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ABSTRACT

After the rise of the internet, the relationship between customer and company has
changed so that customer power increased. Companies have had to change their marketing
activity from mass media based to internet based. At the same time, if the company
successfully established web-based communication with the customer, it would be able to
expand its business without being constrained by the existing order of market standing. In
other words, effective customer-based web solution is critical for companies at present day.

Professor Glen Urban propounded two ideas to improve customer experience through
web site- one is the “Customer advocacy”, which leads to build a trust-based relationship
with the customer, and the other is the “Morphing web site” which enable customers to
have an optimal web site which fit to their own cognitive or cultural style automatically
without customizing the page.

The research created a practical web site based on those two ideas, and conducted a
market research in order to make clear the effectiveness of advocacy and morphing.

Data shows that both advocacy and morphing are effective to improve customer
experience, and that the web site based on those ideas has a potential power to change the
position of the company in that industry. This research will be a useful reference for

companies who need effective web communication with customers.

Thesis Supervisor: Glen L. Urban
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1. Introduction

1.1 Interactive communication with customer

Traditionally, companies used to sell their products or service by push-pull marketing.
They had sent one-sided messages though mass media such as TV commercials, telephone
sales, and direct mail. The situation changed dramatically around 2000, when the Internet
became common among the people. Consumers became so powerful that they could get and
choose their information and whatever they needed directly by using the Internet. The
company, which still relied on push-pull marketing, lost their power.

Many companies changed their marketing style from push-pull marketing to relationship
marketing. They try to understand the customer’s needs, and improve their quality of
products or service to meet the customer’s needs by the quality control method such as
TQM, and offer personalized service by the CRM system. However, those efforts often
don’t make much sense to enlightened customers, if companies still stick to sell by
push-pull marketing simply more efficiently.

Professor Glen Urban proposed “Advocacy marketing” to solve this problem in 2005
(Don’t Just Relate- Advocate!). The company, which implements Advocacy marketing,
communicates with customer interactively and provides full information to advocate
customers so that the customers’ profit will be maximized. Companies can make long-term
profits based on the long-term trust and loyalty between customers. This marketing method

can be a best solution for this era where customers have more power than companies.



1.2 Importance of web marketing

Because environmental change happened through the spread of the Internet, web
marketing has been a key issue from the beginning, but the importance of it has been
increased throughout those years. Recently, many consumers can easily transmit
information and communicate with each other by explosive diffusion of blog, SNS (Social
Networking Service) and BBS (Bulletin Board Service). Different from the early era, the
Internet is not just an information-gathering tool any more, but an interactive
communication tool. Even if the companies send out self-serving information, consumers
can share the negative information with each other, and the companies lose the trust from
consumers.

Also, the companies, which provide poor products or service, will face hardship, because
consumers can easily compare the products and service. Consumers can know the true
value of the products or service sooner or later by using the Internet, even if the
companies don’t offer enough information honestly. There is no room for companies to
control information for their self-interest.

On the other hand, web marketing can be the most effective tool for the company. Web
marketing has the best products or service and sense of advocacy, even if the company
doesn’t have enough physical resource such as worldwide sales network, long term history
or enough brand recognition. Even start up companies can have an advantage over
established competitors. The good use of web marketing is so important that it can

determine the success and failure of the company.



1.3 Suruga Bank

Suruga Bank is a Japanese commercial bank, which is physically based on the Shizuoka
prefecture and greater Tokyo area. Quite different from another commercial bank in Japan,
it has focused on retail banking such as mortgage, personal lending, and credit card
business for more than 20 years. It had built the CRM system throughout the 1990s, and
has reorganized its business into a more and more customer-oriented business in the early
2000s.

It also expanded its business from regional to nation-wide by using the Internet. In 1999,
Suruga Bank started a virtual bank, a first for a Japanese bank, and has been offering
banking service for customers who live in the area where the Suruga Bank doesn’t have any
physical bases. Suruga Bank has expanded the virtual networks, and has 10 virtual branches
and 8 virtual banking service alliances so far.

To accomplish the next level of service, Suruga Bank is interested in Advocacy
marketing and web morphing -the next stage of interactive communication with customers,

which sponsored this research project.

1.4 Purpose of the research

The ultimate purpose of this research project is to find the most effective way to
communicate with customers by making good use of a web site. We assume that the
morphing web site developed from the advocacy advisor could be a good solution.

Therefore, we created a test morphing web site, to test the effectiveness of it.



2. Literature and Framework

2.1 Customer Advocacy

The basic idea of Customer Advocacy can be explained with “The Advocacy Pyramid”
(See figure 1). To realize Customer Advocacy, there are two bases- Customer satisfactions,
and TQM (Total Quality Management). Customer Advocacy marketing makes clear
which company creates the most valuable products or service. If the company doesn’t offer
the value for the customer, the company will be pushed into a comer because of the

Customer Advocacy marketing. It is a necessary condition to boost up the value of the

company’s products or
Figure 1 “The Advocacy Pyramid”

service by TQM and

pursuing Customer
Customer
Advocacy

Satisfaction. The next

Relationship step is  relationship
Marketing

marketing. It offers

Total Quality
Management
(Tam)

Customer

Satisfaction tools not for the

company’s efficient
Source: Urban 2005

promotion, but for

building trust with customers in order to maximize the customer’s profits, which is
necessary for Customer Advocacy.
Given those fundamental conditions, Professor Glen Urban pointed out that the

web-based virtual advisor should be a good tool to realize Customer Advocacy. Well
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—trained advisors are necessary to build trust, but there are three problems- difficulty to find,
high-cost, and the high turnover rate for skilled advisors (Urban 2005). Well-designed
virtual advisors solve these problems at once. We put this idea in practice and test the
effectiveness of the Advocacy advisor in previous research. The web site for the research
this time is based on the result of the previous research in Advocacy advisor, and it’s

expansion of advocacy advisor into a morphing web site.

2.2 Morphing

An advocacy adviser is one of the effective ways to communicate with customers and
can increase the probability of sales for a company. However, everybody isn’t satisfied with
a single well-designed web site. Some people may prefer to get as much information as
possible or a long list of alternatives to make purchase decisions, but others may feel
bothersome with it. Some people may prefer an authority’s advice, and others may prefer a
friend’s advice. Every customer has his or her own style and preference to recognize
information, and there is no single best web site for everyone. To serve the best
web-experience for all customers, it is necessary to serve a personalized web page.
Customizable web sites can be one solution for this problem, but is not a perfect answer
because few people go through the trouble to sign up for their own page and customize it.

A morphing web page, which serves as an optimal site for each customer automatically,
is the answer for this matter. Professor Glen Urban’s morphing research team defined 3

cognitive styles and 3 cultural styles as follows.



Cognitive Styles
*  Reading vs. Listening
*  Analytic vs. Holistic
*  Deliberative vs. Impulsive
Cultural Styles
*  Hierarchical vs. Egalitarian
* Individual vs. Collectivistic
*  Neutral vs. Emotional
In accordance with this definition of cognitive and cultural style, we can create web sites
in advance, which fit to each style. The moment the customer visits the site, we estimate the
customers’ cognitive and cultural style by their clicking activity, and serve optimal site for
their style. We frame a hypothesis that, if we can serve optimal morph for each customer,
the customer experience will be improved. The aim of this research is to validate this

hypothesis by market research with test morphing the web site.
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3. Previous research

3.1 Advocacy mortgage site for Suruga bank

In 2006, we created an advocacy mortgage site for Suruga bank. There are two reasons
why we focused on mortgage. First, mortgage is one of the best-fit categories which
advocacy benefits a lot. The industry that has the following attributes has the greatest
benefit with advocacy (Urban 2005).

