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ABSTRACT 

 

The last decade has seen considerable change in the traditional news media space. 

The advent of the internet has brought the likes of Social media platforms 

(Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter etc.), Search companies (Google), Digital/online 

platforms & websites to the fore. These platforms have become ubiquitous to our 

lives and this proliferation has altered our content & news consumption patterns, 

types of content we read and are interested in, as well as changes in 

delivery/distribution mechanisms to users and consumers. Technological change 

through the channel as well as a dependency of the internet boom, the rise of social 

platforms, search companies, digital publishing, mobile telephony, smart phones, 

availability to High speed & cheap broadband as well as unclear IP and Copyright 

laws across the internet have resulted in a period of unprecedented technological 

disruption to many previously impervious business models- none more so than 

traditional news print industry. 

Chyi (2012) states that the intensity of the debate around the subject of ‘paywalls’ as 

it pertains to the value of news and the future of journalism is significant; however 

studies have not succeeded at conceptualising the issue correctly. Part of the basis 

of this lack of research is a function of ‘paywalls’ being relatively new and as such 

there is a lack of historical and comparative data. Chyi, found that the public at large 

had small interest in paying for online news and thus “news publishers may find it 

difficult to rely on the subscription model to achieve economic viability “(Chyi 2005, 

141). She further suggested that the primary reason for users’ unwillingness to pay 

for online news was due to the perceived lack of “unique value” and ultimately 

considered an inferior good. This argument is countered by Van der Wurff (2012, 

245), who purported that “good journalism adds value to news because of the 

positive outcomes to keep citizens informed”.  
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According to Myllyahthi, (2014) there has been a vast uptake since 2012 in these 

same newspaper organisations introducing numerous new business models geared 

around online subscriptions- commonly known as ‘paywalls’. This has been brought 

about as a means to attempt to offset and compensate for the losses in the 

traditional print advertising market as well as declines in hardcopy subscriptions. 

This however, has proved to be a significant challenge  as stated by Rosentsiel, 

Jurkowitz and Ji(2012), the increases made on digital platforms has not made up for 

commensurate losses on print. This can be attributable to two key reasons: the value 

of each additional (1) digital dollar is worth seven (7) print advertising dollars. The 

2nd significant reason is the fact that these same publishers took the strategic 

decisions many years ago to offer online news content for free in order to chase 

traffic/audience size (in industry terms scale) on their digital platforms with the hope 

that once the that scale had been reached they would be positioned appropriately to 

exploit their respective vast market shares. What they perhaps could not have 

anticipated is the way in which the likes of Google, Facebook, AOL, and Yahoo etc. 

would not only permeate and challenge their existing business and in particular 

pricing models but also be able to reach and attract audiences far exceeding the 

traditional news industry captive audience. 

Dutta, (2012), suggests that ultimately online readers have a “real consumption 

choice, because of the monetary sacrifice involved.” Brandsetter and Schmalhofer 

reason that “readers are only willing to pay for online content if it is offering added 

value and is not freely available elsewhere   (Journalism Practice, 2014),  users are 

willing to pay for content if it holds value( Wang et al. 2005), and Hermansson 

,2013), added value by providing unique information (Brandsetter, Schmaloffer, 

2014). 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate and determine the value drivers of moving 

from free to fee for online content. The research was conducted using quantitative 

data collection methods.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Recent years has seen the rise of all things digital with a multitude of new 

technologies becoming ubiquitous and changing the manner in which we 

communicate and consume content. Media Companies and in particular the print 

media industry have been hard hit with declining circulation in print as readers turn to 

online sources to consume content. In 2010, 53% of adults in United States 

consumed news content online as opposed to print media mechanisms (Pew 

Research Center, 2010). The Newspaper Association of America reported a 

9.5%decrease in print sales for the first three months of 2011. However, at large 

media companies that represent both print and online, print remains the primary 

source of revenue. 

1.1 Purpose of the study 

The purpose of the research is to determine what constitutes value to users in the 

South African online content environment. The report will determine whether users 

and readers of online media can be converted to pay a fee for content that in the 

past was free. 

1.2 Context of the study 

Internet media consumption is more prevalent than ever before. Global trends 

indicate declines in print readership as consumers turn to online sources for their 

information, as opposed to the traditional sources of print, television and audio. 

Online information has the potential to be the superior content provider as it offers 

the immediacy of radio, the wide and deep information supplied by print and the 

impact of television images. A 2008 Pew Research Center survey showed that for 

the first time Americans relied predominantly on the internet for news over 

newspapers (Pew Research Center, 2008). The 2012 State of the Media Report 

indicated a 17.2% growth in the audience for online news options, while print news 
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sources lost 4% in readership (Edmonds, Guskin, Rosentieland Mitchell, 2012). 

However, this increase in internet readership has not translated into increased 

revenues for Media Companies, who predominantly supply their online information at 

no charge, while simultaneously are seeing revenue streams from print subscribers 

and advertising diminish (Van Rensburg, 2014) .  

The media industry is facing one of its greatest challenges to date –conventional 

print-orientated revenues are on the decline as the circulation of bricks and mortar 

products decreases, while online readership increases without the commensurate 

growth in revenue. As consumers move to the online medium, organizations are 

finding it difficult to monetize the digital space, both in terms of subscriptions and 

advertising (Borain, 2015) 

Traditionally, print advertising revenue has been the dominant revenue source for 

the industry when compared to subscription revenue. As circulation shifts to online, it 

was hoped that an advertising model built on scale would be sufficient enough to 

sustain a business that previously had dual revenue through advertising as well as 

subscriptions and sales (Groeneveld and Sethi, 2010).Media Companies hoped that 

offering free content online would command high advertising revenues through 

elevated circulation figures, but this has not been the case. The weak economic 

environment as well as other more efficient advertising methods, such as advertising 

via search engines like Google and other targeting technologies, has resulted in 

digital advertising not being able to offset losses incurred by print circulation and 

print advertising losses (Ravinsky, 2015). 

“Now, with targeted ad services offered through Google and Facebook, advertisers 

can cater to interested, prospective customers, as AdSense requires advertisers to 

pay only when consumers click on the advertisement. The CPM, or cost per 1,000 

mark-ups, model, in addition to the ongoing economic recession, has lured many 

advertisers away from newspapers’ bread and butter revenue source — print ads” 

(Duprey, 2012). Digital revenue gains are unable to make up for print losses and it is 

estimated that for every dollar gained in online revenue, seven dollars are lost in 

print revenue (Pew Research Center, 2012). 
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As Media Companies search for alternative sources of revenue online, the 

dominating question is whether the industry can “put the genie back in the bottle 

after offering readers free online content” (Parrott, 2010). The introduction of 

paywalls – barriers requiring consumers to pay to access online content that used to 

be available for free – has been faced with both negative comment and positive 

favour.  

Customers have been conditioned to expect free online content and a prominent fear 

with regards to paywalls is the likely loss of customers to the many free alternatives 

online (Pauwels and Weiss, 2008). Following this, charging for online content should 

result in declines in online readership, which will in turn negatively impact online 

advertising revenue that is based on circulation (Parrott, 2010). Mitchell and 

Rosentiel (2011) suggest that the print industry itself is responsible for the current 

state, as it opted to give away content for free in order to keep their valued 

audiences (Mitchell and Rosentiel, 2011). Mutter states “that it is no longer clear 

whether it makes sense for print publications to charge for online content - the 

perception of free content online has already been implanted in consumers’ minds, 

some worry, so attempting to charge for online access would only hurt page views 

and thus digital revenue”(Mutter, 2011).  

There have been examples where paywalls have been successfully implemented - 

with the New York Times succeeding in attracting 224,000 paying online subscribers 

within four months (Salmon, 2011). In fact, there is a growing movement in support 

of paywalls guided by the premise that not all-online information should be free. 

According to Duprey (2012), the introduction of paywalls is necessary to prepare 

younger generations that have grown up with almost entirely free Internet to pay for 

online content and “according to a study conducted by the University of Missouri 

School of Journalism, only 15 percent of the several hundred daily newspapers 

surveyed said they had no plans to charge for online content” (Duprey, 2012).In 

addition to this, other recent studies show that 43 percent of U.S. daily newspapers 

have begun charging for some or all online content (Jenner, 2012).  
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The debate surrounding paywall introduction will continue to focus around the 

performance impact on revenues from the move from free to fee (Pauwels and 

Weiss, 2008). The research contained herein aims to determine what constitutes 

value to South African online users from an adoption behaviour perspective in an 

attempt to determine whether users and readers of online media can be converted to 

pay a fee for content that in the past was free. 

Times Media Live (“TML”) has agreed to participate in the study and make their 

portfolio of websites and respective users available to be communicated and 

surveyed. TML is the 2rd largest local online publisher in South Africa. TML is a 

wholly owned entity of the Times Media Group, that also owns other media titles 

such as Sunday Times, The Sowetan, The Times, Sunday World, Business Day and 

Financial Mail. 

An opportunity exists to examine and survey 3,938,458 million unique users of the 

South African internet population (Effective Measure - August 2015). According to 

the South African Digital Media and Marketing Association (DMMA and now the 

IAB), Head of Publishing Tim Spira, “the total unduplicated South African online 

audience is 10.8 million” (Spira, 2015). Therefore, the opportunity existed to examine 

36.4 percent of the South African online audience. 

1.3 Problem statement 

1.3.1. Main problem 

Identify the factors that create value in order to increase adoption of free to 

paid for online content in South Africa. 

1.3.2. Sub-problems 

 Identify the factors that constitute the perception of  value  
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 Determine the propensity of users to pay for online content that was 

previously free in South Africa  

1.4 Significance of the study 

The study fills a gap for the media environment and business models of old, which 

have been transformed by technology and the internet. Changes in the manner in 

which people communicate and consume various forms of media and content have 

precipitated the move to digital formats (Van Rensburg, 2014). This has implications 

for the manner in which brands and marketing practitioners choose to communicate 

with their desired target markets.  

According to Internet Live Stats the total South African online audience is 24,909,854 

million(, http://www.internetlivestats.com/internet-users-by-country/ 2014), but as 

mentioned previously this is a duplicated number with one person having access to 

multiple devices –hence the double and even in some instances triple counting. As 

alluded to in the previous section the unduplicated online SA audience is roughly 

10.8million. With 3,938 million Unique Users across the TML platforms this equated 

to 36.4% of the SA online population. 

Businesses’ and marketers’ abilities to understand and then create the correct mix of 

customer value will determine whether they successfully can charge consumers who 

previously received a product or service for free and have multiple alternatives 

(Pauwels and Weiss, 2008). 

An examination of marketing and economic literature defines value as “the amount 

for which a thing can be exchanged” (Allingham, 1983) and the more mathematical 

definition used by Shillito and De Marle, (1992) of value being equal to need 

multiplied by utility and divided by cost, as depicted below: 

 

Figure 1. 
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According to Dr Dayan (2012), value equals benefits less cost and cost equals 

money, time, energy and psychic costs (Dayan, 2012). He also suggests that 

creating customer value on the internet could include but not be limited to the 

following variables: the product experience, beliefs and attitudes of clients of the 

product benefits, expectations around brand and support services and superficial 

pricing policies (Dayan, 2012).  

The findings of this study will assist print and online media owners in determining 

what internet users classify as value and in turn, the appropriate strategy and 

business models to adopt in order to allow their businesses to be more sustainable 

and profitable.  

1.5 Delimitations of the study 

 The study will follow a quantitative analysis via a survey that will be conducted 

over several months. 

 The scope of the research will be delimited to the TML portfolio of sites only. 

 The study will include News, Sport, and Entertainment only (Timeslive.co.za, 

Sowetanlive.co.za and sundayworld.co.za). There may be other genres of 

content that are not included in this study. 

1.6 Definition of terms 

 Media Company – A company that derives revenue from publishing content 

via one or more means of distribution, e.g. print publishing, television, radio, 

the internet. (Interactive Advertising Bureau, 2015). 

 IAB (Interactive Advertising Bureau) Global Advertising organisation that 

determines industry protocols, commissions market research for online ad 

industry. (Interactive Advertising Bureau, 2015) 

 IP Address –The internet protocol (IP) address is an exclusive number, which 

is used to represent every single computer in a network. (Stokes, 2008). 
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 Paywall – A mechanism that prevents online users from being able to enter or 

access particular webpages without registration or paying subscription. 

(Radoff,2009 )  

 Server– A computer that hosts information available to anyone accessing the 

internet. (Webtrends, 2012) 

 Unique User– Unique individual or browser which has accessed a web site 

within a specific period. (Interactive Advertising Bureau, 2012).  

1.7 Assumptions 

The following assumptions have been made regarding the study: 

 The sample is sufficient in size and is reliable. 

 The sample is relevant and representative of the entire SA internet 

audience (3,938,458 million unique users as of October 2015, Effective 

Measure) 

 Respondents have adequate understanding of the technology needed 

to complete the survey. 

 The sample respondents are motivated to answer the full survey. 
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter includes a literature review of the primary constructs of significance to 

the study. The first issue is around value and what constitutes value drivers to 

consumers, including the associated variables. The second issue discusses 

customer satisfaction and how this affects people’s propensity for adoption and 

purchasing behaviour. The next issue looks into consumer trust and the risks 

regarding purchasing and making payments online. Lastly, the issue of consumer 

purchasing behaviour in an offline but predominantly online environment is 

discussed.  

2.2 Definition and background discussion 

Online content services and products have become major mechanisms by which 

people across the globe communicate and obtain information (Davis 2006; Auchard 

2006). This has resulted in most forms of traditional media, such as newspapers and 

television, being under significant pressure not only to adopt and grow their online 

business, but also to avoid decline in the use and revenue from these traditional 

channels (Flavian and Gurrea, 2006; Williams and Nicholas, 1999; Cowan 2001).  

Research from the State of the News Media 2011 Report revealed that newspaper 

newsrooms were 30 percent smaller than they were in 2000. The newspaper 

industry saw a 30 percent decrease in industry jobs since 2000, and between 1,000 

and 1,500 newsroom jobs were cut in 2010 (Pew Research Center, 2011). The 

authors speculated that these losses might have been related to the industry’s 

inability to monetize the digital space. 

Media Companies can adopt various pricing models to increase revenue. According 

to Pauwels and Weiss (2008), content providers that only have an advertising 

revenue business model, i.e., those that do not charge users to view online content, 
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are dependent upon growing free users in order to attract marginally more revenue. 

On the other hand, information pricing models such as usage-based pricing, micro 

payments and subscription models may be implemented to price online information 

(Bakos and Brynjolfsson, 2000; Varian 1995).  

Pauwels and Weiss (2008), suggest a revenue model that reflects both free 

subscriber and paid subscriber elements: 

Revenue = (free subscribers x advertising revenue per free subscriber) + (paid 

subscribers x fee) 

As implied in the equation above and as suggested by the research conducted on 

the move from free to fee (Duprey, 2012; Parrott, 2010; Pauwels and Weiss, 2008), 

the metered model appears to offer the most effective means to profit. “A meter 

offers a soft paywall that attracts two kinds of consumers — casual readers who can 

still view a certain amount of articles per month and boost a website’s viewership 

numbers and passionate readers who are usually willing to pay for a certain 

newspaper’s online content” (Duprey, 2012). 

Irrespective of the pricing model, Media Companies will be concerned about the 

performance impact of beginning to charge for online information that once was free, 

in other words, the move from free to fee (Pauwels and Weiss, 2008). Consumers 

like getting products and services free, and in the absence of a monetary cost, a free 

good is free of trade-offs and reduces consumer psychological costs (Ariely and 

Shampan’er, 2004). This is especially true for online content where consumers have 

been conditioned to expect online information to be free. Conversely, Zeithaml 

(1988) states that the transition from free to paid-for content may result in growth of 

the market due to “price signalling – that is, the price of fee content signals a higher 

quality to the (potential) subscriber” (Zeithaml, 1988). 

Pauwels and Weiss (2008) suggest that the success of moving from free to fee 

depends on the perceived value of free content and fee content, price sensitivity and 

competition. In the online environment, protecting one’s most unique content is 

paramount. The general belief is that general news can be retrieved almost 
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anywhere, but community specific or organization specific news is not readily 

available. It is information that is not readily available which consumers are more 

likely to pay for. Content must be “unique, compelling and differentiated” for 

newspapers to effectively monetize digital content (Mutter, 2011), and as such, 

newspapers cannot expect consumers to pay for generic news, such as weather and 

sports news, which is readily available on the internet. Consumers, who then 

possess fewer alternatives, are more likely to accept an online paywall. “As long as 

quality niche content is the center of the paywall, the data shows that consumers will 

pay” (Duprey, 2012). 

2.3 Customer value drivers 

2.3.1 Theories of the consumer decision making process drivers of value 

An examination of marketing and economic literature indicate that the components of 

customer value, namely price; product quality; service quality; and image, shape a 

customer’s perception of value, which in turn drives variables such as customer 

retention, loyalty, market share, profitability and share price (Naumann, 1995). 

Definitions of value include “the amount for which a thing can be exchanged” 

(Allingham,1983), “judgement comparing what was received (e.g., performance) to 

the acquisition costs (e.g., financial, psychological, effort)” (Oliver, 1997),  and the 

mathematical definition used by Shillito and De Marle (1992), of value being equal to 

need multiplied by utility and divided by cost, as depicted below: 

 

Figure 3. 

As is evidenced above, numerous definitions of what constitutes value exist in 

literature. One potential reason for this is that value is almost universally considered 

to be perceptual in nature (Day, 2002) and many refer to the term “perceived value” 

when discussing the concept (Zeithaml, 1988; Lapierre, 2000). In other words, it is 
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the consumer’s subjective view of value that drives consumer choice and leads to 

purchase decisions.  

Customers are collectively able to identify between fifty to one hundred attributes, or 

value drivers, that shape their perceptions of value. Management’s role from this is 

to then identify the primary drivers of value to drive managerial action (Naumann, 

1995). Customer buying decisions are impacted by the degree to which their primary 

value drivers are satisfied and their expectations exceeded.  

In short, the existing literature on customer value is seen to have the following 

features:  

 Value is perceived by consumers subjectively (Gale, 1994);  

 Value relates to products, services and contexts (Holbrook, 1999; Woodruff 

and Gardial, 1996);  

 Value is a trade-off between benefit fulfilment and costs (Holbrook, 1994; 

Zeithaml, 1988; Reigelburger, 2000); and 

 Value relates to preferences to be found in the consumption experience 

(Holbrook, 1999).  

The concept of customer value is determined by the extent to which the customer’s 

interpretation of the product or service attributes and its execution in terms of usage 

fulfilment occurs (Gutman, 1982). The aforementioned assertion suggests that a 

tiered model or framework of customer value can be determined (Bagozzi and 

Dabholkar, 1994; Woodruff and Gardial, 1996). According to Hsiao, Yen and Li 

(2011), this framework can be explained by applying means-end theory that reflects 

the relationship between customer value and customer buying behaviour (Gutman 

1982; Reynolds and Gutman, 1988).Means-end theory represents “an appropriate 

approach to examining the hierarchy of consumer value because it focuses on how 

consumers organize their knowledge and content of attributes, benefits, and values 

for a specific consumption context” (Hsiao, Yen and Li, 2011). The theory indicates 

three levels of abstractions: attributes; consequences; and values. According to 

Hsiao, Yen and Li (2011), attributes are tangible and intangible characteristics of 
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products and services that consumers can directly perceive. From attributes, one 

can determine how consumers evaluate a product or service to meet their needs. 

These consequences in turn, lead to values, or the enduring belief that guides many 

consumer actions across different contexts. According to Izzard (1977) and Plutchik 

(1980), when value judgements are decided upon, emotional reactions occur, the 

most basic of which are “pleasure/joy versus displeasure/suffering” (Izzard, 1977 and 

Plutchik, 1980).  

Consumer perceptions of price, quality and value are considered the dominant 

determinants of consumer buying behaviour and product choice. Zeithaml (1988) 

suggests the following model (Figure 1) to reveal the link between perceived quality, 

perceived price, perceived value and the ultimate purchase decision. These 

components are discussed further below.  

