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Abstract: This article investigates shopper motivations and subsequent 
electronic word-of-mouth (eWoM) intentions when purchasing fashion 
garments via Instagram. A quantitative survey was distributed via social media 
channels and collected 205 valid respondents from females aged 18–43. 
Numerous preliminary analyses were conducted before undertaking structural 
equation modelling (SEM) to test the hypothesised model. The study found that 
both hedonic (i.e., latest trends) and utilitarian (convenience and information 
availability) motivations positively affected consumers’ intention to search for 
garments on Instagram. However, cost (utilitarian) and authority (hedonic) 
were found to have no effect on consumers search intentions. The findings 
further suggest that there is a significant link between searching for garments 
on Instagram and purchase intentions and that users who search for fashion 
items on Instagram are also prone to undertaking eWoM by sharing garments 
with their friends and commenting on product posts. 
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1 Introduction 

A survey by Statista (2019a) identified that, in the UK alone, there are over 45 million 
active social media users, which emphasises the potential that this medium has for 
businesses. As social media use has become habitual, especially amongst younger age 
groups, it has become the most significant promotional platform for brands looking to 
reach and engage with customers (Evans, et al., 2017; Arora et al., 2019). Consequently, 
there is a myriad of research focusing on social media and its importance in the 
marketing landscape. However, there is markedly less research into the emerging 
phenomenon of social commerce (s-commerce). S-commerce can be understood as a 
component of electronic commerce (e-commerce) which employs social media to 
facilitate the buying and selling of products and services (Marsden, 2010;  
Leong et al., 2020). With increasing numbers of consumers engaging in s-commerce, it is 
important to understand their shopper motivations as in order to offer insight into why 
people shop through Instagram and the intention of Instagram shoppers to share their 
experiences through word-of-mouth (Liang and Turban, 2011). This is important, as  
Hajli et al. (2017) demonstrate that users’ processes and behaviour is not as  
straight-forward on s-commerce sites as it is on e-commerce sites. With consumers able 
to shop anywhere, anytime and a wealth of information at their fingertips, brands and 
retailers must gain an understanding of their motivations in order to improve the way that 
they accommodate their continually changing needs and desires (IBM, 2020). 
Nevertheless, despite Instagram being the fastest growing social network (Mintel, 2019a), 
academic research concerning consumers’ motivations for shopping on Instagram is 
lacking (Sheldon and Bryant, 2016). In order to fill this gap, the aim of this research is to 
investigate consumer shopping motivations and subsequent word-of-mouth intentions for 
purchasing fashion garments through Instagram. This aim will be achieved by answering 
the following research questions: 

RQ1 What motivates consumers to search for fashion garments on Instagram?  

RQ2 How does searching for fashion garments on Instagram affect electronic  
word-of-mouth and intentions to purchase? 

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows. After providing a brief literature 
review of social commerce, eWoM and shopper motivations, the conceptual framework 
that will test the research hypotheses is delineated. This is proceeded by the research 
methodology and empirical results. After disseminating the key findings, the theoretical 
and managerial implications of the study are outlined, before offering potential further 
research directions. 
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2 Literature review 

2.1 Social commerce 

The definition of s-commerce is slightly ambiguous (Bürklin et al., 2019), with literature 
referring to it as the incorporation of commercial activities into social media  
(Hsiao et al., 2010; Zhang and Benyoucef, 2016), or the incorporation of social elements 
to e-commerce sites (Wu et al., 2015). Nevertheless, it is important to distinguish  
s-commerce from e-commerce as, s-commerce involves communities and conversation 
between members, whereas e-commerce focuses on one-to-one interactions with 
individuals (Huang and Benyoucef, 2013; Hajli et al., 2017). For the purpose of this 
study, s-commerce refers to the purchasing of products on social media sites themselves, 
a relatively new phenomenon and, thus, a concept that is lacking in investigation in the 
academic literature. Indeed, s-commerce research in general is relatively scant.  
Stephen and Toubia (2010) and Marsden (2010) deliberated the definitions of  
s-commerce, whilst Bansal and Chen (2011) investigated the differences between  
s-commerce and e-commerce. Building on this, Hsiao et al. (2010) discussed consumers’ 
willingness to adopt s-commerce, whereas Kim and Park (2013) and Hajli et al. (2017) 
analysed consumers’ trust of s-commerce platforms. Particularly relevant to the present 
study, Kang and Johnson (2013) and Kang et al. (2014) investigated the intention to shop 
for apparel products on s-commerce, and Mikalef et al. (2013), Anderson et al. (2014), 
Hajli (2015) and Hajli et al. (2017) analysed the effect that social media has on purchase 
intentions. 

However, all the aforementioned studies investigated s-commerce based on a 
different definition (the incorporation of social elements or social media in shopper 
journey), and not that of purchasing via social media, and none of them focused on 
Instagram. Instagram is likely to yield different results than other social media sites, such 
as Facebook, as it is a platform based on visual imagery as opposed to text, and fashion is 
very much a visual experience. Fashion is unique as a product industry in its tangible 
nature, typified by its timeliness, styles and trends, and is consumers most frequently 
purchased non-food product, having huge market demand worldwide, making it very 
important to research (Moon et al., 2013). Hence, it is important to address this gap in the 
literature, as different s-commerce platforms display products and disseminate 
information in diverse ways; consequently, users visit these sites for different intentions 
(Stubb and Colliander, 2019). As s-commerce gains popularity, retailers must pay 
attention to how consumers are motivated to use it to shop (Kim and Park, 2013). 
Therefore, it is necessary to ascertain consumers’ shopping motivations for shopping on 
Instagram as it will enable retailers to provide a better understanding of how s-commerce 
platforms, in particular Instagram, should be developed. 

