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Abstract 

Because the Internet, telecommunication and wireless technologies, smart phones and 

tablets, mobile applications, and social networking have converged to shape people lives, 

there is a need to establish a digital lifestyle scale that is capable of gauging people’s values, 

attitudes, interests, and opinions about usage and development of digital technologies and 

services. Since no academic research has constructed a digital lifestyle scale, this study 

constructed a 17-item five-factor digital lifestyle scale based on 680 Taiwanese respondents. 
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A digital lifestyle scale: Construction and Discussion 

I. INTRODUCTION 
Given that the rapid development and prevalence of information and communication 

technologies (ICTs) and the Internet have created diversified services and commercial 

opportunities that satisfy people’ numerous daily needs during the past two decades, the 

Internet and ICTs have converged together to affect people’s daily lives, for example, for 

socializing, making friends, dating, shopping, playing games, searching, learning, sending and 

receiving messages, check in at a place people visit, taking and sharing photos, and 

scheduling. Therefore, the traditional lifestyle scales have been considered unable to suitably 

mirror modern people lives in the context of ICTs and Internet (Kim et al., 2001 and 2002; Yu, 

2011). Therefore, Internet lifestyle (or called Internet-shopper-lifestyle or web-usage-related 

lifestyle) and e-lifestyle instruments have been presented since the 2000s for better 

interpreting people’s daily lives in the Internet era (Kim et al., 2002; Yu, 2011; Pandey and 

Chawla, 2014; Hassan et al., 2015; Koshksaray et al., 2015; Yu et al., 2015; Yu, 2015; Hassan 

et al., 2015).   

Comparing with that the Internet is a pervasive domain that has become an 

ever-increasing part of people’s daily lives since its inception and commercialization in the 

mid-1990s, the ICTs, Internet, wireless and mobile applications, social networking, smart 

phones, and tablets have converged to permeate every aspect of people’s daily lives in the past 

decade. Therefore, people living in this age are experiencing convergence of the digital world 

and the real world, which created numerous commercial opportunities and new business 

models such as O2O (online to offline), O2O2O (online to offline to online) and P2P (peer to 

peer). Accordingly, instead of “Internet lifestyle” or “e-lifestyle”, “digital lifestyle” is 

emerging as a prominent term for describing the daily lives of people in the digital context 

(Erica, 2011; Bajarin, 2013; Mobile Trends Report, 2013; Common Wealth, 2015; Microsoft, 

2015; Oracle Marketing Cloud, 2015). 

Motivated by the above, this study attempts to develop a digital lifestyle scale. Through 

constructing a digital lifestyle scale, this study can contribute to current knowledges regarding 

the main factors that shape people’s digital lifestyles as well as the features of different 

consumer segments that are clustered on the basis of their digital lifestyles. Marketers may 

find actionable insights by analyzing the relations between digital lifestyles and the usages of 

digital technologies and services, and marketers may devise suitable strategies for targeting 

specific market segments. 
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Because online purchasing is growing with the Internet users growing at a dramatically 

rate, Smith and Swinyard (2001) thought it was necessary to develop an Internet shopper 

lifestyle instrument to measure and describe the psychology of Internet shoppers and 

non-shoppers. Through extensive literature review on Internet shopping, Swinyard and Smith 

(2003) noted that no any academic studies explore the lifestyles of online shoppers differ from 

non-shoppers. Therefore, based on Internet-shopper-lifestyle instrument presented by Smith 

and Swinyard (2001) and 13 themes of Internet lifestyles identified by Smith and Whitlark 

(1999) from surveying 3090 online users, Swinyard and Smith (2003) conducted 20 

interviews and collected 1738 questionnaires by mailing 4000 U.S. online household heads. 

They extracted 6 factors (i.e., Internet shopping is easy and fun, Internet shopping is hassle, I 

don’t know how, fear of financial theft, I like brick-and-mortar stores, Internet has good prices 

and quality) from 38 Internet psychologic items. By using these 6 meaningful factors, 

Swinyard and Smith (2003) categorized online shoppers into four segments, called shopping 

lovers, adventuresome explorers, suspicious learners, and business users, as well as 

categorized online non-shoppers into four segments named fearful browsers, shopping 

avoiders, technology muddlers, and fun seekers. 

