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ABSTRACT

E-commerce is a fast-growing economy today. The waves of cross-border e-commerce has also been accelerated resulting in big
opportunities as well as threats to firms. Understanding consumer perception towards cross-border e-commerce is crucial
especially perception trust and risk towards cross-border e-commerce for they need to transact with the system that may lead to
various vulnerabilities. Moreover, the consumer loyalty is also critical for business in the central of highly competitive market
to ensure sustainable profit and stable position. In this study, Trusting Belief and Perceived Risk are major constructs
incorporated with Expectation-disconfirmation Theory to extend the knowledge of e-commerce study by focusing on cross-
border e-commerce amongst the consumers in Thailand. Trusting Belief and Perceived Risk were formed into expectation and
performance construct in accordance to Expectation-disconfirmation Theory to evaluate the pre-to-post purchase perception. The
Structural Equation Model suggests that the post-purchase trust and perceived risk are highly influence to the expectation
disconfirmation of which results in satisfaction and repurchase intention from the e-seller. In term of cross-border e-commerce,
consumer expectation towards risk and trust on e-sellers is vary and not significant. They tend to expose themselves to risk at
first; however, the post-purchase trust and risk are highly influential and shape a firm perception of trust and risk towards the e-
sellers.

Keywords: e-commerce, cross-border e-commerce, trust, perceived risk, repurchase intention, Expectation-disconfirmation
theory.

INTRODUCTION

Electronic commerce, or E-Commerce, is inarguably growing and expanding throughout the world. Market value of E-
Commerce triplicates from about one million US dollars in 2012 to 3 million USD in 2017 globally. Electronic commerce offers
customer various benefit on shopping such as variety of product, fast searching, decreasing asymmetric of product information,
etc. (Amaral, 2017). International electronic trade or cross-border E-Commerce has been enriched thank to technology
advancement and connected world. It is today’s growth rocker in E-Commerce with USD 300 million market size in 2017 and
average growth of 20 percent per year (DHL Express, 2016).

ASEAN, Association of South East Asian Nations, has announced that they will boost digital economy throughout the region
which will benefit cross-border E-Commerce. The ministry of trade and industry of Singapore said that they would support
advanced payment and transaction to help small and medium firms to expand their E-Commerce; however, there are challenges
for less developed counties such as Myanmar, Cambodia, and the Philippines on logistic and internet penetration (Iwamoto,
2018).

In the customer perspective, the E-Commerce benefits their shopping. Consumers across markets are motivated to shop cross-
border for fundamental reasons - product availability, a more attractive offering (including price), and trust. Fashion and
electronics are long-known cross-border top sellers, but consumers now crave more on other product categories such as beauty
and cosmetics, pet care, food and beverage, and sporting goods (DHL Express, 2016). However, cross-border e-commerce has
received relatively less research attention than in domestic e-commerce context (Xiao, Wang, & Liu, 2018) while the business
has been changing very fast. Cross-border E-Commerce in Thailand has been growing in accordance to the region trend. In
Thailand, E-Commerce has been adopted for many years with the linear increasing sales from 2,865 million USD in 2015 to
4,239 million USD in 2017 (Priest, 2017). Studying on Thailand’s population is interesting due to a high growth in both digital
commerce adopters and Thailand is part of South East Asia region which is a fast-growing region in e-commerce market (Priest,
2017).

In this study, we develop research questions on the cross-border e-commerce that need to be answered. Do consumer trust
expectation and risk expectation influence consumer disconfirmation and later trust and risk perception towards cross-border e-
commerce or not? Do disconfirmation of consumer trust and risk expectation, consumer satisfaction, post-purchase trust and risk
perception influence repurchase intention from cross-border e-commerce or not? Does consumer trust affect perceived risk at
the pre-purchase stage as well as post-purchase stage or not? Do consumers expect trust and risk from cross-border e-commerce
sellers and domestic e-commerce sellers differently across the pre-purchase and post-purchase stage or not?

LITERATURE REVIEW
Expectation-Confirmation Theory
The expectation-confirmation theory has been widely adopted and many fields of study, especially marketing field. The theory
extensively studies the post-purchase experience involving customer satisfaction and continuance of using services or repurchase
based on their satisfaction of prior purchase, usage of services, or adoption. The theory proposes that the expectation which is a
pre-purchase stage affects the confirmation or disconfirmation of the belief which can be resulted in actual purchase or adoption
(Oliver, 1980). Satisfaction in the theory refers to the customer overall satisfaction after adoption, purchase, or usage of product



or services. Although ECT has been widely adopted in marketing field; however, many researchers discuss that the theory ignores
viability of the post-experience expectation i.e. the customer changes their perception after period of time after making purchase
from negative to positive or vice versa due to intermediate effect of environment possibly social influence and marketing
campaign (Bhattacherjee, 2001).

