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 Website quality is an important factor, positively affecting brand impression and 
perceived quality, thereby promoting brand loyalty. The study was conducted to indicate 
the relationship between website quality, perceived quality, brand impression, and brand 
loyalty of customers towards beauty salons in Vietnam. Research data were collected 
using a quota sampling with 300 customers who have used salon services. By applying 
the structural equation modeling (SEM), the study showed that the website quality of 
beauty salons has a positive impact on the brand's impression and perceived quality of 
customers. Besides, the brand impression positively influences the perceived quality of 
customers and improves brand loyalty to beauty salons.  
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1. Background 
 

Information technology plays an important role in transforming from traditional commerce to e-commerce (Collins & 
Cobanoglu, 2013; Wang et al., 2015). The rapid development of information technology and especially, the internet has 
created a dynamic and fair competitive environment for the enterprise community. The internet plays a crucial role in 
business operations. E-service quality reflected by website quality is a key tool in the business strategies of organizations. 
Website quality is important in enhancing customers' purchase intention online (Baggozi and Dholakia, 2006). Website 
quality is an essential factor affecting customer's perceived quality about services (Ahn et al., 2004; Hsu et al., 2007). Also, 
the website quality of an organization impacts a certain number of potential customers (Winter et al., 2003). If the business 
owner focuses on improving the quality of the website, it will put a positive impression and help increase customer trust 
in the organizational brand (Braddy et al., 2008; Everard & Galletta, 2005). Therefore, the website quality has contributed 
to improving the brand loyalty of customers (Baggozi et al., 1999; Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; Jeon & Jeong, 2017). For 
beauty services, brand impression and perceived quality are always paid attention by customers. Thus, beauty salons in 
Vietnam are greatly interested in investing and upgrading the website quality to create a positive brand impression and 
retain customers. This study was carried out to prove the relationship between website quality, brand impression, perceived 
quality, and brand loyalty of customers towards beauty salons in Vietnam.  
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2. Theoretical Framework and Research Hypotheses 

2.1 Theoretical framework 

Website quality (WEBQUAL) 
Website quality demonstrates the ability of a website that allows users to accomplish their goals (Loiacono et al., 2002). 
According to Carlson (2003), the quality of a website is not only limited to the service quality of that website but also plenty 
of other aspects such as system structure, information quality, security, etc. Website quality is the quality of services provided 
by that website system (Li & Jiao, 2008). Website quality is measured by different criteria, the most common criteria used by 
many researchers are design characteristics (Kaynama & Black, 2000; Aladwani & Palvia, 2002; Loiacono et al., 2002; Kim, 
2005; Yang et al., 2005; Nusair & Kandampully, 2008), information quality (Kaynama & Black, 2000; Jeong & Lambert, 
2001; Aladwani & Palvia, 2002; Loiacono et al., 2002; Kim, 2005; Yang et al., 2005; Ho & Lee, 2007; Chaiprasit et al., 2011), 
accessibility (Kaynama & Black, 2000; Cox & Dale, 2001; Jeong & Lambert, 2001; Geissler, 2001; Madu & Madu, 2002; 
Yang et al., 2005), safety (Aladwani & Palvia, 2002; Loiacono et al., 2002; Yang et al., 2005; Ho & Lee, 2007; Chaiprasit et 
al., 2011), convenience (Kaynama & Black, 2000; Loiacono et al., 2002; Kaynama & Black, 2000; Kim, 2005; Yang et al., 
2005; Ho & Lee, 2007; Chaiprasit et al., 2011; Mohamed & Moradi, 2011), personalization (Madu & Madu, 2002, Kim & 
Lee, 2004, Yang et al., 2005; Ho & Lee, 2007), and innovation (Yoo & Donthu, 2000; Loiacono et al., 2002; 
Madu & Madu, 2002). 

Brand impression 
A brand impression is a perception of a brand reflected by the brand associations in the minds of customers (Newman, 1975). A 
brand impression is the representation of the brand in customers’ minds (Dobni & Zinkhan, 1990) and the feelings that customers 
feel about a brand (Keller, 1993). An organization or a product/service that continually keeps a good image in the minds of 
customers will surely achieve a better position in the market, improve its competitive advantage, and win more market share 
(Park et al., 1986). According to Hsieh et al. (2004), successfully building a brand impression will motivate customers to generate 
demands and distinguish them from the demands for products of competitors.    