Given that lifestyle is a better predictor than demographic information for understanding 

consumer purchasing behavior as well as lifestyle can reflect a wide range of individual lives, 

including the person’s dress, habit, values, activities, interests, and opinions, Ye et al. (2011) 

extended the web-usage-related lifestyle instrument to analyze the behavior of online 

shoppers and non-shoppers in China. Through randomly sampling 200000 emails addresses 

obtained from Baidu.com, Ye et al. (2011) obtained 992 valid respondents, identified four 

segments (inexperienced shoppers, shopping lovers, business users, and suspicious shoppers) 

for Internet shoppers, and identified another four segments (surfing lovers, fearful browsers, 

negative technology muddlers, and positive technology muddlers) for Internet non-shoppers. 

They concluded that even though the drivers of Internet lifestyle scales remain the same, the 

segmentation of Internet users is very different. Online retailers can have better understanding 

of the heterogeneity among their customers and provide customized strategies to customers 

based on their Internet lifestyle. 

Except for Internet lifestyle (or called Internet-shopper-lifestyle or web-usage-related 

lifestyle), Kim et al. (2001 and 2002) proposed the term “e-lifestyle” to capture what 

consumer want, what they are interested in, and their opinions and thoughts in the context of 

e-commerce. Observing that the traditional lifestyle is unable to suitably mirror modern 

people’s lives in cyberspace, Kim et al. (2001 and 2002) argued that e-lifestyle instrument is 

better than traditional lifestyle scales to help markers to understand consumers Internet 

behaviors. Through surveying 318 respondents in South Korea, Kim et al. (2001) identified 

six main e-lifestyle patterns: fashion, leader/innovator, imitator/flatterer, considerable 

purchaser, social person, conservative/political person, and family-oriented person. Kim et al. 
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(2001 and 2002) concluded that there is a strong relationship between the e-lifestyle of 

consumers and their attitudes toward Internet advertising as well as between the e-lifestyle of 

consumers and their motives to use online games, respectively. 

Because the Internet and ICTs have significantly impacted and changed the context and 

the way people live, Yu (2011) contended that traditional lifestyle scales cannot adequately 

mirror people lives in the context of ICTs and Internet. Therefore, referring to four popular 

scales of AIO, VALS, RVS and LOV, Yu (2011) presented and validated a 39-item e-lifestyle 

scale through a two-step exploratory factor analysis (EFA) approach underlying 1135 

responses and a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) approach underlying 793 respondents. 

The e-lifestyle was loading on seven meaningful factors: need-driven e-lifestyle, 

interest-driven e-lifestyle, entertainment-driven e-lifestyle, sociability-driven e-lifestyle, 

perceived importance-driven e-lifestyle, uninterested or concern-driven e-lifestyle, and 

novelty-driven e-lifestyle. 

Because literature revealed that traditional lifestyle instruments are inadequately in 

explaining the way people work, live, and learn in the ICT-enabled environment, Pandey and 

Chawla (2014) modified the 38-item Internet lifestyle, proposed by Swinyard and Smith 

(2003), into 42 e-lifestyle statements through ten in-depth interviews and one focus group 

discussion with college students. By randomly splitting 424 samples into two equal 

subsamples, Pandey and Chawla (2014) used the first subsample to do item selection and 

factor reduction, and used the second subsample to confirm the data structure. Accordingly, a 

23-item e-lifestyle scale was constructed and loaded on seven dimensions: e-enjoyment, 

e-distrust, e-offers, e-self-inefficiency, e-logistic concerns, e-negative beliefs, and love brick 

and mortar. 

By considering tremendous growth in mobile services and applications and dynamic 

nature of the market as well as the convergence of Internet, media, and advanced ICTs, 

Hassan et al. (2015) argued that the context and the way young people live have been 

significantly changed. Hence, they contended that it is important to know how people’s 

e-lifestyle affects their satisfaction and loyalty. Through extensive literature review, Hassan et 

al. (2015) realized that AIO and VALS are two popular and broadly used lifestyle instruments 

as well as the Yu’s e-lifestyle is constructed based on four widely used instruments used to 

assess individual lifestyles and values. Through modifying Yu’s 38-item e-lifestyle battery 

into 28-item e-lifestyle scale and executing a non-probability purposive sampling to collect 

197 useable questionnaires in Malaysia, Hassan et al. (2015) empirically validated a 24-item 

e-lifestyle scale, and concluded that the e-lifestyles of young and mobile consumers 

significantly impact consumer satisfaction which in turn affects consumer loyalty. 