2.2 Instagram 

Users of Instagram have been increasing continuously since it started in 2014; it now has 
over 1 billion users (Statista, 2020), making it the fastest growing social network in the 
UK (Mintel, 2019b). In 2016, Instagram developed a ‘shop’ feature whereby brands can 
upload up to 5 products with prices, allowing users to either see product pages, save the 
post to their private feed as a virtual shopping list, or purchase the item without leaving 
Instagram (Chahal, 2016; eMarketer, 2016; Fernandez, 2016). Hence, Instagram’s 
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shoppable feature not only enables users to easily see products that they are interested in, 
it allows them to collect information about the latest fashion trends and conduct sales 
transactions (Aydin, 2019). However, global companies are facing difficulties in adopting 
s-commerce (Hounslea, 2017; Yahia et al., 2018) suggesting that further research on what 
motivates consumers to use the platform is vital. 

Instagram is unique in that it focuses more on the aesthetic dissemination of 
information, i.e., sharing content visually, which has led academics to posit that it is the 
most influential s-commerce platform (Guarda et al., 2020). Indeed, Nash (2020) 
discovered that whilst Facebook is the most popular social media platform globally, the 
majority of UK participants specified that Instagram was the primary platform in which 
they searched for fashion products as they preferred the visual nature of it. This 
emphasises that research investigating consumer motivations to shop on this platform for 
fashion items is warranted. In terms of academic studies, Abed (2018) found that social 
influence and trust were significant factors for Instagram s-commerce being accepted in 
Saudi Arabia. However, this study does not investigate s-commerce in the sense of 
completing transactions on Instagram, and thus, the present study aims to fill a gap in the 
literature by examining peoples’ motivations for shopping in this way. Consequently, this 
research responds to the call by Sheldon and Bryant (2016) that further academic 
research concerning consumers motivations for shopping on Instagram is paramount. 

2.3 Electronic word-of-mouth 

According to Anderson et al. (1998), word-of-mouth (WoM) is regarded as 
communication between individuals that is informal in nature, which evaluates a certain 
product or service. WoM can increase marketing messages, disrupt information gathered 
by consumers and has the ability to alter consumers’ information processing  
(Kozinets et al. 2010). As social media usage is growing significantly, WoM is now often 
undertaken across these platforms as they enable users to communicate with other people 
and connect with brands, a process referred to as ‘electronic word-of-mouth’, or eWoM 
(Wolny and Mueller, 2013). Product or service recommendations that are distributed 
directly or non-directly and associated with positive eWoM may lead to loyalty and 
purchase intentions, whilst negative eWoM is theorised to have the opposite effect 
(Sivadas and Jindal, 2017). One distinctive feature of eWoM is that it is seen to be more 
credible and convincing in comparison with commercial messages (Sivadas and Jindal, 
2017). However, research has argued that WoM mostly occurs in person rather than in 
social media (Himelboim et al., 2012; Parker and Wang, 2016) thus, there is a limited 
research investigating how shopping via social media effects eWoM intention.  
Goraya et al. (2019) found that trust created in a community galvanised consumers’ 
intention to engage in eWoM. Whilst insightful, the study purely examines how trust 
mediates eWoM intentions on travel booking communities and findings are limited to a 
Chinese demographic. Consequently, this research aims to offer new insights to the 
literature by testing the relationship between consumers’ intentions to search for and 
purchase fashion garments on eWoM intention in the context of Instagram, which has 
never previously been examined. 
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2.4 Shopper motivations 

Babin et al. (1994) and Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) identified two shopping 
motivations:  

1 utilitarian 

2 hedonic. 

Utilitarian shopping motivations are primarily associated with a product’s functional 
attributes or monetary matters and are carried out for reasons such as time saving and 
convenience (Kim, 2006; Anderson et al., 2014). Consumers with a utilitarian shopping 
motivation have a specific goal, do not make impulse purchases, and are relatively 
decisive, with a ‘task-oriented, ‘cognitive’, and ‘non-emotional’ view of the shopping 
experience (Babin et al., 1994; Hirschman and Holbrook, 1982; Aydin, 2019). According 
to To et al. (2007), there are six dimensions of online utilitarian motivations: cost saving, 
convenience, selection, availability of information, customised product or service, and 
lack of sociality. 