Perceived quality 
According to Dawar (1996), perceived quality is the perception or overall evaluation of customers about the superiority and 
excellence of a product/service. Perceived quality is a subjective judgment of customers about a product/service (Zeithaml, 1988; 
Dodds et al., 1991). As reported by Aaker (1991), perceived quality shows the remarkable difference of a product/service that 
may become a brand in the minds of customers. Perceived quality is measured by factors such as previous experience, educational 
background, risk perception, and purchase situation (Holbrook & Corfman, 1985). 

Brand loyalty 
Brand loyalty is the engagement of customers to a brand (Aaker, 1991). Brand loyalty is an interest of a brand that customers 
will not consider other brands when they have a product demand (Baldinger & Rubinson, 1996; Brújula & Calvo, 1997). 
Loyalty is created when customers commit to a brand (Kim et al., 2008), in which they intend to use the brand in the future 
(Oliver, 1999), recommend the brand to others, and ignore negative information about that brand (Sutikno, 2011). 
2.2 Research Hypotheses 

The relationship between website quality and brand impression  

According to Winter et al. (2003), website quality affects potential customers’ brand impressions. The website attributes such 
as information quality, site aesthetics, processing speed, privacy, etc. create a brand impression in the minds of customers 
(Karimov et al., 2011). Website quality significantly influences brand impression and customer trust (Everard & Galletta, 
2005; Braddy et al., 2008). Therefore, hypothesis H1 is proposed as follows:  

H1: Website quality positively affects customers' brand impression on beauty salons. 

The relationship between website quality and perceived value 

Website quality is a key factor playing a decisive role in improving customer satisfaction and perception (Madu & Madu, 
2002; Kim & Lee, 2005). According to Moon & Kim (2001), the perceived quality of a customer for a website affects his or 
her attitude and behavioral intentions. Website quality positively affects the perceived quality of customers, motivating them 
to interact with the website (Ahn et al., 2004; Hsu et al., 2007). Hence, the hypothesis H2 is proposed as follows:  

H2: Website quality positively impacts customers’ perceived quality for beauty salons. 

The relationship between brand impression and perceived quality  

Customer perceptions of a product/service quality are significantly influenced by their brand impressions (Szybillo & 
Jacoby, 1974; Shimp & Bearden, 1982; Rao & Monroe, 1989). Besides, Kotler & Armstrong (2010) used the brand 
impression to evaluate the quality of products/services. Richardson et al. (1994) showed a positive relationship between 
brand impression and perceived quality. Thus, the study stated hypothesis H3:  
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Table 1 
Interpretation of observed variables in the research model 

Factor Observed variables Scale Reference resources 

Site aesthetic (SA) 

SA1: Website of the beauty salon (X) uses a readable font and color 
combination. Likert 1-5 Kaynama & Black (2000), 

Yoo & Donthu (2000), 
Aladwani & Palvia (2002) 
 

SA2: Website of the beauty salon (X) uses an interesting visual design. Likert 1-5 
SA3: Website of the beauty salon (X) is creative and professional. Likert 1-5 

Information 
quality (IQ) 

IQ1: The information posted on the (X) salon’s website is helpful. Likert 1-5 Ho & Lee, (2007), Kim & 
Lee (2004), Kaynama & 
Black (2000), Yang et al. 
(2005). 

IQ2: The salon (X)’s website provides adequate information about services. Likert 1-5 

IQ3: The salon (X)’s website updates reliable information continuously. Likert 1-5 

Convenience 
(CON) 

CON1: Website of the beauty salon (X) has easy navigation. Likert 1-5 
Yang & Jun (2002), Kim 
& Lee (2004), Ho & Lee 
(2007). 