To provide insights into e-lifestyle of Interne users and their avoidance of Internet 

advertising, Koshksaray et al. (2015) reviewed lifestyle and e-lifestyle literature and 

considered Yu’s e-lifestyle as the most contemporary e-lifestyle instrument. By surveying 412 

college students in Iran, Koshksaray et al. (2015) first modified the original 38-item 
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e-lifestyle battery and then empirically verified the modified e-lifestyle scale through a 

two-step approach of EFA and CFA. They concluded that an understanding of the 

e-consumers and their e-lifestyle serve to enable marketers to develop more effective 

marketing and advertising strategies. Ignoring their e-lifestyle patterns may lead to 

incongruence of the advertising messages and values offered to that of the needs and wants of 

the target market. 

Literature review indicates that people’s daily lives have been profoundly impacted by 

the wireless technologies, widespread of smartphones and tablet computers, the large 

penetration and popularity of apps, and the convergence of Internet, media, and mobile 

services. Therefore, the term “digital life” has been recently broadly used to describe current 

people’s lives (Lee et al., 2011; Erica, 2011; Hashim et al., 2012; Bajarin, 2013; Mobile 

Trends Report, 2013; Balan, 2014; Common Wealth, 2015; Microsoft, 2015; Oracle 

Marketing Cloud, 2015; Pyper, 2017). The current period is thus called digital age (Jackson 

and Ahuja, 2016), digital era (Pyper, 2017), or digital world (Teichert, 2017). Unfortunately, 

no academic research to date has developed a digital-lifestyle instrument. As current lifestyle 

instruments may not effectively and precisely depict people daily lives in the digital era, it is 

time to develop a digital lifestyle scale which can help digital technology and service 

providers and markers to devise subtle marketing and service strategies as well as effectively 

position and customize their technologies or services. 

III. FRESERACH METHODOLOGY 
To achieve the research purpose, this section contains two subsections. 

3.1 Construct a digital-lifestyle scale 

The extensive literature review indicates that both e-lifestyle and Internet lifestyle 

instruments are developed by drawing on four widely used instruments (AIO, VALS, RVS, 

and LOV). Hence, these four instruments are referred to develop digital life statements and 

dimensions. Besides, this research notes that Kim et al. (2001 and 2002), Smith and Swinyard 

(2001), Swinyard and Smith (2003), Jih and Lee (2003), Brengman et al. (2005), Mutum and 

Ghazali (2006), Ahmad et al. (2010), Ye et al. (2011), Yu (2011 and 2015), Pandey and 

Chawla (2014), Hassan et al. (2015), Yu et al. (2015), and Pandey and Chawla (2016) have 

provided a good basis for constructing digital life items to assess people’s digital lifestyle. 

Beyond the above, the survey peformed by CommonWealth (2015) will be also referred when 

developing the digital lifestyle instrument.  

In August 2015, Common Wealth, a renowned magazine in Taiwan, conducted a survey 

of digital lifestyle for Taiwanese consumers. By investigating 2008 respondents, Common 

Wealth classified the respondents into four clusters: social networking enjoyers, heavily 

entertainment lovers, information seekers, and sharing and commenting likers. By profiling 

these clusters, CommonWealth offered enterprises some useful clues regarding social media, 

video watching, brand preferences, travel, and shopping. For example, CommonWealth (2015) 
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uncovered that younger people experience more confusion in discriminating between their 

real and digital lives; people aged 14 or under heavily reply on social networking to share and 

seek  information; people aged 50 or over especially trust the website operated by physical 

brands; and people aged between 35-50 are major users of mobile banking. CommonWealth 

(2015) also reported that 87.3% of Taiwanese people use Facebook and 83% use Line.  

Building in the above, this study presents the following items to assess people’s digital 

lifestyle.  

Table 1. The proposed statements for assessing people’s digital lifestyle 

Dimensions Statements References 

Digital activity 

Please refer to Q1-Q8 of the 

questionnaire shown on Appendix 

1.  

Jih and Lee (2003), Ahmad et al. (2010), Yu 

(2011), Pandey and Chawla (2014), Koshksaray 

et al. (2015), and Hassan et al. (2015), 

Digital interest 
Please refer to Q9-Q16 of the 

questionnaire shown on Appendix 1.

Jih and Lee (2003), Ahmad et al. (2010), Yu 

(2011), Pandey and Chawla (2014), Koshksaray 

et al. (2015), and Hassan et al. (2015), 

Digital opinion 
Please refer to Q17-Q24 of the 

questionnaire shown on Appendix 1.

Jih and Lee (2003), Ahmad et al. (2010), Yu 

(2011), Pandey and Chawla (2014), Koshksaray 

et al. (2015), and Hassan et al. (2015), 

Digital value 
Please refer to Q25-Q32 of the 

questionnaire shown on Appendix 1.

Yu (2011), Pandey and Chawla (2014), 

Koshksaray et al. (2015), and Hassan et al. 