Alternatively, hedonic shopping motivations result from consumers’ need to fulfil 
their hedonic values, which can be derived from fun experience, amusement, fantasy, and 
sensory stimulation (Babin et al., 1994). It also represents the emotional and 
psychological attributes that are generated through the shopping experience  
(Luk et al., 2013). Elements such as escapism and enjoyment support hedonic shopping 
motivation (Babin et al., 1994; Childers et al., 2001; To et al., 2007; Aydin, 2019). 
Arnold and Reynolds (2003) identified six supporting attributes which influence hedonic 
shopping motivation: adventure, social, gratification, idea, role and value. In the context 
of shopping online, To et al. (2007) similarly established five dimensions that the hedonic 
experience consists of: value, social, authority, idea, and adventure. Prior studies that 
have investigated shopper motivations have explored either e-commerce  
(Donthu and Garcia, 1999; Childers et al., 2001; Wolfinbanger and Gilly, 2001;  
To et al., 2007; Kim and Forsythe, 2007; Bridges and Florsheim, 2008;  
Ganesh et al., 2010), m-commerce (Yang and Kim, 2012), individual s-commerce 
platforms such as Facebook (Anderson et al., 2014) and Weibo (Zhang et al., 2014) or  
s-commerce platforms as a whole (Mikalef et al., 2013; Hamari et al., 2016;  
Mikalef et al., 2017; Aydin, 2019; Blazquez et al., 2019; Goraya et al., 2019). Most 
closely aligned with the present study is the study conducted by Mikalef et al. (2013) who 
discovered that, although purchase intentions on social media (excluding Instagram) were 
motivated by both utilitarian and hedonistic values, the former had a stronger impact on 
purchase intentions. However, the present study differs from the aforementioned studies 
by investigating shopper motivations on a novel channel of s-commerce (Instagram), 
which has a completely different set of variables compared to m-commerce, e-commerce 
and alternative s-commerce channels, such as Facebook. Indeed, Instagram is a very 
distinctive type of platform and s-commerce in the context of purchasing through social 
media sites is a newly introduced phenomenon. Therefore, there is a gap in the literature 
that warrants further exploration here. 
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3 Conceptual framework 

The conceptual framework for this study draws upon To et al. (2007) model to 
investigate consumers’ shopping motivations and subsequent eWoM intentions when 
searching for clothing items and purchasing on Instagram. The framework by  
To et al. (2007) classified cost, convenience, selection, information availability, sociality, 
and customised product/ service as utilitarian shopping values. The framework classified 
the hedonic values of online shopping as idea, value, authority and status  
(To et al., 2007). Mikalef et al. (2013) extended To et al. (2007)’s framework for their 
study on social media purchase intentions on Facebook. The present study aims to 
provide novel contributions by responding to the research call by Mikalef et al. (2017) to 
conduct further research into how different types of social commerce platforms, i.e., 
Instagram, affect consumers’ shopping motivations in order to determine how they can be 
leveraged for marketing purposes. 

Whilst building on the research of To et al. (2007) and Mikalef et al. (2013), the 
present study seeks to isolate specific hedonic and utilitarian motivations that facilitate 
behaviours pertinent to s-commerce based on the literature review. The identification of 
specific values will provide a basis and understanding of how to design s-commerce 
platforms specifically, rather than exploring hedonic and utilitarian values holistically as 
this is beyond the scope of the present study. Thus, the present model will isolate the 
specific hedonic motivations of trend discovery and authority, as well as the utilitarian 
motivations of cost, information and convenience, in order to see their direct effect on 
search and purchase intentions for fashion garments on Instagram. Consequently, 
customisation, product selection, adventure and socialising were not explored in this 
present research as they have been study at length in prior research (see: Mikalef et al., 
2017). The hypothesised research model is depicted in Figure 1. 

Figure 1 The proposed research model 

Cost 
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3.1 Hypotheses development 

3.1.1  The impact of utilitarian values on search intentions on Instagram 
Whilst prior research has corroborated that both utilitarian and hedonic motivations 
impact consumers’ browsing intentions, utilitarian motivations have been substantiated to 
be the main driver of s-commerce browsing (Mikalef et al., 2013; Hamari et al., 2016). 
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For instance, Blazquez et al. (2019) discovered that utilitarian motives, such as 
informational support, had the biggest influence on s-commerce browsing amongst UK 
fast fashion consumers. Furthermore, Aydin (2019) established that although utilitarian, 
hedonic and socialisation motives all influenced s-commerce adoption, utilitarian motives 
were the strongest. Similarly, Hamari and Ukkonen (2016) found that people’s interest in 
browsing s-commerce platforms was mainly driven by utilitarian factors such as cost and 
time saving. Hence, these findings appear to extrapolate that consumers’ s-commerce 
search intentions are predominantly driven by utilitarian motives. However, the majority 
of these findings can only be generalised to s-commerce as a whole, therefore what 
remains unclear is whether consumers’ intentions to search for fashion products on 
Instagram are predominantly driven by utilitarian motives. Thus, the proceeding section 
will hypothesise that a number of utilitarian values will motivate consumers to search for 
fashion products on Instagram. 

3.1.2 Cost 
Literature has established the importance of cost in relation to e-commerce. For example, 
studies have validated that price comparisons present on a website are a major utilitarian 
factor that influences a consumer’s shopping journey (Donthu and Garcia, 1999). Yet, 
there is a paucity of research that has considered the importance of cost in an s-commerce 
context (Menon et al., 2016). Indeed, whilst Mikalef et al. (2013) extended  
To et al. (2007)’s framework to investigate social media purchase intentions on 
Facebook, they omitted cost as a variable when looking at utilitarian motives. This may 
be because, as previously mentioned, social media platforms have only incorporated the 
purchase function into their sites recently, so this motivation was not as applicable 
before. However, it is important to consider cost as a motivation as s-commerce allows 
consumers to make price comparisons and identify the latest deals (Kang and Johnson, 
2015). There have been a number of studies that have considered price in relation to 
people’s s-commerce use, such as Menon and Sigurdsson (2015) who established a 
superiority for price motivation for using Facebook, Dennis et al. (2010) who found that 
participants identified price and discount comparison as the key advantages of  
s-commerce in general, and Kim and Park (2013) who discovered that consumers engage 
with social media platforms to seek the best prices and to enhance their decision-making, 
a finding further sustained by Sheikh et al. (2017). However, none of these studies 
considered the purchasing of fashion garments and none of them investigated the  
s-commerce platform Instagram. The present study will fill this gap in the literature. As 
prior findings infer that cost is a significant utilitarian motive for s-commerce usage, we 
hypothesise that: 

H1 Cost will positively affect consumers’ intention to search for clothing items on 
Instagram. 