CON2: The search function on the beauty salon (X)’s website is easy to 
understand and use. Likert 1-5 

CON3: Website of the beauty salon (X) makes it easy to find other useful 
links. Likert 1-5 

Accessibility 
(ACC) 

ACC1: Website of the beauty salon (X)  responds to customer requests 
quickly. Likert 1-5 Kaynama & Black (2000), 

Yang et al. (2005). ACC2: Website of the beauty salon (X) loads quickly. Likert 1-5 
ACC3: Website of the beauty salon (X) is always available for transactions. Likert 1-5 

Privacy (PRI) 
PRI1: Online transactions are always protected. Likert 1-5 Aladwani & Palvia (2002), 

Kim & Lee (2004), Ho & 
Lee (2007), Chaiprasit 
(2011) 

PRI2: The privacy policy of the website is clear. Likert 1-5 
PRI3: Personal information of customers is always kept confidential. Likert 1-5 

Personalization 
(PER) 

PER1: Website of the beauty salon (X) meets customers' special requirements. Likert 1-5 
Kaynama & Black (2000), 
Yang & Jun (2002), Ho & 
Lee (2007). 

PER2: Website of the beauty salon (X) can save customer information search 
history. Likert 1-5 

PER3: Customers can save the previous search information on the salon's (X) 
website. Likert 1-5 

Innovation (INN) 

INN1: Website of the beauty salon (X) always keeps up-to-date with new 
functions. Likert 1-5 Yoo & Donthu, (2000), 

Loiacono et al. (2002), 
Madu & Madu, (2002). INN2: Website of the beauty salon (X) offers innovative products and services. Likert 1-5 

INN3: Website of the beauty salon (X) always leads the newest technologies.  Likert 1-5 

Brand impression 
(BI) 

BI1: I can clearly remember the beauty salon (X)’s logo and slogan. Likert 1-5 
Dobni & Zinkhan (1990), 
Keller (1993), 
Yoo (2000), Roy & 
Banerjee (2008). 
 
 

BI2: I have a good impression of the beauty salon (X)’s brand name. Likert 1-5 
BI3: Beauty salon (X) is a reputable brand in my mind. Likert 1-5 
BI4: Beauty salon (X) has the best service quality. Likert 1-5 
BI5: Beauty salon (X) is a brand with modern technologies. Likert 1-5 
BI6: I always think of the beauty salon (X) first when I have a demand for 
beauty services. Likert 1-5 

Perceived quality 
(PQ) 

PQ1: Beauty salon (X) offers a wide range of services. Likert 1-5 
Zeithaml (1988), Dodds 
(1991), Yoo et al. (2000), 
Nguyen et al. (2011) 
 

 

PQ2: The service quality of the beauty salon (X) is always guaranteed. Likert 1-5 
PQ3: Beauty salon (X) always keeps its commitments with customers. Likert 1-5 
PQ4: Beauty salon (X) is a reliable place for customers who have beauty 
service needs.  Likert 1-5 

PQ5: Beauty salon (X) has good customer service. Likert 1-5 
PQ6: I fully trust in the service quality of the beauty salon (X). Likert 1-5 

Brand loyalty (BL) 

BL: Beauty salon (X) is always my first choice. Likert 1-5 

Deighton et al. (1994), 
Aaker, (1991), Nguyen et 
al. (2011). 

BL2: I would recommend the beauty salon (X) to my relatives, friends, and 
community. Likert 1-5 

BL3: I will continue to use the beauty salon (X)’s services. Likert 1-5 
BL4: I am a loyal customer of beauty salon (X). Likert 1-5 
BL5: Despite the change in the service fee, I chose the beauty salon (X). Likert 1-5 
BL6: I always follow the beauty salon (X)’s activities. Likert 1-5 

Source: Author’s synthesis, 2020 
 

H3: Brand impression positively influences the perceived quality of customers towards beauty salons. 

The relationship between brand impression and brand loyalty 

Brand impression expresses customers' thoughts and feelings about a brand (Roy & Banerjee, 2008). Brand loyalty 
indicates the decision to buy products/services and keeps customers from switching to competitors' brands (Yoo, 2000). 
Several studies have shown that brand loyalty is influenced by the brand impression of customers (Yoo, 2000; Roy & 
Banerjee, 2008). Therefore, the H4 hypothesis is suggested:  

H4: Brand impression positively impacts brand loyalty to beauty salons. 