Trust

The definition of trust is complicate due to its abstract and complex factor nature. Trust has been addressed in many previous
researches with vast definition and stages (Bonson Ponte, Carvajal-Trujillo, & Escobar-Rodriguez, 2015). Several theories
regarding trust are diverse into many stages of the interaction between trustee and trustor (Stouthuysen, Teunis, Reusen, &
Slabbinck, 2018). Trust has been studied in many fields, yet the diverse conceptualisation of trust is ununified. Trust is of central
importance in this decision (Fisher & Zoe Chu, 2009) reflecting the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of
another party based on positive expectations regarding the other party’s motivation and/or behaviour. In the field of electronic
commerce, trust formulate a belief of the consumer on the seller to the extent of positive belief. Due to the nature of the electronic
commerce, consumers experience uncertainty of the online purchase; therefore, trust plays an important role as a solution to
uncertainty/risk (Kim, Ferrin, & Rao, 2008; Zhu, Neal, Lee, & Chen, 2009).. On McKnight and Chervany’s previous research
in the area of electronic commerce proposes a decomposition and conceptualisation of trust and the antecedents of trust that trust
constructors can be differentiated into two dimensions which are Institutional trust and dispositional trust (Harrison McKnight
& Chervany, 2001). The disposition to trust means the extent to which one displays a consistent tendency to be willing to depend
on others in general across a broad spectrum of situations and persons (McKnight, Choudhury, & Kacmar, 2002) while
institutional trust refers to an individual’s beliefs about the structural safety or favourability of the conditions beyond a given
transaction and beyond specific sets of exchange partners (Harrison McKnight & Chervany, 2001).

Perceived Risk

Risk is one of the most important factors to study in cross-border e-commerce due to its uncertainty in transaction and experience.
Cross-border online shopping is an unfamiliar and uncertain activity for consumers, more so than domestic electronic commerce
(Lesma & Okada). Risk is a situation that that may be resulted in uncertainty or negative consequence (Naovarat, 2015).

Risk may be classified into various type such as Jacoby and Kaplan’s seven type of risk which are financial, performance,
physical, psychological, time, social, and opportunity cost risk (Kim et al., 2008). Likewise, risk can be grouped into System-
dependent uncertainty and Transaction-specific uncertainty according to study from (Rouibah, Lowry, & Hwang, 2016). In the
previous research from Featherman and Pavlou on the consumer risk on an aspect of consumer behaviour, they intensively study
the various aspect of risk and classify them into 7 facets of risk which are performance risk, financial risk, time risk, psychological
risk, social risk, privacy risk, and overall risk (Featherman & Pavlou, 2003).

Trust-Risk Interaction and EDT Model

Pavlou’s study on Trust and Risk interaction towards Intention suggest that Trust affects Risk (P. A. Pavlou, 2003) based on
TAM (Technology Acceptance Model) in accordance to the study by Kim et. al. which conduct longitudinal study based on EDT
suggests the same effect direction (Kim, Ferrin, & Rao, 2009) as well as the work done by Zhu et. al. in later year (Zhu et al.,
2009). Trust and Risk are not very influential to customer intention to repurchase or continuance intention (N. Lankton,
McKnight, & Thatcher, 2014) even though the previous study shows strong relationship of Trust to intention to use in TAM
model (Gefen, Karahanna, & Straub, 2003; Pappas, 2016; Rouibah et al., 2016). This conflict of relationship is due to strong and
dominant effect of customer satisfaction (Mou, Shin, & Cohen, 2015) in the Expectation Disconfirmation Theory while TAM
does not incorporating Satisfaction into the Theory. This research incorporates the trust and perceived risk in to EDT model
together where trust have positive effect on disconfirmation while perceived risk influence disconfirmation negatively.