1. Complex product

2. High customer involvement with products

3. High risk of loss if the customer selects the wrong product
4. Wide range of available products

5. Large volumes of available information.

Mortgage has all the five attributes above. The second reason is that mortgage offered by
Suruga Bank is not recognized so much though it offers a wide range of mortgage which
has many competitive advantages over other banks. If people understand well about the
mortgage offered by Suruga Bank with an advocacy advisor, they would consider Suruga
for their mortgage provider.

The advocacy site has many characteristics. First, is has an advisor, which provides fhe
most suitable and beneficial mortgage for each visitor. Secondly, the advisor provides fair
and enough information for the visitor to make a decision for mortgage. Third, it provides
the competitor’s information as well as Suruga Bank’s, even if the competitor’s mortgage is

better than that of Suruga’s for the particular case.
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The web site was written in Japanese, and then conducted market research in Japan.
Some responders were shown Suruga’s existing web site as well as the control, and others
were shown this test advocacy site. We asked a considerable bank as a mortgage provider

before and after the site visit.

3.2 Result of the previous research and improvement

The result of the survey was not satisfactory. Although the percentage of responders who
considered Suruga Bank had increased significantly after the site visit (Pre site visit 3.48%,
Post site visit 33.4%), there was no difference of significant level between test advocacy
site and the existing Suruga’s site. This only meant that people who learnt Suruga Bank’s
mortgage came to consider Suruga Bank.

We analyzed the reason why advocacy didn’t effect a lot. Open-ended comments
suggested that the appearance of the web site affected the sense of trust. Many people
pointed out that the web site was not trustworthy because it looked amateur, or it had some
bug. Actually, it was a natural reaction because Suruga Bank’s existing site was neatly
designed and created by a professional designer, and the difference of appearance was
obvious. It was a necessary point to improve for next research.

Also, we found a possibility of bias that many responders answered to consider Suruga
Bank because they knew Suruga Bank conducted this survey. There were many people who
didn’t browse the test site enough who were removed from the survey data as a noise.
However, if we analyzed the data of those removed people by way of experiment, many of

those people answered to consider Suruga Bank, despite the lack of the site experience.
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That means some portion of people who answered to prefer the survey provider’s products

regardless of contents. Removing this bias remained an issue for next research.
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4. Research methodology

4.1 Building a practical card loan site for general

This time, we created a card loan site. Card Loan is a kind of personal loan, which is
usually a small amount and not for business purposes. In Japan, people prefer to borrow
money with this kind of loan rather than to carry the balance of a credit card. Therefore,
there are many kinds of card loans in the Japan market. Some of them are very easy to
apply and borrow, but require higher interest rate. Many seem to offer low interest rate, but
the total cost of it including all fees are not always low and depends on the condition.
Although card loans are confusing and difficult to understand for most people, the risk of
loss in the long run would be very high if the customers choose the wrong product. In other
words, card loan is one of the beneficial categories for advocacy as well as mortgage.

This time, based on the characteristic of advocacy advisors, we built a morphing web
site for card loan not specifically for Suruga Bank, but for the general. Last time, the
mortgage advisor recommended Suruga Bank’s mortgage at first, and showed competitors’
mortgage later as an alternative, but this site showed best products from all competitors
without distinction. The visitor has no way to know who provides the site, because there is
no difference in order to display between product of provider and competitors.

Also, this site has expanded from a simple advisor to a total information site including
data, advisors, fast-solution, learn and info, and forum. Visitors can get basic or educational
information, other people’s comments, and in-depth data as well as recommendations for

their own situations.
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4.2 Morphing methodology

This site was created as a morphing web page, which serves optimal site for each
customer automatically. To realize this concept, we chose 4 dimensions (2 cognitive styles
and 2 cultural styles) as follow from 6 dimensions, which Professor Glen Urban’s team
defined.

Cognitive Styles
*  Analytic vs. Holistic
*  Deliberative vs. Impulsive
Cultural Styles
*  Hierarchical vs. Egalitarian
*  Individual vs. Collectivistic

Each web page has 4 dimensions and each dimension has 2 opposite characteristics, so
there should be at most 16 morphing patterns for each page. For example, some pages may
be a “ Analytic- Deliberative- Hierarchical- Individual” page. Other pages may be a
“Holistic- Impulsive- Hierarchical- Collectivistic” page.

Also, for example, analytic pages have in-depth data, and holistic pages have some
charts, which describe a whole picture of all card loans. Individual pages have some
contents, which are specially provided for the visitors, and collectivistic pages have some
trend information, which describe popularity. The actual morphing patterns and how to
morph are described in Appendix 1 “Morphing patterns”.

When a customer visits the site, the morphing engine, which was developed by Professor

Glen Urban’s team, it calculates the first few clicks of the visitor, and decides the cognitive
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and cultural style of the visitor. This calculation is based on the analysis of the link
characteristics. For example, the visitor who clicks “Fast solution” at first is probably an
impulsive person, and the visitor who clicks “Data” at first is probably an analytic person.
We analyze those characteristics of each link of the first few pages, by conducting C’s
Panel research. Those characteristic data have been built into morphing engine so that the
morphing engine can recognize the cognitive and cultural style of the visitor after he/she
makes a few clicks. After that, the morphing engine can serve the site of optimal morph
pattern, which fits to the visitor. The visitor does nothing special such as to “customize” or

“log in”, but the most comfortable web site for him/her will be served automatically.

4.3 Market research methodology

The web site was created in Japanese and the market research was conducted in Japan in
the form of a web survey. The research is divided into two stages. The first stage, which is a
scope of this article, was conducted with a fixed morph, and the second stage, which will be
the future research, will be done with a dynamic morph. At the first stage, every responder
browses a particular morphing site, which is randomly provided. The morph engine doesn’t
estimate the visitor’s cognitive and cultural style for this stage, so the morphing site is not
always matched to the visitor’s cognitive style and cultural style.

The panelists are screened at the first page of the research. The panelists who are less
than 20 years old, or who have no interest in card loan, are rejected at this point. After the
screening questions, we ask possible providers for a card loan, preference for that provider,

and the probability of purchase, which we call a “Pre-site visit” survey. Then, the panelists
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go to the morphing site, and browse it. To ensure the site experience of a panelist, we made
some screening for this part. If the panelist tries to quit the site and go back to the survey
within 60 seconds, we reject those panelists, and never allow them to go back again. If the
panelist spends more than 60 seconds, but less than 150 seconds or 10 clicks, and tries to
quit the site and go back to the survey, we ask him/her to browse more carefully, otherwise
he /she is not eligible for the survey. Only the panelists who browse the site more than 150
seconds, and more than 10 clicks, can go to the next step.

At the next step, we ask them to evaluate the site, and ask the same “Post site visit”
questions three times. First, we ask the panelists about possible providers for a card loan,
preference for Company-O, and probability of purchase of Company-O’s card loan,
assuming that Company-O provided the site. Then, we ask the panelists about possible
providers for a card loan, preference for Suruga bank, and probability of purchase of
Suruga bank’s card loan, assuming that Suruga bank provided the site. Finally, we ask the
panelists about possible providers for a card loan, preference for Company-A, and
probability of purchase of Company-A’s card loan, assuming that Company-A provided the
site. The purpose of asking the same questions three times is to eliminate the bias that the
panelists would have towards the survey provider regardless of the contents. The panelists
have no way to know who conducts this survey, so there are no biases.

After that, we ask the panelists characteristic questions to measure the panelists’
cognitive and cultural style, which is necessary to calculate the number of morph matched.
The questionnaires are attached as an appendix 2.

For reference, 1 referred to the characteristics of the three companies above;
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Company-0O, Suruga bank, and Company-A, which may affect to the survey analysis.

