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ABSTRACT

A Ca t e g o r i z a t i o n  m o d e l  f o r  i n n o v a t i o n  t h e o r y :

AESTHETIC AND TECHNICAL FACTORS 

b y

MARK J. KAY

Advisor:  Professor  Leon G. Schif fman

This  d isser ta t ion  theoretical ly deve lops and empir ica l ly  tests  a c a te go r iz a ­

t ion scheme to further  the unders tanding  of  mot iva t iona l  p rocesses behind 

the deve lopment,  adoption,  and diffusion of  new products.  It is hypothesized 

that two d is t inct  types of  motivat ional  factors,  aesthetic and technical  factors,  

drive impor tant  p rocesses in the deve lopment  of  new products ,  affect  c o n ­

sumer  acceptance  and adoption decisions,  and affect  the deve lopm en t  of  d i f ­

ferent types o f  innovat iveness.  Involvement is p roposed  to be a modera t ing  

factor  which  a ffec ts  the dev e lo pm en t  o f  ca t egory -sp ec i f i c  innovat iveness .

The mot ivat iona l  scales deve loped in this  study consis t  o f  self-report  m e a ­

sures which were adminis te red to three different  sample groups.  These  

groups cons is ted  o f  graduate s tudents  and special ized  groups  of  people  with 

aesthe tic  and technica l  educa tional  backgrounds .  B ackgr oun d scales  were  

exami ned  to es tab l i sh  d i sc r iminant  and conve rg ent  val idi ty.

A five i tem aesthetic and a seven item technical  background scale were d e ­

veloped,  purified,  and conf irmed as unidimensional  scales with LISREL.  A 

twelve item scale o f  product class motivat ional  factors was deve loped to be 

applied across product  categories in a consistent  format.  Clear  support  for



aesthe tic,  technica l ,  and involvement  compo nent  factors to explain product  

category innovat iveness  was indicated.  Proposed  measures  of  aesthet ic ,  t e ch ­

nical .  and involvement  compo nent  factors exhib it  a clearly def ined  pat tern 

which was consistent  across the six product  categories studied.

The measures  were found to provide an impor tant  means  for examining  

product  ca tegory  st ructure.  Technica l  and aesthet ic component  factors were 

found to be independent  and separable.  The findings indicate that respon­

dents  were “ ra t iona l” to the extent  that p rimary  item measures  o f  technical  

compo nents  were uni formly and cons is ten tly  rated high in impor tance  in e v ­

ery product  ca tegory  studied.  Tho ugh technical  components  were recognized 

by respondents  as impor tant ,  aesthet ic product  components  were be t te r  in e x ­

p la in ing  innovat iveness.  The  examina t ion  o f  the relat ionship of  t echnica l  

and aesthet ic mot ivat iona l  fac tors to innovat iveness  also al lows renewed c o n ­

siderat ion of  the diffusion decision process  model  (Rogers,  1982). The im po r­

tance o f  aesthet ic componen ts  to innovat iveness  breaks new ground in the 

di ffusion research tradition.  This research provides suppor t for a process  a p ­

proach to d if fusion theory useful  to e x a m in in g  mot iva tions  which  underl ie  

the deve lopment o f  new products  at the product  class level.



A C K N O W L E D G M E N T S

Many sincere thanks go to the members  of  my dissertat ion commit tee  who 

each contr ibu ted in di fferen t  and unique ways to the comple t ion  this  project .  

Part icular  thanks  is espec ial ly  due to the fr iendship and suppor t o f  Professor  

Leon Schi f fman who has provided  much personal  encoura gemen t  ov e r  the 

years.  Wi thout  his encouragem ent  and support  I would undoubted ly  never 

have comple ted this project.  I also would like to thank Professor  Tsurumi  for 

the numerous  lively con versa t ions  we cont inue  to have which have provided 

much insight.  Professor  Mil lsap I thank for his wi ll ingness to d iscuss  matters

statistical and o therwise ,  and for his support .



V 1

TABLE OF C O N T E N T S

A b s t r a c t ........................................................................................................................................................i v
A c k n o w l e d g m e n t s ................................................................................................................................. v i
Table of  Contents ...................................................................................................................................... v i i
List o f  T ab le s ............................................................................................................................................. x
List o f  Figures ............................................................................................................................................ xii

C h a p t e r  1
In t rod uc t io n  and Theore t i ca l  B a c k g r o u n d .................................................................................1

I n t r o d u c t i o n ...............................................................................................................................1
Purpose of  the S t u d y ..............................................................................................2
Signi f icance of  the D is s e r ta t i o n .....................................................................3
Research Scope and D e s i g n ...............................................................................4
Organization of  the Study...................................................................................... 5

T h e o r e t i c a l  B a c k g r o u n d ..................................................................................................... 6
Diffusion Theory and Marke t ing .......................................................................6
Interpersona l  Inf luence and C o m m u n i c a t i o n .......................................... 9
The Problem of  Modeling the Diffusion C u r v e ..................................... 12
Adopt ion as the Central  P r o b l e m ................................................................... 16
Classes  o f  In no v a t i o n ......................................................................... ....................17
The Argument  for Categories  of  Innovat ion .............................................19
The Argument  for Categor ies  o f  Innova tor s .......................................... 20
The Problem of  Innovat iveness..........................................................................21

P ro b le m s  with M e a s u r i n g  I n n o v a t i v e n e s s ..............................23
Innovativeness  as a T r a i t .....................................................................24
In n o v a t i v e n e s s  O v e r l a p ....................................................................... 26
A l te rna t iv e s  C o n c e p tu a l i z a t i o n s  o f  I nn ov a t iv ene ss
as a T r a i t ......................................................................................................... 26
The Need to Explore Innovativeness as a Trai t ........................30

The  Argument  for  Process  R e s e a r c h ...........................................................32

C h a p t e r  2
The Def in i t ion and Classi f icat ion of  In n o v a t i o n s ............................................................. 36

I n t r o d u c t i o n ...............................................................................................................................36
Newness  as a Definit ion o f  I n n o v a t i o n .....................................................................36
R o b e r t s o n ' s  Be haviora l  D e f i n i t i o n ............................................................................. 38

Pr obl em s with R o b e r t s o n ’s Behaviora l  D e f i n i t i o n ............................ 39
Strategic Defini t ions of  Innovat ion .................................................................................41

Table  2 - 1 ......................................................................................................... 42
Marke t -Or ien ted  Class if icat ions o f  Innovat ions ......................................................43
S u m m a r y ...................................................................................................................................... 45

C h a p t e r  3
Technical  and Aesthet ic Factors as Drivers o f  Product  Innovat ion
P r o c e s s e s ..................................................................................................................................................... 46

Introduct ion to the Theoret ical  M ode l .......................................................................... 46
T e c h n i c a l  I n n o v a t i o n s ......................................................................................... 47
Aesthet ic Innovat ions and H i r s c h ’s Model ................................................. 49
The  Impor tance o f  Unders tanding  Developing  D e m a n d .................. 51

Figure 3 - 1 .......................................................................................................52
Figure 3 - 2 .......................................................................................................54



VI I I

Differ enc es  Betw een  Technica l  and Aesthe tic Dimens ion s
in Innovat ion Processes ........................................................................................... 57

Research  F ra m e w o rk  and A p p r o a c h ......................................................................... 61
The Focus on Motiva tion......................................................................................... 62
Research  G o a l s ............................................................................................................65
Features and Fac tors ................................................................................................. 66
M a n i p u l a b l e  F e a t u r e s ............................................................................................67
Learn ing  and Exper ience  E f f ec t s ..................................................................68
Def ini t ions  o f  Aesthet ic and Technical  Fa c to rs ..................................... 70
Character i s t ics  o f  Aesthetic Respon se ........................................................... 7 1
Charac te ri st ics  o f  Technica l  Re spo nse .......................................................... 74
The Role o f  Involvement....................................................................................... 77
A Research Model to Examine  I nnova t iv ene s s .....................................81

Figure 3 - 3 ....................................................................................................... 84
Figure  3 - 4 ....................................................................................................... 85

Summ ary  o f  H y p o t h e s e s .......................................................................................................86

C h a p t e r  4
M e t h o d o l o g y ............................................................................................................................................. 88

I n t r o d u c t i o n .............................................................................................................................. 88
Biases in Examining  the Motives  for Adop t io n .................................................... 88

Rat iona l  B i a s e s ............................................................................................................89
Other  Biases ...................................................................................................................91

Re sea rc h  D e s i g n ......................................................................................................................93
Measures  o f  Innovat iveness ..................................................................................94

Table 4 - 1 .........................................................................................................95
M easu re s  o f  I n v o l v e m e n t ....................................................................................96
Measures  o f  M o t i v a t i o n ....................................................................................... 99
The Development  o f  the Final Quest ionnai re

Category  Spec if ic  M e a s u r e s ............................................................... 100
Table 4 - 2 ......................................................................................................... 102
Table 4 - 3 ......................................................................................................... 103
Table 4 - 4 ......................................................................................................... 105
Table 4 - 5 ......................................................................................................... 107
Table 4 - 6 ......................................................................................................... 108

C h a p t e r  5
Analys i s  o f  F i n d i n g s ............................................................................................................................109

I n t r o d u c t i o n .............................................................................................................................. 109
Profi le  o f  R e s p o n d e n t s ........................................................................................................110
Aesthe t ic  and T echn ica l  Background  M e a s u r e s ..................................................112

Table 5 - 1 ......................................................................................................... 113
Table 5 - 2 ......................................................................................................... 116
Table 5 - 3 ......................................................................................................... 121
Table 5 - 4 ......................................................................................................... 123

Domain-Speci f ic  Product  Category Me asures ........................................................... 124
Table  5 - 5 ......................................................................................................... 125
Table 5 - 6 ......................................................................................................... 126

Tests o f  Hypotheses .................................................................................................................. 130
Hypothes i s  O n e ............................................................................................................ 130

Table 5 - 7 ......................................................................................................... 131
Hypothesi s  T w o  and T h r e e .................................................................................133

Table 5 - 8 ......................................................................................................... 134
Table 5 - 9 ......................................................................................................... 135



I X

Tabic  5 - 1 0 ...................................................................................................... 136
H yp ot he s i s ........F o u r ...................................................................................................... 137

Table 5 - 1 1 ...................................................................................................... 139
Table 5 - 1 2 ......................................................................................................140

Hypotheses  Five and S i x ......................................................................................... 141
Table 5 - 1 3 ...................................................................................................... 142
Table 5 - 1 4 ...................................................................................................... 144
Table 5 - 1 5 ......................................................................................................145
Table 5 - 1 6 ......................................................................................................146
Table 5 - 1 7 ...................................................................................................... 148
Table  5 - 1 8 ......................................................................................................149
Table 5 - 1 9 ......................................................................................................150

A Note on Gender  Dif ferences .......................................................................................... 152
Table  5 - 2 0 ........................................................................................................ 153

An Addit ional  Analysi s of  Involvement ............................................................................155
Table 5 - 2 1 ........................................................................................................ 156

Summary  o f  Findings  and C o n c l u s i o n s .......................................................................157

C h a p t e r  6
Summary ,  Conclusions ,  and Direct ions for Fur ther  R e s e a r c h ................................... 159

Summary  and Discuss ion......................................................................................................... 159
The  Relevance o f  Technica l and Aesthet ic  Background
Factors................................................................................................................................. 160
The  Importance o f  the Technical  C o m ponen t ............................................ 162
The  Pr imacy o f  the Aesthetic Co m ponen t .................................................... 164
The  Impor tance  of  the In n o v a t o r ....................................................................... 168

Summary o f  Appl icat ions ........................................................................................................ 169
Var iab i l i ty  of  R e s p o n s e ......................................................................................... 169
The  St rategic Relat ionsh ip of  Aesthet ic  and Technica l
Fac tors .................................................................................................................................171
The Strategic Relevance of  Aesthetic Var ia t ion ....................................... 173
The  Managerial  Re levance  of  Aesthet ic  and Technica l
Fac tors .................................................................................................................................174

Methodologica l  Issues and Direct ions for Future  R e s e a rc h .......................... 178
The  Product  Category as the Unit of  Analys i s ............................................179
The  Process  A p p r o a c h ............................................................................................181
Processes o f  Motivat ion and Innovat ion........................................................182

A p p e n d i c e s
Appendix A
Domain  Specif ic  Scale I t em s .............................................................................................. 183
Appendix  B
Aesthet ic Background Scale Items with Factor L o a d i n g s ............................... 186
Appendix  C
Technica l  Background Scale Items with Fac tor  L o a d i n g s ............................... 187
Appendix  D
Fac tor  Loadings  for  Category M e a s u r e s ..................................................................... 188

B i b l i o g r a p h  y.........................................................................................................................................191



\

LIST OF T A B L E S

2-1 The  Spec t rum of  Product  I n n o v a t i o n ...........................................................................42

4-1 The Rock Music Innovat iveness Sca le .............................................................................95

4 - 2  Domain  Specif ic  Scale Item C ateg o r i es ......................................................................... 102

4 - 3  Grid Framework of  Domain  Specific Scale Item Measures .................................103

4 - 4  Wris twatch  Category Scale Item M e a s u r e s ................................................................ 105

4 -5  Technical  Motiva tiona l Background M easu re s ............................................................107

4 - 6  Aesthe tic  Motivat ional  Background M easu re s .............................................................108

5-1 Respondent  Groups  by G e n d e r ...........................................................................................113

5 -2  Class if ica t ion  Resul t s o f  Discr iminant  A n a ly s i s ..................................................... 116

5-3  Mean Scores by G r o u p ............................................................................................................ 121

5 - 4  M T M M  Matrix of  Correlat ions of  Aesthetic and Technical
Background  Scales with Alterna tive  S c a l e s ............................................................ 123

5-5  3 and 4 Item Construct  M e a s u r e s ......................................................................................125

5 - 6  Coef f ic ient  Alphas Accord ing to the Grid F r a m e w o r k .......................................126

5-7  Com par i son  o f  Loadings  o f  the Pr imary Innovat iveness  Measures
by C a t e g o r y ...................................................................................................................................131

5 - 8  Means  and Standard Devia t ions of  Aesthet ic  and Technical
C om ponent  Scores by Product  C a te g o r y .....................................................................134

5 - 9  Means  and Standard Deviat ions o f  the Ratio of  Aesthetic to
Technica l  Compo nent s  by Product  C a te g o ry ........................................................... 135

5 - 1 0  Distr ibutions o f  Af T  and T/A Ratios by Product  Category ..................................136

5-11 Mul t iple Regression Equat ions by Product  Categor y ............................................. 139

5-1 2  A Compar i son  of  R Square Values for Simple Linear Regression
Equat ions  by Product  C a t e g o r y ........................................................................................140

5 -1 3  Mult ip le  Regression Equations  with Ind iv idua ls  Item Measures  by
Product  Category.......................................................................................................................... 142

5 - 1 4  Corre la t ions  o f  3-I tem Innovat iveness Measures  Across  C a t e g o r y  144



5 - 1 5  Corre la t ions  o f  Pr imary  Innova t iveness  Measure  Across
Category............................................................................................................................................ 145

5 - 1 6  Innovator Percentages Across C ate go ry .......................................................................... 146

5 - 1 7  Innovators by Number  o f  Categor ies ................................................................................ 148

5 - 1 8  Chi -Square  S igni f icance Measures  for  Innovator  Overlap  Across
Category............................................................................................................................................ 149

5 - 1 9  ANO V A  Results for Innovators  Background M e a su re s ....................................... 150

5 - 2 0  Analysi s o f  Variance Tests o f  Groups  Defined by High Aesthetic
and Technica l  Background Scores  Across  C a t e g o r y .......................................... 153

5-21  A Compar ison of  r Squared and R Squared  Values for Linear and
Mult iple  Regression Equa t ions  for Product  In v o l v e m e n t ..............................156



X  I I

LIST OF F I G U R E S

3-1 Simple Model o f  the Process of  Innova t ion .............................................................. 52

3-2  The Process of  Innovat ion -- Drivers and Con s t r a inc rs ...................................54

3-3  Inputs to Category Specif ic Technica l and Aesthetic
Inno va t iv enes s  in High Involvement  Product  C a t e g o r i e s .............................84

3 -4  Technica l  and Aes the tic  Or ien ta t ion  in Lo w -Inv ol vcm ent  Product
C a t e g o r i e s ...................................................................................................................................... 85



CH APTER 1:
1

INTRODUCTION AND T H E O R E T I C A L  B A C K G R O U N D  

I n t r o d u c t i o n

The issue of  innovat ion has been recognized as vi tal ly impor tant  to the 

health o f  companies  and the competi t ive st rength of  nat ions.  However ,  firms 

have found it difficult ,  if not impossible,  to foresee the future course of  inno­

vat ion and change.  Though there arc l i terally thousands of  new product  in­

t roduc t ions every year,  very few ef fect ive tools exist  to forecast  change  in in ­

dust ry and screen products  with any degree o f  accuracy.  With the new p ro d ­

uct failure rate greater  than 95% in some product  categor ies,  the ability to 

predict  success  is obvious ly  lacking.

The interdisc ipl inary body o f  research kno wn  as the d if fusion of  inn ova­

t ions has provided  markete rs  the theoret ical  me ans  o f  unde rs tanding  the p r o ­

cess  o f  innovation and change.  The theoretical  contr ibut ion of  this body of  

theory is h ighly s igni ficant ;  however ,  d if fusion theory appears  to have had

little pract ical  effect  on improving the abil i ty of  marke te rs  to understand 

specif ic adopt ion decis ions and the precisely model  the d iverse  factors which

af fect  new produc t  di ffus ion processes.

Many of  the problems in applying dif fusion theory to theoret ical  and ap­

plied marke ting problems is a result o f  the lack of  c lear  defini t ions or  a typol­

ogy  of  innovat ions  which would explain the d iverse  mot iva t iona l  factors u n ­

der lying d if fusion and adoption decisions.  There  needs to be a categorizat ion

scheme to fur ther  the understanding o f  a mot iva tiona l  p rocess  view of  new 

product  adop t io n  and d if fusion.



Purpose of  the Study

The purpose of  this dissertat ion is to first deve lop  and then explore the t h e ­

oret ical  basis for a categor izat ion scheme or  typology  o f  innovat ions based 

upon a mot iva tional  framework.  This d i sser ta t ion examines  the rela t ionship  

be tween new product  features  and the underlying  mot iva t ions  o f  consumer s  to 

be innovative  and adopt new products.  The proposed scheme of classifying 

innovat ions  is based  upon d i s t i nguish ing  aes the tic  and technica l  mot ivat iona l  

factors hypothesized to be fundamental  to the adoption of  all new products.  As 

will be explained,  exist ing studies of  innovat ion in the diffusion tradition tend 

to be or ien ted  toward understanding  the advantages  of  technical  p roduct  

c o m p o n e n t s .

To subs tant ia te  this ca tegor izat ion scheme for  more com prehens i ve  

examina t ions  o f  aesthetic and technical  factors in the future,  this scheme is 

tested through the deve lopment  o f  scales to measure  aesthet ic and technical  

motivat ional  factors in six product  categories.  The abil i ty of  technical and 

aesthetic factors to explain innovat iveness  is examined  with a specif ic product  

class framework.  Involvement  is examined as a mode ra t ing  factor.

The  examina t ion  of  p roduct  class mot ivat ional  factors makes  it possible to 

reexamine  innovat iveness  as a learned and relat ively endur ing  trait ,  an issue 

not fully reso lved in prev ious empirica l research.  Issues such as innovat ion 

overlap are also reexamined.  The d irect ion o f  research taken here makes  it 

necessary to reconsider  var ious aspects o f  the d if fusion dec is ion process  model 

proposed by Rogers  (1982).

In summary,  this disser tat ion deve lops  and tests a categor iza t ion  scheme of  

aesthet ic and technical  mot ivat iona l  factors to support  a new f ramework  for 

d if fus ion  theory.  This f ramework cont r ibutes  to the theoret ical  deve lopment  

of  the diffusion research tradition. Not only does this provide the impetus for



new empir ica l  study o f  these issues,  but there are many practical  appl icat ions  

as well.

Sign i f icance  of  the Disser tat ion

There is a great deal o f  attention given to new products  both in academic 

marke t ing  jou rna l s  and business  publ ica tions .  New product  marke t ing  and 

product  deve lopment  is an impor tant  area o f  research in s t rategy and m a r k e t ­

ing. The reasons for this attention arc obvious: business needs to deve lop new

products  to stay competi t ive;  marketers need to stay in touch with emerging

c on su m er  needs  am'  trends.

New product  marke t ing  is s t rongly in f luenced by the in te rd iscipl inary  

t radi t ion o f  research in the dif fusion of  innovat ions.  However ,  the practical  

impl ica t ions  and cont r ibut ions  of  d if fus ion theory to new product  marke t ing  

have not  been very clear.  Though diffusion theory is an important  in terd is ­

c ip l inary  t radi t ion  which  inc ludes  research  s tudies  wi thin  the d i sc ip l ines  of  

com munica t ions ,  sociology,  and economics  as well  as marke ting ,  the specific 

contr ibut ions  of  each field are not always contiguous.  Even in fields with 

over lapping  conten t  domains ,  the f indings are not a lways  easi ly compa rab le

or  support ive.  For  example,  studies o f  the diffusion o f  news events  do  not nec ­

essari ly provide  a means  to unders tand the di ffusion of  advert is ing  messages  

or  ad ve r t i s in g  conten t .

This  dissertat ion takes an new approach to issues in new product  adopt ion

and diffusion.  Rather  than s imply examine  the introduct ion o f  a single inno­

vation,  as much o f  the past research in market ing has done,  this di ssertat ion 

examines  mot iva tional  factors impor tant  in the process  of  innovat ion at the

product  ca tegory  level.  Mot iva tional  factors inf luence both the deve lopm en t  

of  new products as well as consumer  acceptance and adoption.  Mot ivat ional



factors are invest igated and defined in relation to the product  class.  It is h y ­

pothesized  that  mot iva tiona l  factors and exper ience  e ffec ts  in f luence  the 

growth  and deve lopm en t  of  innovat ions in each product  class different ly.

This disser tat ion is signif icant  to the theory o f  the di ffusion o f  innovat ions 

and the pract ice o f  new product  marketing.  This  di ssertat ion or ig inates in d i f ­

fusion theory ,  an impor tan t  t radit ion which has  made  s ign if icant  c o n t r ib u ­

t ions to many disciplines.  The  proposed categor izat ion scheme which  this d i s ­

sertat ion deve lops  and invest igates  is a step toward in tegrat ing the  conf l ict ing 

findings o f  these fields. This categorizat ion scheme is useful to appl ied p ro b ­

lems in marke t ing  in provid ing a basis to unders tand shif t ing c on su m er  d e ­

mand and unde rs tand ing  how different  consumer  mot iva t ions  can lead to f u n ­

damental ly  different  avenues o f  product  development .  It is also useful  to 

e x a m in in g  marke t ing  issues such  as product  innovat iveness ,  c u s to m e r  loyal ty,  

and can be appl ied to promotional  dec ision-making.

Whi le  or ig ina t ing  in the behavioral  f ramework o f  d i f fus ion  theory  d e v e l ­

oped by Rogers  (1962,  1971, 1983), this research expands and builds upon re­

search in the d if fusion tradit ion.  This  dissertat ion examines  and the relative 

weights o f  mot iva t iona l  factors specifical ly at the  product  class level to better  

unders tand the dr ivers  of  dem and  for p roduct  innovat ions  in grea te r  depth.

The  results are specif ical ly appl icable to model ing  processes importan t  to 

product  dev e lo p m e n t  in many industr ies.

Research  Scope  and Design

This  d i sser ta t ion  examines  how consumers  weigh  product  c lass compo nents  

to test six proposed hypotheses  o f  the study. Motivat ional  scales are developed 

to examine  product  c lass motivat ional  factors in six di st inct  product  categories.  

The scale is hypothesized  to have  a specific structure which relates aesthetic.



technica l ,  involvement ,  and innovat iveness  measures.  These measure s  were 

deve loped out  o f  previous research in the field.

Product  class factors arc also hypothesized to be related to a per son ’s aes ­

thetic and technical  background.  This dissertat ion deve lops  and tests aesthetic 

and technical  backg round  sca les  with explora tory and conf i rmatory  factor

analysis.  Background measures  include subject ive and normed items for

technical  and aes thet ic  backgrounds,  and o ther  measures  previous ly  found  to 

cor re la t e  to innovat ivenes s .

The research methods ut i l ized in this dissertat ion are based upon e s ta b ­

lished scale deve lopment  prac tices der ived from psychometric  theory.  The 

scales developed  in this study are self-report  survey methods  adminis tered to 

three d if fe rent  sample groups. The scales deve loped for  this disser tat ion arc 

exami ned  for interna l  con s is tency ,  d im ens iona l i ty ,  and d isc r imin an t  and c o n ­

ve rg en t  va l id i ty .

This research provides support  for a process approach to di ffus ion theory 

useful to examining  motiva t ions  which under lie  the dev e lop me nt  of  new 

products.  The implicat ions for opening up new areas o f  d if fusion theory are 

cons iderable.  The  practical  appl ica t ions o f  this research to appl ied marke ting

pr obl em s include product  deve lo pm ent ,  marke t ing  s t ra tegy,  and  promot ion  

d e c i s i o n s .

Organizat ion of  the Study

Key concepts  are explored in the next section of  Chapter  1 which are im­

portant  to both the theoret ical  deve lopments  and the empir ica l  tests presented 

in later chapters.  This leads to the discussion in Chapter  2 which  examines 

past  a t tempts  at the categor izat ion of  innovat ions within the discipl ine  o f  m ar ­

keting. The  discussion in Chapter  2 provides the basis for  the deve lopment  of  a



new approach to product  innovat ions d iscussed in Chapter  3. Chapter  3 makes  

the case for the proposed  categor izat ion scheme and formulates  research goals 

and testable hypotheses  to examine  this scheme.

Chapter  4 d iscusses the methodology  o f  the research design and the m e a ­

sures used to test the hypotheses.  Chapter  5 under takes  an analysis o f  collected 

data.  Conclus ions ,  impl icat ions,  strategic appl icat ions,  and future research d i ­

rect ions are d i scussed in Chapter  6.

T h e o r e t i c a l  B a c k g r o u n d  

The study of  new products  and the pract ice of  new product  marke t ing has 

deve loped  wi thin the contex t  o f  research and theory of  the diffusion of  in no ­

vations.  The  purpose o f  the remaining part  o f  chapter  is to review the con t r i ­

but ions and in te r re lat ionships  o f  d if fus ion  theory and marke t ing  fields.  The 

main focus o f  this sect ion is to provide the theoret ical  foundation for the i s­

sues which are treated in depth in later chapters  o f  this dissertat ion.  Of  p a r ­

t icular  conce rn  are the theoret ica l  assump t io ns  which  have been importan t  

for the deve lopment of  dif fusion theory within marketing.  This  leads to a c r i ­

t ique o f  the issue o f  innovativeness  as it has been treated in marketing.

Di f fus ion  T heo ry  and M arke t in g

New and innovative  products  have been unders tood  and analyzed  in m a r ­

ke ting from the perspec tive  o f  the d if fusion o f  innovations,  especial ly  that 

version o f  diffusion theory which has been developed  by Rogers (1962,  1971, 

1983). Dif fusion theory has made  important  cont r ibut ions  to the deve lopment  

o f  theory in marke ting,  espec ia l ly in the areas of  new product  marke t ing  and 

p e r s o n a l  i n f l u e n c e .
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Rogers  first book on dif fusion theory (1962)  pre-dated the deve lopment  of  

general  o r  comprehens ive  theor ies  of  consumer  behavior  by jus t  a few years.

The 1960s saw the at tempt  to deve lop comprehens ive  theories of  consumer  b e ­

havior such as those of  Nicosia (1966).  Engel.  Kollat  and Blackwell  (1968).  and

Howard and She th  (1969).  Di ffusion theory integra ted impor tant  theoret ical

concep ts  which  inf luenced  the deve lopmen t  of  sub sequent  c o n s u m e r  behavior  

t h e o r i e s .

The scientific foundat ion of  diffusion theory made  it at tract ive to m a r ­

keters in the 1960s when  scholars  were sensi t ive to the issue of  estab lish ing 

the d isc ipl ine of  marke ting on a scientific basis.  Diffusion theory deve loped 

both as “g rounded"  theory (Glaser & Strauss,  1967) and as “middle range" the­

ory (Merton ,  1957).  p rovid ing  solid conceptual  and scientific foundations to 

d i f f u s io n  r esea rch .

Diffusion theory was integrated into marke t i ng  thought  by the mid-1960s ,  

being applied to relatively simple studies of  packaged  goods (Frank,  Massy & 

Morrison.  1964). Diffusion theory fit in with the theory of  perceived risk 

(C u n n in g h a m ,1967) and the study o f  in formation  acquisi t ion  by consumers .  

Throughout  the 1970s, di ffus ion theory was recognized as an impor tant  area of  

research in both c o n su m e r  behavior  and new product  deve lopment ,  be ing in­

cluded in consu me r  behaviors texts (Schi ffman and Kanuk,  1978; Engel ,  Kollat .  

and Blackwel l ,  1973) and in the discussion o f  new product  marke ting  (Midgley,  

1977).

Diffusion theory  was perce ived to match  the mult i -s tage theore tica l  ap­

proach to decis ion processes  which  has had a s t rong academic  history in m a r ­

keting. Th e  decis ion model  ut i l ized in di ffusion theory (awareness ,  interest ,  

eva luat ion,  trial,  and adopt ion)  bears a st rong resemblance to such descript ive



8

models  as the AIDA (awareness ,  interest,  desire,  and action) model and the d e ­

cision process  mode ls  employ ed  in general  c onsum er  b ehavi or  theories.

Di f fus ion  theory  in it i al ly  prov ide d  m ark e t in g  a beha vio ra l - t heo re t ic a l  

f ramework  best  sui ted  for unders tanding  the rat ionale behind  individual  

adopt ion decisions.  Diffusion studies have shown that social and psychological  

forces can e i ther  p revent  o r  enhance the adopt ion o f  innovations .  Diffusion 

research has supported  the idea that the acceptance of  innovat ions is more 

f requent ly a t t r ibutable to the at t i tudes and behaviors o f  consume rs  than it is 

to the efforts o f  the firm — in short,  it has provided support  for the 

“ marke t ing  co nc ept ,” the idea that consum er  needs shape  markets .  Diffusion 

s tudies provided  a part icula rly  appeal ing theory to marke te rs ,  espec ia l ly those

shar ing a behavioral  perspect ive  to the field.

The  broad acceptance  o f  dif fusion theory in marke t ing  is expl icable by 

several  interrelated factors:  the academic  history o f  the field,  the relevance of

d if fusion theory to promot iona l  thought  and segmenta t ion ,  and the l inkage of

d if fusion theory to the preva lent  decis ion-making  models .  Di f fusion theory

was  at t ract ive to markete rs  especial ly due to the integrated theoret ical  posi t ion 

which it offered.  Though marke te rs  have been quick to apply diffusion the­

ory to the task o f  marke t ing new products ,  dif fusion theory and diffusion 

phe nomeno n has  been s tudied and ar ticula ted within def in i te  l imits.

The problem is that  at tention given to innovat ion by marketers  has g en­

eral ly been conf ined  to the analys is  o f  factors that in f luence  the ir  acceptance.

In an e ffor t  to produce f indings that were manageria l ly  useful ,  marke te rs

have concent ra ted on the analysi s and formulat ion o f  methods  to spread the

acceptance  of  products.  Rogers  (1976)  cal l s this the “pro- innovation  and pro ­

sou rce” orien tat ion,  no t ing that  thi s bias  has  been  part icular ly s t rong  in m a r ­

k e t i n g .



It is clear,  however,  that firms have found it difficult ,  if not impossible,  to 

foresee the future course  o f  innovat ion and change.  Very few effect ive tools

exist  to forecast change  in industry and screen products with any degree of  

accuracy.  With the new product  failure rate greate r than 95% in some product  

categor ies ,  the abili ty to predict  success is obviously lacking.

Many aspects  o f  d if fus ion theory have not undergone  r igorous empir ical  

examina tion.  The  high failure rate o f  new product  market ing  e fforts  c e r ­

tainly raises issues about the utility of  diffusion theory and the level o f  p r ac ­

tice of  new product  market ing.  While  diffusion theory has  been accepted as

influential  on a theoret ical  and conceptua l  basis,  certain quest ions  o f  the u t i l ­

ity of  di ffusion theory to the pract ice of  marke ting have never  been clear.  

Gat ignon and Robert son (1985.  p. 849) note “ researchers have mere ly d e m o n ­

strated how di ffusion theory can be used in consu me r  research."

Never the less ,  d if fus ion theory remains  an impor tant  a rea o f  research.  

Di f fusion  theory has provided  the only integra ted theoret ical  f ramework  for 

new product  markete rs  to understand  new product  adoption and dif fusion.  

Whi le  cer ta in theore t ica l  cont r ibu t ions  o f  d i f fusion theory to un de rs tandi ng

cons umer  behavior  have been recognized as impor tant ,  the boundar ies  o f  d i f ­

fusion theory have not  been clearly a rt iculated in relat ion to marke t ing  and 

co nsu m er  theory.  It is impor tant  to unders tand the l imi tat ions and a ss u m p ­

tions behind the paradigm of  diffusion theory to assess its impor tance.  The 

theore t ical  cont r ibu t ion  of  d i f fusion theory to marke t ing  requi res  renewed 

e x a m i n a t i o n .

In te rpe r so na l  In f lue nce  and C o m m u n i c a t i o n

Innovat ion and diffusion theory as it has been understood and used by 

ma rke te rs  deve lop ed  large ly out  o f  the in terd isc ip l inary  f ramework  deve lop ed



by Rogers  (1983)  rather  than,  for example ,  the cultural process model of  

Barnett  (1953).  Though R oge r s ’ efforts to study d if fusion have been encyc lo ­

pedic in out look,  Rogers  par t icular  emphas is  has been focused on the c o m m u ­

nication and spread o f  innovations.  This  focus bred a tradition of  research on 

d if fusion due to the inf luence of  inte rpersona l relat ions.

This development  in dif fusion theory has been part icular ly useful to a d ­

ver tisers  in unde rs tand ing  the persuasive power  of  word of  mouth c o m m u n i ­

cation in relat ion to advert is ing (Arndt.  1967; Sheth,  1969). Diffusion research 

conceptua l ized  the dual  spread of  informat ion and inf luence  by d i s t i nguish ing

the effects  o f  awareness  and persuasion in mass media  and interpersonal  

channels  o f  information.  Rogers  and Shoemaker  (1971, p. 266) note that  "mass 

media  channels  arc relat ively more impor tant  in the kno wledge  func tion  and 

in te rpersonal  channel s  are rela tive ly more  impor tan t  at the pe rsuas ion  fu n c ­

tion in the innovat ion decision process." Certain sales promotion tools and a d ­

ver tis ing e ffor ts  were built  upon s t imulat ing word  of  mouth  comm unica t i on  to

persuade  people  to adopt  products  and services rapidly.

Katz (1987)  points out  that  di ffusion research in interpersona l  relat ions

was related to the shift  in communica t ion  theory to a “ l imited ef fects” 

paradigm of mass media,  away from a "ma ss  influence” model .  This stress on 

interpersonal  re la tions in d i f fusion research  grew out o f  e lec t ion (Lazar fe ld  et 

al., 1944) and mass communica tion (Katz & Lazarfeld,  1954) research. These  

influential  areas o f  research demons t ra ted  that the supposed  “ m a ss ” or

“powerful  e ffects  m o d e l” of  the mass media  are mit igated by interpersonal

c o m m u n i c a t i o n  p r o c e s s e s .

The  “ l imited e ffec ts” model o f  media  influence which deve loped from these

studies posits that  influence can be best  unders tood  as a two-step flow process.  

The media  are viewed as providing messages to opinion leaders in the audience



who. in turn,  act to spread messages to other  members  of  the audience.  The 

two-step flow concept  has since been amended  to include talk be tween equals

over  op in ion leaders,  the f low o f  in formation  wi thin com mu nica t io n  n e t ­

works.  and mult iple steps over  two steps.  Nevertheless,  the basic but  cont ro­

versial  two-s tep  model  which d i f fe ren t ia tes  c om m uni ca t i on  and inf luence  still 

forms the foundat ion for much thinking  and research on the topic (Katz,

1987).

The const ruc t  o f  “opinion leadersh ip ,"  though not o r iginat ing wi thin d i f ­

fusion theory,  was integrated into its theoret ical  f ramework and seized upon

by marketers.  Theoret ical ly,  it became a part icular ly impor tan t  goal for m ar ­

keters to reach opinion leaders in order  to diffuse knowledge  about  new prod­

ucts rapidly.  In practice,  however,  it is difficult  to specif ical ly identify and 

commun ica te  to a selected group o f  opinion leaders in the populat ion.

This  theoret ical  rat ionale o f  a t tempt ing to reach opinion leaders for rapid 

di ffusion has not  been put to st rong empirical  tests. Nevertheless,  opinion 

leadership is an appea ling explana tion  for the rapid rise in the mid-sec t ion of  

the classic “S"  shaped diffusion curve.  O f  par ticular  impor tant  to diffusion 

theory is the phase  o f  rapid adopt ion when increasing num bers  o f  individuals  

are adopt ing.  Rogers (1983) calls this phase o f  rapid adopt ion the “diffusion 

e f f ec t” ( though researchers  in the organiza t iona l  l i terature label this  a 

“ bandwagon ef fec t ’’). While this phase  o f  rapid adopt ion is frequently 

thought  to be due  to social influence,  op inion leadership alone may not be

enough to explain the phase o f  rapid adopt ion (see below).

The study o f  the f low of  information has led researchers to focus on inter ­

persona l  relat ionships  as the unit o f  analysis.  The  theoret ical  impor tance of  

weak interpersona l  re la t ionships  in the d i f fusion process  has been recognized  

(Granovet ter ,  1974; Liu & Liu, 1974), and dist inguished from homophily ,  i.e.



communica t ion  be tween  s imi la r  consumers (Brown & Rcingcn.  1987). More 

recent empir ica l  work has extended to the study o f  commun ica t ion  networks 

(Rogers & Kincaid.  1981) which seek to define and understand the influence of  

social s tructure in the communica t ion  process.  Each of  these research areas 

have raised new quest ions about the process  of  interpersonal  influence.  These 

studied have mi tiga ted the theoret ical  impor tance o f  the op in ion leader as the 

key inf luence agent  in the d if fusion process.

The  influence of  diffusion theory needs to be re-assessed in the light of a 

new generat ion o f  invest igation.  Not only has diffusion research taken a new 

turn, but even the “ limited ef fects" paradigm of  mass media  in the c o m m u n i­

cat ions research tradition has come into quest ion (Katz,  1987). New paradigms 

of  the e ffects  o f  the media  in communica t ions  theory have opened  new 

avenues  o f  study of  the flow of  information in the diffusion process.

The Problem o f  Model ing  the Diffusion Curve

Bass (1969) init iated a per iod of  work in market ing on mathematica l ly-  

based diffusion models  to forecast the rate of  diffusion. The Bass model  has 

been ex tended and elaborated upon by many (e.g. Mahajan & Peterson.  1985; 

Mahajan & Wind.  1986). The structural complexity  of  mathemat ica l ly -based  

diffusion models  have grown as well as the statist ical  es t imation techniques 

used by them. Norton and Bass (1987),  for example,  build upon the earl ier 

work o f  Bass (1969) to incorporate effects o f  product  improvements  and re­

p l acem en ts  in mo de l in g  technologica l  product  d if fus ion.

The ostensible complexi ty of  diffusion models  should not lead one  to believe 

that the diffusion effect  is understood very well. In fact, the factors which 

define and predict  the di ffus ion curve in dif ferent  product  categor ies  are not 

understood very well.  Both the rate of  diffusion and the extent  o f  acceptance



o f  an innovat ion arc ext remely diff icult  to predict  without  a p revious  product  

history o f  some kind. Precedents in an establ ished product  category are 

needed to predict  consumer  reactions to a new product .

The s impl ify ing assumptions  used by mathematica l  models  have been c r i t ­

icized. Bernhardt  and Mackenzie (1972) note that such models  worked well in 

only certain cases.  It is not clear  in which par t icular  categor ies that par t icu­

lar models apply.  By s implifying factors,  mathematica l  models  ignore the n e ­

cessi ty o f  fully understanding  all the complex factors which may inf luence

behaviors and at t i tudes of  potential  consumers.  A gap then deve lops between 

the ma themat ica l  explanat ion  and the theoret ical  rat ionale to expla in  d i f fu ­

sion. For  example .  Tanny and Derzko (1988) argue that the mathematical  model  

which Bass deve loped  does  not cor respond to the qual i tat ive theoret ical  d e ­

script ion of the di ffus ion process which Bass posited.

The mathematica l  problems of  the goodness  o f  fit o f  p roposed di ffusion 

models do  not answer the theoretical problems of  these models.  It is true that 

mathematical  models  can be adapted to fit the data pattern adequately “ wel l” in 

relative terms. However ,  as Gat ignon and Robertson (1986,  p. 42) note,  “there 

are doubts  as to what the under lying behavioral  process real ly is.” Wi thout

strong theoret ical  grounding,  the quest ion of  the fit o f  the data to the pr e­

dicted di ffus ion or  adopt ion curve  is pract ical ly meaningless .

The p ro of  o f  any given mathematical  diffusion model  cannot  be resolved by 

empirical  evidence.  Mahajan and Peterson (1985,  p. 10) note that “because a n y  

unimodal dis tr ibu tion function will generate an S-shaped  curve ,  it is of ten not 

possible to empir ica l ly  de te rmine  which o f  several  compe t ing  trend or  d i s t r i ­

but ion func tions best  descr ibes a given dist r ibut ion cu rv e .” Mathemat ical ly  

based models  need to address the empirical  problem of  finding valid b e h a v ­

ioral tests o f  di ffusion and adopt ion effects.



The problem is that the “S ” shaped diffusion curve,  o r  any other observed  

diffusion curve,  is an aggrega te  o f  all processes which result  in adoption.