METHODOLOGY

Population and Sample

Based on Statista, 12.1 million Thailand’s online shopper is estimated in 2017 and the number of digital shoppers is estimated
to 13.9 million in 2021; however, no evidence from any sources that classify number cross-border shoppers is addressed;
therefore, the population for our study is unknown within the 12.1 million users. Sample size for analysis is calculated based on
Cohen’s guideline for power analysis (Cohen, 1988) resulting in 416 minimum sample size for the inference (u = 6, /2 = 0.05,
Power Test (= 0.95, Significant Level () = 0.05). In this study, the paired t-test (Confidence Interval = 0.95, Significant Level
(@) <0.05) is used as well in order to test whether there is any difference between pre and post purchase trust and risk as well as
pre and post purchase trust and risk towards domestic e-commerce and cross-border e-commerce. The data are collected via
online form and Facebook.

Data Analysis

This study conducts a confirmatory factor analysis and Structural Equation Model to confirm the previous theory and quantify
the relationships between latent variables. There are several tests that are conducted and addressed in this study to ensure non-
violation assumptions which are normality test (result from CFA), construct validity analysis, and reliability analysis. The
conceptual framework was developed for ease of understanding the relationship paths (refer to Figure 1) and research hypotheses
are formulated as shown on Table I.



Table 1 Research Hypothesis

No. Hypothesis

H1 Trusting Expectation from cross-border e-commerce has negative effect on Perceived Risk Expectation from cross-
border e-commerce.

H2 Trusting Expectation from cross-border e-commerce has positive effect on Expectation Disconfirmation from cross-
border e-commerce.

H3 Perceived Risk Expectation from cross-border e-commerce has negative effect on Expectation Confirmation from
cross-border e-commerce.

H4 Trusting Performance from cross-border e-commerce has positive effect on Expectation Confirmation from cross-
border e-commerce.

H5 Perceived Risk Performance from cross-border e-commerce has negative effect on Expectation Confirmation from
cross-border e-commerce.

H6 Trusting Expectation has positive effect on Trusting Performance.

H7 Perceived Risk Expectation has negative effect on Perceived Risk Performance.

HS8 Trusting Performance has negative effect on Perceived Risk Performance

H9 Expectation Disconfirmation has positive effect on Satisfaction.

H10 | Satisfaction has positive effect on Repurchase Intention.

H11 Trusting Expectation from cross-border e-commerce is less than domestic e-commerce on average.

H12 | Perceived Risk Expectation from cross-border e-commerce is higher than domestic e-commerce on average.

H13 | Trusting Performance from cross-border e-commerce is less than domestic e-commerce on average.

H14 | Perceived Risk Performance from cross-border e-commerce is higher than domestic e-commerce on average.

H15 | Trusting Performance (post-purchase) is increased from Trusting Expectation (pre-purchase).

PAIRED T-TEST FOR DIFFERENCE PERCEPTION OF TRUST AND RISK
In term of different perception of pre-to-post purchase trust, the paired t-test shows that the consumer expects that domestic e-
sellers would be more trustworthy than cross-border e-sellers, and their belief is confirmed as showed in the post-purchase
trusting belief which is still lower than domestic e-commerce. Regarding the difference perception of pre-to-post purchase
perceived risk, the paired t-test shows that the consumer expects that cross-border e-commerce would be less risky than domestic
e-commerce. Interestingly, the consumer perceived that purchasing from cross-border e-commerce may be risker than expected
but the risk in not different to purchasing via domestic e-commerce as shown on Table II.

Table 2 Paired T-test Result

No. Hypothesis Result

H11 | Trusting Expectation from cross-border e-commerce is less than domestic e-commerce on Supported
average.

H12 | Perceived Risk Expectation from cross-border e-commerce is higher than domestic e- Not Supported
commerce on average.

H13 | Trusting Performance from cross-border e-commerce is less than domestic e-commerce on Supported
average.

H14 | Perceived Risk Performance from cross-border e-commerce is higher than domestic e- Not Supported
commerce on average.

H15 | Trusting Performance (post-purchase) is increased from Trusting Expectation (pre-purchase). | Not Supported

H16 | Perceived Risk Performance (post-purchase) is decreased from Perceived Risk Expectation Not Supported
(pre-purchase).

STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODEL
Structural Equation Model and Confirmatory Factor Analysis are used with Maximum Likelihood Estimator to confirm the
theory. This research has developed the hypothesis incorporating trust and risk into EDT. The visual path diagram with the SEM
result is shown on Figure 1.
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Approximation (RMSEA) = 0.037; Normed Fit Index (NFI) = 0.901; Non-normed Fit Index (TLI) = 0.955; Comparative Fit
Index (CFI) = 0.960; e = residuals

Figure 1: Path standardized coefficient from SEM.

