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ABSTRACT

E-Commerce is one of the undeniably dominating sectors. It has been rapidly
growing for ages yet the coronavirus pandemic has accelerated the process of e-
commerce growth. Since there are different factors affecting the electronic commerce,
the online consumer behavior should be evaluated from different aspects. In this
respect there have been conducted several studied about the online consumer
behavior. However, the pandemic changed the “traditional” as we knew before, and
turned everything into “digital”.

Within this context, this study aims to measure and understand the changes in
terms of consumer behavior and preferences during the early days of pandemic, the
panic period. In relation to the research, a survey technique, which was conducted on
267 online consumers in Turkey, is used as a part of descriptive analysis.

In addition to the secondary data, which is included in the literature review,
the primary data was used to understand the changes based on the demographic and
emotional factors. In order to do so, descriptive tables are used. As a result, it is safe
to state that there have been changes in terms of preferences of online consumers in

Turkey during the particular period.

Keywords: E-Commerce, Online Consumption, Online Consumer Behavior, Covid-

19 Pandemic, Online Shopping
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OZET

E-Ticaret tartismasiz olarak dominant sektorlerden biridir. Yillardir siiregelen
hizl1 biiyiimesi koronaviriis pandemisi ile daha da hizlandi. Elektronik ticareti
etkileyen faktorler farkli oldugu icin, ¢evrimigi tliketici davrasanisinin da farkl
acilardan ele alinmasi gerekmektedir. Bu baglamda, ¢evrimigci tiikketici davranisglarini
inceleyen ¢ok fazla calisma bulunmakta. Ama, pandemi daha 6nceden “geleneksel”
olarak bildigimiz seyi degistirip, her seyi “dijital” bir hale getirdi.

Bu baglamda, bu ¢alisma pandeminin basinda tiiketici davranislarinda ve
tercihlerinde yasanan degisimleri anlamaya ve 6l¢meyi hedeflemektedir. Arastirma ile
ilgili olarak betimsel analizin bir parcas1 olarak Tiirkiye’deki 267 ¢evrimigi tiiketici
iizerinde gergeklestirilen anket teknigi kullanilmistir.

Literatiir taramasinda yer alan ikincil verilere ek olarak, demografik ve
duygusal faktorlere dayali degisiklikleri anlamak i¢in birincil veriler kullanilmistir.
Bunun i¢in tanimlayici tablolar kullanildi. Sonug olarak, Tiirkiye’de ¢evrimigi

tiiketicilerin tercihlerinde ilgili donemde degisiklik oldugunu sdylemek dogrudur.

Anahtar kelimeler: E-Ticaret, Cevrimici Tiiketim, Cevrimigi Tiiketici Davranis,

Covid-19 Pandemisi, Cevrimici Aligveris
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1. INTRODUCTION

Since the beginning of the internet which dates back to 1950s, human-race
succeeded and faced several “inventions” related with the internet, yet the e-
commerce has been one of the most important ones, also the one evolved most
dramatically, particularly since the outbreak of coronavirus pandemic.

Coronavirus first appeared in Wuhan City of China in December 2019. The
disease caused by the coronavirus has been a huge threat to our lives. Apart from
that, it has affected world dramatically in terms of economy. Although the
pandemic had a negative impact on the most of the sub-branches of the economy,
electronic commerce achieved a 5 or 6 year growth in one year.

While governments kept people at home with curfews and various restrictions,
the fear of the virus or the disease caused many people to avoid public areas,
physical contact. Also, people preferred to stay at home, especially in the very
beginning of the pandemic. When all of these came together, it became inevitable
for people to shop through online channels.

The pandemic caused by coronavirus spurred the already-existing expansion
of online shopping to new enterprises, customers, and also product categories.
Consumers have been offered with a wide range of products within the comfort
and safety of their own homes, also businesses have been able to continue their
operations and production in the face of bans and restrictions (OECD, 2020).
Aside from the rapid acceleration of e-commerce and technology, the pandemic
changed the perception of online shopping. Consumers’ habits changed, the
products they had purchased through online channels before the pandemic

changed, the demographics of internet users and online shoppers also changed.



In line with all these, the evolution of online consumer behavior during the
pandemic period is evaluated in terms of products, product groups, demographics
and psychological aspects. In this descriptive research, the data gathered through a
survey and a popular marketplace in Turkey are examined, in addition to

reviewing global and local publications, news, and academic papers.



2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. The Emergence and Development of E-Commerce: A Brief History

E-commerce, which has been developing over the years, has become a strong
fact, though once it was a developing trend which gave a brand chance to firms as
well as customers (Bonson-Fernandez & Escobar-Rodriguez, 2017). As the
internet grew, the e-commerce has become more popular. Therefore, it is
important to have knowledge about the history of internet, particularly the
developments related to e-commerce.

The history of Internet dates back to 1950s when the invention of computers
had occurred. At that time, it was not invented to conduct shopping activities or
whatsoever. In the beginning, internet’s only purpose was to support
communication process in the event of a nuclear attack to the United States of
America (Cohen-Almagor, 2011). In 1969, ARPA (United States Department of
Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency) was established and its own
network system ARPANET became the first example of Internet (Wikipedia
Contributors, 2020). Back in the 70s, ARPANET was seized by the MIT and
Stanford’s students to execute the very first electronic commerce action which
included cannabis, however due the fact that the financial transaction was not
online, this event is not accepted as e-commerce by some (Tefula, 2018). As
stated by the author, there are two distinguished views on that matter.

Tim Berners-Lee, a British scientist, invented the World Wide Web (WWW)
in 1989, while working at CERN. 1991 was the year he launched “World Wide
Web” and at the end of the year it became global (CERN, 2020). The year 1991

was the year National Science Foundation deregulated usage of net for



commercial purposes (Miva, 2016). However, trading activities on the internet
were legally prohibited until the spring of 1995, whereas the first safe online
purchase occurred in 1994 since the legislation of the National Science
Foundation in the USA (Gilbert, 2004) and it led humanity to a new era in terms
of commerecial activities. Even if the invention of the internet and web dates back
to earlier period, since the beginning there have been concerns about the security
of online shopping. In 1994, Netscape 1.0 solved the security problem with a
protocol which is named “Secure Socket Layer (SSL)”. Transferring money in
either way was secured by SSL which also encrypted the personal data on the
web. This quickly led to the establishment of the third-party firms which dealt
with the processing of credit cards (csponline, 2016). Notwithstanding that the
development did not fully take the heat out of e-commerce or online transactions,
it was a promising development. According to the Joe McFerrin, “After the
formative years of the Internet, advancements began to take hold that increased its
commercial use (McFerrin, 2020). As the New York Times author Peter H. Lewis
stated in his article in 1994, “At noon yesterday, Phil Brandenberger of
Philadelphia went shopping for a compact audio disk, paid for it with his credit
card and made history” (Lewis, 1994). A major event like this gave the futuristic
business people a chance to take advantage of the recently developed trend
(Simakov, 2020). Amazon and eBay came into view in 1995 and e-commerce
gained momentum after that particular incident (Hagiu & Wright, 2014). Narrow
the online consumption was before the early ages of third millennium, even the
world was ready to face the new tool of consumption. Being present in the e-
commerce scene was only possible for the big companies and the great brands due

to their assets, yet customizing was not a matter of concern as well as localization



(Gagliardi, 2019). It is because of the fact that computer technology and access to
the internet was not affordable for small business or individuals at that time.

The period between 1996-2001, in other words the booming era of the
Internet, was believed to be remembered as “the most dramatic communications
growth period in history” (Esch Jr, 2002). Though, right after 2001-2002 period
when the dot.com system faced a failure that made executive managers require I'T
professionals to justify their capital investment for internet business activities and
to share more quantifiable outcomes that were representing success (University of
California, 2003). Ten years since its introduction as a massive worldwide
communication medium, just as the other business practices, the Internet faced a
certain level of transparency and financial oversight (Ariguzo, Mallach, & White,
2006). The market collapsed, yet there were no long-term negative effects on
electronic commerce trend (The Three Waves of Electronic Commerce., 2017).
40% of remaining dotcoms and 70% of electronic stores in the United States of
America generated profit at the end of 2002 (UNCTAD, 2004). It was 2003 when
Amazon recorded its first full-year profit after continuing to invest aggressively
on growth (History.com Editors, 2015). For the following few years, electronic
trading revenues began to grow. Electronic commerce sales contributed to 3.4% of
trade sales globally by the end of 2007 (Simakov, 2020). 2005-2015 period
included major developments, which shaped e-commerce (E-Commerce 101 +
History of Online Shopping, 2020) , included the launch of Amazon Prime
membership, BigCommerce in 2005 along with Etsy and Square, Inc. Digital
payments methods were also introduced during the period. In 2011, Facebook’s
digital advertisement model was presented to business page owners. Google

Wallet was born in the very same year and three years after that Apple launched



its mobile payment tool. 2014 was also the year when Jet.com was launched by
Marc Lore who had sold Diapers.com to Amazon.com (Bhalla, 2020). It is safe to
state that the more e-commerce grew, the more tools and features were developed
in order to be used in e-commerce.

A groundbreaking transformation in the way business and commerce are done
over electronic networks occurred in the latest century. People gain access to the
Internet by using mobile devices or terminals in the least-developed countries as
well as developing countries. The Internet and smartphone application usage is
projected to grow dramatically in the future (Sila, 2019). The access to the
Internet, eventually increased the usage and growth of online consumption
channels by using mobile devices.

Two decades ago, the level of consumer confidence in an online consumption
model was not affected in a good way by the huge dot-com collapse, because of
the fact that generation x and baby boomers were not familiar with it (Tran, 2020).
Today’s e-commerce is not different from the old one but the demographic profile
of users is. In today’s world, millenarians, who grow with the adaption of
technology, form an important target group and highly use mobile devices
(MILLENNIALS ARE TOP SMARTPHONE USERS, 2016). As mentioned
above, during the dot-com collapse it was Generation X and baby boomers who
did not put faith in online shopping system might be one of the reasons of that
collapse. However, the next generations, particularly millenarians, who were born
to a digital world, grew up and became potential consumers. Due to that fact, e-
commerce was reborn (Tran, 2020). Consumption activities by using mobile
devices steadily crumbled until 2017, when there was a click yet people have

eventually reached a point where people have felt secure while shopping on



mobile devices. There might be a variety of factors at stake such as user-friendly
electronic mail and web designs, bigger and higher mobile devices’ screens, the
development of mobile internet, and mobile payment systems turned a complex
shopping system into something simple. The reason does not matter, mobile
commerce unexpectedly grew (Greenspan, 2019). A study shows that $600billion
were spent globally by using mobile devices in 2018. M-Commerce became an
official trend (Blaise, Halloran, & Muchnick, 2018). According to E-Commerce
Foundation Report 2018, mobile devices’ popularity exceeded PCs in some parts
of the world (Natour, 2019). This was mainly caused by the need for mobility
(Oreku, 2013). Mobile commerce has the ability to become the biggest customer
platform with a far better internet technologies, yet it still needs to have particular
business strategy rather than being considered as a part of e-commerce (Tran,
2020). The optimizations in mobile technology, apps, also affected the businesses
and their relation with customers, also selling their goods and services (Augment,
2019). In order to understand the development of mobile commerce throughout

the years 2014-2019, see the figure (Figure 1).
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Figure 1 Transaction value of global m-commerce sales from 2014 to 2019 in
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In last decade, until Covid-19 Pandemic, due to rapid developments in
technology, electronic commerce has had new game changers that increased e-
commerce volume. According to the author (Moffat, 2017), the important
improvements that affected positively online shopping process are customers’
feedback and CRM, designing web sites responsively and UX, new devices,
payment methods, new logistic methods, and social media. Due to these
improvements, online consumers started constantly searching for sales beyond
their borders and this led to increase in “global e-commerce” or “borderless e-
commerce” (Orendorff, 2019). 1.92 people went online for shopping in 2019
(Statista, 2021). People have started shopping through online channels without
thinking about the locations or time zones, anything the consumers wanted to
purchase was a just a click away. The figure (Figure 2.2) also explains in a

numeric way e-commerce sales’ rapid increase in the last six years.
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According to the analyze, (Lewis E. , 2018), based on the companies’ level of
influence, Amazon, Wal-Mart Stores Inc., Alphabet, Alibaba, and Facebook were
the top 5 companies.

Table 1

Top E-Commerce Web Sites During the Covid-19 Pandemic

Website $ (Millions)
amazon.com 4059
ebay.com 1227
rakuten.co.jp 804
samsung.com 648
walmart.com 614
appel.com 562
aliexpress.com 532

etsy.com 395
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homedepot.com 292

allegro.pl 272

Note: Source: (Adrienko, 2020)

Covid-19 crisis made online consumption flourish. Global retailing’s new
leader has become electronic commerce (Wang, Dang, Nguyen, & Le, 2020). In
the middle of Covid-19 crisis, in June 2020, the online shopping traffic hit 22
billion visits all around the world (Clement, 2020). E-Commerce was already
growing until the pandemic, yet the unfortunate event boosted that growth.

Internet is becoming more available worldwide, therefore online consumption
is growing quickly. Local businesses are moving to the online and this is causing
extending their reach to more customers as well as still remaining in the
competition. All developments mentioned above also turned online shopping into
a desirable activity for shoppers (Kerick, 2019). Since the early ages of internet,
there are on-going developments. As a result, the humanity has witnessed several
new products or services, of which e-commerce is one, related to the technology.
The digitalization is changing the way people prefer to shop, communicate, and so
on, that is the reason, as the researcher, it is our duty to pay attention to
developments as well as the changes in the consumer behavior depending on the

internet technologies’ improvements.

2.1.1. The Concept of E-Commerce

E-Commerce is defined as the “production, marketing, sale or delivery of
goods and services by electronic means” by the World Trade Organization (WTO,
2020). In a more scientific approach, e-commerce is defined as “a modern
business technology that addresses the needs of organizations, traders, and

consumers to reduce transaction costs while improving the quality of goods and
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services, and increasing delivery speed, can also be used when using computer
networks to search for and retrieve information to support human or institutional
decision-making.” (Plesea, 2000). According to authors (Chang & Li, 2003),
dedication and ability to use modern technology (specifically the Internet) were
one of the key components of electronic commerce concept. Moreover,
highlighting trademarks and increasing the level of consumer satisfaction all over
the business processes as a result of altering the framework of operation into a
more network-leveraged model rather than company-oriented model was also
vital. Also, authors stated that electronic commerce consists of 2 main types
which were B2B (business-to-business) and B2C (business-to-consumer). As it is
stated by the authors in 2003, two main concepts were enough to cover e-
commerce activities. However, as the technology developed, then-current
concepts were not sufficient. Brahm Canzer suggested that there were 3 segments
in electronic commerce concept which are B2B, B2C, and C2C (Canzer, 2003).
Among all e-trade types, B2B has been the greatest one (Ariguzo, Mallach, &
White, 2006). Authors (Barnes-Vieyra & Claycomb, 2001) defined business-to-
business in e-trade as buying and selling products and services, or data between
companies in a safe way via the Internet. It was also divided by them into 5
models which are:

e “One seller to many buyers”,

e “Many sellers to one content aggregator to many buyers”,

e “One seller to one broker to many buyers”,

e “Many sellers to one buyer” and,

e “Many sellers to many buyers”.
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In today’s world, distribution, manufacturing, retailing, and wholesaling and their
professionals are important components of various activity plans (Intuit Inc,
2020). As the competition increased so did the factors that made a difference.

It is challenging to attain accurate information about the beginning period
(1994-1997) of B2B e-trade (Ariguzo, Mallach, & White, 2006). In the report
(UNCTAD, 2003), it was stated that B2B proceeds in 2001 accounted for $6676
billion, and online B2B revenue was $995 billion. In other words, online B2B
transactions were the 14.9% of the total amount globally. At the time of its
beginning, 1998, B2B of online retail market in the USA was around $43 billion,
yet in 2003, it reached to $1.3 trillion (Zank & Vokurka, 2003). According to a
research (Hoar, Freeman-Evans, Wu, & Milender, 2015), it was assumed that B2B
e-commerce would account for $1 trillion in USA by 2020.

B2B activities in electronic trade represented immense portion of e-trade
revenue in the USA, over and above that the supremacy of B2B in other countries
was established as stated by the UNCTAD (UNCTAD, 2015). Based on the report
(UNCTAD, 2015), business-to-business operations were mass majority however,
B2C was growing quick, in particular, in the USA the percentage of B2B
activities in e-trade increased from 2.6% to 4.5% between 2002 and 2012.
UNCTAD’s report of 2004 (UNCTAD, 2004) stated that the B2C transactions
only represented 7% of overall e-trade activities, yet the online B2C was growing
7 times faster than the traditional methods (Willis, 2004). For an online B2C
strategy, company focuses on a network that can be easily changed to satisty
evolving consumer demands with no service delays (Hassey, 2021).

Electronic mailing systems and search engines, which are vitally important in

order to achieve success in BC2 e-commerce, have been evolving as a result of the
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Internet’s breakneck progress as well as integrated B2C systems (Mahadevan ,
2000). The more the Internet usage in houses increased, the faster BC2 e-trade
grew since it was instantly linked to the Internet usage (Fornefeld, Delaunay, &
Elixmann, 2008). Eventually speed of the Internet in the household uplifted online
consumption along with the Internet usage. In European Union zone, the 58% of
Internet users made online purchases in a one-year period of time in 2011 (Drigas
& Leliopoulos, 2013). Between 2008 and 2012, the online shopping sector in
China boosted thanks to the increase in the number of Internet users (Li & Fung
Research Centre China Chain Store & Franchise Aassociation, 2011). For almost
a decade, between 2002-2011, B2C e-trade sales in the USA rose as an inevitable
result of escalating Internet user numbers (Winters, Davie, & Weidenhamer ,
2012). The literature proves that apart from the developments on the Internet, the
increase in the number of internet users triggered the growth of B2C e-commerce.
Up to date improvements in online payment, supplying and transportation
systems, etc. enabled consumers to interact with each other while conducting
online consumption (Lu, Zhao, & Wang, 2010). Many new online shopping trends
arose to keep up with this development, such as consumer-to-consumer (C2C) e-
commerce, which is basically electronically mediated purchases between
customers via external parties, in other words C2C platforms. This enabled market
participants to profit from cheaper costs, increased income, and more choices in
this manner (Du, Yu, Fang, & Wang, 2012). eBay, which offers an online
auctioning opportunity to its users, was founded in 1995. From its very early days,
it has been one of the pioneers in the C2C model of electronic trade. Based on the
statistics, its yearly income was multiplied by two from 2008 to 2013. Hence, it

has become a quickest-growing business in e-commerce (Statista, 2014). C2C
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purchases and connections are open on Etsy, eBay, Craiglist, Amazon, and
Kickstarter. Since 2004, the growth of the C2C has risen significantly. This rise in
market share can be due to C2C’s success and acceptance over the years (Dan,
2014). There are also other studies (Kinder, 2002) indicating that, is possible to
divide electronic commerce into 6 different models which were B2B, B2C, C2C,
B2PA (Business-to-Public Administration), PA2PA (Public Administration-to-
Public Administration), PA2C (Public Administration-to-Consumer).

The more the Internet’s presence is getting, the more forms of future e-trade
purchases emerge (Ariguzo, Mallach, & White, 2006). As it can be understood
from all the information given above, the developments within the e-commerce
environment will affect many components in the e-commerce environment
including the types of it.

2.1.2. The Development of E-Commerce in Turkey

1993 was the year Turkey met with the Internet thanks to a famous university
called METU (Middle East Technical University). The internet connection
provided by METU had been the only channel for a long period of time. The
Internet using organizations were supposed to connect via only using METU’s
link. Although, in 1996 there were several other internet providers starting with
STRCT (Scientific and Technological Research Council of Turkey) and TR-NET.
Nowadays, in Turkey there are many more servers and providers that are enabling
the usage of the Internet for daily activities as well as business purposes. The
concept of e-commerce was first mentioned in a meeting in August 1997, and then
the decision to set up a task force to establish an electronic commerce network
and make it mainstream in Turkey was made. Following this action, the ETKK

(Electronic Commerce Coordinating Committee — ECCC) was formed. Judicial,
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technological and financial groups emerged at the ETKK (ECCC) on February
16", 1998 (Kad1 & Peker, 2015). 4 long term priorities for the growth e-commerce
in Turkey was set by the ECCC (Electronic Commerce Coordinating Committee)
(Gokmen, 2012):
e Establishment of critical technological and organizational
infrastructure,
e Instituting the regulatory system,
e Taking basic action to enhance e-commerce,
e Bringing together regional and global e-commerce strategies and
technologies.

In 1998, HepsiBurada.com, the first Turkish e-commerce website, was
founded (Erdor, 2019). In the very same year, total amount of online transactions
was $8.5 million and the expectation for 2000 was $25 million. Computer
products, which had 27% share in total e-commerce volume in Turkey, was
followed by travel industry with a 24% share (Cak & Hiperlink (firm), 2002).

Even the first projects in Turkey began almost simultaneously with the world
in 90s, Turkey’s e-commerce infrastructure was not adequate. So, first years of e-
commerce in Turkey were spent on improving the infrastructure. Along with the
infrastructure improvements, the widespread usage of the Internet in 2000s, that
period became critical for Turkey in terms of e-commerce transactions (Elibol &
Kesici, 2004). The first online auction website in Turkey, gittigidiyor.com
founded in 2001, was invested by eBay. It was one of the milestones in the field
of e-commerce in Turkey (Dereli, 2015). With this development, the volume of e-
commerce started increasing gradually. In order to find solution to the problems

experienced in e-commerce and to eliminate the deficiencies regarding legal
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regulations, the e-commerce companies organized and established the Association
of E-Commerce Operators (Elektronik Ticaret Isletmecileri Dernegi). This
association is also a significant step for the development of e-commerce in Turkey
(Arslandere, 2010). The poor financial system of Turkey triggered the 2001
economic crisis, and the 2008 global economic crisis started in the housing
industry in the United States and impacted the world. Several companies declared
bankruptcy, and those who succeeded started looking for alternative ways to cut
costs as well as reach into new areas because either financial trouble had a major
negative effect on the economy of Turkey (Temiz & Gokmen, 2010). In spite of
all bad effects of the global crisis, the severity and frequency of e-commerce sales
grew between 2008-2009. It might also suggest that performing online market
processes, engaging in e-trade as well in digital economy would minimize the
transaction fees and encourage the expansion of commerce output (Gokmen,
2012). Apart from all the critical turning points mentioned above, the new
“private e-retailing” trend proved that e-commerce in Turkey was evolving. In this
context, significant investments like trendyol.com, lidyana.com, limango.com, etc.
played an important role in the development of e-commerce in Turkey (Arslan,
2019). It was suggested by the authors (Demirdégmez, Giiltekin, & Tag, 2018)
that e-commerce transactions volumes of countries could be affected directly by
the economic variables and developments in internet Infrastructure. On the report
of 2011, the share of e-commerce in the retail trade volume of Turkey reached
6.3%, exceeding the USA and the EU on proportional basis, and turkey with then-
population of 76 million was the 3™ in Europe following Germany and Russia.
The fact that Turkey ranked 12% in the world with approximately 35 million

internet users and that the rate of internet usage of the youth was at the level of
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65.8% meant great potential (Cam, 2014). The increase in the number of internet
users can be seen from the figure (Figure 3), based on the previous studies and
researches, it is safe and accurate to say that as the internet users increased, the

volume of e-commerce increased on global and local scale.
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Figure 3 Number of Internet Users and Internet Penetration in Turkey (Kantarci,

Ozalp, Sezinsoy, Ozaskili, & Cavlak, 2017).

