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Purpose:  The purpose of this thesis is to examine the relationship between individuals’ 

levels of willingness to communicate and their preferences for making 
transactions online.  

 
Method: Two different types of online transactions are being studied here, i.e. online 

shopping and online banking. Using theories relevant to this study, hypotheses 
are developed around the variables being studied. The hypotheses propose that: 
(1) there are significant differences in levels of willingness to communicate for 
people with different preferences between shopping online and in a retail store; 
(2) there are significant differences in levels of willingness to communicate for 
people with different preferences between paying bills online and at a bank 
counter. A structured questionnaire survey was conducted on approximately 200 
university students in Ronneby, Sweden. 

 
Findings: Results from statistical test show that there are no significant differences in levels 

of willingness to communicate for people with different preferences between 
paying bills online and at a bank counter. However, statistical test shows that 
there are significant differences in levels of willingness to communicate for 
people with different preferences between shopping online and in a retail store. It 
is also observed that individuals with a stronger preference (either towards online 
shopping or “offline” shopping) tend to have a higher level of willingness to 
communicate than those who have a weaker preference or are neutral between 
online and “offline” shopping. 
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Problem Discussion 
 
 

 
1.1  Introduction 
 
To induce the adoption of the Internet for retail transactions, marketers need to 
understand the factors influencing consumers’ decisions. Although there has been an 
increase in research done on online consumer behavior, little has been done on how 
factors such as personality predispositions and how they influence consumers’ choice in 
adopting the Internet for retail transactions.  
 
 
1.2 Background 
 
The emergence of the Internet as a new communication and business channel has 
changed the way people communicate and the way many businesses are conducted today. 
According to the Computer Industry Almanac (Pastore, 1999), it is projected that there 
will be 320 million Internet users worldwide at the end of 2001, and more than 720 
million users worldwide at the end of 2005. However, although we see an increase in 
number of Internet users over recent years, the percentage of users adopting electronic 
commerce has been significantly lower. Statistics provided by Nielsen NetRatings 
(NOIE, 2003a) show that Canada has the highest percentage (34%) of Internet users 
(above sixteen years of age) who had purchased online in the six months to September 
2002. Among eleven other countries rated in the same report, the United States has 32% 
of its users having shopped online, followed by Sweden (26%). The lowest in the rating 
is Spain, with only 4% of its Internet users having transacted online in the same period. In 
another Nielsen NetRatings report (NOIE, 2003b) on the same twelve countries, France 
has the highest percentage (77%) of people aged above sixteen years of age who had 
accessed the Internet during the third quarter of 2002. This is followed by Japan (76%) 
and Australia (74%). Among these twelve countries, Hong Kong has the lowest 
percentage (41%) of people who had accessed the Internet in the same period of time. 
Comparing these two statistics reports, it is observed that there are a large percentage of 
Internet users in these countries who have not transacted online. This notable discrepancy 
is likely to be found in other countries as well. The implication here for marketers is that 
there is still much to be done to induce the adoption of the Internet for retail transactions 
by consumers. However, in order to do this, marketers need to understand the factors 
influencing online consumer behavior. 
 
 
1.3 Summary of Previous Research 
 
In recent years, there has been a significant increase in research on online consumer 
behavior, most of which deals with topics such as: factors influencing perceptions and 
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attitudes towards online retailing, barriers to online retail, consumers’ online shopping 
patterns and online search behaviors, etc. Consumers’ attitudes and perceptions, in 
particular, form a huge area of research where many studies have been conducted. For 
instance, a study by O’Cass and Finech (2003) shows that perceived usefulness and 
perceived ease of use of Web retail have a strong influence on consumers’ attitudes 
towards web retail. Perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use are in turn found to be 
significantly influenced by consumers’ shopping orientation, Internet self-efficacy, 
perceived Web security, satisfaction with websites, Web shopping compatibility, as well 
as personality factors such as opinion leadership and buying impulsiveness. In another 
research by Dholakia & Uusitalo (2002), it is observed that consumer characteristics such 
as age, household income and family composition are significantly associated with 
perceptions of shopping benefits derived from online and physical shopping. The study 
by Wu (2003) indicates that individuals’ attitudes towards the Internet differ significantly 
with factors such as their demographics, lifestyle, payment method and delivery method. 
 
In terms of barriers to using the Internet for transactions, perceived risks relating to 
misuse of personal information (especially credit card numbers), Web security and failure 
to deliver goods are found to be major deterrents to adopting the Internet for retail 
transactions. In addition, other researchers have found perceived risks to be related to 
consumer characteristics such as demographic traits and people’s usage behavior 
(Liebermann & Shmuel, 2002). 
 
The details to the findings from these studies are given in Table 1 below: 
 
 
Table 1: Summary of Results from Previous Research 
 
Authors (Year) Findings 
O’Cass & 
Finech (2003) 

- The adoption of the Internet for retail is found to be 
positively influenced by consumers’ attitudes towards Web 
retail. 

- Consumers’ attitude towards Web retail is found to be 
positively influenced by their perceived usefulness and 
perceived ease of use of Web retail. 

- Perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use are each 
found to be positively influenced by consumers’ Web 
experiences (Internet self-efficacy, perceived Web security), 
personality factors (opinion leadership and buying 
impulsiveness) and shopping orientation. 

 
Wu (2003) - Individuals’ attitude towards online shopping is significantly 

different based on: their difference in demographics, their 
difference in purchase preference (purchase frequency and 
purchase methods) and as well as how often they shop 
online. 
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- Individuals’ attitude towards online shopping is significantly 
related to their benefit perception and certain lifestyle factors 
(such as liking for computers and attachment to appearance). 

 
Dholakia & 
Uusitalo (2002) 
 

- Results show that: (a) younger age groups are more likely to 
view non-store shopping positively than older age groups. 
The latter are more likely to view store shopping more 
positively; (b) a positive relationship exists between 
household income and perception of benefits from Internet 
shopping; (c) families with pre-school children are more 
likely to perceive the benefits of using computers at home 
for shopping. 

 
Liebermann & 
Shmuel (2002) 

- Individuals’ levels of perceived risks are found to be 
significantly related to characteristics such as demographic 
traits and people’s usage behavior 

 
Hamburger & 
Ben-Artzi 
(2000) 

- For men, extraversion is found to be positively related to the 
use of leisure services and neuroticism is found to be 
negatively related to the use of information services. 

- For women, extraversion is found to be negatively related to 
the use of social services, while neuroticism is found to be 
positively related to the use of social services. 

 
 
Besides the above, previous research on online consumer behavior has also touched on 
how of factors such as ease of navigation, user interface quality and information quality 
of a website affect consumers’ commitment to the site and their ultimate purchase 
behavior. 
 
To date, available publications on online consumer behavior is still quite limited. Topics 
covered in available books are usually limited to issues like how the Internet has resulted 
in reduced costs of product information search for consumers and how this in turn affects 
their sensitivity to price and quality of products, etc. There are, however, limited studies 
done on how personality plays a part in online consumer behavior at this moment. 
Personality studies are important to marketers because personality affects how people 
behave and people with different personality types have different needs. Attitude, an 
important factor preceding behavioral adoption, has been the focal of many studies on 
online consumer behavior. However, even though personality plays an important part in a 
person’s attitude formation, little research has been done on this area. 
 
In the past, for marketers who engage in building brand personality or brand positioning 
strategies, brand building usually involves identity management and this often involves 
sending attribute-based messages to their target consumers via traditional media channels 
such as television or print. However, in the present Internet age, marketers are faced with 
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a different set of challenges. Unlike other media channels, which only involve one-way 
communication, the Internet is an interactive (two-way) communication channel between 
consumers and marketers. Previously, marketers are the ones who proactively try to reach 
out to the consumers. However, with the Internet, information has become more easily 
accessible to consumers, who have now become more proactive in searching for 
information on products and services. In view of the interactive nature of the Internet and 
the different dynamics the Internet entails, it is important for marketers to understand 
how the personality domain plays a part in online consumer behavior. In fact, a recent 
study indicates that personality is a highly relevant factor in determining behavior on the 
Internet. It has also been found that personality influences frequency and type of Internet 
use (Hamburger & Ben-Artzi, 2000). Thus, marketers should seek to understand how 
personality influences the usage of computer applications, which mediate the 
communication between online consumers and Web retailers. This is because personality 
factors affect the adoption of computer applications, which is vital to the adoption and 
usage of the Internet for transactions.  
 
In conclusion, for marketers to devise appropriate and effective online marketing 
strategies to entice consumers into adopting the Internet for transactions, it is important 
for them to develop better understanding of online consumer behavior. The aim of this 
research is to contribute to the body of knowledge in this aspect, i.e. how personality 
plays a part in online consumer behavior. 
 
 
1.4 Purpose 
 
The purpose of this research is to examine the relationship between individuals’ 
levels of willingness to communicate and their preferences for making transactions 
online. 
 
“Willingness to communicate” is a personality-based predisposition that measures a 
person’s variability in talking behavior (McCroskey & Richmond, 1990b). Thus, this 
study seeks to examine how individuals’ willingness to communicate is related to their 
choice between making transactions online and in a physical retail location. 
 
With the study of willingness to communicate as a personality construct, hopefully, this 
study would provide marketers with more insight into how personality affects a 
consumer’s online behavior. 
 
 
1.5 Delimitation  
 
Since the Internet is a communication medium through which many different types of 
commercial transactions are conducted, this research shall only consider only two types 
of commercial transactions, namely online shopping and online banking services. One 
reason for choosing these two types of transactions is because both of them are also 
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available in brick-and-mortar contexts, thus making it possible for comparisons to be 
made on individuals’ preference between conducting transactions online and “offline”. 
Another reason is that, both online shopping and online banking are services which most 
Internet users are familiar with, therefore the respondents in my empirical study would 
have little problem understanding the survey questions. 
 
In addition, there is a need to recognize that the average level of willingness to 
communicate varies across different cultures. This is proven in a study by McCroskey & 
Richmond (1990a), which shows that the average WTC score for Swedes is 58.1%, while 
the average for Finnish is 54.6%. According to McCroskey (1992), people who scored 
one standard deviation from the mean WTC can be regarded as either “high in 
willingness to communicate” or “low in willingness to communicate”. The mean refers to 
the average level of willingness to communicate in that particular culture. Therefore, to 
make fair comparisons on the level of willingness to communicate for individuals with 
different preference towards making online transactions, this study is done only on 
individuals belonging to the same culture, i.e. Sweden. 
 
Although consumers’ attitudes and preferences towards making online transactions are 
affected by many other situational factors such ease of navigation within a website, 
product selection, security issues, etc., this study is only focused on one particular 
personality construct, i.e. willingness to communicate. Considerations for other important 
factors influencing consumers’ attitudes and preferences towards online transactions are 
accommodated by presumptions made in this questionnaire construct. Some of these 
factors shall be discussed further in the next chapter. 
 
In assessing consumers’ attitudes towards making online transactions, the investigation 
done in this research is only restricted to the study of individuals’ preference between 
transacting online and in a retail setting. Other aspects such as attitude formation or 
attitude change are not part of this study. 
 
Lastly, it should be noted that this research is also delimitated by the methods employed 
in the design of this research. 
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Literature Review 
 

 
 
This section provides a review of literature and empirical findings that are related to the 
field of my research. Key theories and concepts that are relevant to my research question 
are also being discussed here. These theories serve to help us understand the issues 
involved in this research, as well as to provide an explanation to the results obtained in 
the empirical data collected in my research. A review of works done by previous 
researchers in this field also helps to identify issues which my research shall seek to 
address.  
 
 
2.1 Factors Influencing Consumer Behavior 
 
According to Kotler et al. (2001), the major factors influencing consumers’ behavior are 
namely, cultural factors, social factors, personal factors and psychological factors. The 
cultural factors include culture, subculture and social class. The social factors include 
reference groups, family, as well as roles and status. The personal factors include age and 
life-cycle stage; occupation; economic circumstances; personality and self-concept; and 
lifestyle. The psychological factors include motivation, perception, learning as well as 
beliefs and attitudes. 
 
The factors discussed in this research are: culture, personality, as well as beliefs and 
attitudes. 
 
 
2.1.1 Culture 
 
Human behavior is mainly learned (right from the beginning of childhood) and everyone 
grows up within a particular culture which they learn about certain basic behaviors, 
values, social attitudes, language, etc. Hence, culture is the most fundamental cause of a 
person’s wants and behavior. Culture is being defined as the set of basic values, 
perceptions, wants and behaviors learned by a member of society from family and other 
important institutions (Kotler et al., 2001). It exerts the strongest and most extensive 
influence on consumer behavior. 
 
 
2.1.2 Beliefs, Attitudes and Preferences 
 
People obtain their beliefs and attitudes through doing and learning. Beliefs are non-
evaluative judgments (Kardes, 2002) people have about an object or issue. It is what a 
person accepts as truth about something. Consumers usually hold certain personal beliefs 
about the attributes or benefits of a particular product or service. However, beliefs are 
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simply implied knowledge obtained from the understanding of certain facts. Such facts 
are either based on a person’s direct experience (e.g. what the person sees or hears), 
indirect experience (information from other people or sources), or it can be inferred from 
other information he or she has. Beliefs often influence attitudes, which in turn affect 
buying behavior. 
 
