provided, we were further able to ensure that:
� the retailer had a physical store; and
� a purchase could be made with the app if desired (this

additional screening facilitated measurement of
respondents’ intentions to make purchases with the app
and to make purchases at the store in the future).

Ultimately, we removed 77 respondents from the sample that
did not meet both of these criteria, resulting in a final usable
sample of 277 adult respondents. The median household
income was $40,000-$49,999, approximately 56 per cent were
female, and ages ranged from 18 to 75.

Assessment of themeasures
Intentions to recommend the app were assessed by the items,
“How likely are you to recommend use of this app to friends
and family?; How likely are you to recommend use of this app
to others?”with endpoints of very unlikely/very likely (modified
from Sivadas and Baker-Prewitt, 2000). Intentions to purchase
with the app in the future were assessed by the item, “How
likely are you to purchase a product using this retailer’s app in
the future?” with endpoints of very unlikely/very likely and not
probable/very probable. Intentions to purchase at the physical
retail store in the future were assessed by the item, “How likely
are you to purchase a product in person at this retailer in the
future?” with endpoints of very unlikely/very likely and not
probable/very probable (both measures modified from
Newman et al., 2014). App connection was assessed by the
items, “To what extent is the app part of you and who you are?;
To what extent do you feel personally connected to this app?”
with endpoints of not at all/very much (modified from Park
et al., 2010). App ease of use was assessed by the items, “The

retailer’s app offers a logical layout that is easy to follow; It is
easy to find what I am looking for on the retailer’s app” with
endpoints of strongly disagree/strongly agree (modified from
Davis, 1989). All variables were measured on seven-point
scales so that higher values indicate more favorable responses.
All scales exhibited acceptable reliabilities (a ≥ 0.70, Nunnally
and Bernstein 1994).
We also conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)

using Mplus version 7.4 to assess the composite reliability,
unidimensionality, convergent validity and discriminant
validity of the latent constructs. The results of the analysis
suggest an acceptable fit of the model to the data (x2 =
108.99; df = 41; p = 0.001; comparative fit index (CFI) =
0.99; Tucker Lewis index (TLI) = 0.98; root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.07; standardized root
mean square residual (SRMR) = 0.01) (Hu and Bentler,
1999). Table I presents a complete list of the CFA results,
along with standardized loadings for construct measures.
Further, the average variance extracted for each construct
exceeded 0.50, while the shared variance between
constructs did not exceed the average variance extracted per
construct (Table II) (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Due to the
self-reported nature of the measures, common method bias
represents a potential concern (Podsakoff et al., 2012).
Consequently, we used the Harman’s single latent factor
test to model all indicators onto one common construct, and
then compared the chi-square with that of the multi-factor
solution (Podsakoff et al., 2012). Results show that the
single-factor model provided a poor fit to the data, and that
the change in chi-square from the original model was
substantially worse (Dchi-square = 3,403.36). This suggests
that commonmethod bias is not a substantial concern.

Results

Effects of the perceived ease of use of a retailer app
Regression results revealed a significant positive relationship
between perceived app ease of use and respondents’ intentions
to make future purchases with the app (t = 8.89, b = 0.73, p <

0.001). Similarly, app ease of use had a positive effect on
respondents’ intentions to recommend the app to others (t =
8.27, b = 0.40, p < 0.001). Thus,H1a andH1b are supported.
Also, as expected, a positive relationship emerged between
perceived app ease of use and app connection (t = 2.78, b =
0.18, p< 0.01), providing support forH2.

Mediating role of app connection
Next, we assessed whether app connection underlies the
observed effects of app ease of use on respondents’ intentions to
purchase with the app and recommend the app (as proposed in
H3). We used PROCESS Model 4 with 5,000 bootstrap
samples and 95 per cent confidence intervals (CIs) (Hayes,
2013) to examine the indirect effect (IE) of app ease of use on
each dependent measure through app connection. Mediation is
established when the upper and lower levels of the CI
associated with the IE of interest do not contain a value of zero
(Hayes, 2013; Zhao et al., 2010). Results revealed a significant
positive IE through the “app ease of use ! app connection !
intentions to make purchase with app in future” mediational
path (IE = 0.0627; CI [0.0266, 0.1094]) (i.e. the CI did not
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Table I Confirmatory factor analysis results

Items Study 1 Study 2

a

Standardized
loadings* SE a

Standardized
loadings* SE

App ease of use (Likert) 0.88 0.87
The retailer’s app offers a logical layout that is easy to follow.a 0.89 0.022 0.81 0.062
It is easy to find what I am looking for on the retailer’s app 0.89 0.022 0.95 0.067
App connection (semantic differential – not at all/very

much) 0.93 0.94
To what extent is the app part of you and who you are?a 0.92 0.012 0.94 0.041
To what extent do you feel personally connected to this app? 0.94 0.005 0.94 0.041
Intentions to purchase with app (semantic differential) 0.99 na na na
How likely are you to purchase a product using this retailer’s
app in the future?
Very unlikely/very likelya 0.99 0.008
Not probable/very probable 0.99 0.008
Intentions to recommend app (semantic differential –

very unlikely/very likely) 0.98 na na na
How likely are you to recommend use of this app to friends and
family?* 0.99 0.008
How likely are you to recommend use of this app to others? 0.97 0.008
Intentions to purchase in-store (semantic differential) 0.99 na na na
How likely are you to purchase a product in person at this
retailer in the future?
Very unlikely/very likelya 0.99 0.001
Not probably/very probable 0.99 0.001
Intentions to purchase with app instead of in-store

(semantic differential) na na na 0.98
How likely are you to purchase a product with this retailer’s
app instead of at the store?
Very unlikely/very likelya 0.99 0.005
Not probable/very probable 0.97 0.003
Model fit statistics Model fit statistics
x2 = 108.99, df = 41, p< 0.001 x2 = 12.85, df = 7, p = 0.08

CFI = 0.99, TLI = 0.98, SRMR = 0.01, RMSEA = 0.07

CFI = 0.99, TLI = 0.99,
RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR = 0.02

Notes: aDenotes a constrained relationship to 1 in order for identification;*all factor loadings have a p value of ≤ 0.001

Table II Alphas, composite reliabilities, average variances extracted and correlations of constructs