According to BKM (Bankalararas: Kart Merkezi — Internbank Card Center)
data (Bankalararas1 Kart Merkezi (BKM), 2011), in 2003, Turkey’s e-commerce
volume was accounted for 260 million Turkish lira. But in 2009, that number
reached 10 billion Turkish lira by almost doubling each year. By the time, in
December 2011 the e-commerce volume of Turkey exceeded 23 billion Turkish
lira. In 2011, the sector achieved a financial volume of 22.8 billion Turkish lira in
total, and the 35.5% growth was achieved in 2012. In terms of transaction

numbers in 2012, 162 million online shopping transactions were recorded.
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According to author (Sat Sezgin, 2013) of the report by Isbank (Tiirkiye Is
Bankasi), there were twelve thousand e-commerce websites had been operating in
2012/2013. Apart from the private companies, some e-commerce platforms
belonging to different legal entities such as NGOs and sports clubs also existed.
The domestic e-commerce market was mostly focused on B2C in 2012. As it can
be seen from the table (Table 2) below, the e-commerce turnover in terms of
internet retail was around 4.7 billion Turkish Lira in 2012. Compared to the

previous year, the average annual growth rate of turnover is around 40-45%.

Table 2

Domestic Market Volume of the E-Commerce Sector

Category Online Shopping Amount
(Million Turkish Lira)

Electric-electronic equipment, computer 2.215
Furniture and decoration 621
Markets and shopping centers 529
Clothing and accessories 332
Health / health products / cosmetics 244
Jewelers 236
Education / stationery / office supplies 188
Food 188
Building materials, hardware, hardware 105
Various food 31
Total 4.689

Travel agencies/transportation 1.507
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Telecommunication 1.397
Accommodation 417
Total 8.010

Note: Source: (Sat Sezgin, 2013)

These are called “pure players” who prefers to go to create their own brands.
Private shopping clubs also known as “private shopping” provide users with a
discount or coupon on the items they purchase. Customers can get exclusive
items, such as boutique style, in addition to discounts. The systems work as a
closed-circuit method which is also known as free membership. In these systems,
there are many products from different categories such as clothing & accessories,
furniture & decoration, electronics etc. Websites that market goods like clothing,
shoes, decoration, accessories and so on have now evolved into a platform for
following trends. “Daily deal websites” are platform where a large number of
products or services are offered for sale with special discounts in a certain period
of time. These platforms offer activity options that provide price advantages to
consumers in many areas from entertainment to health. Websites that provide food
service to the houses or offices act as an intermediary between the consumer and
many companies in the position of vendors. In addition to them, websites that
focus on specific areas like event tickets, books, CD/DVD, flower or fruit baskets
and souvenir, holiday or travel tickets are also included in the “daily deal sites”.
Based on the TUSIAD Report in 2017 (Kantarci, Ozalp, Sezinsoy, Ozaskinli, &
Cavlak, 2017), Turkey had 58% Internet penetration by 2016, with 46.2 million
Internet users. Turkey, which was then-the 19" most populated country in the
world with a population nearly 80 million, rose to the 17" most powerful country

in the world with a total 46.2 million internet users as a result of that growth in
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Internet usage. In the same report it is stated that Turkey was above the world
average of 60% with a 65% of smartphone penetration in 2016. Smartphone
penetration rapidly increased its share in the mobile e-commerce in Turkey, yet it
was around at the level of 19% when the world average of mobile e-commerce
was at the level of 44%. However, the data gathered from the report (TUBISAD,
2019), indicates that even within a year (2017-2018) there has been a significant
increase in shopping through both online and mobile channels in Turkey.

Table 3

Turkey E-Commerce Data for 2017 and 2018: Comparison

Years Online Retail / Online Mobile Population
Total Retail Shoppers Shoppers (Million)

2017 4,1% 43% 30% 80.8

2018 5,3% 67% 50% 82.00

Note: Source: (TUBISAD, 2019)

In 2018, the electronic commerce sector in Turkey reached 59.9 billion
Turkish lira with an increase in size by 42%. The average annual growth rate of
the sector between 2014-2018 was 33%. The percentage of internet purchases in
Turkey’s overall retail market was calculated to be 5.3% while the average in
developed countries was 11.1% and the average in the developing countries was
5.9% (Deloitte , 2019). The marketplaces, which came into existence with
GittiGidiyor.com in Turkey, was improved after major players like
HepsiBurada.com and N11 started using this model. Trendyol, which received
investment from Alibaba Group in 2018 and transformed its business model from

shopping club structure to marketplace model, stood out as an important player.
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Furthermore, the fact that N11 Pro platform, which is one of the few examples of
B2B open marketplace model, began operating the year before has demonstrated
that Turkey had a lot of opportunity and demand in this sector (Deloitte Digital &
TUSIAD, 2019). Kaan Tuncal1 (Tuncali, 2020) stated that the volume of e-
commerce in Turkey in 2019 reached 13.9 billion USD and grew at the level of
23% comparing to the previous year. Thus, online shopping’s share increased
from 5.3% in 2018 to 6.2% in 2019 while the share of e-commerce in the total
retail market was 12.3% in developed countries, it was 6.7% in developing
countries. Even if Turkey’s ratio increased comparing to the previous year,
Turkey was still below the average. This situation indicated that the domestic
market had a significant growth potential. The main factors supporting the
development of e-commerce in Turkey were its young and dynamic population,
and the increasing usage of Internet, mobile devices and, credit cards.
2.2. E-Commerce Sector During the Early Period of Covid-19 Pandemic

In December 2019, it was reported by the health authorities in China that there
was a rise in the pneumonia problems caused by a new virus that had been
initially discovered in Wuhan, China. The illness identified as Covid-19, derived
from the virus known as SARS-CoV-2 (CDC , 2020). According to the author
(Koonin, 2020), whilst the majority of cases were initially linked to travelling
from Wuhan City, person-to-person transmission of the virus was found in several
regions in China, as well as the other parts of the world. There were reported cases
recorded from three countries other than China: Thailand, Japan, and South
Korea. Many of these cases had been brought from China. On 21% January, The
USA reported its first case. Two days later, on 23™ January, Wuhan City was

locked down. The first case of Europe was reported from France on 24" January
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2020. Both cases, from the USA and Europe, were associated with travel from
China (ECDC, 2020). The World Health Organization (WHO) declared the
quickly spreading epidemic a “Public Health Emergency of International Concern
(PHEIC)” on January 30,2020. The WHO stated on February 28, 2020 that “we
have now increased our assessments of the risk of spread and the risk of impact of
COVID-19 to very high at a global level”. On 8" March 2020, Italy was the first
country to issue a decree to install strict public health measures such as social
distancing, lockdown (World Health Organization, 2020). There have been
prohibitions, which are also known as “stay-at-home” directives, “shelter-in-
place” orders, sanitary cordons, shutdowns and lockdowns in addition to
quarantines and curfews in many countries all around the globe as a result of
pandemic. Prohibitions’ aim was avoiding the spread of Covid-19, which is
caused by “the extreme acute respiratory syndrome” SARS-CoV-2. Only about
3.9 billion individuals in more than 90 countries were requested or told to stay at
home by the authorities by April 2020, placing almost 50% of the global
population on lockdown (COVID-19 lockdowns, 2020).

Prior epidemics triggered lockdown and anxiety phases that affected economic
development, the atmosphere and lifestyle. The policies implemented in response
to epidemics that endanger humanity have had an economic impact on
governments and citizens. Shopping malls and shops, where social distancing is
hard to manage and encounters take place, were temporarily closed, and public
institutions have been kept to a minimum (Kayakus & Cevik, 2020). Throughout
Covid-19, the most of the people, who remain indoors until entirely essential, is
socially isolated. Covid-19 has had affected electronic commerce, technology,

tourism and economic systems (Hasanat, et al., 2020) Despite the fact that the
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world economy is in recession, certain markets, such as e-trade, are seeing a rise
in demand. Consumer demand in physical retailers has fallen dramatically as a
result of isolation interventions and guidelines (PANTELIMON, GEORGESCU,
& POSEDARU, 2020). The e-trade market was still growing rapidly, with online
shopping revenues expected to hit $6.5billion by 2023. However, ever since the
pandemic, internet shopping has taken off like a rocket. Even the world’s biggest
stores are having difficulty keeping up with overwhelming market demand (Jones,
2020). Companies and shoppers gradually “went digital”, like ordering and
supplying more products digitally, when the lockdowns turned into the new
standard. E-trade’s share in global retail trading increased from 14% in 2019 to
17% in 2020 (How COVID-19 triggered the digital and e-commerce turning
point, 2021). Over the past decade, average increase in the online purchases in the
USA varied between 13% and 18% comparing to the offline growth of less than
4% since 2005. As a result, by the beginning of 2020, there had already been
major investments that included marketplaces, apps, and omnichannel initiatives.
As the Covid-19 pandemic started spreading widely in the USA, consumers
shifted to the Internet, and e-trade was prepared for the growth. In 2020, online
consumption revenue hit $791.70 billion, increasing 32.4% from the previous year
with $598.02 billion. It is the largest yearly increase in online revenue (Ali, 2021).
There is an on-going and inevitable change, which Covid-19 pandemic

boosted, in Europe’s e-commerce which can be seen from the table (Table 4).
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Table 4 E-Commerce Increase Due to Coronavirus in Europe in 2020

Country Rate

Spain 44%
Belgium 41%
Italy 37%
Netherlands 33%
Poland 33%
UK 30%
Germany 29%
France 27%
Sweden 26%
Finland 25%
Norway 22%
Denmark 19%

Note: Source: (Statista, 2021)

Numerous customers have started to buy online, even for the very first time. In

contrast to 2019, there was 15% rise in total revenue per individual in 2020. The
share of online consumers was greater in the areas with high pandemic risk. Italy,
Spain, and Belgium were among the top countries with the greatest rise in online
consumption interest. Though fear was not the only factor caused that increase
which was also a result of closed shops in countries, such as Italy and Spain,
where e-commerce had not been particularly strong before the pandemic started
(Edwards, 2020). It was stated by the authors (Totolo & Baijal, 2020), due to
Covid-19, there was volatility in many ways, yet one trend has emerged: it has

significantly enhanced digitalization. Apart from only few instances, where every
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single form of economic practices, along with e-commerce, were limited by the
lockdown measures, there was a rise in unique internet shoppers almost all around
the world. Data indicate that most countries, from the USA to Africa and the
Middle East, are experiencing growth, which is altering consumer behavior and
business operations. It was reported from MercadoLibre from Latin America, that
there was 100% year-on-year rise in demand for basic commodities and
pharmaceutical supplies in the first few weeks since the Covid-19 crisis hit. Jumia
announced that the grocery sales in Africa quadrupled.

It was stated by the authors (Bhatti, Khan, & Akram, 2020) the online
shoppers number increased in emerging economies like Malaysia, Singapore,
Thailand and Pakistan as well as developed countries. E-commerce began in
Pakistan in 2000s, though it was slow to catch on, with only 3% of the population
shopping online. However, in the midst of pandemic, it was reported that e-
commerce in Pakistan was rising by 10% on a regular basis, with a 15% growth in

internet users. The demand for goods increased by 30-40%.
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Figure 4 Changes in E-Commerce Volume in Different Countries in the Covid-19

Pandemic (CC Insight, 2020).

When the chart (Figure 4) among four countries is studied, especially after
March 11, which is the date Turkey reported its first case, a significant increase
can be seen. This rise reached up to 200%. The weakening of quarantine measures
in Germany has resulted in a decrease in the rise. While there was some
fluctuation in the United States and the UK until March 15, with the recognition
of the severity of the outbreak and the beginning of the quarantine process, a
significant rise in the number of online shopping customers began to be seen
(GUVEN, 2020). E-commerce in Turkey reached 91.7billion Turkish Lira within
the first 6-month period of Covid-19 pandemic (Kaya, 2021). 91 billion Turkish
Lira of the total amount was domestic expenditures. The imported goods of
Turkey accounted for 4.5billion Turkish Lira while the export amounted to

3.7billion Turkish Lira within the first 6-month period. It is also stated by the

May.03
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author (Ulukan, 2020), the e-commerce volume of Turkey increased by 64%
compared to the same period previous year.

According to a survey, in the very beginning of the pandemic, the 3™ party
marketplaces with entirely online business structures appeared to be more
effective than the e-commerce firms (United Nations, 2021). Leading up to Covid-
19 pandemic, Amazon was expected to earn $81.2billion in sales in the second
quarter of 2020. Due to the pandemic, Amazon spent more money by $4 billion in
order to protect shoppers and staff and also to maximize the supply after putting
only important goods in the first place. The revenue of Amazon at the end of
second quarter of 2020 hit $88.9 billion, representing a 40% increase comparing
to the previous year (Davis & Toney, 2020). Considering the market places in
Turkey, the data obtained and stated in the figure (Figure 2.5) indicate that
although the leadership rank did not change between 2019 and 2020, six of the
players in the sector lost some share in the web site traffic in 2020. These losses

are thought to be due to the impact of pandemic.
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2020).

The Covid-19 outbreak has caused many marketplace companies all around
the world as well as in Turkey to change their priorities. Along with these
changes, they turned into a solidarity movement aiming to develop small
companies. Trendyol, in Turkey, is one of the examples in this regard. It has
implemented the SME Support Package of 80 million Turkish Lira in order to
enable its business partner SMEs to run their businesses smoothly during the
pandemic. Supporting SMEs in the global market has also continued with new
developments. According to the latest information from Amazon, the company
has announced support programs for SMEs to overcome the pandemic (ZEO
Agency, 2020). Studies and researches in the related field during the pandemic,

that affected the most of the business in a negative way, shows us that
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marketplaces has grown due to the fact that including different types of product
categories has made online shopping experience a lot easier for people in the time
of panic and anxiety.
2.3.0nline Consumer Behavior Before Covid-19 Pandemic

“Consumer behavior is the study of individuals, groups, or organizations and
all the activities with the purchase, use and disposal of goods and services, how
the consumer’s emotions, attitudes, and preferences affect buying behavior. The
study of consumer behavior formally investigates individually qualities such as
demographics, personality lifestyles, and behavioral variables in an attempt to
understand people’s wants and consumption patterns” (Wikipedia, the free
encyclopedia, 2004). The analysis of consumer behavior has gained a different
dimension due to e-commerce. The internet structure and functioning created a
new type of consumer different from the traditional consumer (Arslan & Kogum,
2020). Online consumers, who are more conscious than the traditional consumers,
have experience in using the virtual environment and information technologies. In
addition to that, they follow the technological trends, take risks and tend to find
best product at the best price in the shortest time. These people also share their
opinions, satisfaction or dissatisfaction about a product or service on social
networks, as well as taking the others into account (Marangoz, 2018). Considering
the volume of e-commerce and the increasing trend of consumers’ interest in
online shopping, it is important to determine factors affecting the consumers’
behavior and the amount that they spend while shopping online (Marangoz,
Ozkog, & Aydin, Tiiketicilerin internet Uzerinden Alisveris Davranislarinin
Agiklanmasina Yonelik Bir Calisma, 2019). According to the author (Lin, 2007),

it is important to understand consumers’ decisions regarding online shopping and
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the factors that affect decision process in order to make decisions about the
applications to be developed to facilitate online transactions and services.

Based on the authors’ research (Na & Zhang, 2002) , there are ten important
factors, which are possible to be divided into five independent factors including
environmental, demographical, personal features, or the quality of product or
retailer, that have an effect on consumer behavior. However, when the online
consumer behavior is studied, the website quality and the whole online experience
are considered to be an important factor (Bhatnagar, Misra, & Rao, 2000).

It has been determined by the author (Burke, 2002), that demographic factors
such as age, gender, income and education level have effect on the tendency to
shop online. It is stated by the authors (Li, Kuo, & Rusell, 1999) that internet
users differ from each other demographically. Also, even there was a decrease in
the sex-based differences, it still did exist. In a study (Ermec Sertoglu, Ors, &
Catli, 2017), that unlike the previous studies that show men are more prone to
online shopping, the participants showed a balanced distribution regarding gender
in terms of online shopping. The reason for the fact that male population’s
tendency to shop online is higher than the female population, is probably because
men are more prone to learn and use computers and other devices, and they have
more opportunities to gain or have access to technology more than women. Back
in 1999, female population purchased less than male population through online
channels. The current balanced distribution is likely to be caused by the fact that
back in time, the online content mostly did strike men’s fancy. Yet, there are more
women going online day-by-day and they are able to find content that interests
them. Age is another variable included in the demographic factors. There a few

studies that report internet users are mostly young people. But the recent studies
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(Aksu Armagan & Turan, 2014), also imply that the gap between the young and
older people gradually closing. It is also stated in some researches that the young
online consumers are more likely to conduct research and compare products on
the Internet before purchasing than the older consumers. Yet, a study (Teo, 2006)
shows that people who shop online are older and have more income than the
young internet users. Another study (Sim & Koi, 2002) also proves that people,
who own credit card and have higher monthly income, can more easily adapt to
online consumption. Both studies lead us to the point where it is possible to say
that even if the younger people who are more likely to shop online in terms of
internet usage, the older internet users who make more money are the online
consumers.

The early researches state that the online consumers were more well-educated
than the non-online consumers in the beginning of millennium. In addition to that,
people, who worked in the fields related to information technologies, were more
likely to shop online (Teo, 2006), (Burroughs & Sabherwal, 2002), (Swinyard &
Smith, 2003). Another study (Naseri & Elliott, 2011) also proves that education
level has a positive effect on the process of adapting the online shopping, and
apart from that, the level English skills also affects the adaption. It was stated by
the authors (Bellman, Lohse, & Johnson, 1999) that even if the people who were
online were younger, making more money and with a higher level of education,
the disparities were steadily diminishing. And in modern world being online in
terms of shopping does not require being young and wealthier. Particularly with
the lunch of marketplaces, online shopping enables people to purchase cheaper
products in an efficient period of time and with the improvements in UX and

payment technologies it is easier to complete online transactions for everyone.
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There are many studies about the factors affecting the online shopping
behavior of consumers with various approaches. Apart from the demographic
characteristics of consumers, there are approaches that state:

e price,

e technological developments,
e socio-cultural,

e psychological factors

that also affect online consumer behavior (Marangoz, Ozkog, & Aydin,
Tiiketicilerin Internet Uzerinden Alisveris Davranislarmin Aciklanmasina Y6nelik
Bir Calisma, 2019). There are limited number of studies focusing on the
external/environmental factors in online consumption. One of these studies
(Borchers, 2001) states that the term “environmental” is associated with the
external variables that influence consumers’ perceptions and buying behavior
when they buy online. According to the same research it has three aspects. To
begin with, the very first one is the current regulatory system, which prevents
users against such a failure in online purchases. The second one is the “3™ Party
Recognition” scheme, through which multiple third-party verification bodies work
to guarantee the reliability of online retailers. Both factors are directly related with
the relation between consumers and online shops. Yet, third factor refers to the
volume of competition within the market among the online retailers which offer
the same service and merchandise (Lee, Kim, & Moon, 2000). The tendency to
shop through online channels varies depending on:

e the characteristics of consumers,
e perceived personal values,

e the design of the websites,



33

e the quality of the product (Lian & Lin, 2008).

The marketing guru Philip Kotler also states in his book that the most
important factor affecting consumer behavior is personal factors (Kotler, 2002).
The studies on the personal factors playing an important role in the buying process
can be divided into sub-categories including “characteristic of online consumers”
(O'Cass & Fenech, 2003), “personal benefit” (Eastin, 2002) (Vrechopoulos,
Siomkos, & Doukidis, 2001), and “the level of adapting new technologies”
(Childers, Carr, Peck, & Carson, 2000) (Citrin, Sprott, Silverman, & Stem, 2000).
The researches on this topic mostly result as that people who are more prone to
online shopping are more “convenience oriented”, less “experience-oriented”, and
“time-constrained”. Yet, the physical interaction with the products to be
purchased do not matter to online consumers. Quality of the product or service or
retailer affects both online and conventional consumer behavior. The term refers
to the attributes of online retailers, the goods they offer, and the services provided
to facilitate purchases (Li & Zhang, 2002). Literature shows that the
measurements used in the researches about the quality of vendor include:

e real existence of physical stores,

e store reputation and size,

e reliability,

e number of online visitors,

e assurance-building mechanism,

e use of testimonials (Heijden, Verhagen, & Creemers, 2001),
(Bhatnagar, Misra, & Rao, 2000), (Kim, Eom, & Uoo, 2001),
(Lowengart & Tractinsky, 2001).

The studies prove that, in terms of the quality of product:



34

variety of goods,

product performance and availability,
price,

social presence requirement,

product presence requirement,
dependability of product,

brand

are the characteristics of commodity affecting online consumer behavior (Jahng,

Jain, & Ramamurty, 2001). Since the early days of studying and researching

online consumer behavior, website quality’s impact on consumers’ purchasing

decision has remarked. The early studies did evaluate the impact from different

perspectives such as:

easiness to use (Gefen & Straub, 2000),

users’ satisfaction or dissatisfaction (Zhang & von Dran, 2000),
website’s content and media richness (Grandon & Ranganathan, 2001),
Technical features,

navigation,

security (Koufaris, Kambil, & Labarbera, 2002), (Lohse & Spiller,

1998).

To conclude the outcomes of past researches, quite a number of “website

quality” indicators have been shown to greatly affect online shoppers’ perceptions

and behaviors. A high-quality website is able to help customers make purchases

seamlessly and entice them to return to online store (Na & Zhang, 2002). There

are several similarities between the conventional and online consumer behavior,

yet the web experience is one of the significant differences. As stated by the
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author (Kotler, 2002) “The web experience is in this sense a new, additional
input in the traditional buying behavior frameworks found in marketing
textbooks.” It is also important to realize that web experience is a static factor
that is rapidly evolving as the technology improves. A research (Constantinides,
2004) emphasizes the importance of web experience as “Developments in the in
the virtual marketplace, changing customer technographics and
technological innovation will present e-marketers with new tools and
methods for enhancing their customers’ online experience.”

The idea that there are multiple choices for each product category on the
Internet, that certain costs are less, and that the most recent items can be found,
provides highly appealing opportunities for customers who do not have access to
the conventional shopping centers or enough time to shop in a traditional way
(Aksu Armagan & Turan, 2014). An early research (Peterson, Balasubramanian,
& Bronnenberg, 1997) indicates that the most important factor in tendency to
online shopping is the goods and services offered: it is stated that it depends on
various features such as “search goods” which are defined as the goods with
several attributes such as price that help consumers to evaluate before
purchasing, or “experience goods” which are defined as the goods where the
attributes like price and quality remain unknown until the purchasing, price,
differentiation degree, etc. According to studies from previous and separate times,
it is stated that the most preferred products for online shopping are books, CDs,
and travel packages (Anderson, 1997), (Horrigan & Rainie, 2002). Along with
these products, computer hardware and software, flowers and gifts, clothes and
accessories, food and beverage, health and beauty products are considered to be

top products purchased through digital channels (Teo, 2006). In 2013, PwC
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conducted a research among several countries, to be particular among more than
10.000 respondents from different parts of the world. As it is seen from the figure
(Figure 2.6), internet users preferred in-store experience to purchase grocery,

furniture and clothing products which were “googled” before the purchasing.