(2015), 

 

3.2 Sampling and factor analysis of shaping digital lifestyle 

To achieve the research goal and assess the research constructs, the 41-item 

questionnaire was developed through a secondary literature review, three expert-user meetings, 

and a pretest. The stages are described below. In the first stage, 32 items that access four 

constructs were initially culled from the related literature as shown in Table 1. These 

questions assessing four constructs were evaluated on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). In the second stage, nine items related to 

respondents’ demographic data and usage of mobile service behaviors were constructed. 

Accordingly, the final version of the questionnaire items was divided into two sections: Part 1 

and Part 2. After checking and verifying the study’s research purposes, thirty respondents 

were invited to fill out the paper questionnaires in the third stage. After the third stage, 41 

items were reworded to fit the current digital-lifestyle context in Taiwan and China based on 

the feedback of the pretest performed in the third stage. As a result, the final version of the 

questionnaire items was stated in the Appendix 1. 

By considering effectiveness and feasibility in terms of time, manpower, and limited 

resources, we posted the questionnaire on most popular online survey websites to collect data. 
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The advantages of online surveys over paper-based mail surveys have been discussed in 

literature (Couper, 2000; Sax et al., 2003). After discarding invalid and incomplete 

questionnaires, this study collected 680 valid Taiwanese responses. The demographic profiles 

of respondents and their typical usage of mobile devices are summarized in the following 

table. Notably, in Table 2, Manufacturing Industry I represents “people who work in 

ICT-related high-tech manufacturing factories, while Manufacturing Industry II represents 

“people who work in other manufacturing factories such as textile, cloth, shoe, steel, 

construction, furniture, and other traditional manufacturers. 
Table 2. The profile of samples in Taiwan and China 

Categories 
Number of 
Respondents 
(Taiwan) 

Percentage 

  Gender 
Male 364 53.5% 

Female 316 46.5% 

Age 

Less than 20-year-old 83 12.2% 
20-25 years old 96 14.1% 
25-30 years old 96 14.1% 
30-35 years old 152 22.4% 
35-40 years old 88 12.9% 
40-45 years old 51 7.5% 
45-50 years old 49 7.2% 
50-55 years old 21 3.1% 
55-60 years old 26 3.8% 

Above 60 years old 18 2.6% 

Education 

Senior High Diploma or Below 118 17.4% 
Associate Bachelor Degree 139 20.4% 

Bachelor Degree 308 45.3% 
Master Degree 109 16.0% 
Ph.D. Degree 6 0.9% 

Occupatio
n 

Distribution and Transportation Service Industry 35 5.1% 

Finance, Banking, and Insurance Service Industry 115 16.9% 

Media Communication, Newspapers/Magazines, and 
Cultural Industry 

54 7.9% 

Restate-Related Service Industry 72 10.6% 

Manufacturing Industry I 57 8.4% 

Manufacturing Industry II 13 1.9% 

ICT Service Industry 68 10.0% 

Medical and Biological Industry 19 2.8% 

Government Employees 14 2.1% 

Agricultural, Forestry, Fishery, and Husbandry 
Industry 

8 1.2% 

Education Industry 45 6.6% 

SOHO/Fee Industry 22 3.2% 

Students 143 21.0% 
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House Wives 5 0.7% 

Others 10 1.5% 

Monthly 
Salary 

Monthly Income＜NT$15,000 140 20.6% 
NT$15,000≦Monthly Income＜NT#25,000 30 4.4% 
NT$25,000≦Monthly Income＜NT$35,000 111 16.3% 

NT$35,000≦Monthly Income＜NT$45,000 192 28.2% 
NT$45,000≦Monthly Income＜NT$55,000 86 12.6% 
NT$55,000≦Monthly Income＜NT$65,000 60 8.8% 
NT$65,000≦Monthly Income＜NT$75,000 28 4.1% 

Monthly Income ≧NT$75,000 33 4.9% 

Usage of 
Mobile 

Ticketing 
Services 

Never 283 41.6% 
At least once every 3 months 149 21.9% 
At least once every 2 months 61 9.0% 

At least once per month 113 16.6% 
At least once every 2 weeks 55 8.1% 

At least once per week 4 0.6% 
At least once every 3 days 15 2.2% 

Usage of 
Mobile 

Shopping 
Services 

Never 136 20.0% 
At least once every 3 months 177 26.0% 
At least once every 2 months 60 8.8% 