An attitude is different from a belief, because an attitude is an evaluative judgment 
(Kardes, 2002). An attitude describes a person’s relatively consistent evaluations, 
feelings and tendencies towards an object or idea (Kotler et al., 2001). It is a hypothetical 
construct; that is, while its consequences can be observed, the attitude itself cannot. An 
attitude can be expressed in terms of direction and extremity. “Direction” means that a 
person may judge something as either to good or bad. “Extremity” refers to a continuous 
dimension; for example, something can be regarded as good, fairly good or very good. 
The study of consumers’ attitudes is important to marketers because a person’s attitudes 
propel him (or her) to act in a certain manner and also influence the person’s decision-
making. It is hard to change a person’s attitudes because changing one attitude may 
involve adjustments in others attitudes the person has. 
  
Attitudes can be formed on the basis of beliefs (cognitions), affect (feelings or emotions), 
behaviors (actions), or some combination of beliefs, affect and behaviors (Kardes, 2002). 
The strength of influence by each of these three factors on a person’s attitudes depends 
on the situation. That means, in a particular situation, a person’s feelings may exert more 
influence on his (or her) attitude than his (or her) beliefs. Besides these, another main 
factor in attitude formation is personality. Normally, a person would tend to adopt an 
attitude that is fits his (or her) personality. For example, a person who has a strong need 
for achievement may have a risk-taking attitude. 
 
Although attitudes guide a person’s behavior, it is important to understand that the 
relationship is not a perfect one. This is because a person’s behavior is influenced by 
many factors (attitudes being just one of them). Therefore, it is vital not to neglect other 
relevant factors that may also influence a person’s behavior.  
 
Preference is being defined as “ an evaluative judgment of two or more objects” 
(Kardes, 2002). Preferences can be made based on either a person’s attitudes towards two 
or more products; or based on comparisons made on attributes or features of the products. 
I.e. preferences can either be attitude-based or attribute-based. Attitude-based preferences 
are preferences made based on consumers’ overall attitudes towards two or more objects. 
Attribute-based preferences are preferences made based on comparisons of one or more 
attributes that belong to the objects. When people are unfamiliar with certain objects, 
they may not have any previously formed attitudes on these objects, and thus may make 
evaluative judgments based on comparisons of attributes instead. 
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2.1.3 Personality 
 
The term “personality” is defined as a person’s unique psychological makeup and how it 
consistently influences the way a person responds to the environment (Caprara & 
Cervone, 2000). That is, two persons with different personalities would react differently 
within the same environment. Personality is usually described in terms of traits, which 
refers to the distinguishing features of a person’s nature. Examples of personality traits 
are sociability, dominance, shyness, etc. According to Kassarjian and Sheffet (1991), 
personality traits are based on inner psychological characteristics that exert relatively 
universal effects on attitudes and behavior, fairly independent of the environmental 
situation. 
 
Personality also determines a person’s behavior, media choice, innovation, segmentation, 
fear, social influence, product choice, opinion leadership, risk taking, attitude change, etc 
(Kassarjian, 1971). Therefore, we see that personality is an important area of study in 
consumers’ behavior. However, within the domain of personality study, there are various 
determinants and dynamics involved. My research shall focus on the communication 
aspect. 
 
 
2.2 Willingness to Communicate As a Personality Construct 
 
Communication is one aspect of interpersonal relations that has significant effects on how 
people behave. ‘Communication reflects the history of one’s relationships, one’s 
personality and conceptions of oneself and others, expectations about the possibilities of 
the given relationship, and social rules that govern conversation’ (Caprara & Daniel, 
2000). 
 
Studies on orientations towards communication include stage fright, speech anxiety, 
communication apprehension, shyness, reticence, talkativeness, verbal activity, vocal 
activity, etc. Although these are related terms in communication studies, it is important to 
distinguish them. McCroskey made clear distinctions between these different groups of 
constructs (McCroskey, 1992). Terms relating to anxiety or apprehension towards 
communication include: stage fright, speech anxiety and communication apprehension. 
Another group of terms, which relates to frequency of talking, includes: verbal activity, 
vocal activity and talkativeness. A third group, which is related to the preference to 
approach or avoid communication, includes: willingness to communicate, unwillingness 
to communicate and reticence. 
 
Communication apprehension (CA) is the most widely studied cause of the desire to 
avoid communication. As defined earlier, it refers to "an individual's level of fear or 
anxiety associated with either real or anticipated communication with another person or 
persons” (McCroskey, 1978). Communication apprehension mainly deals with a person’s 
fear or anxiety while communicating. The construct of reticence refers to a broad range 
of communicative incompetence, while CA relates to communicative incompetence that 
is caused by anxiety or fear (McCroskey, 1982). The unwillingness-to-communicate 

8 



How Willingness to Communicate Varies Across Individuals With Different Preferences Towards Making 
Transactions Online 
 

construct (first introduced by Burgoon, 1976) focuses on a person's unwillingness to 
communicate with others. In other words, reticence is concerned with the effectiveness in 
communication; while unwillingness-to-communicate is concerned with one of the 
reasons that people may not do so (i.e., they do not want to); and, (although it is highly 
associated with ineffective communication), CA is concerned with one of the reasons 
that people may be unwilling-to-communicate.” (McCroskey, 1982) 
 
The Willingness to Communicate construct recognizes that the extent of talking a person 
chooses to engage in differs greatly from one individual to another. It is observed that a 
large number of people tend to talk more in certain contexts than others, and that most 
people do more talking to certain types of receivers than others. Such variability in 
talking behavior, according to James C. McCroskey, stems from a personality-based 
predisposition called “Willingness to Communicate” (McCroskey & Richmond, 1990b). 
The term, willingness to communicate is being used by McCroskey & Richmond to refer 
to “an individual’s general personality orientation towards talking.” (Barraclough et al., 
1988). Although willingness to communicate (WTC) is to a large extent, dependent on 
the situations that the person is in, most individuals do display regular WTC across these 
situations. According to McCroskey, previous research has found consistent behavioral 
tendencies (within an individual) in terms of frequency and amount of talking, which 
implied the existence of such a predisposition (WTC) (McCroskey & Richmond, 1990b). 
This predisposition is the reason why, when presented with the same situation, two 
persons may differ in their degree of willingness to communicate. 
 
A person’s willingness to communicate construct is a personality-based, trait-like 
predisposition which is reasonably consistent across a variety of communication contexts 
and types of receivers. The different communication contexts identified by McCroskey 
are: willingness to communicate (WTC) in public, WTC in a meeting, WTC in a group 
and WTC in a dyad setting. The different types of receiver identified by McCroskey are: 
stranger, acquaintance and friend. The Willingness to Communicate Scale is devised by 
McCroskey to measure a person’s willingness to communicate in each of these contexts 
and types of receiver, the scale also measures a person’s general predisposition towards 
willingness to communicate. 
  
By saying that a person’s willingness to communicate is reasonably consistent across 
different contexts and types of receivers does not infer a person’s level of willingness to 
communicate is equal in all contexts or with all types of receivers. Rather, it means that 
an individual's willingness to communicate in one context or with one receiver is highly 
correlated to his (or her) willingness to communicate in other contexts and with other 
receiver types. 
 
 
2.2.1 Antecedents of Willingness to Communicate 
 
While it is not the main interest of this paper to do a detailed report on what attributes a 
person’s high/low willingness to communicate, it is relevant and necessary that to 
understand some of the “antecedents” to willingness to communicate (WTC) that are 
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being discussed in available literature. The antecedents to WTC studied by McCroskey 
and Richmond (McCroskey & Richmond, 1990b) include introversion, self-esteem and 
cultural diversion. 
 
Introverts, generally described as quiet or shy, are more likely to be less sociable than 
extroverts. Therefore, introverts are also more likely to choose to draw from 
communication as an act of avoiding social contact. A research by McCroskey & 
McCroskey (1986) found extraversion and WTC to be significantly correlated (r = 0.29). 
 
Individuals who have low self-esteem might be less willing to communicate because they 
might feel that others would not think highly of what they say, or that others might not be 
interested in what they say. Although this sounds plausible, there is little support from 
available research on this reasoning (McCroskey & Richmond, 1990b). Relating to self-
esteem, is a concept called self-perception of communication competence. According to 
Barraclough et al. (1988), people who do not perceive themselves as competent in 
communication are likely to be more apprehensive about communication, as well as less 
willing to communicate. 
  
Different cultures are present in different societies or countries. A culture entails its 
social norms, common behavior within the society, etc. Such norms or common behavior 
would include communication norms in that particular society. Therefore, different 
countries or societies would have differing communication norms. In some countries, 
people are generally more open about themselves and feel comfortable talking to 
strangers. In other countries, people might be more reserved or unwilling to talk to 
strangers. In terms of willingness to communicate, this means that a person who is 
considered as having low willingness to communicate in one country might be seen as 
having a high willingness to communicate in another country where people are more 
withdrawn from talking. As mentioned earlier, the study done by McCroskey & 
Richmond (1990a) shows that the mean willingness-to-communicate score for Sweden is 
58.1%, whereas the score for the United States is 63.1%. Therefore, when comparing the 
levels of willing to communicate between two persons, it is important to note the culture 
they grow up in. 
 
Considering such cultural differences, the terms “high willingness to communicate” or 
“low willingness to communicate” should therefore be relative terms derived from 
comparisons of the people belonging to the same culture. As McCroskey and Richmond 
(McCroskey & Richmond, 1990b) puts it, “Being seen as "high" or "low" in willingness 
to communicate, then, may be as much a function of the culture in which lives as it is a 
personality orientation which differentiates that individual from others.” Hence, it is for 
this reason that subjects studied in this research are mostly Swedish students. The 
objective in doing so is to ensure that cultural differences would not complicated the 
results from this study. 
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2.3 Factors Influencing Attitudes Towards Making Online Transactions  
 
Previous research has shed some light on several important factors that influence on an 
individual’s attitude towards online retail purchase. For instance, in a study done by 
Tilson et al. (2003), users are asked to list three most deterring factors that influenced 
their decision to purchase online. The seven most deterring factors are related to: credit 
card security; ease of return (exchange) methods; detailed description of items; price; 
secure personal information; pictures of merchandize; knowing where to find the item; as 
well as having personal information kept private. Some of these factors shall be discussed 
here, mainly about how it is related to this study’s research, and how these factors are 
accounted for in the construct of the instrument. 
 
 
2.3.1 Ease of navigation 
 
In contrast to the brick-and-mortar retail setting, the virtual world of the Internet involves 
a different set of dynamics. In a physical retail setting, individuals are guided by their 
five senses, i.e. they can see and feel the products, as well as to interact face-to-face with 
the cashier. In a web environment, however, individuals are confined to what appears 
before them on the (computer) screen. Therefore, the structure and design of the website 
is an important factor because they affect a person’s perceived usefulness of the Internet 
for retail. The structure and design of a website are factors which determine if it provides 
an ease of navigation. For a retail website to provide users with an ease of navigation 
means that the web design should serve to achieve a few basic objectives. One of which 
is that the web design should help users to find the products (or services) they want easily 
on the website (Jarvenpaa and Todd (1997). A easy-to-navigate website should also 
provide the ease of purchasing (Helandar & Khalid, 2000), such as helping users to 
perform basic functions like adding items to the “shopping basket”, checking out and 
making online payments without much difficulties. In addition, as the payment process 
on the Internet is more complex than in a retail setting, having an ease of navigation helps 
to guide the user throughout the process of checking out.  
 
 
2.3.2 Security 
 
Various studies have shown that security concerns over confidentially of personal 
information and credit card information are major factors that affect individuals’ decision 
to make online transactions. Research done by A. O’Cass and T. Finech (2003) indicates 
that perceived Web security has a significant influence on individuals’ experience with 
the Web, and that, in turn, affects a person’s perceived usefulness of Internet for Web 
retail. Perceived usefulness of Web retail, together with perceived ease of use of web 
retail is then found to have significant influence on a person’s attitude towards Web 
retail. This resultant attitude, in turn, is significantly related to a person’s behavioral 
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adoption of the Web for retail. Perceived security, in this case, refers to how secure a 
person feels about sending personal or financial information across the Web. 
 
In another study done by Tilson et al. (2003), users were asked to rate the significance of 
a list of factors affecting their decisions to buy from an online site. The factor which was 
rated as having the highest influence on their decisions to purchase was from this 
statement, “guarantee against credit card fraud: if security is compromised, the company 
will assume responsibility”, followed by “having confidence in the security of my credit 
card information”. It is therefore noted that security is major concern to individuals who 
wish to perform an online transaction. 
 
 
2.3.3 Price 
 
Although previous studies indicate that the transparency of price on the Internet has made 
consumers more price-sensitive (Kardes, Frank R., 2002), the concern of pricing here in 
my research is not to investigate the pricing strategies engaged by online and brick-and-
mortar retailers. The case in my research, however, is to assess an individual’s preference 
between making transactions online and “offline” without the influence of price 
differences. As Jarvenpaa and Todd (1997) have found out in their study, shoppers’ 
perception of an online store is related to factors such as pricing. Thus, it is necessary to 
treat price as a non-discriminatory factor in the questionnaire construct of my empirical 
study. 
 