One point, Company-O and Company-A are the famous companies as card loan
providers in Japan. Company-O focuses on the web banner advertisement, and Company-A
focuses on TV commercials. On the other hand, Suruga bank is not so famous compared to
the other two companies, because it doesn’t spend as much money on advertisement (see
figure 2). Secondly, Suruga bank and Company-O offer a low rate high limit card loan,

which need moderate screening process. On the other hand, Company-A offers quick and

easy screening process in exchange of higher rate and lower limit (see figure 3).

Figure 2: Advertisement expenditure

Millions of Yen

1 2005.4 - 2006.3 znoe 4 -2007.3
e 13,664
1,261 1,339
16,087 10,875
Source: Corporate annual security report
Figure 3: Characteristics of main products
Interest rate Borrowing limit Screening
process
~ One of the lowest (mﬁuﬁmfmmtﬁmﬁmy i
~inthe market Gnenfthehiahest' o
o in the market
Suruga 7.0% - 18.0% ¥5M
One of the lowest {restriction for more than ¥3M)
in the market One of the highest Moderate
in the market
Company-A  12.0%-18.0% . ¥3M
One of the highest (mrmm for more than ¥0.5M) ,
" inthe market ‘Oneof the lowest  Quick & easy
e ~ inthe market

Source: Corporate web site
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5. Research Analysis

5.1 Effectiveness of advocacy (Consideration analysis)

First, I analyzed the panelist’s consideration change as a loan provider to make clear the

effectiveness of advocacy. Although advocacy is already a confirmed idea

in other

researches, I didn’t have the significant result for Suruga bank’s case in previous research,

so I started with the vilification of advocacy idea for Suruga case.

Figure 4 is a result of consideration change in table form, and figure 5 has the same

results in graph form with the analysis for the difference.

Figure 4: Consideration change (table)
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Figure 5: Consideration change (Graph)
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Pre site visit, the people who considered Suruga bank was 9.6%, but it increased
dramatically. If we assumed that Suruga bank had provided the site, the people who
considered Suruga bank was 38.7%, and if we assumed that others provided the site, the
rates were 16.8% and 15.4%, which shows significant increase from the original.

When we analyze the difference, it is obvious that the difference between “pre site visit”
and “post site visit (assuming that others provide the site)” was caused by the recognition of
attractiveness of the product. People, who knew the attributes of the products for the first
time with this site, began to consider Suruga bank as a loan provider for them. On the other
hand, we can say that the difference between “post site visit (assuming that others provide
the site)” and “post site visit (assuming that Suruga bank provide the site)” was caused by
the effect of advocacy idea. If the responders knew who had conducted this survey, it would
be a flatter bias. However, in this case, the responders didn’t know it, and thus the
difference was caused by a trust to the site provider, which we call “advocacy’.

We can see other interesting facts with this data comparing Company-O and Suruga
bank. There was a big difference in “pre sit visit”, but the results of “post site visit” of each
were very similar. The difference of “pre site visit’ was probably caused by the perception
of products of each company, which was probably created by advertisements. On the other
hand, there was no clear difference in “post site visit” data, because the products of each
provider had very similar attributes to each other. It means that the advocacy site could fill

a perception gap created by an expensive advertisement at a lower cost.
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Figure 6: Difference of evaluation for each factor
Overall Trust

Customer

support ;v"i:“\(4,

by Flexible

transparent " screening

Better’ . X"’fSPBEdiEf
rate screening

""""" Pre-site visit evaluation for Nol provider (All responders, n=501)

= + Ppst-site visit evaluation for Company-O (Who choose Company-0 as Nol, n=141)
= Post-site visit evaluation for Suruga (Who choose Suruga as Nol, n=61)

=~ = Post-site visit evaluation for Company-A (Who choose Company-A as Nol, n=30)

The other interesting fact is the difference between Company-A and the others. At “pre
site visit’, Company-A got less people to consider it in spite of it’s brand recognition, and at
“post site visit’, it got significantly worse. This was because the loan provided by
Company-A had a higher interest rate and some people recognized the fact before the site
visit. The people, who didn’t know the fact, browsed the site and stopped considering
because he/she found its interest rate. As shown in Figure 6, Company-A got lower points
in “Overall trust” and “Better rate” even among the people who chose Company-A as a
Nol provider. In this figure, we can also find that Company-O got a higher score than

Suruga bank, although consideration for each provider was almost equal. This means that
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there is another factor which decides the consideration of consumers. To find other factors

that may affect consideration, deserves further research.

5.2 Effectiveness of morphing (Site evaluation analysis)

The second analysis is about effectiveness of morphing and I started with the data of site
evaluation. Responders evaluated the site right after the site visit, and I analyzed the
correlation between “Site evaluation” and “number of morph matched”. We served the site
to responders randomly, so some people browsed a suitable site for him/her, while others
didn’t. If the morphing was effective, the more suitable site the responders browsed, the

better points they gave to the site evaluation.

Figure 7: Correlation between # of morph matched and site evaluation
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Figure 7 shows the correlation between “numbers of morph matched” and “site
evaluation”. The correlation for each questions were at most 13%, and the given population
of this survey was n=501, there were some significant values in some questions. Out of 13
questions, 7 questions had a significant correlation at the 95% confidence level, and 2 of
them had a significant correlation even at the 99% confidence level.

Especially, the evaluation for the site itself such as “trustworthy” and “easiness”, related
to the decision making such as “sufficient info to make a decision” and “helpful in reaching
decision” marked a higher correlation with “number of morph matched”. The total average
points of site evaluation correlated to the “number of morph matched” at the 95%

confidence level as well.

Figure 8: Scatter chart for correlation between # of morph matched and site evaluation
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Y= 0.088X + 3.208 (R Square=0.012, n=501)

F=6.169, Significance F=0.013 (Significant)

X: # of morph matched, Y : Average point of site evaluation

Next, Figure 8 shows the scatter chart and function for the correlation between “number
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of morph matched” and “average point of site evaluation”. It shows that if an additional one
more morph matched from the original, the evaluation for the site could increase 0.088
points, but is not significant because the R Square is low.

Beside the number of the morph matched, there were some other factors, which had
correlation with the site evaluation. From the research data, age of responder, and number
of loans, the responder had a positive correlation with the average point of site evaluation,
which meant that the older the responder was, or the more loans the responder had, the
higher point the site evaluation is. The correlation of each factor was a good approximation
number. It can be said that the number of morph matched effected the site evaluation in a
high level as much as the other important factors. Figure 9 shows this correlation and

regression for site evaluation.

Figure 9: Multiple linear regression for site evaluation

(correlation, p-Value)
(0.111, 0.013)

(0.108, 0.016)

(0.116, 0.009)

¥=0.085 Xm + 0.007 Xa + 0.058 Xl + 2.837

(R Square=0.034, n=501)
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5.3 Effectiveness of morphing (Probability of purchase analysis)

The third analysis is in probability of purchase. In this research, we asked responders
what providers they considered as their loan providers. If they answered more than five
providers, we asked them to reduce it to less than five. Then, we asked them to rank the
considering providers, and to allocate their chips in order of their preference which had
been given in total of 100 to each responders. I estimated the probability of purchase of a

particular company by using this data. The way to calculate it is shown in Figure 10.

Figure 10: Definition of “Probability of purchase”

Probatitiy of Purchass of Company-A Example: Probability of purchase

- of ID=1 and ID=2.
- Z PX ' - 1 Consa@emﬁon Chip allocated
" n D=1 By preference
i=1 Px 1= Cx1/ 100
n . Company-Y 20 *70/100
.3 Cxi 1 1 T—— =0.7
o 100 A

- i Consideration : Chip allocated
Px= probability of purchase from Company-X a2 By cielines

of each responder ~ Px2=Cx2/100
Cx= Chip allocated to Company-X '

Company-W 20

If the morphing site is effective, the probability of purchase should be increased in
proportion to the accession of number of morph matched. This indicator is important,
because it is directly related to the sales of the company that is one of the most interesting
issues for the company, who is considering the implement of web morphing.