Research and buy in store Research and buy online
Research online, buy in store Store-to-web
\ \
|

Books, music ...
! |

Electronics Electricals

H&B

I ——

Clothing

I —

Furniture

e ——

Grocery

0 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 6 The Purchase Journey Across Selected Categories (PwC, 2013)

Since the beginning of online consumption, it has been determined that, in
online shopping, “search goods” are more preferred than “experience goods” (So,
Wong, & Sculli, 2005). As a result, goods requiring less manual control are better
fit for online platforms (Klein, 1998) comparing to the products that address
emotions and motives because in that case, face-to-face relationship is much more
important. In the very same research, it is stated that consumers’ purchasing
intention for music CDs and clothing are different from each other (Vijayasarathy
& Jones, 2000). In a study to investigate the consumer behavior of Internet users
in Turkey (Usta, 2000), it is revealed that the computer and electronic products

ranked first. It also revealed that these products are followed by books, Sports
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equipment, hotel reservations & travel tickets and clothing. Though the studies
and researches mentioned above cover the early stages of online consumption. In
today’s world, especially with the pandemic, it is inevitable to buy everything
though online channels.

When more up-to-date reports and research are examined, it is seen that the
gap between books/CDs and clothing is gradually closing. A global report (Sat
Sezgin, 2013) states that in the global markets, where grocery shopping is still
done in supermarkets, it is observed that products such as books and music are
highly purchased online. It is understood that in-store purchases are still the most
preferred method in health, beauty and apparel industries, however, online
shopping has also improved recently in these industries. In contrast to global data,
the products with the most online sales are clothing and sports products in
Turkey. It is followed by electronic devices, household goods and food, and daily
use material such as flowers and beauty products. The recent studies, focusing on
both Turkish and global markets, it can be seen that clothing industry is leading in
the product groups purchased online. Between 2018 and 2019, 59% of online
consumers in the USA bought apparel through digital channel. Books, movies,
music, and consumers electronics trailed (Estay, 2020). According to the survey
(Kantarc1, Ozalp, Sezinsoy, Ozaskili, & Cavlak, 2017), cheapness is the most
important factor in motivation of consumers prefer online shopping in Turkey.
While consumers in Brazil and Australia also have a similar expectation, for other
countries the expectation of convenience and comfort comes before the cheapness.

The recent researches also focus on the mobile channels while studying
consumer behavior in e-commerce and one the studies (Kantarci, Ozalp, Sezinsoy,

Ozaskinli, & Cavlak, 2017) state that in the last 5 years, the rise of smartphones
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has transformed the way businesses do business, and this has affected the
computer sales as well. By 2011, worldwide sales of mobiles exceeded the
computer sales and smartphones, or in other words, mobile devices, started to
overtake computers. In 2016, global computer sales fell to 258 million units, the
lowest level in recent years. Despite decrease in computers sales, rising
smartphones revenues and rapidly growing mobile internet penetration have
begun to transform e-commerce, making mobile one of the most significant e-
commerce platforms. And that’s because mobile’s share in e-commerce which
was 10% in 2012, rose to 44% in just four years. With the rise of smartphone
apps, a growing number of e-commerce businesses are offering mobile
shopping services, allowing their customers to access their goods and services
from an external mobile platform (Huang, Lu, & Ba, 2016). With the rapid
developments in mobile technology, smartphones are getting more and more
affordable and that leads us to the fact that people are using smartphones more
than computers for day-to-day activities including e-commerce.
2.3.1. The Changes in Online Consumer Behavior During the Early Days of

Covid-19 Pandemic

Since the beginning of 2020, Covid-19 pandemic’s affected e-commerce as
well as anything all around world. All studies researches indicate that, due to the
lockdowns and fear of going out and have a physical contact with anyone,
consumer behavior trend is shifting offline to online.

The previous researches also indicate that there have dramatic changes to

lifestyle affecting consumer behavior (see Figure 7).
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Figure 7 The Changes to General Lifestyle due to Covid-19 (Statista, 2020).

A detailed research (Tuncali, 2020) suggests that since the pandemic caused
sudden changes and rapid transformations in the spending habits of consumers,
the products whose sales increased and decreased the most in e-commerce have
changed on a global scale. While hygiene, health and food products are at the top
of the list with high growth rates, spending on travel and holiday products has
been the group with the sharpest decline in the world. During this period, the
traffic of worldwide e-commerce sites was at a historically high level with 14.3
billion visits. The same study also states that during the pandemic period, the
rapid decreases in card expenditures were recorded in clothing, accommodation,
airlines and travel agencies / transportation groups, while expenditures for the
market and electrical-electronics groups increased. Looking at the shares of
sectors in total expenditures as of August 7, 2020, it is seen that the share of
marketplaces increased by 3 points compared to the same period of the previous

year and ranked first with 19.4%, and the shares of travel agencies /

350%
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transportation, airlines and accommodation expenditures decreased significantly.
A study, (Ayittey, Ayittey, Chiwero, Kamasah, & Dzuvor, 2020) analyzing the
global economic effect of Covid-19 pandemic by using SEO tools, states that
“major changes in search behavior have been observed in the fashion sector.
Fashion brand normally receive a significant proportion of their traffic through
branded search. In the example, one UK-based fashion retailer’s branded search
traffic drops by approximately 40% after strict new measures were introduced in
mid-March to combat the Covid-19 virus. During this period, the same website’s
generic traffic also dropped, indicating a general downturn in demand for fashion
items.” The literature does mostly focus on the product groups sold online during
the pandemic. According to the author (Muratoglu, 2020), the market, health,
cosmetics, book, stationery, donation and online education categories, which sell
the products and services that consumers need at home, came to the fore. Based
on the data collected in Turkey; there was an increase of 186% in the grocery
category, 168% in the health category, 108% percent in the cosmetics category,
69% in the book / stationery category, and 42% in the nuts category comparing

February and March 2020 (see Figure 8).
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Figure 8 The Change in the Products Sold Online: Comparing February and

March 2020 (Muratoglu, 2020).

A research (Styrk, 2020), analyzing the first period of the U.S e-commerce
market, shows that during the pandemic the first products that consumers rushed
to purchase were toilet paper, canned food and other household cleaning products.
One of the categories with the fastest increase in demand was disposable gloves
with 670%, bread making machines with a 652% increase, and cough and cold
product groups ranked third. However, suitcases and briefcases are ranked as e-
commerce products that have experienced the biggest decrease in sales by 77%
since March last year. Meanwhile, cameras (-64%) experienced significant
declines in demand for swimsuits (-64%) and bridal gowns (-63%). Since the
beginning it is stated by the scientists that herbal products, vitamins and doing
exercise have boosting effect on immune system. That is why consumers

purchased products that will enable them to have strong immune systems, and
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equipment to use while exercising at home, it is also stated by the author (Meral,
2020) that there was a 45% increase in the sales of herbal products through online
channels and an 85% increase in the sales of Vitamin C. On the other hand, there
is an average increase of 10% in sports products. As the most of the studies
(Giiven, 2020) on consumer behavior during the Covid-19 pandemic indicates that
in the COVID-19 pandemic crisis, there has been a trend in e-commerce that has
spread around the world, resulting from people closing home. When compared
with the previous year's data, it is seen that the volume of e-commerce has
increased in Turkey and in the world based on the same periods. However, during
this period, a significant increase trend was observed in the demand of some
product groups, while the demand for some products decreased. During the
epidemic period, consumers turned to especially health, personal care and
cleaning products. There has been a decrease in the demand for clothing and
accessories products and luxury consumption products.

Due to the limited number of studies analyzing the demographics in the
consumer behavior during Covid-19 pandemic, there is a study (Al-maaitah,
Majali, Alsoud, & Al-Maaitah, 2021) stating, based on the survey, that women are
more likely to be worried about the consequences of Covid-19; however, data
suggest that men's shopping habits are more likely to be affected. One-third of
men, compared to 25% of women, said the pandemic had an effect on how much
they spent on goods. Furthermore, 36% of men, compared to 28% of women, said
it had an effect on how much they spent on interactions.

Apart from all, one of the most important shifts that occurred in both
traditional and online consumer behavior is hoarding or in other words

stockpiling. In the time of a crisis, people’s attitudes and behavior are controlled
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by the feelings like panic, anxiety, stress which are very normal human reactions.
This behavior, hoarding or stockpiling is basically the act of amassing and
stocking significant number of products or items for later purpose (Chu, 2018).
Governments’ restrictions affected and caused people to mostly behave in this
way. The measurements and precautions taken by governments were constraining
consumers’ regular shopping behavior and in addition to governments’
restrictions, supple-chain problems and social media also triggered this behavior.
All around the world, there were pictures or video footages of people emptying
market shelves, storing products like toilet papers, sanitizers, etc. also increased
the amount of anxiety and fear of people who were not able to “stock” these
products (Hall, Fieger, Prayag, & Dyason, Panic Buying and Consumption
Displacement during COVID-19: Evidence from New Zealand, 2021). Based on
the previous researches on panic behavior (Perry & Lindell, 2003), might be
found rational and pro-social yet other studies also state that only small portion of
the population is affected by others’ panic buying and the process does not last for
a long period of time (Ballantine, Zafar, & Parsons, 2013). Panic buying is
defined differently based on different concepts by the authors. Some of them
emphasizes on the impulsive buying behavior and the other focuses on the
hoarding or stockpiling (Naeem, 2021), (Islam, et al., 2021), (Wang, An, Gao,
Kiprop, & Geng, 2020). There different factors and variables that drive the panic
behavior. Fear of future deficits, shortages of supply, as well as dread, fear,
anxiety and it is safe to say that, for a large scale event like Covid-19 pandemic,
all factors are considered to be relevant. As it is stated by the previous studies, it is

normal to face that kind of panic behavior, however, thanks to the fact that e-
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commerce managed to meet consumers’ needs and demand, the hoarding and
stockpiling period was easily circumvented.
2.3.2. Online Consumption During the Early Days of Covid-19 Outbreak in

Turkey: The Data Provided by Hepsiburada

The pandemic started in China on December 30th, 2019 when the Chinese
authorities announced the virus related case. 11 March 2020 is the date when
authorities in Turkey confirmed the first coronavirus case in Turkey. Since that
day, it is safe to say that so much has changed. Although, we typically attribute
these changes as due to the pandemic, there are many economic and psychological
factors behind that.

As stated by the research (Bigan & Erdogan, 2020), Covid-19 has had a huge
impact on consumers’ income in Turkey. Apart from being worried about their
and their loves ones’ health, the Turkish consumers were also about the economy
and the length of the pandemic. The apparent consequences, as well as the
uncertainty surrounding the situation, were appearing in lower expenditure
across a large range. Many studies also proves that, in the beginning of pandemic
and in the light of curfews and restrictions, consumers generally preferred online
channels and there were changes in the shopping priorities based on the conditions
of that period.

In the data obtained from Hepsiburada company, the changes in the sales
(piece-based) of the product categories on the selected dates are shown on a
weekly basis. The pandemic has been lasted for more than a year and the data
analyzed for this part covers the period between December 30%,2019 (the first

outbreak date) — April 28™ 2020, and the data is also divided into two sub-periods
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based on the date of the first virus related case in Turkey (March 11, 2020) and

represented as Table 5 and Table 6.
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Table 5

The Weekly Changes in the Piece-Based Sales Between December 30" 2019 — March

8" 2020
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Table 5 shows that there is no consistent increase or decrease in any categories
except for the “Health and Beauty” category. There is also one remarkable point is
the dramatic change in the “Gold Shop” category from 3™ week to 4™ week. This
is caused by the fact that due to the coronavirus, investors turned to safe
investment tools. The price of gold reached its highest level in the last seven years
(BBC, 2020).The major changes in the shopping patterns and behavior occurred
around the time of first case in Turkey. Many studies and researches approves that
fact. Based on the report (Group M, 2020), following the identification of the first
virus related case, it appears that home consumption grew. Cologne, vinegar,
pasta and beans were also growing in popularity. Furthermore, the most popular
product categories at that time did include biscuits, pasta, milk, beans, chocolate-
coated goods, cheese and domestic hygiene products. Apart from detailed product
based analyzes, the first impact of Covid-19 in Turkey to e-commerce:

e The visits to marketplaces (Hepsiburada, Trendyol, N11, Gittigidiyor,
Morhipo, etc) rose by 30% through both mobile and desktop.

e Personal Care and Retail categories’ visits grew by 22%.

o Textile and automobile visits decreased dramatically.

As it can be seen from the Table 6 that covers the period, which includes the
lockdowns, curfews, and #stayathome movements, right after the first virus
related case in Turkey, there is a change in the amount of sales in the categories
such as hobby, games consoles, decoration & home textile, consumer electronics,
office & stationary, books, etc. It proves us that since consumers spent more time
at home, it was inevitable not to realize the shortcomings. A report by Nielsen
Company (Giiler, 2020), states that Turkey and Turkish consumers went through

that period not that much in a mood of panic comparing to other European
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countries in which the shelves in brick-and-mortar stores were empty and there
were several problems in terms of supply management. Turkish retailers were
successful in terms of responding to consumers’ needs by increasing the number
of employees etc. Besides, the more people spent time at home, the more they got
into cleaning home more frequently, cooking, particularly making bread. All these
changes in their lifestyles, evidently changed the shopping habits on a permanent
level since the pandemic has lasted for quite a long period of time. Prior to the
pandemic, the shopping behavior was much more of a “consuming-oriented”,
however, after the outbreak it turned into “health-oriented” and as a consequence,
the immune systems boosters and vitamins have been being purchased through
digital channels. Additionally, Turkish online consumers have been more adapting
to digitalization, new technologies such as virtual reality in shopping, augmented

reality, and contactless payment options in shopping.
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Table 6

The Weekly Changes in the Piece-Based Sales Between March 9" 2020 — April 26"

2020
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3. METHODOLOGY

3.1.Purpose and Importance

The main purpose of this research is to analyze the online consumer behavior
in Turkey during the very early stage of Covid-19 pandemic. Online consumers’
behavior during the first one-month period after the outbreak of Covid-19
pandemic in Turkey is the main focus of this research. Also the Turkish
consumers’ behavior during the period starting from the global outbreak until the
first coronavirus case in Turkey is also studied and analyzed in this research. This
research will make a useful contribution to the literature about the online
consumer behavior of individuals under the pressure of Covid-19 pandemic.

While other studies on consumer behavior generally focus on the demographic
factors, in this research studying and analyzing the impact of fear/threat on
consumer behavior is also taken into account since it fear, panic and anxiety were
among the top feelings during that dreadful period. This study also focus on the
different time periods including the period between the global outbreak of the
virus and the local outbreak, as well as the 1-month period after the local outbreak
of virus. Hence, this research is a contribution to the literature by examining the
factors affecting consumer behavior in Turkey both on a global and local scale.
Apart from that, the changes in the products and product categories are also
examined from both a consumer and brand perspective, specifically from the
perspective of Hepsiburada which is one of the top five marketplaces in Turkey.

When the publications in Turkey are examined, it is seen that there are not
many detailed studies of the relevant period and the particular subject. As a
consequence, this study will surely be an important asset and contribution to this

field due to its detailed and multi-point approach to the matter.
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3.2.Research Method

The major goal of this study is to understand the consumer behavior in terms
of product groups with dependent and independent variables including
demographic factors, the impact of threat felt during the early days of pandemic
by asking the question to understand and analyze the “what” part of the research.
In order to do so, descriptive research method, “which is neither in the category of
qualitative research nor in the class of quantitative research (Bhasin, 2019)”, with
a survey research is to be the baseline of this research. Descriptive research
method, which is as stated by the author (Fox & Bayat, 2008) has a goal to shed
light on existing difficulties or problems through data collection process that
allows researchers to describe the situation more thoroughly than would be
feasible without using this method. This method will us to understand the changes
in the buying behavior through online channels in the light of Covid-19 pandemic
in Turkey from different aspects.

3.3.Participants and Sampling

Method for sampling of this is determined as convenience sampling, which is
“non-probability sampling technique where samples are selected from the
population only because they are easy to recruit” (Non-Probability Sampling:
Definition, types, Examples, and advantages, 2018). In the context of this
research, respondents were predicted to be shopping through online channels and
were askes to participate by the researcher and other respondets. Apart from using
a time-effective method, web-based recruitment, which allows participants to be

completely anonymous, was preferred for this research.
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Within the context of this research, the target group is determined as the
Turkish consumers who know or have experienced online shopping and people
located in Turkey during the specified time period.

A total of 267 individuals completed the questionary set in 1-month period of
spring semester of 2020-2021 academic year. After the process of data screening,
267 cases remained for the analyzing process. The demographic information

gathered from the respondents are shown in the following figures and tables:

o Age:

0%

=25-34
35-44

= 45-54

= 55-64

= 65 plus

Figure 9 The Distribution of Respondents’ Age



e Sex:

= Female

= Male

* Other

= Prefer not to say

Figure 10 The Distribution of Respondents’ Sex
e Marital Status:

1% 2%

= Married/with Child
= Married/No Children
' - Single/Living Alone

= Single/Living with Family
= Divorced/with Child

= Divorced/No Children

= Domestic Partnership

Figure 11 The Distribution of Respondents’ Marital Status

53



e Occupation:

o

Figure 12 The Distribution of Respondents’ Occupation

» Self-Employment
» Public Sector

« Private Sector

* Retired

» Student

» Housewife

= Not Working

e Education Level

0% 0%

« Primary School

* Secondary School

 High School

= Associate's Degree
= Bachelor's Degree
= Master's Degree

= Doctoral Degree

‘

Figure 13 The Distribution of Respondents’ Education Level
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e Income Level

= 0-2825b

= 28261-5999b

= 60001-99991

= 10.0001-14.999%
= 15.000% plus

= Prefer not to say

Figure 14 The Distribution of Respondents’ Income Level

Also, the general characteristics of respondents are shown in the Table 7.

55



Table 7

Respondents’ Demographic Characteristics
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Variable n %
Age

18 -25 15 5,6

25-34 123 46,1

3544 78 29,2

45 - 54 40 15,0

55-64 7 2,6
Sex

Male 112 41,9

Female 149 55,8

Other 2 0,7
Marital Status

Married 118 442

Single 127 47,6

Separated 15 5,6

Living with a partner 5 1,9
Having child(ren) or not

Yes 103 38,6

No 162 60,7
Number of child

1 60 58,3

2 40 38,8
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3 and more 3 2.9

Education Level

High school and lower 15 5,6
Associate’s Degree 3 1,1
Bachelor’s Degree 138 51,7
Master’s Degree 74 27,7
Doctoral Degree 35 13,1
Occupation
Self-Employment 13 4,9
Public Sector 24 9,0
Private Sector 174 65,2
Retired 6 2,2
Student 25 9.4
Housewife 9 3.4
Not Working 14 5,2

Income Level

2825TL or lower 35 13,1

2826 — 5999TL 57 21,3

6000 — 9999TL 80 30,0

10000 — 14999TL 41 15,4

15000TL or higher 52 19,5
N=267

3.4.Data Collection and Analysis
When it comes to scientific research, there are two main ways to collect data.

One of them is primary data which is about the data collected through the research
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by the researched and the second one is the secondary data which is obtained from
the prior studies (Coskun, Altunisik, Yildirim, & Bayraktaroglu, 2012). The
primary data collection technique used for this research, as stated above, is the
survey technique. The participants were asked 19 questions in order to understand
their online shopping behavior before and during the outbreak of Covid-19
pandemic in Turkey. 7 questions are to determine the demographics of
respondents, and the following questions are to understand the online
consumption habits before and during the pandemic. There also questions to
understand the impact of fear or threat due to the pandemic on the respondents’
online consumption habits. However, the final one, question number 19, is to
determine whether the respondents are to keep the online shopping habbit in the
coronavirus-free future.

Within the context of this research, there is data about the change in the
number of sales of products and product categories received from Hepsiburada,
one of the top 5 marketplaces in Turkey, is also included in the literature review.

The research question flowing from the research problem is: “What are the
changes in the online buying behavior of Turkish consumers during the early days
of Covid-19 pandemic?”

Following the main question, the research questions which aim to understand
the change in the top 3 product categories might be written as:

e What kind of change occurred during the period between December
31512019 and March 11% 2020 in the top 3 product groups that each
gender group bought through the digital channels before the

pandemic?
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What kind of change occurred during the 1-month period starting from
March 11" 2020 in the top 3 product groups that each gender group
bought through the digital channels before the pandemic?

Based on the age, what kind of change occurred during the period
between December 315 2019 and March 111 2020 in the top 3 product
groups purchased through the digital channels before the pandemic?
Based on the age, what kind of change occurred during the period 1-
month period starting from March 11" 2020 in the top 3 product
groups purchased through the digital channels before the pandemic?
Depending on the level of education, how did the “prior to the
pandemic” preferences in terms of product categories of consumers
changed during the periods between ‘December 3151 2019 - March 11
2020’ and ‘March 11% 2020-April 2020°?

How did being a parent change the online shopping behavior of
Turkish consumers in terms of most bought products during the
periods between ‘December 3151 2019 - March 11" 2020’ and ‘March
11% 2020-April 2020° comparing to the times without the pandemic?
Based on the occupation, what kind of change occurred during the
period between December 315 2019 and March 11% 2020 in the top 3
product groups purchased through the digital channels before the
pandemic?

Based on the occupation, what kind of change occurred during the
period starting from March 11" 2020 in the top 3 product groups

purchased through the digital channels before the pandemic?
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Apart from these comparative questions to analyze the changes in product
categories, there are questions to understand the consumers’ new routines at home
during the lockdowns since the outbreak in Turkey (March 11" 2020 and the
following 1-month period), in order to do so the following question:

e What are the top 3 products purchased by respondents who chose “I
benefit from staying at home” after March 11th 2020?

As it is stated above, one of the most important factors and variables is the
level of threat felt by consumers during the early days of the pandemic.
Accordingly, following two questions’ the main interest is understanding the
consumers’ choices based on the level of threat:

e Based on the level of threat felt by consumers, what kind of changes
occurred in terms of product categories purchased by consumers

through online channels between the selected dates?



61

4. RESULTS AND FINDINGS

4.1 The First Time of Being Informed about the Pandemic

In the questionnaire, the question “when did you hear about the Covid-19
virus?” is asked to the participants. The findings regarding their responses are
shown in Table 8. According to the findings, most of the participants (62,2%)
heard about the pandemic first between December 315 2019 and March 11t 2020.
32,6% of the participants heard about the pandemic first before December 31%
2019. The rest of the participants (4,1%) heard about the pandemic after March
11,

Table 8

The First Time of Being Informed about the Pandemic

Time n %

Before 31% of December 2019 87 32,6

Between 315 of December 2019 and 11% of

166 62,2
March 2020
After 11% of March 2020 11 4,1
Missing 3 1,1
N=267

4.2 The Threat Level about the Pandemic before and After March’20

Using the questionnaire data were collected concerning the participants’
perceived threat level about the pandemic for two different time periods: before
and after March 11" 2020. In order to evaluate the change in the participants’
threat perception about the pandemic, findings for both times are presented in
Table 9. According to the findings, 36,3% of the participants perceived the threat

of the pandemic high or very high before March 11" 2020. 34,1% of the
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participants perceived the threat of the pandemic medium. The rest of the
participants (27,7%) perceived the threat of the pandemic low or very low. When
it comes to the participants’ threat perceptions after March 11% 2020, it is clearly
seen that the participants’ threat perceptions increased. The percentage of the
participants who felt the pandemic is highly or very highly dangerous increased
from 36,3% to 69,2%. On the other hand, the percentage of the participants who
felt the pandemic is lowly or vey lowly dangerous decreased from 27,2% to
6,32%. These findings clearly show that the participants began to see the
pandemic as a more severe threat after March 11" 2020.

Table 9

The Perceived Threat Level about the Pandemic Before and After March 11"

2020

Before 11t of March After 11" of March

2020 2020
Threat Level

n % n %

Very high 42 15,7 75 28,1
High 55 20,6 115 43,1
Moderate 91 34,1 56 21,0
Low 52 19,5 14 52
Very low 22 8,2 3 1,1
No idea 2 0,7 0 0
Missing 3 1,1 4 1,5

N=267
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4.3 The Frequency of Online Shopping Before the Pandemic

Table 10 shows the frequency of the participants online shopping habit.
According to the table, 34,8% of the participants often shop online and 43,9% of
them sometimes shop online. On the other hand, the percentage of the participants
who rarely or never shop online is 21,2%.