 
2.3.4 Product Selection (Variety) 
 
In interviews done by Jarvenpaa and Todd (1997) regarding shoppers’ attitudes towards 
online shopping, they found that a person’s perception of a store is related to factors such 
as product variety, product quality and price. In another study done by Cho et al. (2001) 
on the causes of online complaints, one of the main causes identified is the poor product 
variety in online stores. Therefore, we see that product selection of an online retailer is an 
important factor which influences consumers’ decision to make online purchase. After 
all, whether customers would buy from a retailer depends on whether what they want to 
buy is available. 
 
 
2.3.5 Computer Anxiety 
 
Computer anxiety refers to the general anxiety or fear about computers (Igbaria & 
Parasuraman, 1989). According to previous studies, people who experience computer 
anxiety would often choose to avoid using computers. Computer anxiety is also shown to 
be associated with reduced usage of computers (Gilroy & Desai, 1986)). Other variations 
in terms of definitions to computer anxiety are fear or apprehension towards using 
computers, as well as intimidation and resistance towards computers [44]. In addition, as 
mentioned earlier, the study by Susskind (2001a) has also found general Internet 
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apprehensiveness to be positively correlated with transactional Internet apprehensiveness. 
Since it has been found that a person’s adoption and usage of computer is associated with 
anxiety and fear towards computer, it is therefore plausible to say that anxiety towards 
using computers affects a person’s adoption of the Internet for making transactions. 
 
 
2.4 Summary of Key Theories 
 
From the above discussion, we may posit that a relationship exists between individuals’ 
personality, attitudes, communication behavior, as well as buying behavior. The 
willingness to communicate construct is a personality-based predisposition which 
integrates concepts from personality studies and communication behavior. With the 
understanding gained from the above discussion, we may postulate that individuals’ 
degree of willingness to communicate is predictive of their preferences for making 
transactions online. 
 
In addition, it is important to note that individuals’ attitude towards making online 
transactions is also affected by the above mentioned factors, such as, ease of navigation, 
security of the website, pricing, product variety, as well as computer anxiety. Although 
the focus of my research is not on how these factors influence individuals’ attitude 
towards making online transactions, presumptions are made in the construct of my 
instrument to address respondents’ concerns over them. 
 
 
2.5 Communication Apprehension and Internet Usage Behavior 
 
Previous research has shown that individuals’ orientations towards communication have 
significant influence towards their usage of computers applications. To some researchers, 
individuals’ orientations towards communication are regarded as a result of personality 
constructs (McCroskey, 1983). Studies by Susskind et al. (Susskind, 2001a, Susskind et 
al, 2001b) and E. Karahanna et al. (2002) have revealed interesting relationships between 
communication apprehension and individuals’ usage of computer applications. 
(Communication apprehension is being defined by McCroskey (1978) as "an individual's 
level of fear or anxiety associated with either real or anticipated communication with 
another person or persons”.) 
 
The study by Susskind (2001a) focuses on consumers’ resistance to use the Internet for 
general and transactional purposes. Susskind’s study is based on insights drawn from the 
concept of communication apprehension and the innovation resistance theory. Firstly, 
Susskind (2001a) postulated that apprehension towards the Internet could be treated 
similarly to communication apprehension. This suggestion is based on his argument that 
the lack of self-efficacy and confidence in communication is similar in both situations 
(i.e. oral communication and communication via the Internet). Self-efficacy is defined by 
Bandura and Cervone (1986) as “people’s judgments of their capabilities to organize and 
execute courses of action required to attain designated types of performance”. The 

13 



How Willingness to Communicate Varies Across Individuals With Different Preferences Towards Making 
Transactions Online 
 

concept of self-efficacy is context-specific. Computer self-efficacy was defined as “a 
judgment of one’s capability to use the computer” [Agarwal et al., 2000]. 
 
Susskind defines innovation resistance as “the extent to which individuals remain 
apprehensive about using a new of different product” and he applies such a concept 
directly to Internet use and adoption. He also (Susskind, 2001a) believes that perceived 
risk of adoption and cognitive resistance to adoption are two important factors that 
influence individuals’ adoption behavior. As quoted by Susskind in his study, perceived 
risk is defined as the degree to which an individual views adopting an innovation as risky. 
According to Ram (1989), perceived risks consist of functional risk (fear of uncertainty in 
performance), psychological risk (fear of psychological discomfort) and social risk (fear 
of social ridicule with respect to the use of the innovation). According to Susskind, 
perceived risks are shown to influence cognitive resistance. Cognitive resistance is 
defined by Ram (1989) as “an individual’s resistance that arises from a need for 
additional innovation-based information…” 
 
Therefore, we see that the lack of self-efficacy and confidence in communicating via the 
Internet, together with innovation resistance are reasons being argued by Susskind as the 
causes of Internet apprehensiveness. There are two dimensions to Susskind’s 
conceptualization of Internet apprehensiveness, namely, General Internet 
Apprehensiveness (GIA) and Transactional Internet Apprehensiveness (TIA). 
 
General Internet apprehensiveness is being defined by Susskind (2001a) as “an 
individual’s resistance to or fear of the Internet as a channel of communication in terms 
of online information seeking and communication exchanges that are not context 
specific”. Transactional Internet Apprehensiveness (TIA) is defined as “an individual’s 
resistance to or fear or engaging in commerce-related transactions over the Internet.” TIA 
deals with individuals’ willingness (or lack thereof) to make online transactions, to use 
credit card over the Internet, and their level of comfort or anxiety regarding spending 
specific dollar amounts over the Internet (Susskind, 2001a). 
 
According to Susskind (2001a), general Internet apprehensiveness relates to an 
individual’s perception of using the Internet for a variety of communication and other 
online activities. Susskind regards this form of Internet apprehensiveness to be similar to 
McCroskey’s description of generalized-context communication apprehension, which 
McCroskey (1983) defines as “a relatively enduring, personality-type orientation toward 
communication in a type of context.”. This means that people can be highly apprehensive 
about communicating in a particular type of context, but might experience less or no 
apprehension about communicating in another type of context. For example, a person 
may be apprehensive towards public speaking but not apprehensive towards talking in a 
small group. In Susskind’s case, the Internet is regarded as a specific communication 
media that is different in context from other types of communication media, where 
individual might experience certain degree of apprehension. 
 
Transactional Internet apprehensiveness is regarded by Susskind (2001a) as being similar 
to McCroskey’s description of situational communication apprehension, which the latter 
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states that “…we recognize that we can experience communication apprehension with a 
given person or group at one time but not at another time.” (McCroskey (1983). In this 
case, an individual’s level of apprehensiveness is dependent on the situational constraints 
of the medium of communication. For example, a person may feel less apprehensive 
communicating to a stranger face-to-face, compared to doing it online. Situational 
communication apprehension is not viewed as personality-based behavior, but rather a 
response to the situational constraints generated by the other persons or group.  
 
Using a path model, Susskind proposed that general Internet apprehensiveness, perceived 
misuse of individuals’ personal information online, as well as a person’s perceived need 
for interpersonal contact while shopping are each positively associated with transactional 
Internet apprehensiveness. In addition, Susskind hypothesized that transactional Internet 
apprehensiveness is negatively associated with a person’s time spent online and dollars 
spent online, while general Internet apprehensiveness is hypothesized to be negatively 
associated with a person’s time spent online. 
 
Results of Susskind’s statistical analysis indicate that general Internet apprehensiveness is 
significantly and positively correlated with a person’s time spent online. Also, general 
Internet apprehensiveness and misuse of one’s personal information online are each 
found to be significantly and positively correlated with transactional Internet 
apprehensiveness. In addition, transactional Internet apprehensiveness (TIA) is found to 
be strongly and negatively correlated with a person’s time spent online. However, TIA 
and dollars spent online are only moderately (and negatively) correlated. There is no 
significant correlation found between the need for interpersonal contact and transactional 
Internet apprehensiveness. 
 
The results of Susskind’s research are based on a questionnaire conducted through 
telephone. The questionnaire consists of different sets of questions that addressed the 
issues of: a person’s need for interpersonal contact while shopping; attitudes towards 
Internet merchants’ misuse of information; the level of comfort experienced while using 
the Internet to communicate and gather information; and the level of comfort or fear 
experienced while using the Internet to make online purchases. The questionnaire also 
consists of questions relating to the amount of time and money a person spends online. 
 
While Susskind (2001a) argues that the lack of self-efficacy and confidence in 
communicating in the Internet, as well as resistance to innovation cause people to be 
apprehensive in using the Internet for general as well as transactional purposes, other 
research offers a different perspective on this subject area. 
 
For instance, a study is done by E. Karahanna et al. (2002) to examine the effects of oral 
and writing communicative apprehension, computer anxiety and personal innovativeness 
on the perceptions of the relative advantage of Group Support System. A Group Support 
System is a computer-based system that is used to support intellectual collaborative work 
among people. It is a group of software, hardware, procedures that facilitate and support 
group work (Appelman, 2003). E. Karahanna et al. (2002) find that both oral and written 
communication apprehension, as well as personal innovativeness, significantly influences 
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the formation of perceptions of relative advantage in using the Group Support System. 
Oral communication apprehension, in particular, is positively related to perceptions of 
relative advantage in such a system. Karahanna et al. explain that, because Group Support 
System eliminates the need for oral communication, therefore individuals who are 
apprehensive of oral communication would perceive the Group Support System as an 
alternative medium to communicate. By using the Group Support System to 
communicate instead, a person can choose to avoid talking to another person face-to-face. 
Therefore, we see the perspective taken by Karahanna et al. is different from Susskind. 
Susskind relates individuals who are communication apprehensive to a lower level of 
Internet usage (for general and transactional purposes), while Karahanna et al. postulate 
that communication apprehension causes some people to “embrace” computer 
applications. 
 
While Karahanna et al. have studied the influence of oral and written communication 
apprehension on an individual’s use of communication technologies, the purpose of my 
research focuses on another aspect of communication behavior, namely, willingness to 
communicate. The interest of my research is to determine if individuals who are 
unwilling to communicate face-to-face would choose online transactions over transacting 
in a retail context.  
 
Although willingness-to-communicate and oral communication apprehension are similar 
constructs, oral communication apprehension is only part of the reason why individuals 
might be unwillingness to communicate. This is because individuals might be unwilling 
to communicate due to several reasons (for instance, some people prefer not to disclose 
too much about themselves). 
 
In my research, I shall postulate that someone who is generally unwilling to engage in 
face-to-face communication might choose to make online transactions instead, where 
such face-to-face communication can be avoided. To be specific, the aim of this research 
is to find out how an individual’s level of willingness to communicate is related to his (or 
her) preference between making transactions online and “offline”. 
 
 
2.6 Hypotheses 
 
Based on the concepts and theories discussed in this section, the following hypotheses are 
developed. Firstly, it is hypothesized that a heightened state of nervousness (experienced 
while surfing the Internet using a computer) is correlated to the preference for making 
transactions online (as described in hypotheses 1 and 2): 
 
Hypothesis 1: Not feeling nervous surfing the Internet (using a computer) is positively 
correlated with the preference for shopping online to doing it in retail stores. 
 
Hypothesis 2: Not feeling nervous surfing the Internet (using a computer) is positively 
correlated with the preference for paying bills online to doing it at bank counters. 
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Secondly, it is hypothesized that there are significant differences in terms of the degree of 
willingness to communicate between groups of individuals with different degree of 
preference between shopping online and doing it in retail stores (hypothesis 3). And this 
applies to the different communication contexts and types of receiver.  
 
Hypothesis 3: There are significant differences between the mean WTC scores for 
groups with different preference between shopping online and in retail stores. 
 
Hypothesis 3 shall be tested on individuals’ Total Willingness-to-Communicate, their 
willingness to communicate in the four different communication contexts as well as their 
willingness to communicate with the three different types of receivers. The four 
communication contexts are namely, willingness to communicate in public, willingness 
to communicate in a meeting, willingness to communicate in a group and willingness to 
communicate in a dyad setting. The three different types of receivers are namely, 
willingness to communicate with a stranger, willingness to communicate with an 
acquaintance and willingness to communicate with a friend. 
 
Thirdly, it is hypothesized that there are significant differences in terms of the degree of 
willingness to communicate between groups of individuals with different degree of 
preference between paying bills online and doing it in bank counters (hypothesis 4). And 
this applies to the different communication contexts and types of receiver. 
 
Hypothesis 4: There are significant differences between the mean WTC scores for 
groups with different preference between paying bills online and doing it at bank 
counters. 
 
Similarly, hypothesis 4 shall be tested on individuals’ Total Willingness-to-
Communicate, their willingness to communicate in the four different communication 
contexts as well as their willingness to communicate with the three different types of 
receiver. 
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Methodology 
 
 

 
This chapter covers the research methodology taken to answer the research question. It 
includes the methodological approach, research design, sampling method, method of 
analysis, as well as the reliability and validity of the method. 
 