Figure 11 shows that the probabilities of purchase of each provider increases

dramatically after the site visit, but the correlation between “probability of purchase” and
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“number of morph matched” is not clear with this data. Thé correlation of Suruga bank and
that of Company-A are relatively high, but a high p-value shows that they are not
significant level of correlations.

The regressions of “probability of purchase” and “number of morph matched” are shown
in Figure 12. The regression also indicates that there is no significant correlation, although

there are signs of positive correlation.

Figure 11: probability of purchase

Pre-Site visit 5.76% 2.72% { 1.23%
Site Site Site Site
Assuming that O Assuming that Suruga Assuming that A brought
brought you to this site brought you to this site you to this site
Post-Site visit
Total 18.81% Total 17.67% Total 7.85%
0 Morph 20.25% | | 0 Morph 13.39% | | OMorph |  3.21% |
1 Morph 19.44% 1 Morph 19.64% 1 Morph 9.17%
2 Morph 17.12% 2 Morph 16.09% 2 Morph 6.36%
# of morph 3 Morph 20.58% 3 Morph 16.24% 3 Morph 9.09%
Matched 4 Morph 20.19% 4 Morph 30.93% 4 Morph 12.96%
Correlation 0.007 Correlation 0.040 | | Correlation 0.046 |
p-value 0.876 p-value 0.372 p-value 0.304
Not significant Not significant | | __Not significant
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Figure 12: Equation expressing the relationship between
“probability of purchase” and “# of morph matched”
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Equation for Company-0

© ¥=0.012X +0.153

(R Square=0.001, n=501)

F=0.807,
Significance F=0.369
(Not significant)

- X: # of morph matched

Y : Probability of purchase

Equation for Suruga

Y=0.002X + 0.183
(R Square=5E-05, n=501)

F=0.027,
Significance F=0.869
(Not significant)

X: # of morph matched
Y : Probability of purchase

Equation for Company-A

Y=0.011X + 0.056
(R Square=0.002, n=501)

F=1.036,
Significance F=0.309
(Not significant)

X: # of morph matched
Y : Probability of purchase



5.4 Factors that affect to the probability of purchase

We found that the number of morph matched didn’t affect the probability of purchase
significantly. There may have been some other factors that affected to the probability of
purchase. Clarence Lee conducted ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) and a stepwise
regression in order to find these factors. I quoted the result of the analysis for reference.

Figure 13 is the result of the ANOVA, which implies that Hierarchical-Egalitarian
dimension affected the probability of purchase of Suruga. It also implies that serving
Individual or Collectivistic site dimension to the Hierarchical or Egalitarian people affect to
the probability of purchase of Suruga.

Therefore, he picked up those factors, and conducted a stepwise regression as shown in
Figure 14. The result shows that Hierarchical people tend to purchase Suruga products,
because the B coefficient is minus which means the dimension had the opposite effects.
Also, the group of hierarchical people who browsed collectivistic site had a high probability
of purchase.

The reasons of those effects are not clear so far, but the effect can depend on the contents
of the site or probable cultural differences between countries. It could be the theme of

future research.
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Figure 13: Test of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependant Va riabl: LSrugaPerﬁQB

Type Il Sum | Mean
e df .
of Square Square

176.759 183.276 .

2362 127
MR e

189 665
592 2687 .104
028 868
9 010 .922

417

423
o
334
s
91
765
S
020
430

Total . 358705 127

*a. R Squared=.229 (Adjusted R squared=.047)
(Analyzed by Clarence Lee)
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Figure 14: Stepwise regression

Variables Entered/Removed*?
~ : remove >= .100).
: IC to HE Stepwise (Criteria: Probability-of-F-to-
(IF{AND(Morph=Style),1,0) . enter <= 050, Probability-of-F-to-

remove >= .100).
*a. Dependent Variable: LSurugaPrmQ6Q8

Model Summary

2 3017 091 076 . 96716

*a. Predictors: (Constant), egalitarian_new
*b. Predictors: (Constant), egalitarian_new, IC to HE (IF{AND{Morph=5tyle),1,0}

Coefficients*?

1 (Constant) -1.083 134 -8091 .000
mﬁm.new 464 T8 229 2627 010
2 (Constant) 823 .74 4732 000
egalitarian_new ioEe g -267 -3064 003
ICfo - -401 175 .199 2283 024

(IF{AND{Morph=Styie}, 1.0}
*a. Dependent Variable: LSurugaPrmQ6Q8

(Analyzed by Clarence Lee)
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6. Conclusion

6.1 Effectiveness of advocacy

We found that the Advocacy web site had an impact to the customers’ behavior deeply.
Generally we found three points in terms of effectiveness of advocacy. First, the basic
condition was necessary before advocacy. Second, an advocacy web site had a strong
positive impact to the customers’ behavior. Finally, a well-designed advocacy web site had
a possibility to fill the gap of brand recognition or perception of products, which was built
by advertisements with a lot of expense.

As the Advocacy pyramid (Figure 1) shows, the precondition of advocacy is needed. If
the products were not attractive to the customer, the more customers knew about the
provider, the less they chose their products. Actually, Company-A provided an attractive
card loan that offered an easy and quick screening process in exchange of a higher interest
rate, but that attribute didn’t attract panelists in this survey compared with other attributes,
such as interest rate or higher borrowing limit. As a result, less people considered
Company-A as their loan provider after the site visit. On the other hand, Company-O and
Suruga Bank had a comprehensive product in terms of attractiveness, and got more
responders, who considered them as their loan provider.

The advocacy site caused significant change in consideration for not only Company-O
and Suruga Bank, but also for Company-A. If we assumed that each provider presented the
site, the people who considered the provider increased significantly (More than double for
Company-O and Suruga bank, and more than four times for Company-A) in spite of the

same product provided. That’s meant that the customers considered their providers based
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on not only the attractiveness of the products attributes, but also the trust for the firm.

In addition, compared with Company-O and Suruga Bank, there was a big difference
before the site experience that was probably caused by the advertisements, but the
difference disappeared after the site visit, because the products, which were provided by
each company, had very similar attributes. It meant that the advocacy web site had
potential power to make the existing firm’s position in the market void. It can be said that

advocacy can be a key factor to rebuild the existing order of the firm in the market.

6.2 Effectiveness of morphing

We found three points about effectiveness of morphing. First, morphing was effective in
terms of site evaluation. The more morphing available, the higher the visitors evaluated the
site. Second, we couldn’t find obvious overall verification of correlation between morphing
and probability of purchase, although there was a sign of relationship. Finally, we found
some factors that affected the probability of purchase.

If the fixed morph site was provided randomly, the more morphing dimensions were
matched to the panelists, the more points the panelists gave. There was a significant
correlation between “number of morph matched” and “site evaluation”. The panelists
regarded the more matched site as a good decision making tool. They also indicated that the
more matched site was trustworthy. It can be said that the people felt comfortable if the site
fit to their own cognitive or cultural style, and trusted it and recognized the value of the site.
We can say that the idea of morphing was effective with this result of the research.

However, the correlation between “morphing” and “probability of purchase” was not
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significant, though there was a sign of relationship. In fact, the probability of purchase
increased significantly after the site visit for all three companies. One reason of this
increase could be morphing, but there was probably another reason that affected a lot to the
probability of purchase. I couldn’t clarify the important factors, that affected the probability
of purchase in this research, and it will be a theme for future research.

Some interesting results from Clarence Lee’s analysis of this research data were that
hierarchical people tended to purchase Suruga products, and the group of hierarchical
people who browsed collectivistic site had a high probability of purchase. Those were the
part of the factors, which affected the probability of purchase.

