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Abstract
This article presents an overview of fundamental theories and models in the area of information technology 
acceptance research with descriptions of their most important features. Research models that put consumers 
in focus including Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology 2 (UTAUT2) and Lazy User Theo-
ry (LUT) are discussed in more detail herein. By analysing their features and performance, we extract the re-
quirements that should be fulfilled by the new research model, which would enable consumer-oriented infor-
mation technology research whereby consumers can select between multiple solutions that fulfil their needs.
Keywords: Information Technology Acceptance, UTAUT2, Lazy User Theory

1.	 Introduction
Technology and service acceptance mod-
els have been the subject of scientific research 
from the early days of information systems, 
with the aim of explaining user behaviour re-
lated to information technology. The theo-
retical models that explain the acceptance of 
technology developed from the theories in the 
fields of behavioural psychology and market-
ing, and though there are certain similarities, 
there are also significant differences in the ex-
planation of technology acceptance. One of the 
first models is Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation 
Theory from 1962 [1], in which he observes 
the diffusion of innovation in relation to social 
communication channels between individu-
als over time. In 1975, in the Theory of Rea-
soned Action (TRA) [2], Fishbein and Ajzen, 
unlike Rogers, try to explain and predict the 
behaviour based on the belief, attitude and in-
tention of an individual. One of the most ap-
plicable models – Technology Acceptance 
Model (TAM) – was defined by Davis in 1989 
[3], where he determined two crucial factors: 
perceived usefulness and ease of use. In 1991, 
Vessey defined the Cognitive Fit Theory [4] 
which focuses on the problem of how to cre-
ate a relationship between the task and prob-
lem representation in order to improve perfor-
mance. In the further course of research, one 

of the more significant models was presented 
in 1995 by Goodhue and Thompson, who de-
fined the Theory of Task-Technology Fit [5] 
in which they consider the degree to which 
technology helps the user to perform tasks. A 
newer model under the name Unified Theo-
ry of Acceptance and Use of Technology, the 
so-called UTAUT model, was developed in 
2003 by Venkatesh et al. [6]. It combines sev-
eral previous theories into a more comprehen-
sive and complete model of human behaviour. 
The UTAUT model holds that the constructs 
of performance expectancy, effort expectancy, 
social influence, and facilitating conditions are 
direct determinants of the intention to use and 
actual use. The UTAUT model also further de-
fines the moderators that affect one or more 
constructs: gender, age, experience and volun-
tariness of use.
The mentioned, but also numerous other the-
ories and models were categorized in more de-
tail by Dwivedi et al. in 2012 [7]. In his further 
work with Williams, Dwivedi by reviewing 
literature concluded in 2015 [8] that the Uni-
fied Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technol-
ogy (UTAUT) developed by Venkatesh et al. 
in 2003 [6], “is widely used in the research of 
the acceptance and dissemination of technol-
ogy as a theoretical lens of researchers who 
carry out empirical research of user intention 
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and behaviour,” and that up until the moment 
of their research, the UTAUT model had been 
quoted over 5000 times. The UTAUT mod-
el was created by combining eight of the most 
significant theories and models in an attempt 
to create a complete model of user behaviour. 
In his experiment, on the same set of data, 
Venkatesh individually compared each of the 
traditional models and determined that they 
can explain between 17% and 53% of the vari-
ance in the user’s intention to use information 
technology, while UTAUT explained 69% of 
the variance [7]. 
During the last ten years, researchers have 
been shifting their focus from the observa-
tion of technology acceptance to the observa-
tion of consumers’ acceptance of technical ap-
pliances, applications and services. Consumers 
are the users who are responsible for the costs 
and such costs can be dominant in the accep-
tance of technology. Furthermore, consumers 
have previously learned behaviours, i.e. hab-
its, and they often expect that the use of tech-
nology gives them satisfaction and pleasure. 
Venkatesh thus recognizes the need for a fur-
ther expansion of the original UTAUT model 
in order to explain the behaviour of users-con-
sumers, and in 2012 he publishes the Unified 
Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology 
2, i.e. the UTAUT 2 model [9] with which he 
improves his initial UTAUT model from 2003 
and expands it with three new constructs: price 
value, habit and hedonic motivation. By com-
paring the results of the UTAUT and UTAUT2 
models on a sample of Hong Kong residents 
when researching user acceptance and the use 
of mobile Internet, he concludes that UTAUT2 
provides significantly better results in explain-
ing the variance of the user’s behavioural inten-
tion that influences his or her true behaviour – 
the use of technology – increasing it from 56% 
in the case of the UTAUT model to 74% in the 
analysis congruent with the UTAUT2 model. 
For user behaviour, i.e. the real use of technol-
ogy, UTAUT2 explains 56% of variance com-
pared to the 40% explained by UTAUT on the 
same set of data. In 2015, Rondan-Cataluna 
et al. [10] compared TRA, TAM, TAM mod-
ifications (TAM2 and TAM3), UTAUT and 
UTAUT2 models and showed that UTAUT2 
has a 26% better power of explaining than the 
TAM models on the sample of end-users of 