Study a CR
Intercorrelation of constructs

1 2 3 4 5

Study 1
1. App ease of use 0.88 0.88 (0.79)
2. App connection 0.93 0.87 0.18** (0.87)
3. Intentions to purchase with app 0.99 0.99 0.48** 0.32** (0.97)
4. Intentions to recommend app 0.98 0.98 0.41** 0.28** 0.44 (0.95)
5. Intentions to purchase in-store 0.99 0.99 �0.10 �0.0.07 �0.0.17** 0.04 (0.98)

Study 2
1. App ease of use 0.87 0.87 (0.78)
2. App connection 0.94 0.94 0.19** (0.96)
3. Intentions to purchase with app instead of in-store 0.98 0.98 0.34** 0.37** (0.88)
Note: **p< 0.001
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contain zero). This indicates that app connection mediates the
effect of ease of use on respondents’ intentions to make
purchases with the app. A significant positive IE on
respondents’ intentions to recommend the app also emerged
through the same path (IE = 0.0295; CI [0.0115, 0.0580]).
Thus,H3a andH3b are both supported.
Lastly, H4 proposed a negative IE of app ease of use on

respondents’ intentions to make purchases at the physical retail
store in the future. We had suggested that ease of use would
strengthen consumers’ app connection, which in turn, would
lower their intentions to make purchases at the retailer’s store.
Results revealed a significant negative IE through the “app ease
of use ! intentions to make purchase at the physical store in
future” mediational path (IE = -0.0288; CI [�0.0813,
�0.0047]). There was no main effect of ease of use on
respondents’ intentions to make purchases at the store in the
future (p = 0.56), suggesting that consumers must feel
connected to an app in order for ease of use to negatively
influence their intentions to purchase at the store. These results
provide support for H4, and reinforce the importance of
examining the mediating role of app connection (a notion that
we explore further in Study 2).

Discussion

The purpose of Study 1 was to examine the impact of app ease
of use on consumers’ app connection and future behavioral
intentions. Findings confirmed that app ease of use has a
positive impact on consumers’ intentions to make purchases
with the app and to recommend it to others. Subsequent
mediation analyses suggest that app connection underlies these
effects. As expected, results also revealed a positive (negative)
IE of app ease of use through app connection on consumers’
intentions tomake purchases with the app (in the store).
These divergent IEs suggest that app ease of use may

strengthen consumers’ app connections to the extent that they
intend to use the app as a substitute purchasing channel for the
physical store. However, we cannot yet reach this conclusion
based solely on the Study 1 results since we did not explicitly
measure respondents’ intentions to make purchases with the
app relative to the store (i.e. we measured app and store
purchase intentions independently). Thus, Study 2 expands
upon these initial findings by specifically examining the IE of
app ease of use on consumers’ intentions to make purchases
with the app instead of in the store.
Study 2 also addresses the need for additional research on

consumers’ actual purchasing behaviors in mobile shopping
contexts (see Yang and Kim, 2012; Groß, 2015; Wang et al.,
2015). We provided some initial insight into this understudied
area in Study 1 by examining the impact of app ease of use on
consumers’ intentions to make purchases with retailers’ apps.
However, consistent with much of the prior work in this area,
we did not measure respondents’ purchasing behavior during
the app usage experience. Thus another objective of Study 2 is
to overcome this limitation by assessing if ease of use indirectly
affects whether consumers make an actual purchase with an
app or not (as the Study 1mediation results would suggest).
Lastly, many service providers have now moved beyond the

question of “How do we get customers to initially try our app?”
to instead now “How do we get customers to use our app as

much as possible?” (Siwicki, 2015). This important managerial
question motivates us to additionally assess the role of a
potential key moderator in the app usage context: app usage
frequency (i.e. how often an individual uses a particular app).
We first examine whether app usage frequency moderates the
effect of app ease of use on consumers’ app connections (seeH5
below). We then further assess if the IEs of ease of use (through
app connection) on the Study 2 outcomes vary based on
whether an individual uses a retailer’s app more or less often
(see H6). We briefly offer the rationale for our predictions
related to these two propositions below.
Drawing from prior related literature (Moe and Fader, 2004;

Varadarajan et al., 2010; Neal et al., 2012; Reichhart, 2014;
Wang et al., 2015), we expect that ease of use will have a strong
positive impact on app connection among individuals that use
an app with higher, but not lower, frequency.More specifically,
ease of use should strengthen and reinforce consumers’ app
connections, as shown in Study 1, when they use the app more
often (i.e. individuals are more likely to have stronger
connections with an app when it is easy to use and they
frequently interact with it). By contrast, ease of use should have
little effect on app connection among lower frequency users
due to their limited usage of the app in the first place. Said
differently, low frequency usage limits opportunities for
app ease of use to strengthen users’ app connection. It also
stands to reason then that the IE of app ease of use will emerge
through app connection among higher frequency users of a
retailer’s app – but not among lower frequency users (Moe and
Fader, 2004; Neal et al., 2012; Reichhart, 2014; Varadarajan et
al., 2010; Wang et al., 2015). Below we formally hypothesize
the proposed app ease of use� app usage frequency interaction
on app connection (H5), as well as the accompanying
moderated (i.e. conditional) mediation for the two new Study 2
dependent measures (H6) (see Figure 2 for the Study 2
conceptual model related toH5 andH6):

H5. App usage frequency moderates the effect of retailer app
ease of use on consumers’ app connection such that ease
of use has a positive effect on higher frequency users’
connection to the app. However, ease of use has no
significant effect on app connection when consumers
only use the app with lower frequency.

H6. Perceived retailer app ease of use has a positive IE
through app connection on (a) the likelihood that an
actual purchase was made with the app, and (b)
intentions to make purchase with the app instead of at the
physical retail store in the future among consumers that
use the app with high frequency. However, these IEs do
not emerge among low-frequency users.

Study 2

Methods
The primary purpose of Study 2 was to test H5 and H6.
Consistent with Study 1, we again nationally recruited adult
participants to complete an online survey through mTurk. The
same methods from Study 1 were again used to ensure that the
retailer app most recently used by respondents was
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transactional in nature (i.e. they could use it tomake a purchase
if desired), and that the retailer also had a physical store where
respondents could purchase products if desired. We removed
46 respondents that did not meet both of these criteria,
resulting in a final sample of 212 adult respondents. The
median household income of the sample was $30,000-$39,999,
approximately 58 per cent were female, and ages ranged from
18 to 69. Respondents were given the same information and
instructions that were provided to respondents in Study 1.