It is important to make a clear path from theoretical idea to economic value for the
company who try to put theoretical idea into practice use. For that purpose, clarifying all
factors is important and the factor analysis of probability of purchase will encourage the

company to adopt the morphing web site in order to enhance their competitive advantage.
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7. Future research

7.1 From fixed morph to dynamic morph

I conducted a survey with the fixed morphing web site, which provided the visitor a
particular type of morph randomly. This was because the purpose of the survey of this stage
was to make sure the effectiveness of the idea of morphing, and I needed to compare the
responders who browsed the matched site to those who didn’t browse the matched site.
However, the practical site should serve as a suitable site automatically, and we have to
know the cognitive and cultural style of each visitor before we serve the particular
morphing site, which fit to the visitor. The Professor Urban’s morphing research team’s
approach for this matter was that we learn the visitor’s cognitive and cultural style by the
visitor’s activity on the web site.

To realize this solution, we had to know the characteristics of each link to every page,
and had to analyze which link was most likely to be clicked by the people with each
cognitive style and cultural style. The morphing research team of Professor Urban had
analyzed the characteristic of each link of the first three pages of the card loan-morphing
site, which we used for this research, and put those data into the morphing engine. Now the
dynamic morphing site was ready to test. I will conduct the next research with this dynamic
morphing site, and make sure the effectiveness of it. I believe this research will bring the
morphing site to the next practical level.

Also, there was another issue we had to solve. If we served the full morphing site, which
would keep morphing as long as the visitor clicked, we might be able to serve the most

suitable site for the visitor’s cognitive and cultural style. On the other hand, the full
35



morphing site may be bothersome for the visitor, because it changes its appearance too
much. To avoid the visitors’ penalty, which is caused by too many morphs, we have to
clarify the best timing to morph and the acceptable numbers of morph that visitors feels

comfortable with. This will be a future research as well.

7.2 Practical contents creation for the morphing web site

The morphing web site I used for this research had 4 dimensions (2 cognitive
dimensions and 2 cultural dimensions) and 2 levels (ex: Analytic or Holistic). Therefore,
there should be at most 16 patterns (2 to the 4 power) for each page. However, if we wanted
to add more dimensions or more levels (ex: Analytic, Even, or Holistic), we need a huge
number of patterns for each page. Even just 16 patterns were difficult to create. To be put to
practical use of the morphing web site, this was an inevitable problem.

Efficient contents creation can be a future theme of research for diffusion of the practical
morphing web site. The contents bank, which gathers content parts saved and serves the site
automatically, can be a good solution for it, but needs more improvement for a practical use

of firm.

7.3 Site design for Suruga bank

This time, we created the card loan web site. There were many reasons why we focused
on card loan. Although card loan is popular in the Japanese market, it is complicated with
many alternatives and hassles to search, and if the consumer chooses the wrong product, the

detriment of the consumer would be great. From Suruga bank’s point of view, card loan is
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one of the most important products, and web marketing is critical to expand its business
without physical bases such as branches. Therefore, effective card loan web site is a
meaningful solution for Suruga bank.

We found that a web site created with the idea of “advocacy” and “morphing” could
improve the customer experience. It would be a meaningful application for Suruga bank not
only for the card loan business, but also for other important contents such as mortgage, or
mutual fund business.

In fact, there are still a few unsolved issues in order to realize the advocacy and
morphing web site. For example, especially for banking business, providing a competitor’s
interest rate information in a morphing web site needs a lot of effort, because that
information changes very frequently without notice. Those issues are necessary to be
solved for implementing.

However, even allowing for those efforts, advocacy and morphing are attractive ideas to
be realized in an applicative site. Those ideas have a potential power to change the order of

the trade position in the industry.
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Appendix 1 “Morphing patterns”
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Appendix 2

Screen shots of test morphing site
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2nd page- Data
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Full information including comparison with competitors (Advocacy)
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Full information including comparison with competitors (Advocacy)
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Educational contents- the way to calculate interest rate (Advocacy)
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Educational contents- the way to calculate interest rate (Advocacy)
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User’s review (Advocacy)

Lale Jlc L@ el @ F s 1 /advocacy mitedu/cp/survga_web_piges evels weew_port/pageidicor® BQ- oo )
Fur—riiRé

L

L

FA b BEHEETRAYBE0T. BRIEL <

BEFBLL{BVWDR GULTEISEHSTVRT, PoEDARY

€7 mgua‘rb& 2007 RNUSEBLOHPL
f Pl >3

By: KWH

ORSRLERETS
IORSRHRRETERLEST

3 . TIRTS ‘ nwl

IABRIAN, ZORS
ABHETISLERL
. TUWRY,

 ZOREABCHTBIAVH VERing system
L axvk (@) {Collectivistic)
. 1. Posted by TAKU on Feb 6th, 08:56
i af C VURERAMRES LS RANSAS < SSEHEC |
Resultof vote = b R OMT < £ E NS ROBEPE DAB N,
 Posted by & on Feb 6th, 08:58
LYy h—ETOLRBRPERIEC, BIRERIELL
DFTR, N KO- bERE RRROE S SERHML, 1—
gea?n9&~zbﬁitﬁctanunrﬂmtuxﬂuﬁﬁ

ER(2N)
A-RFELZ (BEMINELA)

55



User’s review (Advocacy)
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Advisor that provides recommendation (Advocacy)
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Advisor which provide recommendation (Advocacy)
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Educational contents- effectiveness of difference of interest rate (Advocacy)
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Educational contents- over-borrowed alarm {(Advocacy)
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Payment simulation which is necessary for purchase decision (Advocacy)
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Appendix 3
Survey questionnaires
Note:

This is an English translation for survey questionnaires.

Actual survey was conducted in Japanese
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SURUGA SURVEY 2
Final Draft v9 Jan 25, 2008

Sections:

Section 1 = Screening Survey

Section 2 = Pre-Survey

Section 3 = Experiencing the Website

Section 4 = Site Evaluation
Section 5 = Post—Survey

Section 6 =

Section 7 = Suruga Advocacy Survey

Consumer Characteristics (morphing questionnaire) and Demogra phics

SECTION 1: Screening Questions (Note to SURVEY PROVIDER)

The first part of the survey is to screen out individuals who don’ t fit Suruga’ s target

profile.

If answer of SQ1 was 20 or more, and any one of the answers for SQ2 or SQ6 was

participant continues with the pre- and post-survey.

for SQ2 and SQ6 were “No” , terminate survey.

“« ”»

Yes” , then

I1f SQ1 was less than 20, or both answers

SQ1 SQ2 SQ3,4,5 SQ6

Less than
20 years old

1,23 Any

(Yes) answers
More than
20 years old

4
(No)

63



Instructions:
Our first several questions are for qualification/ screening purposes and they enable us to

select individuals who meet our target profile to participant in the survey.

SQl. What is your age? ( ) years old
(If the answer for SQ1 was less than 20, terminate this survey.)

SQ2. Have you ever had card loan account?

1. Yes, I had card loan account more than 5 years ago, but I closed it already
2. Yes, I had card loan account less than 5 years ago, but I closed it already.
3. Yes, I have card loan account now.

4. No, I have never had.

(If the answer for SQ2 was “1”7, “2”, and “3” , then ask this question.)

SQ3. Have you ever used card loan?
1. Yes, I had used it more than 5 years ago.
2. Yes, I had used it less than 5 years ago.
3. Yes, I am using it now.

4. No, I have never used it.

(If the answer for SQ2 was “17, “2”, or “3”, then ask this question.)
SQ4. What kind of card loan did you have (do you have)? Check all that apply
1. Card loan offered by bank
2. Card loan offered by bank and consumer finance
3. Card loan offered by credit finance

4. Card loan offered by consumer finance

5. Others ( )
(If the answer for SQ2 was “1”, “2”, or “3”, then ask this question.)
SQ5. How many card loans do you have now? ( )

(If the answer for SQ2 was “4” , then ask this question.)