 
3.1 Methodological Approach 
 
To test the hypotheses developed the earlier section, a quantitative research method is 
engaged in this study. A quantitative method uses a relatively large number of subjects 
and is therefore the most appropriate method in this case, whereby the purpose is to study 
the relationship between two selected aspects of individuals’ behavior (i.e. willingness to 
communicate and preference towards making transactions online). 
 
 
3.2 Research Design 
 
3.2.1 Questionnaire Construct 
 
A structured questionnaire is constructed to measure both individuals’ willingness to 
communicate and their preferences between making transactions online and in a brick-
and-mortar context. The independent variables identified in this study are: the 
preference a person has between shopping online and in a retail store; and the preference 
a person has between paying bills online and at bank counters. The dependent variables 
identified in this study are a person’s: general willingness to communicate (computed as 
Total Willingness to Communicate); willingness to communicate in public; willingness to 
communicate in a meeting, willingness to communicate in a group; willingness to 
communicate in a dyad setting; willingness to communicate with a stranger; willingness 
to communicate with an acquaintance; and willingness to communicate with a friend. 
 
The questionnaire consists of two parts. The first part is adapted from McCroskey’s 
Willingness To Communicate (WTC) construct (McCroskey, 1992), an instrument 
proven to be useful and reliable in measuring a person’s “willingness to communicate”, 
i.e. an individual’s predisposition toward approaching or avoiding the initiation of 
communication. The use of such a direct approach assumes the respondents are generally 
aware of their own approach/avoidance tendencies in communication. 
 
The WTC scale is a 20-item, probability-estimate scale, with eight of the items being 
fillers. When calculated as indicated in Appendix A, it yields a total score, three sub-
scores based on the types of receivers (strangers, acquaintances, friends), and four sub-
scores based on the types of communication contexts (public, meeting, group, dyad).  In 
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this research, the filler items are removed, except for question 3 and 7, which are adopted 
to compute the score for willingness to communicate with strangers. Scores computed for 
the various receiver and communication types thus measure an individual’s orientations 
toward each of the different type of receiver or type of context respectively. The total 
WTC score measures the general willingness-to-communicate predisposition of an 
individual. 
 
In my questionnaire construct, minor adaptations have been made to the WTC original 
construct. In the WTC instrument originally constructed by McCroskey, a scale of 0 to 
100 is being used, with 0 indicating “never” (choosing to communicate in a particular 
context) and 100 indicating “always”. McCroskey’s original instrument requires 
respondents to indicate the percentage of time that they would choose to communicate by 
writing down a number between 0 and 100 (inclusive). In my questionnaire construct, the 
percentage scale is being replaced with a Likert scale of 1 to 5. Here, 1 indicates 
“always”, 2 indicates “often”, 3 indicates “sometimes”, 4 indicates “seldom” and 5 
indicates “never”. This reason for this change is to establish a standardized practice of a 
Likert scale system throughout the whole questionnaire.  
 
The second part of the questionnaire consists of 4 questions. Again, a Likert scale of 1 to 
5 is being used for these 4 questions. 1 represents “strongly agree”, 2 represents “agree”, 
3 represents “neutral”, 4 represents “agree” and 5 being “strongly disagree”. 
 
The purpose of including the question on whether individuals enjoy shopping in general 
(question 15) is to test if a correlation exists between their liking (or dislike) for shopping 
and their preference between shopping online and in a retail store. For instance, people 
who do not like the hassle of shopping may choose to buy things on the Internet instead. 
Thus, if a correlation exists between their liking for shopping (question 15) and their 
preference towards online shopping (question 17), then we may postulate that their 
choice between online and “offline” shopping is significantly influenced by their liking 
(or dislike) for shopping. If this is the case, then “liking for shopping” would be an 
important variable that should be included in my analysis. On the other hand, if there is 
no significant correlation found, then the question on whether individuals enjoy shopping 
can be excluded from further analysis. 
 
According to a research by Susan A. Brown et al. (2002), computer anxiety is found to be 
significantly and positively correlated with computer-mediated communication (CMC) 
anxiety, and CMC anxiety is found to be significantly and negatively correlated with 
satisfaction in using CMC tools (such as email or the internet). Therefore, an individual 
who experiences anxiety while using the computer might experience little satisfaction, 
and thus reject making transactions online. Hence, question 16 (i.e. “I do not feel nervous 
surfing the Internet using a computer.”) is included in the questionnaire to address this 
issue. If a strong and positive correlation does exist between question 16 and 17 (i.e. I 
would prefer shopping online to shopping in retail stores, if…”) or between question 16 
and 18 (“I would prefer paying my bills online to doing it at bank counters, if…”), then it 
might be appropriate to remove respondents who feel anxious using computer (to surf the 
Internet) from further analysis. The purpose of doing is to eliminate results (for question 
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17 and 18) that are influenced by any anxiety individuals experience while using 
computers. 
 
Question 17 and 18 are questions pertaining to an individual’s preference between 
making transactions online and in a brick-and-mortar context. As mentioned in the earlier 
chapter, factors such as: security, easy of use, product selection, prices and payment 
methods should be taken into consideration in this research. In the questionnaire 
construct, respondents are asked to presume that they have a credit card that allows them 
to make online payment. In question 17 (preference between shopping online and in a 
retail store), assumptions are made that the website is secured, easy to navigate and have 
a good selection of products. Also, prices on the website are presumed to be the same as 
in the retail store. As product selection and pricing are not applicable to question 18 
(preference between paying bills online and at bank counters), assumptions are made that 
the bank’s website is secured, easy to navigate and provide services that allow individuals 
to pay their bills online. The reason for making the above assumptions is to ensure that 
respondents’ answers are given based on their preference and not influenced by their 
concerns over such issues. 
 
As it is not of the interest of this research is not to study any gender differences in terms 
of the results obtained, therefore the students are not required to indicate their name or 
gender in the questionnaire. The questionnaire is found in Appendix A. 
 
 
3.3 Sampling Method 
 
3.3.1 Sample Selection 
 
A sample of approximately 200 students is selected randomly from a university in south 
of Sweden, i.e. Blekinge Institute of Technology. These students are from 10 different 
classes in the university and are enrolled in various academic departments within the 
university.  
 
Majority of these students (96%) are either first or second year students and majority of 
the students (98%) are Swedish-speaking students. Gender distribution among the 
respondents is approximately 50%-50%. Approximately 61% of the students are enrolled 
in business administration courses, while the rest are enrolled in courses related to 
computer science (18%), sociology (9%), statistics (7%), and others (4%). Approximately 
98% of the respondents are Swedish students. 
 
There are a few reasons for choosing first and second year university students for this 
empirical study. Firstly, first and second year students are mainly Swedes or Swedish 
speaking students, since almost all first and second year subjects in the university are 
taught in Swedish. Therefore, having a majority of the sample from first and second year 
students would ensure that there is a homogenous cultural background among the sample. 
The impact of cultural diversity on individuals’ willingness to communicate is hence not 
significant in this case. That means, it can be assured that any variance in the 
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respondents’ willingness to communicate would not be clouded by “background noise” 
or error caused by cultural diversity. 
 
Another reason for choosing university students as research subjects is because most of 
them would be comfortable using computer and would have adequate computer skills and 
knowledge, including experience in using the Internet. Therefore, we can justify that 
university students form a very appropriate sample group for my study. Although there 
might still be a small minority (among university students) who might feel nervous using 
computers (or computer applications), we can be assured that such a group is very small 
among students. 
 
 
3.3.2 Administration of Questionnaire 
 
Firstly, prior approval was sought from the lecturer of each class on whether I could use 
about 15 to 20 minutes of one of their lessons to conduct the survey to their students. 
After that, arrangements were made with each lecturer on the appointed date and time 
which the survey would be conducted. Each of these lecturers was informed of the 
purpose of my research, as well as what the questionnaire entails. The questionnaire was 
personally administered by myself to the students of all ten classes. 
 
For each class, a short introduction was made on myself, as well as the purpose of 
enlisting their help in completing the questionnaire. Prior instructions were given to the 
students that their help in answering the questionnaire should be on a voluntary basis, and 
that those who were willing to fill in the questionnaire should not give any blank answers. 
Students were also reminded that they should not discuss the answers with their peers. A 
copy of the questionnaire was distributed to each student and it took approximately 10 to 
15 minutes for each class to complete the questionnaire. The questionnaire papers were 
collected on the spot after that. 
 
The total number of students who responded to the questionnaire is 203. Among these, 
one incomplete questionnaire sheet was taken out and not included in the data analysis. 
 
 
3.4 Method for Analysis 
 
3.4.1 Data Handling 
 
The data collected is later entered into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) program for data analysis. 
 
As explained earlier, a Likert scale is used in my questionnaire, instead of the percentage 
scale established by McCroskey (to measure willingness to communicate). However, in 
order to calculate the percentage for Willingness-to-Communicate, answers given based 
on the Likert scale are later converted back to a percentage scale of 0 to 100 in my data 
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analysis. In McCroskey’s original construct, “always” is given a percentage of 100 and 
“never” a percentage of “0”. As there are 4 intervals between “always” (100) and “never” 
(0), each interval thus has a percentage of 25. Therefore, “often” is given a percentage of 
25, “sometimes” equals 50% and “seldom” equals 75%. 
 
The Total WTC score, as well as sub-scores for Public WTC, Meeting WTC, Group 
WTC, Dyad WTC, Stranger WTC, Acquaintance WTC and Friend WTC are computed 
using the formula given by McCroskey (as in Appendix A). 
 
With respect to entering data for questions 15 to 18, a value of 1 is being allocated for 
“strongly disagree”, 2 for “disagree”, 3 for “neutral”, 4 for “disagree”, and 5 for “strongly 
disagree”. The reason for this is to ensure that in the data analysis, a larger number 
indicates a more positive response. It is also a more convenient way for establishing any 
positive or negative correlation between two variables. 
 
 
3.4.2 Method for Statistical Analysis 
 
The Descriptive Statistics for all questionnaire questions is listed in Appendix B, which 
includes the mean score and standard deviation for each question. 
 
 
3.4.2.1 Correlation Analysis 
 
As a start, a correlation analysis is done on questions 15 to 18 and the eight WTC scores. 
The objective is to determine any linear relationships between these variables. As 
questions 1 to 14 form part of the original WTC construct, a correlation analysis done 
between these questions is deemed as unnecessary. In any case, it has proven in a 
previous study (McCroskey, & Richmond, 1990b) that the eight WTC scores are 
significant correlated. 
 
A Pearson correlation analysis was done on question 15 to 18 and the eight 
“Willingness to Communicate” scores. The results of the correlation analysis is shown in 
the Correlation Matrix is found in Table 2 below. Any significant correlation between 
two variables is marked with either a “*” or a “**”. A “*” indicates that the correlation is 
significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed), while a “**” indicates that the correlation is 
significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
As indicated on Table 2 above, it is observed that the correlation coefficient, r, for 
between question 15 (“I enjoy shopping in general”) and question 17 (“I would prefer 
shopping online to shopping in retail stores, if...”) is –0.01. Hence, it is obvious that Q15 
and 17 are not significantly correlated. The implication here is that whether individuals 
enjoy shopping or not is not significantly correlated with their choice between shopping 
online and in a retail store. Therefore, question 15 can be excluded from further analysis. 
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Table 2: Correlation Matrix 
 

    

Q15: I enjoy 
shopping in 
general 

Q16: I do not 
feel nervous 
surfing the 
net using 
computer 

Q17: Prefer 
shopping 
online to 

retail stores 

Q18: Prefer 
paying bills 

online to bank 
counters 

Q15: I enjoy shopping in 
general 
  
  

Pearson Correlation 1 .047 -.001 .189(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) . .510 .984 .007 
N 202 202 202 202 

Q16: I do not feel 
nervous surfing the net 
using computer 
  
  

Pearson Correlation .047 1 .180(*) .234(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) .510 . .010 .001 
N 202 202 202 202 

Q17: Prefer shopping 
online to retail stores 
  
  

Pearson Correlation -.001 .180(*) 1 .324(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) .984 .010 . .000 
N 

202 202 202 202 

Q18: Prefer paying bills 
online to bank counters 
  
  

Pearson Correlation .189(**) .234(**) .324(**) 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .007 .001 .000 . 
N 202 202 202 202 

Total WTC score 
  
  

Pearson Correlation .252(**) .109 -.011 .178(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .122 .872 .011 
N 202 202 202 202 

Public WTC score 
  
  

Pearson Correlation .124 .097 .084 .069 
Sig. (2-tailed) .080 .168 .235 .330 
N 202 202 202 202 

Meeting WTC score 
  
  

Pearson Correlation .191(**) .056 -.012 .115 
Sig. (2-tailed) .006 .431 .865 .103 
N 202 202 202 202 

Group WTC score 
  
  

Pearson Correlation .203(**) .085 -.043 .178(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .230 .547 .011 
N 202 202 202 202 

Dyad WTC score 
  
  

Pearson Correlation .230(**) .139(*) -.044 .183(**) 
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .049 .533 .009 
N 202 202 202 202 

Stranger WTC score 
  
  

Pearson Correlation .203(**) -.005 .134 .170(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .944 .057 .016 
N 202 202 202 202 

Acquaintance WTC 
score 
  
  

Pearson Correlation .159(*) .123 -.045 .121 
Sig. (2-tailed) .024 .082 .529 .088 
N 202 202 202 202 

Friend WTC score 
  
  

Pearson Correlation .277(**) .141(*) -.094 .164(*) 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .045 .185 .020 
N 202 202 202 202 

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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As for Question 16 (“I do not feel nervous surfing the Internet using a computer”), it is 
observed that there is a strong and positive correlation between question 16 and question 
17 (“I would prefer shopping online to shopping in retail stores, if...”), with r = 0.180. 
There is also a strong and positive correlation between question 16 and question 18 (“I 
would prefer paying my bills online to doing it at bank counters, if…”), with r = 0.234). 
Hence, both Hypotheses 1 and 2 are supported. Therefore, it is plausible to say that 
nervousness experienced by individuals (while using computer to surf the net) is strongly 
and positively related to their choice for preference for shopping online (question 17) and 
preference for paying bills online (question 18). Among the 202 respondents, there are 
only 15 who either agree or strongly agree that they feel nervous surfing the net using 
computer. These 15 respondents are taken out from further analysis, as their nervousness 
might influence their choice for question 17 (preference for shopping online) and 
question 18 (preference for online banking). 
 