mobile Internet, i.e. in the consumer context. 
With it, they confirmed that UTAUT2 has bet-
ter performances when research is conducted 
on end users, i.e. consumers. 
The UTAUT2 approaches the consumer by 
looking at only one information technology, 
i.e. solution, ignoring all other possible solu-
tions that would allow the consumer to meet 
his or her needs. The mentioned problem and 
the need for a new approach to the research of 
customer and consumer behaviour were no-
ticed in 2007 by Collan and Tetard who sug-
gest the Lazy User Theory and refer to their 
model as the “Lazy User Model” (LUM) [11]. 
They developed the model in more detail in 
2009. [12]. LUM focuses on the user-consumer 
and looks at all possible solutions that the user 
can choose between, instead of observing just 
one solution (i.e. technology), which is how 
the UTAUT2 model approached the problem. 
LUM takes into account the needs and char-
acteristics of the user in the solution selection 
process and the effort which is expected from 
the user while he or she is selecting the solu-
tion for the problem from the set of all possi-
ble solutions. The user will most likely choose 
the solution that requires the least effort. The 
user’s effort to accept technology is also con-
ditioned by the cost of learning and switching 
from the existing solution to a new one, which 
includes the time, energy and financial costs 
that the user has to spend in order to learn to 
use the solution or to switch to a new solution 
(product or service). 

2.	 Basic theories and information 
system acceptance models

When developing the Unified Theory of Ac-
ceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT), 
Venkatesh analysed in detail the theories and 
models of information system acceptance and 
selected eight dominant theories and models 
[6]:
(1) The Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) that 
was developed by Fishbein and Ajzen in 1975 
[2] stems from social psychology and tries to 
explain the consequence of the attitude and 
belief of an individual on his or her behaviour. 
According to TRA, the behavioural intention 
sets forward the real behaviour. Behavioural 
intention is influenced by two constructs: 
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attitude towards behaviour and subjective 
norms. Attitude towards behaviour is the pos-
itive or negative feeling of an individual about 
the accomplishment of targeted behaviour, and 
it has an evaluational impact on an individual, 
while the subjective norm reflects the percep-
tion of a person about the opinion of the ma-
jority of people who are important to him or 
her when performing the behaviour that is be-
ing researched.
(2) Davis’ Technology Acceptance Mod-
el (TAM) from 1989 [3] was designed to pre-
dict the acceptance of information technol-
ogy at work. TAM is based on the Theory of 
Reasoned Action (TRA), replacing two con-
structs: attitude towards behaviour and sub-
jective norms from TRA are replaced with two 
constructs of technology acceptance: perceived 
ease of use and perceived usefulness. The con-
struct of perceived usefulness is defined as the 
degree to which an individual believes that us-
ing the system will help him or her improve 
business performance, while the construct of 
perceived ease of use is defined by Davis as “the 
degree to which an individual believes that the 
use of a certain system would be carried out 
without any physical and mental effort” [3], 
page 320. TAM models that the use of the sys-
tem is determined by behavioural intention, 
which is influenced by the attitude towards use 
and perceived usefulness. The attitude towards 
the use of technology is the function of the per-
ceived simplicity of use and perceived usefulness. 
Venkatesh and Davis also take into consider-
ation the TAM2 model [13], which expands 
the original TAM model with the subjective 
norm construct taken from TRA and TPB as 
an additional predictor of intention.
(3) The Motivation Model (MM) is a model 
in which in 1992 Davis et al. applied the mo-
tivation theory in order to understand the ac-
ceptance and use of new technology [14]. The 
constructs he uses are the following: extrinsic 
motivation, which corresponds to the percep-
tion that users will want to carry out the activ-
ity because they see it as a means of achieving 
valuable results that stem from the observed 
activity, e.g. improved business performance, 
increased paycheck or a promotion in the 
company’s hierarchy, and intrinsic motivation, 
which corresponds to the perception that users 