3.1.3 Convenience 
Ha and Lennon (2010) established that utilitarian motives, such as convenience, were 
pertinent to e-commerce browsing intentions. In relation to s-commerce, both  
Ono et al. (2012) and Mikalef et al. (2013) found that the convenience of s-commerce 
positively facilitates consumers’ browsing process. Yet, these findings are limited to 
exploring  
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s-commerce platforms holistically and do not consider the differences between individual 
s-commerce platforms. Instagram’s shoppable feature has been theorised to provide a 
more convenient platform for consumers as it provides a ‘one-stop’ place to execute a 
number of processes and thus, it removes the effort required to find and obtain products 
(Moran, 2018; Aydin, 2019). Consequently, by permitting consumers to purchase through 
the Instagram app, the user’s shopping journey becomes streamlined (Mintel, 2019b). 
Additionally, Boardman and McCormick (2018, p.280) unveiled that UK females 
primarily shopped via smartphones as it allowed them to do so ‘on-the-go’, a finding 
further sustained by Yang and Kim (2012). Thus, as Instagram is a mobile-only service 
(Sheldon and Bryant, 2016), we hypothesise that: 

H2 Convenience will positively affect consumers’ intention to search for clothing items 
on Instagram. 

3.1.4 Information availability 
S-commerce platforms can provide consumers with a plethora of product information 
including; brand information, price, visual product pictures and user-generated reviews. 
Thus, s-commerce platforms are argued to be advantageous, compared to e-commerce 
websites, as they aggregate all the information and products sold by multiple retailers 
under one medium (Anderson et al., 2014). Consequently, consumers can draw on a 
myriad of information sources to make better informed purchase decisions  
(Blazquez et al., 2019). Extant research has established that utilitarian motives, such as 
information availability, are extremely relevant to browsing intentions (Ha and Lennon, 
2010; Kim and Ko, 2010; Thamizhvanan and Xavier, 2013). For instance,  
Anderson et al. (2014) found that information access was a major driver of purchase 
intentions on Facebook. Similarly, Blazquez et al. (2019) established that information 
support from other members of an online community had the biggest influence on 
consumers’ browsing motivations. Goh et al. (2013) also found that the availability of 
both user-generated and marketer-generated information on Facebook had a positive 
impact on purchase intentions. However, prior research has failed to address whether 
information availability affects a consumer’s intention to search for products on 
Instagram. Hence, given the above findings, we hypothesise that: 

H3 Information availability will positively affect consumers’ intention to search for 
clothing items on Instagram. 

3.2 The impact of hedonic values on search intentions on Instagram 

Research has established that shoppers are also motivated by hedonic values  
(Ganesh et al., 2010; Childers et al., 2001; Kim and Forsythe, 2007; Yang and Kim, 
2012; Anderson et al., 2014). Yet the majority of these findings can only be generalised 
to e-commerce or m-commerce, consequently, what remains unknown is whether 
consumers’ intentions to search for fashion products on Instagram are driven by hedonic 
motives. Instagram enables brands to edit photos aesthetically, use celebrity endorsement, 
street-style photos or behind-the-scenes content to attract followers (McCormick et al., 
2014; Lee et al., 2015; Phua et al., 2017), which can make the browsing experience fun 
and enjoyable for the consumer. Indeed, Nash (2020) disclosed that Generation Y 
participants enjoyed seeing trends visually through social media as it allowed them to 
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identify their own sense of style, which in turn satisfied their hedonic needs. Therefore, 
the proceeding section will hypothesise that hedonic values will motivate consumers to 
search for clothing items on Instagram. 

3.2.1 Authority 
Mikalef et al. (2013) define authority as the shopper’s ability to control the medium to 
suit their needs. As previously mentioned, s-commerce allows consumers to undertake 
price comparisons and identify the latest deals (Kang and Johnson, 2015). Thus, when 
shopping on an s-commerce platform, consumers may feel that they have a higher 
bargaining power due to the large number of sellers and retailers on the platform. 
Furthermore, when shopping on Instagram, users can choose who to follow with no 
reciprocity expected and consequently will only receive information and posts by brands 
that they like (Phua et al., 2017). Consequently, consumers may feel that they can better 
control their browsing. Accordingly, we hypothesise that: 

H4 Authority will positively affect consumers’ intention to search for clothing items on 
Instagram. 

3.2.2 Trend identification 
When shopping on social media, consumers can follow brands and track what products 
their friends or aspirational groups are buying (Aydin, 2019). In particular, Instagram 
enables consumers to share images and reviews of recently purchased products through 
the use of hashtags (Kerviler et al., 2017). This infers that s-commerce is a useful tool for 
collecting the latest fashion information. Mohr (2013) further acknowledged that mobile 
apps, such as Facebook, provide consumers with relevant deals on the latest fashion 
trends. Hence, it is no surprise that Mikalef et al. (2013) found trend discovery to be a 
significant predictor of hedonic motivations to browse on Facebook. Moreover, 
Instagram’s popularity for influencer marketing makes it an ideal platform for users to 
seek out fashion inspirations (Mintel, 2020c). Indeed, Kerviler et al. (2017) and  
Phua et al. (2017) found that participants searched for new trend inspirations through 
social networks and that Instagram played a key role in offering consumers’ style advice 
and fashion ideas. Thus, in light of the aforementioned, we hypothesise that: 

H5 Seeing the latest trends will positively affect consumers’ intention to search for 
clothing items on Instagram. 