In addition, Table 2 shows that there are no significant correlations between any of the 
“Willingness to Communicate” scores and preference for shopping online (question 17). 
Since correlation analysis is merely a test of linear relationship between variables, it is 
possible to conclude that there is no linear relationship observed between an 
individuals’ willingness to communicate and their preference between shopping 
online and in a retail store. 
 
As for question 18 (“I would prefer paying my bills online to doing it at bank counters, 
if...”), it is found to be significantly and positively correlated with: Total WTC (r = 
0.176); Group WTC (r = 0.176); Dyad WTC (r = 0.183); Stranger WTC (0.165) and 
Friend WTC (r = 0.164). However, the frequency distribution in Table 3 below shows 
that for question 18, the ratio of skewness to its standard error of skewness is 9.01, 
indicating that the distribution curve for question 18 is highly skewed towards a 
preference for paying bills online. The “frequency” column in Table 4 below shows the 
breakdown of responses for question 18. Note that there are a total of only 13 people who 
chose either “strongly disagree” or “disagree”, as compared to an overwhelming total of 
171 people who chose either “strongly agree” or “agree”. Only 18 people are “neutral”. 
Thus, since the frequency distribution for the respondents’ preference (between 
paying bills online and at bank counters) is highly skewed towards one end, 
therefore, we can say that the result of the correlation analysis would not be a good 
indication of any direct correlation between preference to pay bills online and a 
person’s score for willingness-to-communicate. 
 
Since no strong conclusions can be drawn on the relationship between an individual’s 
Willingness-to-Communicate and the preference for online shopping/banking using the 
statistical test of linear correlation, further statistical test is therefore required to study the 
relationships between these variables. 
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Table 3: Frequency Distribution for Question 15 to 18. 
 

 

Q15: I enjoy 
shopping in 

general 

Q16: I do not 
feel nervous 
surfing the 
net using 
computer 

Q17: Prefer 
shopping 
online to 

retail stores 

Q18: Prefer 
paying bills 

online to bank 
counters 

N Valid 202 202 202 202 
  Missing 0 0 0 0 
Mean 3,94 4,36 2,64 4,31 
Std. Error of Mean 0,064 0,068 0,073 0,067 
Std. Deviation 0,907 0,973 1,042 0,950 
Skewness -0,529 -1,650 0,278 -1,541 
Std. Error of Skewness 0,171 0,171 0,171 0,171 
Kurtosis -0,136 2,209 -0,354 2,100 
Std. Error of Kurtosis 0,341 0,341 0,341 0,341 
Minimum 1 1 1 1 
Maximum 5 5 5 5 

 
 
Table 4. Breakdown of Answers to Question 18 (“prefer paying bills online to bank 
counters”) 
 

 Responses to Question 18 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Valid Strongly 

Disagree 4 2,0 2,0 2,0 

Disagree 9 4,5 4,5 6,4 
Neutral 18 8,9 8,9 15,3 
Agree 60 29,7 29,7 45,0 
Strongly 
Agree 111 55,0 55,0 100,0 

Total 202 100,0 100,0   
 
 
 
3.4.2.2 Analysis of Variance 
 
The Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) is a statistical test that is used to test the null 
hypothesis of equality of two or more population means. If the test shows significance, 
the null hypothesis is rejected and conclusion can be made that there is a difference 
between the population means. (Kinnear & Gray, 2000). 
 
In my research, question 17 (preference for shopping online to retail stores) and question 
18 (preference for paying bills online to doing it at bank counters) are treated as two 
independent and distinctive variables that are being used to determine the relationship 
between WTC and preference to make online (versus “offline”) transactions. This is 
because we can reasonably presume that individuals’ preference to shop online would not 
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influence their preference to pay bills online, or vice versa, as these two cases each 
entails different situational variables. 
 
Therefore, a separate ANOVA test is done for Question 17 and 18, where, in each case, 
each of these two questions is used as the “treatment factor”, while the eight WTC scores 
form the dependent variables for each test. 
 
For both question 17 (preference for shopping online to retail stores) and question 18 
(preference for paying bills online to doing it at bank counters), there are five levels to 
the treatment factor (group), namely, “strongly agree’, “agree”, “neutral”, “disagree” and 
“strongly disagree”. That means, each individual respondent is grouped under each of 
these five using their response to question 17 and 18. Here, the objective is to determine 
if there is a significant difference in WTC scores with respect to the respondents’ 
preference between making online and “offline” transactions. An ANOVA test is being 
done against each of the eight WTC scores. As each individual chose only one answer 
each for Question 17 and 18, therefore the appropriate type of ANOVA test to use 
should be a between subject test. 
 
 
3.4.2.3 Test of Normality of Frequency Distribution 
 
However, before proceeding to do the test, it is necessary to determine if normal 
distributions exists for both cases (question 17 versus WTC scores and Question 18 
versus WTC scores). A frequency distribution test is used in this case and results are 
shown in the table in Appendix C (for question 17) and Appendix D (question 18). As a 
rule of thumb, a skewness value of more than twice the standard error is taken to indicate 
a departure from symmetry. In both Appendix C and D, treatment groups with a skewed 
distribution is marked with an asterisk sign, “*”. 
 
In summary, for question 17 (preference for shopping online to retail stores), a skewed 
distribution has been observed for the “neutral” groups in the case of these WTC scores: 
Total WTC, Group WTC, Dyad WTC and Friend WTC. While for question 18 
(preference for paying bills online to doing it at bank counters), a skewed distribution has 
been observed for the “disagree” groups in the case of these WTC scores: Total WTC, 
Public WTC, Dyad WTC, Acquaintance WTC and Friend WTC; as well as the “agree” 
group and “strongly agree” group for Friend WTC scores. 
 
To test the null hypothesis of more than two population means where the data is highly 
skewed, the appropriate statistical test would be the nonparametric equivalent of one-way 
(between subjects) ANOVA, which is the Kruskal-Wallis Test. The results of the 
Kruskal-Wallis Test for question 17 (preference for shopping online to retail stores) and 
18 (preference for paying bills online to doing it at bank counters) are shown in Table 5 
and Table 6 under that next chapter “Results”. 
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3.5 Reliability and Validity of Method 
 
3.5.1 Construct Validity of the Willingness-to-Communicate Scale 
 
The Willingness-to-Communicate (WTC) Scale is developed by James C. McCroskey to 
measure a person’s orientation towards communication, or rather, a person’s 
predisposition to approach or avoid communication. As proposed by McCroskey, the 
antecedents to communication avoidance are self-esteem, introversion and cultural 
diversity (McCroskey & Richmond, 1990a, 1990b). In proving the validity of the WTC 
scale, subsequent research by McCroskey has shown that there are significant 
correlations between willingness-to-communicate scores and factors such as self-esteem, 
alienation and introversion. The results of his research strongly substantiate the 
theoretical position taken by the Willingness-to-Communicate scale. 
 
In addition, the WTC construct is also found to be significantly correlated with the 
Verbal Activity Scale (also known as the Shyness Scale) and the Personal Report of 
Communication Apprehension (PRCA) (McCroskey & Baer, 1985). The former is a self-
report of talking frequency and the latter measures a person’s apprehension about 
communication. The observed correlations between WTC and other self-report scales 
generally support the construct validity of the WTC scale. With research done in other 
culture (McCroskey & Richmond, 1990a), similar correlations are also found between 
measures of willingness-to-communicate and communication apprehension, as well as 
between measures of willingness-to-communicate and communication competence. This 
shows that the construct of the WTC scale is valid even if used across different cultures. 
 
 
3.5.2 Predictive Validity of the Willingness-to-Communicate Scale 
 
Two studies were done by McCroskey et al. to test the predictive validity of the WTC 
scale. In one of the studies (Chan & McCroskey, 1987), a group of college students were 
first assessed on their measure of willingness-to-communicate (using the WTC scale). 
Students who scored one standard deviation above and below the mean WTC score were 
regarded as having “high willingness-to-communicate” and “low willingness-to-
communicate” respectively. In the later stage of the study, assessment of classroom 
participation among these students indicated that proportionately more “high willingness-
to-communicate” students than “low willingness-to-communicate” students engaged in 
classroom participation and the former group accounted for proportionately more of the 
total classroom participation. The other study by Zakahi & McCroskey (1989) involved 
slightly different settings, but results from this study also showed that proportionately 
more “high willingness-to-communicate” people agreed voluntarily to being interviewed 
than “low willingness-to-communicate” people. The difference in response by these two 
groups of people was also found to be statistically significant. 
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3.5.3 External Validity 
 
The sample used in my study is a group of university students. Although they formed a 
very appropriate sample for my study, we need to note that the results from this study 
may not exactly represent the population of Sweden at large. This is because, the other 
age-groups (especially the older generation) might not be as computer-literature as 
university students, neither would they have adequate experience in using the Internet. 
Such factors are important considerations that affect a person’s attitude towards making 
transactions online. If this research is to be duplicated on a diversified (in terms of 
demographics) group of sample, then the diversity in demographics has to be carefully 
incorporated into the construct of the research design. 
 
In addition, results of this study depend significantly on the adoption of Internet, Internet 
banking as well as online shopping. According to the study by NOIE (2003b), the 
population of Sweden one of the highest percentages of Internet users in the world, with 
more than half of its Internet users having adopted Internet banking (NOIE, 2003a) and a 
significant percentage of them having made an online purchase. Therefore, the results of 
my study might not be representative of the populations in other countries where 
consumers’ attitudes towards making online transactions are influenced a different set of 
factors. For instance, in a small country like Singapore, people can literally walk to the 
nearest supermarket or bank branch. The incentive for them to transact online is very low. 
Again, to duplicate this research on other countries, it is important to consider the 
different factors involved. 
 
 
3.5.4 Reliability 
 
With regards to the reliability of the Willingness-to-Communicate scale, studies done by 
McCroskey (1992) have found it to be highly reliable, be it for the reliability of the total 
WTC score or that of the WTC sub-scores. The reliability estimates of the WTC scale is 
also found to be consistent among studies done on different cultures. 
 
Lastly, the questionnaire construct used in my study is simple, straightforward and can be 
easily replicated in other research. Therefore, the possibility of bias and errors would be 
very low if the questionnaire is re-tested on other groups of sample with similar 
demographics. 
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Results 
 
 
4.1 Results of Kruskal-Wallis Test: 
 
As a rule of thumb, if the Chi-square value is large, while the p-value is less than 0.10, 
the null hypothesis can be rejected. The significance level (Asymp. Sig. or p-value) is 
based on the asymptotic distribution of a test statistic. Typically, a value of less than 0.05 
is considered significant. 
 
 
4.1.1 Preference for Shopping Online to Retail Stores 
 
For question 17 (preference for shopping online to retail stores), the p-values (Asymp. 
Sig.) for Total WTC, Meeting WTC, Stranger WTC and Friend WTC are 0.043, 0.020, 
0.017 and 0.018 respectively. Each of these p-values is less than 0.05, i.e. each of these 
four tests is significant at the 5% level. Therefore, the Krusal-Wallis test shows that there 
is a significant difference between the means for the five groups of respondents in the 
cases of Total WTC, Meeting WTC, Stranger WTC and Friend WTC. Therefore, the 
null hypothesis H3 is rejected for Total WTC, Meeting WTC, Stranger WTC and 
Friend WTC. On the other hand, as none of the p-values for Public WTC, Group WTC, 
Dyad WTC and Acquaintance WTC is significant, the null hypothesis (H3) of equality 
of means for is thus not rejected for Public WTC, Group WTC, Dyad WTC and 
Acquaintance WTC. 
 