Figure 4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: A Means-End Model Relating Price, Quality, and Value (Zeithaml, 1988) 
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and is said to be a higher-level abstraction as opposed to a specific attribute of a 

product.  Perceived quality can be said to be a global value judgement that in some 

cases resembles attitude. It is also a judgement usually made within a consumer’s 

evoked set and in a comparison context. In other words, a product’s quality is 

evaluated as high or low depending on its relative excellence or superiority among 

products viewed as substitutes, where substitutes are defined by the consumer not 

the firm producing the product (Zeithaml, 1988). Figure 2 depicts the perceived 

quality component of Figure 1 in further detail.  

 

Figure 6. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: The Perceived Quality Component (Zeithaml, 1988) 
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notice the exact price of a product while others may encode and refer to the product 

only as “expensive” or “cheap”, for example. Studies indicate that consumers do not 

always know or remember actual prices and instead encode prices in ways that are 

meaningful to them (Zeithaml, 1988). Monetary price is also not the only sacrifice 

perceived by consumers. Time costs, search costs, psychic costs and effort either 

implicitly or explicitly enter the consumer’s perception of sacrifice and price.  

Research conducted on the relationship between quality and price suggests that 

price may be an indicator of quality, however this relationship depends on the 

following as summarised by Zeithhaml (1988): 

 Availability of other cues to quality;  

 Price variation within a class of products;  

 Product quality variation within a category of products;  

 Level of price awareness of consumers; and 

 Consumers’ ability to detect quality variation in a group of products.  

Perceived value appears to be highly personal and idiosyncratic and varies amongst 

consumers. Zeithaml (1988) therefore identified four different definitions that 

consumers associated with perceived value, with each definition involving a different 

set of linkages among the elements of Figure 1.These four definitions are as follows: 

 Value is low price – what consumers have to give up is most prominent in 

their perceptions of value;  

 Value is whatever the consumer wants in a product – the benefits received 

from a product is the most important component of value;  

 Value is the quality the consumer gets for the price paid – value is a trade-off 

between one “give” component, price, and one “get” component, quality; and 

 Value is what the consumer gets for what she gives, i.e., that value is a trade-

off between benefits and costs–some consumers consider all “give” 

components, as well as all “get” components when describing value.  
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Lapierre (2000) studies business customers of the information technology industry 

and suggests that the value drivers which impact perceptions of value, and in turn 

buying behaviour, can be broken up into 13 value drivers, divided into three scopes: 

product, service and relationship related, as are shown in Table 1. The perceived 

benefits, which include 10 value drivers, are shown as being product related 

(alternative solutions, product quality, product customisation), service related 

(responsiveness, flexibility, reliability, technical competence) and relationship related 

(image, trust, solidarity). The perceived sacrifices, which include 3 value drivers, 

refer to price (product and service related), time/effort/energy and conflict issues 

(relationship related). 

Table 1. 

 
Benefits Sacrifices 

Product related 
 

 

Alternative solutions Price 
 

 
Product quality 

Product customisation 

Service related 
 

Responsiveness  Price 
  
  

  

Flexibility 

Reliability 

Technical competence 

Relationship related 
 

 

Image Time/Effort/Energy 

Trust Conflict 

Supplier solidarity    

Source: Value drivers as identified by Lapierre (2000) 

2.3.2 Satisfaction 

In order for businesses to create more consumers, they need to have focused value 

propositions in order to increase customer satisfaction of their respective product or 
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service (Hsiao, Yen and Li, 2011). Consumer value plays an important role in 

determining customer satisfaction and loyalty. A customer’s pre-purchase 

perceptions that the selected brand is of good value, that do not change with 

consumption, leads to customer satisfaction, which in turn contributes to customer 

loyalty (Parasuraman and Grewal, 2000).  

Hunt (1977) defines satisfaction as “an evaluation rendered that the (product 

ownership or usage) experience was at least as good as it was supposed to be.” 

While Howard and Sheth (1969) describe consumer satisfaction as “the buyers 

cognitive state of being adequately or inadequately rewarded for the sacrifices he 

has undergone.” This last definition implies a trade-off and is apt in describing a 

variable in the study of consumer’s perceptions with regards to their propensity and 

willingness to move from free to fee. 

According to Westbrook and Reilly (1983), commercial emotional states can vary 

from perceived pleasure/joy to perceived displeasure and suffering. Thus, pleasure 

is the perceived fulfilment of your goals or values while displeasure will result if there 

is a perception of non-fulfilment or erosion of your value. Most theoretical models on 

satisfaction fall on the disconfirmation of expectations model that builds on the 

premise that satisfaction or dissatisfaction are a cognitive process that begins with 

pre-purchase beliefs on product/service experiences and a comparison of actual 

experiences once consumed or purchased. Thus the resultant effect is expectancy 

disconfirmation that varies from negative, through zero, to positive (Cardozo, 1968; 

Chen and Goldberg, 1970).  

However in the context of this study, the evaluation of satisfaction of consumers’ 

goals and expectations in the online content environment prior to introducing fee 

based pricing models needs to be explored. Furthermore, Oliver (1980) contends 

that isolated disconfirmation models cannot adequately explain satisfaction and 

dissatisfaction responses. The value-percept disparity model is considered to be a 

better indicator in this regard. According to Locke (1967), as cited by Westbrook and 

Reilly (1983), the model affirms “that satisfaction/dissatisfaction is an emotional 

response triggered by a cognitive–evaluative process in which the perceptions of (or 
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beliefs about) an object, action, or condition are compared to ones values (or needs, 

wants, desires). Therefore since it is the attainment of values which consumers seek, 

rather than the confirmation of their expectations, it is posited that perceptions of 

products, institutions, or marketplace actions are simply tested against the extent to 

which they meet the consumers values” (Westbrook and Reilly, 1983). 

2.3.3 Trust and risk of purchasing and making payments online 

 

Significant obstacles in terms of converting free users into paying consumers are risk 

and trust. It is vital to gain the trust of information seeking consumers in order to 

secure them as readers and influence consumption decisions (Moormanet al., 1993). 

Consumers continue to perceive the internet as risky, while research shows that trust 

is an important factor in online purchasing that allows consumers to be comfortable 

sharing personal information and making purchases (Bianchi and Andrews, 2012). 

Risk lies in the potential for losses to occur from making a decision or by taking an 

action that could lead to undesirable outcomes based on misleading, biased or 

otherwise inaccurate information (Mayer et al., 1995).  

Bianchi and Andrews (2012) propose a conceptual model with regards to trust and 

perceived risk online from an attitudinal and intentional context, as is shown in Figure 

2. This shows the impact that perceived online risk (negatively related)as well as four 

trust variables (positively related) have on customer attitude towards purchasing 

online, defined as “the extent to which a consumer makes a positive or negative 

evaluation about purchasing online” and customer intention to purchase online. 

Research suggests that customer attitude is a strong forecaster of customer 

intention to purchase online (Doolin et al., 2005; Ha and Stoel, 2009) with attitude 

and intention, in this instance, being positively related.  
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Figure 7. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Conceptual model: Bianchi and Andrews (2012) 
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on ‘who said it’” (Berloet al., 1969). Furthermore, studies on consumers consistently 

indicate that consumers are willing to assume positions of vulnerability by placing 

their trust in others only when they consider those others to be worthy of their trust 

(Doney and Cannon, 1997; Levin and Cross, 2004).  

In the context of the risk relating to paying for online content, the length of time a 

consumer is required to pay for content is relevant. Long-term commitments are 

considered riskier than short-term commitments because a greater immediate 

economic investment is required, while risk-averse users who can try the 

product/service at a minimal cost (Pauwels and Weiss, 2008) prefer short-term 

contracts.  

2.4 Adoption of new technology and new behaviour 

2.4.1 Attitudes and motivational theory 

There is much literature surrounding motivation, although in the context of this study 

one must look at motivation as a variable in terms of people’s attitudes towards 

online content, as well as their propensity to adopt a new behaviour i.e., beginning to 

pay for media online. Motivation is the general term used to describe the 

interrelationship between needs, behaviour aimed at overcoming needs, and the 

fulfilment of needs” (Williams, 1990). 

Attitude is helpful for understanding and explaining consumer behaviour and the final 

decision process, and is an important determinant of the conduct and intention to 

use a specific technology (Richard and Chandra, 2005; Venkatesh and Davis, 

2000).Attitude can be defined as one’s belief that a product, service or concept is a 

good idea and consequently, the individual shows a clear predisposition for that 

element (Vijayasarathy, 2004).  

With regards to adopting new behaviours, Robbins (2001) and Armstrong and Murlis 

(1998) describe potential motivation of customers through Expectancy theory, which 

introduces the following criteria for heightened motivational states: 
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 Ability to change behaviour; 

 Belief that by changing behaviour it will result in a reward; and 

 Reward is seen to be valuable enough to change consumer behaviour. 

Williams (1990) suggests that marketing practitioners’ ability to understand and 

influence customer goal drivers when purchasing, is borne from the understanding of 

peoples’ higher order motives.  

The concepts of satisfaction and dissatisfaction have seen increasing amounts of 

interest over the years (Day, 1977; Oliver, 1980; Westbrook, 1980; Swan and Martin, 

1981).    

2.4.2 Uses and Gratifications Theory 

When analysing adoption behaviour with consumer motivation of media consumption 

as a variable, the Uses and Gratification Theory (“UGT”) is particularly popular 

(Eighmey and McCord, 1998; Stafford and Stafford, 2004; Ruggiero, 2000). This 

theory focuses on the identification of individuals’ motivations for the use of different 

media. The key tenant of this model is built on the premise that people make media 

consumption decisions based on their motivation to satisfy some needs (Katz, 

Blumler and Gurevitch 1974). 

Lin (1999) identifies the following motivational dimensions: relaxation; 

companionship; habit; pass time; entertainment; social interaction; 

information/surveillance; arousal; and escape. Following upon these dimensions, 

UGT can be used to study the relationship between online usage motivations and 

commensurate adoption probability (Flavián and Gurrea, 2009) discuss which 

motivations significantly influence the attitude of online news readers within an 

environment where the internet affects news readers’ motivations, their reading and 

information search habits. This study identifies significant relationships between the 

motivations “knowledge of current news; search for specific information; search for 

updated news; habit; and entertainment” and the attitude of digital readers towards 

digital newspapers.  
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Much literature derivations have been published on online service adoption (Chen 

and Corkindale, 2008). Propositions such as the five dimensional model which 

includes core; facilitating services; complementary services; supporting services; and 

user interface, (Van Riel, Liljander and Jurriens, 2001). Other attributes found to be 

important were ease of use and fun (Dabholkar, Thorpe and Rentz, 1996), flexibility, 

convenience and efficiency (Parasurman, 2000). Flavián and Gurrea (2009) propose 

that the higher the level of website usability, the higher the potential preference for 

online news sources. However, one of the most significant factors contributing 

towards online adoption are risk, trust and security concerns (Ennew, 1993; 

Parasurman, 2000). Santos (2003), suggests a more comprehensive and integrated 

framework that includes all the aforementioned variables where the variables are 

categorised into the incubative dimension and the active dimension (refer to figure 

4). 

Figure 7. 
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“Content is king” is a wide spread term that media owners have used to differentiate 

themselves (Alves, 2001). This affirmation is contrary to the global media situation 

where traditional media owners/publishers have not successfully converted 

customers to new business models online, which include both advertising revenue 

and paid subscription, regardless of the same high content that customers 

experienced offline (Pavlik, 2001; McCanus 1994; Stempel, Hargrove and Brent, 

2000). Some studies suggest that  

In a study done by Chen and Corkindale (2008), the following was found to be 

significant but differing weighted variables in terms of online news adoption: 

 Content  

 Trust 

 Interface (perceived quality) 

 Ease of Use (Perceived Ease of Use - PEOU) 

 Commitment, social responsibility and trust 

 Perceived Usefulness (PU) 

 Service Quality (SQ) 

 Networking capability  

Subjective Norm (SN) – this is supported by studies done on social behaviour that 

purports that human beings habitually fulfil certain behaviour if and or when they 

have the perception that people important to them think they should do so 

(Venkatesh and Davis, 2000; Fishbein and Azjen, 1975).  

2.4.3 Technological adoption theory perspectives 

Academic and commercial direction on how best to ensure adoption of online 

content services is still unclear (Nerone and Barnhurst, 2001; Sunder, Kalyanamaran 

and Brown 2003). Peoples’ mind states are different when they are online compared 

to when they are offline (Burke, 2002) and as such, the Technology Acceptance 

Model(“TAM”) is commonly used in theoretical models to explain internet/online 
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based studies to determine behavioural adoption and actual usage variables (Legris, 

Ingham and Collertte, 2003).  

To determine the propensity and variables in the adoption of the TAM framework is a 

good departure point. There are 2 phases of TAM that researchers have 

acknowledged: TAM1 purports relationships between “belief constructs, attitudes 

and consciously intended behaviours” (Davis, 1989), however Venkatesh and Davis 

(2000) introduced a newer model referred to as TAM2 (as depicted in figure 3below) 

that included social influence processes (Venkatesh and Davis, 2000). 

Figure 8. 
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Further findings were found in the literature. Jankowski and van Selm (2000, 88) 

found the following to be factors in determining users’ willingness and propensity to 

attach a potential monetary value to online content/news: 

 Hyperlinks  

 Discussion groups 

 Feedback possibilities  

 Archives 

 Multimedia publishing 

 Updating of news stories 

Paulussen (2004); Rademacher (2007) 

 Hypertextuality 

 Interactivity multimediality 
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Research question 1- Main Problem 

Identify the factors that create value in order to increase adoption of free to 

paid-for online content in South Africa. 

The preliminary study and pilot study with industry experts confirmed the 

aforementioned factors/ variables as follows:  

 Price 

 Quality 

 Risks  

 Fear of Missing Out 

 Not being informed 

 Hyperlinks, Feedback, Discussion Groups,  Multimedia,  

 Lack of Substitutes 

 Unique Content 

 Credibility of author 

 Attitude towards paying online 

 Credibility of content provider 

 Credibility of brand 

 Credibility of 3rd party 

 Reputational Risk 

 Trust 

 Flexibility 

 Convenience 

 Image 

 Monetary Sacrifices and trade offs 

 Security Concerns 

 Meeting Expectations 

 Pre- determined perceptions and Attitudes 

 Perceived Value 

 Scarcity 
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 User Interface 

 Complementary Services 

 Efficacy  

 Convenience 

 Personal Tastes 

 Peer Group Pressure 

 Objectivity 

 

Sub Problems 

 Identify the factors that constitute the perception of value 

 Determine the propensity of users to pay for online content that was 

previously free in South Africa. 

Thus, based on the aforementioned factors in literature review, as well as feedback 

from industry experts the following consolidated Value Driver Model has been 

identified: 
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Table 2: Value Drivers 

Value Drivers 

Driver Factors/Constructs Reference 

Psychological  Perceived Threats 

Missing Out 

Judgements 

Emotional Reactions 

Quality  

Satisfaction & Expectations 

Attitudes & Perceptions 

 

Credibility  

Reputation 

Objectivity  

Peer group Pressure 

 

Security and Privacy Concerns 

Trust 

3rd party Assurances 

Issues with payments online 

Cook and Attari (2012)  

Izzard(1974)&Plutchik 
(1980) 

Lapierre (2000) 

Zeithawl (1988) 

Hunt (1977) 

Parasurrman & Grewal 
(2000) 

 

Chu & Chu (1994) 

 

Doney& Cannon (1997); 
Levin & Cross (2004) 

 

Moormon et al. (1993) 

Bianchi & Andrews(2012) 

Technological/ 

Product 

Uniqueness of Content 
&Offering 

Interactivity, Hyperlinks, 
Multimedia, Archives, 
Discussion Groups, General 

Brandsetter & 
Schmaloffer(2014) 

Paulssen (2004) & 
Rademacher (2007) 
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Functionality  

 

Alternative Solutions, 
Customisation, Flexibility , 
Reliability  

User Interface Experience, 
Convenience, Ease of Use, 
Efficiency, Aesthetics 

 

 

Lapierre (2000) 

 

Van Riel; Liljander & 
Jurriens (2001) 

Economic Monetary Sacrifice & Trade-off  

Lack of Substitutes  

 

 

Price & Utility 

Benefit Fulfilment  

Reward & Value 

Dutta (2012) 

Brandsetter & Scmaloffer 
(2014) 

 

Shillito & De Marle (1992); 
Holbrook (1994); Zethaml 
(1988); Reigelburger 
(2000) 

Robbins (2001); Armstrong 
&Murtis (1998) 

2.5 Conclusion 

The literature review illustrates the differences in online adoption behaviour versus 

offline adoption behaviour. It further reveals the understandings and variables of 

what key consumer value drivers are. The understanding thereof will be integral to 

the future success of marketers being able to build strategies that will convert users 

into willing and able consumers of previously free to fee based online content as well 

as other products and services. Consumers concerns around payment gateways, 

trust and the risks associated online need to be addressed in order for a successful 

transition to fee based content to occur. The literature clearly reflects the linkage 

between the drivers of consumer behaviour and decision-making and its implications 

on attitude and purchase adoption from free to fee online content. In conclusion, the 

research purports to show the correlation between satisfaction of the key value 
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drivers in order to shift consumers to be prepared to pay for online content that was 

previously free. 

The literature review as well as the pilot and preliminary interviews conducted with 

the 3 experts in the SA online news publishing industry helped directed the 

categorisation of the plethora of variables into 3 primary drivers: Psychological, 

Technological/Product and Economic. The relationship and correlations in terms of 

users’ willingness to pay for online content that was previously free will be identified 

and discussed in the later chapters. 
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3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The following chapter describes the methodology used to construct the research 

design of the study.  

According to Hussey and Hussey, the two primary research approaches are 

positivist and phenomenological paradigms (Hussey and Hussey, 1997). The 

positivist approach explains social occurrences and the phenomenological paradigm 

explains the subjective state of the respondents. 

A primary focus of this research is to identify the business factors that impact 

customer value which increase online adoption of free to paid-for content. These will 

aide academics and marketers alike in determining feasibility and the optimal 

marketing mix strategies to convert and increase the adoption of free to paid-for 

content. 

3.1 Research methodology/paradigm 

Quantitative research is an effective research tool to gather data. According to Leedy 

and Ormrod (2001), quantitative research is efficient to reveal answers to questions 

regarding relationships of variables that have been studied.  It has the advantages of 

being able to find depth and extent of knowledge, attitudes, interest and opinions; 

behaviour– past, present and future; and classification of variables like 

demographics (Du Plessis, 1994). 

3.2 Research design 

Yin (1994) states that research design is “the logic that links the data to be collected 

to the initial questions of a study”. 

Yin further asserts that research design includes the following 5 elements: 

 Research questions 
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 Research propositions 

 The units of analysis 

 Reasoning connecting data to propositions 

 Criteria for interpretation of findings 

As such, the aforementioned elements will be implemented by incorporating these 

variables into the survey questions. 

The data will be collected by making use of an online survey that will be placed 

across the TML portfolio of sites. Attention and incentive to complete the survey will 

occur as a result of random prompting on a user’s computer screen while surfing 

TML websites. The questionnaire will take +/- 10 minutes to complete and will 

consist of initial 5 closed questions and then 20 open ended questions 

It is assumed that respondents will respond honestly for this study. 

3.2.1 Online Surveys 

A survey will be used to determine the propositions presented in the literature as well 

as preliminary information gathered.  
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3.3 Population and sample 

3.3.1 Pilot Study 

 The pilot study was administered on 25 random subjects to further reconcile 

the validity and reliability of the variables/factors outlined in the literature 

review. 

3.3.2 Population 

 The study began with3 key preliminary expert interviews as the basis for the 

pilot study. The expert interviews consisted of two of the largest online 

publishers. The 3rdand final interview was conducted with the head of the 

largest media agency in the world (GroupM-Mediacom), in order to get a 

better rounding of opinions and not just from a media owner perspective. 

 To ensure the correct validation and reliability of the sample and population 

group outcomes. The necessary adjustments were made post pilot study.  