Even if the diffusion curve  would  forecast  new product  sales perfect ly,  the 

mathemat ica l  model  would not be sufficient  p roof  for es tabl ishing  the th eo re t ­

ical assumptions which they a ttempt  to model.  The under lying social  processes

producing  the dif fusion curve  would  not necessar ily be understood  or  e x ­

plained.  In fact, the social processes which operate on the populat ion to result 

in ear lie r adopt ion,  l ater  adopt ion  or  reject ion are insuff ic ient ly explained by 

mathematica l  models.  Given  the behavioral  emphas is  o f  d if fus ion  theory,

ma themat ica l  d if fus ion  mode ls  appear  weak in provid ing much psychologica l

insight  to the major  issues described by Rogers.

Granove t te r  (1978)  po in ts  out addit ional  p roblems in making  inferences

from observa tions of  a collect ive type. Uti l izing a threshold model  he shows 

that  very small  changes  in the d i s t r ibu t ion  o f  p re fe rences  can  generate  very

large di fferences in the ou tcome o f  certain si tuations.  Granovet te r  wri tes (p. 

1441) "we observe mainly the ou tcomes  and tend to assume that the prefer ­

ences genera t ing  them were cons is ten t  wi th them."  G ra no ve t te r  demons t r a t es

that the most  important  causa l influence on outcomes can be due to the var ia ­

tion in norms  and prefer ences  within the inte rac t ing  group.

The  compl ica t ions  to which  Granovet te r  cal ls at tent ion suggests  that the 

condi t ions  unde r  which s tudies  o f  the di f fusion curve will yield useful f ind­

ings are highly l imited. Diffusion models  are weak in their  abili ty to reliably

predict  the marke t  potential  o f  a new product  before it is launched,  especial ly 

in the case of  radically new products  o r  breakthroughs .  Mathemat ica l  d i f fu ­

sion models  cannot  reliably predict  the extent  of  adopt ion o f  a given innova­

t ion within a populat ion.  Mathematica l  dif fusion models  are s imply weak

forecas t in g  tools.



In addi t ion,  the lack o f  acceptance  or  non-adopt ion of  innovations has a l ­

ways posed certain theoret ical  p roblems to mathematica l ly mode l ing  the d i f ­

fusion curve. To apply and study diffusion rales in the case of  l imited d i f fu­

sion. it is necessary to identify and segment  the populat ion.  This  segmentat ion 

problem has not.  however,  been treated to the satisfact ion of  many re­

searchers .  Frank  (1968)  su mma r iz e s  c onsu m er  segmenta t ion  research,  not ing 

“ for the most  part  soc ioe conom ic  charac te ri s t ics  are not  par t icu la r ly  e f fec t ive  

bases for segmenta t ion  e ither  in te rms  o f  thei r  associat ion with household 

di fferences in average purchase rate or  in response to promo t ion ."  The fact 

that the market  for an innovat ion may be difficult  to identify complicates the 

empir ical  study o f  adopt ing  groups.

Marke te rs  are faced with a dual segmentat ion problem in marke t ing  an in ­

novation.  First ,  marke te rs  f requent ly have only rather  weak  means  to se g ­

ment  the marke t  making it difficult  to specifical ly identify and def ine  the 

adopters o f  a new product .  Secondly,  since diffusion theory proposes  that 

these buyer  groups  change  over  t ime, markete r  need to change (heir  tact ics to 

reflect these changing  target  segments.  Wind et al. (1982) have shown that 

di fferen t  marke t  segme nts  can have d i f fe ren t  di ffusion rates.

Mathematica l  dif fusion models may be more useful in providing  a more 

precise means  to study,  rather  than predict ,  the complex factors which d e te r ­

mine how a new product  is received in the marketplace.  It would be a mistake 

to d ismiss the importance  o f  mathemat ica l  models  in understanding the d i f fu ­

sion process.  However ,  the underlying social  and psychologica l  processes 

need fur ther  theoret ical  deve lopmen t  and empir ical  s tudy for d i f fusion theory

to progress.  New approaches need to be taken to these issues.



Adopt ion  as the Central  Problem

While  many aspects o f  diffusion theory have been studied by marketers,

adopt ion remains the central  problem for new product  marketers.  The p r o b ­

lem is that the adopt ion process model employed  by Rogers  in which adopters

move from awareness  to trial and finally to adopt ion is descr ipt ive rather than

predict ive.  The adoption model  cannot  predict  if  a given individual  will adopt

a part icular  innovat ion with any degree o f  accuracy.  It cannot  predict  the

extent  o f  adopt ion o f  an innovation within a populat ion at a given point in

time. Given the frequent failure rate of  firms to understand the reaction to

new products ,  it appears obvious (hat this adopt ion model  is s imply inadequate.

Though Rogers (1962) first characterized adopt ion as "one  type o f  dec is ion­

making ," the adopt ion process  has not been fully updated in response to d eve l ­

opments  in decis ion theory. The field of  decision research has become e x c e e d ­

ingly complex  as psychologis ts  have st ruggled with issues posed by decision

models for decades.  New theoretical and empirical  work may help marke te rs  to 

improve upon the simple descript ive adoption models.  For example,  the Petty

and Cac ioppo (1986)  model  o f  the central  and peripheral  routes to persuasion 

frames the study o f  rationality and social influence in a new way. In short,  

the adopt ion decis ion model needs to be reassessed in the light o f  a new g e n ­

erat ion o f  invest iga tion in dec ision  processes.

The problem o f  understanding the adoption process  is at least partially a t ­

t r ibutab le  to the large var iety of  phenome non  which have  been s tudied under 

the rubric o f  di ffus ion theory.  Explaining the adopt ion o f  the innovat ion of

boil ing water  in a Peruvian village is a comple te ly  different  problem to that of  

explaining  the adopt ion o f  a new snack food in contemporary America.  This

disser tat ion is an at tempt  to address some of  the shortcomings  and l imitat ions



of  di ffusion theory by looking at the d if fe rences in classes or  types of  innova­

t i o n .

Progress  in d if fusion research will require bet te r c la ri ficat ion of  the e lu ­

sive and equivocal  issue o f  what const i tutes an innovation.  How is an innova­

tion defined?  Do we base our understanding of  an innovation on what the in­

novation is in terms o f  its attributes,  on what effect  the innovation has on the

society or  its target consumers ,  on what the innovat ions  means to adopters or

non-adopters,  or  on other  factors? Diffusion theory needs to consider how d i f ­

ferent types and d imensions o f  innovations arc unders tood to make  further  

progress  as an interdisciplinary body of  theory. The most  powerful  theory of  

innovat ion and diffusion would include many or all o f  these dimensions .

Classes  o f  Innovation

Every new product  is, to some degree,  an innovation.  A product  which 

many cons ider “old" is an innovat ion to someone  who experiences  it for the 

first t ime. The perception of  a product  as “n e w ” is relative to the experience 

of  the individual .  Some researchers argue there is no absolute empir ical  m e a ­

sure o f  the innovativeness  or  newness  o f  a product .  For  this reason,  def ining 

and ca tegor iz ing innovat ions on an empir ical  basis is no easy task. Without  

c lear  def in i t ions o f  newness  and innovation,  it is difficult  i f  not impossible to 

formula te  testable theories and use empir ica l  ev idence  to suppor t them.

Empirical  s tudies o f  new products  are,  in fact, plentiful.  The l i terature on

the di ffusion o f  innovat ions provides thousands o f  empir ica l  s tudies o f  new 

products ,  new ideas,  and new invent ions.  Di ffusion researchers  have s tudied 

not only innovations which are new products ,  but also innovations which  are 

new ideas,  new methods ,  and new procedures .  This  interdisc ipl inary cha ra c ­

ter  o f  diffus ion theory has been a s trength in that cer tain hypothet ical



propos i t ions  have been tested in dif ferent  contexts.  Prominent  examples  in ­

clude studies of  the spread of  a new drug among doctors (Coleman,  Katz &

Menzel ,  1957),  and studies of  the spread of  hybrid seed c o m  among farmers

(Ryan & Gross,  1943). The problem is in the generaliz.ability of  the findings. 

Can f ind ings from rural co mm un i t i es  and less deve loped  countr ies  leg it imate ly 

apply to urban com mu ni t ie s  in economic a l ly  advanced  count r ies?

The  factors and measures which arc important  to, for  example,  the d i f fu ­

sion o f  a news story (Rosengren,  1973) are different  from the factors and m e a ­

sures important  to studying the diffusion of  a new drug (Coleman,  Katz, & 

Menzel ,  1957). For this reason,  conceptua liza t ions  and empirical  f indings

about  innovations are often difficult  to compare .  Wi thout precise cri teria for

m e asu rem ent  or  c lassi f icat ion,  theory is l imited and impor tan t  d i f fe rences  

be tween  inno va t io ns  arc lost.

Di ffusion theory needs to address these differences.  Is the dif fusion model  

appropriately appl ied to all new products,  many o f  which are s imple brand 

ex tensions,  style changes,  and minor  product  modif ica t ions?  Markete rs  may 

have  emp loyed  the f ramework  o f  d if fusion theory in formula t ing  product  

adopt ion  models ,  but  impor tant  social  and psychological  d i f fe rences  are ne ces­

sary to co ns id e r  in unders tanding  the d i ffusion process  in d if feren t  si tuat ions.  

Very di fferent  types o f  social  processes  d is t inguish  d if ferent  types  of  inn ov a ­

tions in dif ferent  types of  societies.

Pro ble ms in defini t ion and measu remen t  have h indered  both theory and 

practice.  Imprecise  measures  of  newness  and innovat ion have c louded  and b e ­

fuddled theor ies o f  innovat ion and new product  market ing.  Af te r  reviewing 

fur ther  theoret ical  p roblems in d if fusion theory,  Chapte r  2 will examine  and 

c r i t ique  the problems in the defini t ion  and class i f ica t ion  o f  innovat ions.



The A rgum en t  for  Categor ies  o f  Innovation

Rogers and S hoema ke r  (1971) accompl ished  the formidable task o f  ci t ing

and organizing  approximate ly 1200 studies,  showing the extent  to which their  

list o f  102 genera l izat ions  from d if fusion theory are empir ica l ly  suppor ted .  

However ,  the large amount  of  past research (which has  cer ta in ly more than 

doubled since that t ime) should not lead one to believe that all aspects o f  d i f fu­

sion theory are wel l -grounded.  In fact,  cer ta in general iza t ions  have c ither 

not been s tudied or  relevant  empir ical  f indings are not  conclusive.

Down and Mohr  (1976)  argue that certain o f  Rogers and Sh oem ake r ' s  g e n ­

eral izat ions  show “ext reme va r iance” among findings.  In the Rogers  and

S ho em ake r  (1971)  inventory of  f indings,  several  genera l iza t ions  only re ­

ceived empirical  support  from 60% of  cases,  and in one case support  went as 

low as 47%.  Careful  compari sons  o f  findings which di fferent iate be tween d i f ­

ferent types or  classes of  innovat ions have not been under taken.  There  is

clearly a need to study variat ions in the rate of  adoption,  types o f  adopt ion d e ­

cis ion processes ,  and o th er  s igni f ican t  d i f fe rences  in empir ica l  f indings.  

Di ffusion theory could c lear ly benefi t  from a classi f ica t ion  scheme o f  inn ov a­

tions which could account  for this variat ion.

The  d if fus ion  research t radi t ion is replete with examp les  i l lust rat ing that

many d if fe rent  reasons may account  for the adopt ion or  reject ion o f  an inno­

vation.  Factors  impor tant  to the acceptance o f  one  innovation are not  ne ces­

sarily impor tant  for others.  Given this problem, it may be more useful to p os ­

tulate the ex is tence o f  dist inct  types of  innovat ions whose adopt ion can best be 

explained by a num be r  of  cor respondingly dist inct  theories.  Downs and Mohr  

(1976,  p. 701) argue that  “ the exis tence o f  empir ical ly d is t inguishable ca te ­

gories of  innovations and their  associated models  would help to explain why 

studies em plo ying  roughly the same predictors  achieve wide ly vary ing  R^s



and why the explana tory  pow er  o f  individual  variables  is unstable across 

them." Downs and Mohr argue in support  for a typology of  innovat ions to im ­

prove the consistency  of  f indings and explana t ions  of  the adopt ion process.

Diffusion theory has reached a point where it is necessary to study the d i f ­

ferences be tween  types  of  innovations in order to progress.  The classi f icat ion 

of  innovat ions is an important  issue in marketing.  At a t ime when many 

products are advert ised as “new," it is not always easy to identify the truly new

and innovat ive products  in the marketplace.  What  criteria are used to d i s t in ­

guish a “ real” innovat ion from a line extens ion or  a product  improvement?

Both objective and subjective factors need to be considered.  The  fol lowing re­

search study at tempts to classify innovat ions  and innovators and addresses  the

d i f f icul t ies  involved  in making  such c lassi f ica t ions .

The  Argument  for Categor ies  o f  Innovators

A parallel problem to the issue of  ca tegor ies o f  innovation is the issue of

categor ies of  adopters.  Rogers  (1962) provided a schema by which the po pu la ­

tion is divided into five groups based upon the time o f  adoption. The basic idea 

is that innovat ions  d i f fuse  th rough a popula t ion  beginning  with innovators  

and ending  with laggards in a normal dist r ibut ion curve.  In providing a ra ­

t ionale to identify and target  “ear ly adopte rs” with new product  informat ion 

and promot iona l  efforts,  this segmentat ion scheme has been used in the a t ­

tempt  to augment the speed o f  the diffusion process.

This aspect  o f  d if fusion theory has contr ibu ted  to marke ting the theoret ical

basis for unders tanding  that segments  which  buy a part icu la r  product  may

change.  Dif fusion theory posits that the character ist ics  o f  the buyers  o f  a

product  may change  over  l ime -- di ffe rent  traits character ize early and later

adopters.  Di ffusion theory has been part icula rly  influential  to new product



marketers  in provid ing  this segmentat ion scheme and rat ionale to reach early 

adopters o f  a product .

This  schema has several flaws. First, this schema is ret rospect ive rather 

than prospective.  It is only possible to label an individual an innovator  or  a 

laggard if  the researcher can retrospect ively look back on the diffus ion p r o ­

cess as a whole.  In fact, individuals cannot be accurately classified with a

large degree  of  cer tainty in one o f  the five categor ies until almost  comple te  

adopt ion when the parameters  of  the di st r ibut ion can be accura te ly est imated.

Secondly,  as Peterson (1973) and Mahajan et al. (1991) argue,  new product  

adoption is not likely to follow a normal distribution pattern.  There is no jus 

t ification as to why innovators should consti tute the first 2.5% of adopters and 

laggards the last 16%.

The  marke t ing  l i terature has recognized that the five adopter  ca tegor ies  of

Rogers  may not apply in every instance.  However,  little empir ical  research 

has been done to e i ther  expand  upon or  define the condi t ions  where  these

adopter  categor ies apply.  Though di ffusion theory has cal led at tent ion to the 

idea that marke ts  change  ove r  t ime,  little empir ical  at tent ion has been given

to the specif ic  issue of  change in consumer  segments  in var ious  stages of  the 

product  life cycle.

The Prob lem of  Innova t iv enes s

“ Innovativeness” is a key concept  to the study o f  diffusion theory. Much of 

the c ri t i ci sm o f  adopter  categor ies  has centered a round the const ruc t  and 

measures  o f  this central  concept .  Though there are many studies o f  early 

adopters of  new products ,  many aspects  o f  innovative  behavior  have not yet 

been fully explored.



Rogers  (1962)  charac ter ized innovators as par ticular  types o f  deviants .  In 

cont rast  to early f indings from rural soc io logy  and an thropology  por t ray ing  

innovators  as misf i t s and r isk- takcrs,  studies in marke t ing  have found inn ova­

tors to be social ly integrated,  mobile ,  showing  h igher  than average par t i c ipa ­

tion in social  groups,  and having more contac t  with information sources  

(Schif fman,  1972; Reynolds  & Darden.  1971; Painter  & Pinegar,  1971).

The num erous  charac ter i s t ics  related to innovat iveness  have long been 

studied. The Rogers and Stanfield (1968) review of 1100 studies of  innovators 

inc luded  social  and a t t i tud inal  variables ,  re la t ionsh ip  var iab les ,  c h a r a c t e r i s ­

tics o f  the innovation,  and strategies of  the change agent. While certain va r i ­

ables seem consistent ly  cor related to innovat iveness ,  a cer tain degree of  va r i ­

ance has been cons is tent ly  observed.  Since f indings are largely cor relat ional ,

causa l  re la t ionsh ips  cannot  be establ ished.

Profi les of  innovators appear to vary by product  type. While  some studies 

found early adopters to be younger (Feldman & Armstrong,  1975; McClurg & 

Andrews,  1974). Rogers and Shoemaker  (1971)  listed more studies which found 

older  consumers  more likely to be innovators.  Some studies have found that 

innovat iveness  var ies by product  category with no over lap  o f  a “general  in­

novator"  across product  categories (Rober tson,  1968). Others  s tudies gave in ­

d icat ions that genera l ized  opinion leaders may exist (Marcus and Bauer,  1964) 

and Feick and Price (1987)  have argued the case for the existence o f  an inf lu­

ential  m arke tp lace  exper t  o r  “ market  m a v e n . ”

Profi les o f  innovators  have received less a ttent ion in recent  years.

Rober tson and Myers  (1969) ques t ioned the statistical  s igni f icance  and the 

pract ical  value o f  the early work which related basic persona li ty var iables  to 

early adopters  of  a product .  Enthusiasm for work on the relat ionship between 

persona l i ty  and consumpt i on  has been dampened  by K assa r j ia n ’s (1971)  cri-



t iquc which  summa r i zed  research f indings  as “ equi voca l . ” While  the sh or t ­

comings  of  personal i ty studies are many (e.g..  low predic tive  power  of  tests, 

tests cons t ruc ted  for o ther  purposes,  etc.),  the appropr ia te  use o f  psychometric

tests has someth ing  to of fer  dif fusion theory.  Innovativeness  and adopter c a t ­

egor ies  are loo impor tant  in theory and practice for the issue to be ignored. 

Innovat iveness  is a cent ral  const ruc t  o f  the theory o f  the di ffusion of  in n o v a ­

t ions which  needs to be examined  with appropr iate tools.

The  var iance  among the f indings docs not necessar ily indicate that profi les

o f  innovators  arc empir ical ly  invalid or  mis taken in a part icular  study.

Variance am ong  profi le findings may be due to the fact that products  under 

study d i f fered and that  researchers  have paid little at tent ion to c lass ifying  

groups by ca tegory to account for this variat ion.  M id gl ey’s (1987)  mcta-ana l-  

ys is  o f  empir ica l  f inding in di f fusion research did not break down research 

f indings by category.  Variance in findings may also be due  to conceptual  

p r ob le m s in de f in i t ions  and measures .

Pr ob lem s wi th  M e a s u r i n g  In n o v a t i v e n e ss

Being able to def ine  an innovator  or any other adopter  ca tegory is p r ed i ­

ca ted  upon  be ing able to clearly define an innovat ion.  Lacking clear  def in i ­

t ions,  ma rke te r s  have  f requently  rel ied upon  ope ra t iona l  def in i t ions.

Innovators  were  op era t iona l ized  in early di ffusion  research  in severa l ways,  

mos t  com mo nly  as e i ther  the first two percent  o r  ten percent  to purchase a 

new pro duc t .

Jacoby (1971)  no tes  that taking one indicat ion of  an in d iv idu a l ’s t endency 

to innovate (i.e.,  the early trial o f  a single product)  l imits the ability to validly 

genera l ize  about  the charac te ri s t ics  o f  individuals  who tend to be innovators  

in general .  Prof iles  of  innovators may entirely depend upon the product  c a te ­



gory chosen to be examined.  For  example ,  given the luxury and high cost 

p roducts  frequent ly selected to study, it is not surpr is ing that innovators arc 

found to have greate r incomes.  The  finding that innovators  take grea te r risks 

may be a funct ion of  financial ability rather than a funct ion of  a personal i ty 

t r a i t .

As an al ternative,  Jacoby employed a cross sectional method  to measure  in­

novators ,  using several  indexes  o f  innovation proneness  across a variety of  

low-pr iced,  commonly  purchased items. With a more r igorous  defini t ion o f  an 

innovator ,  Jacoby had a much sounder  basis to conc lude  that innovators  were 

less dogmat ic  (as measured by the widely- tested Rokeach  Dogmati sm scale).

However ,  even the Jacoby measure  is theoret ical ly f lawed in measur ing  

innovativeness .  Innovat iveness  cannot  be theoret ical ly  defined  and l imi ted to 

measures  which depend upon low-priced goods.  There  may be other types of  

i n n o v a t i v e n e s s .

Kohn and Jacoby (1973) hypothesized that much of  the variance in f ind­

ings is due  to method variance in using different  operat iona l  defini t ions of  the 

cons t ru c t  o f  innovat iveness .  C om par in g  three d i ffe ren t  opera t iona l  measures  

of  innovat iveness  in five d if fe rent  p roduct  ca tegories ,  they found little co r re ­

lation, even o f  a small  magni tude.  This  implies that different  operat ional  de f ­

ini t ions do  not measure the same thing.

Innovat iveness  as a Trai t

Midgley and Dowling (1978) crit icize the t ime o f  adopt ion method of  m e a ­

suring innovativeness  as one  which is basical ly flawed.  They a rgue  that  this 

measure  is a t empora l  construct  that does  not  have an i somorphic  relat ionship 

with the latent construct  it is supposed to operat ionalize.  Any "time of  adop-



lion" measure  of  innovat iveness  cannot  avoid the inherent  p rob lems of  fai l ­

ing to adequately sample  and measure  an "innovat iveness  trait ."

Such operat iona l  measures  apply to measur ing  what  Midgley  and Dowling 

(1978)  call “ actua lized innovat iveness , "  the rate o f  actual  behavioral  instances 

of  adoption.  They argue that methodologies  that equate t ime of  adoption with 

in nova t iv eness  ignore complex  si tuat iona l  and com m u n ic a t i o n  e f fec t s  that 

intervene  be tween  ind iv idua ls '  innovat iveness  and the t ime  of  adopt ion.  

Tempora l  measures  employed  in market ing  do not  p rovide  rel iable m e a s u re ­

ments  of  the personal i ty trait  “ inherent  innovat iveness. "  Conceptua l ized  as a 

trait  which  ind iv iduals  possess  to vary ing  degrees ,  “ inheren t  innovat ivenes s"  

as a hypothe t ica l  const ruc t  can only be inferred from a tt i tudes and behaviors  

ra the r  than di rec t ly  observed .

If innovat iveness  is hypothesized  to be a personal i ty trait ,  operat iona l  m e a ­

sures  based upon actual purchases  become unimpor tan t  and largely i r re le ­

vant.  An innovat ive person,  i.e., a person with an “ innovativeness  trait ,” may 

not  adopt earl ier  in time than others due to the fact that she/he learned of  the 

innovation at a later  time.

While Midgley and Dowl ing have made  the case for the necessi ty of  a new 

conceptua l iza t ion  of  innovat iveness ,  the ex is tence  of  an innovat iveness  as a 

personali ty trait is by no means  empirical ly established.  While  it is easy to 

propose  that  the trait  “ inn ov a t iv ene s s” expla ins  cer tain behaviora l  d i s po s i ­

t ions of  consumers  to try new products ,  this needs to be empir ica l ly examined 

in much grea te r depth. In short ,  the construct  validi ty of  innovat iveness as a 

trait  needs to be established.



I n n o v a t i v e n e s s  O v e r l a p

The  Midgley and Dowl ing hypothesi s  of  "inherent innovativeness"  is 

complicated by the debate over the extent  o f  overlap be tween innovativeness  

among various product  categories.  The l i terature tends to show that innov a­

tiveness is ca tegory  specific.  However,  a certain degree of  innovat iveness  

overlap be tween related product  categories has been shown to exist  (Summers ,

1971; Ostlund. 1972, 1973; Goldsmith & Hofacker, 1991).

Problems assoc ia ted with innovat ion over lap o r  lack o f  over lap  arc avoided 

by trait def ini t ions  o f  innovativeness ,  since it sugges ts  that there is something  

more general  underlying actual instances of  innovative  behavior.  Yet the d e ­

gree of  overlap has been noted as being rather small .  This suggests  that

"inherent  innovat iveness," i f  it exists  at all. may be ext remely rare.

Al te rnat ives Conceptua l iza t ions  o f  Innovativeness  as a Trait

If innovativeness  cannot  be recognized as a trait  by a single specific in­

stance o f  early adopt ion,  then how would one recognize  an innovative  person?

What  at t i tudes and behaviors  would  a person with an innovat iveness  trait have 

to manifest?  Personal i ty and behavioral  character is t ics  o f  innovat iveness as a 

trait  has been conceptua l ized  in several  dif ferent  forms which are reviewed 

below. None  o f  these conceptual iza t ions has been r igorously s tudied and 

te s t ed .

Midgley  and Dowl ing initially formulated a defini t ion  o f  an innovativeness  

trait  in relat ion to  communica t ion  processes.  They  def ined  innovat iveness  as 

the degree to which  an individual  makes  adopt ion dec is ions  " independent of  

the com munica te d  exper iences o f  others."  This def ini t ion,  cen te r ing upon i n ­

dependent  ju d g e m e n t  making,  has not been fully operat ional ized  and studied
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in terms o f  a specific psychographic scale. In fact,  this conceptua liza t ion may 

not be appropr ia te.

First ,  empi r ic a l ly  separa t ing  the variab le  " i n d ep en d en ce  in j u d g e m e n t ” 

from the variable “communica ted  exper iences  of  o thers"  may be ext remely 

problematic.  In comment ing on the Midgley and Dowling defini t ion,  Carlson 

and Grossbart  (1984)  cite research that indicates that early adopters seek more,  

not less, comm unica ted  experiences  from others pr ior  to the adopt ion decision.  

Various studies have found that innovators arc l ikely to col lect  informat ion 

from several  sources ,  having high contact  with informat ion media  sources.  

“ Independence in ju dgeme nt"  may not be a part icular ly good basis to d i s t in ­

guish innovators and other adopter  categor ies.  Hirschman (1980b)  and 

Car lson and Grossbar t  (1984)  have presented ev idence  that d i s t inguishes  

nove lty  seek ing  from independence  in j ud ge m en t .

Persona li ty  and cogni t ive  d imen s ion s  related to innovat iveness  are d i s ­

cussed by Hirschman (1980a).  Hirschman acknowledges  the c ri t i c isms  of  

Midgley and Dowling,  but notes that the causes o f  innovativeness  have been 

largely unexplored .  Propos ing  that innovat iveness  is soc ia l ly in f luenced 

rather than a genet ic pred isposi t ion ,  she connec t s  innova t ivenes s  to novel ty 

seeking behavior.  She argues that the desire to seek out the new and the d i f ­

ferent is conceptua l ly  indis t inguishable from the wi l l ingness  to adopt  new 

products.  In other words,  a consumer  express ing a wil l ingness to adopt  a new 

product  is also expressing a desire for novel information.

H irs ch ma n d is t ingu ish es  several  c o m p o n e n ts  o f  ac tua l ized  innovat iveness .  

“Adoptive  inn ovat iveness” refers to the actual adopt ion o f  new products ,  and 

“ v icar ious  in n o v a t i v en ess ” refers to the acquis i t ion  o f  in format ion  regard ing  

a new product .  The point  is that through vicar ious innovativeness ,  a person



can symbolica l ly accept  or  adopt a product  wi thout  purchas ing  the product  i t ­

se l f .

H i r schm an ' s  conceptua liza t ion  is not entirely new. Klonglan and Coward 

(1970) propose a similar  model,  arguing that a new product  involves both an 

idea and an object ,  with cor responding symbolic and action forms of  adoption.  

Individuals may symbolical ly adopt or accept the idea of  a product  but fail to 

proceed to trial and purchase for a wide variety of  reasons.

Other  research in this  vein has been concerned  with relat ing inn ov a t iv e ­

ness to st imulus seeking. Mittclstacdt ct al. (1976) used the Zuckcrman 

Sensa tion  Seeking Scale to estab li sh under lying  d if fe rences  among innovators  

in seeking and deal ing with information.  They argue that high sensation 

seekers (HSS)  used the act of  consumpt ion to gain information while low sen ­

sation seekers  (LSS)  rely upon cognit ive evaluat ion before trial. The key d i f ­

ference is that while LSS tend to reject without trial, HSS tend to reject after 

trial. Miltelstaedt  et al. proposed that while the "ul t imate” adopt ion rates of  the 

LSS and HSS groups  may not differ,  a d ispropor tionate number  of  early triers 

are likely to be the HSS type.

This  research is signif icant  in that it begins  to conceptua l ly  di st inguish 

d i f fe rences  in the intr insic or  se l f -mot iva t ing  rewards  o f  innovat ive  behavior  

from the ext rinsic benefi t s of  adopt ing an innovation.  In o ther  words ,  the 

mot ive to try a new product  for the new experience it may provide is a dif fer ­

ent motive from eva lua ting  the utility o f  the product .  Symbol ic  and exper ien­

tial d imens ions  o f  new products arc more impor tant  to sensat ion or  novelty 

seeking behavior  than it may be to eva luat ion or  repeat  purchase behavior.

In a wor ld supposedly driven by the pursuit  o f  money,  power,  prest ige,  and 

p leasure,  int r insical ly  reward ing  behav ior  is o f ten  over looked .  Explora tory  

and novelty  seeking  behavior  appea r  to conta in  rewards within the mselves



that may not rely upon  material  incent ives alone. Both cogni t ive  and m o t i v a ­

t ional  factors arc impor tant  in understanding this  type of  c rea t ive  behavior .

Hi rschman d is t inguishes a third type of  ac tua l ized  inn ovat iveness  based 

upon creativi ty in the usage of  products.  “ Use innovativeness" is described as 

the act o f  consumers to solve a novel consumpt ion problem by act ing in an 

innovat ive fashion.  “ Use innovative"  behavior  as it is defined by Hirschman 

is essential ly a type or subset o f  creative behavior.

H i r s c h m a n ' s  cont r ibu t ion  is conceptua l ly  exp lor ed  but not empir ica l ly  

measured .  Hi rschman proposes  that nove l ty-seeking  and types o f  creat ivi ty 

arc d imen s ion s  c i ther  underlying  or  c lose ly  connec ted  to innovat iveness .  

Fur thermore ,  jus t  as actua lized innovat iveness  needs  to be d is t inguished from 

inheren t  innovat iveness ,  ac tua l ized  novel ty  seek ing  must  be d i s t in gu ish ed

from inherent  novel ty seeking.  While the same could be said for creativi ty,  

the psychologica l  l i terature on creat ivi ty suggests  that the const ruc t  is e x ­

t remely complex.  In fact, various d imensions o f  creat ivi ty have been studied 

by psychologist s  since the 1950s.

While  marke te rs  have typical ly used concepts  employ ed  by psychologis t s  to 

study behavior,  the problem is that concepts  may be too broadly defined to 

pract ical ly apply to the study o f  consumption .  A number  of  researchers have

connec ted  innovat iveness  to such things as op timal st imula t ion leve ls  or  the 

internal  need for  st imulat ion (Raju,  1980), variety seek ing  (McAl li s te r  &

Pcsscmier ,  1979),  and types o f  explora tory purchase  behavior  such as brand 

switching.  The broad focus of  these studies reflects the diff icult ies in pre­

c ise ly def in ing  and isolat ing specif ic  d imens ions  o f  innovat ive behavior .

Price and Ridgeway (1982,  1984) place innovativeness  wi thin the broad 

contex t  o f  exploratory behaviors o f  consumers ,  deve loping  a scale to  measure  

the “ use innovat iveness” concept  p roposed by Hirschman.  The  Use



Innovat iveness  Scale consis t s  o f  44  i tems,  interpreted by factor analysis  to 

consist  o f  five subscales.  Subscalcs  consist  o f  the d imensions  of  c r ea t iv ­

i ty /cur ios i ty ,  r isk prefe rence ,  vo luntary s impl ic i ty ,  c rea t ive  re-use,  and m u l ­

tiple use potent ial .

The Use Innovat iveness Scale was created to measure a more l imited aspect 

o f  the innovativeness  trait  and was thought  to apply to products  with mult iple

use potent ial  such as video recorders and home computers.  Though val idat ion 

of  the scale is not comple te ,  two subscales,  creat ivi ty/cur iosi ty and mult iple

use, have proven useful  in d i s t inguishing early adopters of  in -home PCs by 

Anderson and Ort inau (19881. While the use innovat iveness scale may be more 

appl icab le  in m easur ing  inno va t iv eness  in re la t ion  to cer ta in  technologica l  

innovat ions ,  the scale provides a further useful step in being able to analyze 

und er ly in g  d im ens io ns  o f  innovat ive nes s  as a mul t i - d ime ns io na l  trait.

Other  research related to this area has been that o f  Kirton (1976,  1980) who 

deve loped  a scale to measure  innovat iveness as a cogni tive  component  and 

employed  this measure  in the contex t  o f  personnel  dec is ions in organiza tions.  

Attempts to apply this scale to consumer  contexts (Foxall ,  1988; Foxall  & Payne; 

1989) have met with problems and needs to be examined more closely.

I h e _ N e c d  to Explore Innovat iveness as a Trait

The const ruct  of  innovativeness  clearly needs to be broken down into d i s ­

t inct d imens ions .  The exploratory di scussion of  innovat iveness above suggests 

that innovat iveness  is a mult idimens iona l  construct .  There  is clearly a need to 

further  examine  and explore types of  innovat iveness  specif ical ly on a product

ca te go ry  basi s .

Recent ly ,  Goldsmi th  and Hofacker  (1991) have  refined a psychographic  

ins t r umen t  to measure  'dom ain  specif ic"  co n s u m e r  inno va t iv enes s  which



could be applied in different  product  categories.  Goldsmi th and Hofackcr c r e ­

ated a music innovativeness  scale which they validated for college students in 

" rock music" and o ther domains.  This domain specific measure is consistent  

with the f indings o f  the earl ier  operat iona l  measures  o f  innovat iveness as 

being l imited among individuals  to part icular  p roduct  categories.  While  this 

domain  specif ic measure has been tested and validated,  rules for def ining  spe­

cific domains  arc not examined.  It is not clear  how to define an appropriate 

domain,  or how a domain is different from a product  class or category.

While the Goldsmi th  and Hofackcr domain specif ic measure of  inn ovat ive­

ness has been reasonably val idated as a psychographic  ins trument  to measure  

innovat iveness,  the problem is that it fails to deal with the issues raised by

Midgley and Dowling.  Limit ing innovat iveness  to the rather  specific and l i m ­

ited domains  which Goldsmi th  and Hofackcr describe does not establish the 

case for innovat iveness  as an endur ing  or  deeply- rooted trait. While in n o v a ­

t iveness  in specific product  ca tegor ies  has been clearly establ i shed in the li t­

erature.  the case for innovat iveness as a trait  has not been fully explored.  

Situat ional  factors have not  been fully ruled out as inf luences on innovative

b e h a v i o r .

In the rock music example cited above, it could be asked if music innova­

t iveness  is a rather  short  l ived "phase  o f  l i fe” experience  for par ticular  c o l ­

lege s tudents who may temporari ly be in a si tuation where they have a limited

degree  o f  interest  in new rock music.  No empirical  evidence has been co l ­

lected to establ ish or  relate innovativeness  in one category or  domain to inno ­

vat iveness  as a trait which would be mani fested across different  p roduct  c a t e ­

g o r i e s .

The issue o f  innovativeness  clearly needs to be addressed in much grea te r  

depth.  Innovat iveness  is simply too important  an issue and too central to dif-



fusion theory to be ignored. There needs to be a comprehens ive  framework to 

address the issue of  innovativeness.  While research ci ted above has c o n c e p ­

tually rela ted innovat ivenes s  to in formation  ga ther ing ,  sensa t ion  seeking,  and

other types o f  c reat ive behavior,  these behaviors need to be fur ther  explored 

to establish more of  a direct connection.

The Argument  for Process Research

Many of  the shor tcomings and l imi tat ions of  d if fusion theory reviewed 

above have not escaped its major  theorists.  Rogers understood some of  the the­

oretical l imitat ions of  diffusion theory when he noted (1976,  1983) that it lacks 

a process orientat ion.  Process oriented research takes a dynamic view of  the 

social system as it changes over time. Rogers (1983, p. 194) notes that research 

des igned to answer  the quest ion of whether stages exist  in the innovaiion-dc- 

cision process  is methodologica l ly  different  from the study of  independent

variables  associated with innovat iveness .  The  former is p rocess  research and 

the lat ter is var iance research.  Var iance research has predomina ted  in the 

field, but it cannot  probe backward into time to show what  happened first, 

next, and so on, or  how the first events influenced the later  ones.

While d if fusion theory has studied adopt ion as a dec is ion-making  process of 

the individual ,  it has not been focused upon how individuals  change their  b e ­

haviors as a result  o f  adoption. Diffusion theory has not studied the creative 

adopt ion o f  innovations  as an incentive to change behavior  or  as a co m m it ­

ment to values.  Diffusion theory has been weak in the a rea of  understanding  

the origins and mot ivat ions of  innovat ive behavior and the growth o f  new s o ­

cial trends.  The  dominant theoret ical  approach of  di ffus ion theory may have  

obsc ured  a l te rna t ive mod els  of  unders tand ing  innovation  and con su mp t io n  

processes,  such as the earl ier  cultural  model  initially proposed  by Bamett



(1953).  The  analysis  o f  innovat ions general ly falls short  o f  formula ting m o d ­

els to und ers tand  la rger  macrocul lural  ph enom enon such as histor ical  or

cultural  t rends  and social cycles.

One  o f  R og e r s ’ proposed solutions to the shortcomings o f  diffusion theory is 

to develop  a process orientat ion to the field. Various types o f  process-or iented 

studies o f  consumers  are being recognized as impor tant  by marke te rs  in re ­

cent years.  These process studies arc related to many issues in diffusion the ­

ory. but are not integrated within its t raditional domain.  Such studies include

areas such as aesthet ics (Holbrook and Schindler .  1989), variety seeking 

(McAll is ter  & Pessemicr ,  1979). impulsive  or compulsive  consumpt ion  (Rook.

1987; O 'G u in n  & Faber,  1989), and many other studies o f  leisure-t ime pursuits.  

While  certain researchers (Hi rschman,  1986) find such studies as evidence of  a 

parad igm shift  in marke t ing and consumer  studies,  Rogers (1983)  finds q u a l i ­

tat ive procedures  to be a natural and necessary development  of  further  

p rogres s  in d i f fus ion  research.

A cul tural  p rocess  model  can provide a broader  f ramework to deal  with 

certain aspec ts  o f  di ffusion  theory.  For  example,  while acceptance has been 

the pr imary focus o f  study in the diffusion l i terature,  select ion and taste for ­

mation processes  demand equal  at tention as cultural  processes.  Processes of

reject ion and types o f  emotional  response to innovations have been given l i t ­

tle at tention in the diffusion literature. Little discussion is given to the rami­

ficat ions which  innovat ions  have for the rest o f  the society,  how innovat ions 

may affec t marke t  s tructures and have fur ther  social  and s trategic  marke t ing  

i m p l i c a t i o n s .

The lack o f  a process orientat ion is due to the focus on the individual ad op ­

tion decision.  As was noted above, individual adoption decisions are the pri­

mary focus o f  many marke ting  studies of  adoption. The focus upon the indi-



vidual  leads to explana t ions  of  individual  b lame ( ra ther  than system blame) 

for explanat ions of  diffusion failures, according to Rogers.  In other  words,  

individual  psychological  reasons tends to be most  f requent ly ci ted as the rea­

son that innovations  are accepted or  rejected,  even though social and c o m ­

municat ion processes  are also posited as opera t ing in the diffusion process.  

Rogers  (1976) cal ls this the “psychological  b ias” o f  commu nica t ion  and d i f f u­

sion research because  it l argely ignores  the soc ial - st ruc tural  var iables  that 

a f f ec t  c o m m u n i c a t i o n .

The  psychologica l  bias  is cons is tent  with the behavioral  emphas is  o f  d i f fu ­

sion research.  Since d if fusion research in marke t ing  has been heavi ly c o n ­

cerned  with enhanc ing  the acceptance  of  innovat ion and s tudying  (he spread 

o f  new products,  the character is tics  o f  the social p rocess o f  innovat ion have 

been largely unexplored.  Whi le differences  in the rate o f  adopt ion have been 

noted be tween such things as race and social c lass (Cancian,  1967; Mart ineau.  

1958), innovative  social  g roups have se ldom been examined  by marketers.  

Social  g roups  are famil iar  to the profession of  market ing.  The marke t 

segm enta t ion  problem a t tempts  to isolate par t icu lar  c o n su m e r  groups  by 

def ining their  unique character ist ics .  The problem is that  the groups  studied 

by markete rs  are of ten too large and he te rogeneous  or  otherwise  i l l -defined to 

be relevant to the issue of  social processes.

The  social  condi t ions  necessary for adopt ion are more  frequent ly the study 

o f  sociological  o r  anthropologica l  studies of  adopt ion.  Social  and an thropolog­

ical d if fus ion  research in deve loping  count r ies have  tended  to conf i rm the 

point  that  innovations  require a background o f  di st inct  and well -spec if ied 

cultural  expectat ions to be successful ly adopted.  The  mot iva t ions and cond i ­

tions which  cause innovat ions  to flourish has not  been f requent ly studied.



New tools are needed to examine  some o f  the social forces which affect the 

process o f  adopt ion.

The  process -or iented view of  consume rs  sugges ted by Rogers  may neces ­

sarily lead to al ternat ive research methodologies  and di ffe rent  types o f  models.  

A process orientat ion o f  innovation which takes a dynamic  v iew o f  change 

may need to use alternative cogni tive models in deal ing with the problem of  

nove lty and creativity.  Weisbcrg (1988)  notes that examina t ion  of  the modern  

psychological  texts on problem-solv ing  fail to deal  with the issue o f  creative

t h i n k i n g .