will want to carry out the activity without any 
special reason except to perform the activity 
per se. 
(4) Ajzen created the Theory of Planned Be-
haviour (TPB) in 1991 [15] with the goal of 
addressing the weaknesses of the Theory of 
Reasoned Action for cases in which individ-
uals do not have complete voluntary control 
over their behaviour. He takes the constructs 
from the Theory of Reasoned Action and adds 
the construct of perceived behavioural control, 
which reflects the perceived ease or difficul-
ty in the conducting of behaviour. According 
to the TPB model, real behaviour is the func-
tion of behavioural intention and perceived be-
havioural control. Behavioural intention is de-
termined by attitude, subjective norm and per-
ceived behavioural control.
(5) Combined TPB/TAM is a hybrid mod-
el that combines the predictors from TPB and 
perceived usefulness from the TAM model 
[16].
(6) The Model of PC Utilization (MPCU) [17] 
is a model which was intended in 1991 by 
Thompson et al. for the use of a personal com-
puter but is in itself adaptable for the anticipa-
tion of the use of other information technol-
ogies. The model includes the following con-
structs: job fit, which reflects the belief of an 
individual that the use of technology will en-
hance the performance of his or her job, com-
plexity as the perception of how difficult it is 
to understand and use new technology, long-
term consequences that include the outcomes 
that have a pay-off in the future, affect towards 
behaviour that includes the feeling of joy, ela-
tion or pleasure from one side and depression, 
disgust, displeasure or hate from the other side 
associated by the individual with a particular 
act, social factors that are connected to the cul-
ture of the group that the individual belongs to 
and facilitating conditions that are the objective 
factors that facilitate the easy performance of 
an activity.
(7) The Innovation Diffusion Theory (IDT) 
was defined in 1965 by Rogers [1], and it was 
adapted for information systems in 1991 by 
Moore and Benbasat [18] who suggested that 
adoption speed is affected by the user’s per-
ception of the use of innovation instead of 
the innovation itself, which separates the 
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characteristics of innovations in the primary 
property (such as the cost price) and the sec-
ondary property (e.g. perception of costs). For 
the use of the Theory of Information Diffu-
sion in the Research of Adopting Information 
Technology, Moore and Benbasat define eight 
constructs: relative advantage that reflects the 
improvement degree of a new solution in re-
lation to the old one, compatibility – the per-
ception of solution consistency in relation to 
the already existing values, needs and past ex-
periences, ease of use, possibility of testing, re-
sult demonstrability – the more the innovation 
is demonstrated and the more visible the ad-
vantages are, the more likely it is that it will be 
adopted, visibility that reflects the individual’s 
observation that others in the organization use 
the system, voluntariness – the degree to which 
the use of innovation is seen as voluntary and 
image, i.e. the degree to which the use of inno-
vation is seen as an improvement of someone’s 
image in his or her social system.
(8) The Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) from 
1986 [19], was in 1995 adapted by Compeau 
and Higgins [20] for the research of comput-
er use.
In addition to the aforementioned theories 
that were used by Venkatesh in his work [6], 
Collan and Tetard [12] take into consideration 
the Task-Technology Fit Theory (TTF) which 
was in 1995 outlined by Goodhue and Thomp-
son [5]. The model suggests that the fit of the 
task and technology characteristics leads to an 
improved performance, arguing that it is more 
likely that technology will have a positive in-
fluence on performance if technology is con-
sistent with the task characteristics. For the 
measuring of the task and technology fit, they 
introduce four constructs: task characteristics, 
technological characteristics, utilization and 
performance impact.
In 2010, Rocker [21] conducted an analysis of 
the traditional models and the quality of re-
search that had been conducted on them, and 
he concluded that in most research, the exist-
ing models such as the Model of Technology 
Acceptance, the Theory of Reasoned Action, or 
the Theory of Planned Behaviour were able to 
explain and anticipate acceptance well enough, 
but that the observed systems were simple 
and usually consisted of a personal computer 