The primary research population of the study consisted of: 

 Internet users across South Africa that frequent the Times Media Live (“TML”) 

portfolio of websites, namely 3,938,458 million unique users/individuals with 

unique IP addresses.  

 A heterogeneous population in terms of having differing demographics (age, 

gender etc.), but homogenous in terms of the entire population belonging to 

the internet audience (i.e. All those that use and have access to the internet).  

 The website genres are important in that certain types of content are widely 

known to hold more value than others. Therefore, and in accordance with the 

3 key industry experts I have only included the following websites in the 

survey: 

 TimesLive.co.za (General News, Politics, Lifestyle) 
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 SowetanLive.co.za  (General News, Politics,  Sport, Lifestyle) 

 Sundayworld.co.za (Local-Entertainment, Sport, lifestyle, Gossip) 

3.3.3 Sample and sampling method 

A convenience sampling method was used to collect the data. As pointed out by 

Cooper and Emory (1995), surveys using convenience sampling methods can be 

categorised as non-probability sampling. Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2000) 

define non-probability sampling where the “probability of each case being selected 

from the total population is not known and it is impossible to make statistical 

inferences about the characteristics of the population”. 

A snowball sampling methodology was also utilised, that allowed for initial survey 

respondents to forward the link of the survey to other respondents. Sample 

respondents are those internet users that visited the TML sites between 5 February 

2015 and 1August 2015 and answered the online questionnaire. 

The sample frame is internet users across South Africa that frequent the specified 

TML portfolio of websites.  

As mentioned previously a pilot study was conducted in order to identify the 

following: 

 Salient variables/factors and constructs necessary for online survey 

 Test hypotheses  

 Identify factors that may not have been included in literature review but  

that from a practical perspective was material 

3.4 Research instrument 

The online survey design was based on the literature presented. Section A related to 

demographic questions such as gender, age, race, level of education. 
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Section B, contains the open ended Likert scale questions that were compiled as a 

result of the preliminary qualitative interviews, as well as quantitative pilot study. This 

consisted of questions pertaining to measures of particular characteristics of attitude, 

perceptions, existing satisfaction/dissatisfaction, online service quality and value 

The Likert scale is effective in so far as it’s a common methodology used when 

scaling responses from surveys, (Wuensch, 2005). A representation of the 7 point 

Likert scale can be seen in figure 9 below. 

Figure 9: Likert Scale 

 

3.5 Procedure for data collection 

The preliminary study took the form of 3 expert industry interviews to determine the 

appropriateness of the variables identified in literature review. The experts were 

identified through my personal professional experience in the industry. Careful 

consideration was also given to ensure the correct cross-section of expert 

knowledge across online publishing industry in South Africa. 

This preliminary interview was qualitative in nature and happened on a face-to-face 

basis. The discussion points were structured around 3 main questions, but were 

open ended in nature to encourage additional variables/drivers to be brought to the 

fore that may not have been outlined in literature review. 

Based on this in depth knowledge, I identified the following experts in the field to 

conduct my pilot study and hypotheses: 

1. Laetitia Van Rensburg- The Head of Marketing( Digital) at Times Media Group- 

the 2ndlargest Media Owner in South Africa as well as the owner of the portfolio 

of websites that agreed to allow me to run online surveys across their portfolio.  

2. Chris Borain- - Head of Digital at IOL (3rd largest online publisher in SA) 

3. Warren Ravinsky- Head of Digital (Mediacom) 
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As mentioned previously the pilot study, incorporated findings from the literature 

review as well as the preliminary qualitative expert interviews.  

The primary quantitative study took the form of: 

 The respondents ’raw data was collected and hosted on the TML server as 

well as via the online survey platform-SurveyMoneky.com. These answers 

were automatically exported into and captured on a secure Excel file as well 

as the TML server.  

 The excel file was then duly analysed using SPSS version 23 to conduct the 

analysis 

The qualitative information from the personal interviews was transcribed and 

categorised into key themes. This formed the basis to prove and substantiate 

whether each research proposition was supported Principal component analysis was 

chosen as the extraction method using the SPSS software.  

The literature suggests several methods in determining the number of factors loading 

on one dimension. These methods include: 

 Scree plot: plot of Eigenvalues against factors. The distinct break between the 

steep slope of factors indicates number of factors to be included (Malhorta 

and Birks, 2003; Costello and Osborne, 2005). 

 Eigenvalues: values greater than 1.0 are retained. This method is often 

referred to as the Kaiser Criterion (Preacher and MacCallum, 2003).  

 Split half reliability: sample split in half. Retain factors with high 

correspondence of factor loadings across two sub samples (Malhorta and 

Birks, 2003). 

 Percentage of variance: factors should be account for >60% of variance 

(Malhorta and Birks, 2003). 

 Significance tests (Malhorta and Birks, 2003). 
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3.6 Data analysis and interpretation 

The data was analysed using the IBM SPSS statistics 23 program 

According to Yin (1994), data analysis is the combining of data attained for the 

purpose of addressing preliminary propositions of investigation.  

Conjoint analysis allows researchers to understand the value customers apportion 

to: 

 Particular features 

 Attributes or functionality of a product 

Statistical techniques that the data was exposed to include the following: 

 Descriptive statistics (Mann-Whitney U test, Kruskal-Wallis Test- Univariate) 

 Factor analysis 

 Cronbach alpha 

 Correlation analysis 

 Simple regression analysis 

 Multiple regression analysis 

As alluded to in section 3.4 the ordinal data collected from the respondents was 

arranged according to a Likert scale. A distribution fitting method was then affected 

to collect the data and sort the criteria. 

All questionnaires that were completed were sorted in accordance with relative 

number of responses (and in turn percentages) as well as in to their predetermined 

categories.  

3.7 Statistical Techniques 

Descriptive Statistics: 

Descriptive statistics are used to describe and summarise data obtained from a 

group of analysis. This includes information about gender, age, race and level, of 

education. 
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Descriptive statistics aided the study by graphically and mathematically summarising 

to get a representation and understanding of the data. Descriptive statistics will help 

the study understand central tendency and dispersion. This will include the mean, 

standard deviation and variance.  

3.7.1 Mann-Whitney U test and Kruskal-Wallis Test 

The Mann-Whitney U and Kruskal-Wallis tests were used to test for differences in 

the purchasing of online content between the groups within the demographics 

variables. The Mann-Whiney test was used for variables with two groups and the 

Kruskal-Wallis was used to test for differences between three or more groups. The 

distribution of the purchase of online variable was tested using the Kolmogorov-

Smirnov test, because the sample size was anticipated to be greater than 50. It was 

found that the variable is not normally distributed, thus the above mentioned non-

parametric test were used 

A  p-value  smaller  than  0.05  indicates  a  significant  association  between  two 

variables. 

3.7.2 Pearson’s correlation 

Correlation analysis was used to describe the strength and direction of the 

relationship between the purchase of online content and the drivers (substitutes, 

trust, quality, risk, fear, design and usability; and accessibility) individually. The 

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was used in this analysis because 

the sample size was big enough (Pallant, 2010). 

 

3.7.3 Regression Analysis  

The eigenvalues method was chosen for this report. 
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Linear regression was used to determine the impact of economic, psychological and 

technological drivers on the purchasing of online content. The impact was tested with 

the individually drivers using simple regression analysis and then the impact of the 

combination of the drivers using multiple regression analysis was tested. Regression 

analysis is a modelling and analysis technique of numerical data consisting of values 

of a dependent variable and of one or more independent variables also known as 

explanatory variables or predictors. The dependent variable is modelled as a 

function of the independent variables, corresponding parameters and an error term. 

Linear regression examines the linear relationship between a dependent variable 

and one or more independent variables. To determine if the regression model fit (the 

whole model) is statistically significant, a statistical test must be conducted – in this 

case the F-test. A probability value (p-value) is produced which indicates statistical 

significance if this calculated p-value is smaller than 0.05.     

This approach assists in accepting or rejecting the proposition that corporate 

rebranding has an impact on brand equity (Boyle, 2002; Causon, 2004, Muzellec and 

Lambkin, 2006; Rosenthal, 2003; and Stuart and Muzellec, 2004). 

The regression models are as follows: 

 

Economic drivers 

Model 1: Substitutes 

Y = β0 +β1X1 

 

Psychological drivers 

Model 2: Trust 

Y = β0 +β1X2 

Model 3: Fear 

Y = β0 +β1X3 

Model 4: Risk 

Y = β0 +β1X4 

Model 5: Quality 
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Y = β0 +β1X5 

 

Model 6: Psychological drivers combined model  

Y = β0 +β1X2+β2X3 +β3X4 +β4X5 

 

Technological drivers 

Model 7: Accessibility 

Y = β0 +β1X6 

Model 8: Design and usability 

Y = β0 +β1X7 

 

Model 9: Technological drivers combined model 

Y = β0 +β1X6+β2X7 

 

Model 10: The three drivers (economic drivers, psychological drivers and 

technological drivers) and demographic variables 

Y = β0 +β1Gender+β2Age+ β3Race+β4Education+β5X1+β6X6+β7X7+β8X2+ 

β9X3+β10X4+ β11X5 

Where: X1 is Substitutes 

  X2 is Trust 

            X3 is Fear 

            X4 is Risk 

            X5 is Quality 

            X6 is Accessibility 

            X7 is Design and usability 

 

3.8 Limitations of study 

 The study entailed a quantitative analysis via an online survey that was 

conducted over several months. 
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 The data includes respondents’ responses based on their intentions, attitudes 

and perceptions not actual adoption and purchasing behaviour. 

 The scope of the research is delimited to TML portfolio sites only. 

 The study doesn’t reflect in enough granular detail users’ willingness to pay 

based on genre of content. I.e. Business content is more likely to be deemed 

of a higher value than more available ‘General News’ content.  

3.9 Validity and Reliability of research 

There following factors can weaken the validity of the study: 

 Faulty research procedures (Hussey and Hussey, 1997) 

 Poor samples (Hussey and Hussey, 1997) 

 Inaccurate measurement (Hussey and Hussey, 1997) 

 Misleading measurement (Hussey and Hussey, 1997). 

3.9.1 External validity 

External validity can be defined as the ability of a particular study’s findings to be 

applied or generalised over and above the respective study (Yin, 1994). While this 

large sample base is significant one cannot claim generalizability. By limiting 1 

questionnaire per IP address, one can ensure that there is not duplication of users 

answering the survey and thus any skewness is also mitigated. 

Content validity can be determined by experts or groups of people prior to study to 

assess whether a scale pragmatically seems to replicate what it is meant to find 

(Zikmond, 1991).  

3.9.2 Internal validity 

Internal validity can be defined as the extent to which the design of data from the 

instrument allows the researcher the ability to determine precise conclusions on the 

relationship between the data elements (Leedy and Ormrod, 2001). In order to 
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ensure internal validity, the survey questions will be based on the literature as well 

as preliminary information provided by experts. 

3.9.3 Reliability 

Reliability can be described as the extent to which another researcher would 

determine consistent results in the same research (Yin, 1994).Reliability has also 

been described as the degree to which measures are free of errors and so thus 

contain consistent results (Zikmund, 1997).  

The Cronbach Alpha was utilised to measure the internal consistency by establishing 

that certain items was to measure the same construct. By utilising the Cronbach’s 

Alpha it was establish that every objective in order to determine if each scale 

(objective) was to produce a consistent result if this research will need to be 

conducted on a later date. 

During data analysis, Cronbach’s alpha (Pallant, 2007) was computed to measure 

the internal consistency of the data, hence further establishing the reliability of the 

results. The general accepted lower limit for Cronbach’s alpha is 0.7, although this 

may decrease to approximately 0.6 in exploratory research (Hair, et al., 2010). 
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4 PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

4.1 Introduction 

The following chapter presents the results of the data collected from the sample. The 

interpretation of the results from this analysis, in response to the research 

proposition, has been discussed in the next chapter.  

4.2 Results 

The survey was answered by 501 (five hundred and one) respondents who were all 

(TML) Times Media Live users. As discussed previously this was done via a secure 

online portal. Of the 501 (five hundred and on) responses received, 312 were 

completed. Incomplete questionnaires, 183 in total, were excluded from the final 

analysis. 

4.3 Demographics 

The first part of the questionnaire looked at demographics of each respondent. This 

was categorised according to gender, age distribution, race and level of education. 

4.3.1 Gender 

The respondents were asked to state their gender. The results shown in the graph 

below reflect the findings: there are 138 females (44.8 percent) and 170 males (55.2 

percent) in the sample, giving a total of 308 respondents. 3 respondents did not 

disclose their gender. 
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Figure10: Gender 

4.3.2 Age 

The age distribution of respondents were broken into standardised marketing 

segments, however anyone below 18 years of age was not included in the study to 

avoid any concerns around under 18’s (minors) making online payments of some 

form. The study respondents reflect that the majority of online users that answered 

the questionnaire fit into the valuable marketing segment(18-44) years of age 

brackets, with 25-34 being the most significant. 

Table 3: Age 

Age Number of respondents % of respondents 
18-24 48 15.4% 
25-34 102 32.8% 
35-44 80 25.7% 
45-54 56 18% 
55-64 21 6.8% 
65+ 4 1.3% 

4.3.3 Ethnicity/Race 

The majority of respondents fell into 2 primary ethnic categories, namely black and 

white. This is no surprise given the fact that the vast majority of the SA population is 

44.8%

55.2%

Gender

Females Males
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of black origin, however the sizeable white audience suggests that online 

consumption, particularly across traditional branded publishers is high, relative to the 

South African population as a whole. The results can be seen in Table 4 below. Over 

half (51.1%) of respondents were black, with the only other significant subset being 

whites with 37.5%.  

Ethnicity/Race Number of respondents % of respondents 

Coloured 14 4.5% 

Black 158 51.1% 

White 116 37.5% 

Asian 2 0.6% 

Indian  19 6.1% 

Other 0 0% 

Table 4.Ethnicity  

4.3.4 Level of Education 

The respondents were asked for the highest level of education that they had 

obtained. The results can be seen in Table 5 below. As expected, heavy online 

adoption is more prevalent in higher LSM categories with higher levels of education. 

The highest number of respondents (40.5%) had achieved a Certificate/Diploma. 

Interestingly Bachelor’s degree respondents came in second with (22.5%) and 

Matric/Other third with 17.7% 

Table 5: Level of Education 

Level of Education Number of respondents % of respondents 

Matric  55 17.7% 

Certificate/ Diploma  126 40.5% 

Bachelor's degree  70 22.5% 

Honours Degree  39 12.5% 

Master’s Degree  18 5.8% 

Doctoral Degree  3 1.0% 
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4.4 Demographic Overview 

The gender distribution was fairly even with 10.4% more male than female 

respondents. The majority of respondents (73.9%) were under 44 years of ages. The 

distribution of race was skewed greatly towards respondents that were Black 

(51.1%) and White (32.8%) respectively. As can be expected the majority of 

respondents are educated with (82.3%) of the online survey being answered by 

respondents with an education of a tertiary certificate or diploma and above. 

4.5 Results pertaining to Research Propositions 

As previously stated the remaining questions were arranged into the following 

constructs in accordance with the requisite propositions. 

The study’s main problem is- The identification of the factors that create value in 

order to increase adoption of free to paid-for online content. From this starting point 

the propositions were then extrapolated as: 

4.5.1 Results pertaining to Research Proposition 1 

Determining the value drivers of South African online users towards paying for online 

content that was previously free. 

Proposition 1 stated that the primary drivers contributing towards paying for online 

content that was previously free is the following: 

 Trust 

 Perceived Quality of content 

 Design & Usability 

 Price 

 Perceived Risk of making payments online 

 Accessibility of content  

 Fear 

 Availability of Substitutes 
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4.5.2 Research Proposition 1 Analysis Overview 

To determine the value drivers for users to pay for online content a principal 

component analysis was applied to the factors from the literature review as well as 

the preliminary study. Eigenvalues and the Scree Plot were used to determine the 

factors that were applicable for this study. Costello and Osborne (2005) confirm that 

the Scree plot is the optimal tool used in this regard. 

The results of the exploratory factor analysis are depicted in the section below: 

4.6 Validity and Reliability Analysis 

4.6.1 Validity Analysis 

The assessment of the validity of the measuring instrument was achieved by means 

of factor analysis. SPSS version 23 was used to conduct this analysis. The 40 items 

of the four constructs were analyzed to test for construct validity.  

The test for construct validity is used to determine the degree to which a measure 

confirms a linkage of associated hypotheses generated from the theoretical rationale 

4.6.2 Principal Component Analysis: Economic Drivers 

Table 4.4: Suitability of the data for factor analysis 
 

KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of 
Sampling Adequacy. 

0,798 

Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-
Square 

449,863 

df 10 
p-value 0,000 

 

The 5 items of the Economic Drivers scale were subjected to principle components 

analysis (PCA). Inspection of the correlation matrix revealed the presence of many 
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coefficients with values of 0.3 and above. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value is 0.798 as 

indicated in table 4.4, exceeding the recommended value of 0.6 and the Bartlett Test 

of Sphericity reached statistical significance, supporting the factorability of the 

correlation matrix. 

Table 4.5: Factor analysis results after Direct Oblimin Rotation 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues 

Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% 
1 2,640 52,803 52,803 
2 0,999 19,972 72,775 
3 0,570 11,404 84,179 
4 0,437 8,730 92,909 
5 0,355 7,091 100,000 

 

 

Figure 4.2: Scree plot for the’ Economic drivers’ 

Principle components analysis revealed a presence of one component with 

eigenvalue exceeding 1, explaining 52.803%. An inspection of the screen plot 

revealed a clear break after the first component. The one component solution 

explains 52.803% of the variance.  
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Table 4.6: Factor loadings after Direct Oblimin Rotation 

Factor loading 

Questionnaire 
item 

Variable 
Factor 
1 

12,1 I would pay to access my favourite website/websites 0,8126 

12,2 
If other/similar websites of equal quality were not available for 
free, then I would be willing to pay 0,7357 

12,3 
If my favourite websites were bundled together, I would be 
willing to pay for online content 0,8355 

12,4 

The frequency with which I read or access online content is a 
factor/driver for me to decide whether I would pay for online 
content that was previously free: I would pay to access my most 
frequently visited website 0,8448 

12,5 
If I had to now pay to access my favourite website, then I would 
prefer to use other sites of lessor quality for free rather than pay   

 
Table 4.7: Descriptive Statistics – Substitutes 
 

  N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Minimum Maximum 

SUBSTITUTES 312 3,580128 0,63081837 1 5 
 

4.6.3 Principal Component Analysis: Psychological Drivers 

Table 4.8: Suitability of the data for factor analysis 

KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of 
Sampling Adequacy. 

0,798 

Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-
Square 

2115,347 

df 190 
p-value. 0,000 

 

The 20 items of the Psychological Drivers scale were subjected to principle 

components analysis (PCA). Inspection of the correlation matrix revealed the 

presence of many coefficients with values of 0.3 and above. The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin 
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value is 0.798 as indicated in table 4.8, exceeding the recommended value of 0.6 

and the Bartlett Test of Sphericity reached statistical significance, supporting the 

factorability of the correlation matrix. 