Assessment of themeasures
To assess whether respondents made an actual purchase with
the app, we asked, “Did you purchase any items when you used
this retailer’s app?” with answers of yes/no. Drawing from the
app and physical store purchase intentions measures used in
Study 1, we directly assessed respondents’ relative future
purchase intentions on a seven-point scale with the item, “How
likely are you to purchase a product with this retailer’s app in
the future instead of at the physical retail store?”with endpoints
of very unlikely/very likely. Usage frequency of the retailer’s app
was assessed on a seven-point scale by the item, “How often do
you use this retailer’s app?” with endpoints of not at all often/
very often (modified from Reichhart, 2014). Lastly, the same
measures from Study 1 were again used to assess app ease of
use and app connection. As in Study 1, the results of reliability
and confirmatory factor analyses provide support for goodness
of the measures (see Tables I and II). Additionally, results of
the Harman’s single factor test again revealed that common
method bias was not a substantial concern (D chi-square =
454.95).

Results

Moderating role of retailer app usage frequency
To avoid potential methodological issues associated with
dichotomizing variables (Fitzsimons, 2008), we used both
app ease of use and app usage frequency as continuous
variables in all of the Study 2 analyses. We also mean-
centered the predictor variables to avoid potential multi-
collinearity issues (Aiken and West, 1991). Regression
results related to H5 indicate a significant app ease of use X

app usage frequency interaction on respondents’ app
connection (t = 1.98, b = 0.09, p < 0.05) (see Figure 3). We
conducted spotlight analyses at one standard deviation (SD)
above and below the mean for app usage frequency to
examine the effect of app ease of use on higher and lower
frequency users’ app connection, respectively (Aiken and
West, 1991; Hayes, 2013). Referring to Figure 3, ease of use
had a positive effect on higher frequency users’ connection
with the app (t = 2.24, p< 0.03). By contrast, ease of use had
no effect on lower frequency users’ app connection
(t = 0.01, p = 0.99). This pattern of means offers full support
for H5. It also offers some initial general support for our
expectation that positive IEs of app ease of use will emerge
on the dependent measures (through app connection)
among higher, but not lower, frequency users.

Conditional mediation analyses
To formally test the moderated (i.e. conditional) mediation
implied directly above (and outlined in H6), we used
PROCESS Model 8 with 5,000 bootstrap samples and 95
per cent CIs (Hayes, 2013). The reported IEs are for values
one SD above and below the mean for app usage frequency
(indicating higher and lower frequency users, respectively)
(Hayes, 2013). As expected, the IE associated with the app
ease of use � app usage frequency interaction through app
connection was significant for the likelihood that
respondents made a purchase with the app (IE = 0.0421; CI
[0.0031, 0.1155]), as well as for their intentions to make a
purchase with the app instead of at the physical store in the
future (IE = 0.0307; CI [0.0025, 0.0672]). These findings
formally indicate that the mediation is moderated by app
usage frequency (Hayes, 2013).
More specifically, results revealed a significant positive IE of

app ease of use on the likelihood that higher frequency users
made a purchase with the app (IE = 0.1365; CI [0.0115,
0.3664]). By contrast, there was no significant IE through this
same mediational path for the lower frequency users (IE =
0.0004; CI [�0.0660, 0.0635])[3]. Next, a significant positive
IE of app ease of use emerged on higher frequency users’
intentions tomake a purchase with the app instead of at the store
in the future (IE = 0.0995; CI [0.0110, 0.2103]). There was no

Figure 2 Study 2 conceptual model
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significant IE among lower frequency users (IE = 0.0003;
CI [�0.0428, 0.0394]). These findings provide support toH6a
andH6b[4].
Together, these results build upon Study 1 in several

important ways. App ease of use was shown to influence both
actual app purchasing behavior and relative purchase
intentions (app vs in-store) via app connection. Further, app
usage frequency was identified as a key moderator of these
effects. We discuss the implications and contributions of this
research next.

General discussion

Mobile apps present a number of growing opportunities – and
obstacles – for firms seeking to balance contemporary customer
needs with increasing points of traditional and SST interaction.
Overall app usage among US consumers grew 76 per cent from
2013 to 2014, with the largest growth seen among shopping
app usage – an astonishing 174 per cent increase (Khalaf,
2015). This highlights the need for service providers need to
better understand the role that their own apps play alongside
their brick-and-mortar stores (Aubrey and Judge, 2012).
However, research on mobile shopping is still in its infancy
(Groß, 2015; Verhoef et al., 2015), and SST research on
mobile apps is not as extensive as research in other mobile
service contexts (e.g. hospitality, gaming). Further, the
majority of existing modest literature surrounding apps has
focused only on consumers’ initial app adoption (Peng et al.,
2014; Taylor and Levin, 2014), and consequently very little is
known about consumers’ (post-adoption) app purchasing
behavior or other important behavioral outcomes stemming
from app usage (Yang and Kim, 2012; Sanakulov and
Karjaluoto, 2015).
Therefore, we attempted to differentiate our research from

prior work, in part, by moving beyond initial app adoption to
instead examine consumers’ actual app usage experiences and
post-usage outcomes. Specifically, we examined how consumers’
experiences using retailer apps (i.e. how easy or difficult they

were to use) affected their purchase-related decisions and
future behavioral intentions (e.g. intentions to recommend the
app to others). Study 1 findings identified perceived ease of use
as a critically important feature of the app usage experience
affecting consumers’ intentions to make purchases with a
retailer’s app and to recommend the app to others. We then
showed that consumers’ self-app connection underlies these
effects. However, we also uncovered an important caveat to the
positive effects surrounding app ease of use by demonstrating
that ease of use strengthens consumers’ connections with a
retailer’s app, which in turn lowers their intentions to make
purchases at the retailer’s physical store.
Study 2 expanded on our initial findings by examining

consumers’ actual purchasing behavior with retailer apps and
their intentions to make purchases with the retailer’s app
instead of at its store in the future. We also assessed the
potential moderating role of app usage frequency. Findings
demonstrated that app ease of use strengthens consumers’
connection to a retailer’s app when they use the app with
higher, but not lower, frequency. Results also indicated that
app usage frequency moderates the mediating effect of app
connection such that the positive IEs of app ease of use on all of
the Study 1 and Study 2 dependent measures emerge among
higher – but not lower – frequency users.