with a standard software and a user in a busi-
ness situation, and that their compliance with 
the testing of new and future technologies that 
disrupt time and space constraints was ques-
tionable. In 2010, when reviewing 79 empir-
ical research in 73 papers that use the Model 
of Technology Acceptance, Turner et al. [22] 
concluded that although it is likely that the be-
havioural intention of use correlates with real 
use, the correlation is less likely to exist be-
tween the use and independent variables of the 
perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness, 
and that the Model of Acceptance Technol-
ogy should be used carefully outside the area 
in which it had been confirmed. The Model of 
Technology Acceptance and its further devel-
opment were revised in 2007 by Benbasat and 
Barki [23], who reached a conclusion that the 
researchers’ work on expanding the model to 
adapt to the changing IT environment led to 
“a state of theoretical chaos and confusion,” 
where it was no longer clear which of the many 
versions were commonly accepted. They sug-
gested a revision of the entire model, starting 
from the Theory of Reasoned Action and the 
change of independent variables. In 2007 Ven-
katesh et al. [24] reviewed and compared the 
main milestones in the research of technolo-
gy acceptance and observed that there was a 
great deal of progress in the research of tech-
nology acceptance, but that there was still too 
much focus on the replication of and minor 
improvements in the existing theories without 
real progress, and they stated that the focus of 
research should shift to today’s relevant busi-
ness problems.

3.	 Unified Theory of Acceptance and 
Use of Technology 

In the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use 
of Technology (UTAUT), Venkatesh attempts 
to explain the intention of the user to use the 
information system, as well as the subsequent 
behaviour of the user. Moreover, he integrates 
the theories and models outlined in the Chap-
ter 2 (Figure 1).Three constructs: performance 
expectancy, effort expectancy and social influ-
ence create the behavioural intention to use and 
thus jointly act on the use, i.e. the use of the 
observed technology. The fourth construct, 
facilitating conditions, does not affect the 
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intention to use, but directly affects the user’s 
behaviour, i.e. the use. Venkatesh also antici-
pates four moderators that indirectly influence 
the behavioural intention and behaviour: gen-
der, age, experience, and voluntariness of use. 

Performance expectancy is affected by age and 
gender, effort expectancy is affected by age, gen-
der and experience, social influence is affected 
by all moderators, while facilitating conditions 
are affected by age and experience.

Performance 
Expectancy (PE)

Effort Expectancy 
(EE)

Social Influence 
(SI)

Facilitating 
Conditions (FC)

Behavioural 
Intention (BI)

Use Behaviour 
(UB)

Age (1) Gender (2) Experience (3)

(1, 2)

(1, 2, 3)

(1, 2, 3, 4)

(1, 3)

Moderators:

(1, 2) Age and Gender

(1, 3) Age and Experience

(1, 2, 3) Age, Gender and Experience

(1, 2, 3, 4)  Age, Gender, Experience and 

Voluntariness of Use

Voluntariness of 
Use (4)

Figure 1. UTAUT Model [6]

The performance expectancy construct de-
scribes the belief of the respondents that by us-
ing the observed information technology, they 
will perform their job more efficiently, i.e. be 
more productive. On the other hand, effort ex-
pectancy determines the degree to which the 
respondents believe that the use of informa-
tion technology will be difficult; it includes 
their subjective estimate of the effort needed 
for a professional use of the information tech-
nology. Social influence determines the degree 
to which the respondents believe that their en-
vironment will support the introduction or use 
of the observed information technology. Fa-
cilitating conditions are defined as the “degree 
to which the respondents believe that there is 
an organizational and technical infrastructure 
which supports the use of the system.” [6].