Table 4.9: Factor analysis results after Direct Oblimin Rotation 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues 

Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% 
1 5,438 27,192 27,192 
2 1,913 9,563 36,755 
3 1,551 7,755 44,511 
4 1,374 6,870 51,380 
5 1,338 6,688 58,068 
6 1,195 5,977 64,045 
7 0,886 4,428 68,473 
8 0,841 4,205 72,678 
9 0,702 3,511 76,189 
10 0,674 3,369 79,558 
11 0,617 3,086 82,644 
12 0,554 2,768 85,412 
13 0,510 2,551 87,963 
14 0,448 2,241 90,204 
15 0,436 2,182 92,386 
16 0,406 2,031 94,417 
17 0,351 1,753 96,170 
18 0,334 1,668 97,838 
19 0,233 1,167 99,005 
20 0,199 0,995 100,000 
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Figure 4.3: Scree plot for the ‘Psychological drivers’  

Principle components analysis revealed a presence of six components with 

eigenvalues exceeding 1, explaining 27.192%, 9.563%, 7.755%, 6.870%, 6.688% 

and 5.977% of the variance respectively. An inspection of the screen plot revealed a 

clear break after the fourth component. The pattern matrix revealed five items 

loading on factor 1, three items loading on factor 2, four items loading on factor 3, 

five items loading on factor 4, one item loading on factor 5 and two items loading on 

factor 6. Ideally it is recommended to have three or more items loading per factor, so 

the six factor solution is not optimal, further supporting the decision to retain four 

factors. The four component solution explains 51.380% of the variance. 
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Table 4.10: Factor loadings after Direct Oblimin Rotation 

Factor loadings 
Questionnaire 

item Variables Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
5,1 I believe the content to be 

credible therefore will 
consider paying for it       0,673567 

5,2 I believe the content to be 
objective       0,668816 

5,3 I am comfortable sharing 
personal information (such 
as my name, cell number 
and email)       0,650042 

5,4 I believe the content 
provider to be credible and 
trustworthy       0,750708 

5,5 The fact that others, 
including (friends, 
colleagues and peers) are 
prepared to pay for online 
content makes me trust the 
source       0,4434 

6,1 Content is well written 0,780199       
6,2 

Content is well researched 0,802003       
6,3 Content is written by award 

winning journalists/writers 
of distinction (of a high 
standard) 0,716748       

6,4 The content is relevant and 
of interest to me 0,642894       

6,5 The content is impartial and 
objective (non-bias and 
credible) 0,695411       

9,2 Cyber-crime is manageable 
if you take the necessary 
precautions     0,480483   

9,3 The company/content 
provider is important when I 
decide whether to provide 
my banking details online     0,793409   

9,4 I am more likely to transact 
online if I am more familiar 
with the brand/company I 
am transacting with     0,747644   
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9,5 3rd party assurances that 
my personal details will be 
protected lowers my 
perception of the risks of 
transacting online     0,651568   

11,3 I don’t like not knowing 
what is happening in the 
world   0,791186     

11,4 I don’t like not knowing 
what other people know   0,863351     

11,5 I don’t like not being part of 
the crowd   0,786158     

 

Factor 1: This factor has a high loading of psychology drivers statements 

generally associated with the variable relating ‘Quality 

Table 4.11: Descriptive Statistics – Quality 

  N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Minimum Maximum 

QUALITY 312 3,8423 0,6503 1 5 
 

Factor 2: This factor has a high loading of psychology drivers statements 

generally associated with the variable relating ‘Fear’ 

Table 4.12: Descriptive Statistics – Fear 

  N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Minimum Maximum 

FEAR 312 2,7115 0,863773337 1 5 
 

Factor 3: This factor has a high loading of psychology drivers statements 

generally associated with the variable relating ‘Risk 
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Table 4.13: Descriptive Statistics – Risk 

  N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Minimum Maximum 

RISK 312 3,6506 0,6322 1 5 
 

Factor 4: This factor has a high loading of psychology drivers statements 

generally associated with the variable relating ‘Trust 

Table 4.14: Descriptive Statistics – Trust 

  N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Minimum Maximum 

TRUST 312 3,4397 0,7024 1 5 

 

4.6.4 Principal Component Analysis: Technological/Product Drivers 

 
Table 4.15: Suitability of the data for factor analysis 

KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of 
Sampling Adequacy. 

0,857 

Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-
Square 

1137,546 

df 45 
p-value 0,000 

 

The 10 items of the Psychological Drivers scale were subjected to principle 

components analysis (PCA). Inspection of the correlation matrix revealed the 

presence of many coefficients with values of 0.3 and above. The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin 

value is 0.857 as indicated in table 4.15, exceeding the recommended value of 0.6 

and the Bartlett Test of Sphericity reached statistical significance, supporting the 

factorability of the correlation matrix. 
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Table 4.16: Factor analysis results after Direct Oblimin Rotation 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues 

Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% 
1 4,412 44,119 44,119 

2 1,267 12,666 56,785 

3 ,841 8,407 65,192 

4 ,757 7,566 72,758 

5 ,662 6,618 79,376 

6 ,574 5,740 85,115 

7 ,442 4,416 89,531 

8 ,422 4,219 93,750 

9 ,322 3,216 96,966 

10 ,303 3,034 100,000 

 

 

Figure 4.4: Scree plot for the ‘Technological/Product drivers’ 

Principle components analysis revealed a presence of two components with 

eigenvalues exceeding 1, explaining 44.119% and 12.666% of the variance 

respectively. An inspection of the screen plot revealed a clear break after the second 

component. The two component solution explains 56.785% of the variance. 
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Table 4.17: Factor loadings after Direct Oblimin Rotation 

Questionnaire 
item Variables Factor 1 Factor 2 

7,1 

I am more likely to pay for online 
content if the website is aesthetically 
pleasing to me 0,897294   

7,2 

I am more likely to pay for online 
content if the site has good ease of 
use and navigation. 0,766772   

7,3 

I am more likely to pay for online 
content if the content is laid out for 
optimal viewing 0,882114   

7,4 

I am more likely to pay for online 
content if additional or customised 
features/content are provided 
exclusively to me 0,574497   

7,5 

I am more likely to pay for online 
content where additional features 
are of use to me 0,597879   

10,1 
It’s important that the online content 
be easily available to access   0,544425 

10,2 
I want to be able to access via 
multiple devices   0,805594 

10,3 
I want to be able to access in any 
geographic location   0,779613 

10,4 

I want to be able to access a print 
version in addition to digital/online if I 
pay for the content   0,738113 

10,5 

The convenience and immediacy of 
accessing online content is a 
factor/driver for me to decide 
whether I would pay for online 
content that was previously free   0,44357 

 

Factor 1: This factor has a high loading of psychology drivers statements generally 

associated with the variable relating ‘Design and usability’ 

Table 4.18: Descriptive statistics: Design and usability 

  N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Minimum Maximum 

DESIGN_USABILITY 312 3,7608 0,6920 1 5 
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Factor 2: This factor has a high loading of psychology drivers statements 

generally associated with the variable relating ‘Accessibility’ 

Table 4.19: Descriptive statistics: Accessibility 

  N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Minimum Maximum 

ACCESSIBILITY 312 4,0820 0,5282 1 5 

4.6.5 Principal Component Analysis: Purchase of online content 

Table 4.20: Suitability of the data for factor analysis 

KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of 
Sampling Adequacy. 

0,60 

Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-
Square 

58,6593 

df 3 
Sig. 0,000 

The 5 items of the Purchase scale were subjected to principle components analysis 

(PCA). Inspection of the correlation matrix revealed the presence of many 

coefficients with values of 0.3 and above. The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value is 0.798 as 

indicated in table 4.20, exceeding the recommended value of 0.6 and the Bartlett 

Test of Sphericity reached statistical significance, supporting the factorability of the 

correlation matrix. 

Table 4.21: Factor analysis results after Direct Oblimin Rotation 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues 

Total 
% of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% 
1 1.656 33.122 33.122 
2 1.344 26.887 60.009 
3 0.831 16.615 76.624 
4 0.672 13.446 90.070 
5 0.497 9.930 100 
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Principle components analysis revealed a presence of two components with 

eigenvalues exceeding 1, explaining 33.122%, 26.887%,of the variance respectively. 

An inspection of the screen plot revealed a clear break after the first component. The 

pattern matrix revealed three items loading on factor 1 and two items loading on 

factor 2. Ideally it is recommended to have three or more items loading per factor, so 

the six factor solution is not optimal, further supporting the decision to retain one 

factors. The one component solution explains 33.122% of the variance. 

 

Figure 4.5: Scree plot for the purchase of online content 

Table 4.22: Factor loadings after Direct Oblimin Rotation 

Factor loadings 
Questionnaire 
item Variable 

Factor 
1 

8,1 
Q8.1 I believe the online content has monetary 
value 0,76 

8,3 

Q8.3 I would pay for online content if I regarded the 
content as valuable and the price I would pay would 
be in line with such perceived value 0,698 

8,5 
Q8.5 I would pay for online content if such content 
was work related 0,673 

Table 4.23: Descriptive statistics: Purchase of online content 

  N Mean Std. Minimum Maximum 
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Deviation 

PURCHASE 312 3,8077 0,6510 1 5 

4.6.6 Reliability Analysis 

Table 4.24: Reliability Analysis 

Scale 
Cronbach 
Alpha 

Inter-Item Correlations 
Mean 

N of 
Items 

PURCHASE 0,4977 0,2585 3 
TRUST 0,7568 0,3915 5 
QUALITY 0,8213 0,4841 5 
RISK 0,6320 0,3059 4 
FEAR 0,7745 0,5345 3 
SUBSTITUTES 0,7323 0,3573 5 
DESIGN_USABILITY 0,8453 0,5232 5 
ACCESSIBILITY 0,7398 0,3681 5 

Table 4.24 summarizes the Cronbach Alpha. Trust, Quality, Fear, Substitutes, 

Design and Usability, and Accessibility showed a high score in terms of 

measurement reliability. Their scores are above the recommended value of 0.7. 

Purchase and Risk reported scores below the recommended level of 0.7 however 

the inter-item correlation mean values of the items are within the recommended 

range of 0.2 - 0.4 (Pallant, 2010). 

4.7 Group Comparisons 

4.7.1 Gender 

A Mann-Whitney U test was conducted to compare the purchasing of online content 

for males and females. There was no statistical significant difference in the purchase 

of online content for males (M=3.180, Sd=0.661) and females (M=3.128, Sd=0.733); 

U =11023, z = -0.932 p = 0.352 (two-tailed). 
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4.7.2 Age 

A Kruskal-Wallis Test was conducted to compare the purchasing of online content 

for the different age groups. Subjects were divided into seven groups according to 

their age (Group 1:18 to 24 years, Group 2: 25 to 34 years, Group 3:35 to 44 years, 

Group 4: 45:54 years, Group 5: 55 to 64 years, Group 6: 65 to 74 years, Group 75 to 

older). There was a statistically significant difference at level p <0.05 in the purchase 

of online content scores for the 7 age groups: X2(6,311) = 13.471, p=0.036.  

A Mann-Whitney U test was conducted to compare the purchasing of online content 

for 18-24 and 25-34 year olds. There was a statistical significant difference in the 

purchase of online content for 18-24 year olds (M=4.0625, Sd=0.433) and 25-34 

year olds (M=3.7778, Sd=0.6175); U =1667.5, z = -3.231, p = 0.001 (two-tailed). 

A Mann-Whitney U test was conducted to compare the purchasing of online content 

for 18-24 and 45-54 year olds. There was a statistical significant difference in the 

purchase of online content for 18-24 year olds (M=4.0625, Sd=0.433) and 45-54 

year olds (M=3.7738, Sd=0.670); U =954.5, z = -2.641, p = 0.008 (two-tailed). 

A Mann-Whitney U test was conducted to compare the purchasing of online content 

for 18-24 and 55-64 year olds. There is a statistical significant difference in the 

purchase of online content for 18-24 year olds (M=4.0625, Sd=0.433) and 55-64 

year olds (M=3.7302, Sd=0.734); U =319.5, z = -2.592, p = 0.01 (two-tailed). 

4.7.3 Ethnicity 

A Kruskal-Wallis Test was conducted to compare the purchasing of online content 

for the different ethnic groups. Respondents were divided into five groups according 

to their ethnic groups (Group 1: Coloured, Group 2: Black, Group 3: White, Group 4: 

Asian, Group 5: Indian). There was a statistically significant difference at level p 

<0.05 in the purchase of online content for the five education level groups: X2(4,309) 

= 42.285, p<0.000. 
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A Mann-Whitney U test was conducted to compare the purchasing of online content 

for black and white. There was a statistical significant difference in the purchase of 

online content for black (M=3.6160, Sd=0.708) and white (M=4.0172, Sd=0.477); U 

=5415.5, z = -5.933 p < 0.000 (two-tailed) respondents. 

The group sizes for the other ethnic groups were too small for further comparisons 

4.7.4 Education level 

A Kruskal-Wallis Test was conducted to compare the purchasing of online content 

for the different education level groups. Respondents were divided into five groups 

according to their education level (Group 1: Matric or Other, Group 2: Certificate or 

Diploma, Group 3: Bachelor's Degree, Group 4: Honour's Degree, Group 5: Doctoral 

Degree). There was a statistically significant difference at level p <0.05 in the 

purchase of online content for the five education level groups: X2(5,311) = 18.339, p 

= 0.003. 

A Mann-Whitney U test was conducted to compare the purchasing of online content 

for matric and post graduate respondents. There was a statistical significant 

difference in the purchase of online content for matric (M=3.6545, Sd=0.719) and 

post graduate (M=4.0722, Sd=0.430); U =976.5, z = -3.858 p < 0.000 (two-tailed) 

respondents. 

A Mann-Whitney U test was conducted to compare the purchasing of online content 

for certificate/diploma and post graduate respondents. There was a statistical 

significant difference in the purchase of online content for certificate/diploma 

(M=3.7804, Sd=0.712) and post graduate (M=4.0722, Sd=0.430); U =2846.5, z = -

2.806 p = 0.005 (two-tailed) respondents. 

The other education level comparisons yielded no significant differences. 

 

 

 



61 

 

4.8 Correlation Analysis 

Correlation analysis was performed to test the relationship between the drivers and 

the purchase of online content. 

Table 4.25: Correlation between drivers and purchase of online content 

 

4.8.1 Economic drivers (substitutes) 

There was a strong positive correlation between purchase and substitutes, r=0.594. 

The relationship is statistically significant, p-value<0.000. 

4.8.2 Psychological drivers (trust, quality, risk and fear) 

There was a medium positive correlation between purchase and trust, r=0.457. 

There was a medium positive correlation between purchase and quality, r=0.457. 

There was a medium positive correlation between purchase and risk, r=0.307. There 

was a medium negative correlation between purchase and fear, r=-0.441. All the 

relationships are statistically significant, p-value<0.000. 

4.8.3 Technological drivers (design and usability; and accessibility) 

There was a strong positive correlation between purchase and; design and usability, 

r=0.526.There was a medium positive correlation between purchase and 

accessibility, r=0.430.Both relationships are statistically significant, p-value<0.000 

 

PURCHASE TRUST QUALITY

DESIGN_U

SABILITY RISK ACCESSIBILITY SUBSTITUTES FEAR

PURCHASE

Pearson 

Correlation 1 0.457** 0.457** 0.526** 0.307** 0.430** 0.594** -0.441

p-value 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

N 312 312 312 312 312 312 312 312
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4.9 Linear Regression Analysis 

4.9.1 Purchase of online content and economic drivers  

Multiple Regression Analysis assess the relationship between the purchase of online 

content and substitutes 

Table 4.26: Model Summary: Purchase of online content and substitutes 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. 

Error of 

the 

Estimate 

1 0.594a 0.353 0.351 0.524 

 

Table 4.27: Analysis of Variance: Purchase of online content and substitutes 

 

Model Sum of Squares df 

Mean 

Square F 

P 

Value 

1 Regression 46.518 1 46.518 169.103 0.000b 

Residual 85.277 310 0.275     

Total 131.795 311       

 

Table 4.28: Parameter Estimates: Purchase of online content and substitutes 
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Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t P Value. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1.613 0.171   9.410 0.000 

SUBSTITUTES 0.613 0.047 0.594 13.004 0.000 

. 

Simple regression analysis was conducted to examine whether economic substitutes 

factors had an impact on purchase of online content. The overall model explained 

35.3% of variance in purchase of online content, which revealed to be significant, F 

(2, n=311) = 169.103, p < 0.000 as shown above indicating a significant linear 

relationship between the Purchase of online content (dependant variable) and the 

Substitutes (independent variable) in the model at a 95% level of confidence 

An inspection of the individual predictors revealed that economic substitutes factors 

(Beta= 0.613, p =0.000) are a significant predictor of the purchase of online content.  

4.9.2 Purchase of online content and psychological drivers (trust, quality, fear and risk) 

4.9.2.1 Purchase of online content and trust 
 

Simple Regression Analysis was used to assess the relationship between the 

purchase of online content and trust 

 

Table 4.29: Model Summary: Purchase of online content and trust 
 

Model R R 

Squared 

Adjusted R 

Squared 

Std Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .286a 0.082 0.079 0.434 
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Table 4.30: Analysis of Variance: Purchase of online content and trust 

 

Model Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F P value 

1  

 

Regression 

 

  Residual 

 

 Total 

4.614 

 

51.655 

 

56.269 

1 

 

273 

274 

4.614 

 

0.189 

24.385 .000b 

 

 

Table 4.31: Parameters of Estimates: Purchase of online content and 

trust 

 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t P value 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta 

1 (Constant) 

 

   TRUST 

2.718 

 

0.225 

0.163 

 

0.046 

 

 

0.286 

16.706 

 

4.938 

0.000 

 

0.000 

 

 

Simple regression analysis was conducted to examine whether trust had an 

impact on the purchase of online content. The overall model explained 8.2% 

of variance in purchase of online content, which revealed to be significant, F 

(1, n=274) = 24.385, p < 0.000 as shown above indicating a significant linear 

relationship between the Purchase of online content (dependant variable) and 

Trust (independent variables) in the model at a 95% level of confidence.  

An inspection of the parameters revealed that trust (Beta= 0.225, p =0.000) is 

a significant predictor of the purchase of online content.  
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4.9.2.2 Purchase of online content and Fear 
 

Simple Regression Analysis was used to assess the relationship between the 

purchase of online content and fear 

 

Table 4.32: Model Summary: Purchase of online content and Fear 

 

Model R R 

Squared 

Adjusted R 

Squared 

Std Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .142a 0.020 0.017 0.449 

 

 

Table 4.33: Analysis of Variance: Purchase of online content and Fear 

 

Model Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F P value 

1 

Regression 

 

  Residual 

 

 Total 

1.136 

 

55.133 

 

56.269 

1 

 

273 

 

274 

1.136 

 

0.202 

5.624 .018b 

 

 

Table 4.34: Parameters of Estimates: Purchase of online content and 

Fear 

 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t P value 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta 
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1 (Constant) 

 

   FEAR 

3.729 

 

-0.082 

0.096 

 

0.035 

 

 

-0.142 

38.952 

 

-2.372 

0.000 

 

0.018 

 

 

 

Simple regression analysis was conducted to examine whether fear had an 

impact on the purchase of online content. The overall model explained 2% of 

variance in purchase of online content, which revealed to be significant, F (1, 

n=274) = 5.624, p > 0.000 as shown above indicating a significant linear 

relationship between the Purchase of online content (dependant variable) and 

Fear (independent variables) in the model at a 95% level of confidence.  

An inspection of the parameters revealed that fear (Beta= -0.142, p =0.018) is 

a significant predictor of the purchase of online content. 

 

4.9.2.3 Purchase of online content and Risk 
 

Simple Regression Analysis was used to assess the relationship between the 

purchase of online content and Risk 

 

Table 4.35: Model Summary: Purchase of online content and Risk 

 

Model R R 

Squared 

Adjusted R 

Squared 

Std Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .134a 0.018 0.014 0.449 

 

 

Table 4.36: Analysis of Variance: Purchase of online content and Risk 

 

Model Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F P value 

1 

Regression 1.003 1 1.003 
4.956 .027b 
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  Residual 

 

 Total 

 

55.266 

 

56.269 

 

273 

 

274 

 

0.202 

 

 

Table 4.37: Parameters of Estimates: Purchase of online content and 

Risk 

 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t P value 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta 

1 (Constant) 

 

   RISK 

3.058 

 

0.122 

0.205 

 

0.055 

 

 

0.134 

14.890 

 

2.226 

0.000 

 

0.027 

 

 

 

Simple regression analysis was conducted to examine whether trust had an 

impact on the purchase of online content. The overall model explained 1.8% 

of variance in purchase of online content, which revealed to be significant, F 

(1, n=274) = 4.956, p > 0.000 as shown above indicating a significant linear 

relationship between the Purchase of online content (dependant variable) and 

Risk (independent variables) in the model at a 95% level of confidence.  