3.3 The impact of search intentions on consumers’ eWOM Intentions 

eWoM in social media sites occurs when consumers willingly provide informal  
product-related advice to members and consumers of the existing networks  
(Anderson et al., 1998; Chu and Kim, 2011). Chu and Kim (2011) established that trust 
and informational influence are positively associated with eWoM intention. 
Alternatively, Mikalef et al. (2017) findings unveiled that information availability had no 
significant effect on eWoM intentions. Whilst there are studies that have investigated 
how social media affects WoM, an understanding of how social commerce affects eWoM 
and whether consumers are willing to share comments regarding clothing items that they 
have purchased on Instagram is scant. With increasing numbers of consumers engaging 
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in s-commerce, it is important to understand s-commerce shoppers’ motivations, as it will 
provide insight into why people shop on Instagram and their intention to disseminate 
experiences through eWOM (Liang and Turban, 2011). Therefore, we hypothesise that: 

H6 Searching for clothing items on Instagram will positively affect consumers eWoM 
intentions. 

3.4 The impact of search intentions on consumers’ purchase intentions 

Purchase intention is operationalised as the subjective possibility of a consumer to 
purchase a product (Rubab, et al., 2018) and is considered to be the most important 
consumer response to both scholars and practitioners. Measuring this construct is 
believed to provide a useful insight into the effectiveness of marketing (Wang and Chang, 
2013) and information retrieval. Mikalef et al. (2013) discovered that although purchase 
intentions on social media (excluding Instagram) were motivated by both utilitarian and 
hedonistic values, the former appeared to have a stronger impact on purchase intentions. 
This concurs with a number of previous findings that have also discovered utilitarian 
motivation to have more of an impact on purchase intentions (To et al., 2007;  
Anderson et al., 2014; Sheikh et al., 2017). However, before a purchase is initiated, a 
consumer must browse products, which in turn may lead to the purchase of a specific 
item (Mikalef et al., 2013). Indeed, Hajli et al. (2017) found that the more consumers 
searched for information (a utilitarian motivation) on Facebook the more likely they were 
to purchase items. To this end, we hypothesis that: 

H7 Searching for garments on Instagram will positively affect consumers’ purchase 
intentions. 

4 Methodology 

This paper adopts a deductive approach through the use of a quantitative methodology to 
investigate consumers’ shopping motivations and subsequent eWOM and purchase 
intentions when searching for and purchasing fashion items on Instagram. A 
questionnaire was designed on Qualtrics to test the adopted conceptual framework 
outlined in Figure 1. Prior research has validated the effectiveness of Qualtrics to create 
and disseminate online questionnaires (see: Tang and Zhang, 2018; Beck and Crie, 2018; 
Smink et al., 2019; Liang et al., 2020). The questionnaire was pilot-tested with a total 
number of 10 Instagram users from the same subject pool (UK females aged 18–43). 
Based on this feedback, the questionnaire was improved by re-phrasing or deleting 
ambiguous items. 

4.1 Procedure 

The online questionnaire was distributed via social media platforms (i.e., Facebook, 
Twitter, LinkedIn and Instagram) using a combination of convenience and snowball 
sampling to effectively reach the target population. Demographic questions such as 
gender and age were used to confirm that the respondents fulfilled the inclusion criteria 
and belonged to the target population. Adhering to prior survey methodologies, 
respondents were asked to recall a time in which they had searched for and purchased a 
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fashion garment on Instagram and complete the questionnaire based on this personal 
experience (Chen et al., 2017). Thus, prior shopping experience on Instagram was a 
further prerequisite. Indeed, if a respondent acknowledged that they had never searched 
for garments on Instagram, they were removed from the analysis. An example of the 
shopping experience on Instagram was depicted in the questionnaire to prime the 
respondents and trigger their responses about the phenomenon of interest  
(Doha, et al., 2019). No incentive was given for completing the survey. 

4.1.1 Demographic criteria 
To ensure the suitability of the respondents, the target population was defined as UK 
females aged 18–43, as this particular group are identified as being the most active users 
of Instagram (Statista, 2019b). During a period of 2 months (January 3rd –February 28th, 
2020), a total of 340 responses were received; however, 135 questionnaires were 
excluded as the respondents did not meet the required inclusion criteria of prior shopping 
experience on Instagram, or did not fully complete the survey. Thus, a total of 205 
useable questionnaires were returned. This sample size was deemed appropriate as not 
only does it exceed the recommended sample size for SEM (Hair et al., 2018), but it is 
also in line with prior quantitative research sample sizes (Mikalef et al., 2013;  
Doha et al., 2019). Descriptive statistics established that the majority of female 
respondents were aged between 18–23 (35%, N=72), followed by 24–30 (34%, N=70), 
31–36 (25%, N=51) and 37-43 (6%, N=12). These statistics are representative of the 
wider UK population as demonstrated by GlobalData (2019), who unveiled that 39% of 
UK shoppers, aged 16-24, have previously used Instagram to search for fashion items 
online. GlobalData (2019) further revealed that shopping via Instagram is higher for 
consumers aged 16-34, compared to older age categories, which is also true of the present 
study. Thus, it is apparent from the results that a sample size of 205 was suitable for the 
purpose of this research, as the respondents aligned with the profile of consumers who 
are the most active users of Instagram. 