The  preva i l ing  "problem so lv in g"  v iew of  co nsu m er s  sees  dec is ion -mak ing  

processes  as structured in terms of  consumpt ion  goals,  the sat isfact ion of  needs 

and wants.  Whi le consumer  dec is ion-making  has been widely seen in the 

context  o f  a cogni t ive "problem solving" model ,  a "problem finding" (Getzels & 

Csikszentmiha ly i .  1976) model  o f  decis ion choice is more  appropriate to u n ­

ders tanding  innovat ive  behaviors  o f  consumers .  A crea t ive  "problem f ind­

ing" approach may be more  relevant  in si tuat ions where  consu me rs  are r eac t ­

ing to novel  stimuli and have not yet made a decision o f  whether  they want,  

need,  o r  desire a new thing. A problem finding approach is relevant  to the 

s tudy o f  in t r in s ic a l l y - r ewa rd in g  s t im u lu s- se e k in g  behavior .  Res ea rche rs  are 

jus t  beg inning  to face the prob lems  o f  s tudying  intr insical ly mot iva ted  b e h a v ­

iors (Cs ikszentmiha ly i  & Cs ikszentmiha ly i ,  1988).

In summary ,  while di ffusion theory is a rich inte rdiscipl inary body of  the ­

ory,  there is a need for new approaches.  This  disser tat ion will examine the 

c lass i f icat ion  o f  innovat ions  and propose  research m ethods  cons is ten t  with 

the effor t  to examine mult iple processes.



CHAPTER 2:

T H E  DEFINITION AND CLASSIFICAT ION OF I N N O V A T I O N S

I n t r o d u c t i o n

The above discussion has argued that a categorizat ion scheme would  a u g ­

ment  the ability of  dif fusion theory to explain adoption and di ffus ion p h e ­

nomenon.  While diffusion theory has been engaged  in studying diverse types 

of  innovat ion,  it has not clearly demonst ra ted  that different  types o f  innov a­

tion may reflect di fferent  and independent  processes o f  adoption.  A ca te go ­

rizat ion scheme would be useful  in the unders tanding  of  innovativeness ,  both 

in domain  specific and trait dimensions.  Categor izat ion would clearly be o f  

benefi t  to treat ing applied problems in marke t ing and assist the effor ts  o f  new 

product  markete rs  to unders tand  the process  o f  innovat ion.

Newness  as a Def init ion of  Innovat ion

Thought  innovations are commonly  def ined in terms o f  the new,  the n e w ­

ness o f  a product  cannot be taken for  granted.  Almost  all firms continuously 

ma ke  the i r  p roducts  “n e w "  through ch an g in g  the i r  adver t i s ing ,  packaging ,  

and design.  Understanding the appeal o f  the new is a major  problem for a d ­

vert isers,  des igners ,  new product  deve lopers ,  and strategists .

R o g e r s ’ cr i te r ia for  what  const i tutes an innovat ion  is “ perce ived  n ew n ess” 

expressed in terms of  knowledge,  persuasion,  or  a decision to adopt (1983, p.

I I ) .  This  sugges ts  that innovat ions are relative,  being subject  to individual 

interpretat ion.  Using percept ion as the c r i ter ia for adopt ion c rea tes the 

problem that what  is perceived to be an innovat ion may be subject  to the 

mental  state o f  the person  o r  the contextual  si tuation of  the adopt ing unit.



R o g e r s ’ def ini t ion raises an “ interpret ive pr o b le m ” o f  the meaning  o f  the 

innovat ion for an individual .  Rogers '  defini t ion of  innovat ion is. in essence,  

purely a psychologica l  one ,  dependin g  solely upon the at t i tudes and in te rp re ­

tations of  the individual or  adopting unit. This defini t ion docs not satisfy 

many researchers who seek to define innovat ions  on an objec t ive  basis.

Marketers  have st ruggled with relative def in i t ions  of  newness.  Newness  

has been defined (a) relative to exist ing products  in a category,  (b) relative to 

a product ' s  introduction on the market ,  and (c) relative to a potential  or  p ro ­

jected marke t (Robert son,  1971, p. 4). These relative defini t ions cannot  accu­

rately be cons idered “objec t iv e” since they require the choice o f  arbi t rary 

t ime periods.  Since diffusion pat terns vary cons iderab ly  among product  c a t e ­

gories,  from very short  to very long time periods,  the t ime periods which d e ­

fine the relative newness  o f  a product  may vary a great  deal.  Such operat ional

defini t ions of  newness  do not,  in themselves,  aid in c la ri fying the signif icance 

of  new products to consumers.  Relative defini t ions o f  newness do not ne ces ­

sarily correspond to percept ions of  consumers as to what is “new."

There are no absolute measures of  newness.  Newness  can be defined in 

relative terms or  as a perceptual  attribute.  Marke te rs  have,  as a rule, cons id­

ered percept ions of  newness to be an impor tant  factor  af fect ing at t i tudes and 

behavior .  Hart  and Jacoby (1973)  suggest  three conceptual ly  dist inct  d i m e n ­

sions of  perceived newness:  novelty,  recency and scarcity.  Based upon 

Ber lyn e’s (1960)  discussion,  novel ty was defined in terms o f  the quali ty and 

extent  o f  dif fe rences  between a product  and its al ternat ives in a product  c a t e ­

gory.  The o ther  dimens ions,  recency and scarci ty,  were said to generate 

“ feel ings o f  nove l ty"  due pr imar ily to l imited contac ts  which consume rs  have 

with such products.  The Hart  and Jacoby study indicated that recency was the



most  impor tant  factor  to the subjective experience  of  newness ,  but this c o n ­

clusion is based upon a highly limited study of  the issue.

The perceived newness  of  a product  is a complex component  of  exper ience 

In the context o f  a study of  advertising, Cox and Locandcr (1987) found that a 

novel  p roduct  p roduced  a signi f icant ly  s tronger affect ive react ion than a 

famil iar  product .  The explanat ion hypothesized to account  for (his reaction is 

that a new st imulus  cannot  be readily categor ized;  diff icul ty in categor izat ion 

(or  schema incongrui ty)  causes  an increase in arousal  o r  emotion.

The affect ive response to the new may provide more clarity to comm on

prac tices o f  changing  or  upda ting  the design and appearance  o f  products  and 

adver t i sements ,  but researchers  agree that react ions to novel  s t i mul us  has 

many dimens ions .  Complex  psychological  and social factors underl ie  these 

percept ions .  Marke te rs  have yet to closely examine  individual  responses to 

the new in any depth.

Rfltenson’s Be haviora l  Def in i t ion

Rober tson (1967)  defined three types o f  p roduct  innovat ions based upon 

the extent  to which a new product  is likely to disrupt  established patterns of  

behavior.  C o n t i n u o u s  i n n o v a t i o n s  arc the least disruptive,  d y n a m i c a l l y  c o n ­

t i n u o u s  in n o v a t i o n s  are somewhat  disrupt ive and d i s c o n t i n u o u s  i n n o v a t i o n s  

are the most  disrupt ive.  Continuous innovat ions would include any product

improvement ,  such as a new ingredient  in a shampoo or  a new flavor o f  too th­

paste.  A recent  example  of  a dynamically cont inuous innovation could be a CD 

player.  A comp ute r  may be a d iscont inuous  innovat ion for a f irst-t ime user.

This  c lassi f icat ion scheme has been widely quoted ,  being perhaps  the only 

conceptua l  means  proposed  to di s t inguish  be tween di fferent  degrees  o f  inno-



vativcncss of  a product.  Wilkie (1986) has made an at tempt to extend and c lar ­

ify this behaviora l  in te rpre ta t ion  o f  innovat ion  categor ies.

Given  this c lassi f ica t ion  scheme,  di ffus ion theory has undoub ted ly  e m p h a ­

sized ma jor  func tiona l or  d i s cont i nuo us  innovat ions  which s t rongly  impact  

t radi t ional  behavior .  Minor  or  incremental  product  im prove me nts  which  

charac te r ize  many new product  in t roduct ions are not  l ikely to s ign if icant ly  

disrupt  behavior.  Gat ignon  and Robertson (1985)  note that little research a t­

tention has been given to cont inuous innovations.  Given  that the vast  ma jo r ­

ity of  new products  arc minor  product  improvements  or  varia tions in design,  

this essent ial ly means  that marketers  have yet to study the impact  and s ign i f i ­

cance  o f  the major ity o f  product  innovations.

Pro b le m s wi th R o b e r t s o n ’s Behaviora l  Defini t ion

While  the Rober t son method of  c lass ifying innovat ions has been shown to 

be useful in drawing  certain d is t inc tions among innovat ions,  it is not precise 

enough to provide scientific cri ter ia to classi fy innovat ions because  it does  not

specify measurab le  factors.  In fact, it does  not avoid the “ interpret ive p rob ­

le m ” o f  the Rogers  defini t ion;  an innovation which is cont inuous  for  one p e r ­

son may be d iscont inuous  for another  person.

Types  o f  innovat ion may be confused for different  groups o f  consumers ,  

depending  upon when they begin to use an innovat ive product  o r  service.  

Anderson  and Or tinau (1988)  have pointed out that marketers have in certain 

cases  t reated cer ta in d i scont inuous  innovations  as continuous .  The  example  

they ci te is the f inancial  indust r ies  expe r ience  with au tomat ic  t ransferr ing  

machines (ATMs).  They point out  that while the ATM  has been accepted by 

cer ta in  consu me r  segments  and has been cont inuously improved,  actual  ATM 

usage remains low relat ive to the overall  penetrat ion potential  o f  ATM card



holders.  ATM machines  remain c i ther  a dynamical ly  cont inuous or  a d i s con­

t inuous innovat ion for  a sizable segment  o f  the populat ion.  Though products  

may cont inuous ly improve ,  educat ion  and subsequent  l ea rning on the part  of  

the consu mer  may be crucial  to the cont inuous use o f  many technologica l ly-

ba se d  innova t io ns .

R o b e r t s o n ' s  be ha v io ra l ly -b as ed  c lass i f ica t ion  o f  inn ovat ion s  has several  

problems.  It is necessary to more precisely delimit  and define the extent  to 

which an innovation is o r  could be “d is rupt ive” on the behavior  o f  consumers

for R obe r t s on ’s classi f icat ions to have precise meaning.  It is difficult  to d e ­

fine what  “ t radi t ional  be ha vi o r"  me ans  without  wel l -def ined  social  set t ings

and social norms.

If  an innovat ion or ig ina tes  within a marginal  o r  deviant  social  group,  then 

it may not disrupt  social  behavior  within that group. An innovation could 

support  a non- t radi t iona l  pa ttern o f  behavior  wi thin a marg ina l  social  group.  

Cons ider ,  for  example ,  the radical spiked haircuts which came into fashion 

among punks.  This innovative  fashion behavior  veri f ies and suppor ts  punk 

norms  by c lear ly d i f fe ren t ia t ing  an in d iv idu a l ' s  social  m e m b e r sh ip  and

commitment  to punk values (Fox.  1989). To define the innovat ion o f  spiked 

hair  as “d is rupt ive” in this context  would be misleading.

Whi l e  R o b e r t s o n ' s  behavi ora l l y -bas ed  c lass i f ica t ion of  in novat io ns  has 

been provis iona lly useful  and cons is tent  with the behavioral  emp has is  o f  d i f ­

fusion theory,  it requires fur ther  conceptua l  c lar i f icat ion .  R o b e r t s o n ’s c l a s ­

sificat ion of  innovat ions  needs  to be def ined in reference to social  set t ings and 

behavioral  norms.  Without  be ing defined in relation to social  norms  and other  

social  categor ies,  this class if icat ion scheme can have no  prec is ion .



Stra teg ic  Def in i t i ons o f  Innovat ion

Booz,  Allen,  & Hamilton,  Inc. (1982) defined six categories of  new products 

in terms  o f  their  newness to the company and newness  to the marke tplace.  In 

a wor ld-wide  survey of  leading businesses,  they identified the fol lowing mix of  

p roduct  in t roduc t ion s :  new - to - thc-wor ld  products  which  c r ea ted  an en ti re ly  

new market  (10%) , new product  lines which represent  entr ies  to exis ting 

markets  (20%) ,  addi t ions to product  l ines (26%),  improvements  or  revisions of  

ex is t ing  products  (26%) ,  repos i t ioning or  target ing ex is t ing products  to new 

marke t segment (7%) , and cos t -reduced products (11%).  This  c lassi f icat ion 

scheme was c reated as a practical  means  o f  unders tanding  the new product  d e ­

ve lopment  act ivi t ies o f  firms. Findings indicated that 30 percent  o f  the new- 

to- the-wor ld and new product  line categor ies accounted for the 60 percent  o f  

new products that were viewed as the most  successful.

Wi th  a s imi la r  schema but provid ing  further conceptua l  d i scuss ion  o f  the

issues,  Donald Heany (1983) proposes a spectrum of  six product  innovations  to 

di fferent ia te  new products  based upon the p ro d u c t ’s “ funct ional  impac t"  from

the point  o f  view of  the firm (see Table 2-1). Heany’s posit ion is that the d e ­

gree o f  innovat iveness  of  a product  has enormous  impact  on the firm; a style 

change  implies  much less risk and expendi ture  than a product  improvement  

or  even a product  l ine extension.

Heany admits  that  the classif icat ion o f  innovat ions which he proposes is

imprecise,  has gray areas,  and may be debatable in many cases.  While others 

have noted a spectrum of  features which define “ new ” products  (Bobrow & 

Shafer,  1987). few have done  so systematical ly.  The value of  this classificat ion 

scheme,  Heany asserts,  is that  dec is ion-making for each type  of  innovation  is 

likely to be di fferen t  within the firm. Heany notes that  the marke t ing and 

compet i t ive  impl ica t ions  o f  innovations  need to be  be t te r  d i s t inguished .
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T a b l e  2-1

T h e  S p e c t r u m  o f  P r o d u c t  I n n o v a t i o n

Is the 
m a r k e t  
f o r  the 

p r o d u c t  
e s t a b l i s h e d ?

Is the 
B u s i n e s s  
A l r e a d y  
S er v i n g  
M a r k e t ?

Do
C u s t o m e r s  

K now  
Func t i ons  <4 

F e a t u r e s ?

What is the Design  Effort?
T h e n

P r o d u c t  P r o c e s s  I n n o v a t i o n

Yes Yes Yes Minor Nil  S t y l e
C h a n g e

Yes Yes Yes Minor Minor P r o d u c t
Li ne

E x t e n s i o n

Yes Yes Yes Significant  Minor P r o d u c t
I m p r o v e m e n t

Yes Yes Yes Major Major New
P r o d u c t

Yes No Yes Major Major S t a r t - u p
B u s i n e s s

No No No Major Major M a j o r
I n n o v a t i o n

Source:  Heany,  1983.



He any ' s  classi f ica t ion  system is an aid to unders tanding  the market ing  

implicat ions  of  f i rms '  product  deve lopment activit ies.  Heany notes that even 

minor  product  improv emen ts  cannot  necessar ily be d i smissed  as trivial.

Heany d iscusses  the extent  to which product  improvements  and style changes 

may require  subs tant ia l  p romot iona l  support ,  not ing that mino r  product  

changes  do not general ly produce the shock waves within the firm because 

they arc less disrupt ive to the marke ting activi t ies o f  f irms than new products.

These  steps at class if icat ion arc basical ly managerial  supply-s ide  a p ­

proaches to innovation.  While these classif icat ions may lack r igor  and preci ­

sion when applied to descr ibing certain eases,  they are useful aids to ma na ge ­

ment.  It is important  to consider  how a f i rm's  ability to promote innovations 

and understand co ns umer  reactions take an impor tan t  part  in the di ffusion 

process.  Unders tanding different  types of  innovations can be a crit ical  effort 

in organiz ing  an e f fect ive product  deve lopment  effort .  While  fur ther  c la r i f i ­

cat ion is needed,  Heany provides  the rudimentary basis to a supply side c lass i ­

f ica t ion  sche m e .

M ark e t -O r i en ted  C la s s i f ic a t ions  o f  Innovat i ons

A less wel l-known but potent ial ly valuable classi f ica t ion scheme was d i s ­

cussed by Rober tson (1971),  based on the idea that new products can be defined 

in relation to the effect they have on the market .  The classif icat ion is based 

on the idea that new products  frequently render  exist ing products  inferior  or

obsolete.  Based upon this effect o f  making products  obsolete,  Robertson c las­

sifies innovat ions as (a) functional ,  (b) technical ,  or  (c) stylistic.  Funct ional

innovat ions  are products  which per form c i ther  an unful f i l l ed funct ion or an 

exist ing  funct ion in a new way. Technical  innovations use new ingredients .



new materials ,  or  new forms. Stylist ic innovations arc innovat ions based upon 

changes  in ex te rior  feature or design.

The problem is that innovat ions descr ibed in these terms may overlap c a t e ­

gories. For  example ,  the technical invention of  ve lc ro made  possible certain

stylistic innovat ion in fashion design.  Contac t  l enses may be descr ibed as a 

technical  innovat ion based upon new plast ics  technology ,  as a funct ional  in­

novat ion to replace glasses,  or as a stylistic innovation which made it possible 

for people  to change  their  appearance.

This c lass if icat ion scheme is valuable in br inging at tent ion to processes 

which dr ive the deve lopment  o f  innovations and bring about  changes  in m a r ­

kets. Innovat ions  can be descr ibed as economica lly va luable  and signif icant  to 

the extent  that they improve  products  funct ional ly,  t echnical ly ,  o r  s tyl is t i ­

cally.  New innovations may build upon past innovations.

This  marke t -or ien ted  c lassif icat ion scheme is an aid in unders tand ing  how 

new products  may alter compet i t ive factors in a marke t  o r  create entirely new 

marke ts  for products.  In the more than twenty years since this classif icat ion

scheme was proposed,  however ,  it has not been uti l ized to study the underlying 

processes which alter markets.  The possible reason for this is that it makes no 

mention o f  the consumer .  Unl ike R o b e r t s o n ’s behavioral  def ini t ion,  market -

oriented def ini t ions make  no reference to the problems o f  co ns um er  accep­

tance and adoption.

Several  issues are raised by this classificat ion of  innovations:  (1) i f  these 

factors are impor tant  to consumers;  and (2) how marke t -or ien ted  factors are

respons ible for the generat ion o f  innovat ions.  The  bas is  o f  the c lassif icat ion 

scheme needs to be further  clarified and deve loped so the basic dif fe rences 

between these types o f  innovat ion can be understood.



A subs tan tive  body of  l i terature suppor ts  the d is t inc t ion be tween  in n o v a ­

tions c reated  as a .csult  o f  technological  and aesthetic change.  However,  there 

is less consis tency  in the l i terature deal ing with funct iona l innovations.

Certain funct ional  innovat ions may be a c reat ive appl icat ion of  a t echnology 

or  a stylist ic variation.  Funct ional  innovations are often subsumed under  d i s ­

cussions  of  t echnica l or  styl ist ic change.

While the Rober t son  marke t -or ien ted  def ini t ion o f  innovat ions  may have 

potential  in provid ing  the needed clari ficat ion to the c lass if icat ion o f  inn ov a ­

tions, the basis for this scheme is not clearly defined. As a result, this classi f i ­

cat ion scheme has been ignored in the marke ting l i terature in favor of  the 

Robertson behavioral  scheme.  Given  the problems with both of  these c lass i f i ­

cat ion schemes,  there is clearly a need to take a new approach.

S u m m a r y

There is no wide ly-accepted  classif icat ion scheme which has been appl ied 

to innovations .  Whi le  the above dist inguishes behavioral ,  s t rategic,  and m a r ­

ke t-or iented classi f ica tions  of  innovat ions,  it should be noted that none of  

these c lass if icat ions have been clearly examined and appl ied in relat ion to d i f ­

fusion theory. These  classes o f  innovations need to be further  refined,  e x ­

plored,  and tested.



CHAPTER 3:

TECHNICAL AND AESTHETIC FACTORS AS DRIVERS OF P R O D U C T  

INNOVATION P R O C E S S E S

Int roduction to the Theoret ical  Model

As a proposed  classi f icat ion scheme to study product  innovat ions,  this 

chapter  will limit di scussion to a simple two factor classif icat ion of  product  in ­

novations .  These  arc referred to broadly as technology-based  innovations  and 

cultural  or  aesthet ical ly-based innovations.  This is not to be confused with the 

Ro ber t son  marke t -or ien ted  def ini t ion o f  innovation  which is based  upon o b s o ­

lescence.  The basis for this classif icat ion scheme is motivat ional .

The  a rgument  is deve loped below that t echnical  and aesthet ic motivat iona l 

factors appear  to be the best basis upon which to d is t inguish be tween funda­

menta l ly  d i ffe ren t  under ly ing processes which  drive  the de ve lo pm en t  o f  new 

and innovative  products .  Technica l  and aesthetic mot ivat iona l  factors  need to 

invest iga ted  as separa te  and dist inct  co m po ne nt s  which  inf luence both supply 

and dem and  factors which affect  change in product  o f fe r ings  wi thin different  

m a r k e t s .

Th is  ch ap te r  first broadly reviews  technologica l  and aesthe t ic  innovat ions 

as dist inct  and impor tant  types o f  innovation.  This d iscuss ion establ ishes  the 

basis for examining  the dif fe rences  in processes o f  innovation  in terms of  

aesthetic and technical  factors.  A research model to invest igate these mo t iv a­

tional factors is then proposed.



T e c h n i c a l  I n n o v a t i o n s

A cons iderable  amount o f  at tention has been given to the importance of  

technological  innovat ions both at the level o f  policy and at the level o f  theory. 

His tor ians  and an thropologis t s  have cont r ibuted to an in te rdisc ipl inary  u n ­

ders tanding  of  technical  innovations and (he role that technology  has in so­

cial change.  Many have written on the impor tance of  technology to the firm,

but opinions arc diverse.  But ler  (1988) reviews the re la tionship between 

technology and st rategy,  finding that many factors play a role in the genera­

t ion and diffusion of  innovat ions,  including the type of  innovat ion,  stage of 

de v e lo p m e n t ,  in te rdependence  be tween  technologies ,  and o th e r  factors.

It is recognized that competi t ion in certain industries may be driven by 

technology.  The drug,  tagamet ,  for example ,  was an impor tant  technical  in no ­

vat ion which comple te ly  changed the marke t for ulcer  medica t ions.  Shanklin  

and Ryans  (1984,  p. 166) argue that such high technology products  have the 

potent ial  to "crea te  or  revolut ionize markets  and d e m and .”

The study of  technology is clearly a central issue to the study of  social 

change.  To  the early theorists and historians of  t echnological  innovat ion,  it 

appeared that t echnology  drove  social change.  They pointed  in par t icular  to 

then-new forms of  communica t ion  and t ransportat ion.  In the l ight o f  the re ­

cen t  soc io logy  o f  technology,  however,  such examples  appear  ra ther dated.  

Technology  is important ,  but social factors and consumer  needs affect the d e ­

v e l o p m e n t  of  t ec hno log ica l  innovat ion .

Jamison (1989,  p. 505) argues that there has emerged in recent  years a 

"broader  notion o f  an in n o v a t i o n  p r o c e s s  as a wide ranging and mult i faceted 

social  ac t ivi ty .” Looking at the historical deve lopment  of  theories  technologi ­

cal innovat ion,  Jamison a rgues that the understanding o f  technology  as a 

dr iver  o f  innovation has passed through several  t rans fo rma t ions  where sev-



cral dif ferent  factors have been stressed.  These range from economic  factors 

emphas ized  by Kondra t ie f f  and Schumptcr ,  to social factors first emphasized 

by Vcblcn.  As a result,  different  conceptua liza t ions of  science and technology

current ly compete  in the academic  marke tplace ,  each with d if fe rent  types of 

political policies and agendas  which they entail.  The notion of  science and 

technology as product ive  social forces have at trac ted cons iderab le  polit ical 

a t t e n t i o n .

Technology  as a source of  innovat ion is cer tainly an accepted and impor­

tant s tra tegic  concept .  Technologica l  b reak th roughs  have cer ta inly c reated  

many new oppor tuni t ies  for firms. The temporary monopoly which a new 

patent  p rovides  c reates  a prof itable opportun ity.  However,  though technology 

is given much of  the credit  for new product  growth,  t echnology is not the only 

source o f  change.  Creative ideas arc the source for many new products.

Creat ive ideas can establish new standards and make other  products  obsolete or 

out of  fashion. Both technology and creativity contribute to new product  d e ­

v e l o p m e n t .

Technica l factors are cited as critical to growth in many industries,  but the 

impor tance  of  t echnology is condi t ional .  While  technology  is frequent ly 

given the credi t  for creat ing change,  successful  p roducts  may not  require a 

new technology.  For  example ,  the game "Pic t i ona ry” is an innovat ion using 

exist ing and ex t remely  simple technology (paper  and penc il s)  c rea t ing  a m ar­

ket for a game which had not existed previously.  This  innovat ion was in t ro­

duced  at a t ime when numerous  technica l ly -based  innovat ions  were appearing 

on the game market ,  namely computer  games and the Nintendo c raze  of  video 

g a m e s .

Clearly,  certain innovat ions arc due to factors other  than technology.  To 

say that all innovations der ive from technologica l  change  is clearly specious.
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For example ,  the development o f  Abstract  Expression ism cannot be accounted 

for by the deve lopment o f  better  paints. There are clearly drivers of  innov a­

tion which are not based upon technical factors or  scientific advance.  Drivers 

o f  innovation  which arc broadly labeled “cu l tura l"  or  “ aes thet ic” arc co n s id ­

ered in the next section.

Aesthe tic  Innovat ions  and Hir s c h ’s Model

Hirsch (1972)  provides  an impor tant  f ramework for unders tanding  p r o ­

cesses a ffec ting the control  and diffusion of  new products  in cultural  ind us ­

tries. “ Cultural  indus tr ies" which Hirsch invest iga ted,  namely  book pu bl i s h­

ing, records,  and movie industries,  arc faced with the problem o f  cont inual ly 

introducing new products without being able to predict  demand. In such aes ­

thetic domains  where  innovations  are generated  and contro l led  within c o n ­

sumers  se t t ings ,  o rganiza t ions  are conf ronted with a highly uncerta in  c o n ­

sume r  envi ron men t .  Such cul tural  industr ies react  by “sp on so r in g ” several  

artists and exer t ing a degree of  control over  “ga tekeepers” in the mass media 

who influence tastes.  Feedback from consumers,  in the form o f  sales figures 

and box-off ice receipts,  provide cues  to which products  will likely be prof ­

itable and which should be dropped.

Hir sc h ’s model suggests  that there is a surplus o f  innovat ions in cultural  

industries,  only some of  which can make an adequate return on the massive 

promot iona l  spending  which is required to market  them. While cul tural  i n ­

dustr ies satisfy demands  for new fads and fashions,  the abilities o f  these or ­

ganiza t ions to predict  their reactions to their products  is highly limited. Few 

fi lms reach the break-even point and only a few books sell enough copies to 

make a profit .  Such aesthetic products are created with highly uncer ta in dc-
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mand for these goods.  Numerous product  int roduc tions  arc a consequence  of

thi s  u n c e r ta in ty .

Hi rsch makes  the impor tant  observa tion  that cul tural  indust r ies  arc d i f fe r ­

e d  from other markets  in that there is a surplus of  innovation. This is a key 

aspect  o f  innovation created as a result o f  varying the aesthetic proper ties of  

products.  Aesthet ic  innovat ions can generate a per iod of  change  in certain 

products  ca tegor ies.  Aesthetic di fferent iat ion o f  p roducts  can dr ive product  

development  act ivi t ies in certain product  categories.  Giorgio Armani  is an e x ­

ample  o f  a des igner  who has primari ly been successful  by c reat ing stylistic 

innova t ions  in m e n ’s fashion.

There is a consistent  body of literature which has studied a subset o f  aes ­

thetic innovations in the domain  on fashion theory.  Cont ribu tors to fashion 

theory have included anthropologist  A. L. Krocber (1919),  soc iologis t  George  

Simmcl (1904),  and in market ing,  Paul Nyst rom (1928),  Dwight Robinson

(1975),  and others.  In fact, the paradigm of  diffusion theory st imulated new 

in te rd isc ip l inary  research  in these  areas.

The  issue of  consumer  aesthetics is just  beginning to be treated by marke t ­

ing and consumer  theorists.  A field of  consumer  aesthetics has been defined 

by Holbrook (1980,  p. 114) as the study of  “ the cognit ive,  affect ive and behav­

ioral responses  o f  cus tomers  to products  apprec ia ted primari ly  for thei r  own 

sake as ob jec t s - in - thcmsclvcs .” By the Holbrook def ini t ion,  c on su m er  ae s the t ­

ics would encompass  art objects  and most per formances  of  var ious types.

Cons umer  aesthet ics could also be extended to dea l ing  with var ious col lectables  

such as furniture and wristwatches.  However ,  the issue o f  co ns um er  aes the t ­

ics has also been applied to issues such as product  design and packaging.  To 

the extent  that consu mer  objects  can be appreciated “ for the ir  own sake as 

objects  in themselves ,” all consumer  products can be said to have an aesthetic
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dimens ion.  As i tems such as fountain pens,  political but tons,  decorat ive pins,

and even old machinery  has become col lectable,  the aesthet ic d imens ion  of  

these i tems has been discovered.

Aesthe tics  and innovation theory arc clearly connected.  Novelty is fre­

quent ly seen as an aesthetic attribute and as a basis for judging the worth of 

new works.  Aesthetic theory is applicable to innovat ion theory to the extent 

that it has been concerned  with novelty and innovat ion in relation to the d e ­

ve lopment  o f  artist ic mov ements  and the emergence  of  new styles.  Aesthetic 

theory is also applicable to market ing since it deals  with the issue of  under ­

s tanding qual i ty and taste. While classical aesthetic theor ies have been pro­

posed to account  for the deve lopment  of  new artistic works and styles,  more 

recent  aesthet ic  i ssues have been concerned with the consump t ion  o f  popular

artist ic works  and the reception of  works by audiences.

The Impor tance  o f  Und e rs ta nd ing Developing  Demand

The  d i f fe rences  be tween  technical  and aes thet ic  innovat ion s  are impor tan t  

to exami ne  because  they require an unde rs tanding  o f  fundamenta l ly  different  

processes.  A simple model  o f  the process of  innovation in marke ting is c on ­

ceived to be one of  developing products to fit needs. This is often described to 

be the result  o f  “ technology push," the technological  abil i ty of  a firm to create 

and market  new products ,  and “market  pul l , ” the explici t  recogni tion o f  a need

by consumers  or  buyers for a new product.  This process is represented in

Figure 3-1.

Whi le  technologica l  deve lopment  and co ns um er  dem and are a simple 

means  o f  unders tanding  the deve lopment  of  specif ic products ,  this p rocess 

may be more  accurately represented as a mixture o f  supply and demand fac­

tors. A more complex  conceptual iza t ion  o f  the process  necessary to understand



F i g u r e  3-1

S i m p l e  M o d e l  o f  t h e  P r o c e s s  o

Technology Push > Product  y  
Development \ "

I n n o v a t i o n

Market Pull



the factors which drive and inhibit  the product  deve lopment  process  is rcprc

sentcd in Figure 3-2. In this figure, supply factors lie behind and drive the 

deve lopment  of  technology ,  but p roduct  deve lopment  e fforts  may be l imited by 

var ious technologica l  bar riers and l imitat ions.  Demand factors may drive

product  deve lopment  as well ,  but product  deve lopment  e ffor ts  in this direct ion 

is l imited by the resistance of  consumers  to develop a taste for new styles and 

the rate at which consumers arc able to assimilate new fashions.

Most  industries and most  successful products are the result o f  a mixture of  

both o f  these supply and demand factors. For a new product  to be successfully

deve loped,  there must  be the matching of  the ability of  firms to deve lop  new

products with the f i rm's  recogni tion of  fulfi l l ing a potential  need or demand.

This match ing  process  is the key. Even if firms have the technical  capabil i ty

to deve lop  new products,  few (if any) products will be deve loped without the

explici t  recogni t ion that a potential  market  exists for that new product .  The 

costs o f  commercial izat ion and roll-out o f  a new product  arc simply too high. 

Apart  from the R& D capabili ty of  a firm, there must  be an abili ty to understand

new needs and potential  markets  in order for successful  new products  to reach

the market .  This capabil i ty to understand new needs and provide the guidance 

to deve loping products to fit these needs is a basic and important  goal o f  m a r ­

k e t i n g .

Fi rms clearly need to unders tand deve loping  co nsu me r  demand to guide

their  p roduct  deve lopm en t  efforts.  Por te r  (1990) cons ider s  d e m and  cha rac te r ­

istics o f  marke ts  to be a strategic factor. Porter a rgues that demanding  buyers 

pressure companies  to innovate faster  which leads to a compet i t ive  advantage.  

However ,  Por te r does not empir ical ly support  this proposi t ion.  Successful  in ­

novation  is predicated upon firms being able to understand the demand for

new products and develop products to meet  those needs.  The problem is that
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new needs  arc not frequently articulated by consumers.  It may take t ime for 

consumers  to deve lop new needs. How firms unders tand deve loping  consumer  

demand is not clearly art iculated by Porter.

The concept  of  “need"  may in many si tuations provide,  at best, an anemic 

explana tion  why a product  is bought and consumed.  When deal ing with new 

things,  consumers  may not have yet formulated specific needs.  Hi rsch ' s  model

is one of  the few studies which have explicit ly recognized that firms may 

sponsor ,  develop ,  and launch new products in si tuat ions where needs arc not 

clearly unders tood  and where demand is highly uncertain.  The Hirsch model 

suggests  that while it is difficult or impossible for firms to fully predict  c o n ­

sumer  reaction to new things such as new aesthet ic or  cultural  products,  p r o d ­

uct deve lo pm en t  ef for t s  never the less  occur  a long  several  d imens ions .

The  most  apparent  or  d i s t inguishing feature of  aesthet ic o r  cul tural  in no ­

vat ions is their  lack o f  apparent  need. Aesthetic innovat ions arc adopted out 

o f  a social  process of  appreciat ion of  their features or  at tributes,  they arc not 

"necessit ies." Aesthet ic innovat ions may be genera ted without  address ing  a 

specific functional “need." The  "n eed” they fulfill is entirely symbolic;  it is a

need related to social meaning.

The problem is that the concept  o f  need is often understood as a lack or a 

deficiency o f  something.  This defini t ion of  need may be unnecessar ily c o n ­

straining when it comes  to aesthetic products.  Mas low (1962) notes that c er ­

tain needs,  when  they are grat if ied or  fulfi l led,  breed increased rather  than

decreased motivat ion.  Needs may be motivated out o f  growth rather  than de f i ­

c i e n c y .

The  drive for psychological  growth as it is mani fested  in aesthetic var ia ­

tion provides a consistent  s t imulus for consumers to try new products .  Even

where  growth in an industry may be l imited by technological  barr iers ,  prod-



uct dev e lop me nt  e ffor ts  which of fe r  consumers  new aes thet ic  sensa t ions  and 

variat ions are always a potential  option. Though firms may not be able to 

predict  which new aesthet ic varia tions  will be successful ,  there are o p p o r tu ­

nities to deve lop new products  out o f  the need for aesthetic variation.

The impor tant  issues from a product  deve lopm en t  perspec tive  cente r 

around the condi t ions  of  deve loping demand.  It is important  for marketers to 

unders tand  how consu me rs  may deve lop  and change  the ir  p re fe rences  over  

time in reaction to what is offered. Even if consumers  are consistent  and s ta ­

ble in their  pre ferences,  firms may introduce products  which will al ter  d e ­

mand charac ter i s t ics  in a product  category.

It is interest ing to note (hat even in relat ively simple categor ies,  diverse 

aesthetic preferences can develop.  In the product  ca tegory “ water ,” for e x ­

ample ,  p roduct  o ffer ings include tap water ,  mineral  water ,  and carbonated 

water  o f  various types,  all in a diverse assortment  o f  bottles obta ined from a 

variety o f  water  sources.  Per rier  created a market  for carbonated water  p rod ­

ucts by market ing a product  which gave consumers  a chance to develop  a new 

type o f  p refe rence .

While the deve lopment  o f  aesthetic tastes for water  p roducts  may be l im­

ited, the case o f  Perrier  i l lustrates the ability o f  consumers to deve lop diverse 

preferences  on the demand side.  Cultural  industr ies which Hirsch d iscusses 

aid in the  deve lopment  o f  a vast array of  p roducts  which reflect ext remely 

complex  c onsum er  preferences.  Cul tural  indust r ies  are charac te r ized  by not 

only a surplus o f  innovation on the supply side but the gradual  deve lopment  of 

complex  preferences  and d iverse tastes on the demand side.



Differences  Between  Technical  and Aes th etic D im ens ions in Innovation

P r o c e s s e s

Certain innovat ions can be pr imari ly  aesthet ic  and others primari ly  te ch ­

nological .  The  problem is that the impor tance of  aesthetic and technological

factors may primari ly  depend upon the percept ion of  the individual .  

Technologica l  and aesthetic ca tegories do  not  avoid the “ in te rpre tive  problem" 

in the defini t ion of  innovat ions d iscussed above.  Consumers  are likely to have 

di fferent  views  of  the importance o f  technologica l  and aesthet ic factors in

terms o f  their  values.

Many products  fall in the gray area be tween aesthet ic and technological  

domains;  t echnological  factors and aesthetic factors may become mixed  and

compete  in terms o f  the value which they of fer  the consumer.  Automobi les  

can be eva lua ted in terms o f  their  t echnologica l at t ributes (such as ef ficiency,  

safety,  and reliabil i ty) o r  for their  aesthetic at tributes (such as body style, in­

terior  comfort ,  or  symbol ic  features).  These  eva lua tions can change  and b e ­

come quite complicated over t ime; consumers who may initially buy a car  for 

its technical  features may deve lop a st rong emotiona l response to the au to­

m o b i l e .

An es tab li shed corpus  o f  marke t ing  l i t erature d i f fe ren t ia tes  marke ts  where 

e i ther  ne w aesthet ic var ia t ions or  t echnological  d e ve lo pm en t  may domin a te  

innovat ion within the product  category.  For  example ,  while clothing may 

provide  cer ta in physica l  funct ions to provide  cover ing,  p rotec t ion,  and 

warmth,  aesthet ic  p roper t ies  domina te  product  ca tegory  var ia t ion and in n o ­

va tion,  especia l ly  in fashion c lo th ing  ca tegor ies .

The  many d i f fe rences  be tween  technologica l  and aes the tic  innovation  in 

their  generat ion and diffusion need to be further def ined and examined.  As a 

bet ter  basis for theory and marke t ing practice,  it is necessary to examine ,  dis-



t inguish  and c la r ify  cer ta in  fundamenta l  d i f f e r ences  be tw een  technologica l

and aesthet ic e lements  in processes o f  innovat ion.  Using the conceptual  

f ramework  provided  by d if fusion theory,  the fol lowing  br ief  summary  su g­

gests that aesthet ic  and technological  d if ferences  arc apparent  in many a s ­

pects o f  the process o f  innovation.  These  include (a) di ffusion patterns,  (b)

the meaning  of  the innovat ion,  (c) the structure o f  the innovating  firm, and

(d) cncu l tura t ion  and o ther  factors.

A.)  Di f fus ion  Pa t terns  Di fferences be tween  technical  and aesthetic inno ­

vations arc twofold: in the way they arc generated and in the way they diffuse. 

As technology  has become increasingly sophis t icated,  d iscuss ions  o f  technical  

innovat ion frequently focus on the supply side, the ability o f  firms to control 

t e chnology  through pa ten ts  and research.  Techno log ica l  innovat ions  c lear ly

appear  to be control led by suppliers;  they diffuse from firms to consumers  and

d e ve lopm en t  cost s  arc par t icula rly important .

Discussions o f  aesthetic innovat ions,  on the o ther  hand,  more often focus

on condi t ions o f  demand.  The “ trickle dow n"  theory o f  innovat ions in which

innovat ions  diffuse from h igher to lower economic  classes is not clearly a p ­

plicable to aesthetic innovations.  This theory is opposed  in the domain  of  

fashion innovat ions by King (1964) and Field (1970),  who consider  cases of  

fashions moving  up and across social strata. Innovat ions in fashion may 

or iginate with consumers  rather than firms; d if fusion may be from lower  to

higher  economic groups.  In fact, des igners  in fashion and artists in other 

fields have noted that they get ideas from cues which they perceive in their

eve ry day  life and sur roundings .

B.)  Mean ing :  Past research has suggested  and suppor ted impor tant  d i s t inc­

tions be tween technologica l and aesthetic products.  Hi rschman (1981) ,  for e x ­

ample ,  p roposes  that product  innovations  may result  from two independent



sources,  technology and symbol ism.  She notes that symbolic  innovations may 

result  when ma rke te rs  and/or consu me rs  at t r ibute new social mean ings  to 

exist ing products.  Symbolic  innovat ions are due to intangible factors.  She a r ­

gues that a secondary diffusion effect is especial ly strong in cases in which 

symbol ic  ass oc ia t ions  are co m m unic a te d  th rough a pa r t icu la r  re fe rence

g r o u p .

H i r s c h m a n ’s dist inct ion between technical  and symbol ic  factors is e x ­

tended in a di scussion of  the d ifference be tween tangible and intangible

quali t ies o f  these differences.  While technical factors may be t a n g i b l e  factors

which def ine  an innovat ion,  the efforts o f  consum ers  and marketers to define

the i n t a n g i b l e  meaning and s ignif icance o f  p roducts  can be ext remely im p o r ­

tant. In service sectors of  the economy,  for example ,  intangible factors arc

p a r t i c u l a r l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .

Studies  in adver t i s ing  and related areas suppor t  this dist inction.

Hi rschman and Solomon (1984)  invest igate adver t i sements  along  d imens ion  of  

functional  uti l i ty,  aesthetic value,  and familiari ty.  Golden  and Johnson (1983)

invest iga te d i f fe rences  in feel ing and th inking  appeals  which has been m o d ­

e led in adver t i s ing  by Vaughn (1980)  and others.

C ) O rg a n iz a t i o n a l  S t ruc ture:  On the supply side, technical and aesthetic

innov at ions  c rea te  di f fe ren t  o rganiza t iona l  d e m and s  and result  in d i ffe ren t  

o rganiza t iona l  s t ruc tures .  Technica l  innovat ions  are genera l ly dr iven  by r e ­

search  and dev e lo p m e n t  de p a r tm e n t s  or  in de pendent  research laborator ies .