Table 10

The Frequency of Online Shopping Before the Pandemic

Frequencies n %

Often 92 34,8

Sometimes 116 43,9

Rarely 51 19,3

Never 5 1,9

Missing 3 1,1
N=267

4.4 The Types of Products Purchased Through Online Channels in
Different Phases of the Pandemic

Using the questionnaire the participants were asked what kind of products
they purchased online three times for three different time periods concerning the
pandemic: before 31% of December 2019, between 315 of December and 11% of
March 2020, and after 11" of March. Findings regarding these three different time
periods are given in Table 11. The table shows what the participants more
frequently purchased online and how their preferences changed in accordance
with these three time periods. Also, the results of Chi-Square test (X?) regarding
the change occurred from the 2™ time period to the 3™ time period are shown in

the table.
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According to the findings, before 31% of December 2019 the most
frequently purchased three products were clothing and accessories (74,2%);
education, books and stationery (45,3%); and electronics and computers (42,3%).
On the other hand, in the same time of period the least frequently purchased three
products were disinfectant and mask (3,7%); constructional materials (3,7%); and
baby products (5,6%).

When it comes to the findings for the time period between 31 of
December 2019 and 11%" of March 2020, it is clearly seen that the participants’
online purchasing preferences were changed. In terms of the most frequently
purchased three products, clothing and accessories (52,1%), and education, books
and stationery (40,1%) are still on the list. However their percentages clearly
decreased. Supermarket and food products (49,1%) entered to the list on the
second place. The least purchased three products, which are constructional
materials (5,2%), and baby products (4,9%), are still on the list. The percentage of
disinfectant and mask products (26,6%) increased seven times and this type of
products replaced the products of travel and accommodation on the list. In this
time period, the products that have an increasing preference percentage are
disinfectant and mask; super market and food; health; and constructional
materials. All other nine products were less frequently purchased for the specified
time period.

For the last time period, after 11" of March 2020, the findings showed that
the participants’ online shopping preferences changed again. Supermarket and
food products (63,7%) became the most frequently purchased products. Products
of clothing and accessories (47,2%) are the second most frequently purchased

product. Products of disinfectant and mask (32,2%) is the third most frequently
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purchased product. The least frequently purchased three products of this time
period were baby products (1,9%); constructional materials (3,7%); and travel and
accommodation (4,9%). In this time period, the preference percentages of the
products of disinfectant and mask; super market and food; and health continued to
rise. Excluding constructional materials, the preference percentages of all other
nine products were continued to decline. According to the findings, the significant
changes in terms of the ratios of the purchases from the second time period to the
third were seen only in the products of super market and food (X*=7,9, p<0,01),
travel and accommodation (X?=5,5, p<0,05), health (X?=5,9, p<0,05) and baby
products (X*=12,9, p<0,01).

To sum up, the findings show that the participants’ online purchasing
behaviors changed during the period of the pandemic. During these particular
periods, the most distinctive changes are seen on three types of products. Travel
and accommodation products decreased from 30,7% to 4,9%. On the other hand,
health products increased from 7,1% to 31,5%. Finally, the percentage of products

in disinfectant and mask category increased from 3,7% to 32,2%.
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The Products Purchased Through Online Channels in Different Phases of the

Pandemic

Between 31%

Before 31° of

of December  After 11" of
Product Types Purchased December

2019 and 11"  March 2020 X2
Online 2019

of March 2020

n % n % n %

Clothing and accessories 198 74,2 139 52,1 126 47,2 1,5
Electronics and computers 113 423 86 32,2 83 31,1 0,1
Cosmetics 77 28.8 69 25,8 63 23,6 0,7
Super Market and Food 84 31,5 131 49,1 170 63,7 7,9%*
Furniture and Decoration 37 13,9 33 12,4 33 12,6 0,0
Education, Books and 121 453 107 40,1 81 30,3 5,5%
Stationery
Constructional Materials 10 3,7 14 5,2 10 3,7 0,9
Travel and accommodation 82 30,7 25 9.4 13 4,9 5,9%
Health 19 7,1 53 19,9 84 31,5 12,9%*
Baby products 15 5,6 13 4,9 5 1,9 4,8*
Disinfectant and mask 10 3,7 71 26,6 86 32,2 2,7
Hobbies 57 21,3 51 19,1 46 17,2 0,2
Sporting goods 40 15,0 31 11,6 25 9.4 0,3
Missing 5 1,9 9 34 6 2,2
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N=267
*The difference between second and third time was significant at 0,05 level.

**The difference between second and third time was significant at 0,01 level.

4.5 The Changes in the Digitally Purchased Products Based on the
Respondents’ Demographics
4.5.1 The Changes Based on the Respondents’ Age

In order to see the types of products purchased online change in based on the
participants’ ag, the related findings are presented in 7able 12. The percentages of
each age group, which are already shown in Table 7, are given for a better
evaluation.

In terms of the products of clothing and accessories category, 74,2% of the
participants preferred to purchase this products online before 31 of December
2019. Of all these participants, the participants from the age group 25-34 did more
than half of all these purchases (40,0% of 74,2%). The smallest group of
participants purchasing clothing and accessories online is the 55 — 64 age group
(1,2%). 35 — 44 age group is the second, 45 — 54 age group is the third and the 18
— 24 age group is the fourth. Nevertheless, the dispersion of percentages of
purchasing clothing and accessories are similar to the dispersion of percentages of
age groups. For the other two time periods, the sequences in the age groups have
not changed. The total purchases of the products of clothing and accessories
continuously decreased. Similarly, these decreases are seen in all the age groups
relatively. Chi-Square test results shows that only in the first time period there is a

significant difference among the age group (X*=10,1, p<0,05). However, there is
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not a significant relationship between age group and the second and third time
period (X*=1,9, p>0,05).

The same is relevant for the products of electronics and computer. When it
comes to the cosmetic products, the initial sequence in the age groups is the same.
In other words, this type of products were most frequently purchased by the
participants from the age group of 25 — 34 (16,2% of 28,8%). 35 — 44 age group
purchased 9,2%, 45 — 54 purchased 2,7%, 18 — 24 purchased 0,8%, and 55 — 64
purchased 0,4%. However, the findings regarding the second and the third time
periods picture a different shape. The total cosmetics purchases decreased from
28.,8% to 25,8%, then to 23,6%. But, this continuous decline is not seen in terms
of age groups. The participants from the 18 — 24 age group did not change their
purchasing rate in the second period, but they doubled in the third period. The
participants from the 15 — 34 age group decreased their purchasing rate regularly
in the second period (11,3%), then in the third period (8,9%). The participants
from the 35 — 44 age group increased their purchasing rate in the second period
(12,1%), but decreased a little in the third period (10,4%). Conversely, the
participants from the 45 — 54 age group decreased their purchasing rate in the
second period (2,3%), but increased a little in the third period (3,1%). Finally, the
participants from the 55 — 64 age group decreased their purchasing rate in the
second period (0%), and stayed still (0%). Chi-Square test results do not show any
significant relationship among the groups and between the time periods.

The dispersion of online purchasing of the products of supermarket and
food in terms of age groups is the same for the first time period as it is seen in the
other types of products. Total purchases of this type of products increased

continuously in the second and the third time period. Similar increases are seen in
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all age groups without breaking the sequence. Chi-Square test results shows that
in the second and the third time period there are a significant difference among the
age groups (X*=13,0, p<0,01 and X*=8,2, p<0,02). However, there is not a
significant relationship between age group and the second and third time period
(x?=3,0, p>0,05).

The pattern of online purchasing of furniture and decoration in terms of age
groups is different. The initial sequence of age groups is the same. When it comes
to the second and third time periods, the age groups of 18 — 24 and 55 — 64 did not
change their purchasing rates. The participants from the 25 — 34 age group
decreased their purchasing rate in the second period from 7,3% to 4,3%, but
increased a little in the third period to 5,4%. Conversely, the participants from the
35 — 44 age group increased their purchasing rate in the second period from 4,6%
to 5,5%, but decreased a little in the third period to 3,9%. The participants from
the 45 — 54 age group increased their purchasing continuously (1,5%, 2,3% and
2,7% respectively). Chi-Square test results do not show any significant
relationship among the groups and between the time periods.

The findings about the dispersion of online purchasing of educational products
in terms of age groups show that the ratios of purchasing belonging to age groups
are similar to ratios of age groups of all participants. The sequences of ratios did
not change for the three time periods. However, the percentage of the online
purchasing of educational products decreased for all age groups excluding the age
group of 45 — 54. The participants from the 35 — 44 age group increased their
purchasing rate in the second period from 8,1% to 8,6%, they stayed still in the
third period. Chi-Square test results shows that only in the third time period there

is a significant difference among the age groups (X?>=9,2, p<0,05). However, there
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is not a significant relationship between age group and the second and third time
period (X*=4,7, p>0,05).

The age group purchasing constructional materials most frequently is the 25 —
34 age group and this true for three time periods (1,9%, 2,0% and 1,9%
respectively). The participants from the age group 55 — 64 did not purchase this
types of products in all time periods. The participants from the age group of 18 —
24 purchased only in the second time period (0,8%). The participants from the 35
— 44 age group increased their purchasing rate in the second period from 0,8% to
2,0%, but decreased a little in the third period to 1,2%. The participants from the
45 — 54 age group deceased their purchasing rate in the second period from 1,2%
to 0,8%, and they stayed still in the third period. Chi-Square test results do not
show any significant relationship among the groups and between the time periods.

In terms of travel and accommodation products, the dispersion of the ratios of
online purchasing regarding the age groups is similar to the dispersion of ratios of
age groups of all participants. The percentages of online purchasing of these
products declined continuously in three time periods for all age groups without
breaking the sequence. Chi-Square test results do not show any significant
relationship among the groups and between the time periods.

When it comes to health products, it is seen from the table that the participants
from all age groups increased their health products purchasing in the second and
the third time periods. The dispersion of the ratios of online purchasing regarding
the age groups is similar to the dispersion of ratios of age groups of all
participants. The same pattern is relevant for the products of disinfectant and

mask.
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The findings about baby products show that these products are mostly
purchased by the participants from the age group of 25 — 34 and 35 — 44 in all
three time periods. Both age groups’ purchasing percentage similarly decreased
from the first time period (2,7% and 3,1% respectively) to the second (0,8% and
0,8%).

The findings about products related hobbies show that this type of
products are mostly purchased by the participants from the age groups 25 — 34 and
35 — 44 in three time periods. While the percentages of purchasing of 35 — 44 age
group decreased in times, the percentages of purchasing of 35 — 44 age group
almost stayed the same. Another interesting finding is about the age group of 45 —
54. While all other age groups’ purchasing percentages decreased in some degree,
this group’s purchasing percentage increased a little (from 1,5% to 2,3%). Chi-
Square test results shows that in the first time period there is a significant
difference among the age groups (X*=10,3, p<0,05). However, there is not a
significant relationship between age group and the second and third time period
(x*=1,2, p>0,05).

The final finding regarding the age groups is about the products of sports.
There is a general decline in the percentages of these products’ purchasing in three
times of period. According to the findings, these products are generally purchased
by the participants from the age groups 25 — 34 and 35 — 44 in three time periods.
The participants from the 25 — 34 age group increased their purchasing rate in the
second period from 6,2% to 7,0%, but decreased in the third period to 5,0%. The
participants from the 35 — 44 age group deceased their purchasing rate in the
second period from 5,8% to 1,6%, but they increased their purchasing rate to

3,1% in the third period. Chi-Square test results shows that in the second time
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period there is a significant difference among the age groups (X*=10,3, p<0,05).
Additionally, there is a significant relationship between age groups and the second

and third time period (X*=8,8, p<0,05).

Table 12
The Changes Based on the Respondent’s Age

Between 31%

Before 31°
of December
of After 11t of
Product Types Purchased 2019 and 11*
December March 2020 X?
Online and the Age Groups of March
2019
2020
n % n % n %
Clothing and accessories 198 74,2 139 52,1 126 472
18 -24 (5,6%) 10 3,8 5 2,0 7 2,7
25-34 (46,1%) 104 40,0 67 26,2 60 232
35-44 (29,2%) 53 20,4 46 18,0 38 14,7
1,9
45-54 (15,0%) 26 10,6 18 7,0 18 6,9
55-64 (2,6%) 3 1,2 1 0,4 1 04
X? 10,1%* 4,6 0,7
Electronics and computers 113 423 86 32,2 83 31,1
18-24 (5,6%) 4 1,5 4 1,6 6 2,3
25-34 (46,1%) 63 24,2 47 184 36 13,9
35-44 (29.2%) 31 11,9 21 8,2 26 10,0 3,9
45 -54 (15,0%) 12 4,6 11 4,3 13 5,0

55-64 (2,6%) 2 0,8 2 0,8 1 0,4




X2 7,5 2,8 1,3
Cosmetics 77 28,8 69 25,8 63 23,6
18 - 24 (5,6%) 2 0,8 2 0,8 4 1,5
25-34 (46,1%) 42 16,2 29 11,3 23 8,9
35—-44 (29,2%) 24 9,2 31 12,1 27 104
45-54 (15,0%) 7 2,7 6 2,3 8 3,1
55-64 (2,6%) 1 0,4 0 0 0 0
X2 59 13,0%* 8,2%
Super Market and Food 84 31,5 131 49,1 170 63,7
18 -24 (5,6%) 6 2,3 7 2,7 10 3,9
25-34 (46,1%) 40 15,4 70 273 82 31,7
35—-44 (29,2%) 22 8,5 33 129 50 193
45-54 (15,0%) 12 4,6 15 5.9 22 8,5
55-64 (2,6%) 2 0,8 5 2,0 5 1,9
X2 1,3 4,0 0,9
Furniture and Decoration 37 13,9 33 12,4 33 12,6
18 -24 (5,6%) 2 0,8 2 0,8 2 0,8
25-34 (46,1%) 19 7,3 11 4,3 14 54
35—-44 (29,2%) 12 4,6 14 5,5 10 3,9
45-54 (15,0%) 4 1,5 6 2,3 7 2,7
55-64 (2,6%) O 0 0 0 0 0
X2 1,3 3,9 0,6
Education, Books and 121 453 107 40,1 81 30,3
Stationery
18 -24 (5,6%) 6 2,3 5 2,0 2 0,8
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3,0

2,2

1,7

4,7



25-34 (46,1%) 55 21,2 41 16,0 34 13,1
35-44 (29,2%) 36 13,8 38 14,8 23 8,9
45-54 (15,0%) 21 8,1 22 8,6 22 8,5
55-64 (2,6%) 3 1,2 1 0,4 0 0
X2 1,1 7,8 9,2%
Constructional Materials 10 3,7 14 5,2 10 37
18 -24 (5,6%) O 0 2 0,8 0 0
25-34 (46,1%) 5 1,9 5 2,0 5 1,9
35-44 (29,2%) 2 0,8 5 2,0 3 1,2
45-54 (15,0%) 3 1,2 2 0,8 2 0,8
55-64 (2,6%) O 0 0 0 0 0
X2 1,9 3,2 0,6
Travel and accommodation 82 30,7 25 9.4 13 4,9
18 -24 (5,6%) 3 1,2 1 0,4 0 0
25-34 (46,1%) 38 14,6 11 4,3 4 1,5
35—-44 (29,2%) 24 9,2 8 3,1 6 2,3
45-54 (15,0%) 13 5,0 4 1,6 2 0,8
55-64 (2,6%) 3 1,2 0 0 0 0
X2 1,0 0,2 3,0
Health 19 7,1 53 19,9 84 315
18 - 24 (5,6%) O 0 1 0,4 2 0,8
25-34 (46,1%) 10 3,8 34 133 47 18,1
35—-44 (29,2%) 5 1,9 11 4,3 25 9,7
45-54 (15,0%) 2 0,8 6 2,3 7 2,7
55-64 (2,6%) 2 0,8 1 0,4 3 1,2

74

2,3

3,0

4,6



X2 1,5 7,4 6,1
Baby products 15 5,6 13 4,9 5 1,9
18 -24 (5,6%) O 0 0 0 0 0
25-34 (46,1%) 7 2,7 4 1,6 2 0,8
35-44 (29,2%) 8 3,1 8 3,1 2 0,8
45-54 (15,0%) 0 0 1 0,4 1 0,4
55-64 (2,6%) O 0 0 0 0 0
X2 6,5 6,9 0,5
Disinfectant and mask 10 3,7 71 26,6 86 32,2
18-24 (5,6%) 0 0 1 0,4 4 1,5
25-34 (46,1%) 8 3,1 49 19,1 52 20,1
35-44 (29,2%) 2 0,8 12 4,7 18 6,9
45-54 (15,0%) 0 0 8 3,1 11 4,2
55-64 (2,6%) O 0 1 0,4 1 0,4
X2 5,1 18,2%* 8,9%
Hobbies 57 213 51 19,1 46 17,2
18-24 (5,6%) 7 2,7 1 0,4 1 0,4
25-34 (46,1%) 25 9,6 24 9,4 24 9,3
35-44 (29,2%) 20 7,7 19 7,4 14 5,4
45-54 (15,0%) 4 1,5 6 2,3 6 2,3
55-64 (2,6%) 1 0,4 1 0,4 0 0
X2 10,3* 2,9 2,0
Sporting goods 40 15,0 31 11,6 25 9,4
18 -24 (5,6%) 3 1,2 4 1,6 0 0
25-34 (46,1%) 16 6,2 18 7,0 13 5,0

75

0,9

2,7

1,2

8,8*
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35-44 (29,2%) 15 5.8 4 1,6 8 3,1
45-54 (15,0%) 5 1,9 2 0,8 2 0,8
55-64 (2,6%) O 0 1 0,4 0 0
X2 2,5 9,9% 3,1
Missing 7 2,6 11 4,1 8 3,0
N=267

*The difference between second and third time was significant at 0,05 level.
**The difference between second and third time was significant at 0,01 level.
4.5.2 The Changes Based on Respondents’ Sex

Table 13 shows the changing of the types of products purchased online in
accordance with the participants’ genders. The percentages of each gender in
general, which are already showed in Table 7, are given for a better evaluation.

Findings show that most of the clothing and accessories products are
purchased by female participants in all three time periods (45,6%, 33,1% and
29,2% respectively). However, this is coherent with the gender dispersion of all
participants. There is a general decline of this type of products purchasing in
times. This decline is true for each gender group, as well. Chi-Square test results
do not show any significant relationship among the genders and between the time
periods.

When it comes to the products of electronics and computers, most of the
purchasing is done by the male participants in all time periods (28,7%, 21,8% and
20,5% respectively). On the other hand, all gender groups’ purchases declined in
time. Chi-Square test results shows that in all of time periods there are a

significant difference between genders (X*=49,5, p<0,01, X*=31,0, p<0,01 and
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Xx?>=27,1, p<0,01). However, there is not a significant relationship between genders
and the second and third time period (X*=0,1, p>0,05).

The female participants more frequently purchased cosmetics online in all
time periods (19,9%, 19,1% and 16,5% respectively). Their purchasing
percentages are always greater than the male participants’ more than twice. On the
other hand, all gender groups’ cosmetics purchases declined in time. Chi-Square
test results shows that in all of time periods there are a significant difference
between genders (X*=49,5, p<0,01, Xx*=31,0, p<0,01 and Xx*=27,1, p<0,01).
However, there is not a significant relationship between genders and the second
and third time period (X*=0,1, p>0,05).

Similarly, the female participants more frequently purchased products of
supermarket and food online in all three time periods (18,8%, 30,0% and 38,5%
respectively). For these types of products, all gender groups’ purchases increased
in time. Chi-Square test results do not show any significant relationship among the
genders and between the time periods.

Furniture and decoration products have a different pattern. Initially, the female
participants more frequently purchased these products than the male participants
(7,3% and 6,1% respectively). However, the male participants’ purchases are
greater than the female participants for the second and third time periods. The
male participants’ purchases increased from 6,1% to 7,4% in the second time
period, but declined to 6,5% in the third period. The female participants’
purchases decreased from 7,3% to 5,1% in the second time period, but increased
to 5,8% in the third period. Chi-Square test results shows that only in the second

time periods there is a significant difference between genders (X*=4,5, p<0,05).
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However, there is not a significant relationship between genders and the second
and third time period (X*=0,4, p>0,05).

In terms of the products of education, books and stationery, the female
participants more frequently purchased these types of products online in all time
periods (26,4%, 23,3% and 17,3% respectively). For these types of products, all
gender groups’ purchases increased in times. This is true for baby products, as
well. Chi-Square test results do not show any significant relationship among the
genders and between the time periods.

The findings showed that, the male and the female participants equally
purchased constructional materials in the beginning (1,9%). In the second time
period, both gender groups’ purchases increased (2,3% and 3,1%), but the female
participants’ percentages were higher. In the third time period, both gender
groups’ purchases decreased (1,5% and 2,3%), but the female participants’
purchasing percentages were still higher. Chi-Square test results do not show any
significant relationship among the genders and between the time periods.

The products of travel and accommodation have a different pattern. Initially,
the female participants (16,9%) more frequently purchased these types of products
than the male participants (14,2%). Although both participants’ purchases
declined in the second and the third time periods, the male participants’ purchases
(6,6% and 3,8%) became greater than the female participants (3,1% and 1,2). Chi-
Square test results shows that in the second and the third time periods there are
significant differences between genders (X>=7,6, p<0,01 and X*=6,7, p<0,01).
However, there is not a significant relationship between genders and the second

and third time period (X?=3,0, p>0,05).
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Conversely, the initial purchases of health products done by male participants
(4,6%) are greater than the purchases done by the female participants (2,7%). This
is true for the second time period (10,5% and 9,3% respectively). However, this
pattern changed in the third time period, and the female participants’ purchases
(16,9%) became higher than the male participants’ (14,6%). This pattern is almost
the same for the products of Sports equipment.

When it comes to the products of disinfectant and mask, initially the male and
female participants equally purchased these types of products (1,9%). However,
the purchasing rates of these products increased for both gender groups in the
second and third time periods. On the other hand, the ratio of increase of the
female participants’ purchasing (16,0% and 20,8%) is greater than the male
participants’ (11,7% and 11,7%). Chi-Square test results do not show any
significant relationship among the genders and between the time periods.

The findings show that, the ratios of products purchases related to hobbies
done by the female participants stayed almost the same for three time periods
(10,7%, 9,7% and 10,0%). Although the initial purchasing ratio of the male
participants (10,7%) is the same with the female participants’, the male
participants’ purchasing ratio declined regularly in the second (9,7%) and third
time periods (6,9%). Chi-Square test results do not show any significant
relationship among the genders and between the time periods.

Finally, the initial purchases of sporting products done by male
participants (9,2%) are greater than the purchases done by the female participants
(5,7%). This is true for the second time period (7,4% and 4,7% respectively).
However, this pattern changed in the third time period, and the female

participants’ purchases (5,0%) became higher than the male participants’ (4,6%).
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Chi-Square test results shows that in the first and the second time periods there are
significant differences between genders (X?=6,7, p<0,01 and X*=5,3, p<0,05).
Additionally, there is a significant relationship between genders and the second

and third time period (X*=10,9, p<0,05).



