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ABSTRACT

In this presentation, the impact of consumers’value perception on their attitude
toward the websites is examined. We seek to study the extent of such impact under
different level of intervention of navigating behavior, product involvement, product

knowledge, information displaying, and demographic variables.

We control the navigating behavior variable by field experiment and require
respondents to answer online questions. A sample of size 190 is thus acquired to serve

the above purpose.

The main message from the results of the study is that the internet
consumers’attitudes toward websites are shaped by their value perception, which can be
utilized by the designer to construct their websites. For example, if the target
consumers prefer to enjoy and benefit from internet resources, then the website can be

designed for this purpose by encouraging targets’nevigating behaviors.
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