SQ6. Are you considering a card loan in the near future?
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1. Yes

2. No
(If the answer for SQ6 was “2.No” , terminate this survey.)

SECTION 2: Pre —Survey

CARD LOAN CONSIDERATION, OPINION, PREFERENCE AND ACQUISITION INTENTIONS

Thank you for agreeing to participate in our survey being conduc ted to help us better
understand your card loan preferences. This survey will take approximately 25 — 30 minutes
to complete

Please read each question carefully before answering it. Even if you are not certain about
the exact answer to a question, mark the answer that is closest to your opinion and go to
the next question. Your responses will be kept in the strictest of confidence.

Thank you for your time and effort!

First, we would like to know your consideration, opinions, preferences and acquis ition

intentions for card loan services. This section will take you approximately 5 minutes to
complete. Next, you will be asked to click on a link that will take you to another Website.
It takes about 10 minutes to review the site. After reviewing this site we will ask you to
indicate your reactions to the site. This will take about 7 minutes. Finally we will ask you

a few demographic questions that will take less than 5 minutes.

Caution!

Please browse the site enough and carefully in order to have a meaningful answer for the survey.
Otherwise (if we make a judgment that vou don’ t have enough experience), you may not be
eligible for the survey. We are taking a record of your visit history. We will ask some

questions about the site after the site experienc e.

For the people who are using a card loan now,

Please browse the site and answer the question as if you have refinanced the loan.

{Note to SURVEY PROVIDER - Please present this “Caution!” and “For the people who is using
car loan now” as a king of agreement require the subject to check a box for “I agree” before

they can proceed to the next question. )}

65



Consideration
Q1. From the list of providers below, which provider would you consider as a possible provider

for a card loan?

1. Rakuten
2. Orix

3. Orico
4. JCB

5. Mitsubishi Tokyo UFJ Bank
6. Mitsui Sumitomo Bank

7. Mizuho Bank

8. Resona Bank

9. Suruga Bank

10. Japan net Bank

11. Cyuo Mitsui Trust Bank
12. Sumitomo Trust Bank

13. Lake

14. Promise

15. Acom
16. Aiful
17. Dic
18. Shinki

19. Takefuji

20. Mobit
21, @Loan
22. Cash One
23. Other

[If they choose more than 5 providers in Q1]
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Qla. You stated that you would consider . Of these providers, which are the top

five you consider as possible providers for your next card loan?

CHOOSE FIVE
1. Rakuten
2. Orix
3. Orico
4. JCB

5. Mitsubishi Tokyo UFJ] Bank
6. Mitsui Sumitomo Bank

7. Mizuho Bank

8. Resona Bank

9. Suruga Bank

10. Japan net Bank

11. Cyuo Mitsui Trust Bank
12. Sumitomo Trust Bank

13. Lake

14. Promise

15. Acom
16. Aiful
17. Dic
18. Shinki

19. Takefuji

20. Mobit
21, @Loan
22. Cash One
23. Other

Opinion
Q2. Now we would like to understand your opinion of providers that you have indicated you

would consider.
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You will be presented with the list of providers you have chosen and a statement that may
or may not describe these providers. Please read each statement and using the scale below
as a guide, tell us if you agree or disagree with the statement as it pertains to the providers

listed.

1- Strongly Disagree

2- Disagree

3— Neutral (Neither Disagree nor Agree)
4- Agree

5- Strongly Agree

{Note to SURVEY PROVIDER: This section includes each of the providers that the respondent
has chosen in the consideration question. If the respondent chose more than 5 providers in
consideration question 1 above, we may need to prompt them to give the top 5 providers they
would consider. List the provider selected and then the 5-point agree— disagree scale. Repeat

for each of the providers selected}

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1. Overall, I trust the provider 1 2 3 4 5
2. The providers offers service at a better 1 2 3 4 5
values
3. The provider offers more flexibility in loan 1 2 3 4 5
screening
4. The provider offers speedier in loan 1 2 3 4 5
screening.
5. The provider offers better interest rate. 1 2 3 4 5
6. The provider is open, honest, and 1 2 3 4 5
transparent
1. The provider is willing to assist and 1 2 3 4 5
support me.
8. I would recommend this provider to a friend. 1 2 3 4 5
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Preference Rating of Providers Considered

Q3. Please rank the providers you have selected in order of your preference for your card
loan. Assume you have been given 100 chips. Please allocate the chips among the providers
you have chosen in terms of order of preference. Allocate more points to the providers that
you are more likely to obtain a card loan from and fewer points to the providers less likely

to obtain a card loan. Please be sure to enter values that sum to 100.

{Note to SURVEY PROVIDER —- Site should be able to show the providers provided here and a
space next to the plans for entering chip amount. Survey should also be able to tell the
respondent how many chips are left each time an amount is input. This is a typical constant

sum preference task}

Purchase Intentions/Likelihood of Purchase
Q4. Now we would like to understand how likely you are to acquire a card loan from each provider

in which you have indicated an interest

For each provider, please rate on a scale of 0-10 your likelihood of acquiring a card loan

in the next 5 years.

10. Certain, Practically certain (99 chances out of 100)
9. Almost sure (9 chances out of 10)
8. Very probable (8 chances out of 10)
7. Probable (7 chances out of 10)
6. Good Possibility (6 chances out of 10)
5. Fairly good possibility (5 chances out of 10)
4. Fair possibility (4 chances out of 10)
3. Some possibility (3 chances out of 10)
2. Slight possibility (2 chances out of 10)
1. Very slight possibility (1 chance out of 10)

0. No chance, almost no chance (0 out of 100)

{Note to SURVEY PROVIDER: List providers that respondent selected and the 11 point scale for
each plan}

69



SECTION 3: Experiencing the Website

Now we would like you to experience a Website, which has information about loans in order
to help you make the best decision for you. Please act as if you are looking to acquire a
provider loan. If you already have a card loan, go to the site and browse the site as you

would if you were switching to another card loan provider.

Click on the below URL to access the Websi te.

Caution!

Please browse the site enough and carefully in order to have a meaningful answer for the survey.
Otherwise (if we make a judgment that you don’ t have enough experience), you may not be
eligible for the survey. We are taking a record of your visit history. We will ask some

questions about the site after the site experience

SECTION 4: Site Evaluation (Navigation, Ease of Use, Advice, Etc)

Q5. For each statement below, please indicate the number that best indicates your level of

agreement,

Site Characteristics: Navigation/Ease of Use etc

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 The site is easy to use. 1 2 3 4 5
2. The site provides accurate and relevant 1 2 3 4 5
information.
3. The site provides me with sufficient 1 2 3 4 5
information to make a decision on all card loans
being offered
4. The site has useful support tools (such as a 1 2 3 4 5

calculator or planner).
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5. Card loan offerings can easily be compared. 1 2 3 4

6. The site is helpful to me in reaching my 1 2 3 4
acquisition decisions.

7. I enjoyed the overall experience of the site. 1 2 3 4

8. This site appears to be more trustworthy than 1 2 3 4

other sites I have visited.

9. I would acquire a card loan at this site. 1 2 3 4
10. I would recommend this site to a friend. 1 2 3 4
11. I would book mark this site. 1 2 3 4
12. The advisor on this site asked me too many 1 2 3 4
questions.

13. To recommend more suitable loan packages, 1 2 3 4

I would be willing to answer more questions.

14. The content was written in a way that I found 1 2 3 4
very appealing.

15. The information and content was presented 1 2 3 4

in a way that I am most comfortable with.