Theoretical contributions

The current research makes several important theoretical
contributions to the growing bodies of literature surrounding
mobile apps, mobile shopping and the broader SST literature.
First, the focus of the current research extended beyond
antecedents of mobile app adoption to examine the actual usage
experience, itself. Specifically, we showed that the perceived
ease of use of a retailer’s app is an important experiential
perception that influences a critical outcome during the usage
of the app (i.e. the likelihood that consumers make a purchase
with the app). We then documented other downstream effects
of app ease of use on consumers’ post-usage behavioral

Figure 3 Study 2 effects of app ease of use and app usage frequency on app connection
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intentions (e.g. intentions to make purchases with the app
instead of at the retail store in the future, intentions to
recommend this SST to others).
Next, we provided insight on why the observed effects occur

by identifying consumers’ connection with apps as a mediating
mechanism. We showed that app ease of use strengthens
consumers’ app connection, which in turn has a positive impact
on all of the dependent measures tested here with one
exception: intentions to make future purchases at the retail
store. Results revealed a significant negative IE of ease of use on
this outcome. This key finding adds a nuanced complement to
the largely positive effects of ease of use documented here and
elsewhere in the existing literature. We then expanded upon
this finding later in Study 2 by demonstrating that app ease of
use indirectly affects consumers’ relative purchase channel
preferences through app connection (app vs in-store). By
identifying one’s felt connection to an app as a key factor in his/
her app usage experience, we contribute to the existing
literature surrounding the role that emotion plays when
consumers process information in SST contexts.
Lastly, we identified app usage frequency as an important

moderator of the effects of app ease of use. This finding
highlights how usage frequency can increase consumers’ app
connections when ease of use is high, and helps further explain
consumer engagement in online retail contexts. It also
addresses the expressed need to distinguish between consumers
who are more or less likely to make mobile purchases (Agrebi
and Jallais, 2015), and answers calls for more research on the
role that consumer characteristics play in mobile shopping
contexts (Groß, 2015; Verhoef et al., 2015). Finally, this
finding establishes an important boundary condition to the
observed effects, and supports the notion that customer usage
variables can serve as useful segmentation tools for managers
(Li et al., 2015).

Managerial implications

The relatively new body of SST literature on mobile shopping,
and retailer apps in particular, currently provides organizations
with limited guidance on effective mobile app strategies. The
present studies respond to recent calls for more granular SST
research (Collier et al., 2014; Robertson et al., 2016), and offer
additional insights informing retailers:
� app design objectives;
� channel management initiatives; and
� customer segmentation strategies.

With regard to app design, our results suggest that ease of use is
a critical attribute of apps that drives key behavioral outcomes.
Given that most service providers have the autonomy to create
their own unique apps (Taylor and Levin, 2014), they can
design and test their apps for user-friendliness before offering
them to their customers. Our findings to this point, however,
do not reveal which particular aspects of a mobile app make it
generally “easy to use”.
Therefore, we conducted a follow-up, supplementary online

survey of 100 adult retailer app users on mTurk to provide
managers and app designers with more actionable insight on
this important issue. Drawing from their own prior experience
using retailer apps, respondents identified the following
attributes as the top 5 most important features of apps that

enhance ease of use: layout (identified by 92 per cent of
respondents), ability to save personal information for future use
(74 per cent), fewer login requirements (72 per cent), ability to
customize preferences (62 per cent) and more interactivity (52
per cent). Retailers seeking to develop high-frequency app users
should ensure that their apps reflect these characteristics. Our
results suggest that doing so will likely strengthen app
connections among users, and can ultimately lead to the
positive outcomes observed here.
The current research also has important implications for

channel management initiatives. Firms continually strive to
make their apps as user-friendly as possible to encourage
consumer–app interaction in ways that meet both customer
needs and organizational objectives (Peng et al., 2014; Siwicki,
2015). However, our findings demonstrate that it is important
for managers to understand that providing customers with
easy-to-use apps (and encouraging app connections) may shift
their purchasing channel preferences and alter dynamics of the
customer–provider relationship. For example, we illustrate that
a retailer’s app may serve as a competitive, rather than
complementary, extension of its physical store with respect to
consumers’ purchase channel preferences. This can cause a
retailer to lose valuable face-to-face interaction with customers
who choose to make purchases with its app rather than at its
store. Similarly, efforts to develop a high frequency app user
segment may shift resources away from customers who prefer
human interaction with employees or other in-store SSTs such
as kiosks. This may result in feelings of marginalization and
negative evaluations among those customers (White et al.,
2012; Robertson et al., 2016). Providers also face additional
barriers to service recovery and upselling when their customers
begin limiting their in-store purchases in favor of mobile
shopping. Accordingly, providers should explore new ways to
upsell on mobile apps, such as using algorithms to offer
complementary items or highlighting related merchandise in
product descriptions. More specific research on these strategies
and others is certainly warranted.
Lastly, our research provides insight on customer

segmentation strategies for service providers. The outcomes
observed here were shown to be more likely to occur among
high-frequency users of a retailer’s app than low-frequency
users. Thus, a retailer seeking to drive app purchases should
ensure that its app is easy to use and encourage customers to
use it more often. For example, retailers wishing to promote
app usage frequency can provide incentives to customers for
performing certain tasks with the app (e.g. reviewing products),
or could send push notifications to customers through their
apps. Doing so might strengthen customers’ connections with
the app and promote app purchasing behavior – goals that may
be particularly important for retailers given the negative
experiences consumers often have when interacting with
difficult-to-use apps (Hoehle and Venkatesh, 2015; National
Retail Federation [NRF], 2015). The negative emotions
stemming from these experiences may further lead consumers
to adapt behaviors to avoid such negative events in the future
(e.g. unwillingness to use the app again; switching to a
competitor) (Leone et al., 2005).
However, increased app usage may also lead consumers to

prefer the app over the physical store – a preference that may
become more pronounced over the course of the customer–

Bricks or clicks?