Aesthe tic  innovat ions are dr iven by designers ,  c reat ive staff,  and art ists who 

f requent ly  work  independen t ly  or  f reelance am ong  firms.

Techno log ica l  innovations have s imilar it ies  to aes the tic  o r  styl ist ic in no ­

vat ions since both may require creativi ty,  a new use o f  materials ,  and depend 

upon a special ized group of  people.  It is recognized that certain industries are



primari ly driven by aesthetic or  stylistic factors and o thers  driven by tech­

nology.  In other  cases,  innovation may be driven by b o t h  aesthetic and tech ­

nical factors to varying degrees.  The  focus o f  product  development  efforts 

may vary by company culture.  Technology is thought o f  a being the engine of 

advancement  and progress;  fashion and style are cons idered to be temporary

and cycl ical .

Firms “m an age” technology and culture to the extent  that they make par ­

t icular  choices in their  use of  technology and design in the deve lopment  of  

new products.  Just as production is managed by the firm, innovat ion is m an ­

aged by the choices which firms make to make  changes  in products  due to 

technica l  and aes thet ic  input.

D ) Encul tura tion  a n d  Socia l  Status:  Many aesthet ic innovat ions arc pecu ­

liarly dif ferent  from technical  innovations in that they reflect a process  of  

encul turat ion or training o f  a par ticular  kind. The deve lopment  of  “good

taste" in certain more or  less purely aesthetic categor ies such as paint ing may 

involve the motivation to achieve a type of  social status. Aesthetic products 

may require a good deal o f  time, money,  and attention which may be a sign of

weal th,  “good breedin g , ” educa tion,  and status.

The deve lopment  of  many types of  aesthetic taste may imply social j u d g ­

ments.  St igler and Becker (1977, p. 88) argue that a new style is not achieved

simply by any sort o f  change,  “ the newness must  be of  a special  sort that re­

quires a subtle predict ion of  what will be approved novelty,  and a trained pe r ­

son can make  be tte r p redict ions than an unt rained person ."  The  deve lopment

of  aesthetic taste and preference  requires a certain degree of  effort  and 

learning,  a growing ability to d is t inguish between new types o f  products  and 

gr ea te r  select iv i ty be tween  new product  of fe r ings .



The deve lopment  o f  aesthetic taste may engage consumers  in a cul tural ly-  

based or  social  process of  the learning. Aesthetic innovat ions  such as pa in t ­

ings arc created in reference to a part icular  body o f  exist ing products,  a t rad i ­

tion of  product ion.  Innovat ive products may d iverge from this t radit ion to 

vary ing degrees  crea t ing  products  apprec ia ted  for their  new aesthe tic  values.

Not all products  with aesthetic dimensions become indicators of  taste or 

status or  be subject  to aesthetic refinement.  The complexi ty  of  sensory a t­

tributes in the product  category has something to do with the abili ty and m ot i ­

vation of  consumers  to deve lop complex preferences.  Some consumers  buy

gourmet  brands  of  coffee and deve lop an ability to di st inguish be tween d i f fe r ­

ent blends,  taking steps in the brewing  process to preserve the fragile flavor. 

Other  consumers  are conten t  with almost  any brand o f  canned  ground coffee 

which they brew with an automatic coffee make r  and are indi fferent  to 

b r e w i n g  p ro c e ss e s .

Why do some consumers  pay at tention to developing and ref ining aesthetic 

taste and others do not? The under lying motivat ional  reasons for this have not 

been invest igated.  The  fact that certain consumers take steps to deve lop ae s ­

thetic apprec ia t ion while others do  not is an impor tan t  individual  d if fe rence  

var iable  which may influence product  deve lopm en t  ef for t s  in that  p roduct  

ca tegory.  Cer ta in  complex categories such as pa int ing may require c ons id e r ­

able learning and exper ience.  Many categories may be subject  to fads and 

fash ions  where new and changing  aes thet ic  e lements  per iodica l ly a l te r  p a t ­

terns o f  demand.

Rese arch  F r a m e w o rk and App ro ach  

The  above has reviewed some impor tant  d if ferences  be tween product  

c lasses  which  are domina ted  by aesthet ic  and technical  factors and ga thered



evidence to suppor t the proposed  categor izat ion.  There arc clearly impoi.ant  

behavioral  d if ferences  in how innovations  arc genera ted,  adopted,  and d i f ­

fused which arc important  to the process of  product  development .  This disscr

tat ion at tempts  to separate and define this dif ference on the basis of  em p ir i ­

ca l ly  d i sce rn ib l e  mo t iv a t i ona l  d i f fe rences .

This  d issertat ion invest igates  the categor iza t ion scheme o f  technica l and

aesthetic innovat ions by proposing  that there are more or  less “ basic"  m o t i ­

vat ional  factors which dr ive co nsu m er  at t ract ion to new products  and br ing  

about  product  development  act ivi t ies by firms. New products  arc attract ive to 

con su m ers  because  they of fe r  improved  technologica l  features  or  desi rab le 

aesthet ic var iat ions on what has gone before.  Technical  and aesthet ic in n o ­

va t ions sat isfy two importan t  c lasses o f  fundamenta l ly  d i ffe ren t  under ly ing  

m o t i v a t i o n s .

It fol lows that dist inct  types of  innovat iveness  exist ,  namely aesthet ic  and 

technica l  innovat iveness .  The  st rength o f  aesthet ic and technical  m o t i v a ­

tional  factors will cor re la te  to the propensi ty to engage in innovative  b e h a v ­

iors. Learn ing and involvement  with product  o r  categories o f  p roducts  will

channel  innovative behaviors toward specif ic goals.  The unde rs tanding  o f

deve lop ing  new product  demand requires an examina t ion  o f  the re lat ionship 

o f  these  dis tinct  mot iva t iona l  components .

The Focus on Motivat ion

The recogni t ion o f  motiva t ion  as important  to consumer  behavior  is not 

new. The  importance o f  motivat ional  factors to the workings o f  the economy 

has been explored by Sci tovsky (1976) among others.  Sci tovsky argues that 

there is something  wrong with the facile assumpt ion by economis t s  that c o n ­

sumer  preferences are revealed by their  behavior.  Sci tovsky a rgues that it is



necessary to exam ine  the und er ly ing  psy chologica l  mot iv a t ions  o f  co ns um ers  

to understand the types of  sat isfact ion which production  in the economy 

supplies.  Sc itovsky argues that the under ly ing  motivat ions are more  complex 

and subtle than the typical rational economic model  would lead one  to suppose

Marke te rs  have been long co nc e rn ed  with u n de r s ta nd in g  mot iva t iona l  

factors behind purchase  and product  adopt ion.  The  problem,  as mot iva tiona l

researchers such as Dichlcr  (1964,  1978) have pointed out, is that many or most 

motivat ions arc unconscious.  Consumpt ion  is o ften  st rongly in fluenced  by 

u n c o n s c i o u s  mot ive s .

To say that a motive may be unconscious docs not mean that it is irrational, 

myster ious,  not subject  to scientific examina tion,  or  less than real. Though 

reasons for adopt ing a product  may be ext remely  complex,  the inf luence of  

motivat ional  factors can be subject  to examina tion .  Consumers  have some idea 

of  their  own interests,  pass ions ,  and desires which motivate search and choice 

processes  for new products.

Research in mot ivat ion is not l imited by the proposi t ion that motivat iona l 

factors are often unconscious.  McClel land ct al. (1953) advanced a theory of  

mot ivat ion and developed  a measure  o f  the achievement  mot ive based upon 

Murray's  Thematic Appercept ion Test  and the examinat ion  o f  fantasy.  Later  

studies in the 1960s examined such mot ives such as the drive for power  and 

integrated mot ivat iona l  theory with dec is ion  theory (Vroom,  1964).

Unlike research in the early part o f  this century in which mot iva tion  was 

related to inner forces and drives,  the more recent  renewal o f  interest  in m o ­

t ivation has been driven by a cogni t ive focus. Recent  research in affect and 

cogni t ion has brought  specif ic mot ivat iona l  factors to at tention.  Cac ioppo and 

Petty (1982) have  ident i fied a di st inct ly cogni t ive  mot iva t iona l  factor  among 

consumers  to en joying thinking,  deve loping  the Need for Cogni t ion Scale to
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invest igate this individual  dif ference factor. This  scale has been util ized in 

various studies and has contr ibuted to studies of  persuasion.

The thesis o f  the existence of  two different  motivat ional  components  is

paral leled and suppor ted by Za jo nc ' s  p ropos it ion that there arc two different  

systems of  evaluat ion.  Zajonc (1980) proposes the existence o f  a fast, crude, 

and quick- reac t ing  affect ive system and the s lower  working  cogni t ive system.

The  recent  cogni t ive  focus on mot ivat ion has frequent ly obscured the d i s ­

t inction be tween  values and motivat ion.  Values and mot ives  can both inf lu­

ence behavioral  choices and represent what people regard as good or  bad b e ­

haviors.  The dist inction which is usually made  be tween  values and motives  is

that values do not necessari ly imply energy or lead to action. However,  the is­

sue o f  measu remen t  is par ticular ly important  in making  the d is t inc tion b e ­

tween  va lues and mot ives clear.

McClel land ,  Koestner,  and Weinberger  (1989)  have st ruggled with the d i s ­

t inction be tween  values and mot ives  and have related this problem to the n e ­

cessi ty o f  keeping  di fferent  types of  measures  separate.  They  d is t inguish b e ­

tween sel f-at tr ibuted measures  o f  mot ives  (scaled item measures)  and 

“ im pl ic i t” measure s  ( fantasy measures) ,  no ting that these measures  seldom

correlate s ignif icant ly with one another.  McCle l land  (1980)  summ ar ize s  the 

ev idence  that implici t  mot ives predict  “ spontaneous  behaviora l  t rends  over

t ime" while self -a t t r ibu ted motives  predict  “ immedia te  specif ic  responses to 

speci f ic s i tua t ions  or  choice  behavior . "

This latter type of  motivat ion,  self-at tr ibuted mot ives  related to specif ic s i t ­

uations,  specif ies the type of  motivat ion which could be validly be explored in 

relat ion to product  adoption si tuat ions and innovat ions .  Sel f-at t ributed m o ­

t ives appear  more  valuable in examining  the mot ives  behind specif ic adoption 

decisions.  It is necessary to explore self-at tr ibuted motiva t ions  in the context



o f  par t icular  product  classes in order  to bet ter  understand deve loping  demand 

in those product  classes.

Research  Goals

Based upon the discussion in the above chapters,  an exploratory  f ramework

to empir ica l ly  examine ,  isolate,  and dis t inguish aes the tic  and technical  m o t i ­

vational  factors is p roposed below. The factors which drive innovat ion arc the 

focus -- the factors which inhibit  product  innovat ion arc not t reated in this 

d i s s e r t a t i o n .

Given  that mot iva tiona l  factors depend upon percept ion and interpretat ion,

it is hypothesized that the influence or  weight  o f  motivat ional  factors arc both 

specific to the person and specific to the category.  It is necessary to examine

features of  products  as well as the weight given to motivat ional  factors by in ­

dividuals.  The deve lopment  o f  innovations in each product  class may be a f ­

fected by dif fe rent  factors,  depending upon product  features  specif ic to that

category.  The first research goal is to examine and compare  aesthetic and

technical  motiva t iona l  factors as they vary in specif ic product  classes.

Secondly,  exam ini ng  specif ic mot ivat ional  factors in d if feren t  product  c a t ­

egories al lows a new examinat ion of  the issue of  innovativeness.  As noted in

Chapter  1, Midgley and Dowling (1978) raise the issue that innovat iveness

needs to be examined  as a personali ty trait. The examina tion of  motivational

factors al lows renewed considerat ion of  this issue. The  issue of  motivat ion

goes to (he heart  o f  the question of  the extent  to which innovat iveness  is a 

deeply rooted trait and an impor tant  individual  d i f fe rence variable.

The  fol lowing  discussion clari f ies these points  by estab li sh ing  a f ramework 

to define  aesthet ic  and technical  factors and examine  the charac te ri s t ics  o f

aesthetic and technical  response.  This discussion is necessary to be ing able to



frame the hypotheses  in a way that can be empir ical ly tested. The chapter  

concludes with the presentat ion of  a research model  and the formulat ion of  

spec i f ic  t es table  hypotheses .

Fea tures  and Factors

The under ly ing  mot ivat iona l  f a c t o r s  to own or adopt a new product  is re­

lated to the prod uc t ’s perceived f e a t u r e s .  The term “factor" is used to refer an

under lying  mot iva tiona l e lement  as dist inct  from a perceived “ feature" o f  a 

product .  Features arc frequently applied to def ining at tr ibutes within a spe ­

cific product  category,  for example,  cars have engines,  lights, and come in 

specific colors.  Technologica l  and the aesthetic f a c t o r s  arc at a higher level of

conceptua l  abs trac t ion than product  ca tegory  f e a t u r e s .  Products have pe r ­

ceived f e a t u r e s  while motivat ional  f a c t o r s  arc unobservable  or  inferred.

To  examine the under lying factors it is necessary to examine  how technical 

and aesthetic features are perceived or weighted as impor tant .  Product  f ea ­

tures offer  consumers  dif ferent  opt ions  in how they de te rmine  the value and 

qual ity o f  products .  While aesthetic and technical  mot iva tiona l factors may 

inf luence choice  unconsc ious ly ,  these factors can only be present  as a result 

o f  cons iderab le  cultural  learning and experience.  It takes processes of

learn ing and experience  for consumers  to be able perceive  various product  

features as desi rably “ new." This conceptua liza t ion is consisten t  with re ­

search t radi tions in mot iva tiona l theory which has def ined  mot iva t ions as re ­

lated to learning.

This  issue is part icularly important  to study in case of  many consumer

products  which  have  both aesthet ic and technica l fea tures which inf luence 

motivat ional  factors to different  degrees.  For example ,  color  is a feature of  a 

p roduct  which may or may not provide an under lying motive  for adopt ion and



consumpt ion .  Colo r  may.  neverthe less ,  elate to technical  and aesthetic fac­

tors. The redness o f  a s trawberry may be an important technical sign of  the 

r ipeness of  the fruit. It is also an important  aesthetic component  in the e n ­

joyment  of  the product  -- in this case,  redness is a highly important  feature 

which  may affect  sub jec t ive  experiences  and even taste percept ions which arc 

impo r t an t  aesthe t ic  factors.

On the other hand, the red color  o f  a car  does not affect the technical per ­

formance of  a car. The color  of  a car  may or may not be an important aesthetic 

component  in the use and enjoyment  of  the product.  The color  of  a car is a 

manipula b le  aes thet ic  feature which,  in interact ion with o ther  aesthet ic fea­

tures,  may affect motivat ions to own and use a part icular  car.

Manipulable  Features

The manipulable  features of  a product  arc part icular ly important  to the 

extent  that (hey can be changed  to affect  under lying mot iva tiona l factors to 

adopt and use them. The deve lopment  of  innovations in each product  class is 

depende nt  upon m an ipula b le  product  features and the inv olvement  of  p r o d u c ­

ers and consumers  specific to that category.  Individuals  may have di fferent  

types of  technical  and aesthetic motiva tions and or ientat ions ,  especial ly t o ­

ward  m u l t i -a t t r ib u t e  and h ig h - in v o lv e m e n t  products .

Certain products  appear to be more readily or  frequently subject  to ae s ­

thetic variation.  As in the example  of  the product  category “ water ," the deve l ­

opment  o f  diverse aesthetic tastes for  water products  may be l imited by the 

small  number  o f  features in the product  category.  Meaningful  aesthetic 

variat ions  may occur  in ca tegor ies  with s imple  perceptual  features,  but c o m ­

plex preferences are more l ikely to develop  in ca tegor ies with complex  p e r ­

ceptual  features.  The  more complex and subtle the features are in a product
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category,  the grea te r the potential  for the deve lop  nent  o f  complex  consumer  

tastes. In product  categor ies where consumers  deve lop  more complex tastes, 

p roducers have grea te r  potent ia l  for new product  of fer ings.

Features of  a product  which  are manipulab le  are subject to product  de ve l ­

opment  efforts,  ei ther  aes thetical ly or technological ly.  The problem is to u n ­

derstand the deve lopment  of  the underlying motivat ions.  The redness of  a 

s t rawberry might  be subject  to technologica l  innovat ion through genet ic  

manipula tion or  dyes,  but the issue, neverthe less  is an aesthetic one -- would

consumers  find yel low,  green,  purple,  or  blue s trawberr ies  aesthe tical ly a p ­

peal ing? The  answer would depend upon the strength of  past  learned b e h a v ­

ior and the learning  of  new motiva t ional  pre fe rences.

Learn ing  and E x p e rience Effects

Learn ing  and exper ience  appears  to shape mot iva t ions ,  response c h a r a c ­

teristics.  and reactions to product  features. The  weight  o f  technical  and a e s ­

thetic factors is relat ive or  cont ingent  upon var ious cul tural ly establ ished  and 

learned pred isposi t ions of  consumers .  The  weight  or  impor tance  of  un de r ly ­

ing motiva tions  to use or  adopt  new products may change as consumers al ter

the i r  kn o w le d g e  and exper ience .

The  desire to own and use new technical  products  is frequently driven 

solely by technical  features which depend upon the co n s u m e r ’s level o f  u n ­

ders tanding  and knowledge.  For example ,  the development  o f  a new industrial  

pes t icide  would  depend  upon such technical  features as its envi ronmental  

safety in manufacture  and use, the cost o f  producing it, and how effective it 

was in killing specific types of  bugs. In this case,  as in the case of  many in­

dustr ial  p roducts ,  aesthet ic factors are l ikely to have minimal influence.



Co ns um er  choices ,  on the o ther  hand,  may ent i rely depend  upon aesthet ic 

fac tors where  technica l  unde rs tandi ng  is l imited.

Co n su m er  know ledge  is frequent ly not extens ive  and technical  fea tures  of  

p roducts  arc not likely to be clearly understood in many consu me r  product  

categor ies .  Co nsumers  may prefer  to rely upon " learning  by exper ience"  but

this lea rning can provide  am biguous  and uncer tain in formation and be 

“ managed"  by firms (see Hoch and Deighton,  1989).

C o n su m er  products ,  frequent ly being marketed in terms  o f  easi ly m a n i p u ­

lable aesthetic features such as styling and design,  arc likely to offer a “mixed 

value" to appeal to both aesthetic and technical factors. The impor tance or  

value o f  t echnical  and aesthetic product  features may become confused  to the 

consumer.  The red and black packaging of  Raid, for example ,  is an aesthetic 

feature impor tant  in es tabl ishing an image of  the product  as a powerful  bug 

spray.  The  c o n su m e r ' s  technical  percept ion of  the spray as powerful  and e f ­

fective may depend upon such aesthetic features as the color  and des ign of  

spray can. Consumers may not realize that their choice o f  a bug spray depends 

upon thei r  use of  these aesthetic features to infer technical  quality.

Mot ivat iona l  researchers such as Dichtcr  have a rgued many or most  m o t i ­

vat ions to consume products  are influenced by unconscious  factors.  In the 

above  example ,  mot iva tiona l  researchers could argue that the mot iva t ion to 

choose a bug spray perceived to be powerful  may express  an underlying a g ­

gression.  Consumers may feel a certain satisfact ion and a sense o f  control  in 

the use of  a bug spray. The motivation is i n t e r p r e t e d  in the situation by e x a m ­

ining the feel ing and react ions of  consumers.

The issue o f  the link be tween product  at tr ibutes and co ns umer  motives

poses a hermeneut ic problem. The importance o f  features in the use and c o n ­

sumption  o f  p roducts  by consumers  is expl icable  by interpre t ing  the underly-



ing mot iva tiona l factors,  but these factors may not be c lear  to consumers 

themselves.  Mot iva tions may change through the use of  products.  The per ­

cept ion of  the value of  product  features in a product  category is affected by 

the s t rength  o f  under ly ing  mot ivat ions .

Are consumers  at tracted and mot ivated by des ign and o ther  aesthetic fea­

tures to pay attention to a product? Or arc consumers mot ivated more by in­

formation search to pay at tention to technical  factors such as per formance  

and rel iabil i ty? Do people with trained backgrounds in aesthet ic o r  technical

skil ls  have a d i f fe ren t  involvement,  sensi t ivi ty,  or  unders tand ing  o f  technical

and aesthet ic  p roduct  features? Individual  d if ferences  in percept ion and 

innova t iven ess  related to background,  learning,  and expe r ience  ef fec ts  in 

aesthetic and technical  p roduct  categor ies need to be explored.

Though motiva tional  factors may be unconscious,  they are subject  to e x a m ­

ination as a type o f  learned behavior.  Aesthet ic  appreciat ion and technical  

competence  both need to be learned. It takes exper ience to leam to interpret a

feature as aesthet ical ly pleasing and it takes learning to gain technical  c o m ­

petence.  The weight  given in importance to aesthetic and technical  factors in 

the percept ion o f  products  may reveal important  aspects o f  how products  arc 

consumed and eva luated and important  predispos it ions o f  consumers .  It is 

necessary  to fur ther  def ine  and isolate technical  and aesthet ic factors.

Def ini t ions o f  Aesthet ic  and T echnical  Factors

One  means  o f  di fferent iat ing aesthetic and technical  features is in terms of  

intr insic and ext r ins ic  propert ies  or  d imens ions.  Such characte r iza t ions  of  

" in tr insic and ext r ins ic proper t ies” have been widely applied  to at t r ibutes in 

speaking about the cues  to perceived product  quali ty (Szybi ilo & Jacoby,  1974; 

Zei thaml .1988) .  Intrinsic and extrinsic dimens ions have been studied as mot i ­



vations appl ied lo job  si tuat ions (Salancik,  1975), have been invest igated by 

Holbrook (1986a) as personali ty factors, been applied to concepts  such as 

"rel igiosi ty ,"  and have been used to descr ibe both products and motivat ions.  

Intr insic and ex t r ins ic  d im ens io ns  arc appropr iate  to d i s t inguish ing  aesthet ic  

and technical  motivat ional  factors. These factors arc defined as follows:

A e s t h e t i c  f a c t o r s  arc learned  p re d i sp os i t i ons  or  mo t iv a t i ons

to experience products  or  features o f  p roducts  as in tr ins i­

cal ly rewarding,  i.e., reward ing  as ends  in themselves .

T e c h n i c a l  f a c t o r s  arc learned pred i sp os i t i ons  or  m o t iv a t i ons  

to experience products or  features of  p roducts  as extrinsi-  

cally rewarding,  i.e., rewarding as a means  for the benef its

which  the product  provides in the product  use and c o n ­

s u m p t i o n  .

Cha rac te r i s t ics  o f  Aesthe tic Response

Aesthet ic  factors arc defined by the perceived presence of  sensory a t ­

t r ibutes or  features of  products  which consumers  find to be p leasing,  in teres t ­

ing, s t imulat ing,  o r  arousing about a product .  Aesthet ic  evaluat ions are f re ­

quent ly expressed as affect ive responses.  The  motiva t ion to acquire or  expe r i ­

ence aesthet ic  p roducts  is frequently charac ter ized  as hedonic.  The major ity 

of  consu mer  research on aesthetic p roduct  categor ies such as music and art 

has noted the impor tance of  hedonic and emotiona l  content .

Holbrook  (1980,  1982) has strongly argued the case that in aesthetic product  

ca tegories ,  consu mers  show high levels o f  emotiona l  and cognit ive  in v o lv e ­

ment  in aesthet ic  exper iences ,  accompanied  by the abili ty to give meaningful



aesthet ic responses to a broad spectrum of  artistic offerings.  While  respon­

dents  may find it difficult  to provide valid perceptual  or  pre ference ju d g e ­

ments on more than one  or two brands of  toothpaste,  consumers  can easily 

provide  meaningfu l  eva lua t ions  o f  many music ians ,  per formers ,  actors,  or 

o ther  types of  artist ic offerings.

This  high level o f  emotional  and cogni t ive involvement  is an important  a s ­

pect  o f  aesthetic response.  Individuals are highly select ive in choos ing  sp e ­

cific aesthetic and ludic activit ies to pursue. Though aesthetic products  and 

pursui ts  may be se lf -rewarding and hedonic,  not all aesthetic products  and a c ­

tivit ies are o f  interest to all individuals.  Aesthetic response is a private,  s p e ­

c ial ized.  individual ,  subjec t ive and unique  react ion f requent ly  not access ible  

to outs ide observat ion.  The  intensi ty with which certain aesthetic and sports-

related act ivi t ies is pursued suggests that these act ivi t ies  arc connected to 

identi ty or  personali ty.  The high level o f  ego involvement  suggests  that the 

choices  made are frequently part o f  a process of  self-defini t ion.

With high levels o f  sel f-defini t ion and ego involvement ,  it is certainly un ­

ders tandable  that the aesthet ic features  o f  p roducts  are experienced  in e m o ­

tion-laden terms. Whi le emotions may be descr ibed and studied in terms  of  

phys io lo gic a l  response,  these em ot i ons  have cogn i t i ve  aspec ts  and a tt ract ions

which  are measurab le .  Th oug h largely under - r esear ched  (Ho lb rook ,  1986b),

em o t io n  is impor tan t  for  unde rs tanding  cogni t ive  and  mot iva t iona l  re la t ion­

ships and cannot  be reduced to simple state or  simple measure o f  “affective re ­

s p o n s e . ”

Emot ion is a state o f  activation which may be rewarding in itself. As Nelson 

Goodman (1976,  p. 250) argues about art, aesthetic products  may involve e m o ­

tion because emotion is "a mode o f  sensitivity to the work .” The underlying

mot ivat ion for aesthetic experiences  may be to create a mental  and emotional



sensit ivi ty to the aesthetic features of  products.  The sigh;,  smell ,  hearing,  and

touch of  aesthetic products may be rewarding only to those who arc sensit ive 

to par t icu lar  sensory  pat te rns  o f  part icular  aesthet ic  products .

Related to emotion is the perception of  pleasure.  People may also desire to 

col lect  or  repeatedly experience  new aesthetic products  because  they arc a s ­

sociated with posi t ive ly exper ienced and pleasurable emot ional  states.  A e s ­

thetic products  may provide pleasure due to the s timulation of  the senses.

The aesthetic s t imulat ion which new products can provide has been noted 

above  as impor tant  in understanding adoption.  Research d iscussed  in Chapter  

I has related innovat iveness  to sensat ion seeking and arousal.  Mittclstacdt  ct

al. (1976)  used the Zuckcrman Sensa tion Seeking Seale to establ ish underlying  

d i f fe rences among innovators.  This  research has st ressed the impor tance of  

sat isfying the need for s t imulation and variety in the early trial o f  new p rod ­

u c t s .

However,  the pleasure  connec ted  to aesthet ic s t imulat ion has defini te 

bounds.  The  rela tionship  be tween st imulus pat terns and arousal  has been th e ­

oretically modeled and is known as the Wundt  Curve. This  model  suggests that 

s t imulus pat terns  which arc too high or  low will be exper ienced  as unpleasant  

and be disl iked whereas  those st imulus  pat terns  which are exper ienced  as 

moderate levels o f  arousal will be more pleasurable (Anand & Holbrook,  1986; 

Sc i tovsky,  1976).

Aesthe tic  motiva t ions  can be conccptual i / .ed as factors a f fect ing var ious  

kinds of  behavior.  These include the desire to acquire or  possess a new aes­

thetic p roduct ,  the desire for a new experience,  the apprecia t ion of  sensory 

and des ign features o f  natural  or  man-made objects,  the desi re to st imulate the 

senses or  arouse emot ional  states and moods.  Within a specific c lass o f  behav­

ior such as music appreciat ion,  a wide variety o f  al ternat ive behaviors  and



choices  affect  the deve lopment  o f  these mot iva tions  inc luding the choice of  

the style of  music,  l istening to the radio and the choice of  a station, the desire 

to collect  records,  tapes or  CDs.  and at tending concerts.

Perhaps  due  to the fact that individuals frequently return to products  to rc- 

exper ience the hedonic rewards of  aesthetic products ,  repet it ion and the need 

for variety arc impor tan t  charac te ri s t ics  o f  many aesthet ic  ca tegories .  After 

exper ienc in g  a p leasurab le  aesthetic product ,  consumers  desire to return to a 

similar ly p leasurab le  state.  However,  aesthet ic  p roducts  which  arc rc-cxpcri - 

enced may “wear o u t ” and consumers  may then perceive a desire to explore 

new products .  Co nsumers  appear to have different  tolerances for new p r o d ­

ucts,  but  this may be affected by the strength of  the mot ivat ion to pursue or 

cul t ivate aesthetic p roducts  and aesthetic experiences .  As a consequence  of  

fur ther exper ience ,  aesthet ic  emot ions  and p leasures  change over  t ime in the 

process of  learning,  apprec ia tion,  and the deve lopment  of  taste.

In sum mary ,  the charac ter i s t ics  and features of  p roducts  which co nsu me r  

find aesthetic are quite complex and cannot  be reduced to simple e lements.

New aesthetic p roducts  o f fer  the s t imulat ion of  new exper ient ia l  features 

which are sel f- rewarding or  hedonic,  but this is not a passive state -  it re­

quires leaning and effort  on the part o f  the consumer.  Most  important ,  the 

process of  aesthetic appreciat ion leads to the pursuit  o f  new products  and e x ­

p e r i e n c e s .

Charac te r i s t ics  o f  T echnica l  Response

Rogers  (1983,  p. 138) notes that most  innovat ions that have been examined 

in d if fus ion research have been technologica l  innovat ions  “ so the term 

‘techno log y’ is often used as a synonym for innovat ion." In fact, the most 

p romi nent  and inf luent ial  s tudies  in the d if fus ion research t rad it ion have



been concerned  with major  technological  innovations.  As Katz (1961,  p. 7 i )  

notes about the classic hybrid com  study o f  Ryan and Gross  (1943) and the 

medical  diffusion study of  Coleman,  Katz, and Mendel  (1966),  both innovat ions 

“came highly recomm ended  by competen t  scient if ic  authori t i es . . .  (were)  o f  

central importance  to the groups  for whom they were intended. . .  (and) can be 

measured  with a rational yardst ick which enabled  users to see for themselves ,  

more or  less, whether  the innovat ion serves bet ter  than its p redecessor . "

Where the adopt ion o f  (he innovat ion is decided upon c lear ly perceived 

technical  or  p ragmat ic  cri teria,  technical  factors may be relat ively accurate 

predictors of  adoption.  The problem is that the more complex  the technology,  

the harder  it is for  consumers to dist inguish be tween  the cri t ical  or important  

technical  factors which will result in greater  satisfact ion.  Adopt ion is often a 

funct ion o f  what  information and advice a consume r  may receive before 

making  a choice  or  gaining exper ience in a product  category.  Without  ade ­

quate technological  knowledge ,  it may be difficult  to make  an choice which 

will resul t  in “o p t i m a l” sat isfact ion.

Technica l  factors are defined by the perce ived presence o f  physical  func­

t ions the product  per forms  or  the physical  benef its  the product  provides.  

Technologica l  eva lua t ions  are expressed  as highly cogni t ive  and rational re ­

sponses.  The majori ty  o f  consumer  research on technical  p roduct  ca tegor ies 

such as personal  computers  and audio equipment has s t ressed the rational 

search for  in format ion  and eva lua t ion of  in formation  sources .  The  in fo rm a­

t ion pr oce ss in g  perspec t ive  in c onsu m er  research f requent ly  c hooses  te c h n i ­

cal product  ca tegor ies  to invest igate such rational search processes .  These  

studies frequent ly make  little or  no mention of  the signif icance o f  emot ional  

o r  a ffec tive  reac t ions in these product  categories.
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The " echnical  mot iva t ion” to buy a new product  may be driven by rela­

tively pragmat ic factors.  The technical reasons for buying one  car  over  a n ­

other would be dominated by such things as its bet ter motor,  its suspension,  its

reliable breaks,  etc. The key p o in t  in examining  pre ference s  in new produ ct

categories where technical  f e a tu re s  are domin an t  is that  trial an d  choice  are  

affected more  by information than by a sense o f  taste f o r  variation  More e x ­

tens ive  in format ion  search,  in formation  process ing ,  and a problem so lving 

approach to product  choice  characte rizes research these product  categor ies .

In fact, market ing studies of  information search and product  knowledge  arc 

almost  exclusively domina ted by studies of  products with an impor tant  t ec hn o­

log ica l  c o m p o n e n t .

Dickerson  and Gent ry (1983)  invest igated adopters  and non-adopters  of

home computers  which they defined as a technological  innovat ion.  The  psy- 

chographic  profi le they tested indicated that co m pu te r  adopters  were “ logical 

in t r ove r t s ,” be ing  rat iona l ,  in t rover ted ,  quant i ta t ive ly  or ien ted ,  and asocial .

The  adopt ion  o f  a technologica l  innovat ion was negat ively correlated with ac ­

t ivi t ies which  they categor ized  as “ aesthetic en thus ias t s” and “ cul inary e n ­

thusiasts .” In a related study,  Danko and MacLachlan  (1983)  also reported that 

early adopters o f  home computer s  were more l ikely to enjoy problem-solving 

and less likely to enjoy spectatorship at sport ing event .

The  above f indings are cons is tent  with the idea that aesthetic and technical  

mot ivat iona l  factors are dist inct ly different  and that cer tain key t rai ts are re ­

lated to technical  innovat iveness .  The group of  adopters which Dickerson and

Gentry invest igated were drawn from a list o f  computer  clubs.  Cons ider ing 

that the t ime o f  the study was early in the diffusion o f  home comput ing,  there

is reason to bel ieve that this group may be cons idered  more  technological ly



innovat ive.  These  haracte ri st ics  o f  t echnological  innovators  need to be e x ­

plored and studied in o ther  product  categories.

Technical  products are evaluated to what they can do or be used for and arc

often considered as “merely tools ." Though the character is t ics and features of  

products  which consumer  find technical  can be qui te  complex and relate to 

u ti l i ta rian concerns ,  t echnica l  p roducts  can also be int r insica l ly mot iva t ing  

and involving.  The pursuit  o f  technical expert ise can be thought  to be c h a l ­

lenging and ego- involv ing  and therefore have a hedonic component .  As 

Csikszentmihaiyi  and Rochbcrg-Hal ton (1981,  p . l )  suggest ,  a l though tools can 

be uti l i tarian, they can also “embody goals,  make skills manifest ,  and shape 

the identity of  the users."

Though involvement  in technical  p roduct  ca tegor ies  may often be highly 

situational and depend upon specific needs,  they may also be related to deeply 

rooted cultural  factors.  Rudell  (1991) notes that gender  dif ferences  are app a r ­

ent in (he adopt ion process  in high- tech product  categor ies ,  and hypothes izes 

that  such d if ferences  arc related to social izat ion,  involvement ,  values,  p ro b ­

lem-solving style and personal  eff icacy.  The charac te ri s t ics  o f  t echnical  in ­

nova t iv enes s  are co m ple x  and need fur ther  empir ica l  examina t ion .

The Role o f  Involvement

The  above  d iscuss ion has noted (hat cer tain response charac ter is t ics  in

aesthetic and technical  p roduct  categor ies may be related to high levels of

emot iona l ,  cogni t ive ,  and ego involvement .  The concept  o f  involvement  has 

been useful to co nsu m er  researchers for a number  o f  years;  however,  issues of  

the def ini t ion,  meaning ,  and appl icabil i ty o f  the concept  have been widely d e ­

bated. Current ly  there are several  a l ternat ive conceptua l iza t ions  and m e a ­

sures of  involvement  (Laurent  & Kapferer,  1985; Slama & Tashchian,  1985; and



Zaichkowsky.  1985) and several types of  involvement  which need to be c o n ­

ceptua lly d is t inguished  from one  another.  The  empir ica l  l i te ra ture  relat ing 

involvement to innovativeness  is certainly not large or  conc lus ive ,  but c e r ­

tain aspects of  recent work on involvement  is clearly related to issues raised 

h e r e .

An espec ia lly impor tant  issue in this research area is the “endur ing in­

volvement” construct .  Bloch and Bruce (1984) argue that forms of  inv olve ­

ment  labeled “product  in v o lv e m e n t” or  “ endur ing  in v o lv em en t” are c o n ­

cerned with def in ing an abiding interest in a product  c lass which is indepen­

dent  o f  si tuational  factors.  Extending the enduring involvement  concept  o f  

Houston and Rothschi ld  (1979),  they propose the construc t of  “ product  e n t h u ­

s iasm" as a type o f  involvement  which t ranscends  the temporary  purchase-  

process  arousal  invest igated in most  involvement  research.  Bloch and Bruce 

relate such forms of  endur ing  involvement  to leisure or  recreat ional  e x p e r i ­

ence and the concept  o f  “ flow" (see Csikszentmihaiyi  & Cs ikszentmiha iyi ,  

1988). They suggest  that part icularly high levels o f  involvement  with p r o d ­

ucts can lead users to considering those objects to be art forms.

Endur ing  involvement ,  d i s t inguished  as a relat ively cons is ten t  and e n d u r ­

ing on-going  interest  in a product  class rather  than with si tuat ional  factors 

sur rounding  the purchase si tuat ion,  is theoret ical ly related to trait  and p e r ­

sonali ty measures.  Involvement  defined in this way could be related to trait- 

def ined measures o f  innovativeness.  In fact, it is reasonable to assume that 

t ra i t -defined  innovat iveness  should cor re la te  to high levels  o f  endu r in g  in­

volvement within a product  class.

While  “ product  en t hus ia sm ” has not been empirical ly formulated as a 

testable scale,  it is clearly important  to examine  innovative  behavior  in the 

context  o f  h igh-involvement  si tuations.  This  cons truct  and o ther h igh  in-



volvement  measure s  have not been specif  cally related to innovativeness .  The 

problem is that specif ic  forms of  product  en thus iasm and endur ing  inv ol ve­

ment may be relatively difficult  to isolate. Enduring  involvement  is likely to 

be low for most  products ,  though it is reasonable to hypothesize that many 

consumers  exhibi t  relat ively high involvement levels for at least  one product  

category.  Innovat iveness  as a relat ively endur ing  learned trait  and pattern of  

behavior  would  mos t  likely be found among cnduring ly  involved consumers  

in par t icu la r  p roduct  ca tegor ies  which relate to st rongly formula ted aesthetic 

and technica l  mot iva t ions .

High- involvcmcnt  measures  which have been ut i l ized so far have included

i tems which have not always been conceptua lly dist inct .  Measures  have i n ­

c luded i tems measur ing  information acquisi t ion as well  as p roduct  use, product  

impor tance,  and interest  levels. Bloch (1981) formulates a 17-itcm scale to 

measure involvement  with automobiles which was  able to d isc r imina te  b e ­

tween students and members of  a car  club. In a later study, Richins and Bloch

(1986)  remove  information  acquisi t ion i tems were from this scale and find 

with this measure  that co nsu m er s  “cndur ing ly  inv ol ved ” with au tomobi les  

seek and share in format ion .

Similar ly,  Bloch.  Sherrel  and Ridgeway (1986)  find a posi t ive relat ionship 

be tween  this revised measure o f  endur ing  inv olvement  and on-go ing  infor ­

mation  search in c lo th ing  and c o m p i l e r  categories.  These f inding are im po r­

tant  to es tab l i sh ing  the rela tionsh ip of  information search to involvement.  

More inte rest ingly,  however ,  they note that in formation search has a hedonic 

co m p o n en t  -- en joymen t  was  rated more  impor tan t  than inf ormat iveness  in 

the search  process .

Other measures of  involvement ,  such as the Lauren t  and Kapferer  (1985)

measure,  arc noteworthy to the issues treated here in that one d imens ion  of



their  measure was  factor analy/.cd and interpreted to refer to a hedonic c o m ­

ponent.  Lastovicka and Gardner  (1979) interpreted an MDS solution of  the d i ­

mens ion  of  involvement to be related to change  in fashion and technology.

The involv emen t  cons truct ,  much like the innovat iv eness  cons truct ,  has 

not been fully examined as a trait in the marke ting li terature.  There has been

limited at tent ion to estab li shing the construct  validi ty of  the cons t ruc t  over 

t ime and relat ing it to o ther  aspects o f  personali ty.  Endur ing  involvement  in a 

product  ca tegory  appears correlated to hedonic aspects o f  product  usage,  but

this aspect  has not be closely examined across categories.

Studies  in the recreat ional  and spor ts  research context  have explored these 

issues further.  More recent studies have conceptua lized  ego  involvement  as a

m eans  of explaining the process  by which recreators deve lop  deep-sea ted a t ­

tachments  to leisure pursuits (Selin & Howard,  1988). Others have made refer ­

ence  to “ personal  m ean ing"  as a means  o f  bet te r unders tanding  recreat ional  

be ha v io r  or  have fur ther  modi f ied  the “endur i ng  in v o lv e m e n t” cons t ruc t  (sec 

McIn tyr e ,  1989).

Cer ta in  f indings  in the h ig h- involvement  leisure research field are e s p e ­

c ia l ly no tewor thy .  Bryan (1979)  invest igates  high inv olvement  leisure states 

o f  va r ious  k inds,  f ind ing  that many h ig h- in vo lv em ent  recrea t iona l  ac t ivi t i es  

can take al ternat ive direct ions.  For example ,  a photographer  “ can become  a 

gadget  ma nipula tor  or  an ar tis t” (p. 64). Bryan connects  highly involved 

states to the cul t ivat ion o f  a strong aesthetic o r  technical  response.  In another

example ,  Bryan notes  that a hunter can become involved “ in the equipment

and technology of  a spor t” as “ an end in i t s e l f ’ (p. 84).

Do the aes thet ic / technical  dist inct ion apply toward c o n su m e r  products  in 

low- involvement  categor ies? The research is l imi ted on this quest ion.

Measur ing  involvement  and information  search with s imple  s ing le  i tem self-



report scales.  Mittal (1989) found support for the thesis that information 

search is high only when the product  is functional or uti l i tarian. Mittal found

that consume rs  engaged in little information search for what  he cal led

“express ive"  products.  These f indings are consistent  with the hypotheses  that 

in format ion seeking concern ing  the extrinsic benefi ts  o f  p roducts  is more

cha ra c te r i s t ic  o f  t echnica l  inno va t iv enes s  than aesthe t ic  inn ovat ive nes s .