4.2 Measure development 

To ensure content validity and reliability, the measures for our constructs were adapted 
from prior literature and were modified according to the specific aim of the present 
research. The items that were used to measure the constructs in this study are outlined in 
Appendix A. The utilitarian and hedonic values; cost, convenience and latest trends were 
measured using a 3-item scale adopted by To et al. (2007) and Arnold and Reynolds 
(2003), and information availability and authority were adopted from Mikalef et al. 
(2017). A 5-item scale was used to measured eWOM intentions (Mikalef et al., 2017) and 
a 4-item scale was implemented to measure search intention (Mikalef et al., 2013) and 
purchase intentions (Mikalef et al., 2017). Prior studies reported statistical reliability 
(Cronbach’s α exceeding .80) and validity (AVE of .50 or above) of the adopted 
measures. All items were measured on a 7-point Likert scale, anchored at 1 ‘strongly 
disagree’ and 7 ‘strongly agree’. 
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5 Preliminary analysis 

Numerous preliminary analyses were conducted before undertaking SEM to test the 
hypothesised model (Figure 1). 
Table 1 EFA results and Cronbach’s alpha scores 
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Cronbach alpha 0.87 0.92 0.9 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.8 0.77 
WOM_2 0.909        
WOM_5 0.896        
WOM_1 0.784        
WOM_4 0.753        
WOM_3 0.594        
PI_2  0.958       
PI_4  0.887       
PI_1  0.871       
PI_3  0.793       
SEARCH_3   0.972      
SEARCH_2   0.894      
SEARCH_4   0.852      
SEARCH_1   0.597      
AUTHORITY_1    0.924     
AUTHORITY_3    0.892     
AUTHORITY_2    0.877     
COST_2     0.902    
COST_1     0.901    
COST_3     0.863    
TRENDS_1      0.864   
TRENDS_2      0.864   
TRENDS_3      0.863   
CONVENIENCE_1       0.855  
CONVENIENCE_2       0.841  
CONVENIENCE_3       0.732  
INFORMATION_1        0.916 
INFORMATION_2        0.8 
INFORMATION_3        0.697 
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5.1 Exploratory factor analysis 

In line with Zhang et al. (2014) we conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) on 
SPSS to examine the unidimensional, convergent validity and reliability of the constructs. 
A principle component factor analysis (PCA) was conducted on 28 items with an oblique 
rotation (Promax). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure verified the suitability and 
sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO= .841 and Bartlett’s test of Sphericity 
indicated that correlations between the items were sufficiently large for PCA (p<.001). 
From the screen plot, eight components had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and 
in combination explained 77.2% of the total variance. Hence, eight factors were retained 
in the analysis. The EFA results demonstrated in Table 1 exemplifies that all items 
converged on to the correct factor and factor loading scores exceeded the recommended 
threshold of 0.4 (Field, 2009), extrapolating that unidirectionality and convergent validity 
was accepted. Additionally, no items exhibited cross loadings of >0.4 on to other items. 
Thus, discriminant and convergent validity was assumed. As further shown in Table 1, all 
constructs are acceptably reliable, achieving Cronbach’s alpha measure of reliability 
above the 0.7 threshold (Field and Hole, 2003; Hair et al., 2018). 

5.2 Common-method bias 

The research used a self-reported questionnaire to measure the variables thus, it was vital 
that we assessed the potential impact of common method bias by applying the Harman’s 
single factor test in line with Podsakoff et al. (2003), Goraya et al. (2019) and  
Guo et al. (2020). Thus, an exploratory factor analysis was undertaken to examine 
whether one factor held a substantial amount of the shared variance (Tang and Zhang, 
2018). It was apparent from the results that the largest variance explained by a single 
factor was 31.5%, which is substantially less than the recommended threshold of below 
50% (Aydin, 2019). Therefore, we can conclude that common method bias does not pose 
a serious threat in the dataset. 
Table 2 Actual and recommended goodness of fit indices 

Fit index Measurement model Suggested values 
Chi-square 427,922 (DF=246) P=<.001 P<.05 (Hu and Bentler, 1995) 
RMSEA 0.06 <0.5-<0.8 (Browne and Cudeck, 1999)  

<.07 with CFI > or equal to 0.92  
(Hair et al., 2018) 

ECVI  Default (2.94), Saturated 
(3.19) and Independent 

(17.99) 

ECVI of default model must be smaller than 
saturated and independent model (Byrne, 1998) 

CFI 0.94 ≥0.92 (Hair et al., 2018) 
TLI 0.93 >0.92 (Hair et al., 2018) 
GFI 0.85 >0.80 (Bentler and Bonett, 1980) 
NFI 0.87 >0.90 (Bentler and Bonett, 1980) 
PGFI 0.66 >0.50 (Malhotra et al., 2012) 
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Table 3 Convergent validity assessment 
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5.3 Confirmatory factor analysis 

Using AMOS 25, a confirmatory factor analysis was conducted (CFA) to assess the 
goodness of fit of the overall research model and to also determine the constructs’ 
discriminant validity. Table 2 reports the actual and recommended values of the goodness 
of fit indices, including; chi-square (Chi2), the root mean squared error of approximation 
(RMSEA), the expected cross validation index (ECVI), comparative fit index (CFI), 
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), goodness of fit index (GFI), the normed fit index (NFI) and 
the parsimony goodness of fit index (PGFI). 