Christopher L. Newman, Kathleen Wachter and Allyn White

Journal of Services Marketing

Volume 32 · Number 2 · 2018 · 211–222

219

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

M
is

si
ss

ip
pi

 L
ib

ra
ri

es
 A

t 0
7:

52
 2

0 
M

ar
ch

 2
01

8 
(P

T
)



provider relationship as their usage frequency increases. In
response, providers seeking to maintain or drive in-store traffic
can offer special “in-store only” promotions and discounts or
implement exclusive in-store loyalty programs to encourage
store visits. Employees can also offer to look up products and
information online for shoppers as a way to supplement their
in-store experience. Lastly, retailers may elect to provide
consumers with the option to visit the store to pick up and/or
return items that they purchased with the app.

Limitations and future research

Given calls for research that finely focuses on specific SST
implementation (Robertson et al., 2016), the current research
informs the understudied areas of consumer mobile purchases
and use of retailer apps (Groß, 2015; Yang and Kim, 2012),
and answers prior calls for generalizable research on the
intersection between physical retail stores and mobile apps
(Aubrey and Judge, 2012; Taylor and Levin, 2014). We also
overcame several measurement limitations seen in prior
research by assessing consumers’ app purchasing behavior
(instead of only purchase intentions), and ease of use
perceptions based on their actual app usage experience (rather
than on expectations of how easy it might be to use). However,
the present studies have several limitations that offer potentially
fruitful opportunities for future exploration in this evolving
area.
For example, we only examined apps of brick-and-click

retailers. Future research could assess consumer usage of other
types of service providers’ apps (e.g. virtual retailers such as
Amazon; digital streaming services such as Netflix). Also, while
we assessed if respondents made a purchase with the app, we
did not examine whether app ease of use and connection
influenced the number of items purchased or the total purchase
amount. We also used a self-reported measure of app usage
frequency, but future research may consider other objective
measures (e.g. number of uses per month) and different
moderating variables. Additionally, more research is also
needed to determine which attributes of apps make them easier
to use and, in particular, which are most likely to foster app
connections. Specifically, additional research on the role that
emotions play in consumers’ app usage, and in particular their
connections to apps, is needed. This would help address the
need for more insight on how providers can potentially
capitalize on fostered app connections to better facilitate
activities such as service recovery and upselling among app
users. App-related factors other than ease of use (such as
perceived usefulness of an app) should also be explored. Lastly,
valuable opportunities exist to explore how consumers use apps
when inside physical stores. This would allow for an assessment
of whether their app experience and subsequent behavioral
outcomes change under these overlapping experiences.

Notes

1 An “app” is defined here as a mobile application on a
smartphone/tablet that is used for purchase or completion
of some transaction that may result in a purchase (e.g.
price checking, product locator). In contrast to mobile
websites (which are in most cases simply mobile-friendly

versions of traditional websites), apps allow service
providers to move e-commerce off the Web and into an
environment that they design and self-maintain. Thus,
consumers can access a provider’s content without an
internet connection by downloading and installing its
unique app on their mobile device. This affords a provider
with prime “real estate” on consumers’ mobile devices,
and allows customers to quickly and directly access its
content. Overall, apps are designed to be more user
friendly (but less content rich) than mobile websites (see
Johnson, 2010; Taylor and Levin, 2014)

2 Though outside the scope of the present research, we fully
acknowledge the merit of exploring other factors – such as
perceived usefulness – that might also affect consumers’
app usage experiences and related behaviors. However, we
believe that the app usage statistics provided in this article
strongly reflect the notion that many consumers already
find apps to be useful. Our current inquiry therefore more
directly aligns with determining whether consumers’
perceptions about how easy these (useful) apps are to use
change their intentions and behaviors.

3 We reran the same conditional mediation analysis with
PROCESSModel 8 (for the likelihood that a purchase was
made with the app) and controlled for whether or not
respondents had already planned to make a purchase
before using the app. Consistent with the results reported
in Study 2, there was still a significant positive IE of ease of
use on the likelihood that higher frequency users made a
purchase with the app (IE = 0.1266 [0.0051, 0.3540]).
Again there was no significant IE through the same
mediational path among lower frequency users (IE=
�0.0064, [�0.0896, 0.0544]). Thus, all conclusions about
the tested hypothesis remain the same. This speaks to the
robustness of our findings.

4 Though not formally hypothesized or expanded upon for
the sake of brevity, we conducted the same conditional
mediation analyses with PROCESS Model 8 for the
Study 1 dependent measures. Findings show a pattern of
results consistent with those reported in Study 2: there
were significant positive IEs of ease of use on higher
frequency users’ intentions to purchase with the app (IE =
0.1297 [0.0047, 0.2672]) and to recommend the app
(IE = 0.0534 [0.0065, 0.1261]), as well as a negative IE on
their intentions to make purchases at the store (IE=
�0.0382 [�0.1000, �0.0054]). There were no significant
IEs at all on any of these measures among lower frequency
users. These findings provide additional general support
for our overall conceptual framework.

References

Agrebi, S. and Jallais, J. (2015), “Explain the intention to use
smartphones for mobile shopping”, Journal of Retailing and
Consumer Services, Vol. 22, pp. 16-23.

Aiken, L.S. and West, S.G. (1991), Multiple Regression: Testing
and Interpreting Interactions, Sage Publications, Newbury
Park, CA.

Bricks or clicks?

Christopher L. Newman, Kathleen Wachter and Allyn White

Journal of Services Marketing

Volume 32 · Number 2 · 2018 · 211–222

220

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

M
is

si
ss

ip
pi

 L
ib

ra
ri

es
 A

t 0
7:

52
 2

0 
M

ar
ch

 2
01

8 
(P

T
)

https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jretconser.2014.09.003&isi=000357608300002&citationId=p_1
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jretconser.2014.09.003&isi=000357608300002&citationId=p_1


Aubrey, C. and Judge, D. (2012), “Re-imagine retail: why store
innovation is key to a brand’s growth in the ‘new normal’,
digitally connected and transparent world”, Journal of Brand
Strategy, Vol. 1No. 1, pp. 31-39.

Belk, R.W. (2013), “Extended self in a digital world”, Journal of
Consumer Research, Vol. 40No. 3, pp. 477-500.