Trusting belief is proposed into Trusting Expectation and Trusting Performance; while, perceived risk is proposed into Perceived
Risk Expectation and Perceived Risk Performance. The relationship of each construct is shown on Table 2. There are numbers
of goodness of fit index for model evaluation; however, a combination of fit index is also suggested in determining the goodness
of fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999) which are combinations of NNFI (TLI) with SRMR, RMSEA in with SRMR, and CFI with SRMR
together. The CFA estimates are all significant between measurement items and their construct.

Reliability and validity test are also conducted suggesting that the measurement model is valid and reliable (Cronbach’s o > 0.7,
Construct Validity > 0.4, Average Variance Extract > 0.6, Correlation Coefficients between -0.85 and 0.85). The summary of
validity and reliability analysis result are shown on Table II1.

Table 3: Measurement Model Validity and Reliability

Test Result

Validity

Convergence Validity All items in a measurement model are statistically significant.
(Refer to Table B.1) Other than that, the value of AVE for all
construct is greater than 0.50. The Convergent Validity was
achieved the required level. (Refer to Table 4.3)

Construct Validity The construct validity was achieved the required level. (Refer to
Table 4.3)

Discriminant Validity The correlation between all constructs are not lower than -0.85 or
higher than 0.85. (Refer to Table 4.4)

Reliability

Internal Reliability The value of Cronbach Alpha is greater than 0.60. The internal
reliability was achieved the required level. (Refer Table 4.4)

Construct Reliability The value of CR for all constructs are greater than 0.60. The
composite reliability was achieved the required level.

Average Variance Extracted The value of AVE for all constructs are greater than 0.50. The
required level was achieved. (Refer Table 8)

Direct Effect

This study hypothesises that each construct formulates a direct relationship to the dependent variable. The path between post-
purchase construct are significant in term of effect. The consumer’s expectation of Trust is not predictive of Perceived Risk
Expectation (f=, p > 0.05) which is against the previous study on trust and risk interaction (Kim et al., 2008, 2009; Mou et al.,



2015; Zhu et al., 2009) on e-commerce. Moreover, the Trusting Expectation to Expectation Disconfirmation (= 0., p < 0.05)
effect is not significant as well as Perceived Risk Expectation to Expectation Disconfirmation (f = 0.04, p < 0.05). Trusting
Performance is significantly directly influence Expectation Disconfirmation (f = 0.53, p < 0.05) as well as Perceived Risk
Performance which is significantly affect Expectation Disconfirmation (£ = -0.43, p < 0.05) negatively. Trusting Performance
negatively affect Perceived Risk Performance (f = -0.30, p < 0.05) significantly as well. Expectation Disconfirmation is
predictive and directly affect Satisfaction (= 0.80, p < 0.05), and, Satisfaction is significantly predictive and directly affect
Repurchase Intention (f=0.51, p <0.05) which confirm the construct relationships based on EDT in previous study (Ambalov,
2018; Bhattacherjee, 2001; N. Lankton et al., 2014; N. K. Lankton, McKnight, Wright, & Thatcher, 2016; Zhang, Lu, Gupta, &
Gao, 2015) in a context of cross-border e-commerce. The hypothesis result of direct influence of latent variables is provided on
Table IV.

Table 4: Direct Effect Hypothesis Result

No. Hypothesis Result

H1 Trusting Expectation from cross-border e-commerce has negative effect on Perceived Risk | Not Supported
Expectation from cross-border e-commerce.

H2 Trusting Expectation from cross-border e-commerce has positive effect on Expectation | Not Supported
Disconfirmation from cross-border e-commerce.

H3 Perceived Risk Expectation from cross-border e-commerce has negative effect on Expectation | Not Supported
Confirmation from cross-border e-commerce.

H4 Trusting Performance from cross-border e-commerce has positive effect on Expectation | Supported
Confirmation from cross-border e-commerce.

H5 Perceived Risk Performance from cross-border e-commerce has negative effect on Expectation | Supported
Confirmation from cross-border e-commerce.