SECTION 5: Post —Survey

Post Site Visit: Consideration, Opinion and Acquisition Intentions

Post Visit Consideration

Q6. Assuming that Orix brought you this website, which providers would you now consider from

the list of providers below, as a card loan provider?

1. Rakuten
2. Orix
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3. Orico

4. JCB

5. Mitsubishi Tokyo UFJ] Bank
6. Mitsui Sumitomo Bank

7. Mizuho Bank

8. Resona Bank

9. Suruga Bank

10. Japan net Bank

11. Cyuo Mitsui Trust Bank
12. Sumitomo Trust Bank
13. Lake

14. Promise

15. Acom
16. Aiful
17. Dic
18. Shinki

19. Takefuji

20. Mobit
21, @Loan
22. Cash One
23. Other

[If they choose more than 5 providers in Q6]

Q6a. You stated that you would consider . Of these providers, which are the top

five you consider as possible providers for your next card loan?

CHOOSE FIVE
1. Rakuten
2. Orix
3. Orico
4. JCB
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5. Mitsubishi Tokyo UFJ Bank
6. Mitsui Sumitomo Bank

7. Mizuho Bank

8. Resona Bank

9. Suruga Bank

10. Japan net Bank

11. Cyuo Mitsui Trust Bank
12. Sumitomo Trust Bank

13. Lake

14. Promise

15. Acom
16. Aiful
17. Dic
18. Shinki

19. Takefuji

20. Mobit
21, @Loan
22. Cash One
23. Other

Post Visit Opinion

Q7. Now we would like to understand your opinion of Orix after visiting the website

You will be presented with a statement that may or may not describe Orix. Please read each
statement and using the scale below as a guide, tell us if you agree or disagree with the

statement as it pertains to Orix.

1. Strongly Disagree
2.Disagree
3.Neutral (Neither Disagree nor Agree)
4. Agree
5.Strongly Agree
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Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree
1. Overall, I trust Orix 1 2 3 4 5
2. Orix offers service at a better values 1 2 3 4 5
3. Orix offers more flexibility in loan 1 2 3 4 5
screening
4. Orix offers speedier in loan screening. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Orix offers better interest rate. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Orix is open, honest, and transp arent 1 2 3 4 5
7. Orix is willing to assist and support me. 1 2 3 4 5
8. I would recommend Orix to a friend. 1 2 3 4 5

Post Visit Rating of Providers Considered

Q8. Please rank the providers you have selected in Q6 in order of your preference for your
card loan. Assume you have been given 100 chips. Please allocate the chips among the
providers you have chosen in terms of order of preference. Allocate more points to the
providers that you are more likely to obtain a card loan from and fewer points to the providers

less likely to obtain a card loan. Please be sure to enter values that sum to 100

{Note to SURVEY PROVIDER —— Site should be able to show the providers provided here and a
space next to the plans for entering chip amount. Survey should also be able to tell the
respondent how many chips are left each time an amount is input. This is a typical constant

sum preference task}

Post Visit Intentions/Likelihood of Purchase from Providers that brought you the
Website

Q9. We are interested in your chances of acquiring a card loan from Orix given the information
provided in the Website you have just viewed. On the following scale, how probable is it that

you would acquire a card loan package that you have learned about on the site?

Please rate on a scale of 0-10 your likelihood of acquiring a card loan from Orix.
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10. Certain, Practically certain (99 chances out of 100)
9. Almost sure (9 chances out of 10)
8. Very probable (8 chances out of 10)
7. Probable (7 chances out of 10)
6. Good Possibility (6 chances out of 10)
5. Fairly good possibility (5 chances out of 10)
4. Fair possibility (4 chances out of 10)
3. Some possibility (3 chances out of 10)
2. Slight possibility (2 chances out of 10)
1. Very slight possibility (1 chance out of 10)

0. No chance, almost no chance (0 out of 100)

(Now for Suruga)
Q6. Assuming that Suruga bank brought you this website, which providers would you now consider

from the list of providers below, as a card loan provider?

1. Rakuten
2. Orix

3. Orico
4. JCB

5. Mitsubishi Tokyo UFJ Bank
6. Mitsui Sumitomo Bank

7. Mizuho Bank

8. Resona Bank

9. Suruga Bank

10. Japan net Bank

11. Cyuo Mitsui Trust Bank
12. Sumitomo Trust Bank
13. Lake

14. Promise

15. Acom

16. Aiful
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17. Dic
18. Shinki

19. Takefuji

20. Mobit
21, @Loan
22. Cash One
23. Other

[If they choose more than 5 providers in Q6]

Q6a. You stated that you would consider . Of these providers, which are the top

five you consider as possible providers for your next card loan?

CHOOSE FIVE
1. Rakuten
2. Orix
3. Orico
4. JCB

5. Mitsubishi Tokyo UF] Bank
6. Mitsui Sumitomo Bank

7. Mizuho Bank

8. Resona Bank

9. Suruga Bank

10. Japan net Bank

11. Cyuo Mitsui Trust Bank
12. Sumitomo Trust Bank

13. Lake

14. Promise

15. Acom
16. Aiful
17. Dic
18. Shinki
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19. Takefuji

20. Mobit
21, @Loan
22. Cash One
23. Other

Post Visit Opinion

Q7. Now we would like to understand your opinion of Suruga bank after visiting the website

You will be presented with a statement that may or may not describe Suruga bank. Please read

each statement and using the scale below as a guide, tell us if you agree or disagree with

the statement as it pertains to Suruga bank.

1. Strongly Disagree

2.Disagree

3.Neutral (Neither Disagree nor Agree)

4. Agree

5.Strongly Agree

1. Overall, I trust Suruga bank
2. Suruga bank offers service at a better
values
3. Suruga bank offers more flexibility in loan
screening
4. Suruga bank offers speedier in loan
screening.

5. Suruga bank offers better interest rate

6. Suruga bank 1is open, honest, and
transparent
7. Suruga bank is willing to assist and
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support me.

8. I would recommend Suruga bank to a friend. 1 2 3 4 5

Post Visit Rating of Providers Considered

Q8. Please rank the providers you have selected in Q6 in order of your preference for your
card loan. Assume you have been given 100 chips. Please allocate the chips among the
providers you have chosen in terms of order of preference. Allocate more points to the
providers that you are more likely to obtain a card loan from and fewer points to the providers

less likely to obtain a card loan. Please be sure to enter values that sum to 100

{Note to SURVEY PROVIDER —— Site should be able to show the providers provided here and a
space next to the plans for entering chip amount. Survey should also be able to tell the
respondent how many chips are left each time an amount is input. This is a typical constant

sum preference task}

Post Visit Intentions/Likelihood of Purchase from Providers that brought you the
Website

Q9. We are interested in your chances of acquiring a card loan from Suruga bank given the
information provided in the Website you have just viewed. On the following scale, how probable

is it that vou would acquire a card loan package that you have learned about on the site?

Please rate on a scale of 0-10 your likelihood of acquiring a card loan from Suruga bank.

10. Certain, Practically cer tain (99 chances out of 100)
9. Almost sure (9 chances out of 10)
8. Very probable (8 chances out of 10)
7. Probable (7 chances out of 10)
6. Good Possibility (6 chances out of 10)
5. Fairly good possibility (5 chances out of 10)
4. Fair possibility (4 chances out of 10)

3. Some possibility (3 chances out of 10)
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2. Slight possibility (2 chances out of 10)
1. Very slight possibility (1 chance out of 10)

0. No chance, almost no chance (0 out of 100)

(Now for Acom)
Q6. Assuming that Acom brought you this website, which providers would you now consider from

the list of providers below, as a card loan provider?