An inspection of the parameters revealed that risk (Beta= -0.134, p =0.027) is 

a significant predictor of the purchase of online content. 

4.9.2.4 Purchase of online content and Quality 
 

Simple Regression Analysis was used to assess the relationship between the 

purchase of online content and Quality. 
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Table 4.38: Model Summary: Purchase of online content and Quality 

 

Model R R 

Squared 

Adjusted R 

Squared 

Std Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .326a 0.106 0.103 0.429 

 

 

Table 4.39: Analysis of Variance: Purchase of online content and Quality 

 

Model Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F P value 

1 

Regression 

 

  Residual 

 

 Total 

5.974 

 

50.295 

 

56.269 

1 

 

273 

 

274 

5.974 

 

0.184 

32.428 .000b 

 

 

Table 4.40: Parameters of Estimates: Purchase of online content and 

Quality 

 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t P value 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta 

1 (Constant) 

 

   QUALITY 

2.447 

 

0.273 

0.189 

 

0.048 

 

 

0.326 

12.970 

 

5.695 

0.000 

 

0.000 
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Simple regression analysis was conducted to examine whether quality had an impact 

on the purchase of online content. The overall model explained 10.6% of variance in 

purchase of online content, which revealed to be significant, F (1, n=274) = 32.428, p 

< 0.000 as shown above indicating a significant linear relationship between the 

Purchase of online content (dependant variable) and Quality (independent variables) 

in the model at a 95% level of confidence. 

An inspection of the parameters revealed that trust (Beta= 0.326, p =0.000) is a 

significant predictor of the purchase of online content. 

4.9.2.5 Purchase of online content and the psychological driver (trust, quality, 

fear and risk) 

Multiple Regression Analysis assess the relationship between the purchase of online 

content and the psychological driver (trust, quality, fear and risk) 

Table 4.47: Model Summary: Purchase of online content and the psychological 

driver (trust, quality, fear and risk) 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. 

Error of 

the 

Estimate 

1 0.568a 0.322 0.313 0.50754 

 

Table 4.48: Analysis of Variance: Purchase of online content and the 

psychological driver (trust, quality, fear and risk) 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean F P 
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Square Value 

1 Regression 35.913 4 8.978 34.854 0.000b 

Residual 75.476 293 0.258     

Total 111.389 297       
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Table 4.49: Parameter Estimates: Purchase of online content and the 

psychological driver (trust, quality, fear and risk) 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t 

P 

Value B 

Std. 

Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2.330 0.289   8.052 0.000 

TRUST 0.321 0.061 0.333 5.237 0.000 

FEAR -0.159 0.038 -0.212 -4.150 0.000 

RISK 0.073 0.059 0.067 1.243 0.215 

QUALITY 0.141 0.064 0.135 2.203 0.028 

 

The p-value from the F-test is less than 0.05 (p<0.005) indicating a significant linear 

relationship between the Purchase of online content (dependant variables) and the 

Psychological drivers (Quality, Fear, Risk and Trust) in the model at a 95% level of 

confidence. 

Multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine whether Quality, Fear, Risk 

and Trust factors had an impact on purchase of online content. The overall model 

explained 32.2% of variance in purchase of online content, which revealed to be 

significant, F(4, n=297) = 34.854, p < 0.000 as shown above  

An inspection of the individual predictors revealed that Trust (Beta= 0.321, p 

=0.000), Fear (Beta=-0.159, p=0.000) and Quality (Beta=0.141, p=028) are a 

significant predictor of purchase of online content. Therefore the strongest predictor 

of the purchase of content is the Trust factor (Beta= 0.321, p =0.000). Risk 

(Beta=0.073, p=0.215) is not a significant predictor of the purchase of online content. 
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The variable that makes the strongest unique contribution to explaining the purchase 

of online content is the Trust (Beta= 0.321) when all the variance explained by all the 

other variables in the model is controlled for. 

The R² value is 0.322. This indicated that the regression model the Quality, Fear, 

Risk and Trust factors explain 32.2% of variation in the purchase of online content. 

4.9.3 Purchase of online content and technological drivers (design and usability; and 

accessibility) 

4.9.3.1 Purchase of online content and Accessibility  
 

Simple Regression Analysis was used to assess the relationship between the 

purchase of online content and Accessibility 

 

Table 4.50: Model Summary: Purchase of online content and 

Accessibility  

 

Model R R 

Squared 

Adjusted R 

Squared 

Std Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .139a 0.019 0.016 0.467 

 

 

Table 4.51: Analysis of Variance: Purchase of online content and 

Accessibility 

 

Model Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F P value 

1 

Regression 

 

  Residual 

 

 Total 

1.212 

 

61.256 

 

1 

 

280 

 

1.212 

 

0.219 

5.541 .019b 
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62.468 281 

 

 

Table 4.52: Parameters of Estimates: Purchase of online content and 

Accessibility  

 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t P value 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta 

1 (Constant) 

 

   

ACCESSIBILITY  

2.866 

 

0.152 

0.266 

 

0.065 

 

 

0.139 

10.759 

 

2.354 

0.000 

 

0.019 

 

Simple regression analysis was conducted to examine whether trust had an impact 

on the purchase of online content. The overall model explained 1.9% of variance in 

purchase of online content, which revealed to be none significant, F (1, n=281) = 

5.541, p > 0.000 as shown above indicating a significant linear relationship between 

the Purchase of online content (dependant variable) and Accessibility (independent 

variables) in the model at a 95% level of confidence. 

An inspection of the parameters revealed that accessibility (Beta= 0.139, p =0.019) 

is a significant predictor of the purchase of online content. 

 

4.9.3.2 Purchase of online content and Design Usability  
 

Simple Regression Analysis was used to assess the relationship between the 

purchase of online content and Design Usability  

 



74 

 

Table 4.53: Model Summary: Purchase of online content and Design 

Usability 

  

Model R R 

Squared 

Adjusted R 

Squared 

Std Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .228a 0.052 0.048 0.459 

 

 

Table 4.54: Analysis of Variance: Purchase of online content and Design 

Usability  

Model Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F P value 

1 

Regression 

 

  Residual 

 

 Total 

3.235 

 

59.233 

 

62.468 

1 

 

280 

 

281 

3.235 

 

0.212 

15.292 .000b 

 

 

Table 4.55: Parameters of Estimates: Purchase of online content and 

Design Usability  

 

Model Unstandardize

d Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t P value 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta 

1 (Constant) 

 

  

DESIGN_USABILITY 

2.704 

 

0.203 

 

 

 

13.342 

 

0.000 
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0.206 0.053 0.228 3.910 0.000 

 

 

 

Simple regression analysis was conducted to examine whether trust had an impact 

on the purchase of online content. The overall model explained 5.2% of variance in 

purchase of online content, which revealed to be none significant, F (1, n=281) = 

15.292, p < 0.000 as shown above indicating a significant linear relationship between 

the Purchase of online content (dependant variable) and Design Usability 

(independent variable) in the model at a 95% level of confidence. 

An inspection of the parameters revealed that design and usability (Beta= 0.228, p 

=0.000) is a significant predictor of the purchase of online content. 

 

4.9.3.3 Purchase of online content and the technological driver (design 

and usability; and accessibility) 

 

Multiple Regression Analysis assess the relationship between the purchase of online 

content and the technological driver (design and usability; and accessibility) 

Table 4.56: Model Summary: Purchase of online content and the technological 

driver (design and usability; and accessibility) 

 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted 

R 

Square 

Std. 

Error of 

the 

Estimate 

1 0.529a 0.280 .275 0.52156 
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Table 4.57: Analysis of Variance: Purchase of online content and the 
technological driver (design and usability; and accessibility) 

Model Sum of Squares df 

Mean 

Square F 

P 

Value 

1 Regression 31.141 2 15.571 57.240 0.000b 

Residual 80.248 295 0.272     

Total 111.389 297       

 

Table 4.58: Parameter Estimates: Purchase of online content and the 

technological driver (design and usability; and accessibility) 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t 

P 

Value B 

Std. 

Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1.491 0.266   5.610 0.000 

DESIGN USABILITY 0.399 0.054 0.428 7.398 0.000 

ACCESSIBILITY 0.204 0.074 0.159 2.747 0.006 

 

The p-value from the F-test is less than 0.05 (p<0.005) indicating a significant linear 

relationship between the Purchase of online content (dependant variables) and 

Technological drivers (Design and Usability, and Accessibility) in the model at a 95% 

level of confidence. 
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Multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine whether Design and 

Usability, and Accessibility had an impact on purchase of online content. The overall 

model explained 28% of variance in purchase of online content, which revealed to be 

significant, F(2, n=297) = 57.240, p < 0.000 as shown above.  

An inspection of the individual predictors revealed that Design and Usability (Beta= 

0.399, p =0.000) is a significant predictor of the purchase of online content. 

Accessibility (Beta=-0.204 p=0.006) is also a significant predictor of the purchase of 

online content. The strongest predictor of the purchase of online content is the 

Design and Usability (Beta= 0.321, p =0.000)  

The R² value is 0.28. This indicated that the regression model in the Design Usability 

and Accessibility factors explain 28% of variation in the purchase of online content. 

4.9.4 Purchase of online content and all variables 

Multiple Regression Analysis assess the relationship between the purchase of online 

content and gender, age, ethnicity / race, highest level of education, Substitutes, 

Design and usability, Accessibility, Trust, Fear, Risk and Quality. 

Table 4.59: Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted 
R 

Square 

Std. 
Error of 

the 
Estimate 

1 0.671a 0.451 0.429 0.45547 
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Table 4.60: Analysis of Variance 

Model Sum of Squares df 
Mean 

Square F 
P 

Value 

1 Regression 47.803 11 4.346 20.948 0.000b 

Residual 58.294 281 0.207     

Total 106.097 292       

Table 4.61: Parameter Estimates 

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

t 
P 

Value B 
Std. 
Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1.233 0.333   3.699 0.000 

Q1 What is your 
gender? 

0.082 0.055 0.067 1.484 0.139 

Q2 What is your 
age? 

-0.029 0.023 -0.056 -1.235 0.218 

Q3 Please specify 
your ethnicity / race 

0.080 0.033 0.114 2.445 0.015 

Q4 What is your 
highest level of 
education? 

0.058 0.025 0.109 2.313 0.021 

SUBSTITUTES 0.283 0.063 0.255 4.489 0.000 

DESIGN_USABILITY 0.159 0.058 0.168 2.723 0.007 

ACCESSIBILITY 0.015 0.073 0.012 0.202 0.840 

TRUST 0.118 0.056 0.125 2.096 0.037 

FEAR -0.131 0.035 -0.178 -3.701 0.000 

RISK 0.039 0.055 0.037 0.704 0.482 
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QUALITY 0.084 0.061 0.083 1.376 0.170 

 

The p-value from the F-test is less than 0.05 (p<0.005) indicating a significant linear 

relationship between the Purchase (dependant variables) and the following 

independent variables; Gender, Age, Ethnicity/Race, Level of education, Substitutes, 

Design and Usability, Accessibility, Trust, Fear, Risk and Quality in the model at a 

95% level of confidence. 

Multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine whether the gender, age, 

Ethnicity/race, Level of education, Substitutes, Design Usability, Accessibility, Trust, 

Fear, Risk and Quality had an impact on purchase of online content. The overall 

model explained 45.1% of variance in purchase of online content, which revealed to 

be significant. F (2. n=292) = 20.948. p = 0.000 as shown above.  

An inspection of the individual predictors revealed that ethnicity / race (Beta= 0.080. 

p =0.015).level of education factor (Beta= 0.058. p =0.021). Substitutes (Beta= 

0.283. p <0.000). Design and usability (Beta= 0.159. p =0.007).Trust (Beta= 0.118. p 

=0.037) and Fear (Beta= 0.131. p =0.000) are significant predictors of the purchase 

of online content. Gender (Beta= 0.082. p =0.139). Age (Beta= 0.029. p 

=0.218).Accessibility (Beta= 0.015. p =0.084).Risk (Beta= 0.039. p =0.482) and 

Quality (Beta= 0.084. p =0.170) are not significant predictors of the purchase of 

online content.  

The variable that makes the strongest unique contribution to explaining the purchase 

of online content is the Substitutes (Beta= 0.283) when all the variance explained by 

all the other variables in the model is controlled for. 

The R² value is 0.451. This indicated that the regression model in the Gender, Age, 

Ethnicity/Race, Level of education, Substitutes. Design usability, Accessibility, Trust. 

Fear. Risk and Quality factors explain 45.1% of variation in the purchase of online 

content. 
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5 DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

5.1 Introduction 

The following chapter discusses the results found in the previous chapters and 

serves to discuss all aspects pertaining to the statistical results found in the previous 

chapter as well as the literature review.  

5.2 Demographic profile of respondents 

The respondents were nominated based on the online questionnaire. Although an 

equal split of male and female respondents was envisaged the spilt of 55.2% males 

and 44.8% females did not influence the outcome of the research. Most respondents 

were below the age of 44.which also reflects the growing importance of Generation X 

and Y (Millennials).and generation Z to the online and digital ecosystem. As could be 

expected the largest percentages of respondents were of Black and white ethnicity. 

A notable statistic is that study consisted of 37.5 % white respondents while the 

white population only represents 8.3% of SA population as of July 2015 (Stats SA. 

2015). A significant majority of 82.3% of respondents had a post matric qualification  

Discussion pertaining to Research Question 1  

5.2.1 Introduction 

The study objective was to identify the factors/ drivers that determine people’s 

willingness to move from free to fee for online content. The literature review and pilot 

study suggested that the free to fee drivers can be divided into three major drivers: 

Economic, Psychological and Technological/ Product. Therefore the analysis done in 

the study categorised the drivers into these 3 primary Drivers. 
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5.2.2 Economic drivers 

The Economic factors are a combination of several value drivers, which were 

identified in the literature review and combined to form one factor in the research. 

The identified drivers were associated with Price considerations and Availability of 

substitutes. Therefore, the factor was called ‘Economic factors’. As a result, the term 

serves as an umbrella for the primary drivers concerned. 

5.2.3 Psychological drivers 

The Psychological factors are a combination of several value drivers that were 

identified in the literature review and combined to form one factor in the research. 

The identified drivers were associated with Quality considerations perceived risks 

associated with online payments and fear of missing out and not being sufficiently 

informed. Therefore, the factor was called ‘Psychological drivers’. As a result the 

term serves as an umbrella for the primary drivers concerned. 

5.2.4 Technological/Product drivers 

The Technological factors are a combination of several value drivers that were 

identified in the literature review and combined to form one factor in the research. 

The identified drivers were associated with design & usability as well as accessibility. 

Therefore, the factor was called ‘technological drivers’. As a result, the term serves 

as an umbrella for the primary drivers concerned. 
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6 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, the main findings are reiterated as responses to the propositions 

presented in previous chapters. The chapter includes the respective limitations of the 

study, Implications for management and Recommendations for future research.  

6.2 Summary of findings 

The following were the research objectives that the study needed to address. 

 To identify what constitutes value  

 To conceptualize the factors/drivers of moving from free to fee for online 

content 

 To  determine  the  relationships  between  the  value drivers and the impact 

on the propensity to pay for online content that was previously free 

 To determine the difference between the demographic factors (gender. age. 

race. level of education) that impact attitude and willingness to pay for online 

content 

From the literature review, the study was able to identify sub-factors/factors/drivers 

that influence propensity to pay for online content that was previously free. These 

included substitutes as a sub-factor for economic drivers, Trust, fear, risk and quality 

were identified as sub-factors for psychological drivers. Design and usability; and 

accessibility were identified as sub-factors for technological drivers. 

Certain demographic findings were also found to be significant determinants when 

evaluating whether someone had the propensity to pay for online content. The 

following demographic findings were found: 
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6.3 Demographics: 

6.3.1 Gender 

There was no statistical differences found in the willingness to purchase online 

content between males (Mean=3.8412) and females (Mean=3.7681). We can 

conclude that male and females feel the same when it comes to the purchasing of 

online content. 

6.3.2 Age 

There was a significant difference in the willingness to purchase online content 

between respondents in the seven age groups. Tests to find where the differences 

exist revealed that the younger respondents were more likely to purchase online 

content than the older respondents. 

6.3.3 Ethnicity 

There was a significant difference in the willingness to purchase online content 

between the five ethnic groups. Further analysis revealed that the difference is 

between black (Mean=3.6160) and white (Mean=4.0172) respondents. From the 

mean values we can conclude that white respondents are more likely to purchase 

online content than the black respondents. 

6.3.4 Level of Education 

There was a significant difference in the willingness to purchase online content 

between the six levels of education groups. Further analysis revealed that the 

difference is between respondents with matric (Mean=3.6545) and post-graduate 

degrees (Mean=4.0722). A difference between respondents with certificate/diploma 

(Mean=3.7804) and post-graduate degrees (Mean=4.0722) was also found. We can 
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conclude from the mean values that respondents with higher level of education are 

more likely to purchase online content than those with lower levels. 

6.4 Conclusion of Results 

The objectives of this research were first to determine the value drivers of moving 

from free to fee for online content in South Africa and secondly.to understand the 

relationship between the drivers to create a value model for future acceptance to 

move from free to fee for online content. 

Research Proposition 1: The following is an economic driver of moving from 

free to fee for online content in South Africa: 

Table 1: Results of Proposition 1 in relation to economic drivers 

Therefore, the Research Proposition 1 is accepted for the economic driver. 

Substitutes are a predictive factor in the purchase of online content. 

Table 2: Results of research proposition 1 in relation to the psychological 

drivers 

Proposition criteria  Statistical 

significance 

Conclusion 

Trust 0.000 Accept 

Quality 0.000 Accept 

Proposition criteria  Statistical 

significance 

Conclusion 

Substitutes 0.0000 Accept 
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Risk 0.027 Accept 

Fear 0.018 Accept 

 

Therefore, the Research Proposition 1 is accepted for the psychological drivers, 

with exception of the impact of ‘risk of online purchases’. Trust, Quality and 

fear are predictive factors in the purchase of online content. 

Table 3: Results of research proposition 1 in relation to the technological 

drivers 

Proposition criteria  Statistical 

significance 

Conclusion 

Design and usability 0.000 Accept 

Accessibility 0.019 Accept 

Therefore, the Research Proposition 1 in relation to technological drivers is 

accepted. Both design and usability; and accessibility are predictive factors in 

the purchase of online content. 

 

Research Proposition 2:  The relationship between the drivers with 

purchase of online content. 

Table 66: Results of research proposition 2 in relation to the economic driver 

Proposition criteria  Statistical 

significance 

Conclusion 

Substitutes 0.000 Accept 
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Therefore, the Research Proposition 2 in relation to the economic driver is accepted. 

There is a statistically significant relationship between purchase and 

substitutes. High values of substitutes are associated with high values of the 

purchase of online content. 

Table 67: Results of research proposition 2 in relation to the psychological 

drivers 

Proposition criteria  Statistical 

significance 

Conclusion 

Trust 0.000 Accept 

Quality 0.000 Accept 

Risk 0.000 Accept 

Fear 0.000 Accept 

 

Therefore, the Research Proposition 2 in relation to the economic driver is accepted. 

There is a statistically significant relationship between purchase and the 

psychological drivers. High values of trust, quality and fear are associated 

with high values of the purchase of online content. High values of risk are 

however associated with low values of the purchase of online content. 

Table 68: Results of research proposition 2 in relation to the technological 

drivers 

Proposition criteria  Statistical 

significance 

Conclusion 

Design and usability 0.0000 Accept 
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Therefore, the Research Proposition 2 in relation to the economic driver is accepted.  

There is a statistically significant relationship between purchase and both 

technological drivers (design and usability; and accessibility). High values of both 

factors are associated with high values of the purchase of online content. 

6.5 Recommendations and managerial implications 

The literature and corresponding findings reflect the burgeoning organisational 

headwinds and consumer behaviour changes that media organisations face in the 

new internet and digital economy. This has far-reaching implications for 

management of media organisations, particularly with regards to: 

 Impact on profitability 

 Differentiation and positioning considerations 

 Effect and decisions on deployment of organisational resources (Human 

capital as well as CAPEX considerations) 

6.6 Limitations of the research 

As in, most research studies this study is not without limitations. In conducting this 

research, the sampling method was non-probabilistic; therefore, the respondents 

used in this study might not necessarily be representative of the entire population.  