 
Table 5: Kruskal-Wallis Test Statistics for Question 17 (“Prefer shopping online to 
retail stores”) 
 

 
Total WTC 

score 

Public 
WTC 
score 

Meeting 
WTC 
score 

Group 
WTC 
score 

Dyad 
WTC 
score 

Stranger 
WTC 
score 

Acquaint-
ance WTC 

score 

Friend 
WTC 
score 

Chi-
Square 9,837 6,518 11,688 6,774 5,286 12,013 5,481 11,953 

Df 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Asymp. 
Sig. 0,043* 0,164 0,020* 0,148 0,259 0,017* 0,241 0,018* 

- Grouping Variable: Prefer shopping online to retail stores 
- “Df” stands for “degrees of freedom” 
- “Asymp. Sig.” refers to the p-value 
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4.1.2 Preference for paying bills online to doing it at bank counters 
 
For Question 18 (preference for paying bills online to doing it at bank counters), the p-
value for each of the 8 WTC scores are all more than 0.05. Therefore, the null 
hypothesis (H4) of equality of means for these groups is thus not rejected for Total 
WTC and all the other WTC contexts. This means that, for Total Willingness to 
Communicate and the other 7 Willingness to Communicate contexts (Public WTC, 
Meeting WTC, Group WTC, Dyad WTC, Stranger WTC, Acquaintance WTC & Friend 
WTC), there is no significant difference found among the mean WTC score between the 
five groups of respondents with different preference between paying bills online and 
doing it at bank counters. 
 
 
Table 6: Kruskal-Wallis Test Statistics for Question 18 (“Prefer paying bills online 
to doing it at bank counters”) 
 

 

Total 
WTC 
score 

Public 
WTC 
score 

Meeting 
WTC 
score 

Group 
WTC 
score 

Dyad 
WTC 
score 

Stranger 
WTC 
score 

Acquaint-
ance WTC 

score 

Friend 
WTC 
score 

Chi-Square 5,443 1,774 4,384 6,914 7,052 5,172 4,947 4,598 

Df 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Asymp. Sig. 0,245 0,777 0,356 0,141 0,133 0,270 0,293 0,331 
- Grouping Variable: Prefer paying bills online to doing it at bank counters 
- “Df” stands for “degrees of freedom” 
- “Asymp. Sig.” refers to the p-value 

 
 
 
4.1.3 Further Analysis for Preference to Shop Online 
 
With significant difference of means found in the cases of Total WTC, Meeting WTC, 
Stranger WTC and Friend WTC, further analysis can be done by observing the various 
mean scores for these different willingness-to-communicate contexts. The mean scores 
for Total WTC, Meeting WTC, Stranger WTC and Friend WTC with respect to “prefer 
shopping online to retail stores” is shown in Table 7. Figures 1 to 4 shows the means 
plot for Total Willingness-to-Communicate, Willingness-to-Communicate in a Meeting, 
Willingness-to-Communicate to Strangers and Willingness-to-Communicate to Friends. 
Each of these means plots shows the mean willingness-to-communicate score of each the 
5 groups of responses (“Strongly Agree”, “Agree”, “Neutral”, “Disagree” or “Strongly 
Disagree”) for question 17 (preference for shopping online to doing it in retail stores). 
 
From Figures 1 to 4, it can be observed that the means plot for Total WTC, Meeting 
WTC, Stranger WTC and Friend WTC all have a U-shape. Again, it is clear from this 
observation that there is no linear (direct) relationship between individuals’ willingness to 
communicate and the degree of their preference for online shopping. 
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In addition, it can be observed that for all these four willingness-to-communicate 
contexts, the mean willingness-to-communicate score is the highest for the “Strongly 
Agree” group. For Total willingness-to-communicate, the lowest mean score falls in the 
“Neutral” group. Also, the Total WTC means plot has a clear U-shape figure. 
 
As for the other three willingness-to-communicate contexts (Meeting WTC, Stranger 
WTC and Friend WTC), the lowest mean score is found either in the “Agree” or 
“Disagree” group. But generally, a U-shape means plot figure is observed. It is also 
observed that in terms of Total Willingness-to-Communicate, Willingness-to-
Communicate in a Meeting and Willingness-to-Communicate to Friends, the “Strongly 
Agree” and “Strongly Disagree” groups have noticeably higher mean willingness-to-
communicate score than the “Agree”, “Neutral” and “Disagree” groups. 
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Table 7: Mean scores for Willingness To Communicate with respect to Question 17 (“Prefer shopping online to retail stores”). 
 

  
  

  
  

N 
  

Mean 
  

Std. 
Deviation 

  

Std. 
Error 

  

95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 

Minimum 
  

Maximum 
  Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Total WTC score 
  
  
  
  
  

Strongly Disagree 26 66.8269 13.19124 2.58701 61.4989 72.1550 44.4 95.8 
Disagree 55 60.7449 11.97071 1.61413 57.5088 63.9811 32.6 86.1 
Neutral 68 59.2627 14.57499 1.76748 55.7348 62.7906 .00 95.8 
Agree 28 60.5407 14.13750 2.67174 55.0587 66.0226 38.2 87.5 
Strongly Agree 10 70.3472 9.65614 3.05354 63.4396 77.2548 55.6 92.4 
Total 187 61.5345 13.61423 .99557 59.5704 63.4985 .00 95.8 

Meeting WTC score 
  
  
  
  
  

Strongly Disagree 26 59.9359 14.34093 2.81249 54.1435 65.7283 33.3 91.7 
Disagree 55 52.5758 16.81055 2.26673 48.0312 57.1203 8.33 83.3 
Neutral 68 50.6127 18.34329 2.22445 46.1727 55.0528 .00 100 
Agree 28 50.5952 20.77815 3.92670 42.5383 58.6522 8.33 91.7 
Strongly Agree 10 68.3333 17.03301 5.38631 56.1487 80.5180 50.0 100 
Total 187 53.4314 18.15996 1.32799 50.8115 56.0512 .00 100 

Stranger WTC score 
  
  
  
  
  

Strongly Disagree 26 48.0769 16.03948 3.14560 41.5984 54.5554 25.0 87.5 
Disagree 55 43.0303 12.78116 1.72341 39.5751 46.4855 16.7 70.8 
Neutral 68 44.0564 13.66496 1.65712 40.7487 47.3640 .00 87.5 
Agree 28 48.8095 13.07117 2.47022 43.7411 53.8780 29.2 75.0 
Strongly Agree 10 57.9167 11.69474 3.69820 49.5508 66.2826 41.7 83.3 
Total 187 45.7665 13.93011 1.01867 43.7569 47.7761 .00 87.5 

Friend WTC score 
  
  
  
  
  

Strongly Disagree 26 83.4135 14.57119 2.85765 77.5280 89.2989 43.8 100 
Disagree 55 77.5000 14.21153 1.91628 73.6581 81.3419 37.5 100 
Neutral 68 73.2537 18.38404 2.22939 68.8038 77.7036 .00 100 
Agree 28 72.7679 17.61325 3.32859 65.9382 79.5976 50.0 100 
Strongly Agree 10 85.0000 11.48671 3.63242 76.7829 93.2171 62.5 100 
Total 187 76.4706 16.64763 1.21740 74.0689 78.8723 .00 100 
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Figure 1: Means Plot for Total Willingness To Communicate 
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Figure 2: Means Plot for Willingness To Communicate in a Meeting 
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Figure 3: Means Plot for Willingness To Communicate With Strangers 
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Figure 4: Means Plot for Willingness To Communicate With Friends 
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Discussion 
 
 
One important observation that can be made from the results of this study is that, although 
significant differences in levels of willingness-to-communicate are noted among people with 
different preferences between online and “offline” shopping, no significant differences in 
levels of willingness-to-communicate are found among people with different preferences 
between online and “offline” banking. Since the results from these two types of online 
transactions are different, we may say that it is not possible to establish a general relationship 
between willingness-to-communicate and preference to make online transactions without 
specifying the type of transactions (i.e. shopping or banking) involved. This is because 
people are influenced by different situational factors while shopping and banking. For 
instance, while shopping, people might be “pestered” by sales promoters, so those who are 
unwilling to communicate may not like to shop in a retail store. However, such situations 
(being pestered by sales promoters) might not happen while they paying bills in banks. 
Therefore, it is important to recognize that while choosing between making online and 
“offline” transactions, individuals might be affected by a different set of factors, depending 
on the type of transaction involved (such as shopping and banking). 
 
For this reason, the results for preference to pay bills online and preference to shop online 
shall be discussed separately here.  
 
 
5.1 Preference for Paying Bills Online 
 
As mentioned earlier in section 3.4.2.1, the frequency distribution for preference between 
paying bills online and in bank counters is highly skewed towards a preference to pay bills 
online. This can be explained by a high degree of adoption of Internet banking by the 
Swedes. This explanation is supported by a study done by the National Office for the 
Information Economy (NOIE, 2003a) in Australia, which indicated that in 2002, 53% of the 
Internet users (aged 16 years and above) in Sweden had conducted online banking. Sweden’s 
ranking is first among the eleven countries surveyed in this study. Among the other ten 
countries, the percentages of Internet users who banked online are as follow: the Netherlands 
(48%), Canada (47%), Hong Kong (37%), and Australia (35%), Germany (33%), the US 
(32%), France (30%), the UK (30% respectively and Italy (20%). 
 
The high percentage (69%) of people with Internet access from home (NOIE, 2003b) could 
be one factor that attributes to the high degree of adoption of Internet banking in Sweden. 
 
According to the results of my study, an overwhelming 84.7% of the respondents indicated 
that they would prefer doing banking online than at bank counters, with only 6.4% of the 
respondents indicating that they would not prefer banking online, while 8.9% remained 
neutral. One reason for having such a high percentage of people preferring to pay bills online 
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could be due to the fact that respondents used in my study are all university students, who are 
generally more comfortable in using the Internet, compared to others who have little 
experience in this area. 
 
On the other hand, according to the analysis done in my study, no distinctive observations 
can be made with regards to the relationship between preference to pay bills online and a 
person’s willingness to communicate. This is proven by the results of the Kruskal-Wallis 
Test, which shows no significant difference in levels of willingness-to-communicate score 
for people with different preference towards online banking. Neither could any linear 
relationship be established in this case due to the skewness of distribution of respondents’ 
preference. However, we can try to understand this from the perspective of formation of 
preferences. As mentioned earlier, attitude-based preferences are preferences made based on 
consumers’ overall attitudes towards two or more objects. In this case, majority of the 
respondents have a strong and favorable attitude towards online banking. Reasons for such 
favorable attitudes could be due to being comfortable with using the Internet, as well as the 
fact that online banking has been fairly convenient (most types of bills are payable through 
their Internet banking system) for Swedes who are computer-literature and have home 
Internet access. Thus, since their overall attitudes towards online banking are strongly 
influenced by such factors, the effects of willingness-to-communicate may not be significant 
in their overall attitude towards online, which makes it is difficult (in my case) to assess the 
effects of their willingness-to-communicate on their choice (between online and “offline” 
banking). 
 
 
5.2 Preference for Shopping Online 
 
Though it is not possible to conclude that low willingness to communicate would cause a 
person to make transactions online, the results of the Kruskal-Wallis Test show that, between 
groups of people with different degrees of preference between shopping online and in a retail 
store, there are significant differences in their levels of willingness-to-communicate. 
However, such significant differences in mean willingness-to-communicate score is only 
found in the contexts of willingness-to-communicate with friends, willingness-to-
communicate with strangers, willingness-to-communicate in meeting and the Total WTC 
score; but not found in contexts such as willingness-to-communicate with acquaintances, 
willingness-to-communicate in public and willingness-to-communicate in a dyad setting. 
Although this is an interesting finding, it is difficult to explain it without further research 
done in this aspect, since different influencing factors might be involved for each of these 
communication contexts. In any case, since the Total Willingness-to-communicate (WTC) 
score is the overall measure of a person’s general personality predisposition (in terms of 
WTC), it is sufficient to draw conclusions based on the significant differences in mean Total 
WTC scores that are found among the different groups of respondents. 
 
From the means plot in Figure 1, we see that people who are neutral or do not have strong 
sentiments towards a liking or dislike for making transactions online have a lower 
unwillingness to communicate than those who expressed either a strong preference for 
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shopping online or shopping in a retail store. As seen in Table 7 (page 32), the mean WTC 
scores for the “disagree”, “neutral” and “agree” groups are 60.74, 59.26 and 60.54 
respectively; which means the difference is not great. However, the mean scores for the 
“strongly disagree” group and “strongly agree” group are 66.83 and 70.35 respectively 
(notably higher than the scores for “disagree”, “neutral” and “agree”). Therefore, we see a 
pattern that a stronger preference (in either direction) corresponds to a higher level of 
willingness-to-communicate. Since preferences can be attitude-based or attribute-based, thus, 
in this case, we may postulate that people who hold a stronger attitude (or evaluate 
judgments) towards these two modes (online versus “offline”) of transactions has a higher 
willingness-to-communicate than those who hold a weaker attitude. Alternatively, we may 
postulate that people who have a stronger perception of the attributes possessed by these two 
modes of transactions also tend to have a higher willingness-to-communicate. In terms of 
attitude-based preference, we may say that people who feel strongly that shopping online (or 
“offline”) is better tend to have a higher total willingness-to-communicate than those who 
have a less strong feeling that shopping online (or “offline”) is better; while people who 
indicate that they are unsure (neutral) whether shopping online or “offline” is better have the 
lowest average level of willingness-to-communicate. In terms of attribute-based preference, 
we may say that people who see a greater difference between the attributes offered by 
making online and “offline” transactions tend to have a higher willingness-to-communicate 
than those who do not see a big difference between the attributes offered by both of them. 
 