4.	 Unified Theory of Acceptance and 
Use of Technology 2 

Venkatesh revised in 2012 the UTAUT 
model with his associates and added three 
new constructs that take into account the 

user-customer aspects and they called it the 
UTAUT2, i.e. the Unified Theory of Accep-
tance and Use of Technology 2 [9]. Without 
any changes, the constructs of performance ex-
pectancy, effort expectancy and social influence 
were taken from the UTAUT model, and a 
link added between facilitating conditions and 
the intention to use were added. Venkatesh re-
moved the moderator of the voluntariness of 
use and retained only three moderators that 
affect constructs (age, sex, and experience) in 
UTAUT2.
UTAUT2 introduces three new constructs 
(Figure 2): hedonic motivation determines the 
respondent’s level of perception on whether 
the use of new information technology will be 
enjoyable or fun. Price value reflects the con-
viction of the respondent that the use of new 
information technology will be valuable in re-
lation to the cost (e.g. good value for money). 
Habit determines the respondent’s level of cer-
tainty that, according to his or her experiences, 
the use of new information technology will be-
come a routine.
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5.	 Lazy User Model
The Lazy User Model tries to define a frame-
work that allows the research of user behaviour 
depending on his or her needs on the one 
hand, and his or her state on the other hand; 
that he or she, from all possible solutions, will 
choose a solution based on the principle of the 
least effort [11, 12].
LUM’s focus is on the characteristics and needs 
of the user, which LUM sees as the most im-
portant factors in technology acceptance. Ac-
cording to LUM, the user selects a solution to 
meet his or her needs from the subset of uni-
versal (all possible) solutions, which is limited 
by the user’s state, i.e. the current capabilities 
and/or circumstances surrounding the user, 
namely a set of solutions that are available to 
him or her and are a subset of a universal set 
of solutions (Figure 3). When choosing a solu-
tion, the user valorises the effort he or she as-
sumes will be needed when choosing one of 
the solutions and selects the one that requires 
the least effort; namely, LUM suggests that the 
user automatically applies the path of least 

resistance and automatically selects the solu-
tion that requires the least effort.
Collan and Tetard define user need as a “clear-
ly definable desire that can be fully met,” for 
example in the case of an information nature 
need: the need for the type, depth, quality and 
completeness of the information and the speed 
of retrieving that information. User state refers 
to the conditions in which the user finds him-
self or herself when he or she has a need, i.e. 
needs a particular product or service. Those 
conditions vary depending on the user’s lo-
cation, available devices, time in which the 
need should be met, and other resources that 

Performance 
Expectancy (PE)

Effort Expectancy 
(EE)

Social Influence 
(SI)

Facilitating 
Conditions (FC)

Hedonic 
Motivation (HM)

Price Value (PV)

Habit (HA)

Behavioural 
Intention (BI)

Use Behaviour 
(UB)

Age (1) Gender (2) Experience (3)(1, 2)

(1, 2, 3)

(1, 2, 3)

(1, 2, 3)
(1, 3)

(1,
 2)

(1, 2, 3)

(1
, 2

, 3
)

(3)

(1, 2, 3)

Moderators:

(1, 2) Age and Gender

(1, 2, 3) Age, Gender and Experience

(1, 3) Age and Experience

(3) Experience

Figure 2. UTAUT2 Model [9]

User 
need

User 
state

defines

limits

Set of 
possible 
solutions 
to fulfill 

the need

Selection 
of solution 
based on 
the lowest 

level of 
effort

Figure 3. Lazy User Model [12]
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enable the user to act. Depending on the us-
er’s state, a subset of solutions from the univer-
sal set of solutions is selected and only those 
that can meet the need in that specific state are 
retained. Collan and Tetard define effort in the 
sense that it involves the necessary time, mon-
ey and energy to perform a physical or men-
tal task. They assume that less is necessary and 
better, that is, that the user inevitably choos-
es a solution that requires less money, time or 
energy spent. It is obvious that there are sit-
uations in which the user has to look at mul-
tiple factors and that he or she does that in a 
subjective manner, i.e. that each user has his 
or her own individual function of transform-
ing those factors when assessing the solution 
that requires the least effort – the degree of the 
perception of required effort varies from user 
to user. Given that the user has to anticipate 
the level of effort for each solution, and that 
it is not possible to do that correctly, the user 
learns with each choice – he or she compares 
the estimated level of effort with the actual ef-
fort and thereby generates a feedback loop of 
information that increases the accuracy of the 
choice in future choices. In the boundary case 
when two or more solutions in user perception 
require the same level of effort, the selection 
happens by chance.
The Lazy User Theory introduces switching 
costs – the cost that a user estimates is gen-
erated when one has to decide whether to 
switch from using one solution to meet his 
or her needs to another solution. The theo-
ry uses the concepts that in 2002 Thompson 
and Cats-Baril [25] considered in the Informa-
tion Technology and Management Theory as 
the cost associated with the change of suppli-
ers. It also considers the work of Hess and Ri-
cart from 2003 that deals with the company’s 
market competitiveness and which says that 
“the user’s switching costs are generally de-
fined as costs that keep users from switching 
to a rival product or service.” [26]. According 
to Hess and Ricart, the costs arise from the in-
vestment that needs to be done in order to use 
a solution, and that includes software licens-
es, relationship with the supplier, accumulat-
ed knowledge and education, cost of seeking 
solutions, trust, commitment, and more. In-
vestment may be both a previous and a poten-
tial one. When choosing, a customer decides 