The following limitations were noted: 

 The study involved a quantitative analysis via an online survey that will be 

conducted over several months.by virtue of the online component certain 

respondents may not have answered completely or understood completely. 

Accessibility 0.000 Accept 
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 The study will include News, Sport and Entertainment only. There may be 

other genre of content that is not included in this study. 

 The data only includes respondents’ responses based on their intentions, 

attitudes and perceptions not actual adoption and purchasing behaviour. 

 The scope of the research will be delimited to the TML portfolio of sites only- 

namely Timeslive, Sowetanlive and Sunday World respectively. .  

6.7 Recommendations for potential further research 

 A study that determines the variable price point that users would be prepared 

to pay for online content that was previously free 

 Determine the relationship on user’s propensity to pay for online content if the 

user agrees to certain conditions for example no advertising.  

 Establish the financial implications and the relative optimal marketing cost to 

acquire paying online readers. 

 The sample size could be broadened within each respective genre to be able 

to determine specific and more granular findings per category/genre i.e. 

News, Business. Sport. Lifestyle etc. This will also allow for a wider 

demographic base.  

 The population could be broadened to publishers outside of the TML network 

to ensure there was no bias. Certain brands by nature have higher brand 

equity and as such subconsciously, respondents may have answered with a 

bias towards the TML network of websites. 

  



89 

 

REFERENCES 

Allingham M. (1983). Value London: Macmillan Press 

Alves R.C (2001). The future on online journalism: mediamorphism or 

mediacide?.The Journal of Policy.Regulation and Strategy for Telecommunications. 

Vol. 3.pp 63-72 

Ariely.D. and Shampan’er.K. (2004). Tradeoffs between costs and benefits: Lessons 

from “the price of 0.”Working paper. MIT 

Armstrong M. and Murlis H. (1998). Reward Management.A handbook of 

remuneration strategy and practice. London.Kogan Page Limited 

Auchard E. (2006).various blogs at www.reuters.com 

Bagozzi R.P. and Dabholkar P.A. (1994).Consumer recycling goals and their effect 

on decisions to recycle: a means-end chain analysis, Psychology and Marketing.Vol. 

11. pp. 313-40 

BakosY.andBrynjolfsson E.(2000).Bundling and competition on the Internet. 

Marketing Science.Vol.19(1). pp 63–82  

BerloD..Lemert J. and Mertz R. (1969).Dimensions for evaluating the acceptability of 

message sources.Public Opinion Quarterly.Vol. 33 No 4. pp. 563-576 

Bianchi C. and Andrews L. (2012). Risk, trust and consumer online purchasing 

behaviour: a Chilean perspective. International Marketing Review.Vol. 29.pp.253-275 

Brassington F. and Pettitt S. (2000).Principles of Marketing.2nd edition, Pearson 

Education Limited. Essex.England.chap 3 [ISBN 0273644440]. 

Borain. C.( 2015).  Interview 

Brandsetter B. and Scmalhofer J. (2014). Paid Content, Journalism Practice, pp 499- 

507 

Burke R.R. (2002). Technology and the customer interface: what consumers want in 

the physical and virtual store, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science.Vol.30 

4.pp411-432 

Cardozo R.N (1968).An experimental study of consumer effort expectation and 

satisfaction. Journal of Marketing Research. pp 244-249 

http://www.reuters.com/


90 

 

Chen Y.H.H and Corkindale (2008). Towards and understanding of the behavioural 

intention ti use online news services: An exploratory study. Internet Research. vol18. 

pp 286-312 

Chyi I. (2005). Willingness to pay for online news: An Empirical study of the viability 

of the subscription model, Journal of Media Management, pp 131-142 

Chyi I. (2012). Predictors of paying intent for multiplatform newspapers, International 
Journal of Media Management 14, pp 227-250 

Chu W. and Chu W. (1994). Signaling quality by selling through a reputable retailer: 
An example of renting the reputation of another agent, Marketing Science Vol.13(2). 
pp 177-189 

Cohen J.B. and Golderg M.E. (1970).The dissonance model in post decision product 

evaluation. Journal of marketing Research. pp 315-321 

Cooper D. & Emory C.(1995).Business Research Methods. Fifth Edition. Chicago. 

Irwin 

Costello.A.B and Osborne.J.W. (2005). Best Practices in Exploratory Factor 

Analysis: Four Recommendations for Getting the Most from Your Analysis.Practical 

Assessment Research & Evaluation. 10 (7): 1-9. 

Cowan N. (2001).New information perspectives.Aslibproceedings.vol 53. 5. pp 189-

200 

Davis W. (2006). Media Post Publications 

Day E. (2002).The Role of Value in Consumer Satisfaction.Journal of Consumer 

Satisfaction.Dissatisfaction & Complaining Behavior. Vol.15. 2002 

Dayan O. (2012).Digital Marketing Course Pack. pp 34 

DiMaggio P..HargittaiE..Neuman W.D and Robinson J.P. (2001).Annual Review of 

Sociology. 27. pp 307-336 

Doney P. and Cannon J. (1997).An examination of the nature of trust in buyer-seller 

relationships.Jounral of Marketing.Vol. 61.pp.35-51 

Doolin.B.. Dillon.S.. Thompson.F. and Corner. J.L. (2005).Perceived risk.the internet 

shopping experience and online purchase behaviour: a New Zealand 

perspective.Journal of Global Information Management.Vol. 13 No. 2. pp 66-88 



91 

 

Du Plessis P.J. (1994).Buyer Behaviour.First edition.Southern Book Publishers. 

Halfway House.chapter 4 

Duprey P. (2012). Filling the Meter: Measuring the Effectiveness of Paywalls for 

Online Revenue 

Dutta-Bergman, Mohan (2004). Complemenarity in Consumption of News types 

Across Traditional and New Media, Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 

pp41-60 

Edmonds.R..Guskin.E..Rosenstiel.T..& Mitchell. A. (2012).Newspapers: By the 

Numbers. The State of the News Media 2012 

Eighmey J. and McCord L.(1998).Adding value in the information age: uses and 

gratifications of sites on the World Wide Web.Journal of Business Research.vol 41. 

pp 187- 194 

EnnewC.T.. Reed G.V. and Binks M.R.(1993).Importance performance analysis and 

the measurement of service quality. European Journal of 

Marketing.Vol.27.No.2.pp.7-22 

Fishbein M. and Azjen J. (1975).Belief.Attitude. Intention and Behaviour: an 

Introduction to Theory and Research.Addison-Wesley. Reading. MA 

FlaviánC.andGurrea R. (2006). The choice of digital newspapers: influence of 

readers goals and user experience.Internet research.Vol.16.No.3. pp 231-247 

Flavián C. and Gurrea R. (2009).Users’ motivations and attitude towards the online 

press.Journal of Consumer Marketing.Vol. 26.No. 3. pp 164-174 

Gale B.T. (1994).Managing Customer Value: Creating Quality and Service that 

Customers Can See.The Free Press. New York. NY 

Groeneveld R. and Sethi G. (2010).Telecom.Media and Technology. Deloitte 

Gustafsson A. (1999). Conjoint analysis: A useful tool in the Design process.Total 

Quality Management.Vol 10.Issue 3. pp 327-343 

Gutman J. (1982). A means-end chain model based on consumer categorization 

processes.Journal of Marketing. vol46. pp 60-72  

Hair, J. F. (2010).Multivariate data analysis. London. Prentice-Hall 

Ha S. and Stoel L. (2009).Consumer e-shopping acceptance: antecedents in a 

technology acceptance model.Journal of Business Research.Vol. 62 No. 5. pp 565-

71 



92 

 

Holbrook M.B. (1994).The nature of customer value: an axiology of services in the 

consumption experience.in Rust R.T. and Oliver R.L. (Eds). Service Quality: New 

Directions in Theory and Practice.Sage Publications. Thousand Oaks. CA. pp. 21-71 

Holbrook M.B. (1999).Introduction to consumer value.in Holbrook M.B. (Ed.). 

Consumer Value: A Framework for Analysis and Research.Routledge. New York. 

NY. pp. 1-29 

Howard J.A. and Sheth J.N. (1969).The theory of buyer behaviour. New York.John 

Wiley and Sons. pp 14 

Hsiao C.C.. Yen H.J.R. Li E. (2011).Exploring consumer value of multi-channel 

shopping: a perspective of means-end theory.vol 22. pp 318-339 

Hussey.J. and Hussey.R. (1997) Business Research.Palgrave Publishers. New 

York. 

Interactive Advertising Bureau Ad Unit 

GuidelinesGlossary.http://www.iab.net/media/file/GlossaryofInteractivAdvertisingTer

ms.pdf 

Internet Live Stats, http://www.internetlivestats.com/internet-users-by-country/ 2014 

Interview with Alan Mutter. September 2011.  

Izzard.C.E. (1977).Human Emotions. New York. Plenum  

Jenner.M. (2012).Paid Content Comes of Age. Reynolds Journalism Institute 

Katz E. Blumler G. and Gurevitch (1974).Utilization of mass communication by the 

individual. The uses of mass communications.: Current perspectives on gratifications 

research.Sage. Beverley Hills. pp 19-32 

Lapierre J. (2000).Customer-perceived value in Industrial Context.The Journal of 

Business and Industrial Marketing. pp. 122-140 

Leedy P.D. and Ormrod J.E. (2001). Practical Research: Planning and Design.7th 

edition. Upper Saddle River: Merryl Prentice Hall  

LegrisP..Ingham J. and Collerette P. (2003). Why do people use information 

technology? A critical acceptance model.Information and management.vol 40. pp 

191-204 

http://www.iab.net/media/file/GlossaryofInteractivAdvertisingTerms.pdf
http://www.iab.net/media/file/GlossaryofInteractivAdvertisingTerms.pdf


93 

 

Levin D. and Cross R. (2004). The strength of weak ties you can trust: the mediating 

role of trust in effective knowledge transfer.Management Science.Vol. 5 No. 1. pp. 

30-42 

Lin C.A. (1999). Online service adoption likelihood.Journal of Advertising 

Research.vol 39. pp 79-89 

Locke E. (1967).Relationship of success and expectation to affect on goal seeking 

tasks.Journal of personality and social psychology. 7. pp125-134 

Mayer R..Davis J. and Schoorman F. (1995).An integrative model of organizatiosnl 

trust.Academy of Management Review.Vol. 20 No. 3. pp. 709-734 

Mitchell A. and Rosentiel T. (2011).State of the News Media 2011. Pew Research 

Project for Excellence in Journalism 

Mitchell A. and Rosentiel T. (2012).State of the News Media 2012. Pew Research 

Project for Excellence in Journalism 

Moorman C..Deshpandé R. and Zaltman G. (1993). Factors affecting trust in market 

research relationships.Jounral of Marketing.Vol. 57 No. 2. pp 242-266 

Naumann E. (1995). Creating Customer Value: The linkage between customer 

value.customersatisfaction.customer loyalty and profitability– A white paper  

Nerone J. and Barnhurst K.G. (2001). Beyond modernism: Digital 

design.americanization and the future of newspaper form.New media and society.vol 

3 pp 467-468 

Oliver R.L.. (1997). Satisfaction: A Behavioral Perspective on the Consumer 

Pallant, Julie. 2007. SPSS survival manual: a step by step guide to data analysis 

using SPSS for Windows. Maidenhead: Open University Press 

Parasuraman A. (2000). Technology readiness index (TRI): a multiple-item scale to 

measure readiness to embrace new technologies.Journal of Service Research.vol 2. 

pp 307-320 

Parasuraman A. and Grewal D. (2000).The Impact of Technology on the Quality-
Value-Loyalty Chain: A Research Agenda.Academy of Marketing Science.Journal 
28(1). pp 168-174 

Parrott. Scott (2010).To pay or not to pay for online content.Project on the Future of 

Journalism. University of Alabama College of Communications and Information 

Science 



94 

 

Pauwels K. and Weiss A. (2008).Moving from Free to Fee: How Online Firms Market 

to Change Their Business Model Successfully. Journal Of Marketing 72.p14-31 

Pfnarr E. (2010).Preserving Journalism if not papers. The New York Times 

Plutchik R. (1980).A general psychoevolutional theory of emotion.Theory, research 

and experience.vol 1. New York. Academic Press 

Radoff J. (2009), A brief History of Paywalls, Jon Radoff’s Internet Wonderland  

Ravinsky. W. (2015) Interview 

Richard M. and Chandra R. (2005).A model of consumer web navigational behavior: 

conceptual development and application.Journal of Business Research.Vol. 58. pp. 

1019-1029 

Ryenalds T.J. and Gutman J. (1988).Laddering theory.method.analysis and 

interpretation.Journal of advertising research.vol 28. pp 11-31  

Salmon.F. (2011. August 14). How the New York Times Paywall Is Working. 

Wired.com. Retrieved May 29. 2012. from 

http://www.wired.com/epicenter/2011/08/new-york-times-paywall/ 

Santos J. (2003).E-service quality. Managing Service  Quality.vol 13.no 3. pp 233-

246 

Saunders M.. Lewis P..and Thornhill A. (2000).Research methods for Business 

students. Essex. Pitman Publishing6564 

Shillito.L.M and De Marle D.J. (1992). Value: Its Measurement.Design.and 

Management 

Spira T. (2015) , iab.co.za/research sa 

Statistics South Africa (2015). Mid-Year Population Estimates. Accessed 12 Oct 

2015.https://www.statssa.gov.za/publications/P0302/P03022015.pdf 

StempelG.. Hargrove T. and Brent J.(2000).Relation of growth of use of the internet 

to changes in media use from 1995 to 1999.Journalism and Mass Communication 

Quarterly.vol 77. pp 77-79 

Stokes R. (2008).eMarketing- the essential guide to online marketing.2nd edition. p. 9 

Sunder S.S.Kalyanaraman S. and Brown J. (2003). Explicating web site 

interactivity:impression formation effects in political campaign sites.Communication 

Research.vol 30. 1. pp 30-59 



95 

 

Van Rensburg. L. (2014). Interview 

Van Riel A.C.R.Liljander V. and Jurriens P. (2001). Exploring consumer evaluations 

of e-services:a portal site.International Journal of Service Industry Management.vol 

12. pp 359-377 

Varian.H. (1995). The information economy.ScientificAmerican(September). pp 200–

202 

Venkatesh V. and Davis F.D. (2000). A theoretical extension of the technology 

acceptance model: four longitudinal field studies.Management Science.Vol. 46. No.2. 

pp 186-204 

Vijayasarathy L. (2004).Predicting consumer intentions to use online shopping: the 
case for an augmented technology acceptance model.Information & 
Management.Vol. 41. pp. 747-762. 

Westbrook and Reilly (1983). Advances in consumer researchvol 10. pp 256-261 

Williams K.C. (1990).Behavioural Aspects of Marketing. Oxford. Heinemann 

Professional Publishing Ltd.  

Williams R. and Nicholas D. (1999).The migration of news on the web.vol 51. pp 

122-134 

Woodruff R.B. and GardialS. (1996). Know Your Customer: New Approaches to 

Understanding Customer Value and Satisfaction. Blackwell. Cambridge. MA 

Wuensch.K.L. (2005) Scales of measurement.In B.S Everitt and D.C. Howell 

(Eds.).Encyclopedia of statistics in behaviourial science. pp 1785-1789 

Yin R.K. (1994).Case Study Research-Design and Methods.Applied Social Research 

Methods.Volume 5.2nd edition.Newbury Park. Sage 

Zeithaml V.A (1988).Consumer Perception of Price. Quality and Value: A means-end 

model and synthesis of evidence.Journal of Marketing. 52. pp 2-22 

Zikmond W.G. (1991).Business Research Methods.3rd edition. The Dryden Press. 

Chicago 

Zikmond W.G (1997).Business Research Methods.Fifth Edition. Chicago. Dryden 

Press 

  



96 

 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Invitation for participation in a survey 

Please take 5 minutes to complete the following questionnaire. 

 

The purpose of this study will be used for a Masters in Management Science 

dissertation at the Wits Business School (WBS). Your responses and personal 

information will be kept confidential. 

 

The survey is being conducted on the ‘Business Factors that impact customer value 

to increase online adoption from free to paid -for content.’  

 

Essentially, we are looking to determine what drivers would motivate and/or under 

what conditions to move pay for online content that has previously been free. 

 

Thank you for your time and valuable input. 
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AppendixB: Online Questionnaire 

 
Listed below are criteria (attitudes & perceptions) that have been identified as 
contributors towards online experience, online consumption patterns and potential 
purchasing behaviour. 
 
What criteria would you consider important when making the 
decision to pay for online content? 

    
    Background Info: 

 

Section A 
     Please mark with an (X) in the 

appropriate block 
    
    1.  Gender Male   

    Female   

    
    2. Age Group 16-18   

    18-24   

    25-34   

    35-49   

    50+   

    
    3. Ethnicity/Race Coloured   

    Black   

    White   

    Asian   

       Indian   

       
       4. What is your highest 

level of education? Matric or other   

       Certificate / Diploma   

       Bachelor's Degree   

       Honours Degree   

       Master's Degree   

       Doctoral Degree   

       
          



98 

 

SECTION B: 
Please mark with an (X ) in the appropriate block 
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1 

TRUST is a factor/driver for me to decide whether I would pay for online content that was 
previously free            

a. I believe the content to be credible therefore will consider paying for it           

b. I believe the content to be objective           

c. I am comfortable sharing personal information (such as my name, cell number and email)           

d. I believe the content provider to be credible and trustworthy            
e. The fact that others, including (friends, colleagues and peers)  are prepared to pay for online 
content makes me trust the source           

            

2 

QUALITY of online content is a factor/driver for me to decide whether I would pay for 
online content that was previously free           

a. Content is well written           

b. Content is well researched           

c. Content is written by award winning journalists/writers of distinction (of a high standard)           

d. The content is relevant and of interest to me           
e. The content is impartial and objective (non-bias and credible)           
            

3 

DESIGN- USABILITY and Ease of Navigation of online content is a factor/driver for me to 
decide whether I would pay for online content that was previously free           

a. I am more likely to pay for online content if the website is aesthetically pleasing to me           

b. I am more likely to pay for online content if the site has good ease of use and navigation.           
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c. I am more likely to pay for online content if the content is laid out for optimal viewing            
d. I am more likely to pay for online content if additional or customised features/content are 
provided exclusively to me           

  e. I am more likely to pay for online content where additional features are of use to me           
              

4 

PRICE of online content is a factor/driver for me to decide whether I would pay for online 
content that was previously free 

          

a. I believe the online content has monetary value           
b. Online payment will prevent me from consuming & accessing the content.            

c. I would pay for online content if I regarded the content as valuable and the price I would pay 
would be in line with such perceived value           

d. I will never pay for online content regardless of the content            
e. I would pay for online content if such content was work related           
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5 

RISKS associated with online payments is a factor/driver for me to decide whether I 
would pay for online content that was previously free            

            

a. I am scared of providing my banking details online           

b. Cyber-crime is manageable if you take the necessary precautions           
c. The company/content provider is important when I decide whether to provide my banking 
details online           
d. I am more likely to transact online if I am more familiar with the brand/company I am 
transacting with           
e. 3rd party assurances that my personal details will be protected lowers my perception of risks 
of transacting online           

            

6 

The ACCESSIBILITY of the content is a factor/driver for me to decide whether I would 
pay for online content that was previously free            
            
a. It’s important that the online content be easily available to access           
b. I want to be able to access via multiple devices           
c. I want to be able to access in any geographic location           
d. I want to be able to access a print version in addition to digital/online if I pay for the content           

e. The convenienceand immediacy of accessing online content is a factor/driver for me to 
decide whether I would pay for online content that was previously free            

       