It is apparent from Table 2 that, besides NFI, the other fit indices of the model either 
achieved or exceeded the recommended thresholds, demonstrating a good fit between the 
data and the model. Table 3 outlines the CFA validity and reliability results. It is apparent 
from Table 3 that all the AVE square root values were less than the correlations with 
other constructs, supporting discriminant validity of the model. Alternatively, convergent 
validity was assessed through evaluating composite reliability values (CR) and average 
variance extracted (AVE). It is evident from Table 3 that convergent validity in this study 
was satisfied adhering to the recommended criteria of AVE values greater than 0.50 and 
construct reliabilities exceeding 0.70. 

6 Structural equation modelling (SEM) 

Proceeding the assessment of goodness of fit and satisfying the subsequent validity tests, 
AMOS 25 was used to undertake SEM to test the hypothesised relationships outlined in 
Figure 1. The path analysis results are visualised in Figure 2. 

Figure 2 Relationship supported by empirical study (see online version for colours) 

Cost 

Convenience

Information
Availability

Latest Trends

Authority 

eWoM
Intentions

Purchase 
Intentions

Intention to 
Search

0.046

0.201**

0.219**

0.399***

-0.007

0.749***

0.916***

 

Note: *p<05, **p<01, ***p<001. 

It is apparent from the estimated path coefficients of the structural model that cost did not 
positively affect consumers’ intention to search for fashion items on Instagram, thus 
rejecting H1 (β=0.046). Alternatively, convenience was found to positively affect 
consumers’ intentions to search for fashion items on Instagram, supporting H2 
(β=0.201**). Similarly, information availability (β =0.219**) and latest trends 
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(β=0.399***) were found to positively affect consumers’ intentions to search for fashion 
items on Instagram and thus, H3 and H4 were supported. However, the results indicate 
that authority did not positively affect consumers’ intentions to search for fashion items 
on Instagram and thus H5 was rejected (β=-0.007). In addition, the results also infer that 
intention to search for fashion items on Instagram positively affected consumers’ eWoM 
intentions (β=0.749***) and purchase intentions (β=0.916***), supporting H6 and H7. A 
summary of the structural path coefficients and hypotheses results are outlined in Table 4. 
Table 4 Summary of the structural path coefficients and hypotheses 

Hypothesis/ structural path Path coefficient p-Value Supported? 
H1: cost-> search 0.046 0.379 No 
H2: convenience -> search 0.201** p<.01 Yes 
H3: info. availability -> search 0.219** p<.01 Yes 
H4: latest trends -> search 0.399*** p<.001 Yes 
H5: authority-> search –0.007 0.882 No 
H6: search -> eWoM 0.749*** p<.001 Yes 
H7: search-> purchase intentions 0.916*** p<.001 Yes 

7 Discussions and contributions 

The findings make several academic contributions by not only extending the existing 
literature concerning s-commerce shopping motivations (Mikalef et al., 2013;  
Hamari et al., 2016; Mikalef et al., 2017; Aydin, 2019; Blazquez et al., 2019), but also by 
providing novel insights regarding how certain utilitarian and hedonic motivations 
influence consumers’ intentions to search and purchase fashion items and undertake 
eWoM on Instagram. Scholarly research has previously established that both utilitarian 
and hedonic motivations impact consumers’ s-commerce browsing intentions as a whole, 
yet there is a noticeable paucity of research that examines the effect of utilitarian and 
hedonic shopping motivations on a consumer’s shopping journey on Instagram. The 
results of this study suggest that whilst both hedonic (i.e., latest trends) and utilitarian 
(convenience and information availability) motives positively affect consumers’ 
intentions to search for clothing items on Instagram, not all tested relationships were 
supported. For instance, cost (utilitarian) was found to have no effect on consumers’ 
search intentions. Although Menon and Sigurdsson (2015) established a superiority of 
price motivation for shoppers on Facebook, a plausible explanation for the findings of 
this study is that, unlike Facebook, Instagram only allows retailers to upload up to 5 
products in a single feed. Thus, it may be argued that on Instagram product offering is 
limited which in turn impedes a consumer’s ability to effectively undertake price 
comparisons. Furthermore, prices of items are not cheaper on Instagram than they are on 
the fashion retailer’s e-commerce site, which indicates that consumers would be 
motivated by other factors to use Instagram to browse for and purchase clothes rather 
than cost. Future qualitative research could be conducted to explore this aspect further 
and ascertain exactly why this may be the case. 

Moreover, the findings of this study establish that authority (hedonic) did not exhibit 
an important effect on consumers’ search intentions, a finding which also concurs with 
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the study of Mikalef et al. (2013). A plausible reason for this finding can be deduced by 
Shanahan et al. (2019) who posits that Instagram offers advertisements to consumers 
based on their recent activities, navigations and purchase history. Consequently, by 
presenting unwanted product advertisements on Instagram, consumers may feel an 
inability to control what products they browse. Again, qualitative research could be 
conducted to explore this aspect further and ascertain exactly why this may be the case. 

Interestingly, our empirical analysis demonstrates that the ability to see the latest 
trends had the strongest direct effect on intentions to search for fashion items on 
Instagram, compared to the alternative hedonic and utilitarian motives explored within 
the study. Whilst this supports the findings of Kerviler et al. (2017) and  
Mikalef et al. (2013), it challenges the outcomes of Blazquez et al. (2019) who unveiled 
that utilitarian motives, such as informational support, had the biggest influence on 
consumers s-commerce browsing motivations. The potential reason for this finding is 
twofold. Firstly, Instagram is an extremely popular platform for influencer marketing 
(Mintel, 2020c), which in turn makes it an ideal platform for users to learn about the 
latest fashion trends. Secondly, through the use of hashtags consumers can follow the 
latest fashion trends of their peers and followers. Thus, based on our findings, we suggest 
that retailers who intend to use Instagram as an effective shopping platform should 
continuously update their product offerings and information to reflect the latest trends. 