Table 13

The Changes Based on Respondents’ Sex
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Between 31%

Before 31% of
of December  After 11% of
Product Types Purchased December
2019 and 11" March 2020
Online and the Gender Groups 2019
of March 2020
n % n % n %
Clothing and accessories 198 74,2 139 52,1 126 47,2
Male (41,9%) 76 29,1 52 20,2 49 18,8
Female (55,8%) 119 45,6 85 33,1 76 29,2
Other (0,7%) 1 0,4 1 0,4 0 0
X2 4,4 2,1 1,0
Electronics and computers 113 423 86 32,2 83 31,1
Male (41,9%) 75 28,7 56 21,8 54 20,8
Female (55.8%) 36 13,8 28 10,9 28 10,8
Other (0,7%) 1 0,4 1 0,4 0 0
X2 49,5%* 31,0%** 27,1%%*
Cosmetics 77 28,8 69 25,8 63 23,6
Male (41,9%) 24 9,2 18 7,0 18 6,9
Female (55.8%) 52 19,9 49 19,1 43 16,5
Other (0,7%) 0 0 0 0 0 0
X2 5,4% 8,6%* 5,5%
Super Market and Food 84 31,5 131 49,1 170 63,7
Male (41,9%) 34 13,0 52 20,2 67 25,8

XZ

0,1

0,1

0,1
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Female (55,8%) 49 18,8 77 30,0 100 38,5
Other (0,7%) 0 0 0 0 1 0 0,1
X2 0,1 0,4 1,0
Furniture and Decoration 37 13,9 33 12,4 33 12,6
Male (41,9%) 16 6,1 19 7,4 17 6,5
Female (55,8%) 19 7,3 13 5,1 15 5,8
Other 0.7%) 1 04 1 0.4 1 0.4 o
X2 0,2 4,5% 1,7
Education, Books and Stationery 121 45,3 107 40,1 81 30,3
Male (41,9%) 50 19,2 46 17,9 36 13,8
Female (55,8%) 69 26,4 60 233 45 17,3
Other 0.7%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
X2 0,1 0,1 0,2
Constructional Materials 10 3,7 14 5,2 10 3,7
Male (41,9%) 5 1,9 6 23 4 1,5
Female (55,8%) 5 1,9 8 3,1 6 23
Other 0.7%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 >3
X2 0,2 0,0 0,1
Travel and accommodation 82 30,7 25 9.4 13 4.9
Male (41,9%) 37 14,2 17 6,6 10 3,8
Female (55,8%) 44 16,9 8 3,1 3 1,2
Other 0.7%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
X2 0,4 7,6%% 6,7%*
Health 19 7,1 53 19,9 84 31,5
Male (41,9%) 12 4,6 27 10,5 38 14,6 5,1
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Female (55,8%) 7 2,7 24 9,3 44 16,9
Other (0,7%) 0 0 0 0 0 0
X2 3,5 3,1 0,8
Baby products 15 5,6 13 4.9 5 1,9
Male (41,9%) 6 2,3 5 1,9 1 0,4
Female (55,8%) 9 3,4 8 3,1 4 1,5
Other (0,7%) 0 0 0 0 0 0
X2 0,5 0,8 1,0
Disinfectant and mask 10 3,7 71 26,6 86 32,2
Male (41,9%) 5 1,9 30 11,7 30 11,5
Female (55,8%) 5 1,9 41 16,0 54 20,8
Other (0,7%) 0 0 0 0 1 0,4
X2 0,2 0,0 23
Hobbies 57 21,3 51 19,1 46 17,2
Male (41,9%) 28 10,7 25 9,7 18 6,9
Female (55,8%) 28 10,7 25 9,7 26 10,0
Other (0,7%) 0 0 1 0,4 2 0,8
X2 1,6 1,6 0,5
Sporting goods 40 15,0 31 11,6 25 9,4
Male (41,9%) 24 9,2 19 7,4 12 4,6
Female (55,8%) 15 5,7 12 4,7 13 5,0
Other (0,7%) 1 0,4 0 0 0 0
X2 6,7%* 5,3*% 0,4
Missing 6 2,2 10 3,7 8 3,0

N=267

0,9

2,8

3,0

10,9%*
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*The difference between second and third time was significant at 0,05 level.
**The difference between second and third time was significant at 0,01 level.
4.5.3 The Changes Based on Respondents’ Marital Status

Findings regarding the changing of the types of products purchased online in
accordance with the participants’ marital status are given in 7able 14. The
percentages of each marital status, which are already showed in Table 7, are given
for a better evaluation.

According to the findings, clothing and accessories products were mostly
purchased online by the single participants (39,7% of 74,2%) in the first time
period. They are followed by married, separated, and living with a partner
participants respectively (30,9%, 3,4% and 1,5%). This sequence is coherent to
the sequence of ratios of all participants’ marital status. Moreover, this sequence
did not change in the second and the third time periods. Additionally, purchasing
percentages of the participants from all marital status decreased from the first time
period to the third time period (24,5%, 21,5%, 1,9% and 0,4% respectively). Chi-
Square test results shows that only in the second time period there is a significant
difference among marital status groups (X*=9,1, p<0,05). However, there is not a
significant relationship between marital status groups and the second and third
time period (X>=0,1, p>0,05

The same pattern is seen for the products of electronics and computers
excluding the separated participants’ purchases. While the purchases of the
participants from all other marital status decreased, the separated participants’
purchases increased from the first time period (1,5%) to the third time period
(3,1%). It is almost the same for cosmetic products. For this type of products, the

separated participants’ purchases stayed still for all time periods. Chi-Square test
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results do not show any significant relationship among the marital status groups
and between the time periods.

When it comes to the supermarkets and food products, the single participants
most frequently purchased online this type of products again in the first time
period (13,4%). And again married participants were the second (14,9%),
separated participants were the third (3,8%), and the participants living with a
partner were forth (0,0%). The purchases of all participants from all the marital
status increased in time continuously. However, the purchases of the participants
living with a partner increased from the first time (0,0%) to the second time
(1,6%). However, the purchases decline again in the third time period (0,4%).
Chi-Square test results shows that in all the time periods there are significant
differences among marital status groups (X>=11,8, p<0,01, X*=7,9, p<0,05 and
X?=10,5, p<0,05). However, there is not a significant relationship among marital
status groups and the second and third time period (X?=0,8, p>0,05).

The pattern of furniture and decoration products is a little different. The
sequence of the participants’ marital status in accordance with the frequency of
purchasing is the same for all the three time periods. However, each marital status
pictured a different pattern in the three time periods. The purchases of the married
participants decreased from 5,0% to 4,3%, but the purchases increased again to
5,4%. The purchases of the single participants decreased from 6,1% to 5,8%, and
the purchases stayed still. The purchases of the separated participants decreased
continuously from 2,3% to 1,9% and to 0,8%. The purchases of participants living
with a partner did not change in time. Chi-Square test results shows that in first
and the second time periods there are significant differences among marital status

groups (X>=12,1, p<0,01 and X*=10,0, p<0,05). However, there is not a significant
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relationship among marital status groups and the second and third time period
(Xx*=2,9, p>0,05).

The findings show a different pattern for the educational products. The
married participants are always the most frequently buyers of these types of
products in three time periods (21,8%, 19,8% and 14,9 respectively). The singles
are the second, the separated ones are the third and the living with partner ones are
fourth. The purchases percentages of all participants from the all marital status
declined continuously in time excluding the purchases percentages of the
participants from the separated marital status. Their purchases ratios stayed still
for all time periods. Chi-Square test results do not show any significant
relationship among the marital status groups and between the time periods.

Similar to the educational products, in terms of constructional materials the
married participants mostly purchased these types of products for all the three
time periods. The purchases rates for this marital status group did not change from
the first time period (3,4%) to the second (3,4%). However, purchases rate decline
in the third time period (2,3%). On the other hand, the purchases rate of the single
participants increased from the first time period (0,4%) to the second (1,9%), but
the rate decreased again (1,1%) in the third time period. Chi-Square test results
shows that only in first time period there is a significant difference among marital
status groups (X?=8,8, p<0,05). However, there is not a significant relationship
among marital status groups and the second and third time period (X*=3,1,
p>0,05).

The findings show that the dispersion of the participants’ purchases
percentages for the travel and accommodation products in terms of marital status

is similar to the dispersion of the marital status groups in general for all the three
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time periods. Additionally, a continuous decline is seen for all marital status
groups during the three time periods. The most severe decline is seen for the
single participants. Their purchases ratio decreased from 16,8% to 1,9%. Chi-
Square test results do not show any significant relationship among the marital
status groups and between the time periods

According to the findings, the dispersion of the participants’ purchases
percentages for health products in terms of marital status is similar to the
dispersion of the marital status groups in general for all the three time periods.
However, the percentages of the married (3,1%, 9,7% and 13,8% respectively)
and single participants (3,1%, 8,5% and 15,3% respectively) are very close to
each other. A continuous increase is seen for all marital status groups during the
three time periods in terms of health products. The most distinctive increase is
seen for the single participants whose purchases percentages increased from 3,1%
to 15,3%. Chi-Square test results do not show any significant relationship among
the marital status groups and between the time periods.

When it comes to baby products, the findings show that almost all purchases
were done by the married participants in all three time periods. The purchases of
married participants stayed the same in the second period, but they declined
sharply from 5,0% to 1,9% in the third period. Chi-Square test results shows that
in the first and the second time periods there are significant differences among
marital status groups (X*=12,5, p<0,01 and X*=17,6, p<0,01). However, the
relationship among marital status groups and the second and third time period
could not be computed by Chi-Square test because there was no value for the

marital status groups excluding married group. Chi-Square test results do not
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show any significant relationship among the marital status groups and between the
time periods.

Regarding the disinfectant and mask products, the dispersion of the purchases
percentages in terms of marital status truly reflect the dispersion of the
participants in terms of marital status in general in three time periods.
Additionally, a continuous increase of purchases of each marital status group is
seen clearly, excluding a little decline belonging to the participants living a
partner in the third period (from 1,2% to 0,8%). Chi-Square test results do not
show any significant relationship among the marital status groups and between the
time periods.

The dispersion of the participants’ purchases percentages for hobbies products
in terms of marital status has a different pattern. Almost all purchases were done
by married and single participants. However, single participants’ purchases rates
(12,6%, 11,6% and 11,9% respectively) are almost twice greater than married
participants (8,1%, 6,6% and 4,6% respectively). Moreover, while married
participants decreased their purchases in time, the single participants did not
change their purchases frequency. The other marital status groups almost did not
change their purchases frequency, as well. Chi-Square test results shows that in
the second and the third time periods there are significant differences among
marital status groups (X*=9,7, p<0,05 and X?=8,5, p<0,05). However, there is not a
significant relationship among marital status groups and the second and third time
period (X*=1,5, p>0,05).

The findings regarding the products of Sports equipment have a similar pattern
with the findings regarding the products of hobbies. Almost all purchases were

done by married and single participants. However, single participants’ purchases



&9

rates (9,5%, 8,5% and 6,5% respectively) are twice greater than married
participants (5,3%, 3,1% and 2,7% respectively). The purchases rates of both
groups declined in time, but the decline of the married participants’ purchases
seems sharper. Chi-Square test results shows that in the second time period there
is a significant difference among marital status groups (X*=9,7, p<0,05 and X*=8,5,
p<0,05). However, there is not a significant relationship among marital status
groups and the second and third time period (X*=0,1, p>0,05).

Table 14

The Changes Based on Respondents’ Marital Status

Between 31%

Before 31t of of December After 11 of
Product Types Purchased
December 2019 and 11" March

Online and the Marital X?
2019 of March 2020
Status Groups
2020
n % n % n %
Clothing and accessories 198 74,2 139 52,1 126 472
Married
81 30,9 62 24,0 56 21,5
(44,2%)
Single
104 39,7 72 27,9 64 24,5
(47,6%)
0,1
Separated 9 3,4 5 1,9 5 1,9
(5,6%)
Living with a partner 4 1,5 0 0 1 0,4

(1,9%)
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X? 7,4 9,1% 3,3
Electronics and computers 113 423 86 32,2 83 31,1
Married
49 18,7 31 12,0 38 14,6
(44,2%)
Single
56 21,4 46 17,8 36 13,8
(47,6%)
Separated 4 1,5 8 3,1 8 3,1 3,5
(5,6%)
Living with a partner 4 1,5 1 0,4 1 4
(1,9%)
X2 4.6 5,5 4,2
Cosmetics 77 28,8 69 25,8 63 23,6
Married
30 11,5 29 11,2 28 10,7
(44,2%)
Single
39 14,9 33 12,8 30 11,5
(47,6%)
Separated 4 1,5 4 1,6 4 1,5 04
(5,6%)
Living with a partner 4 1,5 3 1,2 1 0,4
(1,9%)
X2 7,1 2,9 0,1
Super Market and Food 84 31,5 131 49,1 170 63,7
Married

39 14,9 52 202 71 272 0,8
(44.,2%)
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Single
35 13,4 63 24,4 84 32,2
(47,6%)
Separated 10 3,8 12 4,7 14 5,4
(5,6%)
Living with a partner 0 0 4 1,6 1 0
(1,9%)
X? 11,8%* 7,9% 10,5%
Furniture and Decoration 37 13,9 33 12,4 33 12,6
Married
13 5,0 11 4,3 14 5,4
(44,2%)
Single
16 6,1 15 5,8 15 5,7
(47,6%)
Separated 6 2,3 5 1,9 2 0,8 29
(5,6%)
Living with a partner 2 0,8 2 0,8 2 0,8
(1,9%)
X? 12,1%* 10,0%* 3,5
Education, Books and 121 45,3 107 40,1 81 30,3
Stationery
Married
57 21,8 51 19,8 39 14,9
(44,2%)
Single
53 20,2 46 17,8 34 13,0 0,6
(47,6%)
Separated 8 3,1 8 3,1 8 3,1

(5,6%)



Living with a partner 3 1,1 2 0,8 0 0
(1,9%)
X2 2,0 2,6 7,1
Constructional Materials 10 3,7 14 5,2 10 3,7
Married
9 3,4 9 3,5 6 2,3
(44,2%)
Single
1 0,4 5 1,9 3 1,1
(47,6%)
Separated 0 0 0 0 1 0,4
(5,6%)
Living with a partner 0 0 0 0 0 0
(1,9%)
X2 8,8% 3,1 1,8
Travel and accommodation 82 30,7 25 9.4 13 49
Married
33 12,6 11 4,3 8 3,1
(44,2%)
Single
44 16,8 12 4,7 5 1,9
(47,6%)
Separated 4 1,5 2 0,8 0 0
(5,6%)
Living with a partner 1 0,4 0 0 0 0
(1,9%)
X2 1,7 0,8 2,3
Health 19 7,1 53 19,9 84 31,5
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3,1

2,9



Married

8 3,1 25 9,7 36 13,8
(44,2%)
Single

8 3,1 22 8,5 40 15,3
(47,6%)
Separated 2 0,8 4 1,6 6 2,3
(5,6%)
Living with a partner 1 0,4 2 0,8 2 0,8
(1,9%)

X? 2,2 2,3 0,6
Baby products 15 5,6 13 4.9 5 1,9

Married

13 5,0 13 5,0 5 1,9
(44,2%)
Single

1 0,4 0 0 0 0
(47,6%)
Separated 1 0,4 0 0 0 0
(5,6%)
Living with a partner 0 0 0 0 0 0
(1,9%)

X? 12,5%* 17,6%* 6,5
Disinfectant and mask 10 3,7 71 26,6 86 32,2

Married

4 1,5 32 12,4 37 14,2
(44,2%)
Single

5 1,9 32 12,4 41 15,7

(47,6%)
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0,5

Not computed because the variable is a constant

0,2
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Separated 1 0,4 4 1,6 6 2,3
(5,6%)
Living with a partner 0 0 3 1,2 2 0
(1,9%)
X2 0,6 2,9 0,5
Hobbies 57 21,3 51 19,1 46 17,2

Married

21 8,1 17 6,6 12 4,6
(44,2%)
Single

33 12,6 30 11,6 31 11,9
(47,6%)
Separated 2 0,8 1 0,4 2 0,8 1,5
(5,6%)
Living with a partner 1 0,4 3 1,2 1 0,4
(1,9%)

X2 3,0 9,7%* 8,5%
Sporting goods 40 15,0 31 11,6 25 9,4

Married

14 5,3 8 3,1 7 2,7
(44,2%)
Single

25 9,5 22 8,5 17 6,5
(47,6%)
Separated 0 0 0 0 1 0,4

0,1

(5,6%)
Living with a partner 1 0,4 1 1 0 1
(1,9%)

X2 5,7 8,6* 4,5
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Missing 6 1,9 9 3.4 6 2,2

N=267

*The difference between second and third time was significant at 0,05 level.

**The difference between second and third time was significant at 0,01 level.
4.5.4 The Changes Based on Respondents’ Parental Status

Findings regarding the changing of the types of products purchased online in
accordance with the participants’ parental status are given in Table 15. The
percentages of each parental status in general, which are already showed in Table
7, are given for a better evaluation.

According to the findings, most of the purchases of clothing and accessories
products are done by the participants who are not parents in all three time periods.
Additionally, the purchases of both groups decreased continuously from the first
time period to the third (50,0%, 34,5%, 29,9% and 25,6%, 19,4%, 18,4%
respectively). This is exactly true for the products of education, books and
stationery (26,0%, 23,3%, 16,9% and 20,2%, 18,2%, 14,2% respectively). It is
also true for the products of travel and accommodation (18,7%, 6,2%, 2,3% and
12,6%, 3,5%, 2,7% respectively). Chi-Square test results shows that only in the
first time period there is a significant difference between parental status groups
(X*=7,6, p<0,05). However, there is not a significant relationship between parental
status groups and the second and third time period (X*=0,1, p>0,05).

When it comes to the products of electronics and computer, the participants
who are not parents purchased most frequently these types of products in all three
time periods. Additionally, the purchases rates of this group regularly decreased in
time (27,9%, 24,0% and 19,9% respectively). On the other hand, the participants

who are parent decreased their purchasing frequency from 15,3% to 9,3%, but
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increased again to 11,9% in the third time period. Chi-Square test results shows
that only in the second time period there is a significant difference between
parental status groups (X?=5,6, p<0,05). However, there is not a significant
relationship between parental status groups and the second and third time period
(x*=3,1, p>0,05).

The findings regarding cosmetic products show interesting results. According
to the findings, the participants who are not parent more frequently purchased
these types of products in all three time periods and their purchases rates
decreased regularly in time (20,2%, 15,9% and 14,6% respectively). On the other
hand, the participants who are parent increased their purchases from 9,2% to
10,9% in the second time period, but decreased a little to 9,6% in the third time
period. Chi-Square test results do not show any significant relationship between
the parental status groups and between the time periods.

Regarding the products of supermarket and food, the participants who are not
parent did the greater amount of purchases in all three time periods again (18,7%,
32,9% and 39,5% respectively). Additionally, both groups’ purchases increased
continuously in time (parents: 13,4%, 17,8% and 25,7% respectively). Chi-Square
test results do not show any significant relationship between the parental status
groups and between the time periods.

In terms of furniture and decoration products, most of the purchases are done
by the participants who are not parent again. While the purchases of the
participants who are parent declined from 5,3% to 3,9%, and to 3,4%, their
purchases stayed the same; moreover increased a little in the third time period

(8,8%, 8,8% and 9,2% respectively). Chi-Square test results do not show any
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significant relationship between the parental status groups and between the time
periods.

The purchases of constructional materials have a different pattern. Initially,
the participants who are parent more frequently purchased these types of products
than the participants who are not parent (2,3% and 1,5% respectively). In the
second time period, the places switched (2,3% and 3,1% respectively), and stayed
the same in the third time period (1,1% and 2,7% respectively). On the other hand,
while the purchases of the participants who are parent decreased in time, the
purchases of the participants who are not parent increased. Chi-Square test results
do not show any significant relationship between the parental status groups and
between the time periods.

Regarding health products, most of the purchases are than by the participants
who are not parent in all three time periods. Additionally, both groups’ purchases
increased in time. However, it is clearly seen that the increase rate of the
participants who are not parent (4,2%, 11,6% and 19,2% respectively) is greater
than the other group (3,1%, 8,9% and 13,0% respectively). Chi-Square test results
do not show any significant relationship between the parental status groups and
between the time periods.

The purchases of the products of disinfectant and mask have almost the
same pattern. The purchases rates were the same at the beginning. However, while
the purchases rate of the participants who are parent rose from 1,9% to 10,7%, the
purchases rate of the participants who are not parent rose from 1,9% to 22,2%.
Chi-Square test results shows that only in the second time period there is a
significant difference between parental status groups (X>=4,0, p<0,05). However,

there is not a significant relationship between parental status groups and the The
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findings show that the participants who are not parent purchased more frequently
the products of hobbies than the participants who are parent in all three time
periods. Additionally, the purchases rates of the participants who are not parent
(15,6%, 14,3% and 13,8% respectively) are almost three times higher than the
other group (6,1%, 5,4% and 3,8% respectively). On the other hand, both groups’
purchases rates regularly declined in time. Chi-Square test results shows that only
in the third time period there is a significant difference between parental status
groups (X?=6,5, p<0,05). However, there is not a significant relationship between
parental status groups and the second and third time period (X?=1,7, p>0,05).

The findings regarding the products of sporting goods have almost the
same pattern with the purchases of hobbies products. Chi-Square test results
shows that in the second and the third time periods there are significant
differences between parental status groups (X*=5,1, p<0,05 and X?=3,9, p<0,05).
However, there is not a significant relationship between parental status groups and
the second and third time period (X*=0,1, p>0,05).

When it comes to the purchases of baby products, almost all the purchases
were done by the participants who are parents in all the three time periods. Chi-
Square test results confirm the differences. However, the relationship between
parental status groups and the second and third time period is not computed
because there is no value for the participants who are not parents.

Table 15

The Changes Based on Respondents’ Parental Status
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Before 31% of After 11"
of December
Product Types Purchased December of March
2019 and 11*
Online and the Parental Status 2019 2020
of March 2020
n % n % n %
Clothing and accessories 198 74,2 139 52,1 126 47,2
Parent (38,6%) 67 25,6 50 19,4 48 18,4
Not parent (60,7%) 131 50,0 89 34,5 78 29,9
X2 7,6%* 0,5 0,0
Electronics and computers 113 423 86 32,2 83 31,1
Parent (38,6%) 40 15,3 24 9,3 31 11,9
Not parent (60,7%) 73 27,9 62 24,0 52 19,9
X2 0,8 5,6* 0,1
Cosmetics 77 28.8 69 25,8 63 23,6
Parent (38,6%) 24 9,2 28 10,9 25 9,6
Not parent (60,7%) 53 20,2 41 15,9 38 14,6
X2 2,5 0,3 0,1
Super Market and Food 84 31,5 131 49,1 170 63,7
Parent (38,6%) 35 13,4 46 17,8 67 25,7
Not parent (60,7%) 49 18,7 85 32,9 103 39,5
X2 0,5 0,9 0,3
Furniture and Decoration 37 13,9 33 12,4 33 12,6
Parent (38,6%) 14 53 10 3,9 9 3.4
Not parent (60,7%) 23 8,8 23 8,9 24 9,2

XZ

0,1

3,2

0,1

0,9

0,0
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X2 0,0 0,9 1,9

Education, Books and Stationery 121 453 107 40,1 81 30,3
Parent (38,6%) 53 20,2 47 18,2 37 14,2
Not parent (60,7%) 68 26,0 60 23,3 44 16,9
X2 2,6 2,7 2,7

Constructional Materials 10 3,7 14 5,2 10 3,7
Parent (38,6%) 6 23 6 23 3 1,1
Not parent (60,7%) 4 1,5 8 3,1 7 2,7
X2 2,0 0,1 0,3

Travel and accommodation 82 30,7 25 9.4 13 4.9
Parent (38,6%) 33 12,6 9 3,5 7 2,7
Not parent (60,7%) 49 18,7 16 6,2 6 2,3
X2 0,1 0,1 1,4

Health 19 7,1 53 19,9 84 31,5
Parent (38,6%) 8 3,1 23 8,9 34 13,0
Not parent (60,7%) 11 4,2 30 11,6 50 19,2
X2 0,1 0,8 0,3

Baby products 15 5,6 13 4,9 5 1,9
Parent (38,6%) 14 5,3 13 4,9 5 1,9
Not parent (60,7%) 1 0,4 0 0 0 0
X2 20,2%%* 22,3%* 8,2%*

Disinfectant and mask 10 3,7 71 26,6 86 32,2
Parent (38,6%) 5 1,9 20 7,8 28 10,7
Not parent (60,7%) 5 1,9 51 19,8 58 22,2

0,4

1,7

0,8

0,1

because the variable

Not computed
is a constant

0,5
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X2 0,6 4,0* 1,8
Hobbies 57 21,3 51 19,1 46 17,2
Parent (38,6%) 16 6,1 14 5.4 10 3.8
Not parent (60,7%) 41 15,6 37 14,3 36 13,8
X2 3.4 3,0 6,5%*
Sporting goods 40 15,0 31 11,6 25 9,4
Parent (38,6%) 13 5,0 6 23 5 1,9
Not parent (60,7%) 27 10,3 25 9,7 20 7,7
X2 0,7 5,1%* 3,9%
Missing 5 1,9 9 34 6 2,2

N=267

*The difference between second and third time was significant at 0,05 level.