While both the issues and the scales need to be examined more closely,  the 

key point is that some type of  involvement appears to be related to innova­

t iveness  and innovat ive behavior.  Various concepts  o f  involvement  have p o ­

tential  for fur ther  research but need fur ther  conceptua l  clar i f icat ion.

Though involvement  has been viewed as a continuous variable,  there is also

reason to examine  quali tat ively different  types of  involvement .  There may be 

a part icular  type of  involvement  which relates to involvement with new p r o d ­

ucts. For examples ,  while consumers  may be involved in collect ing,  some may 

favor  new and avant-garde  a rtworks over  col lect ing ant iques.  Involvement is 

clearly an impor tant  factor that needs to be taken into considera t ion  in the

d iscuss ion  o f  the deve lopment  of  ca tegory-speci f ic  innovat iveness  and models  

o f  i n n o v a t i v e n e s s .

A Research  Model to Examine  Innovat iveness

If p roducts  are weighted different ly in terms of  aesthetic and technical  

factors,  then different  types o f  innovat iveness  may be apparent .  Aesthet ic  

and technica l innovat iveness  should cor relate to di f fe rent  backg round  and 

exper ience  factors.  However,  not everyone with technical  or  aesthet ic  ba ck­

grounds becomes  innovative.  An individual  may have learned an “or ien ta ­

t ion” toward products and be disposed to categorize products in certain ways,  

but innovat iveness  may not deve lop  without some sort o f  endur ing  involve-



ment  with a product  class.  Background and exper ience are necessary but iot 

suf f icient  condi t io ns  to br ing about  product  ca tegory  innovat iveness .

Innovativeness  as a trait is conceptua lized to require a certain degree and

type of  interest,  caring,  or  involvement  with a product  category or  group of  

products.  Innovativeness  should posi t ively cor related to a part icular  types of  

h igh-involvement.  Given that involvement  is conceptua lized  to be a motivated 

state, there may be a hedonic aspect to becoming deeply involved in a product  

category.  In other  words, the pleasure of  becoming involved may lead to in ­

creased involvement ,  much like an addiction. Consumers may have a sense,  as 

Bclk (1988) suggests,  o f  “ex tending” the self  by becoming  deeply involved in a

product  or  act ivi t ies which involve the use and manipula t ion o f  products.  

Deeply involved consumers may affil iate in groups which may suppor t and re ­

inforce high levels  involvement .  Groups may be especial ly important  to the 

ex ten t  that  cer ta in  h ig h- involvement  act ivi t i es may be cons idered  devian t  or 

peculiar  to outsiders.  Examples  may include groups of  col lectors,  people at­

tending  Star  Trek convent ions ,  motorcyc le  groups ,  co m pu te r  c lubs ,  and sports- 

related groups of  various types.

It is impor tant  to consider  how specific types or  degrees  o f  innovat iveness  

may depend  upon part icular  types o f  involvement .  Low- inv olv emen t  inn o­

va t iv enes s  needs  to be cons ide red  separate ly from h igh- inv olv em ent  i n n o v a ­

t iveness.  Mot ivat ional  factors and sat i sfact ions are hypothesized to be 

qua l i ta t ive ly  di fferent  in high and low involvement  states.

In examining  innovativeness  as a relat ively deeply- rooted  trait,  it may be 

first useful to examine  and model innovat iveness as it cor relates to a relatively 

high level o f  involvement .  These re la tionships  are theore tical ly related in an 

exploratory  model  in Figure 3-3. Background and experience  factors should 

corre la te  st rongly among those  who are h ighly technica l ly or  aes the tical ly



innovat ive,  but it may depend upon specific learning requirements  in a p ro d ­

uct category.  Category-specif ic  endur ing  involvement  is modeled as a m ed ia t ­

ing factor related to the deve lopm en t  of  ca tegory-spec i f ic  innovat iveness .  

Endur ing  inv olvement  may media te technical  and aesthet ic inn ovat iveness  in 

di fferen t ways  and to different  degrees,  depending upon the category and the 

individual.  Enduring involvement  is modeled to be affected by the same fac­

tors as innova t iveness .

This model  needs to be modified in the case o f  low-involvcmcnt  products.  

Tra i t -def ined  innovat iveness  may not be reasonable to examine  in lo w - in­

volvcmcnt  situations.  Low involvement  products arc not likely to result  in 

extens ive  information  seeking and consumers  arc not likely to pursue  these 

categor ies  for extens ive  or  involving  emot iona l o r  hedonic  responses.

Learning is likely to be low and situational factors may have more powerful  

inf luences upon choice.  However,  aesthetic and technical  factors may shape 

percept ions in the product  category.  Consumers  will have pred ispos it ions  and

orientat ions  to product  categor ies  based upon deeply- rooted  t rai ts related to

innovativeness .  They may be wil l ing to try new low- involvemcnt  products  if 

they offer  some degree of  sensory variety or  s t imulat ion or  al ternat ively,  re ­

late to technical  bel iefs and information acquisi t ion behaviors.  Consumers  

will weigh low- involvement  products  dif ferent ly based upon their  own 

learned predispos i t ions.  These  relat ionships arc theoret ical ly related in an 

explora tory  model in Figure 3-4.
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Summary  of  Hypotheses

The  above discussion provides an means to dis tinguish and address  impo r­

tant d if ferences  in the mot ivat ion to adopt products and address problems in 

the study of  innovat iveness.  The hypotheses be low establ ish testable rela t ion­

ships about how consumers  evaluate motivat ional  factors in the adopt ion p ro ­

ce ss .

The  first issue is that motivational  factors are category specific and inde­

pendent.  Technical  motivat ions to adopt arc dist inguishable as a c lass from

aes the t i c  m o t i v a t i o n s .

HI :  Aesthet ic  and technical  components  are separate and d is ­
t inct comp onen ts  of  p re fe rence  in each product  category.

Besides the issue of  the independence o f  factors, more impor tant  and in­

teres ting is the re la tionship o f  technical  and aesthetic factors wi thin the

product  category.  Technical  or aesthetic mot ivat ions may domina te  some ca te ­

gories,  but as it has been noted, technical and aesthetic motiva t ions are likely

to be mixed in many consumer  product  categories.  Though the impor tance of

technical  and aesthet ic  factors are relative to the category,  meaning  that 

technical  or  aesthetic factors may dominate in that category,  it is important  to

study the ex tent  to which individual  consumers  weigh factors different ly.  

Individual  d if ferences  in the relative weights which consumers  give to a e s ­

thetic and technical  factors are likely to be inf luenced by exper iences  and 

learned preferences.  The  fol lowing hypothes is  test these asser tions:

H2: Indiv idua ls  with s t rong aesthe tic backgrounds  give s t ronger
weight  to aesthet ic  components  o f  products.



H3: Ind iv idua ls  with s t rong technica l  backg ro un ds  give
s tronger  weight  to technical  compo nents  o f  products .

Based upon the above discussion of  technical  and aesthetic factors related 

to innovat iveness ,  the fol lowing hypothes is  is proposed:

H4: Innovativeness  in a product  ca tegory  is posi t ively related to
aesthe tic  and technica l  backgroun ds ,  motiva t iona l  factors,  
and p ro d u c t - c a t c g o r y  in vo lv e m e n t .

Finally,  the issue of  aesthetic and technical  types of  innovat iveness  may 

add something  to the deba te  about innovativeness  as a trait and understanding 

why the general ized  innovator  is e i ther  scarce or  non-existent .  The ca te g o ­

rizat ion of  innovativeness  as mot iva ted by aesthetic and technical  factors may 

expla in  the corre la t ion  o f  g reate r  innovat iveness  between related product  c a t ­

egories.  For  example ,  consumers with aesthetic backgrounds would tend to be 

more innovative  in aesthet ic  product  categor ies.  Likewise ,  consume rs  with 

technical  backgrounds  would tend to be more  innovative  in technical  product  

ca tegor ies.  The  fol lowing  hypotheses  test these relat ionships:

H5: Innovators will tend to over lap  in product  categories with
s trong technical  factors,  or  over lap  in product  categories 
wi th s t rong  aesthet ic factors,  depend ing  upon ba ckgro und  
f a c t o r s .

H6: Innovators in product  ca tegor ies  with both s t rong technical
and aes the tic  backgrounds  over lap  more st rongly in o ther  
p ro d u c t  ca t e g o r i e s .



CHAPTER 4:
8 S

M E T H O D O L O G Y

I n t r o d u c t i o n

This  chapter  reviews methodologica l  issues and measures  and presents a 

research des ign for examining  the above hypotheses.  More genera l ly,  the 

purpose o f  the research design described in this chapter  is to explore the the ­

oret ical  model o f  aesthetic and technical  motivat iona l factors as fundamenta l  

to innovation.  Exploratory support  for this model can provide impetus  for

more  comprehens ive  and detai led examina tions  of  the these research areas in 

the future.

The chapter  first reviews some specific p roblems which have been a s s o c i ­

ated with past studies o f  adopt ion,  namely the rational biases which have been 

implici t  in past studies of  t echnological  innovations.  Next,  previously e m ­

ployed scales for innovat iveness  and involvement  arc examined .  The  new

scale measures  employed  in the research arc then presented.  The chapter  

conc ludes with a d iscussion of  the quest ionna ire employed  in the final 

r e s e a r c h  de s ig n .

Biases in Examining the Motives for Adoption

As already noted,  this d isser tat ion examines  factors dr iving the process of 

innovation on a product  category basis. Not all factors af fect ing part icula r in ­

s tances  of  actual ized adopt ion arc examined.  Si tuat ional  factors affect ing ac ­

tua l ized  inno va t iv eness  rather  than inherent  innova t iven es s  are not the c o n ­

cern. For  this reason,  the measurement of  aesthetic and technical  factors pro­

posed must  be considered as relative or subject to variance as si tuations



change.  The issue of  the impor tance or  weight  o f  aesthetic or  technical  fac­

tors depends  upon the deve lopment  o f  valid measurement  tools.

R a t io n a l  - B i a s e s

The emphas is  in the diffusion research tradition has been on major  te ch ­

nological  innovations.  Is this likely to produce a measurement bias toward ra ­

tional explanat ions in the invest igation of  innovat ions? When asked to a c ­

count for a preference in rational terms, it is likely that consumers  will re ­

spond with rational reasons.  In responding  to a quest ionna ire or  interviewer,  

it is likely that technical  or  practical factors may appear  more  impor tant  than

aes thet ic  or  emotional  factors.

Marke te rs  have largely been concerned  with examining  the at t r ibutes  of  

innovat ions to explain the acceptance of  new products  in rational terms.

Products  which succeed  arc assumed to of fer  “ less r isk” and “grea ter  relative 

advanta ge” to the consumer .  These  post-facto explana t ions  for the acceptance

o f  an innovat ion can be circular ,  however ,  since the products  which succeed 

are defined to be “ be lter” in some dimension.

The  major  l imitat ion o f  the adopt ion decis ion model  p roposed by Rogers 

(1962) is that it fails to consider  the role of  affect, hedonic response,  and e m o ­

tional s tates in the adopt ion of  innovat ions,  giving greater  at tent ion to rat io­

nal factors which dete rmine  the relative advantage  of  the innovat ion.  Given 

the focus  in the d i f fusion l i terature on d iscont inuous  technologica l  in n o v a ­

t ions (e.g. ,  hybrid seed c o m ,  tetracyline,  etc.),  this emphasis  is not surprising.

The Rogers  model may be more relevant to technological  products  where ra­

tional reasons for adopt ion may dominate.

While  the rat ional  dec is ion  model of  the adoption process  has been preva­

lent, diffusion research does not necessari ly entail  o r  imply the use of  a ratio-



nal decision model .  In m a r k e t i n g  a hedonist ic model  (Holbrook & Hirschman,

1982) has been proposed to address the shor tcomings of  cogni t ive  and rational 

models.  It is certainly feasible to study and relate the diffusion process to h e ­

donist ic models  of  consumpt ion ,  especial ly in the case of  aesthetic and cultural  

p roducts  related to en te r tainment  and leisure time.

The  rat ional  explana tion for adopt ing a part icular  product  may provide an 

inadequate  explana t ion  for adopt ion decis ions.  While  the fai lure o f  rational 

reasons  for adoption has been frequently noted in the dif fusion l i terature in

the case o f  tradit ional  or  less deve loped societ ies,  the l imitat ions of  rational 

explanat ions  arc also apparen t  in m o d e m  societ ies.  Rational  explana t ions  for 

adopt ion may be part icular ly inadequate in si tuat ions where  (a) affect  is i m ­

portant,  and (b) consumers do not sec the need or have not deve loped a desire 

for the new product .  The failure of  rational reasons for adopt ion is apparent  

in s i tua tions  where individua ls  or g roups  arc inhibited from deve loping  an a f ­

fective or  emotional  response to innovat ions which do not fit into their  

l i festyles or  values.

Furthermore ,  rat iona liza t ion of  choice  and cogni t ive  d i s sonance  may lead 

to biased technical  explana t ions in expla ining the reasons for adoption.  A 

person who enjoys  cer ta in aesthetic features o f  his new Camaro  may rat iona l­

ize or  just ify these tastes in terms of  perceived technical  features such as

“ large powerfu l  m o to r” and “ good p ick-up  and hand l in g” or  th rough even 

more  precise  technica l specif icat ions.  Reasons  given by consume rs  for  their  

behavior  may s imply represent  c o n s u m e r s ’ jus t i f icat ions  o f  their  choice.  As

Zajonc and Markus (1982,  p. 125) observe,  “ Assuming that individuals strive to 

supply cons is ten t  jus t i f ica t ions  for the ir  choice  behavio r ,  weighted  l inear  

models  in themselves might  not be able to d is t inguish between  the rat ing of  

at tr ibutes that just i fy the choice and the rat ings that dete rmine the choice .” It



may be dif ficul t  to dist inguish rat ional izat ion from the factors which de te r ­

mine  choice .

The issue o f  the rational bias is particularly important  in relation to c o n ­

sidering the inf luence of  emot ion and pleasure in fashion and o ther  aesthetic 

product  categories.  In the absence of  clear  and valid measures  of  affect,  p lea­

sure,  and emotion ,  the acknowledgment  of  a p leasurable emotiona l  response to 

a product  may be cons idered some indication of  the impor tance of  an aesthetic 

factor. Since the connec tion  of  emot ion to aesthetic response clearly needs 

c loser  sc ru t iny ,  the research  presented below is exploratory.

O th e r  B ia s e s

The bias of  rational explanat ions arc not the only problems which may be 

encountered  in examining  the adopt ion of  innovat ions.  Compos i t iona l  a p ­

proaches  which uti l ize mult i-at tr ibu te  rat ings o f  p roducts  have been f re ­

quently  used by markete rs  to different iate brands and c rea te  perceptua l  p r o d ­

uct spaces to dif ferent iate perceptions.  Such perceptual  measures  of  products 

are di storted by what  is known as a “ halo effect .” the tendency to rank prod ­

ucts which are l iked h igher on at tributes thought  to be favorable or  posit ive.  

Dil lon et al. (1984) note that the original usage of  the term “halo” was d e ­

scr ibed as “e i ther  as a general  impression that seeps into re sponde n ts ’ ratings 

o f  scale i tem categor ies or  as salient features affect ing the r es ponden ts ’ rat­

ings categor ies that the respondent  believes are related to the sal ient  fea­

tures.” It becomes  part icularly important  to deal with such dis tor tions  in e x ­

am ini ng  and in te rpre t ing  product  space ana lyses.

Holbrook and Huber  (1979) develop a method o f  treat ing these distor tions in 

terms of  an “ affect index” in their study of  jazz  recordings,  part ial ing out what 

they call the “affective over tones" in the data. Dillon et al. (1984) note, how­



ever,  that this method of  part ial ing out what are th ou gl t  to be distort ions may 

not be appropriate in every case. In fact, the issue o f  affect needs to be re-ex­

amined.  cons idering the issue that perceptual  biases may be present  in a n y  

individual  reaction to a brand or a part icular  product .  These biases,  whether  

they arc due to affect or  other  factors, need to be much more closely examined.

The  problem with compos i t ional  approaches  is that uncovered  d imens ions

o f  product  spaces may be more of  a function o f  the at tributes asked than of  the 

product  features that consumers view as impor tant .  Whi le  the research design

descr ibed be low must  consider  this issue, the design avoids certain of  the

problems of  composi t iona l  approaches by deve loping  and applying only a e s ­

thetic and technical  at tribute rat ings across product  categor ies .  By examining  

the product  ca tegory rather  than the par ticular  brand or  react ions to a pa r ­

ticular  product ,  certain of  the problems of  the halo effect  in response  to pa r ­

t icu la r  p roducts  are avoided.

Markete rs  have examined  brands and par t icu la r  p roducts  without  first e x ­

amining  the st ructure o f  the product  category.  If  affect ive react ions and halo 

affects are to be examined and assessed,  it is first necessary to examine  how 

consumers  are pred isposed to react to branded products  by their  at t i tudes to 

the product  category.  Research into consu me r  react ions to the product  c a t e ­

gory need  to precede the examina tion o f  specific b randed products.  The  re­

search  presen ted here addresses  this important  area.

Other  problems o f  composi t ional  approaches  are avoided by l imi ting the re ­

search issue solely to aesthetic and technical motivat ional  factors.  Not all the 

specif ic at t r ibutes o f  a p roduct  are cons idered impor tant  to the research issue 

of  examining  aesthet ic and technical  mot ivat ional  factors.  Whi le  cer tain s i t ­

uat ional  product  a t t r ibutes such as price and avai labi l i ty may de te rmine  in­

s tances o f  "actua l ized innovat iveness,” they are not cons idered  relevant  to ex-



amining the issue of  motivat ion as it relates to “ inherent  innovativeness . " 

Examining products as a category is a means of  isolating product  att i tudes and 

percept ions apart  from par t icu lar  purchase  si tuat ions.  The  product  ca tegory

is examined  empir ical ly  within the bounds of  a very specific framework.

Research  Q i i i g n

The research described in this paper can be considered exploratory.  It is

first necessary to establ ish a valid means of  measur ing  and discr imina ting 

be tween  aesthet ic and technica l mot iva t ions  for adopt ing  innovations before 

examining  such motivat ions  in greater  depth.  The problem can be posed in 

terms of  a construct  validity problem. The validation of  measures of  aesthetic 

and technical  motivat ions provides support  for the ex is tence of  these c o n ­

structs  as speci fic  product  d imens ions .

The  general problem is that deve lopment of  valid measures ,  especial ly of  

innovat iveness  and involvement,  have  been subjec t  to cons iderab le  debate.  

Given these problems,  the research design employed  needs  to be examined  

within the context  and tradition of  previous work in this area. While f indings 

must  a lways be tempered with a recogni t ion of  the l imi tat ions inherent  in the

measures ,  the impor tant  goal o f  this dissertat ion is to suppor t a f ramework for 

more comprehens ive  examina t ions o f  this topic in the future.

The research method used in this study are all self -repor t  survey methods.

It is important  to recognize (he problems in this method,  part icularly in inad­

equa te ly  measur ing  affect  and cons idering  the prob lems of  choice ra t iona l ­

ization. Though paper and pencil  measures  can go so far in examining mot i ­

vations,  they provide  a valid exploratory measure  which is useful  in es tab li sh­

ing fundamenta l  d i f fe rences  be tween  aesthe tic  and technica l  mot iva t iona l  

factors.  The  fo llowing discussion considers  previously employed  measures  in
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these areas and discusses the deve lopment of  the quest ionna ire out o f  previous 

re se a r c  h .

M easu res—fli Innova t iveness

As noted above,  different  measures of  innovat iveness  have not been found 

to be consistent  across studies.  Most recently,  a un idimcnsional  domain  sp e ­

cific measure of  innovat iveness  has been deve loped  by Goldsmi th  and

Hofackcr  (1991)  which consist s  o f  at t i tudinal  and behaviora l  self- report  i tems 

(see Table 4-1). This scale provides a ca tegory-specif ic  self-report  measure 

that was found to be stable and consistent  in aesthetic product  categor ies of  

rock music recordings,  des igner c lothing,  and scents (i.e., per fumes,  colognes,  

and after-shave lotion). Data indicated that the scale is not affected by social 

des i rab il i ty ,  response style,  or  agree ing  response.

Goldsmi th  and Hofacker  note that the self-report  scale they developed is

“most  sui table for product  areas where  consumers  purchase of ten and can 

thus report on their actual or  anticipated behavior (1991,  p. 219) ."  This  poses 

problems in the appl icat ion o f  the scale in low involvement  and technical  

product  categories.  Many technical  product  categories  such as automobi les,

VCRs,  and refr igerators are not ca tegor ies  in which consu me rs  purchase o f ­

ten. Fur thermore,  (1) early purchase and (2) ownership of  mult iple i tems in a

product  category (note i tems one and two of  the Goldsmi th  and Hofacker scale)

may not  provide  good measures  o f  inherent  innovativeness  in certain product  

categories.  Holak et al. (1987)  note that, for example,  consumers purposeful ly 

delay purchase in the high-tech categories of  computers and VCRs due to the 

expec tat ion  that p roducts  will become more technical ly advanced  and prices 

will be reduced. These issues suggest  that the Goldsmi th and Hofacker  scale 

has l imi ted applicabi l i ty .
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T a b l e  4-1

The Rock Music  In novat iv eness  Scale

1. In general,  I am among the last among the last in my circle of  

friends to buy a new rock album when it appears.*

2. Compared  to my friends, I own few rock albums.*

3. I do not know the names  of  rock acts before other  people do *

4. I will buy a new rock album, even though I haven ' t  heard it yet.

5. If I heard that a new rock album was available in the store, I 

would not be interested enough to buy it.*

6. In general,  I am the last in my circle of  friends to know the

titles o f  the latest rock albums.*

Seven  point  agree /d i sagree  scale 

* reverse scaled

Source:  Goldsmi th and Hofacker  (1991)
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The Goldsmi th  and Hofacker scale may be more appropr iate to aes thet i ­

ca l ly-orien ted h igh- involvcmcnt  product  ca tegor ies .  In fact, the scale has 

only been used in what  arc largely acs ihc tical ly -or icn tcd  product  categor ies .

Items 1 and 5 in par ticular  may be more appropriate for product  categor ies in

which consume rs  make  frequent purchase choices.  Since it is impor tant  that 

this research tests the validity o f  the scale in more technical  p roduct  ca te ­

gories and less f requent ly-purchased  product  ca tegories ,  the scale was  re ­

jected for use in this research. However,  the format of  ut i l izing a domain-

specif ic  measure of  innovat iveness  was retained.

A relat ively simple primary item measure of  innovativeness  was chosen to

be employed.  The simple primary measure employed consists  o f  a seven-point  

agree/disagree item reading "I am general ly interested in new and di fferen t  

[the product  category) products ."  Two addit ional  secondary i tems measure in­

novat iveness along the dimensions  of  aesthetic and technical  factors.  These

items are worded “ I am interested in new types of  [the product  category] for 

their  new technology,"  and “ I am interested in new types o f  [the product  ca te ­

gory] for their  more at tract ive designs and fashions.” These three measures  

fit into a specif ic product  category framework which is d i scussed below.

M easu re s  o f  Inv o lv ement

As noted above ,  there are many al ternat ive defini t ions  o f  involvement  

which  have been deve loped  in recent  years.  Product  involvement  ( ra ther 

than program or  adver t i s ing involvement )  has been conc ep tua l ize d  in terms 

of  both cogni t ion and affect and deve loped measures  can be qui te complex.  A 

debate  has deve loped  ove r  what at tr ibutes di fferent  sca les actua l ly measure.

Product  involvement  have been measured  by scales with both mult id imen-



sional (Kapfcrer  & Laurent ,  1985) and unid imcnsiona l  (Za ichkowsky,  1985) 

d i m e n s i o n s .

The  major  practical problem is that the scales deve loped for measur ing  in ­

volvement  tend to be rather long. The Zaichkowsky scale is composed of  20 

items in a semantic differential  type format. The Bloch scale is composed  of  17 

items which inc ludes measures of  information acquisi t ion which is also a s s o ­

ciated with innovat iveness.  The Kapfcrer and Laurent  measure  is comp ose d  of

19 i tems conceptua lized  on four dimensions.

Though a consensus  has not emerged on the right scale to measure  product 

involvement ,  the issue is clearly important .  In related research in the p s y ­

chologica l l i terature,  Johnson and Eagly (1989)  argue for a much more g e n ­

eral concept  o f  involvement  defined as a motivat ional  state induced by an as­

sociat ion be tween an activated at t i tude and the sel f-concept .  This co n cep tu a l ­

ization is clearly relevant  to motivat ional  issues examined  here.

In the absence o f  a widely accepted involvement  measure,  the single item 

self-report  scale deve loped by Mittal (1989) was adapted for this research.  The 

item is a seven  poin t  category-speci f ic  scale which asks respondents to rank 

the extent  to which they care about the product  they buy. In the detergent  

category,  for example,  the item reads “When I buy a de te rgent :” and then asks 

for a seven point  ranking between “ I do not care at all about which detergent  

I buy” and “ I care a great deal about which detergent  I buy .”

Whi le  this measure  of  involvement  may appear simplist ic,  the ev idence 

presented indicates it is a good exploratory measure o f  involvement.  This  m e a ­

sure cor re lates  s t rongly with mul t i - i tem measures  o f  involvement  and has 

good face validity (Mittal ,  1989). Mean involvement  scores provide a good 

relat ive measure  o f  ca tegory  involvement .  Mittal  reported that mean  score 

involv emen t  (wi th  s tandard  dev ia t ions  in paren thes i s )  for  high involv emen t



product  ca tegor ies were: autos. 6.32 (1.23),  per fume 5.89 (1.61).  and music a l ­

bums 5.70 (1.80).  Relatively low involvement  products reported were salt 3.55 

(2.17), light bulb 3.47 (1.73), pen 3.28 (1.88), and dry milk 2.96 (2.08). These 

f igures indicate (hat the scale is useful in d i sc r iminat ing be tween product  in­

vo lve me nt  am o n g  product  ca tegor ies .

The Mittal measure was judged  to be appropriate to the object ive o f  exa m in ­

ing mult iple product  ca tegor ies while keeping the total number  of  i tems small.  

The measure  employ ed  is a seven-poin t  agree/disagree  i tem reading “ I care

very much about the type of  (the product  category) I buy ."

In addi t ion  to this “ ca r ing - in vo lv cm cn t"  measure ,  addi t ional  secondary  

dom ain-spec i f ic  measures  o f  p roduct  involvement  were deve lop ed  in each 

product  category.  Involvement  theoret ical ly relates to the at t i tude that p r o d ­

ucts in the ca tegory arc not all the same. Perceived ca tegory discrimination is

necessary for a certain degree of  involvement  in the product  category.  The 

reason for this, as Muncy (1990, p. 146) notes, is that it is only when the con­

su me r  perce ives  that  real and signi f icant  d i f fe rences  exist  that  consumers  

carry out  informat ion  search or  d i sc r iminate  be tween  product  o ffe rings.  

Products must  be perceived to be meaningful ly  different  for there to exist  

some interest  in choos ing  be tween  different  brands.  The  secondary item m e a ­

sure emp loy ed  is a seven-poin t  agree/disagree  reverse coded item reading 

“ (the product  ca tegory)  are all pretty much the s a m e .”

Product  involvement  should also cor relate  with wi l l ingness  to spend time 

in the select ion process.  As a tertiary measure,  a subjective measure of  time 

spent  in the select ion process was employed as an addit ional  measure  of  

involvement.  The  measure  employed  is a seven-poin t  agree /d isagree  reverse 

coded item reading “ It is not worth it to me to spend much time in selecting a 

[the product  ca teg o ry ) . "
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These  three measures  of  involvement  arc hypothes ized to cor relate highly 

with one another.  These measures o f  involvement  fit into a specific product 

ca tegory  f ramework which is d i scussed below.

Measures  o f  Mot ivat ion

The deve lopment of  domain specific mot ivat ional  scales to test for aesthetic 

and technical  factors in part icular  product  ca tegor ies  face s imi la r  p roblems to 

that o f  innovat iveness and involvement.  It is possible to examine  an e x ­

tremely large variety of  i tems which may relate to aesthetic and technical  re ­

sponses to products.  Even simple product categories may yield complex aes ­

thet ic and technical  responses.  Fur thermore,  d if fe rent  p roducts  have d i f fe r ­

ent aesthetic and technical  features.  In product  categor ies with complex 

product  features such as automobiles ,  the large number  of  technical  and aes ­

thetic features may make the problem o f  examining  motiva t ions  and responses 

to products  even more difficult.

Even if a variety o f  i tems can be reliably developed to examine  aesthetic

and technical  factors in a part icular  product  category,  these may have to be 

al tered and adapted to fit o ther product  categor ies with o ther  aesthetic and 

technical  features. It is a problem to develop consistent  motivat ional  scales 

which can be applied across categories.

As an al ternative to examining all aesthetic and technical  factors in a

product  ca tegory based upon product  features,  the dominant  aesthet ic and 

technical  factors can be examined  as an aesthetic or  technical  at t i tude toward

the product  category.  The extent  to which products  can be considered  art 

forms or  similar  to art forms is a means of  gauging an aesthetic attitude toward 

a product  category.  Rating the impor tance o f  the primary technical  function
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of  a product  is a means  of  measur ing ;. dominant  t echnical  att i tude toward a 

p r o d u c t  c a t ego ry .

In the interest  o f  keeping the measures  reasonably short,  three aesthetic 

measures  and three technical  measures  were chosen.  A hedonic-aes thet ic  

measure was chosen as an addit ional  aesthetic item and a technical in forma­

tion seeking was chosen as an addit ional  technical  item. Wil l ingness  to pay 

for aesthetic features and wil l ingness  to pay for technical  features were c h o ­

sen as addi t ional  aesthetic and technical  items.

The Development of  the Final Quest ionnai re:  Category Specif ic Measures

The goal o f  the research was to examine  (a) innovat iveness ,  (b) involve­

ment ,  (c) aesthet ic  mot iva tiona l factors,  and (d) t echnical  mot ivat iona l  factors 

in several  p roduct  ca tegories  to provide exploratory support  for more c o m p r e ­

hensive  examina t ions  o f  this topic in the future. The quest ionna ire inst ru­

ment  has two major  parts,  a sect ion consist ing o f  specific product  category 

measures  and a sect ion consist ing of  technical  and aesthet ic  background m e a ­

s u r e s .

Product  categories which were chosen for the study were products  which  

(a) could be cons idered to offer  a mixture of  aesthetic and technical product  

attributes;  (b) had low to moderate levels o f  feature complexi ty;  and (c) would 

be relevant and familiar to the subject  pool o f  the research.  In the interest of  

keeping  the ques t ionna i re  to a reasonable  length,  six product  ca tegor ies  were

i n c l u d e d .

The ca tegor ies  chosen  were wr is twatches ,  j eans ,  too thpas tes ,  sunglasses ,

telephones,  and breakfast  cereals.  Besides the above ment ioned  reasons,  these 

specific p roduct  ca tegor ies were chosen to provide a reasonable degree  of  v a ­

riety. Sunglasses,  jeans ,  and wr istwatches can clearly be cons idered  fashion



categories.  Wris twatches  and telephones have a potential  for technical  c o m ­

plexity.  Breakfast  cereals  and toothpastes have taste components  but arc also 

associated with functional  benefi ts.  A 12-item domain-spec if ic  scales were d e ­

veloped for each product  category according to a f ramework proposed in Table

4-2. The 12-item scale measures employed in 6 categories results in 72 items 

which  measure  product  ca t egory  percept ions.

These measures arc conceptua l ized as a structured set o f  i tems applicable 

across product  categories.  They arc arranged as a “grid" in Table 4-3.  The 

"p r im ary"  measure o f  involvement,  the “ pr im ary"  aesthet ic factor,  and the 

"p r im ary "  technical  factor  result  in three primary measures  for the c o n ­

structs o f  involvement ,  an aesthetic orientat ion to the category,  and a tec hni ­

cal orientat ion to the category.  Primary aesthetic and technical  factors were 

developed according to a consistent  format which could  be applied across c a te ­

gories.  The measures are adapted according to the dominant  aesthetic or

technical  attribute in the category.  For example  for toothpaste,  taste was c o n ­

s idered the dominant  aesthetic attribute and cav i ty- f igh t ing  abili ty is the 

dominant  technical  at tribute.  Secondary and tertiary measures  were  then d e ­

ve loped in each of  these categories.

An aes the t ic/hedonic i tem was  chosen for the secondary aesthet ic factor

which related to the aesthetic and p leasurable appreciat ion of  the category.

An information  search component  was chosen  as a secondary technical  factor. 

The tertiary factors all relate to cost or purchase.  Category discr iminat ion was 

the se co nda ry  inv o lv ement  cons t ruc t .

The  measures  o f  innovativeness  which were developed are conce ived to be

over lapping  with involvement ,  aesthet ic  factors  and technical  factors.  The

pr imary measure of innovat iveness  conce ived  of  as “ interest  in new products” 

is conceptua l ly  over lapping  with product  involvement as it has been discussed
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Table  4-2

Domain Specif ic  Scale  Item Cate gori es

M e a s u r e Item Code

I n v o l v c m c n i - c a r i n g I 1

C a te g o r y  d is c r i m i n a t i o n I 2

I nv o lv em en t  with se lec t ion I 3

A es the t ic  o r ie n ta t io n  a lone A 1

T ech n ic a l  o r ie n t a t io n  a lone T 1

A e s t h e t i c - h e d o n i c A 2

A e s t h c t i c - c o s t A 3

T e c h n i c a l  i n f o - s e c  king T  2

T e c h n i c a l - c o s i T  3

Interest  in the new N

A e st he t ic  nove l ty A N

T e c h n ic a l  nove l ty T N



T a b l e  4-3

G r i d  F r a m e w o r k  o f  D o m a i n  S p e c i f i c  S c a l e  I t e m  M e a s u r e s

P r i m a r y

S e c o n d a r y

C o s t / p u r c h a s e

N o v e l t y

I n v o l v e m e n t  

I 1 

I 2 

I 3 

N

A e s t h e t i c  

A 1 

A 2 

A 3  

A N

T e c h n i c a l  

T  1 

T  2 

T  3 

T N

Category Involvement = 11 + 12 + 13 + N 

Category Aesthetic Factor = Al + A2 + A3 + AN 

Category Technical Factor = T1 + T2 + T3 + TN 

Category Innovativeness = N + AN + TN



in the l iterature.  As noted above,  innovat iveness is also measured as aesthetic 

novel ty and technical  novel ty,  which should over lap  with aesthet ic and tec h­

nical mo t iva t iona l  factors .

The a rrangement  of  these i tems on the grid in Table 4-3 serves an addi ­

tional function in suggest ing cor re la tions among items. It is predicted that 

cor rela t ions should be the highest  be tween i tems a r ranged vert ical ly on this 

table,  the columns.  The st rongest  cor relat ions arc predicted among the aes­

thetic i tems and among the technical items. There should also be a st rong re ­

la tionship in among the innovativeness  measures,  the novel ty  row across.

This table provides a means of  examining item structure.  Table 4-4 includes all 

i tems from the wristwatch category.  The other category items arc listed in the 

a p p e n d i x .

I h e _ D e y g l Q p m c n t  o f  the Final Ques tionnai re:  Background and Persona li ty  

I t e m s

The remaining measures  employed  arc not category specif ic but measure  

various individual  d if fe rence factors hypothesized to relate to aesthet ic  and 

technical  backgrounds . The  proposed item measures are des igned to both 

replicate previous  research and extend it. The cor relat ion of  individual  d i f ­

ference  factors to aesthet ic  and technical  factors cont r ibu tes  to es tab li sh ing  

the validi ty of  the proposed  motivat ional  factors. For consis tency,  they were 

sealed on a seven point  agree/disagree scale to match the rest o f  the survey.

I tems were chosen  from prev ious research in technical  and aesthet ic 

product  categories.  The Dickerson and Gentry (1983) study cited factors related 

to technical  innovativeness  which are included. As noted above,  Mi ttels taedt  

et al. (1976)  used the Zuckerman sensation seeking scale to establish the con ­

nection o f  innovat iveness  to the desire for arousal.  The i tems chosen are
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T a b l e  4-4

W ris tw a tch  Cate gory  Scale  Item M easures

11. I care very much about the type of  wr istwatch I buy.

12. Wris twatches  are all pretty much the same.*

13. It is not worth it to me to spend much time in selecting a wristwatch *

A l .  Wris twatches  can be considered  art forms or  fashion statements.

Tl .  The most  impor tant  thing about wr is twatches is that they reliably and 

prec ise ly  keep time.

A2. I would enjoy looking at wristwatch designs in ca ta logues  or  books.

A3. I am will ing to pay more for wr istwatches with at tract ive designs.

T2. Before buying a par ticular  wristwatch,  I would like to read someth ing or

consul t  someone  about  its technical  per formance  and rel iabil i ty.

T3. I am will ing to pay more for good technical per formance  in a wristwatch.  

AN. I am interested in new types of  wr is twatches for their  more attractive 

de s ig ns  and fashions.

TN. 1 am interested in new types of  wris twatches for their  bet ter  technology.  

N. I am genera lly  interested in new and different  wr i s twatch  products.

Seven  point  agr ee /d i sagree  scale 

* Reverse Scaled



l imited and have been adapted to keep the length of  the quest ionna ire to a rea­

s onabl e  length.

Genera l  measures  o f  rat ional i ty,  t echnical  in fo rma t ion  seeking,  im por ­

tance of technical  factors  o f  products,  and conf idence  in technica l knowledge  

arc included in the measures  proposed to correlate to technical  inno vat ive­

ness.  Genera l  measures  o f  aesthet ic behavior,  sensat ion seeking,  apprec ia t ion

of  sensory and design features of  products,  and the desire for aesthetic s t imu­

lation are included in the measures  proposed to correlate to aesthetic inn ov a­

tiveness.  Subject ive  and normcd background factors for both aesthetic and

technical  backgrounds  arc also included.  Technica l and aesthet ic cor relates  

used arc listed in Table 4-5 and Table 4-6.
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T a b l e  4-5

T e c h n i c a l  M o t i v a t i o n a l  B a c k g r o u n d  M e a s u r e s

1. Technic a l  in format ion  co nf us es  m e *

2. I genera lly enjoy tackl ing diff icult  and complex  p robl em s.1

3. Technica l  di scussions can be quite interest ing to me.

4.  I d o n ' t  mind putt ing in some effort  to finding out  how products  actually 

w o r k .

5. I try to fully understand the practical benefi ts o f  nutr i t ion and other

info rmat ion  p laced  on packaging.

6. Informat ion about  complex  products  such as au t omobi les  and e le c t r on­

ics arc better  left to someone else.*

7. I have conf idence in my ability to handle complex  information when I

need to understand it.

8. When I go on a trip I like to plan my route carefully rather than arrive

with no defini te route in mind. c

9. I pre fe r  people  who arc reliable and predictable and genera l ly k n o w l ­

edgeable  about  practical  things.  c

10. I exam ine  informat ion  careful ly  before buying complex  technical  p r o d ­

u c t s .

11. My educa tion  has included many courses of  a technical  subject  matter.

12. I am more prepared to understand technical ly subjec ts  bet ter  than the

a v e r a g e  pe rson .

13. I have no t rouble in progra mmi ng  my v ideo recorder  or  unders tanding

the way to use cameras  and o ther  technical products.

14. My unders tanding  o f  technology makes  my life eas ie r  and more  in ter ­

e s t i n g .

Se ven  poin t  agree /d is agr ee  scale 

* reverse scaled

1 from Danko and MacLachlan (1983) 

c adapted from the Zuckerman Sensation Seeking  Scale

( Z u c k e rm a n ,1 9 6 4 ,  1971).
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T a b l e  4-6

A e s t h e t i c  M o t iv a t io n a l  B a c k g r o u n d  M e a s u r e s

1. I enjoy going through an art ga l lery.b

2. I enjoy going to concert s .b

3. I like ballet and other dance forms.6

4.  I would like to take a trip around the world.6

5. I would like to spend a year in London or Paris.6

6. I am interested in spices and seasonings .6

7. 1 love to experience new foods and cuisines.6

8. I enjoy people who are exci t ingly unpredictable and wil l ing to try new

t h i n g s . c

9. It is important to live life to the fullest and experience as much o f  it as 

you can. c

10. I would enjoy trying such things as water skiing,  skydiving,  or  the

exper ience  o f  be ing hypnot ized .  c

11. My educat ion  has included several  courses  deal ing with art apprec ia t ion

or  art ist ic design.

12. Compared  to the average person,  I have a much h igher  apprec ia tion of  

art and design.

13. I enjoy many types of  popular  fi lms and television programs.

14. My experience with different forms o f  art has made  my life more

in te re s t in g  and en j oya b le .

15. It is important  to me to develop an appreciat ion o f  different  art forms.

Seven  point  ag ree /d isagree  scale 

* reverse scaled

6 Items described as “aesthetic enthusiasm” by Wells and Tigert  (1971) 

used by Dickerson and Gentry (1983) where the first five i tems 

loaded on one factor. 

c adapted from the Zuckerman Sensat ion Seeking Scale 

(Zuc ke rm an,  1964, 1971).
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ANALYSIS o f  f i n d i n g s  

I n t r o d u c t i o n

This chapter  reports the empir ical  f indings of  the studies described in the 

research design.  The first section profi les the subjects who part icipated in the 

survey. Next ,  the specific scale measures  which were deve loped in Chapter  4 

arc discussed and analyzed.  Tests o f  the hypotheses which were presented in 

Chapter  3 arc then examined.

Since several  measures  arc original  to this research study,  a considerable 

part  of  this chapter  is devoted to val idat ing these measures  with the appropri ­

ate psychometr ic procedures.  These scale measures  arc examined  in two sepa­

rate parts. First,  the scales which measure aesthetic and technical back ­

grounds  arc examined  with exploratory fac tor analysis ,  conf i rmatory  factor 

analysis ,  and other procedures.  Secondly,  domain  specif ic  product  category 

measures  are discussed.  These ca tegory measures  are for product  involvement ,  

the aesthet ic  component ,  the technical  comp onen t ,  and product  ca tegory in­

novat iveness  for the six product  categories which have been discussed.  These 

measures  are examined  according to the concept  o f  the “ grid f ramework" 

shown in Table 4-3 above.