Bensinger, G. (2016), “Shoppers flock to apps, shaking up retail”,
Wall Street Journal, available at: www.wsj.com/articles/shoppers-
flock-to-apps-shaking-up-retail-1460539801 (accessed 28 June
2016).

Cheng, S.Y.Y., White, T.B. and Chaplin, L.N. (2012), “The
effects of self-brand connections on responses to brand
failure: a new look at the consumer-brand relationship”,
Journal of Consumer Psychology, Vol. 22No. 2, pp. 280-288.

Collier, J.E. and Barnes, D.C. (2015), “Self-service delight:
exploring the hedonic aspects of self-service”, Journal of
Business Research, Vol. 68No. 5, pp. 986-993.

Collier, J.E., Sherrell, D.L., Babakus, E. and Horky, A.B.
(2014), “Understanding the differences of public and private
self-service technology”, Journal of Services Marketing,
Vol. 28No. 1, pp. 60-70.

comScore (2014), The 2014 US Mobile App Report, available at:
www.comscore.com/Insights/Presentations-and-Whitepapers/
2014/The-US-Mobile-App-Report (accessed 6 June 2016).

comScore (2015), The 2015 US Mobile App Report, available at:
www.comscore.com/Insights/Presentations-and-Whitepapers/
2015/The-2015-US-Mobile-App-Report (accessed 28 June
2016).

Cunningham, L.F., Young, C.E. and Gerlach, J. (2009), “A
comparison of consumer views of traditional services and
self-service technologies”, Journal of Services Marketing, ,
Vol. 23No. 1, pp. 11

Davis, F.D. (1989), “Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of
use, and user acceptance of information technology”, MIS
Quarterly, Vol. 13No. 3, pp. 319-340.

Dwivedi, A. (2014), “Self-brand connection with service
brands: examining the relationships with performance
satisfaction, perceived value, and brand relationship
quality”, Services Marketing Quarterly, Vol. 35 No. 1,
pp. 37-53.

Escalas, J.E. and Bettman, J.R. (2003), “You are what they eat:
the influence of reference groups on consumers’ connections
to brands”, Journal of Consumer Psychology, Vol. 13 No. 3,
pp. 339-348.

Fitzsimons, G.J. (2008), “Death to dichotomizing”, Journal of
Consumer Research, Vol. 35No. 1, pp. 5-8.

Fornell, C. and Larcker, D.F. (1981), “Evaluating structural
equation models with unobservable variables and
measurement error”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 18
No. 3, pp. 39-50.

Grewal, D., Levy, M. and Kumar, V. (2009), “Customer
experience management in retailing: an organizing
framework”, Journal of Retailing, Vol. 85No. 1, pp. 1-14.

Groß, M. (2015), “Mobile shopping: a classification
framework and literature review”, International Journal of
Retail & Distribution Management, Vol. 43 No. 3,
pp. 221-241.

Gupta, S. (2013), “For mobile devices, think apps, not ads”,
Harvard Business Review, Vol. 91No. 3, pp. 71-75.

Hayes, A.F. (2013), Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and
Conditional Process Analysis, Guilford Press, NewYork, NY.

Hilton, T., Hughes, T., Little, E. and Marandi, E. (2013),
“Adopting self-service technology to do more with less”,
Journal of ServicesMarketing, Vol. 27No. 1, pp. 3-12.

Hoehle, H. and Venkatesh, V. (2015), “Mobile application
usability: conceptualization and instrument development”,
MISQuarterly, Vol. 39No. 2, pp. 435-472.

Hu, L.T. and Bentler, P.M. (1999), “Cutoff criteria for fit
indexes in covariance structure analysis: conventional criteria
versus new alternatives”, Structural Equation Modeling: A
Multidisciplinary Journal, Vol. 6 No. 1, pp. 1-55.

Johnson, R. (2010), “Apps culture reinventing mobile
internet”, Electronic Engineering Times, No. 1588, pp. 24-30.

Kaushik, A.K. and Rahman, Z. (2015), “An alternative model
of self-service retail technology adoption”, Journal of Services
Marketing, Vol. 29No. 5, pp. 406-420.

Leone, L., Perugini, M. and Bagozzi, R.P. (2005), “Emotions
and decision-making: regulatory focus moderates the
influence of anticipated emotions on action evaluations”,
Cognition and Emotion, Vol. 19No. 8, pp. 1175-1198.

Li, J., Konus, U., Pauwels, K. and Langerak, F. (2015),
“The hare and the tortoise: do earlier adopters of online
channels purchase more?”, Journal of Retailing, Vol. 91
No. 2, pp. 289-308.

Lin, C.A. (2006), “Predicting webcasting adoption via
personal innovativeness and perceived utilities”, Journal of
Advertising Research, Vol. 46No. 2, pp. 228-238.

Maghnati, F. and Ling, K.C. (2013), “Exploring the
relationship between experiential value and usage attitude
towards mobile apps among smartphone users”, International
Journal of Business andManagement, Vol. 8 No. 4, pp. 1-9.

Mallat, N., Rossi, M., Tuunainen, V.K. and Öörni, A. (2009),
“The impact of use context on mobile services acceptance:
the case of mobile ticketing”, Information & Management,
Vol. 46No. 3, pp. 190-195.

Moe, W.W. and Fader, P.S. (2004), “Capturing evolving visit
behavior in clickstream data”, Journal of Interactive
Marketing, Vol. 18No. 1, pp. 5-19.

National Retail Federation (2015), “Turning mobile shoppers
to mobile buyers”, available at: https://nrf.com/news/
turning-mobile-shoppers-mobile-buyers (accessed 12 April
2016).

Neal, D.T., Wood, W., Labrecque, J.S. and Lally, P. (2012),
“How do habits guide behavior? Perceived and actual
triggers of habits in daily life”, Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, Vol. 48No. 2, pp. 492-498.

Newman, C.L., Howlett, E. and Burton, S. (2014), “Shopper
response to front-of-package nutrition labeling programs:
potential consumer and retail store benefits”, Journal of
Retailing, Vol. 90No. 1, pp. 13-26.

Nunnally, J.C. and Bernstein, I.H. (1994), Psychometric Theory,
3rd ed.,McGrawHill, NewYork, NY.