At least once per month 142 20.9% 
At least once every 2 weeks 58 8.5% 

At least once per week 65 9.6% 
At least once every 3 days 42 6.2% 

Usage of 
Mobile 
Banking 
Services 

Never 93 13.7% 
At least once per month 142 20.9% 

At least once every 3 weeks 150 22.1% 
At least once every 2 weeks 133 19.6% 

At least once per week 81 11.9% 
At least once every 4 days 51 7.5% 
At least once every 2 days 30 4.4% 

Usage of 
Mobile 
Gaming 
Services 

Never 230 33.8% 
At least once per month 91 13.4% 

At least once every 3 weeks 108 15.9% 
At least once every 2 weeks 48 7.1% 

At least once per week 54 7.9% 
At least once every 3 days 31 4.6% 

At least once per day 118 17.4% 

IV. DATA ANALYSIS AND SCALE CONSTRUCTION 
Although this research attempted to diversify the demographics of respondents by 

advertising the survey on a couple of social media, most of the Taiwanese respondents were 

aged 20-40 years. As illustrated in Table 1, in order to cluster 32 items accordingly to the four 

conceptual dimensions from which these items were derived, this study first performed a 

reliability analysis to examine the corrected item-to-total correlations and determine which 

could be deleted as irrelevant (i.e., those with loading values lower than 0.6.) or indistinct 

(i.e., items associated with more than one component). After executing an EFA, we finally 

extracted 19 out of 32 items from the Taiwanese sample set and determine that they were 

related to their constructs, the percentage of accumulated variance was 69.497%, as illustrated 

in Table 3. Next, this study convened an expert user meeting to assign each factor a name that 
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concisely explains its content (i.e., the relationships between items and each factor). 
Table 3. EFA Results of the Taiwanese Sample Set 

 
Factor 

Loadings 
Eigenvalue 

Percentage of 
variance accounted 

by each factor 

Percentage of 
accumulated 

variance 

Factor 1: 
Q06 
Q09 
Q07 
Q03 
Q01 

 
0.779 
0.767 
0.725 
0.709 
0.688 

2.970 15.629% 15.629% 

Factor 2: 
Q12 
Q16 
Q11 
Q14 

 
0.766 
0.752 
0.743 
0.705 

2.841 14.951% 30.580% 

Factor 3: 
Q19 
Q17 
Q18 
Q20 

 
0.758 
0.743 
0.737 
0.731 

2.831 14.899% 45.479% 

Factor 4: 
Q31 
Q28 
Q27 

 
0.780 
0.779 
0.717 

2.712 14.275% 59.754% 

Factor 5: 
Q32 
Q15 
Q30 

 
0.807 
0.652 
0.623 

1.821 9.743% 69.497% 

 

Table 3 indicate that Factor 1 (F1) contains five items: “I often use digital technology to 

read news and search for information”, “I often use digital technology to acquire new 

information”, “I often use digital technology to download video clips or watch drama series”, 

“I often use digital technology to chat and communicate”, and “I often use digital technology 

to play games or listen to music”, Accordingly, F1 reflects that individuals’ digital lifestyles 

are significantly affected by how digital technologies and services fulfill their needs in 

acquiring information, chatting/communication, and entertainment. To accurately reflect F1’s 

content, this study labels F1 as “digital lifestyle that pertains to information, communication 

and entertainment”.  

As illustrated in Table 3, Factor 2 (F2) contains four items: “I often use digital 

technology to post messages, “check in” at places I visit, and share posts”, “I often use digital 

technology to share and show off my life”, “I often use digital technology to engage in social 

activities”, and “I often use digital technology to engage in group buying”, Accordingly, F2’s 

content reflects that individuals’ digital lifestyles are significantly affected by how digital 

technologies and services fulfill individual needs in social activities, sharing, and group 

buying. To best reflect F2’s content, this research labels F2 as “digital lifestyle that pertains to 

social activities, sharing, and group buying”. Factor 3 (F3) in Table 3 contains four items: 
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“Digital technology innovation and development are beneficial to our education”, “Digital 

technology innovation and development are beneficial to our society”, “Digital technology 

innovation and development are beneficial to our culture”, and “Digital technology innovation 

and development are beneficial to our economy”, Accordingly, F3’s content reflects that 

individuals’ digital lifestyles are significantly influenced by how they perceive digital 

technologies and services. Because the educational, societal, cultural, and economic benefits 

of digital technologies cause it to be perceived positively, this paper concisely labels F3 as 

“digital lifestyle that pertains to positive evaluation”. 