In conclusion, it is plausible to speculate that people with a stronger preference (towards 
certain objects) might have a higher willingness-to-communicate than those who have a 
weaker preference. 
 
In addition, comparing the average WTC scores in Figure 1, 2, 3 and 4, it is also be observed 
that, the means plot for Willingness-to-communicate with Friends has the highest mean score 
for each group of respondents. On the other hand, the means plot for Willingness-to-
communicate with Strangers has the lowest mean score for each group of respondents. This 
can be easily explained with the reasoning that people are generally more willing to 
communicate with friends than with strangers. Therefore, regardless of the degree of 
preference between online and “offline” shopping, people are generally more willing to 
communicate with friends than with strangers. 
 
 
5.3 Conclusion 
 
Based on the results of my study, we could say that there is insufficient evidence to 
substantiate the argument that avoidance in communication would cause a person to make 
transactions online instead of “offline”. However, results from my study show that people 
with different degrees of preference between shopping online and “offline” do exhibit 
different levels of willingness-to-communicate. In this case, it is observed that a majority of 
the respondents with a stronger preference (towards either online or “offline” shopping) 
might have a higher willingness-to-communicate than those who have a weaker preference. 
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To have a better understanding of the relationship between willingness-to-communicate and 
individuals’ choice between online and “offline” shopping, it might be appropriate to widen 
the scope of research to make separate assessments on individuals’ attitudes towards online 
shopping versus attitudes towards “offline” shopping. Using a path model that consists of 
variables such as willingness-to-communicate, attitude towards online shopping, attitude 
towards “offline” shopping and the overall preference between the two modes of shopping, it 
might be able possible to gain a better understanding of the strength of influence (if any) 
between these variables. 
 
In reflection, I would say that the instrument in my study should have included other 
demographic information such as gender, age and credit card availability. Having such 
demographic data would have allowed us to see how the results may vary in terms of 
differences in terms of gender, age and credit card availability. In my case, the results reflect 
choices made by students. However, if the questionnaire has been administered to several 
different age groups, the results would probably be different. This is because people 
belonging to another age group might not regard Internet banking (or shopping) as appealing 
as students do. 
 
In any communication studies, it is important to consider the influence of cultural 
differences. Since the average level of willingness-to-communicate would differ across 
different cultures, it is important to note that the results obtained from my study would only 
be applicable to the Swedes in general. 
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Future Research 
 
 
 
6.1 The Importance of Communication Studies for Marketers 
 
One of the challenges for companies in the new economy is to develop a deeper 
understanding of the consumers and how to provide them with personalized experiences in 
terms of the product or services being offered to them. In order to serve the needs of their 
customers better, organizations need to have a sound system of collecting, storing and using 
the customers’ information. In the past, communication between organizations and their 
customers are hindered by the various business channels between them. However, with the 
Internet, organizations are now able to communicate directly with its customers. In addition, 
the Internet has provided organizations with a medium for two-way communication between 
them and their customers. Thus, if used effectively, the Internet can be a beneficial tool in 
helping organizations understand their customers better, in terms of their needs as well as 
expectations. 
 
However, in order for organizations to gain valuable information about their customers, it is 
important that the latter are comfortable with providing information about themselves. Thus, 
for organizations that are interested in building a longer-term relationship with their 
customers, communication behaviour is an important aspect that should not be overlooked. In 
the case of my study, we look at the relationship between individuals’ willingness-to-
communicate and their buying behaviour. In a study done by Wheeless et al. (1986), it is 
found there is a strong and direct correlation between communication apprehension and a 
person’s level of self-disclosure. The implication here for marketers is that, to improve the 
communication between themselves and their customers, it is important for them to develop a 
better understanding of individuals’ communication behaviour. Issues that might concern 
marketers are, for instance, the influence of personality factors on usage of computers and 
how this in turn, affects consumers’ buying or communication behaviour on the Internet. 
 
 
6.2 Implications for Future Research 
 
The results of my study suggest that there could be a direct relationship between the strength 
of individuals’ attitudes (towards online and “offline” shopping) and their level of 
willingness-to-communicate. Thus, it would be interesting for future studies to look further 
into this and to seek possible explanations for such an observation.  
 
Although some of the hypotheses in this study are not supported, it could be due to the 
sensitivity of the instrument used. Hence, for future research, it might be appropriate to use a 
more passive form of observation in the experiment. For instance, respondents could be 
asked to go onto a real website (specially constructed for the experiment) and assessments 
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could be later made on whether they ultimately transact on that website. The advantage of 
having such a simulation is that it might produce more accurate results. Besides this, it is also 
possible for future research to be conducted using available constructs that measures people’s 
preference for online transactions. Using a more established construct would probably 
produce more reliable results. 
 
Also, as mentioned earlier, there are several reasons why a person might choose to withdraw 
from communication. Some of these reasons are introversion, shyness, having a low self-
esteem or simply a personal choice with regards to disclosure of personal information. 
Further studies could be done on these factors to help marketers gain a better understanding 
on how they influence consumers’ attitudes towards making online transactions. Therefore, 
other communication constructs that serve to measure these aspects could be used in future 
research to study the relationship between such factors and individuals’ preference for 
transacting online. 
 
Since communication norms vary across different cultures, it would be interesting to conduct 
this research in another country where the average level of willingness-to-communicate is 
significantly higher than the average for Sweden. Results from studies done in another 
entirely different culture might produce different results or observations. 
 
In addition, it would be interesting if future research could examine how individuals’ 
willingness to communicate might vary with their differences in demographic factors, such 
as gender and age. Such information would definitely be useful for managers who are 
involved in Customer Relationship Management. 
 
Last, but not least, it would interesting and worthy for future research to look into the 
relationships between other communication constructs and other aspects of consumers’ 
behavior, as this would help marketers devise ways to build better relationships with their 
customers. 
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Appendices 
 
 

Appendix A: Questionnaire for Survey 

 
PART A: Questions 1 to 14 below are situations in which a person might choose to 
communicate or not to communicate. Presume you have completely free choice. Indicate 
how often you would choose to communicate in each type of situation below, by using 
the scale given here: 

1 = Always      2 = Often 3 = Sometimes   4 = Seldom 5 = Never 

1. To present a talk to a group of strangers. 
  (  ) 
 

2. Talk with an acquaintance (bekanta in Swedish) while standing in line. 
  (  ) 
 

3. Talk with a salesperson in a store. 
  (  ) 
 

4. Talk in a large meeting of friends. 
  (  ) 
 

5. Talk in a small group of strangers. 
  (  ) 
 

6. Talk with a friend while standing in line. 
  (  ) 
 

7. Talk with a waiter/waitress in a restaurant. 
  (  ) 
 

8. Talk in a large meeting of acquaintances. 
  (  ) 
 

9. Talk with a stranger while standing in line. 
  (  ) 
 

10. To present a talk to a group of friends. 
  (  ) 
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11. Talk in a small group of acquaintances. 
  (  ) 
 

12. Talk in a large meeting of strangers. 
  (  ) 
 

13. Talk in a small group of friends. 
  (  ) 
 

14. To present a talk to a group of acquaintances. 
 (  ) 
 
 
PART B: Below are some questions relating to your preferences/attitudes towards making 
certain kind of transactions. In answering the questions below, you are to presume that 
you have a credit card which allows you to make online payment. Please indicate the 
degree to which each statement applies to you by stating whether you: 
 
1 = strongly agree  2 = agree 3 = neutral     4 = disagree      5 = strongly disagree 
 
 

15. I enjoy shopping in general. 

(  ) 

 
16. I do not feel nervous surfing the Internet using a computer. 

(  ) 

 
17. I would prefer shopping online to shopping in retail stores, if the website is secured, 

easy to navigate, have a good selection of products and prices are the same as in the 
retail stores. 

 

(  ) 

 
18. I would prefer paying my bills online to doing it at bank counters, if the website is 

secured, easy to navigate and provide such services. 
  

(  ) 
 
 

~ END of QUESTIONNAIRE ~ 
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Scoring: To compute the sub-scores add the percentages for the items indicated and 
divide the total by the number indicated below. 

Public: 1 + 10 + 14; divide by 3. 

Meeting: 4 + 8 + 12; divide by 3. 

Group: 5 + 11 + 13; divide by 3.  Type of communication contexts 

Dyad: 2 + 6 + 9; divide by 3. 

 

Stranger: 1 + 5 + 9 + 12 + 3 + 7; divide by 6. 

Acquaintance: 2 + 8 + 11 + 14; decide by 4.   Types of receiver 

Friend: 4 + 6 + 10 + 13; divide by 4. 

 
Total WTC = Stranger + Acquaintance + Friend; divide by 3. 
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Appendix B: Descriptive Statistics for Questions 1 to 18 and Willingness-to-
Communicate (WTC) Scores 
 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Q1: To present talk to a group of strangers 
202 0 100 38.49 22.318 

Q2: Talk with an acquaintance standing in line 
202 0 100 72.65 22.802 

Q3: Talk with salesperson in store 
202 0 100 63.00 20.596 

Q4: Talk in a large meeting of friends 
202 0 100 72.15 23.152 

Q5: Talk in a small group of strangers 
202 0 100 52.72 22.555 

Q6: Talk with a friend standing in line 
202 0 100 89.60 18.584 

Q7: Talk with a waiter/ress in restaurant 202 0 100 60.52 25.262 
Q8: Talk in a large meeting of acquaintances 202 0 100 58.42 25.007 
Q9: Talk with a stranger while standing in line 

202 0 100 29.95 18.998 

Q10: To present a talk to a group of friends 
202 0 100 60.64 22.262 

Q11: Talk in a small group of acquaintances 
202 0 100 65.47 22.558 

Q12: Talk in a large meeting of strangers 
202 0 100 29.70 21.514 

Q13: Talk in a small group of friends 202 0 100 82.30 24.163 
Q14: To present a talk to a group of 
acquaintances 202 0 100 51.36 22.472 

Q15: I enjoy shopping in general 202 1 5 3.94 .907 
Q16: I do not feel nervous surfing the net using 
computer 202 1 5 4.36 .973 

Q17: Prefer shopping online to retail stores 
202 1 5 2.64 1.042 

Q18: Prefer paying bills online to bank 
counters 202 1 5 4.31 .950 

Total WTC score 202 .00 95.83 61.2933 13.40766 
Public WTC score 202 .00 100.00 50.1650 18.21119 
Meeting WTC score 202 .00 100.00 53.4241 17.89519 
Group WTC score 202 .00 100.00 66.8317 17.35638 
Dyad WTC score 202 .00 100.00 64.0677 13.95116 
Stranger WTC score 202 .00 87.50 45.7302 13.80638 
Acquaintance WTC score 202 .00 100.00 61.9740 17.46515 
Friend WTC score 202 .00 100.00 76.1757 16.39343 
Valid N (listwise) 202         
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Appendix C: Frequency Distribution of Willingness-to-Communicate (WTC) Scores 
with respect to Answers for Question 17 (prefer shopping online to retail stores). 
 

  

Prefer shopping 
online to retail 
stores   Statistic Std. Error 

Total WTC 
score 

Strongly Disagree Mean 
65,2034 2,65744 

    95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 59,7508   

      Upper Bound 70,6560   
    Skewness ,298 ,441 
    Kurtosis -,377 ,858 
  Disagree Mean 60,8724 1,45354 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 57,9677   

      Upper Bound 63,7771   
    Skewness -,322 ,299 
    Kurtosis -,056 ,590 
  Neutral Mean 59,1821 1,68091 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 55,8305   

      Upper Bound 62,5337   

    Skewness -1,007* ,283 
    Kurtosis 3,614 ,559 
  Agree Mean 60,5407 2,67174 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 55,0587   

      Upper Bound 66,0226   

    Skewness ,419 ,441 
    Kurtosis -,697 ,858 
  Strongly Agree Mean 70,3472 3,05354 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 63,4396   

      Upper Bound 77,2548   

    Skewness 1,048 ,687 
    Kurtosis 2,922 1,334 
Public WTC 
score 

Strongly Disagree Mean 
52,6786 4,15681 

    95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 44,1495   

      Upper Bound 61,2076   
    Skewness ,041 ,441 
    Kurtosis ,160 ,858 
  Disagree Mean 47,2656 1,99079 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 43,2873   

      Upper Bound 51,2439   

    Skewness ,009 ,299 
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    Kurtosis -,295 ,590 
  Neutral Mean 49,7685 2,03866 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 45,7035   

      Upper Bound 53,8335   
    Skewness -,360 ,283 
    Kurtosis ,656 ,559 
  Agree Mean 50,5952 3,87963 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 42,6349   

      Upper Bound 58,5556   
    Skewness -,184 ,441 
    Kurtosis -,698 ,858 
  Strongly Agree Mean 63,3333 5,29966 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 51,3447   

      Upper Bound 75,3220   

    Skewness ,074 ,687 
    Kurtosis ,273 1,334 
Meeting WTC 
score 

Strongly Disagree Mean 
58,3333 2,84315 

    95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 52,4997   

      Upper Bound 64,1670   
    Skewness ,163 ,441 
    Kurtosis -,368 ,858 
  Disagree Mean 53,2552 2,06354 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 49,1316   