Nysveen, H., Pederson, P.E. and Thorbjørnsen, H. (2005),
“Intentions to use mobile services: antecedents and cross-
service comparisons”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing
Science, Vol. 33No. 3, pp. 330-346.

Park, C.W., MacInnis, D.J., Priester, J., Eisingerich, A.B. and
Iacobucci, D. (2010), “Brand attachment and brand attitude
strength: conceptual and empirical differentiation of two

Bricks or clicks?

Christopher L. Newman, Kathleen Wachter and Allyn White

Journal of Services Marketing

Volume 32 · Number 2 · 2018 · 211–222

221

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

M
is

si
ss

ip
pi

 L
ib

ra
ri

es
 A

t 0
7:

52
 2

0 
M

ar
ch

 2
01

8 
(P

T
)

http://www.wsj.com/articles/shoppers-flock-to-apps-shaking-up-retail-1460539801
http://www.wsj.com/articles/shoppers-flock-to-apps-shaking-up-retail-1460539801
http://www.comscore.com/Insights/Presentations-and-Whitepapers/2014/The-US-Mobile-App-Report
http://www.comscore.com/Insights/Presentations-and-Whitepapers/2014/The-US-Mobile-App-Report
http://www.comscore.com/Insights/Presentations-and-Whitepapers/2015/The-2015-US-Mobile-App-Report
http://www.comscore.com/Insights/Presentations-and-Whitepapers/2015/The-2015-US-Mobile-App-Report
https://nrf.com/news/turning-mobile-shoppers-mobile-buyers
https://nrf.com/news/turning-mobile-shoppers-mobile-buyers
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.im.2008.11.008&isi=000265516600006&citationId=p_30
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1086%2F589561&isi=000256088600002&citationId=p_15
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1086%2F589561&isi=000256088600002&citationId=p_15
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jretai.2013.11.001&isi=000332753000002&citationId=p_34
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jretai.2013.11.001&isi=000332753000002&citationId=p_34
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1080%2F10705519909540118&isi=000208063500001&citationId=p_23
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1080%2F10705519909540118&isi=000208063500001&citationId=p_23
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.2307%2F249008&isi=A1989CC00400006&citationId=p_12
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.2307%2F249008&isi=A1989CC00400006&citationId=p_12
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jretai.2015.01.001&isi=000356210000009&citationId=p_27
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1002%2Fdir.10074&citationId=p_31
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.2307%2F3151312&isi=A1981MF19500012&citationId=p_16
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1002%2Fdir.10074&citationId=p_31
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jcps.2011.05.005&isi=000304383000015&citationId=p_6
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1080%2F15332969.2014.856738&citationId=p_13
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.2501%2FS0021849906060247&isi=000241275400009&citationId=p_28
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.2501%2FS0021849906060247&isi=000241275400009&citationId=p_28
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jretai.2009.01.001&isi=000265007500001&citationId=p_17
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&system=10.1108%2F08876041311296338&isi=000316159500001&citationId=p_21
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1177%2F0092070305276149&isi=000229442900006&citationId=p_36
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1177%2F0092070305276149&isi=000229442900006&citationId=p_36
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&system=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2014-0276&isi=000360578900008&citationId=p_25
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jbusres.2014.09.036&isi=000351803000010&citationId=p_7
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&system=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2014-0276&isi=000360578900008&citationId=p_25
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jbusres.2014.09.036&isi=000351803000010&citationId=p_7
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1207%2FS15327663JCP1303_14&isi=000185154900014&citationId=p_14
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.5539%2Fijbm.v8n4p1&citationId=p_29
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.5539%2Fijbm.v8n4p1&citationId=p_29
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jesp.2011.10.011&isi=000301685800006&citationId=p_33
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jesp.2011.10.011&isi=000301685800006&citationId=p_33
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&system=10.1108%2FIJRDM-06-2013-0119&isi=000212071900003&citationId=p_18
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&system=10.1108%2FIJRDM-06-2013-0119&isi=000212071900003&citationId=p_18
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.25300%2FMISQ%2F2015%2F39.2.08&isi=000361601700009&citationId=p_22
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1086%2F671052&isi=000331701600006&citationId=p_4
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1086%2F671052&isi=000331701600006&citationId=p_4
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&system=10.1108%2F08876040910933057&isi=000265418900002&citationId=p_11
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1080%2F02699930500203203&isi=000234253700004&citationId=p_26
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&system=10.1108%2FJSM-04-2012-0071&isi=000333549900006&citationId=p_8


critical brand equity drivers”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 74
No. 6, pp. 1-17.

Peng, K., Chen, Y. and Wen, K. (2014), “Brand
relationship, consumption values and branded app
adoption”, Industrial Management & Data Systems,
Vol. 114 No. 8, pp. 1131-1143.

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B. and Podsakoff, N.P.
(2012), “Sources of method bias in social science research
and recommendations on how to control it”, Annual Review
of Psychology, Vol. 63No. 1, pp. 539-569.

Reichhart, P. (2014), “Identifying factors that influence the
customer’s purchase behaviour due to location-based
promotions”, International Journal of Mobile Communications,
Vol. 12No. 6, pp. 642-660.

Rigby, D. (2014), “Digital-physical Mashups”, Harvard
Business Review, Vol. 92No. 9, pp. 84-92.

Robertson, N., McDonald, H., Leckie, C. and McQuilken, L.
(2016), “Examining customer evaluations across different
self-service technologies”, Journal of Services Marketing,
Vol. 30No. 1, pp. 88-102.

Sanakulov, N. and Karjaluoto, H. (2015), “Consumer
adoption of mobile technologies: a literature review”,
International Journal ofMobile Communications, Vol. 13No. 3,
pp. 244-275.

Schuster, L., Proudfoot, J. and Drennan, J. (2015),
“Understanding consumer loyalty to technology-based self-
services with credence qualities”, Journal of Services
Marketing, Vol. 29Nos 6/7, pp. 522-532.

Shih, C. and Venkatesh, A. (2004), “Beyond adoption:
development and application of a use-diffusion model”,
Journal ofMarketing, Vol. 68No. 1, pp. 59-72.

Sivadas, E. and Baker-Prewitt, J.L. (2000), “An examination of
the relationship between service quality, customer
satisfaction, and store loyalty”, International Journal of
Retail&DistributionManagement, Vol. 28No. 2, pp. 73-82.