Factor 4 (F4) in Table 3 contains three items: “Using digital technology increases my 

happiness”, “Using digital technology increases my interactions with friends”, and “Using 

digital technology expands my circle of friends”, Accordingly, F4’s content reflects that 

individuals’ digital lifestyles are significantly influenced by how digital technologies and 

services fulfill their needs in making friends, increasing interactions with friends, and 

increasing happiness. Thus, to best reflect F4’s content, this research concisely labels F4 as 

“digital lifestyle that pertains to increasing friends and happiness”. Factor 5 (F5) contains 

three items: “I benefit a lot from using digital technology”, “I often use digital technology to 

acquire new knowledge”, and “Using digital technology provides me a more effective 

learning environment”. Accordingly, F5’s content reflects that individuals’ digital lifestyles 

are significantly affected by how digital technologies and services fulfill their needs in benefit 

of learning and acquiring knowledge. To best interpret F5’s content, this research labels F5 as 

“digital lifestyle that pertains to learning and acquiring knowledge”. Based on the above, 

Table 4 summarizes the constructed five-factor digital lifestyle scale from the Taiwanese 

sample. 

Table 4. Five-Factor Digital Lifestyle Scale Constructed from Taiwanese Sample 
Construct Observed Variables  

(Scale Items) 
Construct Name 

F1 

Q06: I often use digital technology to read news and search 
for information. 
Q09: I often use digital technology to acquire new 
information 
Q07: I often use digital technology to download video clips 
or watch drama series. 
Q03: I often use digital technology to chat and 
communicate.  
Q01: I often use digital technology to play games or listen 

to music. 

Digital-lifestyle that 
pertains to 

information, 
communication, and 

entertainment 

F2 

Q12: I often use digital technology to post messages, 
“check in” at places I visit, and share posts 
Q16: I often use digital technology to share and show off 
my life 
Q11: I often use digital technology to attend social 
activities 
Q14: I often use digital technology to group buy or call for 

Digital lifestyle that 
pertains to social, 
activities, sharing 
and group buying 
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group buyers 

F3 

Q19: Digital technology innovation and development are 
beneficial to our education  
Q17: Digital technology innovation and development are 
beneficial to our society 
Q18: Digital technology innovation and development are 
beneficial to our culture 
Q20: Digital technology innovation and development are 
beneficial to our economy 

Digital lifestyle that 
pertains to positive 

evaluation 

F4 

Q31: Using digital technology increases my happiness  
Q28: Using digital technology increases my interactions 
with friends 
Q27: Using digital technology expands my circle of friends  

Digital lifestyle that 
pertains to 

increasing friends 
and happiness 

F5 

Q32: I benefit a lot from using digital technology  
Q15: I often use digital technology to acquire new 
knowledge 
Q30: Using digital technology provides me a better 
learning environment 

Digital-lifestyle that 
pertains to learning 

and acquiring 
knowledge 

 

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
Understanding and predicting consumer behavior is vital in marketing and crucial for 

firms to be survival, profitable, and successful (especially in the market of ICT-enabled 

services), but no academic research to date has constructed a digital lifestyle scale. Meanwhile, 

because the Internet, telecommunication and wireless technologies, smart phones and tablets, 

mobile applications, and social networking have converged to shape people lives, there is a 

need to establish a digital lifestyle scale that is capable of gauging people’s values, attitudes, 

interests, and opinions about usage and development of digital technologies and services. 

Therefore, this study may fulfill this deficiency. By surveying 680 subjects in Taiwan, we 

constructed a 17-item five-factor digital lifestyle scale.  

As discussed in the previous sections, implications and findings culled from this 

empirical study can offer digital service marketers and providers useful information about the 

effects of digital lifestyles; these effects may influence consumers to use or not use a digital 

technology or service. Like other empirical studies, limitations do exist in this research. First, 

lifestyle encompasses not only personality and family background but also cultural affiliation 

and social status (Ye et al., 2011). Therefore, this study merely represents a preliminary work. 

To conduct digital lifestyle scales for people living in different countries is necessary. By 

performing cross-national comparisons such as the influential power among main factors and 

the most influential factor shaping different countries’ digital lifestyles, the presented 

methodology can thus be further verified and generalized. Second, because of limited 

manpower and resources, this study used the online survey to collect respondent data. Unlike 

current studies mostly limit themselves to student respondents, this research put efforts on 



The 2018 International Conference on Information Management (ICIM 2018)           Taiwan, 2018/6/3  

 
 

diversifying respondents to reflect the population. Further research is encouraged to execute 

stratified sampling to proportionately reflect all demographics’ distribution of the population.  

REFERENCES 
1. Ahmad, N., Omar, A., and Ramayah, T. (2010), Consumer lifestyles and online shopping 

continuance intention, Business Strategy Series 11(4), pp. 227-243. 