between the previous investments he or she 
has already made and potential future invest-
ments in which he or she is yet to invest, i.e. he 
or she has to bear a new expense. In order for 
the user to choose a new solution that requires 
additional investment, the corresponding re-
turn on the new investment must be high-
er than the benefits that the user enjoys due 
to the existing investment. Collan and Tetard 
note that users can also go back to the previ-
ously used solution and will, depending on 
their state and need, choose a solution where 
the switching costs are minimal. Observing the 
switching costs helps understand the barriers 
that prevent users from changing the technol-
ogy they use for fulfilling their need and from 
the trigger of change in user behaviour. As 
part of the switching costs, Collan and Tetard 
particularly emphasize learning and exercise 
as important factors, and they recognize four 
phases in the process of accepting the solution: 
1.	� The phase before use, in which users need 

the information on the solution – way of 
use, price, ease of use, experience of oth-
ers, possible disadvantages and other, and 
on the basis of that information they build 
their expectations.

2.	� First use during which users compare their 
expectations with the real use, which re-
sults in the acceptance or rejection of the 
system.

3.	� Early use during which users build their 
knowledge and experience that lead them 
toward routine use.

4.	� Routine use, when users know how to use 
all the functions they need. 

All the mentioned learning phases are an in-
vestment that can be partially transferred (for 
example, if the new system has a similar in-
terface) or may become a “sunk” cost, i.e. a 
non-refundable cost in the event of a transi-
tion to a new solution without returning to the 
old ways in the future choice of solutions.

6.	 Comparison of the characteristics 
of UTAUT2 and LUM

UTAUT is based on the fact that the user can 
not choose whether to use technology or not, 
i.e. its purpose is to research the acceptance 
of information technology in the business 
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environment, where information solutions are 
often determined by the business policy of the 
company. UTAUT2 puts focus on the end user, 
i.e. the consumer, by introducing constructs 
that value motivational factors related to per-
ceived value in relation to cost, habit or enjoy-
ment of using information technology, but it 
still holds on to observing one possible solu-
tion, i.e. the use of one information technol-
ogy, excluding all other user possibilities with 
which they could solve their problem or meet 
their wishes.
The Lazy User Model (LUM) puts users and 
their needs in the focus and is comprehensive 
from the point of view of observing the us-
ers’ action in solving their need – it assumes 
that users can choose between all the possi-
ble solutions that can fully meet their specific 
need. LUM anticipates that users will always 
choose the solution that requires the least ef-
fort in terms of time, energy, money, and other 
resources.
UTAUT2 includes the construct of intention 
in the use of technology as an important fac-
tor affecting the real use of technology, while 
LUM includes the cultural and social circum-
stances that surround the user and contem-
plates the impact of the available resources on 
technology acceptance.
UTAUT2 and LUM have similarities in the 
factors that impact the use. The Lazy User 
Model assumes that the general characteristics 
of users will influence the use, while UTAUT2 
classifies the characteristics that impact the use 
in the categories of age, gender and experience. 
LUM perceives effort in a broader sense as the 
key decision-making element in the solution 
selection process, while UTAUT2 also per-
ceives effort in a narrower sense as the decisive 
factor of behavioural intention, but it also in-
cludes the additional constructs of facilitating 
conditions, price value and habit, that are also 
included in “size” of the effort as perceived by 
LUM. UTAUT also takes into account facilitat-
ing conditions, which are very similar to the 
conditions and circumstances surrounding the 
user, and which are considered by LUM.
Unlike the UTAUT2 model, on a theoreti-
cal level, LUM considers the concepts of ef-
fort, switching costs and learning, suggesting a 
free definition of constructs and relationships 

among them to the researcher, which makes 
LUM more of a theory than a research mod-
el. Such lack of definition can be the cause of 
a very small number of research and experi-
ments that use LUM as a research model.