Ho6 Trusting Expectation has positive effect on Trusting Performance. Supported

H7 Perceived Risk Expectation has negative effect on Perceived Risk Performance. Supported

HS8 Trusting Performance has negative effect on Perceived Risk Performance Supported

H9 Expectation Disconfirmation has positive effect on Satisfaction. Supported

H10 | Satisfaction has positive effect on Repurchase Intention. Supported

Indirect Effect

Result produced from SEM analysis suggests indirect effect of the path with mediator which are shown on Table 3 below. The
Trusting Expectation has indirect effect on Perceived Risk Performance (5= -0.140, p > 0.05), Expectation Disconfirmation (5
=0.395, p > 0.05), Satisfaction (= 0.249, p > 0.05), and Repurchase Intention (f=0.127, p > 0.05). Although it provides good
contribution, the path is not significant (p > 0.05). Trusting Performance has positively indirect effect on Expectation
Disconfirmation (= 0.131, p <0.05), Satisfaction (£ = 0.574, p < 0.05), and Repurchase Intention (= 0.293, p <0.05) and the
path are all significant. The indirect effect of Trusting Performance is highly contributed to Expectation Disconfirmation and
Repurchase Intention respectively. Perceived Risk Expectation is not significant predictor in the model; however, it contributes
very high on Repurchase Intention (f = -0.910, p > 0.05). Perceived Risk Performance has negative indirect effect towards
Satisfaction (f=-0.349, p < 0.05) and Repurchase Intention (f=-0178, p <0.05) and this path is significant. Lastly, Expectation
Disconfirmation contribute largely as indirect effect towards Repurchase Intention (£ = 0.490, p < 0.05) and the path of this
relationship is significant

In term of goodness of fit evaluation, this Structural Model achieved most of the criteria. The Non-normed Fit Index (NNFI or
TLI) is the only one that does not achieve. This indicates that the model is of good fit. The summary of fit index is provided on
the Table V.

Table 5: Model Fit Index

Fit Index Criteria Model Result | Model Fit Acceptance
Comparative Fit Index

NFI NFI>0.95 0.901 Not Accepted
TLI TLI>0.95 0.955 Accepted
CFI CFI1>0.95 0.960 Accepted
Other Fit Index

SRMR SRMR < 0.08 0.055 Accepted
RMSEA RMSEA < 0.07 (RMSEA < 0.03 excellent fit.) 0.037 Accepted
Combination Criteria

NNFI (TLI) and SRMR | NNFI (TLI) > 0.96 and SRMR < 0.09. Not Accepted
RMSEA and SRMR RMSEA < and SRMR £0.09. Accepted
CFI and SRMR CFI > 0.96 and SRMR <0.09 Accepted




CONCLUSION
This study has confirmed that the performance constructs of these trust and risk are settled well within Expectation-
disconfirmation Theory; however, the relationships between trust and risk expectation towards expectation disconfirmation of
consumer in this study is insignificance.

It is very important to firms who would like to gain higher competitive advantages over the others to pay their attention to
building trust over the customers and reducing risks over systems and processes. A proper management on trust and risk in cross-
border e-commerce or domestic e-commerce will be resulted in higher satisfaction and loyalty of the consumers. In the context
of domestic e-commerce providers, trust and risk are crucial factors to compete with this new era of digital colonisation, cross-
border e-commerce expansion, as reflected on t-test that the consumers still believe that domestic e-sellers are more reliable,
trust worthy, and less risky. If the belief is confirmed and intensified positively, the domestic e-commerce sellers will position
themselves strongly against a high influential cross-border e-commerce firm.

LIMITATION AND RECOMMENDATION
This study was conducted on Thai population only. The result may not be able to be applied to people in different countries or
different social and culture context. Additionally, the cross-border e-commerce in Thailand is still at a growing state. It is not
matured as global e-commerce; therefore, the consumer may not compare them distinctively. Moreover, risks in this study are
evaluated as a general perception in combination of financial risk, delivery risk, and overall risk. This study measures the pre-
purchase expectation as consumer recall of their past-experience rather than measuring before the actual purchase; therefore, the
responses to trust and risk expectation may be distorted by long period before answering the questionnaire.

The result from this study shows that the incorporating trust and risks into the EDT model is significant in the post-purchase
stage; however, the interaction on the trust and risks expectation (pre-purchase) towards expectation disconfirmation does not
support the hypothesis. The future research on cross-border e-commerce may observe their relationships again which may have
different outcome. The perceived risk in this study may be separated and emphasize independently in the future research to study
on them differently such as financial risk, performance risk (product defection or bogus), and overall risk. Moreover, the research
design in the future may conduct twice in a style of longitudinal study separating the pre-purchase and post-purchase
measurement conducting on the same samples.
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This section includes measurement items used in the questionnaire for data collection and analysis. The Measurement Items are

APPENDIX A: Measurement Items

each listed with adaptation and original sources on Table Al below.