As noted in Chapter  3, the primary research goal is to examine and compare

aesthet ic and technical  mot iva tiona l factors as they vary in speci fic  product  

classes.  A scries o f  mult iple regression equa tions is used to examine  mot iva­

tional product  factors in specif ic p roduct  ca tegor ies.  Several  types of  regres ­

sion procedures are used to test the proposed hypotheses .



Prof ile  o f  Respondents

Innovat iveness  has been shown to vary nega tive ly with dogmat ism (see 

studies cited in Rogers,  1983). Some evidence exists to show that moderately 

highly educa ted individuals (i.e., those with Bache lors or  Masters Degrees)  

may exhibit  lower dogmati sm (Simonton,  1984). Given this, it follows that co l ­

lege s tudents  as a group  may exhibit  higher levels o f  innovat iveness  than the 

average  level o f  the populat ion.

Since  this disser tat ion is concerned  with examining  indiv idua ls  with high 

levels o f  innovat iveness ,  graduate  students were chosen as an appropr ia te  ta r ­

get  for data collect ion efforts.  Product  categor ies were chosen which were 

thought  to be appropriate to the interests o f  graduate students,  aged 22-35. 

Product  ca tegor ies util ized in the research were chosen so that subjects  would

have some interest ,  involvement ,  and past purchase  exper ience in the c a te ­

gories.  The goal o f  this research project is theory development;  the data co l ­

lected is not designed to study the dist r ibut ion of  innovat iveness  or  aesthetic 

and technical  motivat ional  factors in the populat ion as a whole.

Samples  were taken o f  graduate students enrol led in two business schools 

on the east  coast,  one  from an urban universi ty and one from a suburban co l ­

lege. Subjects from these two schools compr ised the majori ty (60%)  of  the total 

sample.  Subjects  were students taking a variety o f  classes in several different

programs o f  business study. Subjects were found to be a diverse group,  con ­

sist ing o f  many working  individuals  pursuing M.B.A.  degrees on a part-t ime 

basis,  some aged in their  thirties and forties. A small  number  of  subjects con­

sisted o f  foreign students.  Since the quest ionna ire  was adminis tered  in c lass­

room sett ings and no one refused to respond to the survey,  the issue of  re­

sponse  rate is largely irrelevant .



In addit ion to this student sample,  addit ional  samples were sought of  s ub ­

jec t s  which would defini te ly  have the aesthet ic and technical  backgrounds

which could test the hypotheses  under study. Subjects were sought which

would parallel  the business school sample in offering a diversi ty of  ages and 

special ized skills. Samples  were collected at schools  which taught techni ­

cal /scient i fic or  artistic special izat ions.  To obtain an appropriate number  of  

subjects  with aesthetic backgrounds,  a sample  of  g radua te  students  were u n ­

dertaken from classes at four schools of  art and design,  and two small  design

firms. To  obtain an appropriate number  of  subjects with technical  b a c k ­

grounds ,  samples  were undertaken of  medica l  researchers,  t echnica l staff,  and

denta l s tudents  from a large m id w e s t e m  urban universi ty.

Everyone  exposed to the quest ionnaire was encouraged to comple te  it. In

the process  o f  data col lect ion,  a small  number  o f  universi ty administ rat ion

people and subjects older  than 50 (about 7% of the total sample) were also in ­

cluded.  There  was no strong reason to removed this group from the survey;

they were retained to al low for a degree o f  diversi ty among respondents.

Subjects  were coded  into one o f  three groups based upon their response to 

their  indication o f  educat iona l background.  These  groups are referred to as

“ the arts g roup ,” “ the technical  g roup ,"  and “ the general  g roup ."  R e sp o n ­

dents with educat ional  backgrounds  in the fine arts (e.g. ,  paint ing,  sculpture,

pr in tmaking)  or  applied arts (e.g.,  fashion des ign,  graphic design)  were coded 

into the arts group.  Respondents  with educa tional  backgrounds  in the p h y s i ­

cal and biological  sciences or  engineer ing were coded into the technical

group.  Respondents  needed a min imum o f  a Bachelors degree  in thei r  spec ia l­

ization to be included in the arts or  technical group. Several  subjects had

Masters  degrees.  Groups  were de termined solely by their  response to educ a ­

tional backgrounds,  not by the location where they comple ted the survey.  As a



result ,  a few bus iness  students with advanced science and engineer ing  degrees  

were included in the technical  group.

The total sample consists of  338 respondents,  180 female and 158 male.  The 

arts group  number  53 respondents (16% of  the total) and the technical  group 

number  56 subjects  (17% of  the total). The  remaining 229 respondents  were

placed in a general  ca tegory  referred to here as the “general  g r ou p . ” These 

had col lege backgrounds in the humani ties,  business,  or  the social  sciences 

and a very small  number  had not completed their college degrees.  The mean

age of  the arts group is 32.35, the mean age of  the technical group is 30.51. and

the mean age of  the general group is 3108 .

The ma jor  s igni f icant  dif fe rence between groups,  bes ides  that o f  e d u c a ­

tional background,  is gender.  These  difference are examined in the analysi s 

in a later section. Table 5-1 presents the breakdown of  groups o f  respondents 

by gender .

Aesthe tic  and T e c h n ic a l Background  Me asures  

It was noted above that motivat ion is hypothesized to related to background 

and learning.  To  explain the deve lopment  o f  aesthetic and technical  mo t iva ­

tions toward products ,  it is necessary to measure  the extent  to which ind iv idu­

als have developed  a general  background o f  aesthetic and/or  technica l edu c a ­

tion and exper ience.  To measure the extent  to which individuals  perceive 

themselves to be technical ly or  aesthetically oriented,  a scr ies of  29  i tems was 

proposed ,  the f if teen aesthet ic  background measure s  and the four teen t e c h n i ­

cal background item measures.  This section will examine  the cons truc tion  of  

two sca les from these proposed  item measures,  an aesthetic background scale 

and a technical  background scale.

To  provide support  for  the construct  validity of  these scales,  a number  of



Table  5-1

Re sp on dent  Groups  by Gen de r

F e m a l e

A r t s 37
P e r c e n t a cro ss 70%

T e c h n i c a l 19
P e r c e n t acr oss 3 4 %

G e n e r a l 124
P e r c e n t ac ro ss 54%

Tota l 180
C o lu m n P e r c e n t 53 .3 %

M a l e  To ta l  R o w
P e r c e n t

16 53 15.7%
3 0 %  100%

37 56 16 6%
6 6 % 100 %

105 229  6 7  8%
4 6 %  100%

158 338
46 .7 %  100 % 100 0%



procedures  were per formed.  One means  of  isolat ing aesthetic and technical  

backgrounds  is to test items against populat ions where they are expec ted to 

exist.  The arts group must score significantly h igher  on the aesthetic back­

ground scale and the technical  group  must  score s ignif icant ly higher on the 

technica l  bac k g ro u n d  scale.

Both reliabili ty analysis  and factor analysis provide the basis to purify or 

reduce the 29 i tems to a smaller  number  and examine  the dimensiona li ty  of  the 

scales.  Evidence o f  the reliabili ty of  the scales is examined through ca lcu la ­

tion of  C ro n b a c h ’s coef ficient  alpha. Convergent  and d iscr iminant  validi ty is 

examined  through the cor re la t ion of  the scales.

G ro u p  Analysi s

Can the arts and technical  groups be di fferent iated on the basis o f  the 29 

items? One  means  of  testing this issue is through discriminant  analysis. A d is ­

cr iminant  analysis  was per formed on all subjects  with the direct  method  in

which all s ignif icant  var iables  pass ing the to le rance  test are entered to  the 

d isc r iminant  equa tion .  The  d isc riminant  equa tion  c reated  was  for c lass i fy ing  

the arts and the technical  group. All variables were entered into the single 

d i s c r i m i n a n t  e q u a t i o n .

Measured by (a) the absolute value o f  the canonical  di sc riminant  function 

coef f ic ien ts ,  o r  by (b) the pooled  wi th in-group  cor re la t ions  be tween d is c r im i­

na ting var iab les  and canonica l  d i sc r iminant  func tions ,  the best  d i s c r im in a t ­

ing variables  are the subject ive background measures  and the normed back­

ground measures .  Subject ive  background measures  consis t  o f  the two i tems

worded “ My educat ion has included courses deal ing wi th. . .” and fo llowed by 

e ither (a) t echnical  subject  matter  o r  (b) artist ic apprec ia t ion or  artistic d e ­

sign. Normed measures  consist  o f  the items stating “ Compared to the average



person,  I have a much higher appreciat ion of  art and des ign ,” and “ I am pre­

pared to unders tand technical  subjects  bet ter  than the average person."  Clas ­

sification results are presented in Table  5-2. The general  group is included in 

the table, but are not part o f  the percentage of  grouped cases correct ly classi ­

f ied  .

The d isc r iminant  analysi s  indicates that subjec t ive  and no rmed b a c k ­

ground i tems arc clear  indicators of  di fferences be tween the arts and techni ­

cal groups.  These measure arc clearly related to central  d imensions of  the 

constructs at issue. Since 29 items were used to measure aesthetic and techni ­

cal background factors, all o f  these i tems could be used to examine  the di ffer­

ences  be tween aesthet ic and technical groups.  However,  the purpose of  this 

research is to examine  aesthet ic and technical  background factors in these 

groups  as a means o f  unders tanding these cont inuous measures  and to apply 

them to examining these factors in the general populat ion.  The 29 item m ea ­

sures need to be reduced to a smaller  number to facilitate future research. The 

d imens iona li ty  of  these factors also needs to be examined.

One  empirical  test o f  the proposed hypotheses that there exist  aesthetic and 

technical  background factors is the formation of  valid and rel iable scales to 

measure  these factors. The issue of  the existence of  aesthetic and technical 

backgrounds  can be viewed as a scale deve lopment  problem. If  a scale can be 

deve loped to reliability measure these factors then this provides  a degree of  

construct  validity.  The reliability o f  a scale is a necessary,  but not sufficient 

condi t ion  for  val idat ion.

Factor  analysi s provides an addit ional  means  to refine and examine  ae s ­

thetic and technical  background scales.  Not only can factor  analys is  establish 

dimens ions within a data set and provide a statistical test o f  that s tructure,  it 

can serve as a data reduction technique.  A clear  factor structure which dif



Table  5-2

C la s s i f i ca t io n  Resu lts  of  D iscr im in a n t  A na lys is

P redi c t ed  T ech n ic a l

3 (5.8%)

48 (87.3%)

132 (58.1%)

G ro u D Cases Predic ted  Arts

A r t s 52 49 (94.2%)

T e c h n i c a l 55 7 (12.7%)

G e n e r a l 227 95 (41.9%)

Percent  o f  “Grouped"  Arts and Technical  Cases Correctly Classified:  90 .65%
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fcrcnt ia tcs  measures  of  aesthet ic and technical  backg rounds  provides  a d d i ­

t ional empir ical  suppor t for the separat ion of  aesthet ic  and technical  b a c k ­

grounds.  Tests o f  a two factor structure,  examining  the separate factor load­

ings of  aesthetic and technical items, and measures of  the fit o f  the models 

each provide tests o f  support  for the proposed existence of  aesthetic and tech ­

n ical  b a c k g r o u n d s .

As a prel iminary analysis,  the structure of  the correlat ions o f  the 29 items

was  examined  with exploratory factor analysis.  Four  principle axis obl iquely

rotated factor  solut ions were examined:  two factors,  three factors,  four factors,

and seven factors. In all o f  these factor solutions,  the two pairs o f  subjective

and normed background factors loaded on one technical  factor and one a e s ­

thetic factor and the cor relat ions  between these two factors was small  (from 

.02 to .11).

Though it is sometimes  difficult to know how many factors to extract or 

when to stop extrac ting factors,  the correlat ion of  scale i tems and the factor 

loadings o f  the items provide a means of  analyzing the scales. The 29 items 

were examined  in an i terative process as the basis  for proceeding  with the 

analysis to reduce number  o f  items o f  the two scales. The final aesthetic back­

ground scale consists o f  five items. The final technical scale consist s o f  seven

items. The scales and factor loadings are included in the appendix (see

Appendix B and Appendix C).

Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha

Coefficient  alpha provides a measure o f  the reliability o f  a set o f  item m ea ­

sures o f  a construct  only in the sense that it measures the internal consistency

of  the items. A large coefficient  alpha indicates the measures are highly in­

terrelated.  Coef ficient  alpha is an especial ly appropr iate measure  for a unidi-



mcnsional  construct .  As Churchil l  (1979) notes,  coef ficient  alpha is the first

measure one calculates  to assess the quali ty of  a measurement instrument  and 

is often the first procedure to purify a measurement instrument.  A large a l­

pha indicates that the test measure correlates well with the true score.

Coef ficient  alphas were ca lcula ted for several item measures for both the 

aesthetic and the technical  scales.  The  highest  coeff ic ient  alpha for the ae s ­

thetic background scale was obtained for a five item scale. Alpha was ca lcu­

lated at .8650 and standardized item alpha was calculated as .8766 for this scale. 

Five items may be considered a good number of  items for use as a short scale. 

As Churchil l  (1979) notes,  what is low for alpha depends upon the purpose of  

the research. These  alpha values were considered good to excellent  for the re ­

search purposes of  this dissertat ion.  Coeff icient  alpha is frequently a co n se r ­

vat ive measure of  reliabil i ty.

The highest  coeff ic ient  alpha for the technical  background scale was o b ­

tained for a ten item scale. Alpha was calculated at .8554 and standardized item 

alpha was calculated as .8606 for this scale. Ten items is not considered the o p ­

t imum number  of  items for future use as a short  scale. Eliminat ing several

items did not produce a large drop in alpha values. For  a seven item scale, al­

pha was calculated at .8381 and standardized item alpha was calculated as .8499 

The  small  drop in alpha values were considered acceptab le  for e l iminat ing  

three i tems to shorten the scale,  making it more at tract ive for further re­

search needs.  These  alpha values were considered good to excel lent  for the r e ­

search purposes  o f  this disser tat ion.

Fac tor  Analysi s

In addit ion to coefficient  alphas,  exploratory factor  analysis was used to e x ­

amine  the final aesthet ic  and technical  background scales.  Pr inciple axis
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obl iquely rotated factor solutions for two and one  factors were examined.  Us­

ing ci ther  scree plots or  cigcn values greater than one  as the cutoff,  factor 

analysi s o f  the aesthetic background scale indicates that a one  factor solution 

is appropriate.  Factor  loadings on a one factor solution are grea te r than .71.

This provides ev idence  that the scale is unidimcns iona l .

The  same methods  applied to the technical background scale is less clear

cut. but a one factor solution appears reasonable.  Factor  loadings on a one

factor solution are all greater  than .54. A two factor obliquely rotated factor

solution produces  two factors with the factor correlat ion at .63. Unrotatcd 

factor loadings on the first factor arc all above .55 while only one  item of  the

seven items loads above .60 on the second factor. This indicates that a one fac­

tor solution is more appropr iate and the scale can be cons idered un id im cn­

sional for purposes o f  this study. Further  research would be necessary to in­

ves tigate  the compone nt s  o f  “ technica l i ty” as a background measure.

Conf i rmatory  factor analys is  suppor ts  these f indings  but p rovides a dd i ­

tional measures of  the fit o f  the one factor model .  Conf irmatory factor analy­

sis was per formed on the aesthetic and technical background scales with a one 

factor model indicated. Each item was set to load on one factor and were not 

al lowed to correlate in the model.  For the aesthetic background scale,  chi- 

square with 5 degrees of  freedom was calculated at 39.01 (p = .000). For the 

technical  background scale,  chi -square with 14 degrees  of  f reedom was ca l cu­

lated at 130.53 (p = .000). The goodness of  fit index was calculated to be .953 for 

the aesthet ic background scale and .893 for the technical  background scale 

Since goodness  of  fit indices above .90 are considered to be desirable (Hayduk,

1987),  these figures provide  support  for the one factor  model for  these c o n ­

s t r u c t s .
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An additional measure of  fit. the normed fit index, was also calculated for 

these scales. The normed fit index used was calculated as the chi- square for 

the proposed model subtracted from the chi- square for the null model ,  divided 

by the chi-square for the null model.  The normed fit index reflects the pro ­

port ion of  the chi -square el iminated by the competing  model .  Bcnt lcr  and 

Bonnett  (1980) suggest a minimum value of  .90 is a good test when the compet ­

ing model is compared to a fully-restricted null model.  The normed fit index 

for the for the aesthetic background scale was calculated to be .9538. The 

normed fit index for the technical background scale was calculated to be .8637

These  figures are also support ive of  the proposed single factor models.  In

short ,  the scales were found to be unidimensional .

Mean Scores on the Resul t ing Scales

As  expected ,  the arts group scored s ignificantly h igher on the aesthetic

background scale and the technical  g roup scored signi ficant ly  h igher  on the 

technical  background scale.  This provides  ev idence  that aesthet ic and techni ­

cal backgrounds  exis t  and are measurable.  Mean  scores and s tandard devia­

tions are presented in Table 5-3. It is interesting to note that the arts group 

and the technical  group tended to score h igher on the combined  scale measure 

than the genera l  g roup.

Con ve rg ent  and Disc r imina nt  Validi ty

Corre lat ions  o f  the aesthet ic and technical  background measures  with each

other and with related i tems provide a degree o f  convergent  and discr iminant

validity for the two scales. As explained in Chapter  4, i tems from the Zucker- 

man sensat ion seeking scale (Zuckerman,  1964, 1971), from Danko and 

MacLachlan  (1983),  and from Wells and Tiger! (1971) were included.  These
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Aesthet ic  Seale 

T echnic a l  Scale 

Both Scales

Table  5-3

Mean Scores by Group  

(S ta nda rd  Devia t ions  in Paren theses )

A m  Group Technic a l  G rou p

32.13 (3 .52)  24.49 (6 .45)

33.81 (7 .91)  39.35 (7.13)

65.94 (8 .43) 63 .84 (10,17)

Genera l  Grou p  

25 .49  (6 .58)  

33 .06  (9.25)  

58.65 (11.59)



were hypothesized to posit ively correlate to the proposed scales. Though these 

i tems were not used in cons truc t ing the un idimcnsiona l aesthetic and te ch ­

nical backg round scales,  they provide convenien t  a lte rnat ive measures  of  the 

proposed const ructs .  These measures  are presented in terms of  a mult i-trai l  

mul t i -method  matrix of  cor rela t ions to the aesthet ic  and technical  background 

scales shown in tab le 5-4. Coefficient  alphas arc included as a measure of  reli­

ability and appear  on the diagonals  o f  the table. Since coefficient  alphas arc 

s imply a measure o f  internal cons is tency,  these arc not necessari ly  required

to be high in the ease of  the alternative measures,  especial ly given that the 

measure s  may be mul t idimens iona l .

Table 5-4 indicates that aesthetic and technical background scales arc at a

low level o f  correlat ion with each other. This provides an indicator o f  d i s ­

cr iminant  val idi ty for the aesthetic and technical  background scales.  S ec ­

ondly,  the major ity of  i tems from the ‘'aesthetic en thus ia sm” scale arc s ign i f i ­

cant ly  cor re la ted  with the aesthet ic  backg round scale,  p rovid ing  convergent  

validi ty for the aesthetic background scale. Likewise,  the al ternat ive techni ­

cal i t ems are s ignif icant ly cor related  with the technical  background scale,

provid ing  convergent  validi ty for the technical  background scale.  Low co r re ­

lat ions be tween  the aesthet ic en thusiasm i tems and the a lte rna tive  technical  

measures ,  be tween  the aesthet ic en thus iasm i tems and the technical  b a c k ­

ground scale,  and between  the al ternat ive technical  i tems and the aesthetic 

background scale provide addit ional  evidence  of  di sc r iminant  validity.  F i ­

nally,  the low correlat ion of  i tems from the Zuckcrman sensat ion seeking 

scale with the background scales provide evidence  o f  di sc r iminant  validity.  In 

short ,  the M T M M  matrix provides  di sc r iminant  and convergent  validi ty for the 

proposed  scales.
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T a b l e  5-4

M T M M  M a t r i x  of  C o r r e l a t i o n s  o f  A e s t h e t i c  a n d  T e c h n i c a l  

B a c k g r o u n d  S c a l e s  w i t h  A l t e r n a t i v e  S c a l e s

1 . 2 . 3 . 4 . 5 .

1 . ( . 8 6 5 0 )

2 . .0186 ( .838 1 )

3 . .5629 .0005 ( .5 83 3)

4 . .0854 .6296 .1012 ( .5 6 1 2 )

5 . .1966 .1784 .3763 .1658 ( .5 5 9 9 )

1. Aes the t ic  Background  Scale

2. T echnic a l  Background  Scale

3. “ Aesthet ic  en thus iasm” i tems from Wells  and Tiger t  (1971)

4. Oth e r  Technica l  Items

5. Zuckcrman Sensa tion Seeking Items (Zuckerman,  1964, 1971)



Dom ain-Spec i f ic  Product  Category  Me asures

This section will examine  the construct ion of  scales and measures  in the six

domain-spec if ic product  categories.  The grid concept  o f  item measures in the 

six product  categories suggests that each of  the i tems within the three item

innovation  measure is over lapping  with the inv olvement  measure ,  the ae s ­

thetic comp on en t  measure,  and the technical  compo nent  measure.  The  c a lc u ­

lation of  coeff icient  alpha provides  the means  to test these assumpt ions and 

factor  analysis  provides a means of  examining  the dimensiona li ty  of  the 12

i tems in each product  category.

C oe f f ic ie n t  a lpha

Calculat ion of  coefficient  alpha is a means  of  test ing the claim that inno ­

va tion m easur es  ove r lap  with involvement ,  the aes thet ic  com po nent  measure

and the technical  component  measure.  Coeff ic ient  alphas were calcu la ted  for 

three and four item construct  measures  (as noted in Table 5-5). Data for each 

of  the six categories is presented in Table 5-6.

Tables 5-6a to 5-6f show that in each of  the six categories under study,  the

four  item measures  improved the internal cons is tency of  the three item m e a ­

sure scales, raising the coefficient  alpha in 14 out o f  18 cases.  The innova­

t iveness  m easur es  e i ther  (a) subs tan t ia l ly  improves  the internal  cons is tency  

of  the scale,  raising the coefficient  alpha by about  .10, o r  (b) the coefficient  

alpha was ext remely  close to that o f  the three item scale,  general ly within 

about .02. In addition,  the three item innovat iveness  measures  showed a high

degree  o f  internal cons is tency,  averaging about .7 in each o f  the six cases.

This  support s  the proposed  view that innovativeness  measures  over lap  the in­

vol veme nt  me asures ,  the aesthet ic componen t  measure s ,  and  the technica l  

c o m p o n e n t  m easu re s .



Table  5-5 

and 4 Item Construct Measures

C a t e g o r y  I n v o l v e m e n t

3 items =11 + 1 2  + 13

4 items = II + 12 + 13 + N

Category  Aesthet ic Fac tor

3 items = Al  + A2 + A3

4 items = Al + A2 + A3 + AN

Category  Technica l  Fac tor

3 items = T1 + T2 + T3

4 items = T1 + T2 + T3 + TN

Category  I n n o v a t i v e n e s s

3 items = N + AN + TN
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T a b l e  5-6

Coeff i c ient  Alphas  Acco rd ing  to the Grid Framework

Ta b le  5-6a:

Involvement
Primary I >
Secondary  12
C o s t / p u r c h a s e  13
A lpha  C o lum ns  . 687 1
(3 item Alphas)
Novel ty N
A lpha  C o lum ns  . 7167
(4 i tem  Alphas)

W r is tw a tc h  Categ ory

AcslhCUC T ec h n ic a l  A lp h a s  A cross  
A l  T 1 .1 664
A 2 T2 .5 693
A3 T3 .6081

. 628 3  .6248

AN TN .7 065
. 7497 .7 189

Table  5-6b:  J e a n  Category

Invo lvement
P r i m a r y  1 1
Secondary  12

Cflat/curchase >3
A lp ha  C o lum ns  . 7 315
(3 item  Alphas)
Novel ty N
A lpha  C o lum ns  . 7 1 96
(4 i tem  A lphas)

A e s t h e t i c  Tec hn ica l  A lp h a s  A c ro ss  
A l  T 1 .3 667
A 2 T2  .30 4 2
A3  T3 .63 36

.6181 .3581

AN TN . 719 0
. 7 4 7 6  .5541

Tab le  5-6c: Breakf as t  Cerea l  Category

Involvement
P r i m a r y  < i
Secondary  12
C o s t / p u r c h a s e  13
A lpha  C o lum ns  . 75 5 9
(3 i tem  A lphas)
Novel ty N
A lpha  C o lum ns  . 74 23
(4 item  A lphas)

A e s t h e t i c  T ec hn i ca l  A lp h a s  A cross  
A l  T 1 .4 800
A 2 T2 .50 0 4
A 3  T3  .52 5 9

. 6 5 3 9  .8691

AN TN .6 987
. 7 1 8 4  .9 0 1 0



T a b l e  5 - 6d :  C a t e g o r y :  S u n g l a s s e s

Involvement
P r i m a r y  11
Secondary  12
C o s t / p u r c h a s e  13
A lpha  C o lum ns  . 7571
<3 item A lphas)
Novel ty N
A lp ha  C o lum ns  .7 707
(4 i tem  Alphas)

AesiheU C T e c h n ic a l  A lp h a s  A cross
A 1 T 1 .2 6 5 9
A 2 T2 .5361
A3 T3 .57 69

6 69 6 .7175

AN TN .691 3
7855 .8235

Table 5-6e: Toothpaste Category

Involvement
Primary 11
Secondary >2
C o s t / p u r c h a s e  13
A lph a  C o lum ns  . 78 0 7
(3 i tem  A lphas)
Noyelty n
A lp ha  C o lum ns  . 74 2 3
(4 i tem  A lphas)

A e s t h e t i c  T ec hn i ca l  A lp h a s  A cro ss
A 1 T 1 .2 3 5 9
A 2 T2 .5 202
A3 T3 .5297

48 76 .7151

AN TN .6 968
65 24 .81 38

Table 5-6f: Telephone Category

Involvement  A e s t h e t i c  Tec h n ic a l  A lp h a s  A cross

Primary 1 1 A 1 T 1 .3191
Secondary 12 A 2 T2 .55 76
C o s t / p u r c h a s e 13 A3 T3 .5 159
A lp ha  C o lum ns . 7 7 3 0 .74 16 .5 887
(3 i tem  A lphas)
Novel ty N AN TN .7215
A lp ha  C o lum ns . 74 76 .8367 .7 139
(4 i tem  Alphas)



Coeff icient  a lphas across  the primary,  secondary,  and cos t /purchase  m e a ­

sures have also been indicated in the tables. In all cases,  the coefficient  a l ­

phas for these measures  arc smal ler  than for the scaled i tems. These  results 

arc as expected,  since it was not proposed  that they would have anything in 

common.  The highest  alphas arc found among the cos t /purchase  measures,  

which may reflect certain degrees of  comm on or consistent  at t i tudes toward

shopping or  cost factors among respondents .

Fac tor  Analys is

A further  means  o f  studying  the hypothes ized under ly ing  d imens io ns  of  

the domain specific scales is through factor analysis.  Factor  analysis is c o n ­

cerned with the identif icat ion of  a structure within a set o f  observed variables.  

The  examina tion of  factor loadings should give an additional indication o f  the 

structure among the set of  12 item measures.  The utility of  factor analysis 

speci fical ly for examining  var iables  related to products  has been long e s t ab ­

lished and has many precedents.  Hauser and Kopelman (1979) argue that fac­

tor  ana lysi s  is superior  to ei ther  mult iple di sc r iminant  ana lys is  o r  non-met ric  

mul t id imens iona l  sca l ing  in te rms  o f  predict ive  abi l i ty,  man ager ia l  inter- 

prctabil i ty,  and ease of  use.

Pr inciple axis exploratory factor analys is  with obl iquely rotated factor s o ­

lutions were run on all six categories with no factor dimensions specified.  In 

all categories,  a three factor solut ion was indicated (the SPSS program uses 

eigen values grea ter  than one as the defaul t  cutof f  for deciding  the number  of  

factor solutions).  In one case,  the jeans category,  the obl iquely rotated factor 

solution failed to converge  in the 25 iterations specified by the l imits o f  the 

program.  Addit ional  factor analyses were run on all categor ies  wi th the



maximum likelihood method and all converged on three factor solutions.  Fa c ­

tor loadings are included in the appendix (sec Appendix D).

The coef ficient  alphas and factor analyses  provide data to support  the 

conclusion that the measures  are sufficient ly rel iable and valid to provide 

good indicators of  the var iables under study.  Though fur ther  research would

be needed to explore these variables,  the item measures  conform to the h y ­

pothes ized  product  ca tegory structure.  Product  ca tegory measures  can be used 

to provide tests o f  the proposed hypotheses.

In addi t ion,  the factor  solut ions provide important  and interes ting data on 

the relat ionship of  the twelve product  ca tegory  measures .  Since the three in­

novat iveness  measure s  were conceptua l ized  to be ove r la ppi ng  with product

involvement,  the aesthe tic  component ,  and the technical  compone nt ,  the issue 

in quest ion was if and how the innovat iveness  measures  would load onto the

specif ied factors,  or  if the factor solution would separate them out as a separate 

factor  solut ion ent irely.  Fac tor  solut ions clearly indicated an aesthetic factor,  

a technical  factor,  and an involvement  factor in every case. Loading  for the 

aesthetic and technical  factors are clear  cut in that i tems loaded on primari ly 

one factor, with factor loadings grea te r than or  near  .5 for almost  all of  the 72 

i tems.  The over lapping  aesthet ic  innovat iveness  measure  loaded pr imari ly  

onto the aesthet ic  factor  and the overlapping  technical  measure  loaded p r i ­

mari ly onto the technical  factor  in all o f  the six product  categories.

The  most  interest ing f indings from factor  analys is  studies of  the product  

ca tegory  mea su re s  concern  the loading o f  the pr imary  inn ovat iveness  m e a ­

sures.  the i tems reading “ I am general ly interested in new and dif fe rent  [the 

product  category 1 products .” In all cases,  this measure did not load onto the 

inv olvement  factor.  Ins tead,  the pr imary innovat iveness  measure  loaded 

heavily in every case with an aesthetic factor. The loadings of  this measure



with the involvement  factors were low. This is interest ing to the extent that it 

suggest s that  innovat iveness  in a category may be s t rongly cor re la ted with an 

aesthet ic com pon ent  fac tor  rather  than s imple  involv eme nt  in a product  c a t e ­

gory. The data for the primary factor loadings are presented in Table 5-7; for 

cons is tency ,  all arc the pattern factor loadings for m ax im um l ike lihood 

method  obl ique ly rota ted factor  solut ions.

Tes ts  of  Hypotheses 

This section will examine  tests o f  the specific hypotheses  presented in 

Chapter  3. Evidence has been presented above for the const ruct  validity o f  the 

measures  used.  Regress ion analysis provides a means  to test hypotheses and 

exam ine  theoret ical  re la t ionsh ips  among the var iables  under  study.

Hypothes i s  One

HI:  Aesthe tic  and technical  components  arc separa te  and d is ­
tinct com ponents  o f  prefe rence in each product  category.

The above d iscussion of  coefficient  alphas in the product  ca tegory m e a ­

sures suppor t s  this hypothesi s.  High coef ficien t  alpha suppor t  the internal 

cons is tency of  aes the tic  and technical  component  measures ,  while low coe f f i ­

cient  a lpha  across the pr imary measures  provides  d i s c r iminant  val idi ty b e ­

tween the measures .  In addit ion,  the cor relat ions between the primary ae s ­

thetic i tem measures  and technical item measures  in all product  ca tegor ies are 

non-s igni f ican t .  Also,  the cor re la t ion be tween  pr imary  technica l item m e a ­

sures and secondary  aesthetic item measures  are all non-s igni f icant .  Final ly,  

in all but two cases,  cereals  and telephones,  where cor relat ions  are very small .
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Table  5-7

C o m p a r i s o n  o f  Load ings  of  the Pr im ary I n n o v a t iv e n e s s  Measures

by C a te gory

P r o d u c t
C a t e g o r y

A e s t h e t i c
F a c t o r

W r i s t w a t c h c s

J e a n s

Breakfas t  Cerea ls  

S u n g l a s s e s  

T o o t h p a s t e  

T e l e p h o n e s

.61

.73

.74

.58

.48

.50

T e c h n i c a l
F a c t o r

I n v o l v e m e n t
F a c t o r

.23

.06

.43

.29

.15

.43

. 1 2

.14

.37

.09

.15

.01



cor rela t ions o f  the pr imary aesthet ic  item measure s  and secondary  technical  

item measures  arc all non-signi f ican t .

The data suppor ts  the conclusion that aesthetic and technical  factor  m ot i ­

vations are distinct in each product  category.  The data also provides some in­

dicat ion of  the relative impor tance of  aesthetic and technical  measures .  Table 

5-8 indicates that in each of the product  categor ies ,  technical  components  

were given higher impor tance  weights than aesthet ic components .  There  was

also general ly  less var ia tion in technical  compo nents  scores.

Respondents  were “ rat ional" to the extent  that they clearly and cons is ­

tently rccogni/ .cd the impor tance of  the primary technical  component .  S e c ­

ondary and tert iary measures  of  technical  compo nent  scores were cor rela ted 

with the primary measures ,  but means  scores were not as highly rated as the

pr imary measure.  To  be t te r  examine  component  rat ings,  the relat ive rat ing of  

aesthet ic  to technical  rat ings must  be examined.

An analysi s was under taken o f  the relative weights o f  aesthet ic  and tech ­

nical component  factors. Ratios were derived to examine the extent  to which

technical  and aesthet ic factors are cons idered  impor tan t  relat ive to one a n ­

o ther for each respondent .  First, the aesthetic component  scores was divided 

by the technical  component  score for each individual  (A/T ratio). Ratios 

grea te r  than one indicate the extent  to which aesthetic factors were co ns id ­

ered more  impor tant  and ratios less than one indicate the extent  to which

technical  factors are cons idered more important .  The  problem with this s im ­

ple ratio is it does not provide a uniform measure.  The person who would rank

aesthet ic factors as maximal ly important  and technical  factors as minimal ly

important  would have a score of  21 over  3 or  7.0; on the other  hand,  the per ­

son who would rank technical  factors as maximally impor tant  and aesthetic

factors as minimal ly important  would have a score o f  3 over  21 or .143.



As a seccnd measure,  the technical component scores was divided by the 

aesthetic component  score for each individual (T/A ratio). This produces a ra­

tio which is the inverse of  the A/T ratio. The T/A ratio is different from -- but

comparable  to -- the "perceived  fashion conten t” measure,  the ratio of  singlc- 

itcm funct iona li ty  ove r  fashion rat ings deve loped  by Greenberg ,  Sherman and

Shiffman (1983).  These ratios appear to be most  useful for purposes  of  c o m ­

parison. Means and standard deviat ions of  the A/T and T/A ratios are pre­

sented in Table 5-9.

The variat ion in aesthetic and technical  impor tance is best examined  by 

consider ing  the variation in the individual ratio scores. Table  5-10 groups  re­

spondents according to A/T and T/A ratios. In general,  it can be observed that 

the subjects are normally dist r ibuted with the combin ed  ratio measures  and 

there ex is ts  cons iderable variat ion across categor ies.  Te lephones ,  for example ,  

are more strongly rated in the technical direct ion.  On the o ther  hand,  there is

wide var iat ion in the breakfast  cereal  ca tegory with a s ignif icant  percentage 

o f  respondents  appear ing  at both technical  and aesthet ic  ext remes .

While the examina tion  o f  b o t h  A/T and T/A ratios may not be necessary in 

every case,  one of  these ratios may be more important  in ca tegor ies which arc 

domina ted  by e ither an aesthetic or  a technical  factor. These  ratios are useful 

for purposes of  compar ison  as aids to di scr iminate between  product  category 

structure.  These  and other ratios may need to be adapted differently in more 

com pl ex  ca tegor ie s .

Hypothes is  Tw o and Three

H2: Ind iv idua ls  with s t rong  aesthet ic  background s  g ive  s t ronger
weight  to aesthetic components  of  products.
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T a b l e  5-8

M e a n s  o f  A e s t h e t i c  a n d  T e c h n i c a l  C o m p o n e n t  S c o r e s  by

C a t e g o r y

(Standard  Dev ia t ions  in Paren these s)

Prod uct  Category Mean for Aesthet ic  
C o m p o n e n t

Mean for  Technica l  
C o m p o n e n t

W a t c h e s

J e a n s

B reak fas t  Cerea ls  

S u n g l a s s e s  

T o o t h p a s t e  

T e l e p h o n e s

15.41 (3.86) 

13 .71(3 .96)  

13.59 (4.07)

14.54 (4.02) 

13.92 (3.39)

12.55 (4.46)

16.00 (3.34) 

15.21 (2.76) 

15.98 (4.43) 

16.56 (3.60)

17.00 (3.51) 

17.52 (2.99)

P r o d u c t
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T a b l e  5-9

M e a n s  R a t i o  o f  A e s t h e t i c  to  T e c h n i c a l  

C o m p o n e n t s  b y  P r o d u c t  C a t e g o r y

(St anda rd  Devia t ions  in Paren theses)

Product  Categ ory  Mean Ratio of Aesthetic Mean Ratio of  Technical  Over
O v e r  Technica l  A e s t h e t i c

W a t c h c s 1.01 (.39) 1.11 (.41)

J e a n s .93 (.36) 1.24 (.57)

Bre akfas t  Cerea ls .97 (.67) 1.32 (.75)

S u n g l a s s e s .93 (.36) 1.27 (.74)

T o o t h p a s t e .86 (.40) 1.31 (.56)

T e l e p h o n e s .72 (.25) 1.68 (1.02)
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T a b l e  5-10

Distr ibut ions  of A/T  and T /A Ratios by Product

P r o d u c t
C a t e g o r y

A/T > 2 A / T
L i l  10

■>

A / T  
1.1 to

U .

A / T  
< 1,1 & 
T /A
< u

T / A  
1.1 10 

L i

T / A  
1.51 to 

2

W a t c h e s 1.8%) 5.0% 25.6% 30.3% 23.8%) 9.8%

J e a n s 0 .6% 3.0% 16.3% 44.1% 34.2% 8.7%

B r e a k f a s t
C e r e a l s

5.3%) 3.9% 13.1% 21.4% 34.7%> 14.1%

S u n g l a s s e s 1.8% 3.0% 16.2% 29.3%) 31.7% 12.3%

T o o t h p a s t e 1.2% 1.2% 6.3% 24.5% 4 8. 5% 12.9%

T e l e p h o n e s 0 . 0% 0.0% 5.1% 18.3% 38.5% 19.8%

Category

U A >2

3.6%

7.7%

9.1%)

5.7%

5.4%,

18.3%
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H3: Ind iv idua ls  with s t rong technica l  b a c k g ro u n d s  give
s t ronger  weight  to technical  comp on en ts  o f  products.

To  test the re lat ionship between  aesthet ic  and technical  backg rou nds  and 

aes thet ic  and technical  component  rat ings toward products,  s imple  l inear  re ­

gressions  were run. First ,  the 3-itcm ca tegory aesthet ic  component  measures 

were run as the dependent  variable and the aesthetic background measure was

the independ en t  measure ;  secondly,  the 3- i tcm ca tegory  technical  com po ne n t  

measure s  were run as the dependent var iable and the technical  background 

measure as the independent  measure.  The aesthet ic  background measure  was 

signi ficant  in the categor ies of  watches,  j eans,  sunglasses ,  and telephones,  but 

the value of  r squared,  the coefficient  of  determina tion,  was an extremely 

small  value,  e ither .02 or  .03. The technical  background measure was s igni f i­

cant in only the wr is twatch and phone categor ies at the same values o f  r

s q u a r e d .

Though  this statist ical  level o f  s ignif icance provides support  for the two

hypotheses ,  it mus t  be conc luded  that aesthetic and technical  background 

factors arc ex t remely  weak factors in predict ing product  ca tegory  aesthet ic  or

technical  component  responses.  The low level o f  statist ical  s ignif icance may 

be s imply the result  o f  a reasonably large sample size and does not of fer  very 

powerfu l  suppor t  o f  the hypothesis .

H yp o thes i s  Fo ur

H4: Innovat iveness  in a product  ca tegory is posi t ively related to
aesthe t ic  and technical  ba ckgroun ds ,  mot i va t io na l  fac tors,
and p r o d u c t - c a t e g o r y  in v o lv e m e n t .



Just as aesthetic and technical  background measures  did not p rose  to be 

s ignif icant  to any large degree  to aesthetic and technical  p roduct  component  

factors,  aesthetic and technical  background measures did not prove to be s ig ­

nificant to any large degree to innovativeness.  A small r squared of  .02 or less 

was found for aesthetic background measures  in the categor ies  o f  jeans,  

breakfast  cereals,  sunglasses,  and telephones.  A small r squared of  .02 was 

found for technical  background measures  in the ca tegory o f  sunglasses  and r 

squared o f  .06 was found for telephones.  Given that the coefficient  of  de te r­

minat ion is so small  for aesthetic and technical  background factors,  they were 

removed from fur ther  analyses.

To test the three other factors in the hypothesis ,  mult iple regression e q u a ­

t ions were run in each product  category.  In the first case,  the product  ca te ­

gory innovat iveness measures  were the dependent  var iables.  The  3-i tcm a es ­

thet ic comp onen t  measures ,  technical  compo nent  measures ,  and the product  

involvement  measure s  were the independent  variables .  All independent  v a r i ­

ables were signif icant .  Resul ts  for the regression equat ions  arc presented in 

Table  5-11; all B values arc significant  and none arc standardized.