Siwicki, B. (2015), “Smartphones now account for a majority
of mobile transactions”, available at: www.internetretailer.
com/2015/04/01/smartphones-now-account-majority-mobile-
transactions (accessed 25 July 2016).

SmartBrief (2016), “Wake up and engage! Mobile
engagement is worth billions”, available at: https://

blog.logmein.com/customerengagement/infographic-wake-
engage-mobile-engagement-worth-billions (accessed 28
June 2016).

Taylor, D.G. and Levin, M. (2014), “Predicting mobile app
usage for purchasing and information-sharing”, International
Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, Vol. 42 No. 8,
pp. 759-774.

Thakur, R. (2016), “Understanding consumer engagement
and loyalty: a case of mobile devices for shopping”, Journal of
Retailing and Consumer Services, Vol. 32, pp. 151-163.

Tojib, D. and Tsarenko, Y. (2012), “Post-adoption modeling
of advanced mobile service use”, Journal of Business Research,
Vol. 65No. 7, pp. 922-928.

Varadarajan, R., Srinivasan, R., Vadakkepatt, G.G., Yadav, M.
S., Pavlou, P.A., Krishnamurthy, S. and Krause, T. (2010),
“Interactive technologies and retailing strategy: a review,
conceptual framework and future research directions”,
Journal of InteractiveMarketing, Vol. 24No. 2, pp. 96-110.

Verhoef, P.C., Kannan, P.K. and Inman, J.J. (2015), “From
multi-channel retailing to Omni-channel retailing:
Introduction to the special issue on multi-channel retailing”,
Journal of Retailing, Vol. 91No. 2, pp. 174-181.

Wang, R.J., Malthouse, E.C. and Krishnamurthi, L. (2015),
“On the go: how mobile shopping affects customer purchase
behavior”, Journal of Retailing, Vol. 91No. 2, pp. 217-234.

White, A., Breazeale, M. and Collier, J.E. (2012), “The
effects of perceived fairness on customer responses to
retailer SST push policies”, Journal of Retailing, Vol. 88
No. 2, pp. 250-261.

Yang, K. and Kim, H. (2012), “Mobile shopping motivation:
an application of multiple discriminant analysis”,
International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management,
Vol. 40No. 10, pp. 779-789.

Zhao, X., Lynch, J.G. and Chen, Q. (2010), “Reconsidering
baron and Kenny: Myths and truths about mediation
analysis”, Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 37 No. 2,
pp. 197-206.

Corresponding author
Christopher L. Newman can be contacted at: cnewman@
bus.olemiss.edu

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

Bricks or clicks?

Christopher L. Newman, Kathleen Wachter and Allyn White

Journal of Services Marketing

Volume 32 · Number 2 · 2018 · 211–222

222

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

M
is

si
ss

ip
pi

 L
ib

ra
ri

es
 A

t 0
7:

52
 2

0 
M

ar
ch

 2
01

8 
(P

T
)

http://www.internetretailer.com/2015/04/01/smartphones-now-account-majority-mobile-transactions
http://www.internetretailer.com/2015/04/01/smartphones-now-account-majority-mobile-transactions
http://www.internetretailer.com/2015/04/01/smartphones-now-account-majority-mobile-transactions
https://blog.logmein.com/customerengagement/infographic-wake-engage-mobile-engagement-worth-billions
https://blog.logmein.com/customerengagement/infographic-wake-engage-mobile-engagement-worth-billions
https://blog.logmein.com/customerengagement/infographic-wake-engage-mobile-engagement-worth-billions
mailto:cnewman@bus.olemiss.edu
mailto:cnewman@bus.olemiss.edu
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&system=10.1108%2F09590551211263182&citationId=p_56
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1509%2Fjmkg.68.1.59.24029&isi=000188005600005&citationId=p_45
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&system=10.1108%2FIJRDM-11-2012-0108&citationId=p_49
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&system=10.1108%2FIJRDM-11-2012-0108&citationId=p_49
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jretai.2015.02.005&isi=000356210000002&citationId=p_53
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&system=10.1108%2FIMDS-05-2014-0132&isi=000341784000002&citationId=p_38
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&system=10.1108%2FJSM-07-2014-0263&isi=000374168000010&citationId=p_42
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1086%2F651257&isi=000279443600001&citationId=p_57
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&system=10.1108%2F09590550010315223&citationId=p_46
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&system=10.1108%2F09590550010315223&citationId=p_46
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jretconser.2016.06.004&isi=000384806200017&citationId=p_50
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jretconser.2016.06.004&isi=000384806200017&citationId=p_50
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jretai.2015.01.002&isi=000356210000005&citationId=p_54
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1146%2Fannurev-psych-120710-100452&isi=000299709900021&citationId=p_39
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1146%2Fannurev-psych-120710-100452&isi=000299709900021&citationId=p_39
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1504%2FIJMC.2015.069120&isi=000354890100002&citationId=p_43
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jbusres.2011.05.006&isi=000305847300006&citationId=p_51
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1504%2FIJMC.2014.064917&isi=000345235500005&citationId=p_40
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jretai.2012.01.005&isi=000306163800006&citationId=p_55
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&system=10.1108%2FJSM-01-2015-0021&isi=000369386100013&citationId=p_44
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&system=10.1108%2FJSM-01-2015-0021&isi=000369386100013&citationId=p_44
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.intmar.2010.02.004&isi=000278928300005&citationId=p_52
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&crossref=10.1509%2Fjmkg.74.6.1&isi=000283027200001&citationId=p_37
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&isi=000353732200036&citationId=p_41
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FJSM-08-2016-0289&isi=000353732200036&citationId=p_41

	Bricks or clicks? Understanding consumer usage of retail mobile apps
	Introduction
	Conceptual development and hypotheses
	Perceived ease of use of mobile apps
	Consumers’ connections with mobile apps

	Study 1
	Methods
	Assessment of the measures

	Results
	Effects of the perceived ease of use of a retailer app
	Mediating role of app connection

	Discussion
	Study 2
	Methods
	Assessment of the measures

	Results
	Moderating role of retailer app usage frequency
	Conditional mediation analyses

	General discussion
	Theoretical contributions
	Managerial implications
	Limitations and future research
	References