      Upper Bound 57,3789   

    Skewness -,351 ,299 
    Kurtosis -,358 ,590 
  Neutral Mean 50,6944 2,12849 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 46,4504   

      Upper Bound 54,9385   

    Skewness -,230 ,283 
    Kurtosis ,730 ,559 
  Agree Mean 50,5952 3,92670 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 42,5383   

      Upper Bound 58,6522   

    Skewness ,098 ,441 
    Kurtosis -,396 ,858 
  Strongly Agree Mean 68,3333 5,38631 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 56,1487   

      Upper Bound 80,5180   
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    Skewness ,835 ,687 
    Kurtosis -,289 1,334 
Group WTC 
score 

Strongly Disagree Mean 
70,5357 3,13456 

    95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 64,1041   

      Upper Bound 76,9673   
    Skewness ,117 ,441 
    Kurtosis -,705 ,858 
  Disagree Mean 68,4896 1,80392 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 64,8847   

      Upper Bound 72,0944   
    Skewness -,406 ,299 
    Kurtosis ,016 ,590 
  Neutral Mean 62,9630 2,28924 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 58,3983   

      Upper Bound 67,5276   

    Skewness -,690* ,283 
    Kurtosis ,717 ,559 
  Agree Mean 66,0714 3,48024 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 58,9306   

      Upper Bound 73,2123   

    Skewness ,297 ,441 
    Kurtosis -,721 ,858 
  Strongly Agree Mean 75,8333 4,20354 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 66,3243   

      Upper Bound 85,3424   

    Skewness -,201 ,687 
    Kurtosis 1,323 1,334 
Dyad WTC 
score 

Strongly Disagree Mean 
67,2619 2,63971 

    95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 61,8457   

      Upper Bound 72,6781   

    Skewness -,273 ,441 
    Kurtosis -,417 ,858 
  Disagree Mean 64,1927 1,48106 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 61,2330   

      Upper Bound 67,1524   

    Skewness -,136 ,299 
    Kurtosis -1,043 ,590 
  Neutral Mean 61,8056 1,78101 
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    95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 58,2543   

      Upper Bound 65,3568   

    Skewness -1,436* ,283 
    Kurtosis 3,401 ,559 
  Agree Mean 66,6667 3,14970 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 60,2040   

      Upper Bound 73,1293   

    Skewness -,329 ,441 
    Kurtosis -,450 ,858 
  Strongly Agree Mean 63,3333 2,22222 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 58,3063   

      Upper Bound 68,3603   

    Skewness -,389 ,687 
    Kurtosis ,370 1,334 
Stranger WTC 
score 

Strongly Disagree Mean 
46,7262 3,09348 

    95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 40,3789   

      Upper Bound 53,0735   
    Skewness ,795 ,441 
    Kurtosis ,216 ,858 
  Disagree Mean 43,9453 1,58012 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 40,7877   

      Upper Bound 47,1029   

    Skewness -,016 ,299 
    Kurtosis -,285 ,590 
  Neutral Mean 44,0394 1,59347 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 40,8621   

      Upper Bound 47,2166   

    Skewness -,092 ,283 
    Kurtosis 1,672 ,559 
  Agree Mean 48,8095 2,47022 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 43,7411   

      Upper Bound 53,8780   

    Skewness ,293 ,441 
    Kurtosis -,819 ,858 
  Strongly Agree Mean 57,9167 3,69820 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 49,5508   

      Upper Bound 
66,2826   
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    Skewness ,957 ,687 
    Kurtosis 1,680 1,334 
Acquaintance 
WTC score 

Strongly Disagree Mean 
66,5179 3,37484 

    95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 59,5933   

      Upper Bound 73,4425   

    Skewness -,134 ,441 
    Kurtosis -,097 ,858 
  Disagree Mean 61,6211 1,96791 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 57,6885   

      Upper Bound 65,5537   

    Skewness -,131 ,299 
    Kurtosis -,570 ,590 
  Neutral Mean 60,4167 2,14478 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 56,1401   

      Upper Bound 64,6932   

    Skewness -,451 ,283 
    Kurtosis ,652 ,559 
  Agree Mean 60,0446 3,72594 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 52,3996   

      Upper Bound 67,6896   

    Skewness ,116 ,441 
    Kurtosis ,033 ,858 
  Strongly Agree Mean 68,1250 4,51175 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 57,9187   

      Upper Bound 78,3313   

    Skewness -,127 ,687 
    Kurtosis ,417 1,334 
Friend WTC 
score 

Strongly Disagree Mean 
82,3661 2,76635 

    95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 76,6900   

      Upper Bound 88,0422   

    Skewness -,771 ,441 
    Kurtosis ,286 ,858 
  Disagree Mean 77,0508 1,76653 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 73,5206   

      Upper Bound 80,5809   

    Skewness -,550 ,299 
    Kurtosis -,123 ,590 
  Neutral Mean 73,0903 2,12919 
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    95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 68,8448   

      Upper Bound 
77,3358   

    Skewness -1,553* ,283 
    Kurtosis 4,011 ,559 
  Agree Mean 72,7679 3,32859 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 65,9382   

      Upper Bound 79,5976   

    Skewness ,201 ,441 
    Kurtosis -1,270 ,858 
  Strongly Agree Mean 85,0000 3,63242 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 76,7829   

      Upper Bound 
93,2171   

    Skewness -,467 ,687 
    Kurtosis ,350 1,334 

 
 
 
Appendix D: Frequency Distribution of Willingness-to-communicate (WTC) Scores 
with respect to Answers for Question 18 (prefer paying bills online to bank counters). 

 

 

Prefer paying bills 
online to bank 
counters   Statistic Std. Error 

Total WTC score Strongly Disagree Mean 51,9097 7,21340 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 28,9535   

      Upper Bound 74,8660   
    Skewness ,615 1,014 
    Kurtosis 1,181 2,619 
  Disagree Mean 55,0926 7,47223 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 37,8616   

      Upper Bound 72,3236   
    Skewness -2,186* ,717 
    Kurtosis 5,487 1,400 
  Neutral Mean 56,8287 3,29009 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 49,8872   

      Upper Bound 63,7702   
    Skewness ,519 ,536 
    Kurtosis ,463 1,038 
  Agree Mean 61,6898 1,63889 
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    95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 58,4104   

      Upper Bound 64,9692   
    Skewness -,203 ,309 
    Kurtosis ,954 ,608 
  Strongly Agree Mean 62,6439 1,19372 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 60,2782   

      Upper Bound 65,0096   
    Skewness ,086 ,229 
    Kurtosis -,128 ,455 
Public WTC 
score 

Strongly Disagree Mean 43,7500 10,95815 

    95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 8,8763   

      Upper Bound 78,6237   
    Skewness 1,443 1,014 
    Kurtosis 2,235 2,619 
  Disagree Mean 46,2963 6,22853 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 31,9333   

      Upper Bound 60,6593   
    Skewness -2,275 ,717 
    Kurtosis 5,710 1,400 
  Neutral Mean 49,5370 4,64187 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 39,7436   

      Upper Bound 59,3305   
    Skewness ,375 ,536 
    Kurtosis -1,060 1,038 
  Agree Mean 50,0000 2,32687 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 45,3439   

      Upper Bound 54,6561   
    Skewness -,395 ,309 
    Kurtosis ,947 ,608 
  Strongly Agree Mean 50,9009 1,72420 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 47,4839   

      Upper Bound 54,3179   
    Skewness ,122 ,229 
    Kurtosis -,284 ,455 
Meeting WTC 
score 

Strongly Disagree Mean 47,9167 9,23898 

    95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 18,5141   

      Upper Bound 77,3192   
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    Skewness -,482 1,014 
    Kurtosis -1,700 2,619 
  Disagree Mean 45,3704 6,81987 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 29,6437   

      Upper Bound 
61,0970   

    Skewness -1,380 ,717 
    Kurtosis 2,612 1,400 
  Neutral Mean 47,6852 3,79948 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 39,6690   

      Upper Bound 55,7014   

    Skewness ,168 ,536 
    Kurtosis ,386 1,038 
  Agree Mean 55,4167 2,04724 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 51,3202   

      Upper Bound 59,5132   
    Skewness ,127 ,309 
    Kurtosis ,019 ,608 
  Strongly Agree Mean 54,1291 1,79062 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 50,5805   

      Upper Bound 57,6777   
    Skewness -,181 ,229 
    Kurtosis ,013 ,455 
Group WTC 
score 

Strongly Disagree Mean 54,1667 8,67361 

    95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 26,5634   

      Upper Bound 81,7700   
    Skewness ,000 1,014 
    Kurtosis ,391 2,619 
  Disagree Mean 56,4815 8,64886 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 36,5372   

      Upper Bound 76,4258   
    Skewness -1,268 ,717 
    Kurtosis 2,164 1,400 
  Neutral Mean 62,5000 4,37912 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 53,2609   

      Upper Bound 
71,7391   

    Skewness -,215 ,536 
    Kurtosis -,243 1,038 
  Agree Mean 67,6389 2,23301 
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    95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 63,1706   

      Upper Bound 72,1071   

    Skewness -,526 ,309 
    Kurtosis ,201 ,608 
  Strongly Agree Mean 68,3934 1,52748 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 65,3663   

      Upper Bound 
71,4205   

    Skewness -,153 ,229 
    Kurtosis -,094 ,455 
Dyad WTC score Strongly Disagree Mean 52,0833 6,25000 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 32,1930   

      Upper Bound 71,9736   

    Skewness ,370 1,014 
    Kurtosis -3,901 2,619 
  Disagree Mean 61,1111 8,56169 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 41,3678   

      Upper Bound 80,8544   
    Skewness -1,917* ,717 
    Kurtosis 4,368 1,400 
  Neutral Mean 58,7963 3,04828 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 52,3650   

      Upper Bound 65,2276   
    Skewness ,109 ,536 
    Kurtosis -,970 1,038 
  Agree Mean 63,6111 1,77128 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 60,0668   

      Upper Bound 67,1554   
    Skewness -,727* ,309 
    Kurtosis ,872 ,608 
  Strongly Agree Mean 65,8408 1,21114 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 63,4406   

      Upper Bound 68,2410   
    Skewness -,310 ,229 
    Kurtosis ,130 ,455 
Stranger WTC 
score 

Strongly Disagree Mean 38,5417 8,73593 

    95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 10,7400   

      Upper Bound 66,3433   
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    Skewness 1,007 1,014 
    Kurtosis 1,829 2,619 
  Disagree Mean 41,6667 6,36469 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 26,9897   

      Upper Bound 56,3437   
    Skewness -1,353 ,717 
    Kurtosis 2,506 1,400 
  Neutral Mean 40,2778 3,50070 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 32,8919   

      Upper Bound 47,6636   
    Skewness ,395 ,536 
    Kurtosis -,496 1,038 
  Agree Mean 45,2778 1,83011 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 41,6157   

      Upper Bound 48,9398   
    Skewness ,468 ,309 
    Kurtosis ,257 ,608 
  Strongly Agree Mean 47,4474 1,20213 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 45,0651   

      Upper Bound 49,8298   
    Skewness ,483 ,229 
    Kurtosis ,648 ,455 
Acquaintance 
WTC score 

Strongly Disagree Mean 48,4375 9,33150 

    95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 18,7405   

      Upper Bound 78,1345   

    Skewness 1,380 1,014 
    Kurtosis 2,602 2,619 
  Disagree Mean 55,5556 7,89501 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 37,3496   

      Upper Bound 73,7615   
    Skewness -1,626* ,717 
    Kurtosis 4,475 1,400 
  Neutral Mean 58,6806 4,35068 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 49,5014   

      Upper Bound 67,8597   
    Skewness -,121 ,536 
    Kurtosis -,447 1,038 
  Agree Mean 63,7500 1,96410 
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    95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 59,8198   

      Upper Bound 67,6802   
    Skewness -,212 ,309 
    Kurtosis ,189 ,608 
  Strongly Agree Mean 62,5563 1,68834 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 59,2104   

      Upper Bound 65,9022   
    Skewness -,016 ,229 
    Kurtosis -,472 ,455 
Friend WTC 
score 

Strongly Disagree Mean 68,7500 5,70544 

    95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 50,5927   

      Upper Bound 86,9073   

    Skewness ,000 1,014 
    Kurtosis -3,300 2,619 
  Disagree Mean 68,0556 9,40068 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 46,3775   

      Upper Bound 89,7336   
    Skewness -2,006* ,717 
    Kurtosis 4,904 1,400 
  Neutral Mean 71,5278 4,23420 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 62,5944   

      Upper Bound 80,4612   
    Skewness -,086 ,536 
    Kurtosis -,788 1,038 
  Agree Mean 76,0417 2,13306 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 71,7734   

      Upper Bound 80,3099   
    Skewness -1,172* ,309 
    Kurtosis 2,393 ,608 
  Strongly Agree Mean 77,9279 1,40569 
    95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 75,1422   

      Upper Bound 80,7137   
    Skewness -,476* ,229 
    Kurtosis -,248 ,455 
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