Th e  results indicate that the aesthetic components  are the s tronger  factors,

having  greater  B values,  and involvement  the weakest .  Since the three c o m ­

ponent  measures  are intcrcorrelated,  the B values are not necessar i ly precise 

indicators of  the weights  of  the measures in relation to innovativeness.  E x a m ­

inat ion of  the coeff ic ient  o f  de te rminat ion for s imple  l inear  regress ions  

equat ions (see Table  5-12) provide addit ional  support  for the s t rength o f  the 

aes thet ic com pone n t  in expla in ing  var iat ion in the product  ca tegory  in n o v a ­

t iveness  measures.  Table 5-12 indicates that the aesthetic component  expla ins  

the highest  proport ion o f  p roduct  ca tegory innovativeness .  The r squared



Table  5 1 1

M ult i p le  Re gress ion  Equati ons  by Product  Cate gory

(Product  Category  Innovat iveness  as the Dependent  Variable)

P r o d m J  C o n s t a n t  B for
C a t e g o r y  v a l u e  A e s t h e t i c

c - o m p o n c n i

W a t c h e s  .09  .51

J e a n s  .47 .52

B r e a k f a s t  2 .84  .39
C e r e a l s

S u n g l a s s e s  .43 .44

T o o t h p a s t e  .35 .47

T e l e p h o n e s  .38 .48

B for B for
T e c h n i c a l  I n v o l v e -  R :

c o m p o n e n t  m c n t

.25 .17 .47

.24 .11 .42

.37 .06 .50

.35 .16 .58

.37 .11 .53

.39 .09 .61
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T a b l e  5-12

A Comparison  of  r2 Values  for Simple  Linear Regress ion  Equations

by Prod uct  Cate gory

(Product  Category  Innovat iveness  as the Dependent  Variable )

P r o d u c t  r 2 L a i  r 2 L a i  r 2 f o r
C a te g o r y  A e s t h e t i c  T e c h n i c a l  I n v o l v e m e n t

C o m p o n e n t  C o m p o n e n t

W a t c h e s  .39 .14 .19

J e a n s  .37 .11 .13

Breakfas t  Cerea ls  .29 .29 .19

S u n g l a s s e s  .40 .27 .30

T o o t h p a s t e  .37 .31 .18

T e l e p h o n e s  .49 .28 .21



value is always the largest for the aesthetic component  (al though it is equal  to

the technica l  co m p o n en t  in the breakfas t  cerea l ca tegory) .

Finally,  regressions were also run using the 9 individual  item measures as 

the independent  var iab les  and the 3- i tem product  ca tegory  inn ovat iveness  

measures  as the dependent  variables.  This enables  further examina t ion of  the

util i ty of  the measures  to capture different  aspects  o f  the aesthet ic component,  

the technical  component ,  and the involvement component .  The  backward  

method  o f  removing  insignif icant  var iables was employed.  The results arc 

presented in Table  5-13 with all insignif icant  variables removed from the 

e q u a t i o n .

The results indicate that coeff icien t  o f  mult iple de te rminat ion  is sl ightly 

higher,  as would be expected.  It is interesting to note that all secondary and 

ter t iary measures  for  the aesthet ic and technical  c o m po ne n ts  arc s ignif icant  

whi le mos t  o f  the involvement  measures  arc insignificant .  In fact, all in ­

volvement  measures drop out o f  the equat ion in the case of  toothpaste and 

breakfast  cereals.  This indicates that involvement measures  may capture less 

impo r t an t  aspec ts  o f  inn ovat iveness  than aes the t ic  and technica l  componen t  

me asures  in these product  categor ies .

Hypotheses Five and Six

H5: Innovators  will tend to overlap in product  ca tegor ies with
st rong technica l  factors,  or  over lap  in product  categor ies  
with s t rong aes the tic  factors,  de pe nd in g  upon background  
f a c t o r s .

H6: Innovators  in product  ca tegor ies  with both s t rong technical
and aes the tic  backgrounds  over lap  more  st rongly in o ther  
produ ct  ca tegor ie s .
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T a b l e  5-13

Mult ip le  R egress ion  Equati ons  with In div idua ls  Item M e asures  by

P r o d u c t  C a t e g o r y

(Product  Category  Innovat iveness  as the Dependent  Variable )

P r o d u c t
Ca tegorv

C o n ­
s t a n t

B for 
6 1

B for 
6 2

B for 
6 1

B for 
X I

B for 
1 2

B J a i
1 3

B for
U

B for B for j^2 
L2 U

Watches 1.62 .20 .47 .64 .26 .38 .52 .5 1

J e an s 3.08 .18 .70 .52 - .2 9 .37 .54 .27 .47

B reak fas t
Ce rea l s

4 . 0 2 .24 .49 .43 .52 .57 .52

Su ng lasses 3 . 16 .48 .62 .28 .55 .46 .61

T oot hpa s te 2 .77 .46 .72 .42 .79 .58

T e l ep ho n es 2.01 .18 .99 .20 .80 .38 .69



One indicat ion o f  the overlap among innovators across ca tegories  is the 

matrix o f  c ross -ca tegory  cor relat ions of  the 3-i tcm innovat iveness  scores.  

Cross -ca tegory cor rela t ions  of  innovat iveness  scores  arc presented in Table 5- 

14. These were all significant  at a probabili ty level greater  than 1%.

Another  measure  o f  innovat iveness  is the single i tem pr imary  inn ova t iv e ­

ness measure.  Correlat ions  among the single i tem measure  is presented in 

Table 5-15. All were significant  at a probabil i ty level greater  than 1%, except  

for one  ease (breakfast  cerea ls  cor related to telephones were signif icant  at a 

probabi l i ty level o f  5%).

The problem with these cor relat ions is that they cor relate all subjec ts  over 

the full range of  innovativeness  scores.  Normal ly in the study of  innovators,  

however,  it is only the most innovative individuals which are of  interest.  In ­

novators  are comm only  def ined by a conat ive measure ,  they are normally 

taken to be the first two to ten percent to buy a new product.  Instead, innova­

tors are isolated here with self-designated interest measures,  as those (a) 

scoring 19 to 21 on the three-i tem innovat iveness measure,  or  (b) scoring 7 on 

the single i tem primary innovativeness  measure.  These  defini t ion o f  inn ov a­

tors results in the proport ions of  subjects presented in Table  5-16.

Using the 3-i tem defini t ion of  the innovator,  122 subjects  o r  39 percent  o f  

the sample,  were innovators in at least one product  category.  More than half  

o f  these (52%)  were innovators in more than one product  category.  This in­

novat ive overlap consisted o f  64 subjects o r  19 percent  o f  the total sample.

Using the single item measure,  125 subjects o r  37 percent  o f  the sample

were innovators in at least one product  category. 49 of  these (39%)  were in­

novators  in more than one  product  category.  This  innovative  overlap  c o n ­

sisted of  49 subjects o r  14.5 percent o f  the total sample.
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T a b l e  5-14

C o r r e l a t i o n s  o f  3-Item I n no v a t iv e ne ss  M e a sur es  A cross  Cate gory

P r o d u c t  W a tc h e s  J e a n s  B r e a k f a s t  S u n g l a s s e s  T o o t h p a s t e
C a l o r y  C e r e a l s

J e a n s  .49

B r e a k f a s t  .30 .24
C e r e a l s

S u n g l a s s e s  .44 .44 .39

T o o t h p a s t e  .32 .39 .32 .45

T e l e p h o n e s  .46 .39 .20 .45 .48



1 4 5

T a b l e  5-15

C o r r e l a t i o n s  o f  P r im a r y  I n n o v a t iv e n e s s  M ea sur e  A c ross  Cat egory

P jQ d u E l  W a t c h e s  L e a n s  B r e a k f a s t  S u n g l a s s e s  T o o t h p a s t e
C a t e g o r y  C e r e a l s

Jeans .39

B r e a k f a s t
C e r e a l s

.32 .25

S u n g l a s s e s .38 .44 .41

T o o t h p a s t e .25 .31 .34 .45

T e l e p h o n e s .32 .31 . 12 .39 .45
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Table  5-16

I n n o v a t o r  P e r c e n t a g e s  A c ro s s  C a t e g o r y

Pro duc t  C a te go ry  3 - I t e m
M e a s u r e  

% of  Total

W a t c h e s  9 .2%

J e a n s  4 .1%

Breakf as t  Cerea ls  16.3%

S u n g l a s s e s  16.9%

T o o t h p a s t e  14.2%

T e l e p h o n e s  11.5%

3 - U c m  P r i m a r y  P r i m a r y
M e a s u r e  M e a s u r e  M e a s u r e
N u m b e r  % of  Total N u m b e r

31 8 .6% 29

14 5 .3 %  18

55 12.7% 43

57 12.5% 42

48 9 .2 %  31

39 11.4% 38



Percentage  o f  innovators  by nu m ber  of  over lapping  ca tegor ies  is shown 

for the two measures  in Table 5-17. Greater  over lap is shown for the 3-item 

measure.  With both measures ,  the condi t ion  o f  being innovative  in one ca te ­

gory increases the l ikel ihood that a respondent  is innovat ive  in o ther  c a te ­

gories. The  issue is if this overlap can be best explained by product  category 

s imi la r i t ies  o r  by individua l backg round and learn ing  factors.

To  test the signif icance o f  innovat iveness ,  percentages  o f  over lap  were 

cross tabulated and the chi - square  stat ist ic for  the s ign if icance  o f  probabi l i ty 

of  group  membersh ip was calculated.  This overlap  can be examined  through a 

t r iangular  matr ix.  S igni f icance  ca lcu la t ions  o f  Pearson ch i - squa re  s tat is t ics 

are presented in Table 5-18. The first figure gives the s ignif icance for 3-item 

measures  and the second figure gives  the signi ficance for single item m e a ­

sures. All categories of  overlap are significant  by at least one  of  the two m e a ­

sures and most  are signif icant  in both measures .

To a ttempt  to explain this overlap,  background measures  were examined.  

Are innov ato rs  s ign if icant ly di fferent  from non - in nov ators  in te rms  o f  their  

t echnical  and aesthetic background scores? T o  answer  this ques tion ANOVAs 

were run on the technical  and aesthet ic  backg round scores  o f  innovators,  

( innovators  were defined by the 3-i tem measure in this case).  Table  5-19 pre ­

sents the F scores and s ignif icance of  F  for aesthetic background scores,  

t e ch n ica l  b a c k g ro u n d  scores ,  and c o m b in e d  aes th e t i c / t ech n ic a l  ba ck grou nd  

s c o r e s .

A N O V A  resul ts  indicate that innovators  are sign if icant ly  di fferent  in terms 

o f  background measures  in some categor ies.  Innovators in sunglasses  have 

h ig he r  aesthe t ic  backg round  scores,  innovator  in watches  and te lephones  

have  h ig her  technica l  backg round scores ,  and innova tors  in watches,  s u n ­

glasses,  and te lephones  have h igher  co mbin ed  scores.



u s

Table  5-17

Innovat ors  by Nu m ber  o f  C ate gor ies

Categor ies  in 

W h i c h  

R e s p o n d e n t  is 

an Innovator

P r i m a r y

Measure
N u m b e r

P r i m a r y  

M e a s u r e  

% of  Total

3 - l t e m

M e a s u r e

N u m b e r

3--IIEJD

M e a s u r e  

% o f  Total

0 213 63.0% 206 60.9%

1 76 22.5% 64 18.9%

2 32 9.5% 41 12.1%

3 7 2.1% 15 4 .4 %

4 10 3.0% 8 2.4 %

5 3 0. 9 %

6 1 0. 3%



1 4 9

C h i -S q u a r e

P r o d u c t
C a t e g o r y

J e a n s

B r e a k f a s t
C e r e a l s

S u n g l a s s e s

T o o t h p a s t e

T e l e p h o n e s

T a b l e  5 -1 8

S ig n i f i c a n c e  M easures  for  I n novator  O v e r l a p  Across  

C a t e g o r y

W a t c h e s  J e a n s  B r e a k f a s t
C e r e a l s

.010

.000

.000 .000

.178 .048

.000 .000 .000

.000 .000 .021

.002 .018 .000

.818 .769 .021

.043 .003 .009

.003 .454 .001

Sun-.  T o o t h -  Te lc -  
gLa&ULS p h o n e s

.000

.017

.000 .000

.000 .000
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T a b l e  5 -19

A N O V A  R e s u l t s  f o r I n n o v a t o r s B a c k g r o u n d  M e a s u r e s

P r o d u c t
C a t c g o r v

F for
Aesl iici ic

Bkgrd

Sic of F 
for Aes­

t h e t i c

F for 
Technical  

Bkgrd

Sig of F
for Tech- 

n ic a l

F for 
Combined  

Bkgrd

Sig of F for 
Combined 

Bkgrd

W a t c h e s . 936 .334 5.93 .015 6 .3 4 .012

J e a n s 2 .28 .132 .073 .787 .451 .502

B r e a k f a s t
C e r e a l s

2 . 37 .124 .256 .613 1.71 .191

S u n g l a s s e s 10.55 .001 .337 .562 5 . 59 .019

T o o t h p a s t e . 536 .465 .000 .989 .176 .675

T e l e p h o n e s . 919 .339 6 .38 .012 6 . 64 .010



This  data sugges ts  while there is signif icant  overlap  of  innovators across 

categories,  it is difficult  to explain this overlap with ci ther  ca tegory factors or  

background measures.  The best predictor  o f  category overlap  is the combined

background measure score. This suppor ts  the claim that innovators  tend to

have  h ig h e r  e du ca t io na l  backg ro un ds .

Finally,  an addi tional  analys is  was carried out on those respondents  who 

over lap  in more than one  product  category.  Are mul t i -ca tegory innovators  

s ignif icant ly dif ferent  in terms of  background measures?  The  da ta  conf i rms  

this. Mul t i -ca tegory  innovators  had sign if ican tly h igher  aesthe tic  b a c k ­

ground scores (s igni ficance o f  F is .013),  s igni ficant ly h igher  technical  b a c k ­

ground scores  ( signif icance o f  F is .042),  and s ignif icantly h igher  combined  

scores ( signif icance o f  F is .002). The mult i-category innovator  is clearly d i f ­

ferent  than s ing le -ca tegory innovators  in terms of  both technical  and a e s ­

the t ic  b a c k g r o u n d  measur es .

Are ind iv idua ls  wi th  h igher  technical  and aesthet ic back gr ou nd s  more  

likely to be innovat ive? An addit ional  examina t ion o f  those with part icularly 

high aesthet ic  and technica l  was  undertaken.  Three groups were separa ted 

out.  First, a "high aesthetic background" group was defined as those with

aesthet ic background scores  with values grea te r  than 32; these const i tuted 20 

percent  o f  the sample (n = 68). Likewise,  a "high technical  background"  

group was def ined  as those with technical  background scores  with values 

greater  than 42; these consti tuted 20 percent  o f  the sample (n = 68). Finally,  a 

"h igh  aesthet ic and technical  backgroun d"  group  was def ined as those with 

aesthe tic  background scores with values greate r  than 28 and with technical  

background scores  with values greater  than 38; these const i tuted 16 percent  o f

the sample (n = 55). Analysis  o f  variance tests were then carried out on these



groups ,  c o m par in g  innovat iveness  o f  m em ber s  to no n- m em be r s  o f  these 

groups.  Resul ts  are presented in Table 5-20.

Resul ts  indicate that the high aesthet ic  background group  is innovat ive  in 

breakfast  cereals,  the high technical  group  is innovat ive  in sunglasses,  and 

the high aesthe t ic  and technical  group is innovative  in wris twatches  

( s ign i f icance  o f  .06),  sunglasses (s igni f icance of  .001),  t e l ephones

(signif icance o f  .000),  and toothpaste (signif icance o f  .07). This support s  the 

view that comb ine d  rather  than single educa tional  factors may br ing  about

grea te r  innovativeness .  Combined  background measures  make  it more likely 

that an individual  is a mul t i -ca tegory  innovator.

A Note on Gender  Differences

Though gende r  d if ferences  arc not the subject  o f  this di sser ta tion,  certain 

issues need to be addressed  which concern d if ferences  in group  mem bersh ip  

based upon gender.  It was noted above,  for example ,  that signif icant  gender  

d if ferences  were apparent  in the membersh ip  o f  the arts g roup  and the t e ch ­

nical group.  This  section will examine  issues of  dif fe rences  in variables based 

upon gen de r .

G e n d e r  and educat iona l  background are cor related  factors in this society.  

Wome n pursue  educa tiona l  oppor tun it ies  in different  areas than men.  The 

quest ion  that can be raised is if signif icant  d if ferences  is scores are apparent  

be tween  the aesthe tic and technical  background scores and  item measures .

A m on g  the five aesthet ic background measures ,  low level  (be low .18) 

though s igni f ican t  cor re la t ions  occur  in three var iables  in one di rec t ion 

( f emales  sl ight ly  higher ).  A mo ng  the seven technical  bac kgro und me asures ,  

low level (be low .25) though signif icant  cor relat ions occur in six variables in 

one di rect ion (males sl ightly higher).  In both cases,  gender  d i ffe rences  are
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T a b l e  5-20

Analysis  of  Variance Tests  o f  Groups Defined by High Aesthet ic  

and T echn ica l  Background  Score s  Across  C a te gory

H i g h A e s t h e t i c  High T echni ca l  High  Aes the t ic  
G m u p  G r o u p  and  T ech n ic a l

G i m p

Prod uc t  C a teg ory E Sig of F E Sig of  F E Sig of

W r i s t w a t c h e s .56 .47 .21 .65 3.37 .06

J e a n s .43 .51 2.83 .09 2 .16 .14

Breakfas t  Cereals 4.75 .03 .66 .42 1.36 .24

S u n g l a s s e s 2.25 .14 4.73 .03 12.35 .001

T o o t h p a s t e .04 .85 .89 .34 3 .26 .07

T e l e p h o n e s .81 .37 2.8 .09 15.25 .000



not enough to explain the variat ion on these scales.  The  resul t ing correlat ion

for the technical  scale is .25 and is positive (in the male direct ion);  the co r r e ­

lation for the aesthetic background scale is .17 and is negative (in the female 

direct ion);  both arc significant .  The correlat ion for the combined  scales is 

insigni ficant .  Given  that the aesthetic and technical  measures  explain little in 

the key variable under study, the low level dif ferences noted here were not 

i n v e s t i g a t e d  fu r th e r .

Among  the innovat iveness  measures,  low level cor re la tions signi ficant  at a 

probabil i ty greater  than 1% arc noted in the case of  j eans  (- .29) and sun­

glasses (-.16),  and at a probabil i ty of  5% for watches (-.12). (Females arc coded

as “ I , " males are coded as "2 .” ] The low level o f  significance with gender was 

not apparent  when you control  for other  factors. Regression equa tions  by the 

backward  method  were run wi th innovat iveness as the dependent  var iable,  

aes the t ic  co m p o n e n ts ,  t echnica l  co mp onen ts ,  in no va t iv enes s  co m p o n e n ts ,  and

gender  as the independent  variables.  In all categor ies but sunglasses ,  sex was 

removed from the equat ion.  In the sunglass category,  increase in the coef f i ­

c ient  o f  mult iple de te rmina t ion provided by the gender var iable was e x ­

t remely low (about .01).

For  aesthe tic  components ,  s ignif icant  d if ferences  were found in the ca te ­

gor ies of  wri stwatches,  j eans ,  sunglasses,  and toothpaste.  For technical  fac­

tors.  s ign if icant  gende r  d i f fe rences  were found in the ca tegory  o f  breakfast  

cereals .  F o r  inv olvement  factors ,  s igni f icant  gender  d if fe rences  were found 

in the categor ies o f  j eans  and sunglasses.  Low correlat ions were found in the 

direct ion o f  females in all these cases. Women were found more likely to be

innovators  in the case o f  j e ans  ( signif icance of  chi -square  .05), breakfast  c e ­

reals ( signi ficance o f  chi -square .05), and sunglasses ( s igni f icance o f  chi- 

square  .005).
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In summary ,  gender  appears to be an important  factor  in expla in ing some 

of the dif ferences in component responses,  but it is not the major  factor. Mul­

tiple regression analysi s  shows  that when you include other factors,  gender  

d if ferences  do not sign if icant ly  increase the amount of  variance  expla ined.

The effects  o f  gender  are not unimpor tant ,  however.  G ende r  d if ferences  arc 

important  to examine  part icularly on a product  category basis,  given the fact 

that products in these categories arc different.  There are male and female 

wr istwatches ,  j eans ,  and sunglasses ,  and breakfas t  cerea ls  arc frequent ly  t a r ­

geted to diet -consc ious females.  Component measures  were not designed to in­

vest igate gender dif ferences.  There  may be more  impor tant  aesthetic and 

technical response d if fe rences in males and females,  but these arc not the fo­

cus of  this study.

An Addit iona l Analys is  o f  Involvement

Innovativeness  has been examined  as a function o f  aesthetic and technical  

component  factors. An additional issue which could be examined is the issue of 

involvement.  Are there aesthet ic and technical  com pon en ts  of  involvement?  

Analysis  o f  this issue may provide addit ional  insights into product  category 

structure.  Findings o f  this analysis arc valuable to appl icat ions discussed  in 

the next  chapter .

An addi tiona l ana lysi s o f  involvement  was carr ied out  through regression 

analys is  with involvement  as the dependent var iable,  and aesthetic and t e c h ­

nical compo nents  as the dependent  variables.  Dependent  variables were s ig­

nificant in every case but one. R squared results o f  l inear regressions of  

p roduct  ca tegory involvement  with each factor  and R squared results o f  m u l ­

tiple regressions  o f  product  ca tegory  involvement  with both factors are p r e ­

sented in Table 5-21.



T a b l e  5-21

A Comparison  of  r2 and R2 Values  for Linear and Mult iple  

R e g r e s s i o n  E q u a t io n s  for P ro d u c t  I n v o lv e m e n t

(Product  Category  Involvement  as the Dependent  Variab le)

P r o d u c t .  C a t e g o ry L2 for  Aes the t ic  r2 for  T ech n ic a l  R_2 for  Aesthe tic
C.QJnooncni c o m p o n e n t  and T echnica l

c o m p o n e n t

W a t c h e s

J e a n s

Br eakfas t  Ce rea ls  

S u n g l a s s e s  

T o o t h p a s t e  

T e l e p h o n e s

.15

.17

.18

.22

.12

.14

.07

.03

.17

.14

.13

.22

.19

. 1 7 *

.30

.29

.19

.28

* Technica l  componen t  was not signif icant .



The results in l i ca tc  that aesthetic and technical  factors arc part ial ly e x ­

plainable  by involvement .  The important  finding is that com po nen ts  of  in­

volvement d if fe r by product  category.  In the category of  j eans ,  involvement

is be tte r explained by the aesthetic component .  In the category of  telephones,

involvement  is be tter  expla ined to the technical factor.  In most  categor ies,

aesthet ic  and technical  factors cont r ibute to involvement ,  but these six p rod ­

uct ca tegor ies were chosen partially because of  the mix of  technical  and aes ­

thetic features.  There may be par ticular  types of  aesthetic or technical  in­

volvement depending  on the product  ca tegory or  depending  upon the ind iv id ­

ua l ' s  response to products in a category.  The issue of  qual i tat ively different  

types o f  product  involvement  needs to be better examined.  An examina t ion  of 

this issue may help to clarify the measures  employed in different  product  in­

vo lv e m e n t  sca les.

Summary  of  Findings and Conclusions

HI :  Aesthet ic  and technical  components  are separa te  and d i s ­
t inct co m po nent s  of  p re fe rence  in each  product  category.

Hypothes is  One  was confirmed.  In addition it was found that t echnical

co m pon en t  were weighted  more  s trongly than aes the tic co mp on en ts .  A e s ­

thetic componen ts  were more  impor tan t  than technica l c o m p o n e n ts  in a c ­

c o u n t i n g  for  in n o v a t i v en es s .

H2: Ind iv idua ls  with s t rong aes thet ic  back gr ou nd s  g ive  s t ronger
weight  to aesthet ic  components  o f  products.

H3: Ind iv idua ls  wi th  s t rong  technical  b a c k g ro u n d s  give
s tronger  weight  to technical  comp on en ts  o f  p roducts .



Hypothesi s  T w o  and T h n e  had weak support.

H4: Innovat iveness in a product  ca tegory is posi t ive ly related to
aesthe t ic  and technica l ba ckground s ,  mot iva t iona l  factors,  
and p r o d u c t - c a t c g o r y  in v o lv e m e n t .

Hypothesis  Four  can be restated and strongly supported  as follows: Inno­

va t iveness is pos i t ive ly  related to aesthet ic  compo nent  motivat ional  factors,  

t echnica l  co m p o n en t  mot iva t iona l  factors,  and involv ement  co m p o n en t  m o t i ­

vat ional  factors,  in order  of  their  impor tance.

H5: Innovators  will tend to over lap in product  categor ies with
s t rong technica l factors,  or  over lap  in product  ca tegories  
with s t rong aesthet ic  factors,  dependin g  upon backg round  
f a c t o r s .

Hypothesi s Five was not confirmed.  While there was a significant  overlap 

o f  innovators  across categor ies ,  this over lap could not be obviously  expla ined 

by product  ca tegory  or individua l backg roun d factors.

H6: Innovators  in product  ca tegories with both s trong technical
and aesthet ic  ba ckgro und s  over lap  more  s t rongly  in o ther  
p ro d u c t  ca te go r i e s .

Hypothesis  Six could be more strongly stated with support  as follows: The

m ul t i - ca t ego ry  inn ov ato r  is s ign i f ican t ly di f fe ren t  from the n o n - in n o v a to r  or  

the s ingle -ca tegory  inn ovato r  in that the mul t i -ca tegory  innovator  has  a 

s t ronge r  technica l  and aes thet ic  background.  Those  with s t r onger  technical  

and aesthet ic ba ckgroun ds  are more likely to be mul t i -ca tegory  innovators .
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S U M M A R Y ,  C O N C L U S I O N S ,  AND DIRECTIONS FOR FURTHER R E S E A R C H

This  chapter  examines  the f indings from the contexts o f  both the tradition 

o f  research  in the diffusion o f  innovat ions  and contemporary  theory in m a r ­

keting. A br ief  summary of  the major  conclusions is followed by a detai led d i s ­

cussion.  Next,  an explorat ion of  the applicat ions of  this research to applied 

marke t ing  problems is undertaken.  Methodologica l  issues arc then reviewed 

for the purpose  o f  de te rmin ing  the di rect ion of  fur ther theory deve lopment  

and future research  studies.  Final ly,  broad theoret ical  and empir ica l  research 

needs are summar ized .

Sum ma ry  and Discuss ion

The  research presented  above provides  c lear support  for aesthe tic ,  t e chni ­

cal ,  and involv emen t  compo nent  factors to explain product  ca tegory  inn ov a­

t iveness.  Proposed  measures  of  aesthet ic,  t echnical ,  and involvement  c o m p o ­

nent  factors exhib i t  a clearly def ined pattern which  was  cons is tent  across the 

six product  ca tegor ies studied.  The  measures were found to provide  an impor­

tant me ans  to examine  product  category st ructure and provide  impetus for 

more  comprehens ive  and detai led examina t ions  o f  the these topics  in the f u ­

ture. More  impor tant ly ,  the examina t ion  o f  the re la tionship o f  t echnical  and 

aesthe t ic  mo t iv a t ion a l  fac tors to innovat ive ness  a l lows  renewed  cons id era t ion  

o f  the di ffus ion dec ision  process  model .

The f indings indicate that respondents  were “ rat iona l” to the extent  that 

pr imary i tem measures  o f  technical  comp on en ts  were un i formly and co n s is ­

tently rated high in impor tance in every product  category studied.  Though



t echnica l  co m po nent s  were recognized by rcsponccn ts  as impor tan t ,  aesthet ic

product  compo nents  were bet ter  in expla in ing  innovativeness .  The im p o r ­

tance of  aesthet ic compo nents  to innovat iveness  breaks new ground in the

diffusion research tradition. Key findings arc discussed in depth by topic area

b e l o w .

The Relevance  o f  Technical  and Aesthet ic  Background Factors

Globa l  measures  of  aes thet ic  and technical  background or ien ta t ions  were 

suppor ted  as val id  and rel iable unid imcnsiona l  scales  with psychometr ic  p r o ­

cedures .  Though the correlat ions of  the proposed aesthetic and technical

background factors to aesthet ic  and technical  product  ca tegory measures  arc 

weak,  there is enough o f  a significant  relat ionship to suggest  that the d e v e l ­

opment  o f  aesthet ic and technical  p roduct  ca tegory responses may have some 

degree  o f  g rounding  in educa t ion  and persona l consum pt i on  histories.

Though this indicates that aesthet ic and technical  background factors are less

re levant  than product  ca tegory  factors in expla ining innovat iveness ,  the key

var iable o f  the study, this does not mean that aesthetic and technical back ­

grounds  are i rrelevant  to the formation of  product  ca tegory  responses.  It

s imply means  that  the very general  level at which background factors are 

measured  does not appear  to of fer  very powerful  explanat ions  o f  specific 

p rod uc t  ca te go ry  responses .

This  low level correlat ion o f  background factors to any single product  c a t ­

egory measure  is not entirely surprising.  While background factors are m e a ­

sured at a very general  level ,  aesthetic and technical  p roduct  ca tegory  c o m p o ­

nent responses  are much more specific.  However,  even improved  and more 

extensive background and product  ca tegory  measures  are not very likely to be 

h ighly cor re la ted.  An ind iv id ua l ’s general  educat iona l background is seldom



able to provide a good explanat ion for later specific behavior.  An aesthetic or 

technical  educa tiona l background docs not p redispose  an individual  to become 

aesthe t ica l ly or  t echnical ly  involved with products .

The specif ic  cont r ibu t ions  of  educat ional  backg roun ds  and exper ience  to

the formation of  product  category responses calls for more than a simple e x ­

planation.  The formation of  product  category responses is a complex process 

and may be very individual ized.  Measurement  instruments  to capture this re ­

sponse are l imited. Product  category measures  were conceived  for specific 

uses in this research and do not capture the full variation and complexity of

an ind iv idua l ' s  react ion to the product  category.

Technica l  and aesthetic background factors prove to have a st ronger

cor relat ion to innovat iveness when they occur in combinat ion .  These  

conc lusions  are suppor ted in the examina t ion o f  innovator groups.  While

technical  and aesthet ic  background measures  may toge ther  provide  a be tte r 

profile o f  the innovator,  the profile o f  the innovator  is, on the whole,  very 

l imited in the diffusion literature. Other  issues need to be examined to better 

explain the deve lopm en t  o f  the “ordinary co n su m er"  into the “ innov ato r .”

Several  issues raised in this research,  part icularly the issue o f  the cu l t iva­

tion o f  aesthetic and technical  response,  cont r ibute  a new means  o f  un de r ­

s tanding innovativeness .  Further theoret ica l and empirical  work is needed  to

expla in the factors that affect  the deve lopment  of  p roduct  ca tegory  component  

responses.  These issues are also related to the study o f  product  involvement.

Whi le  product  involvement  cor re lates  moderate ly  to aesthe tic  and te chn i ­

cal component  factors,  the l i terature on involvement has paid little at tention

to motiva tion  and has not recognized the importance  o f  aesthet ic and technical

mot iva tional  factors.  The involvement l i terature would benef it  from new 

methods of  research,  especial ly time series studies or  product  use studies that



arc able to examine  an ind iv idua l ' s  personal  history and changing  at t i tudes 

and involvement  with specific product  categor ies over  t ime. There arc very 

few studies which have examined  product  at t i tudes and perceptions over  a rea­

sonably long period. The issue of  involvement  with new products  has po ten­

tial as a research area to contribute to both the involvement  and diffusion re ­

search  f ields.

The Impor tance  o f  the Techn ical Com ponent

High va lues  for the technical  component  scores indicate that func tiona l 

features and benef its  are clearly recognized as impor tant  to the consumer .  

Con sumers  appear  more defini te in their ratings,  for example ,  that t e lephones

and wr is twatchcs  be technical ly reliable and that  breakfast  ce rea ls  should 

provide nutri t ion.  However ,  the high values for technical  compo nent  scores 

relative to o ther  measures  must  be taken in perspective.  It is not possible to 

conc lu de  from high technical  component  scores that  t echnica l  factors are 

necessari ly  the most  impor tant  choice or  purchase  factors.  High technical  

component  scores may be an indication of  a rational bias.

It is true that  primary item measures  of  technical  components  were un i­

formly and cons is ten tly  rated high in importance  in every  product  ca tegory

studied.  The secondary and tertiary technical measures were not  as high.  The

technical  measure that is somewhat  less consistent  is the indica tion that  sub­

jec t s  would  l ike to read and check informat ion about  technical  performance .  

Though this secondary  measure does sign if icant ly and s t rongly corre la te  with 

the pr imary measure,  the average rating values were not as high.  The  sec­

ondary measure  was part icularly low in the ca tegory o f  jeans,  sugges t ing that 

technical  product  information is not valued on the average in this category.
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In the o ther  ca tegor ies  s tudied,  this measure o f  technical  informat ion appeal 

was cons idered more  important .

Similarly,  the tertiary technical  measures was also found to be less strong 

than the primary measures.  Respondents  on the average indica ted that they 

were wil l ing to pay more for products  with higher  technical  meri ts ,  but not 

exceedingly so. However,  respondents were also wil l ing to pay more for p r o d ­

ucts with higher aesthetic merits.  Relat ive to one another,  responses  were 

h igher  on the average  in regard to technical  at t r ibutes than aesthet ic  ones.

Su pe r io r  t echnical  pe r forma nce  c lear ly represen t  g r ea te r  va lue  to r e s p o n ­

dents on the average than aesthet ic merit.

When you cons ider  the consis tency of mult iple measures of  technical  c o m ­

ponents ,  there is no indication to suggest  that high relative technical  scores  is 

s imply method variance,  an artifact o f  how the quest ions were asked.  High

s ignif ican t  co r r e la t ions  among  the three indica tors o f  t echnica l  com po ne n t

importance  shows that respondents  were genera l ly quite cons is ten t  in the ir

responses  in ind ica t ing  that  t echnical  factors  are impor tant .

This  could suggest  that consumers  demand functional  requi rement  of  a

product  must  be sat isf ied before consider ing aesthetic product  at tributes.  Or  

al ternately,  it could suggest  that technical  components  are given more weight  

over  aesthet ic fac tors  in product  ca tegory  preferences.  Fur ther  inves t iga t ion  

of  product  category responses would have to be carried out to clarify the rela ­

t ionship  o f  technical  and aesthet ic  response structures.  These  may even have 

to be carried out for  individual  products and individual consumers .  There  are 

different  types of  technical  and aesthet ic  product  features and these features

are valued to different  degrees and in di fferent  ways by consumers.

It is also important  to note that the data indicates respondents were found at

the ext remes  of  both aesthetic and technical  responses.  The dist r ibut ion of



aesthetic to technical  ratios (A/T and T/A rat ios) i l lustrates that certain groups 

of  consume rs  responded more strongly to aesthetic o r  t echnical  compone nt s  of 

the categor ies  examined.  There is a cons iderable  degree of  variabil i ty among 

technica l  and aes thet ic  p roduct  ca tegory  response.

The issue of  variance of  these factors among individuals needs to be closely 

examined.  The  general  indicator  that technical  factors are cons is ten tly  given 

a h igher  relat ive va lue  in product  ca tegory responses  than aesthet ic factors 

clearly sugges ts  that technical  o r  funct ional  pe r formance  must  meet  certain 

product  ca tegory  s tandards .  However ,  di fferent  individua ls  may interpret  cues  

to technica l  pe r for m ance  d i f fe ren t ly ;  t echnica l  pe r fo rm anc e  s ta nda rds  arc 

not a lways  clearly understood by consumers.  Technical  per formance  also may 

interact  with aesthetic features.  Once  certain basic technical  factors arc p e r ­

ceived to be met,  aesthetic factors could become more important  to the 

individual  in the course  o f  product  use.

The Pr imacy of  the Aesthe tic  Component

One  of  the most  interest ing aspects o f  the f indings is the indication that 

innova t iveness  is s t rongly cor re la ted  with an aes the tic  p roduc t  compo nent  

factor. This  is suppor ted most  strongly by factor  loading da ta presented in 

Table  5-7 and by the coeff ic ient  o f  dete rmina t ion va lues for l inear  regressions 

presented in Table  5-12.  While  technical  or  functional benefi ts are more  fre­

quent ly  rated as h igher  in impor tance,  they appear  to have less impor tance in 

expl a in in g  inn ovat ive ness ,  be ing  se condary  to aesthe t ic  components .

This  s t rong assoc iat ion  be tween  inn ovat iveness  and the aesthet ic c o m p o ­

nent factor is not unexpec ted in some product  categories.  It was predictable 

that aesthetic factors are important  to innovat iveness at least in the case of  

sunglasses,  j eans ,  and wr istwatches,  s ince  these categor ies clearly have a
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fashion component .  More s i rpr i s ing ,  however,  is the domin an t  assoc ia t ion  of  

innovat iveness  with aesthetic factors in ca tegor ies  with st rong technica l  a t ­

tributes.  Though wr is twatches  and telephones have a potent ial  for technical 

complexi ty ,  t echnical  comp one nt  factors are not the dominant  co m po ne n ts  

which account  for innova t iveness  in these categor ies.

Aesthetic factors may be part icularly impor tant  due to the need for va r ia ­

tion. Breakfast  cereals and toothpastes  arc products  f requent ly associated with 

functional  benefi ts ,  but taste components  may be much more impor tant  in the 

case of  new products in these categor ies because (a) many of  their  functional 

benef its  may be count erba lanc ing  or  equivalen t  across product  choices ,  and 

(b) be ing f requent ly consumed products ,  consumers  may desire a certain d e ­

gree o f  variat ion in taste.

The  s t rong er  assoc ia t ion of  innovat iveness with aes the tic  factors rather  

than technical  factors was clear  across categor ies ,  the only except ion was  in 

the ca tegory  o f  b reakfast  cerea ls  where  technica l and aesthet ic  comp onen t  

factors both yield an R 2 of  .29 in accounting for innovat iveness (see Table  5- 

12). Going by B values in mult i-i tem mult iple regression equat ions (see Table

5-11),  aesthetic factors were twice the weight  o f  technical factors in the case

of  wr is twatches  and jeans.

Th e  s t rong  relat ive assoc ia t ion  o f  innovat iveness with aesthe tic  compon en t

factors undoubtedly is dependent  upon  the product  category.  The  data ind i ­

cates that in the types o f  consumer  product  categories  examined,  however ,  

aes the tic  co m p o n en ts  were consis tent ly  s t rong in accoun t in g  for in no v a t i v e ­

ness,  even in the product  categories  which were considered  relat ively more 

technical .  This  has impor tant  implicat ions for  di ffusion  research.

Whi le it has been noted that the diffusion research tradition has been 

domin a ted  by ma jor  technical  innovat ions,  the importance  o f  aes thet ic  factors



to consu me r  product  innovat ion has beer, under- invest iga ted  if not totally ig­

nored. The data indicates that aesthetic responses are clearly important  across 

consumer  product  categories.  Aesthetic components  are c lear ly far more im­

portant  than the d i f fus ion research t radi t ion has recognized.

Aesthetic factors may be much more important  than realized,  even in 

highly technical  o r  industr ial  product  ca tegor ies .  Aesthe tic features  inc lud ­

ing the sound of  the company name and the look of  the corporate logo are 

powerful  des ign features due to the strong associat ion o f  design factors with 

improved technology and organizat ion.  Design is central ly impor tan t  for the 

dist inct ive p lacement of  the product  on the marke t  and for the charac te r iza­

tion that it gives to the organization that produces  it. The considerable effort

given to corporate logos and designs indicates the importance placed on visual

design features and the power of  aesthetic factors. As Strati (1992,  p. 578)

notes,  “ the charac ter is t ics of  an organiz a t i on ’s products  are someth ing  of  a 

me taphor  for it."

Visual design factors arc important  with many products  and may also be 

important  with many services.  For example,  the design of  the clothing of  

s tewards ,  s tewardesses ,  and air l ine t icket ing agents  provide  an impor tan t  

component  o f  the “ service product” in the airl ine industry.  Such things as 

the color  coordina tion  o f  uniforms and the design of  wai ting areas in airl ines 

and other service industr ies  arc effect ive means  of  crea t ing a company "s ty le”

which a ffec ts  aes the tic  response .

Besides visual factors,  auditory,  smell ,  and taste factors are obviously im­

portant  to unders tanding  aesthetic response.  The coord ina t ion  of  di fferent  

aesthetic factors is part icularly important .  Whi le consumers may want to a p ­

pear  “ ra t ional" in account ing for their  p references  in ca tegor ies  such as soft 

drinks and beer with clear  taste preferences,  aesthet ic  factors other than taste



have been recognized as impor tant  to product  p references in these categories.  

Litt le research has been conducted as to the understanding the interactive e f ­

fects which the combina tions of  taste and visual design have on the aesthetic 

response to these products.

While  the unders tanding  of  aesthetic response to products has often been 

limited to “gourmet"  categor ies,  all products have aesthetic propert ies that a f­

fect their  use. Whi le the aesthetic propert ies of  consumer  goods  are important  

compo nents  o f  their  use. aesthetic features arc not a lways recognized or  a p ­

preciated as important  at tributes for their  own sake. Some aesthetic products 

such as air  fresheners may be described,  promoted and eva lua ted in terms of

secondary  charac te ri s t ics  or  funct ional ity (to cure mildew or  dest roy b ac te ­

r i a ) .

A broader  unders tanding of  the types of  aesthetic response to products re­

qui res  a new conceptual  and research focus. The  understanding of  aesthetic

response  to products  bears a relat ionship to culture and ideology.  Marcel

Duchamp was one  of  the first o f  what arc now called “ postmodern” artists who 

showed that everyday objects  can be placed in a context  that will make them a 

work o f  art and call at tention to their aesthetic propert ies.  Art ists have long 

demons t r a te d  that cal l ing at tent ion to the aesthetic p roper t ies  o f  everyday

objects  can aid in the improved appreciat ion of  the social and natural  envi ­

ronment .  A richer apprec ia tion o f  (his envi ronment  is cor related  to a greater  

sense o f  personal  sat isfact ion and an improved percept ion o f  the quali ty of

I i fe.