1. Rakuten
2. Orix

3. Orico
4. JCB

5. Mitsubishi Tokyo UFJ Bank
6. Mitsui Sumitomo Bank

7. Mizuho Bank

8. Resona Bank

9. Suruga Bank

10. Japan net Bank

11. Cyuo Mitsui Trust Bank
12. Sumitomo Trust Bank

13. Lake

14. Promise

15. Acom
16. Aiful
17. Dic
18. Shinki

19. Takefuji

20. Mobit
21, @Loan
22. Cash One
23. Other
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[If they choose more than 5 providers in Q6]

Q6a. You stated that you would consider . Of these providers, which are the top

five you consider as possible providers for your next card loan?

CHOOSE FIVE
1. Rakuten
2. Orix
3. Orico
4. JCB

5. Mitsubishi Tokyo UFJ Bank
6. Mitsui Sumitomo Bank

7. Mizuho Bank

8. Resona Bank

9. Suruga Bank

10. Japan net Bank

11. Cyuo Mitsui Trust Bank
12. Sumitomo Trust Bank

13. Lake

14. Promise

15. Acom
16. Aiful
17. Dic
18. Shinki

19. Takefuji

20. Mobit
21, @Loan
22. Cash One
23. Other
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Post Visit Opinion
Q7. Now we would like to understand your opinion of Acom after visiting the website.

You will be presented with a statement that may or may not describe Acom. Please read each
statement and using the scale below as a guide, tell us if you agree or disagree with the

statement as it pertains to Acom.

1. Strongly Disagree

2.Disagree

3.Neutral (Neither Disagree nor Agree)
4. Agree

5.Strongly Agree

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree
1. Overall, I trust Acom 1 2 3 4 5
2. Acom offers service at a better va lues 1 2 3 4 5
3. Acom offers more flexibility in loan 1 2 3 4 5
screening
4. Acom offers speedier in loan screening. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Acom offers better interest rate. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Acom is open, honest, and transparent 1 2 3 4 5
7. Acom is willing to assist and support me. 1 2 3 4 5
8. I would recommend this Acom to a friend. 1 2 3 4 5

Post Visit Rating of Providers Considered

Q8. Please rank the providers you have selected in Q6 in order of your preference for your
card loan. Assume you have been given 100 chips. Please allocate the chips among the

providers you have chosen in terms of order of preference. Allocate more points to the
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providers that you are more likely to obtain a card loan from and fewer points to the providers

less likely to obtain a card loan. Please be sure to enter values that sum to 100.

{Note to SURVEY PROVIDER —- Site should be able to show the providers provided here and a
space next to the plans for entering chip amount. Survey should also be able to tell the
respondent how many chips are left each time an amount is input. This is a typical constant

sum preference task}

Post Visit Intentions/Likelihood of Purchase from Providers that brought you the
Website

Q9. We are interested in your chances of acquiring a card loan from Acom given the information
provided in the Website you have just viewed. On the following scale, how probable is it that

you would acquire a card loan package that you have learned about on the site?

Please rate on a scale of 0-10 your likelihood of acquiring a card loan from Acom.

10. Certain, Practically certain (99 chances out of 100)
9. Almost sure (9 chances out of 10)
8. Very probable (8 chances out of 10)
7. Probable (7 chances out of 10)
6. Good Possibility (6 chances out of 10)
5. Fairly good possibility (5 chances out of 10)
4. Fair possibility (4 chances out of 10)
3. Some possibility (3 chances out of 10)
2. Slight possibility (2 chances out of 10)
1. Very slight possibility (1 chance out of 10)

0. No chance, almost no chance (0 out of 100)
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SECTION 6: Consumer Characteristics and Demographics

We are interested in learning more about your cognitive and cultural style. You will be

presented with a list of statements that may or may not describe you. Please read each

statement and using the scale below as a guide, tell us if you agree or disagree with the

statements as it pertains to you.

I’ m usually afraid to express disagreement with my superiors

or with important persons

O Strongly agree (+2 H)
O Agree (+1 H)

O Undecided (0)

O Disagree (+1 E)

O Strongly disagree (+2 E)

I prefer planning before acting

O Strongly agree (+2 D)
O Agree (+1 D)

O Undecided (0)

O Disagree (+1 I)

O Strongly disagree (+2 I)

In choosing my ideal job it would be very important to have

sufficient time for my personal life

O Strongly agree (+2 I)
O Agree (+1 I)

O Undecided (0)

O Disagree (+1 C)

O Strongly disagree (+2 C)

I see what I read in mental pictures

O Strongly agree (+2 A)
O Agree (+1 A)

O Undecided (0)

O Disagree (+1 H)

O Strongly disagree (+2 H)

I buy products in order to differentiate myself from other

people

O Strongly agree (+2 1)
O Agree (+1 1)

O Undecided (0)

O Disagree (+1 C)

O Strongly disagree (+2 C)
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Buying products for my family and friends is more important to

me than buying things for myself

O Strongly agree (+2 C)
O Agree (+1 C)

O Undecided (0)

O Disagree (+1 1)

O Strongly disagree (+2

I)

I am detailed oriented, and start with the details in order to

build a complete picture

O Strongly agree (+2 A)
O Agree (+1 A)
O Undecided (0)

O Disagree (+1 H)

O Strongly disagree (+2 H)

I value mostly experts’ opinions when I buy a product

O Strongly agree (+2 H)
O Agree (+1 1)

O Undecided (0)

O Disagree (+1 E)

O Strongly disagree (+2

E)

I enjoy deciphering graphs, charts and diagrams about products

and services

O Strongly agree (+2 A)
O Agree (+ 1 A)
O Undecided (0)

O Disagree (+1 H)

O Strongly disagree (+2 H)

I like detailed explanations

O Strongly agree (+2 A)
O Agree (+1 A)
O Undecided (0)

O Disagree (+1 H)

O Strongly disagree (+2 H)
O Strongly agree (+2 A)
I’ m usually more interested in parts and details than in the | O Agree (+1 A)
whole O Undecided (0)
O Disagree (+1 H)
O Strongly disagree (+2 H)
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O Strongly agree (+2 H)
O Agree (+1 H)

I think authority and leadership are very important in my life
O Undecided (0)
O Disagree (+1 E)

O Strongly disagree (+2 E)

O Strongly agree (+2 I)

O Agree (+1 I)
I like to make purchases without thinking too much about the
O Undecided (0)
consequences

O Disagree (+1 D)

O Strongly disagree (+2 D)

O Strongly agree (+2 A)
O Agree (+1 A)
I will read an explanation of a graphic/chart before I try to | © Undecided (0)

understand the graph/chart on my own O Disagree (+1 H)

O Strongly disagree (+2 H)

(Shane’ s Questions - Measures Deliberative vs. Impulsive)

1. A bat and a ball cost §1.10 in total. The bat costs $1.00 more than the ball. How
much does the ball cost? [ENTER CENTS]
_ Cents

2. If it takes 5 machines 5 minutes to produce 5 widgets, how long would it take 100
machines to produce 100 widgets? [ENTER MINUTES]

minutes

3. In a lake, there is a patch of lily pads. Every day the patch doubles in size. If
it takes 48 days for the patch to cover the lake, how long would it take for the patch
to cover half of the lake? [ENTER DAYS]

days
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DEMOGRAPHICS

DQl: What is your gender?
1. Male

2. Female

DQ2: What is your level of education?

1. High school graduate or less
2. Carrier College, Junior College graduate
3. Undergraduate degree

4. Advanced degree

DQ3: Family and children
1. Unmarried
2. Married, no child

3. Married, with child(ren)

SECTION 7: Sit e Survey

Open ended Questions related to the card loan Site

0l. What did you think of this site?

02. What did you like most about the site?

03. What did you like least about the site?

04. What would you tell a friend about the site?

05. Do you trust the site? And if not, what would be useful to build your trust for the site?
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