7 
FEAR of Missing Outor not being sufficiently informed is a factor/driver for me to decide 
whether I would pay for online content that was previously free            
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a. I like to be informed on all matters and would pay to stay informed           

b. I like to be informed on all matters pertaining to my work and would pay to stay informed           

c. I don’t like not knowing what is happening in the world           

d. I don’t like not knowing what other people know           

e. I don’t like not being part of the crowd           

          

8 

AVAILIABILITY of SUBSTITUTES is a factor/driver for me to decide whether I would pay 
for online content that was previously free            
            
a. I would pay to access my favourite website           
b. If other/similar websites of equal quality were not available for free, then I would be willing to 
pay           

c. If my favourite websites were bundled together, I would be willing to pay for online content           
d. The frequency with which I read or access online content is a factor/driver for me to decide 
whether I would pay for online content that was previously free: I would pay to access my most 
frequently visited website           

e. If I had to now pay to access my favourite website , then I would prefer to use other sites of 
lessor quality for free rather than pay           
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Appendix C: Reliability Scales 

Scale: TRUST 

Case Processing Summary 

  N % 

Cases Valid 312 100.0 

Excluded
a
 0 0.0 

Total 312 100.0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on 

Standardized 
Items N of Items 

.778 .783 6 

Item Statistics 

  Mean Std. Deviation N 

Q5.1 I believe the content to be credible therefore 
will consider paying for it 

3.67 1.022 312 

Q5.2 I believe the content to be objective 
3.66 .829 312 

Q5.3 I am comfortable sharing personal 
information (such as my name, cell number and 
email) 

2.80 1.114 312 

Q5.4 I believe the content provider to be credible 
and trustworthy 

3.72 .912 312 

Q5.5 The fact that others, including (friends, 
colleagues and peers) are prepared to pay for 
online content makes me trust the source 

3.34 1.031 312 

Q8.1 I believe the online content has monetary 
value 

3.78 .862 312 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

  

Q5.1 I 
believe the 
content to 
be credible 
therefore 

will 
consider 

paying for 
it 

Q5.2 I 
believe the 

content to be 
objective 

Q5.3 I am 
comfortable 

sharing 
personal 

information 
(such as my 
name, cell 

number and 
email) 

Q5.4 I 
believe the 

content 
provider to 
be credible 

and 
trustworthy 

Q5.5 The fact 
that others, 
including 
(friends, 

colleagues 
and peers) are 

prepared to 
pay for online 
content makes 

me trust the 
source 

Q8.1 I 
believe the 

online 
content 

has 
monetary 

value 

Q5.1 I believe the 
content to be credible 
therefore will consider 
paying for it 

1.000 .468 .321 .488 .394 .382 

Q5.2 I believe the 
content to be objective .468 1.000 .299 .440 .302 .373 

Q5.3 I am comfortable 
sharing personal 
information (such as my 
name, cell number and 
email) 

.321 .299 1.000 .423 .343 .236 

Q5.4 I believe the 
content provider to be 
credible and trustworthy 

.488 .440 .423 1.000 .437 .364 

Q5.5 The fact that 
others, including 
(friends, colleagues 
and peers) are 
prepared to pay for 
online content makes 
me trust the source 

.394 .302 .343 .437 1.000 .356 

Q8.1 I believe the 
online content has 
monetary value 

.382 .373 .236 .364 .356 1.000 

Summary Item Statistics 

  Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance N of Items 

Item Means 3.497 2.801 3.782 .981 1.350 .139 6 
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Item-Total Statistics 

  

Scale 
Mean if 

Item 
Deleted 

Scale 
Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Q5.1 I believe the 
content to be credible 
therefore will consider 
paying for it 

17.31 10.960 .582 .363 .729 

Q5.2 I believe the 
content to be objective 17.32 12.193 .528 .309 .745 

Q5.3 I am comfortable 
sharing personal 
information (such as my 
name, cell number and 
email) 

18.18 11.318 .452 .225 .767 

Q5.4 I believe the 
content provider to be 
credible and trustworthy 

17.26 11.280 .625 .395 .721 

Q5.5 The fact that 
others, including 
(friends, colleagues 
and peers) are 
prepared to pay for 
online content makes 
me trust the source 

17.64 11.293 .518 .279 .747 

Q8.1 I believe the 
online content has 
monetary value 

17.20 12.333 .473 .242 .757 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance 
Std. 

Deviation N of Items 

20.98 15.942 3.993 6 

Reliability 

Scale: 
QUALITY 

Case Processing Summary 

  N % 

Cases Valid 312 100.0 

Excluded
a
 0 0.0 

Total 312 100.0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 
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Reliability Statistics 
 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Based on 
Standardiz
ed Items N of Items 

.821 .824 5 

 
 
 

Item Statistics 

  Mean 
Std. 

Deviation N 

Q6.1 Content is well 
written 3.96 .813 312 

Q6.2 Content is well 
researched 3.92 .838 312 

Q6.3 Content is written 
by award winning 
journalists/writers of 
distinction (of a high 
standard) 

3.31 .912 312 

Q6.4 The content is 
relevant and of interest 
to me 

4.12 .840 312 

Q6.5 The content is 
impartial and objective 
(non-bias and credible) 

3.89 .852 312 

 
 
 
 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

  

Q6.1 
Content is 
well written 

Q6.2 
Content is 

well 
researched 

Q6.3 Content 
is written by 

award winning 
journalists/writ

ers of 
distinction (of 

a high 
standard) 

Q6.4 The 
content is 

relevant and 
of interest to 

me 

Q6.5 The 
content is 

impartial and 
objective (non-

bias and 
credible) 

Q6.1 Content is well 
written 1.000 .761 .437 .473 .473 

Q6.2 Content is well 
researched .761 1.000 .431 .507 .507 
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Q6.3 Content is written 
by award winning 
journalists/writers of 
distinction (of a high 
standard) 

.437 .431 1.000 .303 .361 

Q6.4 The content is 
relevant and of interest 
to me 

.473 .507 .303 1.000 .589 

Q6.5 The content is 
impartial and objective 
(non-bias and credible) 

.473 .507 .361 .589 1.000 

Summary Item Statistics 

  Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance N of Items 

Item Means 3.842 3.311 4.122 .811 1.245 .096 5 

 
 

Item-Total Statistics 

  

Scale 
Mean if 

Item 
Deleted 

Scale 
Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Q6.1 Content is well 
written 15.25 6.928 .697 .603 .763 

Q6.2 Content is well 
researched 15.29 6.740 .720 .622 .755 

Q6.3 Content is written 
by award winning 
journalists/writers of 
distinction (of a high 
standard) 

15.90 7.408 .470 .234 .831 

Q6.4 The content is 
relevant and of interest 
to me 

15.09 7.201 .591 .411 .793 

Q6.5 The content is 
impartial and objective 
(non-bias and credible) 

15.32 7.066 .614 .422 .786 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance 
Std. 

Deviation N of Items 

19.21 10.572 3.252 5 
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Reliability 

Scale: DESIGN_USABILITY 

Case Processing Summary 

  N % 

Cases Valid 312 100.0 

Excluded
a
 0 0.0 

Total 312 100.0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Based on 
Standardiz
ed Items N of Items 

.842 .841 6 

 
 
 

Item Statistics 

  Mean 
Std. 

Deviation N 

Q7.1 I am more likely to 
pay for online content if 
the website is 
aesthetically pleasing 
to me 

3.69 .898 312 

Q7.2 I am more likely to 
pay for online content if 
the site has good ease 
of use and navigation. 

3.82 .948 312 

Q7.3 I am more likely to 
pay for online content if 
the content is laid out 
for optimal viewing 

3.80 .858 312 

Q7.4 I am more likely to 
pay for online content if 
additional or 
customised 
features/content are 
provided exclusively to 
me 

3.55 .881 312 

Q7.5 I am more likely to 
pay for online content 
where additional 
features are of use to 
me 

3.94 .811 312 
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Q8.3 I would pay for 
online content if I 
regarded the content as 
valuable and the price I 
would pay would be in 
line with such 
perceived value 

3.85 .781 312 

 
 

 
 
 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

  

Q7.1 I am 
more likely 
to pay for 

online 
content if 

the website 
is 

aestheticall
y pleasing 

to me 

Q7.2 I am 
more likely 
to pay for 

online 
content if the 

site has 
good ease of 

use and 
navigation. 

Q7.3 I am 
more likely to 
pay for online 
content if the 
content is laid 
out for optimal 

viewing 

Q7.4 I am 
more likely 
to pay for 

online 
content if 

additional or 
customised 

features/cont
ent are 

provided 
exclusively 

to me 

Q7.5 I am 
more likely to 
pay for online 
content where 

additional 
features are of 

use to me 

Q8.3 I 
would pay 
for online 
content if I 
regarded 

the content 
as valuable 

and the 
price I 

would pay 
would be in 

line with 
such 

perceived 
value 

Q7.1 I am more likely to 
pay for online content if 
the website is 
aesthetically pleasing 
to me 

1.000 .585 .597 .486 .462 .295 

Q7.2 I am more likely to 
pay for online content if 
the site has good ease 
of use and navigation. 

.585 1.000 .657 .429 .491 .390 

Q7.3 I am more likely to 
pay for online content if 
the content is laid out 
for optimal viewing 

.597 .657 1.000 .437 .481 .411 

Q7.4 I am more likely to 
pay for online content if 
additional or 
customised 
features/content are 
provided exclusively to 
me 

.486 .429 .437 1.000 .608 .359 

Q7.5 I am more likely to 
pay for online content 
where additional 
features are of use to 
me 

.462 .491 .481 .608 1.000 .345 
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Q8.3 I would pay for 
online content if I 
regarded the content as 
valuable and the price I 
would pay would be in 
line with such 
perceived value 

.295 .390 .411 .359 .345 1.000 

 
Summary Item Statistics 

  Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance N of Items 

Item Means 3.776 3.551 3.936 .385 1.108 .018 6 

Item-Total Statistics 

  

Scale 
Mean if 

Item 
Deleted 

Scale 
Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Q7.1 I am more likely to 
pay for online content if 
the website is 
aesthetically pleasing 
to me 

18.96 10.478 .649 .465 .811 

Q7.2 I am more likely to 
pay for online content if 
the site has good ease 
of use and navigation. 

18.83 10.045 .685 .519 .804 

Q7.3 I am more likely to 
pay for online content if 
the content is laid out 
for optimal viewing 

18.85 10.450 .697 .531 .802 

Q7.4 I am more likely to 
pay for online content if 
additional or 
customised 
features/content are 
provided exclusively to 
me 

19.10 10.774 .607 .439 .820 

Q7.5 I am more likely to 
pay for online content 
where additional 
features are of use to 
me 

18.72 10.994 .633 .452 .815 

Q8.3 I would pay for 
online content if I 
regarded the content as 
valuable and the price I 
would pay would be in 
line with such 
perceived value 

18.80 11.971 .458 .228 .845 

Scale Statistics 
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Mean Variance 
Std. 

Deviation N of Items 

22.65 15.057 3.880 6 

 
 
Reliability 

Scale: PURCHASE 

Case Processing Summary 

  N % 

Cases Valid 312 100.0 

Excluded
a
 0 0.0 

Total 312 100.0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Based on 
Standardiz
ed Items N of Items 

.516 .512 3 

Item Statistics 

  Mean 
Std. 

Deviation N 

rQ8.2 Online payment 
will prevent me from 
consuming content. 

3.05 .922 312 

rQ8.4 I will never pay 
for online content 
regardless of the 
content 

3.69 1.063 312 

rQ12.5 If I had to now 
pay to access my 
favourite website, then I 
would prefer to use 
other sites of lessor 
quality for free rather 
than pay 

2.76 .930 312 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

  

rQ8.2 
Online 

payment 
will prevent 

me from 
consuming 

content. 

rQ8.4 I will 
never pay for 

online 
content 

regardless of 
the content 

rQ12.5 If I had 
to now pay to 

access my 
favourite 

website, then I 
would prefer to 
use other sites 

of lessor 
quality for free 

rather than 
pay 

rQ8.2 Online payment 
will prevent me from 
consuming content. 

1.000 .337 .152 

rQ8.4 I will never pay 
for online content 
regardless of the 
content 

.337 1.000 .288 

rQ12.5 If I had to now 
pay to access my 
favourite website, then I 
would prefer to use 
other sites of lessor 
quality for free rather 
than pay 

.152 .288 1.000 

 
 

Summary Item Statistics 

  Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance N of Items 

Item Means 3.165 2.760 3.686 .926 1.336 .225 3 

 
 

 
Item-Total Statistics 

  

Scale 
Mean if 

Item 
Deleted 

Scale 
Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

rQ8.2 Online payment 
will prevent me from 
consuming content. 

6.45 2.563 .312 .117 .444 

rQ8.4 I will never pay 
for online content 
regardless of the 
content 

5.81 1.976 .411 .171 .264 

rQ12.5 If I had to now 
pay to access my 
favourite website, then I 
would prefer to use 
other sites of lessor 
quality for free rather 
than pay 

6.73 2.640 .275 .086 .500 
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Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance 
Std. 

Deviation N of Items 

9.49 4.334 2.082 3 

 
Reliability 

Scale: RISK 

 
Case Processing Summary 

  N % 

Cases Valid 312 100.0 

Excluded
a
 0 0.0 

Total 312 100.0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Based on 
Standardiz
ed Items N of Items 

.617 .637 6 

 
 
 

Item Statistics 

  Mean 
Std. 

Deviation N 

Q9.1 I am scared of 
providing my banking 
details online 

4.19 1.028 312 

Q9.2 Cyber-crime is 
manageable if you take 
the necessary 
precautions 

3.40 1.000 312 

Q9.3 The 
company/content 
provider is important 
when I decide whether 
to provide my banking 
details online 

3.89 .885 312 
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Q9.4 I am more likely to 
transact online if I am 
more familiar with the 
brand/company I am 
transacting with 

4.06 .860 312 

Q9.5 3rd party 
assurances that my 
personal details will be 
protected lowers my 
perception of the risks 
of transacting online 

3.24 .917 312 

Q10.1 It’s important 
that the online content 
be easily available to 
access 

4.10 .729 312 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

  

Q9.1 I am 
scared of 
providing 

my 
banking 
details 
online 

Q9.2 Cyber-
crime is 

manageable 
if you take 

the 
necessary 

precautions 

Q9.3 The 
company/cont
ent provider is 

important 
when I decide 

whether to 
provide my 

banking details 
online 

Q9.4 I am 
more likely 
to transact 

online if I am 
more familiar 

with the 
brand/compa

ny I am 
transacting 

with 

Q9.5 3rd party 
assurances 

that my 
personal 

details will be 
protected 
lowers my 

perception of 
the risks of 
transacting 

online 

Q10.1 It’s 
important 
that the 
online 

content be 
easily 

available to 
access 

Q9.1 I am scared of 
providing my banking 
details online 

1.000 .068 .107 .140 -.098 .194 

Q9.2 Cyber-crime is 
manageable if you take 
the necessary 
precautions 

.068 1.000 .241 .252 .264 .229 

Q9.3 The 
company/content 
provider is important 
when I decide whether 
to provide my banking 
details online 

.107 .241 1.000 .465 .262 .355 

Q9.4 I am more likely to 
transact online if I am 
more familiar with the 
brand/company I am 
transacting with 

.140 .252 .465 1.000 .352 .345 

Q9.5 3rd party 
assurances that my 
personal details will be 
protected lowers my 
perception of the risks 
of transacting online 

-.098 .264 .262 .352 1.000 .220 

Q10.1 It’s important 
that the online content 
be easily available to 
access 

.194 .229 .355 .345 .220 1.000 

Summary Item Statistics 

  Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance N of Items 

Item Means 3.815 3.244 4.192 .949 1.292 .157 6 
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Item-Total Statistics 

  

Scale 
Mean if 

Item 
Deleted 

Scale 
Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Q9.1 I am scared of 
providing my banking 
details online 

18.70 8.443 .115 .077 .673 

Q9.2 Cyber-crime is 
manageable if you take 
the necessary 
precautions 

19.49 7.370 .335 .126 .580 

Q9.3 The 
company/content 
provider is important 
when I decide whether 
to provide my banking 
details online 

19.00 7.193 .466 .273 .526 

Q9.4 I am more likely to 
transact online if I am 
more familiar with the 
brand/company I am 
transacting with 

18.83 7.074 .519 .313 .506 

Q9.5 3rd party 
assurances that my 
personal details will be 
protected lowers my 
perception of the risks 
of transacting online 

19.65 7.772 .308 .197 .589 

Q10.1 It’s important 
that the online content 
be easily available to 
access 

18.79 7.848 .443 .206 .546 

 
 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance 
Std. 

Deviation N of Items 

22.89 10.187 3.192 6 

Reliability 

Scale: ACCESSIBILITY 

Case Processing Summary 

  N % 

Cases Valid 312 100.0 

Excluded
a
 0 0.0 

Total 312 100.0 
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a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Based on 
Standardiz
ed Items N of Items 

.708 .714 4 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Item Statistics 

  Mean 
Std. 

Deviation N 

Q10.2 I want to be able 
to access via multiple 
devices 

4.24 .709 312 

Q10.3 I want to be able 
to access in any 
geographic location 

4.10 .697 312 

Q10.4 I want to be able 
to access a print 
version in addition to 
digital/online if I pay for 
the content 

3.95 .786 312 

Q10.5 The 
convenience and 
immediacy of accessing 
online content is a 
factor/driver for me to 
decide whether I would 
pay for online content 
that was previously free 

4.04 .842 312 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

  

Q10.2 I 
want to be 

able to 
access via 

multiple 
devices 

Q10.3 I want 
to be able to 

access in 
any 

geographic 
location 

Q10.4 I want 
to be able to 

access a print 
version in 
addition to 

digital/online if 
I pay for the 

content 

Q10.5 The 
convenience 

and 
immediacy 

of accessing 
online 

content is a 
factor/driver 

for me to 
decide 

whether I 
would pay 
for online 

content that 
was 

previously 
free 

Q10.2 I want to be able 
to access via multiple 
devices 

1.000 .565 .335 .330 

Q10.3 I want to be able 
to access in any 
geographic location 

.565 1.000 .374 .306 

Q10.4 I want to be able 
to access a print 
version in addition to 
digital/online if I pay for 
the content 

.335 .374 1.000 .396 

Q10.5 The 
convenience and 
immediacy of accessing 
online content is a 
factor/driver for me to 
decide whether I would 
pay for online content 
that was previously free 

.330 .306 .396 1.000 

Summary Item Statistics 

  Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance N of Items 

Item Means 4.079 3.946 4.237 .292 1.074 .015 4 

Item-Total Statistics 

  

Scale 
Mean if 

Item 
Deleted 

Scale 
Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Q10.2 I want to be able 
to access via multiple 
devices 

12.08 3.107 .531 .354 .625 
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Q10.3 I want to be able 
to access in any 
geographic location 

12.22 3.123 .539 .362 .621 

Q10.4 I want to be able 
to access a print 
version in addition to 
digital/online if I pay for 
the content 

12.37 3.012 .479 .236 .654 

Q10.5 The 
convenience and 
immediacy of accessing 
online content is a 
factor/driver for me to 
decide whether I would 
pay for online content 
that was previously free 

12.28 2.948 .442 .207 .682 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance 
Std. 

Deviation N of Items 

16.31 4.936 2.222 4 

Reliability 

Scale: FEAR 

Case Processing Summary 

  N % 

Cases Valid 312 100.0 

Excluded
a
 0 0.0 

Total 312 100.0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Based on 
Standardiz
ed Items N of Items 

.775 .775 3 

Item Statistics 
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  Mean 
Std. 