2. Bajarin, T. (2013), Your smartphone will become the hub of your digital lifestyle, Time, 

January 14, 2013. 

3. Balan, C. (2014), Consumer behavior in the digital era - evidence from Romanian market, 

Journal of Economics & Management 15(1), pp. 5-24. 

4. Brengman, M., Geuens, M., Weijters, B., Smith, S. M., Swinyard, W. R. (2005), 

Segmenting Internet shoppers based on their Web-usage-related lifestyle: A cross-cultural 

validation, Journal of Business Research 58(1), pp. 79-88. 

5. Common Wealth (2015), Big survey of digital lives, available at 

http://topic.cw.com.tw/2015digitallife/ [Accessed: December 24, 2015]. 

6. Couper, M. P., (2000), Web surveys: A review of issues and approaches, Public Opinion 

Quarterly 64(4), pp. 464-494. 

7. Erica, O. (2011), Augmented, anonymous, accountable: The emerging digital lifestyle, 

The Futurist, 45(4), pp. 37-41.  

8. Hassan, S. H., Ramayah, T., Mohamed, O., and Maghsoudi, A. (2015), E-lifestyle, 

customer satisfaction, and loyalty among the generation Y mobile users, Asian Social 

Science 11(4), pp. 157-168. 

9. Hashim, R., Idris, K. S., Ustadi, Y. A., Merican, F. M. and Sharifah F. S. M. Fuzi, S. F. M. 

(2012), Digital Inclusion and Lifestyle Transformation among the Orang Asli: Sacrificing 

Culture for Modernity?, Asian Social Science 8(12), pp. 80-87. 

10. Jackson, G. and Ahuja, V. (2016), Dawn of the digital age and the evolution of the 

marketing mix, Journal of Direct, Data and Digital Marketing Practice 17(3), pp. 

170-186. 

11. Jih, W. J. K. and Lee, S. F. (2003), An exploratory analysis of relationships between 

cellular phone users’ shopping motivators and lifestyle indicators, Journal of Computer 

Information System, 44(2), pp. 65-73. 

12. Kim, K. H., Park, J. Y., Kim, D. Y. and Moon, H. I. (2001), Internet user lifestyle: its 

impact on the effectiveness of Internet advertising in Korea, Proceedings of 2001 

American Academy of Advertising Conference, Salt Lake City, UT, USA. 

13. Kim, K. H., Park, J. Y., Kim, D. Y., Moon, H. I. and Chun, H. C. (2002), E-lifestyle and 

motives to use online games, Irish Marketing Review, 15(2), 71-77. 

14. Koshksaray, A. A., Franklin, D. and Hanzaee, K. H. (2015), The relationship between 

e-lifestyle and Internet advertising avoidance, Australasian Marketing Journal, 23(1), 

38-48. 



The 2018 International Conference on Information Management (ICIM 2018)           Taiwan, 2018/6/3  

 
 

15. Lee, J., Om, K., Nam, C. (2011), A wireless telecommunications technology policy for 

digital life in Korea, International Journal of Services Technology and Management, 16(1), 

156-187.  

16. Microsoft (2015), Our digital lifestyle: a world of opportunities available at 

http://www.microsoft.eu/our-digital-lifestyle-a-world-of-opportunities/ [Accessed: 

December 24, 2015] 

17. Mitchell, A. (1983), The Nine American Lifestyles, Warner, New York, NY. 

18. Mobile Trends Report (2013), Who are the Movers & Shakers of the Digital Lifestyle? 

available at http://www.allot.com/resource-library/mobiletrends-report-q1-2013/ 

[Accessed: December 24, 2015]. 

19. Mutum, D. and Ghazali, Z. (2006), Online shoppers vs non-shoppers: A lifestyle study of 

Malaysian Internet Users, Proceedings of AGBA 3rd World Congress, Advances in 

Global Business Research, 3(1), 166-176. 

20. Oracle Marketing Cloud (2015), Supporting today’s digital lifestyle available at 

http://info.csgi.com/DigitalLifestyleSurveySummary [Accessed: December 24, 2015]. 

21. Pandey, S. and Chawla, D. (2014), E-lifestyles of Indian online shoppers: A scale 

validation, Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 21(6), 1068-1074. 

22. Pandey, S. and Chawla, D. (2016), Using qualitative research for establishing content 

validity of e-lifestyle and website quality constructs, Quantitative Marketing Research: An 

International Journal, 19(3), 339-356. 