The relationship between perceived quality and brand loyalty 

According to Garretson & Clow (1999), perceived quality has a positive impact on customers' purchase intentions and 
enhances their brand loyalty. Kan (2002) argued that the higher the perceived quality, the higher the evaluation of customers 
towards a product/service. In addition to this, Chi et al. (2009) have proven that brand loyalty depends on the perceived quality 
of customers. Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed.  
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H5: Perceived quality has a positive impact on the brand loyalty of customers towards beauty salons. 

Based on the literature review and research hypotheses, two group discussions (qualitative research) were held with 16 cus-
tomers (8 customers per group) who regularly visit the website and use salon services. The main objective of the discussion 
was to identify appropriate scales for the research model. The proposed research model is given in Fig. 1. 

 

 

Fig. 1. Proposed research model 

3. Research Methodology 

3.1 Analytical methods 

In this study, quantitative analytical methods used include the reliability test of the scales by Cronbach's Alpha, exploratory 
factor analysis (EFA), confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and structural equation modeling (SEM). These analytical 
methods are performed in the following order. Step 1: Test the reliability of all scales by Cronbach’s Alpha; Step 2: Apply 
the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to assess the convergent and discriminant validity of the scales; Step 3: Use the 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to evaluate the suitability of the data with the market; and Step 4: Use the structural 
equation modeling (SEM) to test the research hypotheses. 

3.2 Data collection method 

To apply the SEM method, the study requires a large sample size because it is based on the sampling distribution theory 
(Raykov and Widaman, 1995). To reach the reliability of SEM, the sample size between 100 and 200 is satisfactory (Hoyle, 
1995). However, the sample size should be larger than 200 for higher reliability (Hoelter, 1983). The study used quota 
sampling based on demographic criteria (gender, age, income) and the consumption level of salon services to collect the data. 
The survey was concentrated in major cities in Vietnam, including Hanoi City, Danang City, Ho Chi Minh City, and Can Tho 
City. After data screening, the sample size was 300 observations. Thus, the sample size met the requirements, ensuring 
reliability for the hypothesis test. Demographic characteristics of respondents are described in Table 2. 

Table 2  
Respondents' demographic characteristics 

Characteristic Frequency Percentage (%) 
1. Gender N=300 100.00 
Male 58 19.33 
Female 242 80.67 
2. Age N=300 100.00 
18 - 35 54 18.00 
36 - 45 88 29.33 
46 - 60  98 32.67 
Above 60 60 20.00 
3. Income (VND) N=300 100.00 
6.000.000 - less than 9.000.000  35 11.67 
9.000.000 - less than 12.000.000  68 22.67 
12.000.000 - less than 15.000.000  92 30.66 
15.000.000 and above  105 35.00 
Source: Survey data, 2020 
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4. Research Results And Discussions 

4.1 Test reliability of the scales 

Cronbach’s Alpha test 

The Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient is used to assess the reliability of the scales and check the level of internal correlation 
among variables in the scale. According to the result in Table 3, the scales are reliable with Cronbach's alpha values greater 
than 0.6 (Nunnally, 1978; Peterson, 1994), the smallest value is the Information quality scale (0.711) and the highest value is 
the Brand loyalty scale (0.93). Besides, the corrected item-total correlation values of variables are all greater than 0.3 (mini-
mum is 0.461), so no variable is excluded from the research model (Slater, 1995; Hair et al., 2006). 

Table 3  
Cronbach’s Alpha test result 

No. Scale Number of variables Cronbach’s Alpha Minimum corrected item-total correlation 
1 Site aesthetic 3 0.793 0.575 
2 Information quality 3 0.711 0.507 
3 Accessibility 3 0.721 0.504 
4 Privacy 3 0.798 0.605 
5 Convenience 3 0.715 0.461 
6 Personalization 3 0.868 0.702 
7 Innovation 3 0.737 0.517 
8 Brand impression 6 0.902 0.650 
9 Perceived quality 6 0.882 0.628 

10 Brand loyalty 6 0.903 0.678 
Source: Survey data, 2020 

 

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 

Based on Table 4, the test achieved the following results: (1) Reliability of observed variables is satisfactory (Factor loading 
> 0.5); (2) Appropriateness of the model is guaranteed (0.5 < KMO = 0.793 < 1.0); (3) Bartlett’s test of correlation among 
observed variables is statistically significant (Sig. = 0.00 < 0.05). Cumulative percentage of variance = 70.5%, higher than 
50% (Anderson &Gerbing, 1988; Hair et al., 1998). This shows that the observed variables included in the model reach a high 
explanatory level. Therefore, 7 factors are created from 21 observed variables and there is no disturbance of variables between 
factors, so the factor names remain. 