**The difference between second and third time was significant at 0,01 level.

1,7

0,1
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4.5.5 The Changes Based on the Respondents’ Level of Education

Findings regarding the changing of the types of products purchased online in
accordance with the participants’ level of education are given in Table 16. The
percentages of each level of education in general, which are already showed in
Table 7, are given for a better evaluation.

According to the findings, Bachelor’s degree (the respondents with a
bachelor’s degree) participants most frequently purchased clothing and
accessories products in all three time periods (43,1%, 32,9% and 29,1%
respectively). The participants having master’s degree are the second, the
participants having doctorate degree are the third, the participants having high
school degree or lower are the fourth and the participants having associate’s
degree are the fifth in all three time periods. This sequence is coherent with the
dispersion of the participants in terms of their level of education in general. The
purchases of the participants from all educational levels decreased in time
excluding the participants having doctorate degree. Their purchases rate decreased
from 7,3% to 6,2% in the second time period, but increased again to 7,3% in the
third time period. Chi-Square test results shows that in all the time periods there
are significant differences among education groups (X*=13.4, p<0,01, X>=12,2,
p<0,01 and X*=11,8, p<0,01). However, there is not a significant relationship
among education groups and the second and third time period (X?=2,5, p>0,05).

When it comes to the purchases of electronics and computer products,
Bachelor’s degree (the respondents with a bachelor’s degree) did most of the
purchases again, and the rest of the sequence is the same. However, while a
general decline is seen in terms of these types of products, the same decline is not

seen in each educational level. The purchases of the participants having master’s



103

degree and high school degree or lower sharply declined in time (from 15,3% to
7,3% and from 1,9% to 0,4% respectively). On the other hand, the decline of the
Bachelor’s degree participants’ purchases is not sharp (from 19,5% to 17,2%).
The purchases rate of the participants having associate’s degree did not change
(0,4%). Interestingly, while all other groups’ purchasing declined the purchases of
the participants having doctorate degree increased from 6,1% to 6,5%. Chi-Square
test results shows that in the second and the third time periods there are significant
differences among education groups (X>=10,5, p<0,05 and X*=9,1, p<0,05).
However, there is not a significant relationship among education groups and the
second and third time period (X?=0,0, p>0,05).

Regarding the purchases of cosmetics, the frequencies of purchases done by
different educational level groups in all three time periods are coherent with the
general dispersion of the participants according to their educational level.
However, while a general decline is seen in terms of these types of products, the
same decline is not seen in each educational level. A continuous decline is seen in
the purchases rates of the participants from master’s degree, associate’s degree
and high school degree or lower (from 11,1% to 6,9%, from 0,8% to 0,0%, and
from 1,9% to 1,1% respectively). On the other hand, Bachelor’s degree
participants decreased their purchases from 13,4% to 12,0% in the second time
period, but they increased to 13,4% in the third time period again. Interestingly,
doctorate graduate participants increased their purchases from 2,3% to 3,5% in the
second time period, but decreased a little to 2,7% in the third time period. Chi-
Square test results do not show any significant relationship among the education

groups and between the time periods.
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According to the findings, most of the purchases for supermarket and food
products were done by the Bachelor’s degree participants again (16,4%, 22,1%
and 33,0% respectively), and the rest of the sequence is the same in all three time
periods. Additionally, a continuous increase is seen in the purchases of the
participants from each educational level group. Chi-Square test results shows that
only in the second time period there is a significant difference among education
groups (X?=8,1, p<0,05). However, there is not a significant relationship among
education groups and the second and third time period (X*=2,9, p>0,05).

When it comes to the purchases of furniture and decoration products, the
frequencies of purchases done by different educational level group in all three
time periods are coherent with the general dispersion of the participants according
to their educational level, excluding the initial situation of master’s graduates
whose purchases were a slightly greater than the purchases of the Bachelor’s
degrees in the first time period. While a general decline is seen in terms of these
types of products, the same decline is not seen in each educational level. A
continuous decline is seen in the purchase rates of the participants from master’s
degree, associate’s degree and high school degree or lower (from 5,7% to 3,8%,
from 1,5% to 0,0%, and from 0,4% to 0,0% respectively). On the other hand,
Bachelor’s degree participants’ purchases stayed still during all three time periods
(5,4%). Interestingly, doctorate graduate participants tripled their purchases in
time from 1,1% to 2,7%, and to 3,4%. Chi-Square test results shows that only in
the third time period there is a significant difference among education groups
(X*=8,6, p<0,05). However, there is not a significant relationship among education

groups and the second and third time period (X*=1,6, p>0,05).
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According to the findings, most of the purchases for education, books and
stationery products were done by the Bachelor’s degree participants again (21,4%,
20,5% and 13,4% respectively), and rest of the sequence is the same in all the
three time periods. Additionally, a continuous decrease is seen in the purchases of
the participants from each educational level group, excluding the purchases of the
participants having associate’s degree whose purchase rates stayed still in all the
three time periods (0,8%). Chi-Square test results do not show any significant
relationship among the education groups and between the time periods.

The findings regarding constructional materials have a different pattern.
Initially, more than the half of all purchases were done by Bachelor’s degree
participants (2,3% of 3,7%). However, their purchase rates declined to 0,4% in the
third time period. On the other hand, the purchases of the participants from
master’s and doctorate degree rose in time (from 0,4% to 1,5% and from 0,4% to
1,1% respectively). The purchase rates of associate’s degree and high school
degree or lower did not change during the three time periods (0,0% and 0,8%
respectively). Chi-Square test results shows that only in the third time period there
is a significant difference among education groups (X*=9,0, p<0,05). However,
there is not a significant relationship among education groups and the second and
third time period (X*=4,6, p>0,05).

According to the findings, most of the purchases for travel and
accommodation products were done by the Bachelor’s degree participants again
(16,4%, 5,4% and 2,3% respectively), and the rest of the sequence is the same in
all three time periods. Additionally, a continuous decrease is seen in the purchases
of the participants from each educational level group excluding the purchases of

the participants having high school degree or lower whose purchase rates
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decreased from 0,8% to 0,4% in the second time and increased again to 0,8%.
Chi-Square test results do not show any significant relationship among the
education groups and between the time periods.

The findings show that most of the purchases for health products were done by
the Bachelor’s degree participants again (3,1%, 9,3% and 16,9% respectively),
and rest of the sequence is the same in all three time periods. Additionally, a
continuous increase is seen in the purchases of the participants from each
educational level group. Chi-Square test results do not show any significant
relationship among the education groups and between the time periods.

The same is true for the products of disinfectant and mask, excluding the
initial purchase rates of the participants having master’s degree whose purchase
rates (2,7% and 1,1% respectively) were twice higher than the Bachelor’s degree
participants in the first time period. Chi-Square test results shows that in all the
time periods there are significant differences among education groups (X*=9,4,
p<0,05, x*=8,3, p<0,05 and X?=7,9, p<0,05). However, there is not a significant
relationship among education groups and the second and third time period
(x*=1,1, p>0,05).

When it comes to the baby products, the Bachelor’s degree participants are the
most frequent buyers, and their purchase rates stayed still in the second time
period, but decreased from 2,3% to 0,8% in the third time period. The purchase
rates of the participants having master’s and associate’s degree declined in time,
as well (from 1,9% to 0,4% and from 0,8% to 0,0% respectively). The purchase
rates of the doctorate degree rose from 0,8% to 1,2%, but dropped to 0,4% in the
end. Chi-Square test results do not show any significant relationship among the

education groups and between the time periods
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According to the findings, the most of the purchases were done by Bachelor’s
degree participants (12,6%, 8,5% and 8,8% respectively). The participants having
master’s degree and the participants having doctorate degree followed them. The
other two levels of education degree did few purchases. The participants having
college degree decreased their purchases from 12,6% to 8,5% in the second time
period, but increased slightly to 8,8% in the third time period. The participants
having master’s degree increased their purchases from 4,6% to 7,0% in the second
time period, but decreased again to 4,2% in the third time period. The participants
having doctorate degree decreased their purchases regularly from 3,8% to 3,4%,
and to 3,1%. Chi-Square test results do not show any significant relationship
among the education groups and between the time periods.

Finally, regarding Sports equipment almost all purchases were done by the
participants having college and master’s degree in all three time periods. The
participants having college degree decreased their purchases continuously from
11,1% to 7,8%, and to 6,1. When it comes to the participants having master’s
degree, they increased their purchases from 3,1% to 3,9% in the second time
period, but decreased again to 3,1% in the third time period. The participants
having doctorate degree decreased their purchases from 1,1% to 0,0% in the
second time period, and stayed there. Chi-Square test results shows that only in
the first time period there is a significant difference among education groups
(X*=9,3, p<0,05). However, there is not a significant relationship among education

groups and the second and third time period (X*=0,1, p>0,05).



Table 16

The Changes Based on the Respondents’ Level of Education

Between 31%
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of December
Product Types Purchased Before 31° of After 11t of

2019 and 11t
Online and the Levels of December 2019 March 2020

of March
Educations

2020

n % n % n %

Clothing and accessories 198 74,2 139 52,1 126 472
High school and lower (5,6%) 9 3.4 5 1,9 6 2.3
Associate degree (1,1%) 2 0,8 1 0,4 1 0,4
College graduate (51,7%) 113 43,1 85 32,9 76 29,1
Master’s (27,7%) 55 21,0 32 12,4 24 9,2
Doctorate (13,1%) 19 7,3 16 6,2 19 7,3
X2 13,4%* 12,2%* 11,8%*
Electronics and computers 113 423 86 32,2 83 31,1
High school and lower (5,6%) 5 1,9 1 0,4 1 0,4
Associate degree (1,1%) 1 0,4 1 0,4 1 0,4
College graduate (51,7%) 51 19,5 47 18,2 45 17,2
Master’s (27,7%) 40 15,3 20 7,8 19 7,3
Doctorate (13,1%) 16 6,1 17 6,6 17 6,5
X? 6,3 10,5* 9,1*
Cosmetics 77 28,8 69 25,8 63 23,6
High school and lower (5,6%) 5 1,9 4 1,6 3 1,1

XZ

2,5

0,0

2,0
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Associate degree (1,1%) 2 0,8 0 0 0 0

College graduate (51,7%) 35 13,4 31 12,0 35 13,4
Master’s (27,7%) 29 11,1 25 9,7 18 6,9
Doctorate (13,1%) 6 2,3 9 3,5 7 2,7

X2 7,3 2,3 1,0

Super Market and Food 84 31,5 131 49,1 170 63,7

High school and lower (5,6%) 5 1,9 10 3,9 10 3,8
Associate degree (1,1%) 2 0,8 2 0,8 3 1,1
College graduate (51,7%) 43 16,4 57 22,1 86 33,0
Master’s 27.7%) 24 92 45 174 49 188 27
Doctorate (13,1%) 10 3.8 17 6,6 22 8,4

X2 0,5 8,1%* 1,2

Furniture and Decoration 37 13,9 33 12,4 33 12,6

High school and lower (5,6%) 4 1,5 1 0,4 0 0
Associate degree (1,1%) 1 0,4 0 0 0 0

College graduate (51,7%) 14 5,3 14 5,4 14 5,4
Master’s (27,7%) 15 5,7 11 4,3 10 3.8 e
Doctorate (13,1%) 3 1,1 7 2,7 9 3,4

X2 7,5 3.8 8,6*

Education, Books and Stationery 121 45,3 107 40,1 81 30,3

High school and lower (5,6%) 4 1,5 4 1,6 3 1,1
Associate degree (1,1%) 2 0,8 2 0,8 2 0,8
College graduate (51,7%) 56 21,4 53 20,5 35 13,4 3.2
Master’s (27,7%) 43 16,4 34 13,2 26 10,0
Doctorate (13,1%) 16 6,1 14 5.4 10 5,7
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X2 6,8 1,3 4,5

Constructional Materials 10 3,7 14 5,2 10 3,7

High school and lower (5,6%) 2 0,8 2 0,8 2 0,8
Associate degree (1,1%) 0 0 0 0 0 0

College graduate (51,7%) 6 2,3 5 1,9 1 0,4
Master’s (27.7%) 1 04 5 19 4 15 o
Doctorate (13,1%) 1 0,4 2 0,8 3 1,1

X2 4,0 2,1 9,0%

Travel and accommodation 82 30,7 25 9,4 13 4,9

High school and lower (5,6%) 2 0,8 1 0,4 2 0,8
Associate degree (1,1%) 2 0,8 0 0 0 0

College graduate (51,7%) 43 16,4 14 5,4 6 2.3
Master’s (27,7%) 24 9,2 8 3,1 4 1,5 20
Doctorate (13,1%) 11 4,2 2 0,8 1 0,4

X2 0,8 1,1 2,1

Health 19 7,1 53 19,9 84 31,5

High school and lower (5,6%) 2 0,8 6 2,3 7 2,7
Associate degree (1,1%) 0 0 0 0 1 0,4
College graduate (51,7%) 8 3,1 24 9,3 44 16,9
Master’s (27.7%) 7 27 17 66 25 96 0
Doctorate (13,1%) 2 0,8 6 2,3 7 2,7

X2 4,3 2,7 4,2

Baby products 15 5,6 13 4.9 5 1,9

High school and lower (5,6%) 0 0 1 0,4 1 0,4 o

Associate degree (1,1%) 2 0,8 1 0,4 0 0
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College graduate (51,7%) 6 2,3 6 2,3 2 0,8
Master’s (27,7%) 5 1,9 2 0,8 1 0,4
Doctorate (13,1%) 2 0,8 3 1,2 1 04
X2 1,6 3,4 1,9
Disinfectant and mask 10 3,7 71 26,6 86 32,2
High school and lower (5,6%) 0 0 6 2,3 6 2,3
Associate degree (1,1%) 0 0 2 0,8 2 0,8
College graduate (51,7%) 3 1,1 38 10,5 34 13,0
Master’s (27,7%) 7 2,7 26 10,1 30 11,5
Doctorate (13,1%) 0 0 10 39 14 5,4
X2 9,4* 8,3* 7,9%

Hobbies 57 21,3 51 19,1 46 17,2
High school and lower (5,6%) 1 0,4 0 0 3 1,1
Associate degree (1,1%) 1 0,4 2 0,8 1 0,4
College graduate (51,7%) 33 12,6 22 8,5 23 8,8
Master’s (27,7%) 12 4,6 18 7,0 11 4,2
Doctorate (13,1%) 10 3.8 9 3,5 8 3,1
X2 4,2 3,9 1,5

Sporting goods 40 15,0 31 11,6 25 9,4
High school and lower (5,6%) 0 0 1 0,4 1 0,4
Associate degree (1,1%) 0 0 0 0 0 0
College graduate (51,7%) 29 11,1 20 7,8 16 6,1
Master’s (27,7%) 8 3,1 10 3,9 8 3,1
Doctorate (13,1%) 3 1,1 0 0 0 0
X2 9,3* 6,5 4,9

1,1

2,3

0,1
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Missing 5 1,9 9 34 6 2,2

N=267

*The difference between second and third time was significant at 0,05 level.

**The difference between second and third time was significant at 0,01 level.
4.5.6 The Changes Based on Respondents’ Occupation

Findings regarding the changes in the types of products purchased online in
accordance with the participants’ occupations are given in Table 17. The
percentages of each occupation in general, which are already showed in Table 7,
are given for a better evaluation.

According to the findings, most of the clothing and accessories products
purchases were done by the participants working in private sectors in all three
time periods (51,1%, 36,8% and 33,3% respectively). The participants working in
public sector, being student, not working, being self-employed, being house wife,
and being retired followed them. The purchases of each occupational group
declined in time. Chi-Square test results do not show any significant relationship
between the occupation groups and between the time periods.

The same is almost true in terms of the products of electronics and computers,
excluding the student participants. While other participants’ purchases declined in
some degree, student participants’ purchases increased from 3,1% to 3,9% in the
second time period, but decreased slightly to 3,4% in the third time period.
Additionally, the sharpest decline is seen in the private sector from %30,9 to
21,1%. Chi-Square test results do not show any significant relationship between
the occupation groups and between the time periods.

When it comes to the purchases of cosmetics, the participants working in the

private sectors did a great majority of the purchases in all three time periods.



113

Additionally, their purchase rates decreased regularly in time from 21,8% to 19,4,
and to 16,9%. The purchases of retired participants also decreased. However,
other occupational groups pictured different patterns. Self-employed kept their
purchase rates the same in the second time period, but declined slightly from 1,6%
to 1,1% in the third time period. Public sector workers kept their purchase rates
the same in the second time period, but increased from 1,9% to 3,1% in the third
time period. Students declined their purchase rates from 1,5% to 0,8%, but
increased slightly to 1,1% in the third time period. House wives increased their
purchase rates from 0,4% to 0,8%, and stayed still in the third time period. House
wives increased their purchase rates from 1,9% to 2,3%, but declined to 1,1% in
the third time period. Chi-Square test results do not show any significant
relationship between the occupation groups and between the time periods.

The findings show that the dispersion of purchase percentages of the
supermarket and food products by the participants from each occupational groups
is similar to the dispersion of the participants in terms of occupations.
Additionally, the purchase rates of each occupational group increased in time.
Chi-Square test results shows that only in the second time period there is a
significant difference among occupation groups (X*=15,4, p<0,05). However,
there is not a significant relationship between occupation groups and the second
and third time period (X*=4,8, p>0,05).

According to the findings about furniture and decoration products, the
participants working in the private sectors did a great majority of the purchases in
all three time periods. Additionally, their purchase rates decreased regularly in
time from 10,3% to 81,1, and to 7,7%. Retired participants did not performed any

purchases in all three time periods. Self-employed performed only 1 purchase in



114

the second time period, and house wives performed only 1 purchase in the first
time period. Public sector workers increased their purchase rates from 1,5% to
2,3%, and stayed still in the third time period. Similarly, students increased their
purchase rates from 0,8% to 1,6%, and stayed still in the third time period. Not
working participants declined their purchase rates from 1,1% to 0,4%, but
increased again to 1,1% in the third time period. Chi-Square test results do not
show any significant relationship between the occupation groups and between the
time periods.

The findings show that the dispersion of purchase percentages of the
educational products by the participants from each occupational groups is similar
the dispersion of the participants in terms of occupations. Additionally, the
purchase rates of each occupational group decreased in time. This is also true for
the products of travel and accommodation. Chi-Square test results shows that only
in the second time period there is a significant difference among occupation
groups (X?>=13,5, p<0,05). However, there is not a significant relationship between
occupation groups and the second and third time period (X*=3,9, p>0,05).

The purchases of constructional materials have a different pattern. Because the
purchase numbers are small, it is difficult to read the data meaningfully. There are
slight differences between time periods. Most of the purchases are done by the
participants working in private sectors, working in public sector and being
student. According to the findings, their purchases increased in the second time
period and backed to the earlier rate in the third time period in general. Chi-
Square test results shows that in the first and the third time period there are

significant differences among occupation groups (X*=14,1, p<0,05 and X*=12,9,
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p<0,05). However, there is not a significant relationship between occupation
groups and the second and third time period (X?=8,2, p>0,05).

According to the findings, the dispersion of purchase percentages of the health
products by the participants from each occupational groups is similar to the
dispersion of the participants in terms of occupations. Additionally, the purchase
rates of each occupational group increased in time, excluding the self-employed
and retired participants. The purchases of the self-employed stayed still during
the three time periods (0,4%). The purchases of retired participants declined from
0,8% to 0,0%, but increased again to 0,8% again in the third time period. Chi-
Square test results do not show any significant relationship among the occupation
groups and between the time periods

When it comes to the baby products, almost all of the purchases were
performed by the participants working in private and public sectors respectively.
Additionally, the purchase rates of both groups declined regularly during the three
time periods (4,2%, 3,5%, 1,1%, and 1,5%, 1,2%, 0,4%). Chi-Square test results
do not show any significant relationship among the occupation groups and
between the time periods. Chi-Square test results do not show any significant
relationship among the occupation groups and between the time periods.

Regarding the products of disinfectant and mask, a massive amount of the
purchases was done by the participants working in private sectors. Additionally,
the purchase rates of this participant group rose continually in time (3,1%, 17,8%
and 21,8%). Clear increases are seen in the purchase rates of other occupational
groups, excluding the participants who are not working. This group of participants

increased their purchased from 0,8% to 3,1%, but decreased again to 1,1%. Chi-
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Square test results do not show any significant relationship among the occupation
groups and between the time periods.

The findings pictured a different pattern for the purchase rates of the products
of hobbies. A great majority of the purchases were done by the participants from
private sectors, and their purchase rates decreased regularly during the three time
periods (13,4%, 12,8% and 11,5% respectively). Retired participants performed
only one purchase in each time period. Other occupational groups do not have a
regular pattern. Self-employed increased their purchase rates from 0,8% to 1,2%,
and stayed still in the third time period. Conversely, students decreased their
purchase rates from 2,3% to 0,4%, and stayed still in the third time period. The
participants from public sectors declined their purchase rates from 2,7% to 1,6%,
but increased again to 1,9% in the third time period. Conversely, house wives and
not working participants increased their purchase rates in the second time period
(from 0,8% to 1,2%, and from 1,5% to 2,3% respectively), but decreased again to
the earlier rates. Chi-Square test results do not show any significant relationship
among the occupation groups and between the time periods.