7. 	 Requirements for the Consumer-
Focused Research Model

In a world where, in order to satisfy their 
needs, consumers can choose between a num-
ber of solutions, the model which could help 
in the research of consumer behaviour has to 
put its focus on the user-consumer and their 
free will to choose the solution that best suits 
them. At the same time, the model should rig-
orously determine its constructs in order to 
define a research framework that allows re-
peatable measurements. The overview in the 
previous Chapter shows that none of the exist-
ing models alone meet those criteria, but also 
that UTAUT2 and LUM share features that can 
be used to create a new model that will meet 
the required research requirements:
1.	� The model should enable various user 

states. Consumer information services are 
intended for individual use. Technological 
development has enabled the consumers 
to consume television content regardless of 
the location or situation surrounding them. 
For this requirement, LUM contains con-
cepts that can be adopted. 

2.	� The model has to put focus on the us-
er-consumer. Use of various consumer in-
formation services is a voluntary act and 
the desire to use or consume them is in-
duced by other motivations. The UTAUT2 
model has elaborated variables, for example 
hedonic motivation, price value and habit, 
which make it possible to cover potential 
motivations of consumers in high quality.

3.	� The model should include the voluntariness 
of use and free choice of the solution that 
best fits the consumer. The consumer can, 
in his or her freedom of choice and volun-
tariness of use, choose any of the solutions 
that satisfies his or her wishes or needs. 
To fulfil this requirement, it is necessary 
to adopt the concepts of solution selection 
contained in LUM.

4.	� The model should enable the compari-
son of different or competing solutions, i.e. 
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technologies. The goal is to research the be-
haviour of consumers in the acceptance of 
the technology that is being observed. Ex-
cept in the case of completely new services 
that have not existed so far, the consumers 
usually already have ways to satisfy their 
wishes and needs. Therefore, the mod-
el must enable the research of effort in the 
broader sense of the word when consumers 
switch from the existing behaviour (tech-
nology use) to new behaviour, i.e. the use of 
the technology that is being observed. LUM 
is a suitable model for the adoption of con-
cepts that meet this requirement

5.	� The model should enable the measuring of 
switching costs that the user must bear in 
order to switch from the solutions they use 
currently, to the information solution that 
is being observed in the research. The idea 
of this concept is elaborated in LUM, but 
UTAUT2 defines the variables and connec-
tions between them that can be adopted to 
meet this requirement. 

6.	� The model must enable quantitative and re-
peatable measurements in order to be used 
to measure the changes in consumer be-
haviour in time and also for various solu-
tions. Therefore, it is necessary to rigorous-
ly determine the constructs and relations 
between them, which is the requirement 
met by UTAUT2.

8.	 Conclusion
In this article we presented an overview of 
fundamental theories and models in the area 
of information technology acceptance re-
search. Currently, the most comprehensive 
and advanced information technology accep-
tance model is Unified Theory of Acceptance 
and Use of Technology 2 (UTAUT2), which 
aggregates the vast body of technology ac-
ceptance knowledge and introduces hedon-
ic motivation, price-value and habit variables 
that aim to enable measurement of user-con-
sumer behaviour. The essential deficiency of 
the UTAUT2 model is it’s focus on the single 
solution or technology that can be observed, 
as it is the only available solution to the con-
sumer. The fact that consumers typically have 
multiple solutions available for their needs 
is recognised by the Lazy User Theory and 

the corresponding Lazy User Model (LUM), 
which see the characteristics and needs of the 
user as the most important factors in technol-
ogy acceptance. According to LUM, users se-
lect a solution to meet their needs from a set 
of possible solutions, based on current capa-
bilities they have. When choosing a solution, 
they select the one that requires the least ef-
fort. Despite such an inventive approach that 
would enable comprehensive technology ac-
ceptance research of the consumer behaviour, 
LUM does not rigorously define variables that 
should be measured, leaving their definition to 
each individual researcher. Our analysis shows 
that the new Consumer-Focused Research 
Model can be built by merging strong features 
of both UTAUT2 and LUM models, that would 
overcome their deficiencies. Requirements for 
such a new model are presented herein.
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