Table 4  
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) result  

Scale Sign Factor 
F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 

Personalization PER2 0.911       
PER3 0.862       
PER1 0.723       

Privacy PRI3  0.824      
PRI1  0.766      
PRI2  0.682      

Site aesthetic SA2   0.876     
SA1   0.786     
SA3   0.604     

Information qual-
ity 

IQ2    0.855    
IQ1    0.574    
IQ3    0.514    

Innovation INN2     0.869   
INN3     0.609   
INN1     0.583   

Convenience CON2      0.845  
CON1      0.585  
CON3      0.553  

Accessibility ACC2       0.795 
ACC1       0.627 
ACC3       0.583 

Source: Survey data, 2020 
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Next, the Brand impression scale has a value of KMO = 0.898 ≥ 0.5 and Sig. = 0.00 < 0.05 so the data is suitable for factor 
analysis. One factor is extracted with a total variance extracted = 67.42% (>50%), this means that the Brand impression factor 
explains 67.42% of the data variability. Similarly, the Perceived quality scale has a KMO = 0.887 ≥ 0.5 and Sig. = 0.00 < 
0.05, the data is suitable for factor analysis. One factor is extracted with a total variance extracted = 63% (>50%), meaning 
that the Perceived quality factor explains 63% of the variability. Finally, the Brand loyalty scale has a KMO value of 0.903 ≥ 
0.5 and Sig. = 0.00 < 0.05, the data is suitable for factor analysis. One factor is extracted with a total variance extracted = 
67.7% (>50%) which means the Brand loyalty factor explains 67.7% of the variability. 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

After the EFA stage, 10 scales are added for the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The CFA result shows that the coefficient 
are guaranteed as follows: Chi-square/df = 1.712 < 2 with P = 0.000 ≤ 0.05; TLI = 0.914 and CFI =  0.924, both are greater than 
0.9; RMSEA = 0.049 < 0.08. This proves the model is consistent with market data (Bentler & Bonett, 1980; Carmines & McIver, 
1981). The standardized regression weights of the scales are > 0.5 and the unstandardized regression weights are statistically 
significant, so the convergent validity is achieved. Besides, the correlation coefficient of all factors is less than 1 with the standard 
deviation < 0.05. Therefore, the model reaches discriminant validity. 

Table 5 
Result of composite reliability and average variance extracted 

Factor Number of variables Composite reliability (Pc) Average variance extracted (Pvc) 

Site aesthetic 3 0.80 0.58 
Information quality 3 0.70 0.44 

Accessibility 3 0.73 0.48 
Privacy 3 0.80 0.57 

Convenience 3 0.73 0.48 
Personalization 3 0.87 0.69 

Innovation 3 0.74 0.49 
Brand impression 6 0.90 0.61 
Perceived quality 6 0.89 0.56 

Brand loyalty 6 0.90 0.60 
Source: Survey data, 2020 

The result of composite reliability (Pc) and average variance extracted (Pvc) presented in Table 5 shows that the value of Pc 
meets the requirement, but the Pvc value of 4 scales (information quality, accessibility, convenience, and innovation) are slightly 
low (<0.5). However, the Pvc can be 0.4 or higher provided that the Pc is greater than 0.6 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Thus, all 
the scales in the model achieve reliability and they are used for the next SEM stage. 

4.2 Test the relationship between factors in the research model 

Structural equation modeling (SEM) is used to test the research hypotheses. The analytical result is presented in Table 6. 