Finally, according to the findings most of the purchases were done by the
participants from private sectors. Additionally, the purchase rates decreased from
9,9% to 6,6, but increased again to 8,0%. However, the purchase rates of other
occupational groups indicate a decline during the three time periods in general.
Chi-Square test results shows that only in the second time period there is a
significant difference among occupation groups (X?>=9,2, p<0,05). Additionally,
there is a significant relationship between occupation groups and the second and

third time period (X*=16,8, p<0,01).
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The Changes Based on the Respondents’ Occupation
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Between
Before 31% of
After 11t
315t of December
Product Types Purchased of March X2
December 2019 and
Online and the Occupations 2020
2019 11t of
March 2020
n % n % n %
Clothing and accessories 198 742 139 52,1 126 472
Freelancer (4,9%) 9 3.4 8 3,1 6 2,3
Public Sector (9,0%) 19 7,3 15 5,8 11 4,2
Private Sector (65,2%) 134 51,1 95 36,8 87 333
Retired (2,2%) 2 0,8 0 0 0 0
Student (9,4%) 17 6,5 9 3,5 10 3,8
House Wife (3,4%) 5 1,9 5 1,9 4 1,5
Not Working (5,2%) 12 4.6 7 2,7 8 3,1
)& 11,5 11,0 7,0
Electronics and computers 113 423 86 32,2 83 31,1
Freelancer (4,9%) 6 2,3 6 2,3 5 1,9
Public Sector (9,0%) 11 4,2 10 3,9 10 3,8
Private Sector (65,2%) 81 30,9 55 21,3 55 21,1
Retired (2,2%) 3 1,1 1 0,4 1 0,4

1,1

3,6
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Student (9,4%) 8 3,1 10 3,9 9 3,4
House Wife (3,4%) 0 0 1 0,4 0 0
Not Working (5,2%) 4 1,5 3 1,2 3 1,1
X2 10,2 5,9 7,5
Cosmetics 77 28,8 69 25,8 63 23,6
Freelancer (4,9%) 4 1,5 4 1,6 3 1,1
Public Sector (9,0%) 5 1,9 5 1,9 8 3,1
Private Sector (65,2%) 57 21,8 50 194 44 16,9
Retired (2,2%) 1 0,4 0 0 0 0
Student 04%) 4 15 2 08 3 11 >0
House Wife (3,4%) 1 0,4 2 0,8 2 0,8
Not Working (5,2%) 5 1,9 6 2,3 3 1,1
X2 6,6 10,2 5,1
Super Market and Food 84 31,5 131 49,1 170 63,7
Freelancer (4,9%) 3 1,1 4 1,6 7 2,7
Public Sector (9,0%) 5 1,9 6 23 13 5,0
Private Sector (65,2%) 58 22,1 93 36,0 119 45,6
Retired (2,2%) 3 1,1 5 1,9 5 1,9
Student ©04%) 11 42 15 58 16 6.l 4
House Wife (3,4%) 2 0,8 3 1,2 3 1,1
Not Working (5,2%) 2 0,8 5 1,9 7 2,7
X2 6,7 15,4* 9,1
Furniture and Decoration 37 13,9 33 12,4 33 12,6
Freelancer (4,9%) 0 0 1 0,4 0 0
Public Sector (9,0%) 4 1,5 6 23 6 23 0
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Private Sector (65,2%) 27 10,3 21 8,1 20 7,7
Retired (2,2%) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Student (9,4%) 2 0,8 4 1,6 4 1,5
House Wife (3,4%) 1 0,4 0 0 0 0
Not Working (5,2%) 3 1,1 1 0,4 3 1,1
X2 5,3 6,4 8,7
Education, Books and Stationery 121 453 107 40,1 81 30,3
Freelancer (4,9%) 6 2,3 8 3,1 5 1,9
Public Sector (9,0%) 11 4,2 9 3,5 7 2,7
Private Sector (65,2%) 85 32,4 69 26,7 57 21,8
Retired (2,2%) 2 0,8 0 0 0 0
Student (9,4%) 10 3,8 11 4,3 7 2,7 *
House Wife (3,4%) 4 1,5 7 2,7 4 1,5
Not Working (5,2%) 3 1,1 3 1,2 1 0,4
X2 4,3 13,5% 8,3
Constructional Materials 10 3,7 14 5.2 10 3,7
Freelancer (4,9%) 1 0,4 0 0 1 0,4
Public Sector (9,0%) 1 0,4 3 1,2 3 1,1
Private Sector (65,2%) 4 1,5 6 2,3 3 1,1
Retired (2,2%) 1 0,4 0 0 1 0,4
Student (9,4%) 0 0 2 0,8 0 0 2
House Wife (3,4%) 2 0,8 2 0,8 1 0,4
Not Working (5,2%) 1 0,4 1 0,4 1 0,4
X2 14,1%* 10,1 12,9*

Travel and accommodation 82 30,7 25 9.4 13 49
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Freelancer (4,9%) 5 1,9 2 0,8 3 1,1
Public Sector (9,0%) 6 23 0 0 1 0,4
Private Sector (65,2%) 57 21,8 19 7,4 8 3,1
Retired (2,2%) 3 1,1 1 0,4 0 0
Student (9,4%) 7 2,7 3 1,2 1 0,4
House Wife (3,4%) 1 0,4 0 0 0 0
Not Working (5,2%) 3 1,1 0 0 0 0
X2 4,2 6,4 11,8

Health 19 7,1 53 199 84 315
Freelancer (4,9%) 1 0,4 1 0,4 1 0,4
Public Sector (9,0%) 0 0 7 2,7 9 3,4
Private Sector (65,2%) 11 4.2 35 13,6 57 21,8
Retired (2,2%) 2 0,8 0 0 2 0,8
Student (9,4%) 3 1,1 4 1,6 7 2,7
House Wife (3,4%) 1 0,4 4 1,6 5 1,9
Not Working (5,2%) 1 0,4 2 0,8 3 1,1

X2 9,2 7,5 6,6

Baby products 15 5,6 13 4.9 5 1,9
Freelancer (4,9%) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Public Sector (9,0%) 4 1,5 3 1,2 1 0,4
Private Sector (65,2%) 11 4,2 9 3,5 3 1,1
Retired (2,2%) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Student (9,4%) 0 0 0 0 0 0
House Wife (3,4%) 0 0 1 0,4 1 0,4
Not Working (5,2%) 0 0 0 0 0 0

5,0

3,2

1,0
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X2 9,5 6,5 5,8
Disinfectant and mask 10 3,7 71 26,6 86 32,2
Freelancer (4,9%) 0 0 3 1,2 3 1,1
Public Sector (9,0%) 0 0 7 2,7 13 5,0
Private Sector (65,2%) 8 3,1 46 17,8 57 21,8
Retired (2,2%) 0 0 1 0,4 1 0,4
Student (9,4%) 0 0 3 1,2 5 1,9 "
House Wife (3,4%) 0 0 3 1,2 4 1,5
Not Working (5,2%) 2 0,8 8 3,1 3 1,1
X2 8,1 10,9 8,9
Hobbies 57 21,3 51 19,1 46 17,2
Freelancer (4,9%) 2 0,8 3 1,2 3 1,1
Public Sector (9,0%) 7 2,7 4 1,6 5 1,9
Private Sector (65,2%) 35 134 33 12,8 30 115
Retired (2,2%) 1 0,4 1 0,4 1 0,4
Student 04%) 6 23 1 04 1 04 30
House Wife (3,4%) 2 0,8 3 1,2 2 0,8
Not Working (5,2%) 4 1,5 6 2,3 4 1,5
X2 2,1 10,7 4,9
Sporting goods 40 150 31 11,6 25 9,4
Freelancer (4,9%) 0 0 0 0 1 0,4
Public Sector (9,0%) 5 1,9 2 0,8 1 0,4
Private Sector (65,2%) 26 9,9 17 6,6 21 8,0 16,8**
Retired (2,2%) 1 0,4 1 0,8 0 0

Student (9,4%) 5 1,9 7 27 2 08



House Wife (3,4%) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Not Working (5,2%) 3 1,1 4 1,6 0 0
X2 5,6 15,1* 53
Missing 5 1,9 9 3.4 6 2,2
N=267

*The difference between second and third time was significant at 0,05 level.
**The difference between second and third time was significant at 0,01 level.
4.5.7 The Changes Based on Respondents’ Income Level

Findings regarding the changing of the types of products purchased online in
accordance with the participants’ levels of income are given in Table 18. The
percentages of each level of income in general, which are already showed in Table
7, are given for a better evaluation.

According to the findings regarding clothing and accessories products, these
products were mostly purchased by the participants from 6000 — 9999 income
group in all three time periods (22,5%, 17,1% and 16,5%). The participants from
2826 — 5999 group, and then the participants from 15000 or higher group, and
then the participants from 10000 — 14999 group, and then the participants from
2825 or lower group followed them. This dispersion is exactly coherent with the
general dispersion of the participants in accordance with their levels of income.
The purchase rates of these products for all income levels deceased continuously
during the three time periods. Chi-Square test results do not show any significant
relationship among the income groups and between the time periods.

When it comes to the electronics and computer products, the participants from
6000 — 9999 income group performed most of the purchases. However, the

purchase rates of the participants from 15000 or higher group are very close to
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theirs, even greater in the third time period. Both of these groups’ purchase rates
declined in time (from 13,0% to 8,4%, and from 12,6% to 8,8% respectively). The
purchase rates of the participants from 2826 — 5999 group declined, as well (from
6,9% to 5,0%). On the other hand, the purchase rates of the participants from 2825
or lower group increased from 4,6% to 5,7%. The purchase rates of the
participants from 10000 — 14999 group declined from 6,1% to 2,7%, but slightly
increased again to 3,8%. Chi-Square test results shows that in all the three time
periods there are significant differences among income groups (X*=13,8, p<0,01,
X?=9.,9, p<0,05 and X*=9,5, p<0,05). However, there is not a significant
relationship between income groups and the second and third time period (X*=2,0,
p>0,05).

Regarding cosmetic products the findings show that each income group drew a
different pattern. While a continuous decline is seen in purchases of these types of
products in total, a clear decline is seen in only the purchases of participants’ from
2826 — 5999 income group (from 7,6% to 4,7% and to 2,7%). The participants
from 2825 or lower income group increased their purchases from 2,3% to 3,1%,
but decreased slightly to 2,7%. Similarly, the participants from 10000 - 14999
income group increased their purchases from 3,4% to 3,9%, but decreased again
to 2,7%. On the other hand, the participants from 6000 - 9999 income group
decreased their purchases from 11,1% to 10,5%, but increased slightly to 10,7%.
Similarly, the participants from 15000 or higher income group decreased their
purchases from 5,0% to 4,7%, but increased to 5,4%. Chi-Square test results
shows that only in the third time period there is a significant difference among
income groups (X’=11,8, p<0,05). However, there is not a significant relationship

between income groups and the second and third time period (X?=3,3, p>0,05).
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The findings about supermarket and food products show that although the
participants from 6000 — 9999 have the highest number among other income
groups, 2826 — 5999 income group performed the most frequent purchases
excluding in the third time period (9,5%, 9,7% and 15,3%). The dispersion of
other groups in terms of the purchase rates of this types of products is coherent
with the general dispersion of income groups in participants. Additionally, a
regular increase is seen in each income groups’ purchases in time. Chi-Square test
results shows that only in the second time period there is a significant difference
among income groups (X’=22,6, p<0,01). However, there is not a significant
relationship between income groups and the second and third time period (X*=8,7,
p>0,05).

According to the findings about furniture and decoration products, the most
frequent purchases were performed by the participants from 6000 — 9999 income
group (4,2%, 4,3% and 3,8%). While a continuous decline is seen in purchases of
these types of products in total, a clear decline is seen in only the purchases of
participants’ from 2826 — 5999 income group (from 2,7% to 0,8% and to 0,4%).
On the other hand, the participants from 2825 or lower income group decreased
their purchases from 2,3% to 1,9%, but increased again to 2,3%. Similarly, the
participants from 10000 - 14999 income group decreased their purchases from
1,9% to 0,8%, but increased again to 2,3%. Conversely, the participants from
6000 - 9999 income group did not change their purchase rates in the second time
period, but decreased slightly to 3,8% in the third period. Similarly, the
participants from 15000 or higher income group increased their purchases from
3,1% to 5,0%, but decreased to 3,8% in the third time period. Chi-Square test

results shows that only in the second time period there is a significant difference
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among income groups (X*=15,0, p<0,01). However, there is not a significant
relationship between income groups and the second and third time period (X*=5,6,
p>0,05).

The findings about education, books and stationery products show that the
participants from 6000 — 9999 income group performed the most frequent
purchases (13,4%, 13,2% and 7,3%). The dispersion of income groups in terms of
the purchase rates of these types of products is coherent with the general
dispersion of income groups in participants. Additionally, a decrease is seen in
each income groups’ purchases in time. Chi-Square test results do not show any
significant relationship among the income groups and between the time periods.

This is also true for the purchase rates of the products of travel and
accommodation. While the sharpest decline is seen in the 6000 — 9999 income
group, the slightest decline is seen in 15000 or higher income group. Chi-Square
test results do not show any significant relationship among the income groups and
between the time periods.

The findings regarding constructional materials pictured a different pattern
which is not clear. The participants from 2825 or lower income group increased
their purchases from 0,4% to 1,2%, but decreased again to 0,4%. Similarly, the
participants from 10000 - 14999 income group increased their purchases from
0,4% to 1,2%, but decreased again to 0,0%. On the other hand, the participants
from 6000 - 9999 income group did increased their purchase rates regularly from
0,8% to 1,6% and to 2,3%. Conversely, the participants from 2826 — 5999 income
group decreased their purchase rates regularly from 1,5% to 0,8% and to 0,4. The

participants from 15000 or higher income group did not change their purchase
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rates during the three time periods (0,8%). Chi-Square test results do not show any
significant relationship among the income groups and between the time periods.

The findings about health products show that the dispersion of income groups
in terms of the purchase rates of these types of products is coherent with the
general dispersion of income groups in participants. Additionally, a regular
increase is seen in each income groups’ purchases in time. This is also true for the
purchase rates of disinfectant and mask products. Chi-Square test results do not
show any significant relationship among the income groups and between the time
periods.

When it comes to baby products, it seems that the dispersion of income groups
in terms of the purchase rates of these types of products is not coherent with the
general dispersion of income groups in participants. On the other hand each
income group purchase rates declined from the first time period to the third time
period. Chi-Square test results do not show any significant relationship among the
income groups and between the time periods.

According to the findings about hobby related products, the most frequent
purchases were performed by the participants from 6000 — 9999 income group in
total (5,3%, 5,0% and 6,5%). However, purchase rates of the participants from
15000 or higher income group are close to theirs. While a continuous decline is
seen in purchases of these types of products in total, a clear decline is seen in only
the purchases of the participants from 2825 or lower income group and the
participants’ from 2826 — 5999 income group (from 3,8% to 1,9% and to 0,8%,
and from 5,0% to 2,7% respectively). Other income groups’ purchase rates drew
different patterns. The participants from 6000 - 9999 income group decreased

their purchases from 5,3% to 5,0% in the second time period, but increased to
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6,5% in the third time period. The participants from 10000 - 14999 income group
stayed still in the second time period, but increased their purchase rates to 3,8% in
the time period. The participants from 15000 or higher income group increased
their purchases from 4,6% to 7,0%, but decreased to 3,8% in the third time period.
Chi-Square test results shows that only in the second time period there is a
significant difference among income groups (X*=12,0, p<0,05). However, there is
not a significant relationship between income groups and the second and third
time period (X>=4,1, p>0,05).

Finally, the findings about Sports equipment show that the dispersion of
income groups in terms of the purchase rates of these types of products is coherent
with the general dispersion of income groups in participants. On the other hand,
each income group purchase rates declined from the first time period to the third
time period, excluding the purchases of the participants from 10000 — 14999
income group whose purchase rates regularly increased from 0,4% to 0,8% and to
1,1% during the three time periods. Chi-Square test results do not show any

significant relationship among the income groups.



Table 18

The Changes Based on Respondents’ Level of Income

Between 31%
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Before
of December After 11t
315t of
Product Types Purchased 2019 and of March X2
December
Online and the Income Groups 11" of 2020
2019
March 2020
n % n % n %
Clothing and accessories 198 74,2 139 52,1 126 472
2825TL or lower
20 10,3 17 6,6 16 6,1
(13,1%)
2826 — 5999TL
45 17,2 34 13,2 25 9,6
(21,3%)
6000 —9999TL 59 22,5 44 17,1 43 16,5
(30,0%)
10000 — 14999TL 27 10,3 20 7,8 21 8,0
(15,4%)
15000TL or higher 40 15,3 24 9,3 21 8,0
(19,5%)
X2 2.4 1,7 3,0
Electronics and computers 113 423 86 32,2 83 31,1
2825TL or lower
12 4,6 14 5.4 15 5,7

(13,1%)

2,1

2,0



2826 — 5999TL
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18 6,9 16 6,2 13 5,0
(21,3%)
6000 — 9999TL 34 13,0 26 10,1 22 8,4
(30,0%)
10000 — 14999TL 16 6,1 7 2,7 10 3,8
(15,4%)
15000TL or higher 33 12,6 23 8,9 23 8,8
(19,5%)
X2 13,8%* 9,9% 9,5%
Cosmetics 77 28,8 69 25,8 63 23,6
2825TL or lower
6 23 8 3,1 7 2,7
(13,1%)
2826 — 5999TL
20 7,6 12 4,7 7 2,7
(21,3%)
6000 — 9999TL 29 11,1 27 10,5 28 10,7
(30,0%)
10000 — 14999TL 9 3,4 10 3,9 7 2,7
(15,4%)
15000TL or higher 13 5,0 12 4,7 14 5,4
(19,5%)
X2 6,3 3,5 11,8%*
Super Market and Food 84 31,5 131 49,1 170 63,7
2825TL or lower
10 3,8 19 7,4 23 8,8

(13,1%)

3.3

8,7
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2826 — 5999TL

25 9,5 41 159 40 153
(21,3%)
6000 — 9999TL 20 7,6 25 9,7 50 19,2
(30,0%)
10000 — 14999TL 14 5,3 19 7,4 23 8,8
(15,4%)
15000TL or higher 15 5,7 27 10,5 34 13,0
(19,5%)
X2 5,9 22,6%* 2,5
Furniture and Decoration 37 13,9 33 12,4 33 12,6
2825TL or lower
6 23 5 1,9 6 23
(13,1%)
2826 — 5999TL
7 2,7 2 0,8 1 0,4
(21,3%)
6000 — 9999TL 11 4,2 11 4,3 10 3.8
(30,0%)
10000 — 14999TL 5 1,9 2 0,8 6 23
(15,4%)
15000TL or higher 8 3,1 13 5,0 10 3,8
(19,5%)
X2 0,7 15,0%* 9,0
Education, Books and Stationery 121 45,3 107 40,1 81 30,3
2825TL or lower
13 5,0 15 5,8 10 3,8

(13,1%)



2826 — 5999TL
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21 8,0 16 6,2 16 6,1
(21,3%)
6000 — 9999TL 35 13,4 34 13,2 19 7,3
(30,0%)
10000 — 14999TL 24 9,2 19 7,4 16 6,1
(15,4%)
15000TL or higher 28 10,7 23 8,9 20 7,7
(19,5%)
X2 7,7 5.8 4,7
Constructional Materials 10 3,7 14 5,2 10 3,7
2825TL or lower
1 0,4 3 1,2 1 0,4
(13,1%)
2826 — 5999TL
4 1,5 2 0,8 1 0,4
(21,3%)
6000 — 9999TL 2 0,8 4 1,6 6 2,3
(30,0%)
10000 — 14999TL 1 0,4 3 1,2 0 0
(15,4%)
15000TL or higher 2 0,8 2 0,8 2 0,8
(19,5%)
X2 2,2 1,8 5,5
Travel and accommodation 82 30,7 25 9.4 13 4.9
2825TL or lower
8 3,1 3 1,2 1 0,4

(13,1%)

7,9

8,6



2826 — 5999TL
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21 8,0 2 0,8 2 0,8
(21,3%)
6000 — 9999TL 26 9,9 11 4,3 2 0,8
(30,0%)
10000 — 14999TL 15 5,7 3 1,2 2 0,8
(15,4%)
15000TL or higher 12 4,6 6 2,3 6 2,3
(19,5%)
X2 4,0 4,7 6,5
Health 19 7,1 53 19,9 84 315
2825TL or lower
4 1,5 9 3,5 11 4,2
(13,1%)
2826 — 5999TL
5 1,9 13 5,0 17 6,5
(21,3%)
6000 — 9999TL 4 1,5 13 5,0 29 11,1
(30,0%)
10000 — 14999TL 2 0,8 10 3,9 11 4,2
(15,4%)
15000TL or higher 4 1,5 8 3,1 16 6,1
(19,5%)
X2 2,2 2,9 1,5
Baby products 15 5,6 13 4.9 5 1,9
2825TL or lower
0 0 0 0 0 0

(13,1%)

4,2

0,9



2826 — 5999TL
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2 0,8 2 0,8 1 0,4
(21,3%)
6000 — 9999TL 5 1,9 5 1,9 2 0,8
(30,0%)
10000 — 14999TL 5 1,9 2 0,8 0 0
(15,4%)
15000TL or higher 3 1,1 4 1,6 2 0,8
(19,5%)
X2 6,0 3,4 2,8
Disinfectant and mask 10 3,7 71 26,6 86 32,2
2825TL or lower
3 1,1 12 4,7 12 4,6
(13,1%)
2826 — 5999TL
3 1,1 20 7,8 21 8,0
(21,3%)
6000 — 9999TL 2 0,8 22 8,5 30 11,5
(30,0%)
10000 — 14999TL 0 0 12 4,7 11 4,2
(15,4%)
15000TL or higher 2 0,8 5 1,9 12 4,6
(19,5%)
X2 4,6 10,2* 4.4
Hobbies 57 21,3 51 19,1 46 17,2
2825TL or lower
10 3,8 5 1,9 2 0,8

(13,1%)

3,2

4,1



2826 — 5999TL
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13 5,0 7 2,7 7 2,7
(21,3%)
6000 — 9999TL 14 53 13 5,0 17 6,5
(30,0%)
10000 — 14999TL 8 3,1 8 3,1 10 3,8
(15,4%)
15000TL or higher 12 4,6 18 7,0 10 3,8
(19,5%)
X2 2,2 12,0* 6,8
Sporting goods 40 15,0 31 11,6 25 9,4
2825TL or lower
6 23 8 3,1 1 0,4
(13,1%)
2826 — 5999TL
8 3,1 5 1.9 5 1,9
(21,3%)
6000 — 9999TL 15 5,7 11 43 12 4,6
(30,0%)
10000 — 14999TL 1 0,4 2 0,8 3 1,1
(15,4%)
15000TL or higher 10 3.8 5 1,9 4 1,5
(19,5%)
X2 6,7 7,0 5,3
Missing 5 1,9 9 34 6 2,2
N=267

*The difference between second and third time was significant at 0,05 level.

**The difference between second and third time was significant at 0,01 level.

11,2*
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4.6 The Changes in the Digitally Purchased Product Based on the
Perceived Threat During the Pandemic

Findings regarding the changing of the types of products purchased online
based on the participants’ threat perceptions on pandemic are given in Table 19.

According to the findings regarding clothing and accessories products, most of
the purchases were performed by the participants evaluating the threats of
pandemic high in all three time periods (31,8%, 23,3% and 19,7% respectively).
The participants from very high group, medium group, low group and very low
group followed them in order. This dispersion is coherent with the dispersion of
the participants in accordance with their threat evaluation of pandemic in general.
A decline of purchase rates is seen in each perception group from the first time
period to the third.

The findings about electronic and computer products show that the
participants evaluating the threats of pandemic high were the most frequent buyers
again (31,8%, 23,3% and 19,7% respectively). Additionally, their purchase rates
decline regularly during the three time periods. The purchase rates of the
participants evaluating the threats of pandemic very high (from 12,6% to 8,5%)
declined from the first time period to the third, as well. However, the purchase
rates of the participants from medium and low perception groups increased in time
(from 9,2% to 10,0% and from 1,5% to 2,3% respectively).

When it comes to the cosmetic products, the participants evaluating the threats
of pandemic high were the most frequent buyers again in all three time periods
(11,5%, 11,3% and 9,3% respectively). Including this group of participants, the

participants from other perception groups decreased their purchases from the first
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time period to the third. Only exception is the medium perception group. The
participants from this group kept their purchase rates the same (5,0%).