Deviation N 

rQ11.3 I don’t like not 
knowing what is 
happening in the world 

2.44 1.130 312 

rQ11.4 I don’t like not 
knowing what other 
people know 

2.64 1.051 312 

rQ11.5 I don’t like not 
being part of the crowd 3.05 .930 312 

Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

  

rQ11.3 I 
don’t like 

not 
knowing 
what is 

happening 
in the 
world 

rQ11.4 I 
don’t like not 

knowing 
what other 

people know 

rQ11.5 I don’t 
like not being 

part of the 
crowd 

rQ11.3 I don’t like not 
knowing what is 
happening in the world 

1.000 .651 .391 

rQ11.4 I don’t like not 
knowing what other 
people know 

.651 1.000 .561 

rQ11.5 I don’t like not 
being part of the crowd .391 .561 1.000 

Summary Item Statistics 

  Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance N of Items 

Item Means 2.712 2.442 3.051 .609 1.249 .096 3 

Item-Total Statistics 

  

Scale 
Mean if 

Item 
Deleted 

Scale 
Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

rQ11.3 I don’t like not 
knowing what is 
happening in the world 

5.69 3.069 .599 .425 .716 

rQ11.4 I don’t like not 
knowing what other 
people know 

5.49 2.965 .731 .535 .555 

rQ11.5 I don’t like not 
being part of the crowd 5.08 3.929 .521 .316 .787 

  



120 

 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance 
Std. 

Deviation N of Items 

8.13 6.715 2.591 3 

 
Reliability 

Scale: 
SUBSTITUTES 

Case Processing Summary 

  N % 

Cases Valid 312 100.0 

Excluded
a
 0 0.0 

Total 312 100.0 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Based on 
Standardiz
ed Items N of Items 

.797 .800 6 

Item Statistics 

  Mean 
Std. 

Deviation N 

Q12.1 I would pay 
to access my 
favourite 
website/websites 

3.56 .920 312 

Q12.2 If 
other/similar 
websites of equal 
quality were not 
available for free, 
then I would be 
willing to pay 

3.56 .854 312 
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Q12.4 The 
frequency with 
which I read or 
access online 
content is a 
factor/driver for me 
to decide whether I 
would pay for 
online content that 
was previously free: 
I would pay to 
access my most 
frequently visited 
website 

3.85 .970 312 

Q11.1 I like to be 
informed on all 
matters and would 
pay to stay 
informed 

3.57 .922 312 

Q11.2 I like to be 
informed on all 
matters pertaining 
to my work and 
would pay to stay 
informed 

3.86 .943 312 

Q8.5 I would pay 
for online content if 
such content was 
work related 

3.79 1.093 312 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

  

Q12.1 I 
would pay 
to access 

my 
favourite 

website/we
bsites 

Q12.2 If 
other/similar 
websites of 

equal quality 
were not 

available for 
free, then I 
would be 

willing to pay 

Q12.4 The 
frequency with 
which I read or 
access online 
content is a 
factor/driver 

for me to 
decide 

whether I 
would pay for 
online content 

that was 
previously 

free: I would 
pay to access 

my most 
frequently 

visited website 

Q11.1 I like 
to be 

informed on 
all matters 
and would 
pay to stay 
informed 

Q11.2 I like to 
be informed on 

all matters 
pertaining to 
my work and 
would pay to 
stay informed 

Q8.5 I 
would pay 
for online 
content if 

such 
content 

was work 
related 

Q12.1 I 
would pay to 
access my 
favourite 
website/web
sites 

1.000 .458 .605 .441 .457 .372 

Q12.2 If 
other/similar 
websites of 
equal quality 
were not 
available for 
free, then I 
would be 
willing to pay 

.458 1.000 .476 .332 .328 .259 

Q12.4 The 
frequency 
with which I 
read or 
access 
online 
content is a 
factor/driver 
for me to 
decide 
whether I 
would pay for 
online 
content that 
was 
previously 
free: I would 
pay to 
access my 

.605 .476 1.000 .349 .450 .449 
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most 
frequently 
visited 
website 

Q11.1 I like 
to be 
informed on 
all matters 
and would 
pay to stay 
informed 

.441 .332 .349 1.000 .490 .118 

Q11.2 I like 
to be 
informed on 
all matters 
pertaining to 
my work and 
would pay to 
stay 
informed 

.457 .328 .450 .490 1.000 .426 

Q8.5 I would 
pay for 
online 
content if 
such content 
was work 
related 

.372 .259 .449 .118 .426 1.000 

Summary Item Statistics 

  Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance N of Items 

Item Means 3.696 3.558 3.856 .298 1.084 .022 6 

 
 
 

Item-Total Statistics 

  

Scale 
Mean if 

Item 
Deleted 

Scale 
Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Q12.1 I 
would pay to 
access my 
favourite 
website/web
sites 

18.62 11.298 .661 .466 .741 

Q12.2 If 
other/similar 
websites of 
equal quality 
were not 
available for 

18.62 12.455 .505 .288 .776 



124 

 

free, then I 
would be 
willing to pay 

Q12.4 The 
frequency 
with which I 
read or 
access 
online 
content is a 
factor/driver 
for me to 
decide 
whether I 
would pay for 
online 
content that 
was 
previously 
free: I would 
pay to 
access my 
most 
frequently 
visited 
website 

18.33 11.019 .663 .476 .738 

Q11.1 I like 
to be 
informed on 
all matters 
and would 
pay to stay 
informed 

18.61 12.393 .460 .338 .786 

Q11.2 I like 
to be 
informed on 
all matters 
pertaining to 
my work and 
would pay to 
stay 
informed 

18.32 11.466 .607 .408 .753 

Q8.5 I would 
pay for 
online 
content if 
such content 
was work 
related 

18.38 11.736 .441 .299 .797 

Scale Statistics 

Mean Variance 
Std. 

Deviation N of Items 

22.18 16.229 4.029 6 
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Regression

Mean Std. Deviation N

PURCHASE 3.2124 .57656 259

SUBSTITUTES 3.7973 .50342 259

DESIGN_USABILITY 3.8649 .41423 259

ACCESSIBILITY 4.1091 .44343 259

TRUST 3.5933 .47706 259

FEAR 2.6396 .76003 259

RISK 3.8803 .35981 259

QUALITY 3.9120 .48318 259

PURCHASE SUBSTITUTES

DESIGN_USABI

LITY ACCESSIBILITY TRUST FEAR RISK QUALITY

PURCHASE 1.000 .082 -.016 .102 -.036 .056 -.076 .056

SUBSTITUTES .082 1.000 .289 .314 .250 -.272 .308 .160

DESIGN_USABILITY -.016 .289 1.000 .387 .243 -.220 .388 .342

ACCESSIBILITY .102 .314 .387 1.000 .199 -.065 .388 .308

TRUST -.036 .250 .243 .199 1.000 -.150 .227 .485

FEAR .056 -.272 -.220 -.065 -.150 1.000 -.147 -.103

RISK -.076 .308 .388 .388 .227 -.147 1.000 .360

QUALITY .056 .160 .342 .308 .485 -.103 .360 1.000

PURCHASE .094 .402 .050 .280 .183 .111 .184

SUBSTITUTES .094 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .005

DESIGN_USABILITY .402 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

ACCESSIBILITY .050 .000 .000 .001 .149 .000 .000

TRUST .280 .000 .000 .001 .008 .000 .000

FEAR .183 .000 .000 .149 .008 .009 .049

RISK .111 .000 .000 .000 .000 .009 .000

QUALITY .184 .005 .000 .000 .000 .049 .000

PURCHASE 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 259

SUBSTITUTES 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 259

DESIGN_USABILITY 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 259

ACCESSIBILITY 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 259

TRUST 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 259

FEAR 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 259

RISK 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 259

QUALITY 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 259

Variables Entered

Variables 

Removed Method

1

QUALITY, FEAR, 

SUBSTITUTES, 

ACCESSIBILITY, 

DESIGN_USABILITY, 

TRUST, RISKb

Enter

R R Square

Adjusted R 

Square

Std. Error of the 

Estimate

1 .224a .050 .024 .56965

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 4.314 7 .616 1.899 .070b

Residual 81.451 251 .325

Total 85.765 258

Standardized 

Coefficients

B Std. Error Beta Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF

(Constant) 2.933 .547 5.362 .000

SUBSTITUTES .144 .080 .126 1.808 .072 .082 .113 .111 .780 1.282

DESIGN_USABILITY -.060 .101 -.043 -.599 .550 -.016 -.038 -.037 .723 1.383

ACCESSIBILITY .166 .093 .127 1.779 .077 .102 .112 .109 .738 1.354

TRUST -.116 .087 -.096 -1.335 .183 -.036 -.084 -.082 .730 1.370

FEAR .049 .049 .064 .983 .326 .056 .062 .060 .894 1.119

RISK -.257 .116 -.161 -2.222 .027 -.076 -.139 -.137 .724 1.382

QUALITY .146 .090 .123 1.622 .106 .056 .102 .100 .662 1.512

(Constant) SUBSTITUTES

DESIGN_USABI

LITY ACCESSIBILITY TRUST FEAR RISK QUALITY

1 7.870 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

2 .080 9.931 .00 .01 .00 .00 .00 .74 .00 .00

3 .016 22.491 .00 .26 .01 .03 .30 .00 .01 .15

4 .012 26.065 .00 .46 .10 .07 .27 .03 .03 .04

5 .007 33.109 .01 .15 .26 .00 .31 .00 .00 .69

6 .007 33.943 .01 .03 .28 .83 .05 .01 .01 .03

7 .006 36.912 .05 .07 .28 .06 .00 .04 .64 .08

8 .003 47.729 .93 .03 .06 .00 .05 .18 .31 .00

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N

Predicted Value 2.8860 3.6246 3.2124 .12931 259

Std. Predicted Value -2.524 3.188 .000 1.000 259

Standard Error of Predicted 

Value .044 .226 .093 .036 259

Adjus ted Predicted Value 2.7800 3.8712 3.2140 .13837 259

Residual -2.42064 1.25953 .00000 .56187 259

Std. Residual -4.249 2.211 .000 .986 259

Stud. Residual -4.628 2.252 -.001 1.008 259

Deleted Res idual -2.87115 1.33708 -.00164 .58765 259

Stud. Deleted Residual -4.829 2.270 -.003 1.015 259

Mahal. Distance .540 39.486 6.973 6.517 259

Cook's Distance .000 .498 .006 .032 259

Centered Leverage Value .002 .153 .027 .025 259

1

a. Dependent Variable: PURCHASE

Residuals Statistics
a

a. Dependent Variable: PURCHASE

1

a. Dependent Variable: PURCHASE

Collinearity Diagnosticsa

Model Eigenvalue Condition Index

Variance Proportions

a. Dependent Variable: PURCHASE

b. Predictors: (Constant), QUALITY, FEAR, SUBSTITUTES, ACCESSIBILITY, DESIGN_USABILITY, TRUST, RISK

Coefficientsa

Model

Uns tandardized Coefficients

t Sig.

Correlations Collinearity Statistics

Model

a. Predictors: (Constant), QUALITY, FEAR, SUBSTITUTES, ACCESSIBILITY, DESIGN_USABILITY, 

TRUST, RISK

b. Dependent Variable: PURCHASE

ANOVAa

Model

1

N

Variables Entered/Removeda

Model

a. Dependent Variable: PURCHASE

b. All requested variables entered.

Model Summaryb

Descriptive Statistics

Correlations

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)
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Case Processing Summary 

  

Cases 

Valid Missing Total 

N Percent N Percent N Percent 

TRUST 312 100.0% 0 0.0% 312 100.0% 

QUALITY 312 100.0% 0 0.0% 312 100.0% 

DESIGN_USABILITY 312 100.0% 0 0.0% 312 100.0% 

PURCHASE 312 100.0% 0 0.0% 312 100.0% 

RISK 312 100.0% 0 0.0% 312 100.0% 

ACCESSIBILITY 312 100.0% 0 0.0% 312 100.0% 

SUBSTITUTES 312 100.0% 0 0.0% 312 100.0% 

FEAR 312 100.0% 0 0.0% 312 100.0% 

Descriptives 

  Statistic Std. Error 

TRUST Mean 3.4968 .03767 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 3.4227   

Upper Bound 3.5709   

5% Trimmed Mean 3.5260   

Median 3.6667   

Variance .443   

Std. Deviation .66545   

Minimum 1.00   

Maximum 5.00   

Range 4.00   

Interquartile Range .83   

Skewness -.913 .138 

Kurtosis 1.571 .275 

QUALITY Mean 3.8423 .03682 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 3.7699   

Upper Bound 3.9147   

5% Trimmed Mean 3.8783   

Median 4.0000   

Variance .423   

Std. Deviation .65031   

Minimum 1.00   

Maximum 5.00   

Range 4.00   

Interquartile Range .60   
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Skewness -1.111 .138 

Kurtosis 2.599 .275 

DESIGN_USABILITY Mean 3.7756 .03661 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 3.7036   

Upper Bound 3.8477   

5% Trimmed Mean 3.8121   

Median 3.8333   

Variance .418   

Std. Deviation .64671   

Minimum 1.00   

Maximum 5.00   

Range 4.00   

Interquartile Range .50   

Skewness -1.128 .138 

Kurtosis 3.086 .275 

PURCHASE Mean 3.1645 .03929 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 3.0872   

Upper Bound 3.2418   

5% Trimmed Mean 3.1923   

Median 3.3333   

Variance .482   

Std. Deviation .69397   

Minimum 1.00   

Maximum 5.00   

Range 4.00   

Interquartile Range .67   

Skewness -.653 .138 

Kurtosis .920 .275 

RISK Mean 3.8152 .03012 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 3.7559   

Upper Bound 3.8744   

5% Trimmed Mean 3.8507   

Median 4.0000   

Variance .283   

Std. Deviation .53196   

Minimum 1.00   

Maximum 5.00   

Range 4.00   

Interquartile Range .50   

Skewness -1.465 .138 

Kurtosis 4.099 .275 

ACCESSIBILITY Mean 4.0785 .03145 
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95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 4.0167   

Upper Bound 4.1404   

5% Trimmed Mean 4.1059   

Median 4.0000   

Variance .309   

Std. Deviation .55545   

Minimum 1.00   

Maximum 5.00   

Range 4.00   

Interquartile Range .75   

Skewness -.944 .138 

Kurtosis 3.019 .275 

SUBSTITUTES Mean 3.6960 .03801 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 3.6213   

Upper Bound 3.7708   

5% Trimmed Mean 3.7372   

Median 3.8333   

Variance .451   

Std. Deviation .67143   

Minimum 1.00   

Maximum 5.00   

Range 4.00   

Interquartile Range .83   

Skewness -1.143 .138 

Kurtosis 1.973 .275 

FEAR Mean 2.7115 .04890 

95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 2.6153   

Upper Bound 2.8078   

5% Trimmed Mean 2.6693   

Median 2.6667   

Variance .746   

Std. Deviation .86377   

Minimum 1.00   

Maximum 5.00   

Range 4.00   

Interquartile Range 1.00   

Skewness .875 .138 

Kurtosis .595 .275 
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Tests of Normality 

  

Kolmogorov-Smirnov
a
 Shapiro-Wilk 

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

TRUST .169 312 .000 .936 312 .000 

QUALITY .176 312 .000 .910 312 .000 

DESIGN_USABILITY .177 312 .000 .905 312 .000 

PURCHASE .163 312 .000 .948 312 .000 

RISK .179 312 .000 .891 312 .000 

ACCESSIBILITY .187 312 .000 .925 312 .000 

SUBSTITUTES .174 312 .000 .916 312 .000 

FEAR .191 312 .000 .915 312 .000 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 
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b. Predictors: (Constant), 

QUALITY, FEAR, 

SUBSTITUTES, 

ACCESSIBILITY, 

DESIGN_USABILITY, 

TRUST, RISK 

a 
Regression Mean Std. Deviation N PURCHASE 3.2124 .57656 259 SUBSTITUTES 3.7973 .50342 259 DESIGN_USABILITY 3.8649 .41423 259 ACCESSIBILITY 4.1091 .44343 259 TRUST 3.5933 .47706 259 FEAR 2.6396 .76003 259 RISK 3.8803 .35981 259 QUALITY 3.9120 .48318 259 PURCHASE SUBSTITUTES DESIGN_USABI LITY ACCESSIBILITY TRUST FEAR RISK QUALITY PURCHASE 1.000 .082 -.016 .102 -.036 .056 -.076 .056 SUBSTITUTES .082 1.000 .289 .314 .250 -.272 .308 .160 DESIGN_USABILITY -.016 .289 1.000 .387 .243 -.220 .388 .342 ACCESSIBILITY .102 .314 .387 1.000 .199 -.065 .388 .308 TRUST -.036 .250 .243 .199 1.000 -.150 .227 .485 FEAR .056 -.272 -.220 -.065 -.150 1.000 -.147 -.103 RISK -.076 .308 .388 .388 .227 -.147 1.000 .360 QUALITY .056 .160 .342 .308 .485 -.103 .360 1.000 PURCHASE .094 .402 .050 .280 .183 .111 .184 SUBSTITUTES .094 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .005 DESIGN_USABILITY .402 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 ACCESSIBILITY .050 .000 .000 .001 .149 .000 .000 TRUST .280 .000 .000 .001 .008 .000 .000 FEAR .183 .000 .000 .149 .008 .009 .049 RISK .111 .000 .000 .000 .000 .009 .000 QUALITY .184 .005 .000 .000 .000 .049 .000 PURCHASE 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 SUBSTITUTES 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 DESIGN_USABILITY 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 ACCESSIBILITY 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 TRUST 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 FEAR 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 RISK 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 QUALITY 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 259 Variables Entered Variables  Removed Method 1 QUALITY, FEAR,  SUBSTITUTES,  ACCESSIBILITY,  DESIGN_USABILITY,  TRUST, RISK b Enter R R Square Adjusted R  Square Std. Error of the  Estimate 1 .224 a .050 .024 .56965 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Regression 4.314 7 .616 1.899 .070 b Residual 81.451 251 .325 Total 85.765 258 Standardized  Coefficients B Std. Error Beta Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF (Constant) 2.933 .547 5.362 .000 SUBSTITUTES .144 .080 .126 1.808 .072 .082 .113 .111 .780 1.282 DESIGN_USABILITY -.060 .101 -.043 -.599 .550 -.016 -.038 -.037 .723 1.383 ACCESSIBILITY .166 .093 .127 1.779 .077 .102 .112 .109 .738 1.354 TRUST -.116 .087 -.096 -1.335 .183 -.036 -.084 -.082 .730 1.370 FEAR .049 .049 .064 .983 .326 .056 .062 .060 .894 1.119 RISK -.257 .116 -.161 -2.222 .027 -.076 -.139 -.137 .724 1.382 QUALITY .146 .090 .123 1.622 .106 .056 .102 .100 .662 1.512 (Constant) SUBSTITUTES DESIGN_USABI LITY ACCESSIBILITY TRUST FEAR RISK QUALITY 1 7.870 1.000 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 2 .080 9.931 .00 .01 .00 .00 .00 .74 .00 .00 3 .016 22.491 .00 .26 .01 .03 .30 .00 .01 .15 4 .012 26.065 .00 .46 .10 .07 .27 .03 .03 .04 5 .007 33.109 .01 .15 .26 .00 .31 .00 .00 .69 6 .007 33.943 .01 .03 .28 .83 .05 .01 .01 .03 7 .006 36.912 .05 .07 .28 .06 .00 .04 .64 .08 8 .003 47.729 .93 .03 .06 .00 .05 .18 .31 .00 Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N Predicted Value 2.8860 3.6246 3.2124 .12931 259 Std. Predicted Value -2.524 3.188 .000 1.000 259 Standard Error of 

Predicted  
Value .044 .226 .093 .036 259 Adjusted Predicted Value 2.7800 3.8712 3.2140 .13837 259 Residual -2.42064 1.25953 .00000 .56187 259 Std. Residual -4.249 2.211 .000 .986 259 Stud. Residual -4.628 2.252 -.001 1.008 259 Deleted Residual -2.87115 1.33708 -.00164 .58765 259 Stud. Deleted Residual -4.829 2.270 -.003 1.015 259 Mahal. Distance .540 39.486 6.973 6.517 259 Cook's Distance .000 .498 .006 .032 259 Centered Leverage 

Value 
.002 .153 .027 .025 259 1 a. Dependent Variable: 

PURCHASE 
Residuals Statistics a a. Dependent Variable: 

PURCHASE 
1 a. Dependent Variable: 

PURCHASE 
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