Table Al: Measurement Items Development

Construct

Measurement Item

Adapted from

Trusting Expectation
Trusting Performance

(Cross-border and Domestic
e-commerce)

This seller is trust worthy.

(Kim et al., 2008)
(Gefen et al., 2003)
(P. A. Pavlou, 2003)

The seller would be willing to help when there is
question or problem.

(McKnight et al., 2002)

The seller would keep promises and commitments
for their services.

(Pavlou & Fygenson, 2006)

would provide product and services information
correctly.

(Pavlou & Fygenson, 2006)

Perceived Risk Expectation
Perceived Risk Performance

(Cross-border and Domestic
e-commerce)

Purchasing from this Website would involve more
product risk (i.e. not working, defective product).

(Kim et al., 2008)

Purchasing from this seller would involve more
financial risk (i.e. fraud, hard to return).

(Hong, 2015)
(Featherman & Pavlou, 2003)

Expectation Disconfirmation
(Cross-border e-commerce)

Overall, most of my expectations were confirmed.

(Mou, Cohen, Dou, & Zhang, 2017)

My experience with purchasing from this seller was
better than what I had expected.

(Mou et al., 2017)

Overall, purchasing from this seller was not risky as
expected.

New item

Overall, purchasing from this seller is trust worthy as
expected.

(Kim et al., 2008)
(Pham & Ahammad, 2017)

Satisfaction
(Cross-border e-commerce)

I am satisfied from purchasing from this seller.

(Pham & Ahammad, 2017)

(Sfenrianto, Wijaya, & Wang, 2018)

Overall, I am quite satisfied with my experience
dealing with e-sellers.

(Kim et al., 2008)
(Featherman & Pavlou, 2003)

I have good impression with the service provided by
e- sellers.

(Pham & Ahammad, 2017)
(Kim et al., 2009)
(Featherman & Pavlou, 2003)

Overall, how would you rate your experience
purchasing from this seller?

(Kim et al., 2008)
(Featherman & Pavlou, 2003)

Repurchase Intention
(Cross-border e-commerce)

I intended to continue purchasing from cross-border
seller again in the future.

(Featherman & Pavlou, 2003)

I plan to purchase from cross-border seller again in
the future.

(N. Lankton et al., 2014)

I intend to repurchase from cross-border seller in
near future.

(N. Lankton et al., 2014)

I intend to continue purchasing from cross-border
seller.

(N. Lankton et al., 2014)

APPENDIX B: Confirmatory Factor Analysis Summary

This section provides Confirmatory Factor Analysis summary for each construct including factor loading for each measurement
items in the measurement model, Cronbach’s alpha suggesting sufficient level of covariation between the items in each latent
variable, average variance extracted from each latent variable, and the CR for Construct Validity.



Table B1: CFA Construct Summary

Construct Measurement Item | Factor Loading o AVE CR

Cross-border Perceived Risk Expectation CBPRE4 0.674 0.839 | 0.730 0.862
(CBPRE) CBPRE3 0.701

CBPRE2 0.781

CBPREI 0.765
Cross-border Trusting Performance CBTRPI 0.747 0.778 | 0.691 0.910
(CBTRP) CBTRP2 0.678

CBTRP3 0.635

CBTRP4 0.702
Cross-border Perceived Risk Performance CBPRPI 0.654 0.807 | 0.714 0.881
(CBPRP) CBPRP2 0.593

CBPRP3 0.919

CBPRP4 0.688
Repurchase Intention CONI1 0.715 0.804 | 0.712 0.896
(CON) CON2 0.712

CON3 0.674

CON4 0.748
Expectation Disconfirmation DCE4 0.773 0.868 | 0.785 0.938
(DCE) DCE3 0.768

DCE2 0.780

DCEI 0.820
Satisfaction SAT4 0.751 0.813 | 0.699 0.881
(SAT) SAT3 0.698

SAT2 0.618

SATI1 0.730
Cross-border Trusting Expectation CBTRE4 0.669 0.721 | 0.630 0.876
(CBTRE) CBTRE3 0.628

CBTRE2 0.652

CBTREL1 0.571

Note: o= Cronbach’s Alpha; AVE = Average Variance Extracted; CR = Construct Validity