The findings from the data analysis also established that information availability has a 
positive effect on consumers’ intention to search for fashion items on Instagram. This 
challenges the results of Mikalef et al. (2017) who discovered that, in the context of 
Facebook, the amount of product information available was found to have no effect on 
purchase intentions or eWoM intentions. However, a possible reason for this discrepancy 
is that information on Instagram is predominantly communicated visually rather than 
textually. The products are displayed on images of ‘real people’ in ‘real life’ settings, 
making it easier for consumers to see how the items may look on themselves, as opposed 
to just the standard e-commerce site images, therefore providing more accurate product 
information for people. This reasoning is supported by the findings of Nash (2020) who 
discovered that participants preferred being able to see fashion information visually on 
Instagram, as opposed to verbal content found on fashion e-commerce pages. Thus, 
retailers who wish to sell fashion items on Instagram should focus on the visual 
dissemination of information through images, stories and video content. 

Moreover, as hypothesised, convenience was found to have a positive effect on 
consumers’ intention to search for fashion items on Instagram. This finding concurs with 
a number of previous studies that have claimed that browsing for products online is 
convenient as consumers can browse and purchase products in the comfort of their own 
home (Siddiqui et al., 2003; Dawson and Kim, 2013; Boardman and McCormick, 2018; 
Rubab et al., 2018; Aw, 2019). 

The findings of this study further suggest that there is a highly significant link 
between searching for fashion items on Instagram and purchase intentions, a finding 
which substantiates the results of To et al. (2007) Mikalef et al. (2013). Thus, this 
emphasises the selling opportunity for fashion retailers who have previously been 
reluctant to utilise Instagram as a transactional medium. Finally, the results from the data 
analysis infer that, users who are likely to search for garments on Instagram are also 
prone to undertake eWoM by sharing fashion products with their friends and commenting 
on product posts. Thus, knowing that search intention has a positive influence on eWoM 
intention, retailers must ensure that they provide an exceptional service, as any negative 
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comments may drive consumers away (Kim and Ko, 2010). However, given that eWoM 
is one of the most credible and trusted sources of product information  
(Hu and Krishen, 2019), retailers should encourage consumers to exchange eWoM via 
their Instagram page to help facilitate consumer decision-making. 

8 Conclusions 

Despite the increasing amount of research focusing on the topic of s-commerce, to date 
there is a paucity of academic research concerning consumers’ motivations for shopping 
on Instagram (Sheldon and Bryant, 2016). Consequently, our findings not only extend 
prior research on consumers’ s-commerce motivations (Mikalef et al., 2013;  
Hamari et al., 2016; Mikalef et al., 2017; Aydin, 2019; Blazquez et al., 2019), but also 
provide novel insights into how Instagram, in particular, affects consumers’ shopping 
motivations and subsequent eWoM and purchase intentions. Indeed, the findings from 
this research extrapolate that both hedonic (i.e., latest trends) and utilitarian (convenience 
and information availability) motivations positively affect consumers’ intention to search 
for garments on Instagram. However, cost (utilitarian) and authority (hedonic) were 
found to have no effect on consumers’ search intentions. The final model of the 
confirmed results is visually depicted in Figure 3. 

Figure 3 Final model of confirmed results 

Convenience
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Availability

Latest Trends

eWoM
Intentions

Purchase 
Intentions

Intention to 
Search

 

As technology and social media in particular is evolving so quickly, there is a need for 
academic research to keep up and determine how consumers like to shop and what 
motivates them to do so in certain ways. The results of this study can be used as a basis 
for future research to build on and explore consumer behaviour on other social media 
platforms, and can be used by fashion retailers to coordinate their efforts on Instagram 
accordingly. Moreover, from a managerial perspective, this study provides marketers 
with a frame of reference to understand how intention to search for items on Instagram 
can lead to eWoM and purchase intentions. Indeed, with Instagram being the fastest 
growing social network in the UK (Mintel, 2019), the results from this study will enable 
marketers to understand what drives search intentions on Instagram and thus, will permit 
them to develop better marketing strategies. 

9 Future research and limitations 

Despite the paper’s contributions, we note several limitations when interpreting the 
findings. The subjects are limited to UK females, aged 18–43. Although this particular 
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demographic accounts for the highest level of Instagram usage in the UK  
(Statista, 2019b), it can be argued that, the results are specific to that gender and country. 
Therefore, further research should test the framework using an all-male sample or, better 
still, a mixed male/female sample, to generalise the results of this study. Additionally, 
only a small percentage (6%, N=12) of the respondents in this study comprised of the  
37–43 age category and as a result, further research should enquire why this particular 
age range are motivated, or alternatively not motivated, to search and purchase for 
fashion items on Instagram. 

The product stimuli investigated in this study was fashion items. Consequently, future 
research could investigate shopper motivations and eWoM intentions on Instagram for 
different product categories to further generalise the results of this study. Furthermore, as 
shopping on Instagram is an extremely new phenomenon, future research should build on 
the findings of this study by exploring s-commerce shopping motivations through a 
qualitative enquiry. Qualitative interviews will enable an in-depth exploration of the 
reasons behind the motivations found in this paper. 
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Appendix 

Table A1 Constructs and measurement items 
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Table A1 Constructs and measurement items (continued) 
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