Table 6 
Test result of relationships among factors 

Relationship Unstandardized regres-
sion weights 

Standardized regres-
sion weights P-value Hypothesis 

BI ← WEBQUAL 0.509 0.292 *** H1: accepted 
PQ ← WEBQUAL 0.302 0.192 *** H2: accepted 

PQ ← BI 0.765 0.847 *** H3: accepted 
BL ← BI 0.383 0.463 *** H4: accepted 
BL ← PQ 0.404 0.441 *** H5: accepted 

Source: Survey data, 2020      Note: ***: Significant at 1% 

Table 6 suggests that hypotheses H1, H2, H3, H4, and H5 are accepted at a 99% confidence interval. The relationships between 
the factors are explained as follows: 

Hypothesis H1: Website quality positively influences customers' brand impressions on beauty salons. The estimated result in 
table 6 shows that website quality has a positive impact on brand impression with a standardized coefficient of 0.292 and p = 
0.000. This finding is consistent with studies proposed by Everard & Galletta (2005), Braddy et al. (2008). This means that 
the characteristics of a website such as design style, information quality, security, innovation, etc. contribute to improving 
customers' impression on the beauty salons’ website. The better the salons’ website quality, the higher the brand impression 
in the minds of customers, thus promoting positive behavioral intentions. 
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Hypothesis H2: Website quality positively affects the perceived quality of customers to beauty salons. This hypothesis is 
accepted with the standardized coefficients = 0.192 and the significance level p = 0.000. It shows the positive relationship between 
website quality and customer perceived quality for beauty salons. The research result is consistent with studies by Ahn et al. 
(2004), Hsu et al. (2007). Good reviews from customers of the website positively affect their perceived quality. Therefore, to 
improve the perceived quality and intention to use the services of customers, beauty salons should regularly upgrade the website 
quality. 

Hypothesis H3: Brand impression has a positive impact on the perceived quality of customers to beauty salons. The analytical 
result achieves a standardized coefficient = 0.847 and the significance level p = 0.000. With a high standardized coefficient, 
this shows the strong impact of the brand impression on the perceived quality of customers on beauty salons. The result is 
similar to the findings of Szybillo and Jacoby (1974), Shimp & Bearden (1982), Rao & Monroe (1989). If customers always 
remind of the beauty salon’s brand name, have a good impression of it, and trust in the service quality, their perceived quality 
will be enhanced. 

Hypothesis H4: Brand impression positively affects the brand loyalty of customers to beauty salons. The result in Table 6 
indicates that brand impression positively affects brand loyalty through a standardized coefficient of 0.463 and a significance 
level of p = 0.000. This finding is consistent with some studies proposed by Yoo (2000), Roy & Banerjee (2008). When the 
beauty salon’s website creates a good brand impression in customers’ minds, it may strengthen the salon’s brand name in the 
market and improve its competitiveness. A positive brand impression helps the administrator build a favorable marketing 
strategy to effectively reach customers, enhance purchase intention, and build customer loyalty. 

Hypothesis H5: Quality perceived positively influences customer loyalty to beauty salons. The result confirms that there is a 
positive relationship between perceived quality and brand loyalty of customers for beauty salons, with a standardized 
coefficient of 0.441 and a significance level p = 0.000. It can be implied that if customers feel the variety of services, the 
quality assurance, the strict commitment from the beauty salon, they will pay more attention to the salon, tend to choose the 
salon, and recommend it for relatives, friends, and community. This also means that customer loyalty will be enhanced. The 
research result is similar to studies by Garretson & Clow (1999), Kan (2002), Chi et al. (2009). 

5. Conclusion and Implications 

The study has pointed out relationships among website quality, brand impression, perceived quality, and brand loyalty of 
customers to beauty salons in Vietnam. The results have shown that the factors in the research model are closely related to each 
other. Website quality has a positive impact on customers’ brand impressions and perceived quality towards beauty salons. Next, 
brand impression positively impacts the perceived quality of customers to beauty salons. Also, brand impression and perceived 
quality of customers positively affects their brand loyalty to beauty salons. Based on these findings, several administrative 
implications are proposed to enhance the role of website quality in customers’ brand loyalty as follows: Firstly: improve the 
support and customer care function via the website. Secondly, proactively upgrade new technologies and increase the security 
level for online transactions. Thirdly, regularly update information and upgrade the website interface. Fourthly, invest in 
professional services and update the knowledge on new technologies for the web care department. 
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