23. Polatoglu, V. N. and Ekin, S. (2001), An empirical investigation of the Turkish 

consumers’ acceptance of Internet banking services, International Journal of Banking 

Marketing, 19(4), 156-165. 

24. Pyper, J. (2017), Learning ourselves: A review of the mathematics teacher in the digital 

era, Canadian Journal of Science, Mathematics and Teaching Education, 17(3), 234-242. 

25. Rajshekhar, G. J., Cutler, B. D., and Young, R. B. (2005), The influence of culture on 

service marketing research: Guidelines for international marketers, Services Marketing 

Quarterly, 27(2), 103-119. 

26. Rokeach, M. (1973), The Nature of Human Values, The Free Press, New York, NY. 

27. Sax, L. J., Gilmartin, S. K., and Bryant, A. N. (2003), Assessing response rates and 

nonresponses bias in web and paper surveys, Research in Higher Education, 44(4), 

409-432. 

28. Smith S. M. and Swinyard, W. R. (2001), The identification of shopping behaviors among 

Internet users, The proceedings of World Marketing Congress, Cardiff Business School, 

UK. 

29. Smith, S. M. and Whitlark, D. K. (1999), Internet laddering, unpublished manuscript, 

Marriott School of Management, Brigham Young University, Utah, USA. 

30. Swinyard, W. R. and Smith, S. M. (2003), Why people (don’t) shop online: A lifestyle 

study of Internet consumer, Psychology & Marketing, 20(7), 567-597. 



The 2018 International Conference on Information Management (ICIM 2018)           Taiwan, 2018/6/3  

 
 

31. Teichert, 2017 

32. Veroff, J. Douvan, E. and Kulka, R. A. (1981), The Inner America. Basic Books, New 

York, NY. 

33. Wells, W. and Tigert, D. (1971), Activities, interests, and opinions, Journal of Advertising 

Research, 11(1), 27-35. 

34. Ye, Q., Li, G. and Gu, B. (2011), A cross-cultural validation of the web usage-related 

lifestyle scale: An empirical investigation in China, Electronic Commerce Research and 

Applications, 10(4), 304-312. 

35. Yu, C. S. (2011), Construction and validation of an e-lifestyle instrument, Internet 

Research, 21(3), 214-235. 

36. Yu, C. S. (2015), Using e-lifestyle to analyze mobile banking adopters and non-adopters, 

Journal of Global Information Technology Management, 18(3), 188-213. 

37. Yu, C. S., Li, C. K. and Chantatub, W. (2015), Analysis of consumer e-lifestyles and their 

effects on consumer resistance to using mobile banking: Empirical surveys in Thailand 

and Taiwan, International Journal of Business and Information, 10(2), 198-232. 

 

 

Appendix 1. Questionnaire 

Part 1 

1. I often use digital technology to play games or listen to music. 

2. I often use digital technology to express or share my opinions. 

3. I often use digital technology to chat and communicate. 

4. I often use digital technology to manage my itineraries (e.g., book airplane tickets 

and accommodation). 

5. I often use digital technology to attend social activities. 

6. I often use digital technology to read news and search for information. 

7. I often use digital technology to download video clips or watch drama series. 

8. I often use digital technology to shop or make transactions. 

9. I often use digital technology to acquire new information.  

10. I often use digital technology to meet new friends.  

11. I often use digital technology to attend social activities.  

12. I often use digital technology to post messages, check-in at places which I visit, and 

share posts. 

13. I often use digital technology to catch up on the latest news in a real-time manner. 

14. I often use digital technology to group buy. 

15. I often use digital technology to acquire new knowledge. 

16. I often use digital technology to share and show off my life. 

17. The digital technology innovation and development is positive to our society. 
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18. The digital technology innovation and development is positive to our culture. 

19. The digital technology innovation and development is positive to our education. 

20. The digital technology innovation and development is positive to our economy. 

21. The digital technology innovation and development makes our life happier. 

22. The digital technology innovation and development places more pressure on our 

life. 

23. The digital technology innovation and development is important to my life. 

24. The digital technology innovation and development helps improve my 

competitiveness. 

25. Using digital technology makes my life more convenient.  

26. Using digital technology improves my work efficiency.  

27. Using digital technology expands my circle of friends.  

28. Using digital technology increases friend interactions. 

29. Using digital technology decreases interpersonal connections and interactions. 

30. Using digital technology provides a better learning environment.  

31. Using digital technology makes me happier. 

32. I benefit a lot from using digital technology. 

Part 2 

1. Gender 

2. Age 

3. Education 

4. Occupation 

5. Monthly Salary 

 

 