As expected, the participants evaluating the threats of pandemic high were the
most frequent buyers of supermarket and food products in all three time periods
(14,6%, 20,6% and 30,5% respectively). The purchase rates of other perception
groups are coherent with the dispersion of all participants in accordance with their
threat perception of pandemic in general. Additionally, a regular increase of
purchase rates is seen in each perception group excluding the very low perception
group.

The findings regarding furniture and decoration products pictured a different
pattern. Most of the purchases were done by the participants evaluating the threats
of pandemic high in the fist and the second time period, but they switched the first
place with the participants from very high perception group in the third time
period. Moreover, while the purchase rates of the high perception group were
decreasing continuously (8,0%, 6,2% and 4,2%), the purchase rates of very high
perception group increased in time (3,1%, 3,1% and 5,0%). The purchase rates of
the participants from medium perception group increased in time from 2,3% to
3,5% as well. On the other hand, the purchase rates of the participants from low
perception group decreased in time from 0,8% to 0,0%.

According to the findings about education, book and stationery products, the
participants evaluating the threats of pandemic high were the most frequent buyers
in all three time periods (22,2%, 20,2% and 15,4% respectively). The purchase
rates of other perception groups are coherent with the dispersion of all participants

in accordance with their threat perception of pandemic in general. Additionally, a
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decline of purchase rates is seen in each perception group from the first time
period to the third.

Regarding constructional materials the findings indicate a complicated pattern.
Because the purchase numbers of these types of products is low, it is hard to read
the results meaningfully. The participants from very high perception group
decreased their purchases regularly from 1,5% to 1,2% and to 0,8% in time. The
participants from high perception group increased their purchases from 1,5% to
2,7%, but decreased again to 1,5%. The participants from medium and very low
perception groups increased their purchases from 0,4% to 0,8% and from 0,0% to
0,4% respectively in the second time period, and stayed still in third time period.
The participants from low perception group kept their purchases still.

When it comes to the findings about travel and accommodation products, the
purchase rates of perception groups are coherent with the dispersion of all
participants in accordance with their threat perception of pandemic in general.
Additionally, a regular decline of purchase rates is seen in each perception group
from the first time period to the third, excluding in the very low perception group,
from which the participants did not purchase any.

Regarding health products, the findings indicate interesting results. Unlike the
general dispersion of the participants in terms of threat perception of the
pandemic, the purchase rates of the participants from very high perception group
(3,1%, 8,2% and 13,1% respectively) are greater than the purchase rates of the
participants from high perception group (1,9%, 7,0% and 13,9% respectively) in
general. A clear increase of purchase rates is seen in each perception group
excluding the very low perception group. On the other hand, the increase ratios of

high and very high perception groups are greater than the other groups’.
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The findings regarding the products of disinfectant and mask are very similar
to the findings regarding to health products. The purchase rates of the participants
from very high perception group (1,1%, 10,1% and 13,5% respectively) are very
close to the purchase rates of the participants from high perception group (1,9%,
12,1% and 14,3% respectively) in general. A clear increase of purchase rates is
seen in each perception group excluding the very low perception group.

According to the findings about baby products, the purchase rates of all
perception groups are coherent with the dispersion of all participants in
accordance with their threat perceptions of pandemic in general. Additionally, a
general decrease of purchase rates is seen in each perception group excluding the
low and the very low perception groups. The participants from the low perception
group increased their purchase rates from 0,0% to 0,4% and stayed still. The
participants from the low perception group did not purchase in any time period.

According to the findings about hobby related products, the participants
evaluating the threats of pandemic high were the most frequent buyers in all three
time periods (9,2%, 9,7,2% and 8,5% respectively). Although there is a slight
increase in their purchases in the second time period, the purchase rates decreased
in the third time under the rates of first time period. Similarly, declines are seen in
the medium and low perception groups. However, the purchase rates of very low
perception group increased from 0,0% to 0,8% in time. The purchase rates of very
high perception group decreased from 6,5% to 3,4% in second time period, but
increased to 5,4% in the third time period.

When it comes to Sports equipment finally, the findings show that the
participants evaluating the threats of pandemic high were the most frequent buyers

in all three time periods (8,0%, 6,6% and 5,0% respectively). The purchase rates
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of other perception groups are coherent with the dispersion of all participants in
accordance with their threat perception of pandemic in general. Additionally, a
general decline of purchase rates is seen in each perception group from the first

time period to the third.



Table 19
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The Changes in the Digitally Purchased Products Based on the Perceived Threat

During the Pandemic

Between 31° of

Before 31% of December 2019  After 11" of
Product Types Purchased Online
December 2019  and 11" of March 2020
and the Levels of Educations
March 2020
n % n % n %
Clothing and accessories 198 74,2 139 52,1 126 47,2
Very high (28,1%) 57 21,8 34 13,2 35 13,5
High (43,1%) 83 31,8 60 233 51 19,7
Moderate (21,0%) 46 17,6 34 13,2 33 12,7
Low (5,2%) 9 3,4 10 3,9 5 1,9
Very low (1,1%) 2 0,8 0 0 1 0,4
Electronics and computers 113 423 86 32,2 83 31,1
Very high (28,1%) 33 12,6 20 7,8 22 8,5
High (43,1%) 52 19,9 34 13,2 28 10,8
Moderate (21,0%) 24 9,2 27 10,5 26 10,0
Low (5,2%) 4 1,5 5 1,9 6 2,3
Very low (1,1%) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cosmetics 77 28.8 69 25,8 63 23,6
Very high (28,1%) 28 10,7 21 8,2 22 8,5
High (43,1%) 30 11,5 29 11,3 24 9,3
Moderate (21,0%) 13 5,0 14 5,4 13 5,0
Low (5,2%) 4 1,5 3 1,2 3 1,2
Very low (1,1%) 2 0,8 2 0,8 1 0,4
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Super Market and Food 84 31,5 131 49,1 170 63,7
Very high (28,1%) 26 10,0 44 17,1 58 22,4
High (43,1%) 38 14,6 53 20,6 79 30,5
Moderate (21,0%) 14 5,4 26 10,1 26 10,0
Low (5,2%) 5 1,9 6 2,3 7 2,7
Very low (1,1%) 0 0 1 0,4 0 0

Furniture and Decoration 37 13,9 33 12,4 33 12,6
Very high (28,1%) 8 3,1 8 3,1 13 5,0
High (43,1%) 21 8,0 16 6,2 11 4,2
Moderate (21,0%) 6 2,3 9 3,5 9 3,5
Low (5,2%) 2 0,8 0 0 0 0
Very low (1,1%) 0 0 0 0 0 0

Education, Books and Stationery 121 453 107 40,1 81 30,3
Very high (28,1%) 36 13,8 27 10,5 25 9,7
High (43,1%) 58 22,2 52 20,2 40 15,4
Moderate (21,0%) 19 7,3 19 7,4 12 4.6
Low (5,2%) 6 2,3 7 2,7 3 1,2
Very low (1,1%) 1 0,4 1 0,4 0 0

Constructional Materials 10 3,7 14 5,2 10 3,7
Very high (28,1%) 4 1,5 3 1,2 2 0,8
High (43,1%) 4 1,5 7 2,7 4 1,5
Moderate (21,0%) 1 0,4 2 0,8 2 0,8
Low (5,2%) 1 0,4 1 0,4 1 0,4
Very low (1,1%) 0 0 1 0,4 1 0,4

Travel and accommodation 82 30,7 25 9.4 13 49
Very high (28,1%) 26 10,0 6 2,3 4 1,5
High (43,1%) 39 14,9 13 5,1 5 1,9
Moderate (21,0%) 15 5,7 5 1,9 3 1,2
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Low (5,2%) 2 0,8 1 0,4 1 0,4
Very low (1,1%) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Health 19 7,1 53 19,9 84 31,5
Very high (28,1%) 8 3,1 21 8,2 34 13,1
High (43,1%) 5 1,9 18 7,0 36 13,9
Moderate (21,0%) 3 1,1 9 3,5 9 3,5
Low (5,2%) 2 0,8 3 1,2 4 1,5
Very low (1,1%) 1 0,4 2 0,8 1 0,4
Baby products 15 5,6 13 49 5 1,9
Very high (28,1%) 5 1,9 5 1,9 1 0,4
High (43,1%) 7 2,7 3 1,2 1 0,4
Moderate (21,0%) 3 1,1 4 1,6 2 0,8
Low (5,2%) 0 0 1 0,4 1 0,4
Very low (1,1%) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Disinfectant and mask 10 3,7 71 26,6 86 32,2
Very high (28,1%) 3 1,1 26 10,1 35 13,5
High (43,1%) 5 1,9 31 12,1 37 14,3
Moderate (21,0%) 2 0,8 11 43 10 39
Low (5,2%) 0 0 0 0 2 0,8
Very low (1,1%) 0 0 2 0,8 1 0,4
Hobbies 57 21,3 51 19,1 46 17,2
Very high (28,1%) 17 6,5 10 3,9 14 5,4
High (43,1%) 24 9,2 25 9,7 22 8,5
Moderate (21,0%) 14 5.4 13 5,1 7 2,7
Low (5,2%) 2 0,8 1 0,4 1 0,4
Very low (1,1%) 0 0 2 0,8 2 0,8
Sports equipment 40 15,0 31 11,6 25 9,4
Very high (28,1%) 10 3,8 6 2,3 5 1,9
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High (43,1%) 21 8,0 17 6,6 13 5,0
Moderate (21,0%) 8 3,1 7 2,7 7 2,7
Low (5,2%) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Very low (1,1%) 1 0,4 0 0 0 0
Missing 6 2,2 10 3,7 8 3,0
N=267

4.7 The Indirect Factor Affecting the Online Consumer Behavior

Using the questionnaire the participants were asked what they had experienced
in their life because of the pandemic after 11" of March. The findings about the
actions taken by the participants against pandemic are given in 7able 20.
According to the findings the three most frequently taken actions against the
pandemic are those: staying home except for jobs and needs (72,3%), refraining
from getting inside physical stores (39,3%), and benefiting from staying home
(37,1%). On the other hand, the three least frequently taken actions against the
pandemic are those: fearing of inability of purchasing what is needed (4,5%), not
knowing what to do (5,2%), and decreasing spending because of the risk of losing
jobs (6,4%).

Table 20

Actions Taken After March 11" 2020

Actions n %

I stay home except for my job and needs. 193 72,3
I refrain from getting inside physical stores 105 39,3
I benefit from staying home. 99 37,1
Going outside causes fear and anxiety on me. 69 25,8

I feel as if I am caged 69 25,8
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I am working on new routines for my security. 65 243
I have decreased my spending because of the risk

17 6,4
of losing my job
I do not know what to do. 14 5,2
I am afraid of inability of purchasing what I need 12 4,5
Missing 4 1,5
N=267

4.8 The Reasons to Choose Digital Channels to Shop After March 11"

2020

The findings about why participants shopped online after 11" of March are

presented in Table 21. According to the findings, the first reason for shopping

online is refraining from going to stores physically (69,7%). The second reason is

availability of purchasing the same products online for less amount of money

(43,8%). The third reason is availability of finding whatever is needed on the

same platform (39,3%). The third reason is that online shopping is faster than

traditional shopping (37,1%). The final reason for preferring online shopping is

that online stores do not have a stock problem (22,8%).

Table 21

The Reasons to Choose Digital Channels to Shop After March 11" 2020

Reasons n %
I do not want to go to stores physically 186 69,7
I can purchase the same products online for

117 43,8

less amount of money



I can find whatever I need on the same
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105 39,3
platform
Online shopping is faster than traditional

99 37,1
shopping
Online stores do not have a stock problem 61 22,8
Missing 3 1,1

N=267

4.9 The Online Shopping Channels Preferred by the Respondents

The findings about the channels preferred by the participants for shopping

online are shown in Table 22. According to the findings, the participants

mostly preferred shopping online through online marketplace such as

hepsiburada.com, trendyol.com, and nl1.com (67,4%). The participants’

second choice was products’ or brands’ own websites (22,1%). The

participants’ third choice was online shopping by telephones (5,6%). The final

choice of the participants for online shopping was through social media

platforms (2,2%).
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Table 22

The Online Shopping Channels Preferred by the Respondents

Digital Channels n %

Marketplaces such as Hepsiburada,

180 67,4
Trendyol etc.
Brands’ Websites 59 22,1
By telephone 15 5,6
Social media platforms 6 2,2
Missing 7 2,6
N=267

4.10 The Most Preferred Marketplaces After March’20

As mentioned above, the most frequently preferred online shopping channel
was online marketplaces. Findings regarding the preferences of the participants
among these marketplaces are given in Table 23 in order. According to the
findings, the most frequently preferred online marketplace is trendyol.com
(58,1%). Hepsiburada.com (29,2%), amazon.com (5,2%), nl1.com (4,1%), and
gittigidiyor.com (2,2%) followed it.
Table 23

The Most Preferred Marketplaces After March 11" 2020

Online Markets n %
Trendyol 155 58,1
Hepsiburada 78 29,2
Amazon Turkey 14 5,2

N1l 11 4,1
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Gittigidiyor 3 1,1
Missing 6 2,2
N=267

4.11 The Intention to Continue Online Shopping in the Post-Pandemic
Future
Finally, the findings about the participants’ intention to continue online
shopping in the post-pandemic future are given in Table 24. According to the
table, a great majority of the participants (70,4%) agreed with the idea on
continuing online shopping after the pandemic. 17,6% of the participants are
neutral about the idea. However, 10,9% of the participants disagreed with the idea

on continuing online shopping after the pandemic.

Table 24

The Intention to Continue Online Shopping in the Post-Pandemic Future

Level of Agreement n %
Strongly agree 77 28,8
Agree 111 41,6
Neutral 47 17,6
Disagree 20 7,5
Strongly disagree 9 3,4
Missing 3 1,1

N=267
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5. CONCLUSION AND DIRECTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

5.1 Discussion

Understanding the online consumer behavior is crucially important for both
researchers and the businesses’ decision makers. As it is stated in the previous
chapters, e-commerce has been growing rapidly since its beginning, yet it grew
more rapidly than ever since the beginning of the coronavirus pandemic.

Literature shows that during the pandemic, the global reaction in terms of
online shopping has been pretty much the same. Due to the lockdowns and
curfews, the tendency to shop online rose. Also other studies state that for a short
period of time “stockpiling” behavior was observed in the very beginning.

When the changes in the product groups purchased through online channels
are analyzed, the literature states that the health, food, hygiene products are at the
top of the list. Also, the electronics & technology products, sports equipment and
some particular hobby products such as cooking etc. have been sold more than
ever. People spent more time at home, so this fact tripled the bread making
machine sales in the beginning. Unfortunately, there is not enough literature
focusing on the demographics of this particular period. However, the relevant
studies state that female shoppers were most likely to be affected in emotional
aspects of the pandemic than the men yet the men’s shopping behavior shifted
more. Since this study’s main goal is to understand the Turkish consumers’ online
shopping behavior in the early days of the pandemic, fair amount of literature was
studied in order to do so. The literature shows that the economics conditions and
uncertainty affected the general consumer behavior. Generally, people preferred
keeping the money instead of spending. The time period selected for this study is

the dates between 315 December 2019- 11" March 2020 and the period after
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March 11% 2020. The data obtained from Hepsiburada shows that, for the first
period, there was not a dramatic change in terms of products’ sales numbers. The
data representing the 2"¢ period shows that hygiene, canned and long-lasting food,
personal care and cleaning products were mostly preferred and also there was
increase in the categories console games, hobby products, decoration, etc.

However, when the results and findings are examined, there are some
similarities naturally, yet there are also differences. Generally, the respondents
answers show that the decreasing categories are: clothing & accessories,
electronics & technology, education-book-stationary, travel & accommodation,
hobby, constructional and sports; the increasing categories: grocery and
supermarket goods, health, hygiene, masks, disinfectant. Interestingly, cosmetics
and furniture are the categories with the stable percentages throughout the whole
period. The demographic results prove that the whole categories’ tendency is
pretty much the same, obviously there are some exceptions which be seen from
the results and findings chapter.

Apart from the demographics, this period has been quite emotional for all
people. Fear and anxiety were among the top feelings. The questions asked to
understand the emotional aspect show that people felt anxious to go out, to go to
the physical stores. Also some people preferred online due to the conveniency and
inexpensiveness of marketplaces. Trendyol is the leading marketplace in Turkey,
both the literature and survey prove.

Even there are slight differences, it is safe to state that the online shopping is
at its peak currently and studies prove that, this change is to be a permanent.
Consumers are more likely to adapt to e-commerce because of the conditions of

today’s world.
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5.2 Conclusion

Even if its beginning dates back to earlier times, e-commerce, which gained
momentum and grew with the presence of players such as Amazon, eBay, since
the mid-90s, experienced the fastest growth in its history thanks to the unfortunate
event, coronavirus pandemic. Despite the fact that the global usage of the internet
has risen as a result of technologic developments, and therefore the volume of e-
commerce has increased day by day, the majority in the societies were not “online
shoppers”.

Products purchased through online channels, the demographics of “online
shoppers”, etc. actually all of them were some stereotypes, as studies have shown
over the years. The same stereotyping was also valid for consumers in Turkey.

However, the coronavirus pandemic, which began in China at the end of 2019
and shook the world in every sense, there have been significant and permanent
changes both in traditional and online consumer behavior.

In this context, these developments and changes in e-commerce, which can
also be defined as “panic buying”, before and during the one-month period of the
pandemic were analyzed and examined in this research.

When the research results are examined, it is seen that the basic priorities of
the consumers have changed in terms of product categories. In the research, which
is divided on different time periods, as the threat level increases, the products that
consumers purchase through online channels also comply with the general
consumption trend during the pandemic.

Once the demographic variables in the research are examined, the findings
reveal that demographic factors are not that effective comparing to the pre-

pandemic period.
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It is an undeniable fact that the pandemic has caused several changes in our
lives. Beyond the research, some of these changes, which every individual who
has gone through this process as a consumer are aware of, are permanent but some
are temporary. What is important for researchers is to understand the factors and
reasons behind these changes and to be able to predict which change is permanent.
Thus, in this process, we can understand habits that are beneficial for individuals
and the world from a consumers and brand perspective.

5.3 Suggestions for Future Research

This descriptive research enables researchers and business to understand the
changes in the beginning of the pandemic, particularly in Turkey. For further
research, the factors and variables should be analyzed in a more detailed
approach. Also the following periods should be analyzed depending on the results
of this research.

Apart from the panic buying, the same respondents’ online consumption habits
should be studied as a future research.

This study, as mentioned above, analyzed the relevant period in a descriptive
research method. The same subject should be also analyzed in a quantitively in

future studies.
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APPENDIX A — SURVEY FORM IN ENGLISH
This survey was prepared in order to measure the changes in your online shopping
habits as of 31 December 2019, when the Covid-19 virus began to affect the world,
and 11 March 2020, when the first cases and deaths were seen in our country. Your
answers will be used for academic purposes only. In order to use it in the research,
first demographic questions, and in the following sections, questions about your pre-
pandemic and pandemic-period online shopping habits will appear.
1. Age?
() 18-24
() 25-34
() 35-44
() 45-54
() 55-64
() 65 and above
2. Gender?
() Female
() Male
() Other

() Prefer not to say
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3. Marital Status?
() Married/with Child
() Married/ No Children
() Single/Living Alone
() Single/Living with Family
() Divorced/with Child
() Divorced/No Children
() Domestic Partnership
4. Do you have a child/children?
() Yes
() No
5. If the answer to the previous question is yes, how many children do you have?
01
02
03
()4 and more
6. Education level?
() Primary School
() Secondary School
() High School
() Associate’s Degree
() Bachelor’s Degree
() Master’s Degree

() Doctoral Degree



7.

8.

9.

10. Which products would you buy more online before the pandemic? (Please

Occupation?

() Self-Employment
() Public Sector

() Private Sector

() Retired

() Student

() Housewife

() Not working
Income Level?

() 0-2823%

() 2826%-5999b

() 6000%-9999%

() 10.0001-14999%
() 15.000b and more

() Prefer not to say

How often did you shop online before the pandemic?

() Often
() Sometimes
() Rarely

() Never

select up to 5 product groups.)
() Clothing and Accessories

() Electronics and Computer

() Cosmetic

174



11.

175

() Market and Food

() Furniture and Decoration

() Education-Book-Stationery

() Constructional Materials

() Travel and Accommodation

() Health products

() Baby products

() Disinfectant-Mask

() Hobby Products

() Sports equipment

When did you hear about the Covid-19 virus? (31 December 2019: China
made informed the world about the pandemic. 11 March 2020: The first case
was announced in Turkey.)

() Before 31 December 2019

() 31 December 2019 - 11 March 2020

() After March 111 | 2020
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12. Between 31 December 2019 - 11 March 2020 (the first 3 months when the

13.

coronavirus was heard globally), how much of a threat did you think the
coronavirus posed to you? (December 31, 2019: China informing the world of
the epidemic. March 11, 2020: First case announced in Turkey)

() Very high

() High school

() Moderate

() Low

() Very low

() No idea

Which product groups did you purchase mainly through online channels
between 31 December 2019-11 March 2020 (the first 3 months when the
coronavirus was heard globally)? (Please select up to 5 product groups.)
() Clothing and Accessories

() Electronics and Computer

() Cosmetic

() Market and Food

() Furniture and Decoration

() Education-Book-Stationery

() Constructional Materials

() Travel and Accommodation

() Health products

() Baby products

() Disinfectant-Mask
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() Hobby Products
() Sports equipment
14. When the first case was announced in Turkey on March 11, 2020, how much
of a threat did the coronavirus pose to you?
() Very high
() High school
() Moderate
() Low
() Very low

() No idea
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15. Which product groups did you buy, mainly through online channels, in the
first month since the first case was announced in Turkey on March 11, 2020?
(Please select up to 5 product groups.)

() Clothing and Accessories
() Electronics and Computer
() Cosmetic

() Market and Food

() Furniture and Decoration
() Education-Book-Stationery
() Constructional Materials

() Travel and Accommodation
() Health products

() Baby products

() Disinfectant-Mask

() Hobby Products

() Sports equipment

16. Which statement(s) best describes the reasons for purchasing these products
through online channels after the first case was announced on March 11,
2020? (Choose all as applicable.)

() Because I don't want to go to physical stores.

() Because I can get it cheaper online.

() Because there is no stock problem in online stores.

() Because I can reach every product I need on a single platform.

() Because the online shopping experience is completed faster than physical

shopping.
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18.

19.
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() Other

Which channel did you use most for your online shopping in the first month
since the first case was announced in Turkey on March 11, 20207

() Website/application of the relevant brand

() Marketplaces (Trendyol, Hepsiburada, etc.)

() Order by phone (Orders made by calling)

() E-mail

() Social media platforms (Facebook shop, instagram shop etc.)

() Other

Which online marketplace did you use the most in the first month in Turkey?
() Trendyol

(O N11

() Hepsiburada

() Amazon Turkey

() Gittigidiyor

() Other

Which one(s) best describes your experiences in the period when the number
of deaths and cases increased rapidly after March 11, 2020? (Choose a
maximum of 3.)

() I stay at home outside of necessities (eg food) or work.

() I take advantage of "stay at home".

() I'm working on new routines to be safe.

() Going out gives me fear and anxiety.

() I avoid going to physical stores.

() I feel like I'm caged.
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() I am afraid of not getting the products I need.
() I reduced my expenses because of the risk of losing my job.
() I do not know what to do.
() Other
20. "I will continue my online shopping in the same way in the post-pandemic
period." Do you agree with the statement?
() Strongly I agree
() I agree
() I neither agree nor disagree
() I do not agree

() I strongly disagree