In summ ary ,  aesthetic response factors are highly impor tant  to di ffus ion

research and o ther  research areas. There needs to be a broader  recogni t ion of

the s ign if icance  of  aesthetic components.  Aesthet ic factors are impor tant  to 

product  and service design decisions.  The examinat ion o f  the aesthetic prop-



crtics of  products may require a new conceptual  focus o f  how the appreciat ion 

of aesthetic factors affects the quality of  life.

The I m p o rtance o f  the Innovator

The research did not confi rm the existence o f  c ither  an aesthetic or  t e ch ­

nical “ type" of  innovator  in the product  categories studied.  The data indicated 

that being innovat ive in one category makes one more likely to be innovat ive 

in the other categor ies under study. This finding is part icularly notewor thy  

given the fact that the product  ca tegor ies studied arc substant ial ly di fferent  

from one  another.

While there is some debate about the existence of  the “genera lized innova­

tor .” the issue can be bet ter  put in pc ispcct ivc by the examina tion o f  the c a te ­

gory o f  the “mult i -category innovator .” The presence o f  the mult i -category

innovator  cer ta inly  provides fur ther  suppor t  for  the idea that cer tain in d i v i d ­

uals may be predisposed to having a high degree o f  innovativeness  in mult iple

product  categories ,  even though they arc not innovators in all product  c a t e ­

g o r i e s .

The  m ul t i - ca te go ry  in no va to r  cer ta inly d ese rves  fur ther  research  a t t e n ­

t ion and may have  someth ing  in comm on  with the const ruc t  o f  the influential  

“ marke t  m a v e n ” who co l lec t s  in fo rmat ion  about  shopp ing  env i r on m ent s  

(Fcick & Price.  1987). The  mul ti -ca tegory  innovator and the marke t  maven 

could have under lying  aes thet ic  o r  technical  motiva t ions  such as an interest  

in certain aesthetic or  technical  product  groups.  Litt le research has been 

conducted  on mult i -category involvement .  Fur ther  research is needed to e x ­

amine the mot iva t iona l  factors which innovators  in mult iple product  c a t e ­

gor ies have in common.



Motivat iona l  measures  o f  the innovator  arc certainly more  sa tis factory in 

e xami nin g  the const ruc t  o f  “ inherent  innova t iv enes s"  and avoid the problems 

of  “ time o f  adopt ion"  measures.  Motivational  factors provide a more sat is fac­

tory means  o f  examinin g  the trai ts underlying innova t iven es s  and provide  

more convinc ing evidence of  innovat iveness  as a deeply rooted trait.  This  re ­

search conf i rms  the impor tance o f  the innovator  as an impor tan t  research 

a r e a .

Su mm ary  of  Appl ica t ions  

Several issues have been addressed as to the utility of this research to e x ­

amining marke t ing  problems.  Fi rms d e a r l y  need to cons i de r  the relat ionship 

of  aesthetic and technical  response st ructures to make  promot iona l  and p r o d ­

uct deve lopment  decisions.  Deciding which technical  or  aesthet ic  product  fea­

tures to promote or  develop has an impact on strategic goals.  Marketers need 

to recognize the oppor tuni t ies  created from the desire of  consu mers  for t e c h ­

nical improvement  and aesthet ic variat ion.  Variabil i ty o f  response among 

c o n su m e rs  and chan gin g  product  ca t egory  percept ion s  cont in ua l ly  provide 

op por tun i t i es  for  c rea t ing  new product  niches.

Var iabi l i ty  o f  Response

The  data i l lustrates that there is a great deal o f  variabili ty of  response to 

aesthetic and technical  p roduct  components .  While it was predictable that 

aesthet ics is impor tant  in the ease o f  sunglasses,  j eans ,  and wristwatches,  

which are f requent ly  cons ide red  fashion  ca tegor ies ,  c o n s u m e r  re sponses  n e v ­

ertheless showed a great  deal  o f  variabil i ty in these product  categor ies.

Though  wr is twatches  and te lephones have a potent ial  for technical  complex-
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ity, the data indicates that technical  aspects o f  these products arc not n ec ­

essar i ly dominant  with all consumers .

Since comp onen t  pre fe rences  arc highly var iable,  the impor tance  of  p a r ­

t icular  aesthe tic or  technical  component  responses to co nsu me rs  cannot  be 

readily inferred.  Though a product  may be considered by adver tis ing media  as 

a “ fashion product ,” the importance  o f  t echnical  and aesthetic product  c o m ­

ponents  are interpreted by individuals.  Product  compo nent  factors are in te r ­

pre ted  th ro ugh  learned  ind icators.

Individuals  have varying degrees  of  abili ty to read and interpret  technical  

and aesthetic product  cues  and cultural ly communica ted  codes.  What some 

consumers  consider to be elegant  in clothing may be considered gaudy or out 

o f  style by others.  The process of  learning to understand and formulate pref ­

erence toward product  cues is a process of  taste formation. Recent  studies by 

Belk (1988) in col lect ing and by Holbrook and Schindler  (1989) in musical

tastes are a few examples  of  contr ibut ions to understanding the complex  p ro ­

cess  o f  taste formation.

This  variabili ty in response is related to the fact that cues and indicators 

which consumers  use to infer technical  and aesthetic value may be subject  to

change.  For  example  the technical  at tributes o f  what  cons ti tutes  superior  nu ­

tr i t ion in the breakfast  cereal  ca tegory  has undergone  t ransformat ion  over 

time,  from simple vi tamins to fiber content .  Products which have certain in ­

ferior technical  components ,  such as flaws in b lown glass dishes and vases,  

are som et i mes  cons idered  super ior  when aesthet ical ly ca tegor ized  as “ h a n d ­

c r a f t e d . "

While  aesthet ic  p re fe rences  are frequent ly thought  o f  as h ighly in d iv id ­

ualist ic,  technical  p re ferences  also may be dis tinc tive  and individua lized.

Tas te  com po ne nt s  may deve lop  among  technical  p roducts  when  funct ional
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products arc appreciated and valued as object s for their  own sake or  for their

reference to historical time periods.  Taste is not an issue in all or perhaps 

even very many product  categories.  For many products,  there is clearly a

range of  variat ion which is desired. The importance of  taste may be provi ­

sional o r  not important  in every ease.

The ins tabi li ty o f  c on sum er  aesthet ic  p re fe rences  cer ta inly says someth ing  

o f  how product  ca tegories  are perceived by consumers.  Research in m arke t ­

ing and social  psychology  (cogni t ive  d i ssonance  s tudies in par t icular )  c o n t i n ­

ually show that rational choice  is easily domina ted  by o ther  considerat ions.

The “ f ick leness” of  consumers,  their variabil i ty of  response over  t ime,  and

their lack o f  loyalty in many product categories is a fact o f  life that is not fre­

quent ly taken into cons idera t ion in consumer  choice models.  While changing  

tastes has been a prevalent  factor in many consumer  product  categor ies ,  the 

aesthet ic d imen s ion  o f  these tastes undergoes  t ransformat ion as consumers  a c ­

cumulate new exper iences .  The  demand for aesthetic var iat ion,  while not the 

dominant  design component in the rush to be first to the market  with an in­

novat ion,  is much more impor tant  over  time.

The Strategic Rela t ionship o f  Aesthet ic  and Technical  Factors

The  re la t ionship  be tween aesthet ic  and technical  factors has def ini te  ap ­

pl icat ions to severa l marke t ing  problems.  Aesthet ic  and technical  responses

to products may be related to cus tomer satisfaction and cus tomer  loyalty.  For 

example,  repurchase o f  the Honda  is high, indica ting that cus to mer  sa t i sfac­

tion and loyalty are strong,  but it may be part icularly impor tant  to understand

if the basis for cus tomer  sat isfact ion,  loyalty,  and product  involvement  is due 

to certain aesthetic or  technical factors. While cars like the Honda  have met

s tandards of  t echnica l  rel iabi l i ty and been promoted  for  technical  perfor-



mance for several  years,  aesthetic factors may in fact become impor tant  to the 

loyal cus tomer  who has deve loped an affective reaction to product  styl ing or 

other product  features. If involvement  in a product  is solely due to technical 

features ,  aes thet ic  factors may become more  impor tant  choice and preferences  

factors over  t ime as o ther  cars approach the Hond a ' s  technical  s tandard or 

provide  a l ternat ive technical  meri ts  such as air bags.

Cus tomer  loyalty may be due to ci ther  aesthet ic o r  technical  responses to 

the product  or  (what is more likely) the interaction of  both.  Cus tomer  loyally 

which has deve loped in a product  category as a result  o f  technical  or  aesthetic 

factors may not change in categor ies such as au tomobi les  where consumers  

aesthetical ly “ fit” a p roduct  into their lifestyle. On the other  hand,  in c a te ­

gor ies  whe re  co n s u m e r  cont inua l ly  accumula te  e x pe r ie nc e ,  co n su m e rs  may 

cha nge  the ir  expec ta t ions ,  technical  p roduct  s tandards,  and aesthe tic  tastes 

ov e r  l ime.

In product  categor ies such as compute r  per ipheral s,  a new technology may 

be initially involving  to the consumer  but the newness  o f  technical  involve­

ment  may wear  out.  High technical  involvement  may require cont inual  new 

cha l lenges  to be sustained over time. In product  categor ies which offer  both 

aes the tic  and technica l  features,  aesthet ic co m ponent s  may gradua lly become 

more  impor tant  as technical  involvement  fades. For  example,  the more aes ­

thet ical ly d iverse  Swatch  watches arc sel l ing at h igher  vo lumes  than tec hno ­

logica l ly complex  “gadget  watches ."

Fur thermore ,  increased  technical  at tr ibutes may not a lways be desirable.

For  example ,  while increasing the technical  recording capaci t ies  o f  VCRs may 

make them more  involving and desi rable to some consumers ,  such features 

may be confusing and less desirable to others. It is necessary to examine  both



technical  and aesthet ic  responses to product  components .  Con sumers  may d e ­

sire only certain technical  at tributes in a product  and not desire others.

There  are o ther  appl icat ions  o f  these findings to promot ion and product  

deve lopment  decisions.  Advert is ing i tself  has a functional  purpose,  but has

been recognized as a commercial  art form which is en joyed for its aesthetic

proper ties.  Product  deve lopment  needs to consider the integrat ion of  new

technology  with the aesthet ics of  new design.

In summary,  while the pr imary technical  o r  functional  at t r ibutes o f  a 

p roduct  are cer tainly importan t ,  f i rms which have sat i sf ied co nsum ers  with

superior  t echnical  s tandards may need to cons ider  aesthet ic  factors to retain

cus tomer  loyalty.  Firms need to cons ider  the relat ionship of  aesthetic and 

technical  response  st ructures to a product  ca tegory to make  promotiona l  and

product  deve lopment  dec is ions as to which technical  or  aesthetic product  fea­

tures to promote or  develop.

The  Strategic Relevance  of  Aesthetic Variat ion

If  innovativeness  in a ca tegory is strongly correlated with an aesthet ic

co mp onen t  rather than s imple  involvement in a product  ca tegory or  the 

technical  benefi t  the product  category provides,  there may be many more  o p ­

por tun i t ies than previous ly real ized for aesthet ic d i ffe ren t ia t ion  o f  products .  

Marke ters  need  to be more precisely focused and concerned  with un der s ta nd­

ing acceptab le  var ia t ion in aesthet ic  p roduct  features  to d i f fe ren t ia te  their

p r o d u c t s .

Aesthe tic  variat ion in a product  category cer tainly depends  upon  the

qual i t ies  apparent  in the product  category.  However,  many aesthet ic  features

of  products  are overlooked or  not recognized as aesthetic.  Many product  fea­

tures,  for example ,  brand names  and brand marks,  act  as aesthetic product



components  which des igners  use to decorate the exter ior o r  visible features o 

products .  Aesthe tic  features such as packaging  undergo  cont inual  variat ion.

The more complex  and subtle the features arc in a product  category,  the 

grea te r the potential  for the deve lopment  o f  complex consume r  tastes.  The dc 

velopment  of  new tastes in a product  category is not a lways  predictable or 

contro l lable  processes.  Not every innovation will diffuse.

As indicated above,  however,  aesthetic features are often connected to c u l ­

ture and ideology.  Many aesthetic innovat ions may be due  to the creat ivi ty of  

consumers  rather than the promotional  efforts o f  firms. F irms  need to rec­

ognize that aesthetic variation is a means to deve lop niches in a product  ca t e ­

gory,  but this may require cons iderable promot ion and creat ivi ty.  Certain 

aspects  o f  the generat ion,  d if fusion,  and acceptance  of  aesthe tic innovat ions

can be influenced by firms, but the process of  taste formation is not well 

unders tood and is not strictly control lable.

The  Managerial  Re levance  o f  Aesthetic and Technica l Fac tors

The  aesthet ic  and technical  motiva tiona l f ramework de ve lop ed  in this d i s ­

sertation can be used as a tool for deal ing with specific managerial  goals. 

However,  the rules and values which have l imited the focus o f  managers  need 

to be chal lenged.  Product  development and design decisions need to be c on ­

tinually upda ted and informed to be consistent  with the changin g  real i t ies o f

c o n s u m e r s .

For the past  few decades,  the post -war era of  prosperity produced an era of  

comfor t ,  convenience ,  and conformi ty  and production has been geared  toward 

producing large quant i t ies o f  goods to meet  the rising populat ion.  Product ion 

of  high quant i t ies at low cost was thought to be the most impor tant  o r  critical 

object ive.  This  or ientat ion has been dras tical ly changing  with the growing
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emphas is  >n quality.  The recognit ion o f  the importance o f  quali ty now needs 

to be informed by a bet ter  understanding  of  the technical  and aesthetic factors 

which de te rmine  precisely what  qual ity is.

Improving  the qua li ty o f  life requires more than the avai labil i ty o f  c o n ­

sumer  goods  at low prices. Scitovsky has long lamented the lack o f  recognit ion 

of  the importance o f  the factors which can improve the quali ty of  life in 

America.  Scitovsky (1992,  p. viii) comments  that it is “our  excessive demand 

for comfort . . .  our  Puri tan t radit ion,  work ethic,  and educat iona l sys tem" which 

deprive us of  “ the skills and tastes necessary for the enjoyment  o f  the more 

s t imulat ing and creat ive leisure act ivi t i es."  Sc itovsky calls at tention to the 

some of  the pervasive social  at t i tudes and powerful  cul tural  forces which in­

f luence mot iva tions .  These  same factors inf luence the progress  and di rec t ion  

of  aesthe tic  and technica l  p roduct  deve lopment .

Until recently,  f irms have provided little help in aiding consumers  to c u l ­

t ivate complex  tastes for co ns um er  products  or  t eaching them the benefi ts  and 

mul tiple uses o f  t echnology.  The tacit assumption was that consumers  lacked 

technical  and aesthetic sophist icat ion and had little hope  of  deve loping it. The 

unde rs tand ing  o f  aesthet ic  factors was par ticula rly  neglec ted by many A m e r i ­

can f irms where  product  design has a strictly cosmetic  or  decora t ive  function.  

Equally wrong was  the assumpt ion that t echnology can be deve loped without 

cons idera t ion  o f  the changing  technological  focus and abi li t ies  o f  consumers.

Whi le the focus o f  design can be aesthetic,  technological ,  o r  both,  des ign is 

vitally impor tant  and cannot  be given a secondary role in the firm.

The trend is clearly otherwise.  Managers  are faced with consumers  with a 

need for  st imula t ion and var iat ion who are becoming  increasing ly  complex  in 

both their  use o f  technology and in their aesthetic tastes. Firms must  react a c ­

c o r d i n g l y .



The indicators o f  change  arc numerous  and arc most  obvious in product  

ca tegor ies of  recent  creat ion.  The deve lopment of  new comp ute r  technology,  

co mm uni ca t io n  devices ,  and ne tworking  technology  cont inues  to change  the 

way in which people relate to and use technology in work and home env i ron ­

ments ,  a f fect ing many aesthet ic  factors.  Individuals have increas ing  n u m ­

bers o f  alternatives to pursue aesthetic tastes and technical skills.  These d ec i ­

sions arc affected by changes  in l i festyles,  changes in urban and suburban 

envi ronments ,  by changin g  ethnic groups ,  and o ther  factors.  In format ion is 

di ssemina ted more rapidly and the demand for products can deve lop at a faster 

pace, br inging about more rapid diffusion and shorter  p roduct  life cycles.

As consumer  tastes grow in complexi ty,  the demand for qua li ty -or ien ted  

products has been increasing.  These have benefited the growth o f  firms with 

a mul t ina t ional  perspect ive.  Italian fashion.  Swiss  watches ,  French per fume,  

and sushi arc a few of  the imported product  categories which require a cu l t i ­

vation o f  the senses and a di scerning group of  consumers.  They each have 

inspi red  the ir  share o f  fanat ics  or  enthusiast ic  connoisseurs .

The  spread of  interest  in new and foreign product  types is apparent  at the 

retail level  in the growth  of  businesses  with international  p roduct  groups  and 

internat ional  product  images.  Chain c lo thing  stores such as Benetton  and the 

Banana  Republic  cu l t iva te foreign and inte rna tiona l d imen s ion s  into product  

des ign and promot ion  strategies.  New interna tiona l retai l ing par tnersh ips  arc 

deve loping .  Barneys and Isetan, for example ,  which are formed to bet ter  cap i ­

tal ize on in te rna tiona l  fashion trends.

It is a serious mistake for American firms to ignore innovat ion from high- 

cost and foreign marke ts  since new trends and styles f requent ly develop from 

these niches.  Managers  must  be much more focused on b o t h  p romot ion  and 

product  deve lopment  goals  in order  to cult ivate and deve lop  product  niches.
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Swatch watch,  for example ,  has cult ivated a market  for watch col lectors for its

products  by developing  and promot ing l imited edit ion designs.  Swatch p ro ­

motes  stylistic variat ion and educates consumers  in mult iple segments .  Swatch

has a product  design strategy that is compl imented  with a product  promotion

strategy created to add value to their  products.

Many product  deve lopment  s t rategics  may require a long- te rm c o m m i t ­

ment  o f  both technical  deve lopm en t  and promotiona l  resources  necessary  to

sustain them ove r  time. These two complementary marke t ing  tools,  product  

deve l opme nt  and promotion,  require the use of  considerable  financial  re ­

sources and is obvious ly a vitally impor tant  area of  strategic planning.  The 

fai lures are noteworthy .  For  example ,  the initial advances which Amer ican 

f irms deve loped  in vidcocasse tte  recorders  and fax machines  were not s u s ­

ta ined ove r  l ime with further  product  deve lopment  advances and the

commitment  of  promotiona l effort.  The fact that these marke ts  were left to 

competi to rs  is an indication o f  serious fai lures in strategy.

Aesthe tic  and technical  p roduct  features in many c on sum er  product  c a te ­

gories  undergo change  and deve lopment  which may be the result  o f  h aph az ­

ard and i l l - informed decis ionmaking .  Numerous product  fai lures test ify to the

fact that consum er  t rends are little understood.  Aesthet ic tastes and te ch­

nological  skil ls take time to develop and cultivate; the range o f  aesthetic

variat ion and technological  skil ls  need to be bet ter  understood in the context  

o f  p roduct  deve lopment  strategy.  The f ramework o f  aesthet ic and technical  

factors needs to be employed  to dynamica l ly integrate these factors into design 

and m ark e t in g  decis ions .

In an economy in which the scale of  compet i t ion  is becoming  increasingly 

global ,  survival  in complex and diverse consumer  markets  requires  a new 

out look.  Managers  need to recognize the impor tance of  mot ivat ion and utilize



aesthet ic and technica l factors in the dec is ionmaking  process.  Managers need 

to change their  at t i tudes to better  understand the forces of  compet i t ion  and the

technical  and aesthet ic factors which bring about change.  Once  the impor­

tance o f  aesthetic and technical  factors to product  deve lopment ,  p romot ion,

and marke t ing  s trategy are better  understood,  the relevance of  aesthet ic  and 

technical  factors to managerial  dec is ionmaking  can be unders tood to be quite

p r o f o u n d .

Methodologica l  Issues and Direc tions  for Future Research

Whi le self-report  measures  such as those uti l ized in this study have defini te 

l imitat ions,  they arc relevant tools to the examina tion o f  (he issues in quest ion.  

When ex a m in in g  unde r ly ing  mot i va t io ns  which are pr imar i ly  menta l  p h e ­

nomenon,  it is necessary and appropr iate to use such subject ive measures  to 

examine  mental  represen ta t ions  of  subjects .  Se lf -report  scales  are appropriate 

to the task o f  explor ing the construct  o f  the product  category.

The  research des ign is essent ial ly cor relat ional ,  no causal  re la t ionships  arc 

possible to infer from the data. The f indings indicate the strength o f  co m p o ­

nent factors at a given point in time and need to be followed up with additional 

research and studies.  More representat ive samples  need to be taken to apply 

product  ca tegory  measures  to the general  populat ion.  More research needs to 

be conducted  on the s t rength o f  aesthetic and technical  component  factors as 

they vary according to  exposure  to advert i sing and o ther  sources of  in fo rma ­

tion. Fur ther  explorat ion o f  the consistency o f  motiva t ion ,  the inf luence of

mot ivat iona l  a t t i tudes on behavior ,  and o ther  related i ssues may require o ther  

research methods  inc luding the examina t ion o f  beha vi o r  over  t ime.

Only six product  categories were invest igated,  chosen for the ir  mixture of  

aesthetic and technical  components.  Given this, care must  be taken as to what



can be validly genera lized from the data to apply to o ther  product  categories.  

More research needs to be conducted on the strength o f  component  factors in 

categories which have a grea te r tendency to be technical  or aesthetic.

The  re la t ionsh ips be tween  aesthe tic,  technica l ,  and involv eme nt  c o m p o ­

nents did vary across categories,  but the three component  model was  found to 

be signif icant  in each category.  Aesthet ic factors are impor tant  in ca tegories

which  have st rong technical  components ,  such as telephones.  Technical  fac­

tors are impor tant  in ca tegor ies  which have st rong aesthetic or  fashion c o m ­

ponents,  such as jeans.  While the strength of  component factors may vary 

across categories,  the data suggests  that three component  model could be a p ­

propriately and frui tful ly appl ied to o ther  c on su m er  product  ca tegor ies.

The Product  Category as the Unit o f  Analysis

The measurement  unit is the product  category,  not the brand.  Responses

and preferences may be much more specific at the brand level than they are 

at the product  category level. Brand level preferences may be likely to e n ­

ge n d e r  much more  ind iv idua l ized  responses .

The method of  using the product  category as the measurement unit is d i f ­

ferent  from choosing the individual  brand or  the individual  adopt ion  decis ion 

as the means of  invest igating the adoption of  new products.  This method  of  

inves t iga t ing responses to products  poses a theoret ical  p roblem o f  genera liz - 

ability rather  than that o f  reliabili ty or  validity.  Can one infer  anything 

about  a specific instance o f  adopt ion from an understanding  o f  product  c a te ­

g or y  p r e f e r e n c e s ?

This  ques tion is not addressed in this research. The  purpose o f  examining 

product  category structure is not  necessari ly to be able to predict  brand

choice.  Though it would seem reasonable to assume that one can make  reason-



ably accurate prefe rence  predic tions if you could specify a target g r oup ' s  

product  ca tegory responses ,  the issue o f  the predict ing specific instances  of

the adoption of  a branded product can only be addressed in a completely d i f ­

ferent  sort o f  research design.

This  does not mean  that branding is i rrelevant  to understanding the pr od ­

uct category.  Cons ume r  percept ion o f  the product  category as is undoubtedly 

affected by brand promot ions  and brand images.  Though the research did not

spec if ica l ly  exami ne  branded  products ,  be t te r  unders tanding  of  product  c a t e ­

gories can contr ibute  to isolat ing the effects o f  brand images and promotions

It is necessary to recognize that the product  category is at a different  level o f  

abst rac t ion  from the ind iv idua l  b randed  product .

Besides branding ,  many specific inf luences  on adopt ion dec isions  arc not 

fully treated in this study. Cost  factors which affect supply and marke t ing e l ­

ements  such as price and availabil i ty which affect  demand are cri t ical ly i m ­

portant  diffusion factors,  related to both the decision to adopt and the rate of

a d o p t i o n .

Mot iva tiona l  rat ing scales are not intended to measure product  percept ion

and adoption on all choice factors, just  the relative weights of  aesthetic and

technical  factors which were hypothesized  to be impor tant  to the genera t ion

of innovations.  The issue, for  example,  o f  inadequate choice information is not 

a problem since the study does not proposed to determine all the factors which 

would expla in  adopt ion.

There  are many issues in need of  further invest igation.  The  issues are in­

terdiscipl inary and cont r ibu tions  are now comi ng  from many fields. While  

some experimenta l  work  has been done  in co nsu me r  tastes and preferences

for complex artist ic of fer ings,  such fields as exper imental  aesthet ics and 

leisure research which are in the ear ly  stage o f  development  will cer tainly
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provide new insights to the field. Psychologis ts  have begun to study deve lo p­

mental  issues of  the or igins  of  aesthetic p references and abil i t ies (Gardiner,  

1983). Research in these areas is clearly overlapping  with consumer  issues.

The Process  Approach

This research provides suppor t for a process  approach  to di ffus ion theory 

useful to examining  mot ivat ions which underl ie  the deve lopment  o f  new 

products at the product  class level. The research suppor ts  the categor izat ion 

scheme to further the unders tanding  of  the motivat ional  process view o f  in­

novat ion deve loped in Chapter  3.

Being exploratory in its purpose  and design,  not all motivat ions  which 

could be descr ibed as technical or  aesthetic arc examined.  The dimensions 

which underl ie  aesthet ic and technical  mot iva t ions  are complex .  Many im por ­

tant social  and psychological  issues arc yet to be examined  which would shed 

greater  light on the complex issue of  mot ivat ion.  The issue of  the interpreta­

tion of  novel  aesthetic and technical  product  features deserves  greater  re ­

search attention. The many situational  factors which facilitate or  lead to the 

deve lopment  of  new products  would also be valuable to examine.

While this research is not focused on finding out if a par ticular  new prod ­

uct will be successful ,  this research is never the less  relevant  to understanding 

processes which br ing about  innovat ion and result in adoption.  Processes of  

taste format ion,  product  ca tegory  involvement ,  and novel ty  and s t imula t ion  

seeking have  a c lear  relat ionship to aesthet ic and technical  components .  R e ­

search into these processes  calls for new approaches  and a broader  focus on 

the social  system. A process  approach to unders tanding innovat ion are re le ­

vant and appl icable to the direct ion of  product  deve lopment  in many indus ­

t r i e s .



i s:

Processes fl! Mot ivat ion and Innovation

Diffusion theory posi ts  that at t ributes of  the innovation ,  inc luding  such

things as the compara t ive  advantage of  an innovat ion,  the t r ialabil i ty of  the 

innovat ion,  and o ther  factors,  affect the decision processes  o f  early adopters of

an innovation.  This dissertat ion has ignored the features of  the individual  in ­

novat ion and has turned at tention instead to examining the motiva t ions  o f  in­

d iv iduals  to want new things, ei ther  out o f  the desire for t echnical  improv e­

ment or  out of  the desire for aesthetic variation. To the extent  that these mot i ­

vat ions  arc important  to each new product  on the market ,  these motiva tions

need to be examined  in understanding the adopt ion process.

Several  theoret ical  areas have been examined  which call  for  fur ther  theo­

retical and empir ica l research at tention.  This  d issertat ion ident i fies several

research areas impor tant  to the examina t ion  o f  innovat ion processes  which

has expanded the l imits o f  diffusion theory and new product  market ing.  The 

process of  innovat ion must  also be examined  on  the basis  o f  pract ical  appl ica­

tions to change.  Druckcr (1985) descr ibes innovation as a discipl ine which 

needs to be cont inua lly renewed and prac ticed.  Fur ther  interdisc ip linary re ­

search is needed to expand  the understanding o f  the importance o f  aesthetic

and technica l  mot ivat iona l  factors on the process of  innovat ion.



APPENDICES

APPENDIX A :

Domain Specif ic  Scale  I tems

JEANS
11. I carc very much about the type of  jeans I buy.
12. Jeans arc all pretty much the same these days.*
13. It is not worth it to me to spend much time in selecting a pair of

j e a n s .  *
A l .  Jeans arc defini tely fashion design statements.
T l .  The most important thing about jeans is that they last and fit well.
A2. I enjoy looking at different types of  jean designs.
A3. I am willing to pay more for j eans that I find really attractive.
T2. Before buying a particular pair o f  jeans,  I would like to read

something  or  consul t  someone  about  their  durabi li ty and 
w o r k m a n s h i p .

T3. I would be willing to pay more for jeans that fit well and last.
AN. I am interested in new types of  j eans  for their better workmanshi
TN. I am interested in new types of  j eans for their  more attractive

des igns  and fashions.
N. I am general ly interested in new and different  jean products.

BREAKFAST CEREALS
11. I care very much about the type of  breakfast  cereals I buy.
12. Breakfast  cereals  are all pretty much the same these days.*
13. It is not worth it to me to spend much time in selecting a breakfast

c e r e a l . *
A l .  Breakfast  cereals are a tasty group o f  food products  .
T2. The most important  thing about  breakfast  cerea ls  is that they

p ro v id e  n u t r i t i on .
A2. I enjoy examining  a large variety of  breakfast  cereals  products.
A3. 1 am will ing to pay more for a breakfast  cereals that I find really

d e l i c i o u s .
T2. Before buying a part icular  breakfast  cereal,  I check about its

n u t r i t i o n a l  va lue .
T3. I would be will ing to pay more for breakfast  cereals that provide 

s u p e r i o r  nu t r i t i o n .
AN. I am interested in new types o f  breakfast  cereal  for their bet ter

ta s te .
TN. I am interested in new types of  breakfast  cereal for their  better

n u t r i t i o n .
N. I am general ly interested in new breakfast  cereal  products.

SUNGLASSES
11. I care very much about the type of  sunglasses I buy.
12. Sunglasses are all pretty much the same these days.*
13. It is not worth it to me to spend much time in selecting a pair  o f

s u n g l a s s e s . *
A l .  Sunglasses  are defini tely fashion design statements.



T l .  The most  important  thing about sunglasses is that they protect  my 
eyes from the sun.

A2. I could enjoy looking at sunglass designs in a book or catalogue of  
s u n g l a s s e s .

A3. I am willing to pay more for a sunglasses with attractive designs.
T2. Before buying a particular pair of  sunglasses,  I would like to read

some th ing  or  consul t  someone  about the ir  p ro tec t ive  proper ties .
T3. I am willing to pay more for sunglasses with better  protection from

the sun.
AN. I am interested in new types of  sunglasses for their  more attractive

des igns  and fashions.
TN. I am interested in new types o f  sunglasses for better protection 

from the sun.
N. I am general ly interested in new sunglass products.

TOOTHPASTE
11. I care very much about the type of  toothpastes I buy.
12. Toothpas tes arc all pretty much the same.*
13. It is not worth it to me to spend much time in selecting a

t o o t h p a s t e s .  *
A l .  Toothpastes arc pleasing and freshening products.
T l .  The most important thing about toothpastes is that they help

pr ev en t  cav i t ies .
A2. I enjoy examining a variety of  toothpaste products.
A3. I am will ing to pay more for a toothpastes with better taste.
T2. Before buying a particular toothpaste.  I check about its ability to

p r e v e n t  cav i t ie s .
T3. I would be willing to pay more for toothpastes that provide superior

ca v i ty  p r e v e n t io n .
AN. I am interested in new types of  toothpaste for their better taste.
TN. I am interested in new types of  toothpaste for their  better cavity

p r e v e n t i o n  ab i l i t i es .
N. I am general ly interested in new and different  toothpaste products.

TELEPHONES
11. I carc very much about the type of  telphones I buy.
12. Telephones are all pretty much the same.*
13. It is not worth it to me to spend much time in selecting a telephone *
A l .  Te lephone  designs can be cons idered art forms or  fashion

s t a t e m e n t s .
T l .  The most  important  thing about telephones is their  reliable

t e c h n i c a l  p e r f o r m a n c e .
A2. I would enjoy looking at the designs in a catalogue or  book of  

te l e p h o n e  p ro duc ts .
A3. I am will ing to pay more for a telephones with attractive designs.
T l .  Before buying a particular telephone,  I would like to read

someth ing  or  consul t  someone  about  its technical  per fo rmance  and 
r e l i a b i l i t y .

T3. I am will ing to pay more for good technical per formance in a 
t e l e p h o n e .

AN. I am interested in new types of  telephones for their  more attractive 
des igns  and fashions.
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TN. I am interested in new types of  t elephones for their better 

t e c h n o l o g y .
N. I am genera lly  interested in new telephone products.

S even  poin t  ag ree /d isa g ree  sca les 
* Reverse scaled
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APPENDIX B:

Aesthet ic  Background  Scale I tems with Factor  Load ings

Factor
L o a d i n g  I t e m

.73 My exper ience with different forms of  art has made  my life more
in te re s t i ng  and en joya ble .

.70 My educa tion  has included several  courses  deal ing with art
apprecia t ion  or  art ist ic design.

77 Compared  to the average person.  I have a much higher
apprec ia tion of art and design.

.78 I en joy going through an art gallery.

.86 It is important to me to develop an appreciat ion of  different art
f o r m s .

Factor  loadings provided here arc the lamda x est imates from the LISREL 
co n f i r m a to ry  factory ana lys i s  output .



APPENDIX C:

Techn ica l  Background  S c a l e  I l e m s  with Factor  Loadings

F a c t o r
Loading

.70

.59.

.63

.60

Item

Technic a l  in format ion  con fus es  me.*

I have no trouble in programming my v ideo recorder or 
understanding the way to use cameras  and o ther  technical  
p r o d u c t s .

Information about complex products  such as au tomobi les  and 
elec tronics  are bet ter  left to someone else.*

My educat ion has included many courses of  a technical  subject 
m a t t e r .

.78 I am more prepared  to unders tand technica l ly subjects  be tte r
than the average  person.

.70 My unders tanding  of  technology makes  my life eas ie r  and more
i n t e r e s t i n g .

.63 Technica l  di scuss ions  can be quite interest ing to me.

* Reverse scaled

Fac tor  loadings provided here arc the lamda x est imates from the LISREL 
c o n f i r m a to ry  fac tory ana lys i s  output .



APPENDIX D:

F a c t o r  L o a d i n g s  fo r  C a t e g o r y  M e a s u r e s

Factor  loading provided  are for exploratory factor analysis  us ing  the 
ma xi m um  likel ihood method  and are obl iquely rotated factor solutions.  
Loading are indicated if absolute value is greater  than .5. If  no item 
loading value is grea te r  than .5, all loadings greater  than .2 in absolute 
value are indicated.

Category: Watches

h e m  Ag.sthg.tic T e c h n i c a l  I n v o l v e m e n t  
f a c t o r  f a c t o r  f a c t o r

A 1 .37
A2 .62
A3 .75
T1 .36
T2 .64
T3 .78
I 1 .59
12 .58
13 .80
N .70

AN .84
TN .73

Variance explained for 3 factors: 46%

Category: Jeans

I t e m

A1 
A2 
A3 
T1 
T2 
T3 
1 1 
12 
13 
N 

AN 
TN

A e s t h e t i c
f a c t o r

.28

.65

.46

.73

.84

T e c h n i c a l
f a c t o r

.58

.41

.40

I n v o l v e m e n t
f a c t o r

.30

.41

.62

.77

.65

.52

Variance explained for 3 factors: 45%
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Category  Break fast  Cereals

I t e m  A e s t h e t i c  T e c h n i c a l  I n v o l v e m e n t  
f a c t o r  f a c t o r  f a c t o r

A t  .50
A2 .61
A3 .60
T1 .75
T2 .85
T3 .88
1 1 .80
12 .75
13 .59
N .74

AN .72
TN .85

Variance explained for 3 factors: 56%

Category: Sunglasses

I t e m  Ae s t h e t i c  T e c h n i c a l  I n v o l v e m e n t  
f a c t o r  f a c t o r  f a c t o r

A1 .53
A2 .54
A3 .62
T1 -.67
T2 -.62
T3 -.81
1 1 .72
12 .74
13 .70
N .58

AN .91
TN - .92

Variance explained for 3 factors: 55%
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Category: Toothpaste

l lSJD A e s t h e t i c  T e c h n i c a l  I n v o l v e m e n t  
f a c t o r  f a c t o r  f a c t o r

A1 .28
A2 .31 .24
A3 .48
T1 -.51
T2 - .60
T3 - .80
I 1 .62
12 .80
13 .76
N .48

AN .90
TN -.78

Variance explained for 3 factors: 51%

Ca tegory:  Telephones

I t e m  A e s t h e t i c  T e c h n i c a l  I n v o l v e m e n t
f a c t o r f a c t o r  f a c t o r

A1 .46
A2 .65
A3 .91
T1 .36
T2 .43
T3 .76
I 1 .73
12 .73
13 .74
N .50

AN .87
TN .78

Variance explained for 3 factors: 54%



191
B I B L I O G R A P H Y

Anand. Punan and M. Holbrook.  (1986),  “Chasing the Wundt  Curve:  An
Adventure  in Co nsu m er  Aes thet ics, "  Advan ces  in Co n su m er  Research .  
Associat ion of  Con sum er  Research,  13. 655-7.

Anderson.  R. and D Or tinau (1988),  “ Exploring C o n s u m e rs ’ Postadopt ion 
Att i tudes and Use Behaviors in Monitoring the Diffusion o f  a 
T e c h n o lo g y - B a s e d  I n nova t io n ,” Journ al  o f  Business  R e s e a r c h , 17, 283- 
298.

Arndt,  Johan (1967),  “ The Role of  Product -Rela ted Conversat ion in the
Diffusion of  a New Product ," Jo urn al  o f  Marke t ing  Research,  4, 291-295.

Barnett,  H. G. (1953),  Innovat ion:  The Basis o f  Cul tural  Change,  New York: 
M c G r a w - H i l l .

Bass. Frank (1969),  “ A New Product Growth Model for Consumer  Durables, " 
M a n a g e m e n t  Sc ience ,  15, 5, 215-227.

________ (1980),  “The Rela t ionship Between Dif fusion Curves,  Experience
Curves,  and Demand Elast ici t ies for Consumer  Durable Technologica l  
Innovat i ons , ” Jou rn al  o f  Business ,  53 (July).  551-557.

Belk, Russell  (1988),  “ Possessions  and the Extended Se lf ,” Jou rn al  o f  C onsum er
R e s e a r c h .  15 (September) ,  139-168.

Bcntler, P. M. and D. G. Bonnctt  (1980),  “Significance Tests and Goodness  o f  Fit 
in the Analysis  o f  Variance o f  Covariance St ruc tures,” P s y c h o l o g i c a l  
Bu l le t in ,  56. 588-606.

Berlyne, D.E. (1960),  Confl ict ,  Arousal  and  Curiosi ty,  New York: McGraw-Hill .

Bernhardt ,  I. and K. Mackenzie  (1972),  “Some Problems in Using Diffusion 
Models  for New Products,  M a n a g e m e n t  Sc ience ,  19 (October) ,  187-200.

Bloch,  Pe te r  (1981),  “ Involvement Beyond the Purchase Process:  Conceptua l  
I ssues and Empir ical  Examina t io n ,” Ad vance s  in C o n s u m e r  Research ,  
Assoc ia tion of  Con sumer  Research,  9, 413-417.

________ (1982),  “ An Explorat ion into the Scal ing of  C o n s u m e rs ’ Involvement
with a Product  Class ,” Ad vance s  in Consum er  Research,  Associat ion of  
Co nsu mer  Research,  8, 61-65.

________ and Grady Bruce (1984),  “ Product  Involvement  as Leisure Behavior ,”
A d vances  in C o n su m er  R ese a rc h , Associat ion o f  Consume r  Research ,  11, 
197-202.

________  Daniel  Sherrel  and Nancy Ridgeway (1986),  “ Consumer  Search:  An
Extended F ra m ew ork , ” Jour na l  o f  C on sumer  Research ,  13 (June),  119- 
126.

Bobrow, E. and D. Shafer  (1987),  Pioneer ing New Products :  A Marke t  Survival  
G u i d e ,  Homewood,  IL: Dow Jones-Irwin.



I ‘<2

Booz, Allen, & Hamilton, Inc. (1982),  New Product  Management  f o r  the 1980s,
New York: Booz, Allen, & Hamilton, Inc.

Brown, J. and P. Rcingcn (1987),  “Social Tics and Word-of -Mouth  Referral 
Behavior , "  Journa l  o f  Co ns um er  Research .  14 (December) ,  350-362.

Brown,  Lawrence (1981),  Innovation Di f fusion:  A Ne w Perspect ive.  New York: 
M e t h u e n .

Bryan,  Hobson (1979),  “ Leisure Value System and Recrea t ional  Special izat ion," 
Journal o f  Leisure Research,  9, 3, 174-187.

Butler,  John (1988),  “Theor ies of  Technological  Innovat ion as Useful  Tools for 
Corpora te  S t ra tegy ,” Stra teg ic  M a n a g e m e n t  Journa l ,  19. 15-29.

Cacioppo,  John and Richard Petty (1982),  “The Need for Cogni t ion ."  Jour na l  o f  
Personali ty  an d  Soc ia l  Psychology,  42,1,  116-131.

Cancian,  Frank (1967),  “ Strat ificat ion and Risk Taking ," A m e r i c a n  S o c i o l o g i c a l  
R e v ie w ,  32, 912-27.

Carlson,  Lcs and S. Grossbar t  (1984),  “Toward  a Better  Understanding of  
Inheren t  In no v a t i v e n e s s , "  A d v a n c e s  in C o n s u m e r  Re sear ch ,
Associat ion of  Consumer  Research,  19, 88-91.

Churchi l l ,  Gilbert  (1979) “ A Paradigm for Developing  Better  Measures  of
Marke t ing  C ons t r uc ts , "  J ourna l  o f  Marke t ing  Research ,  16 (February) ,
64-73 .

Coleman,  J., E. Katz and H. Mcnzcl (1957) “The Diffusion of  an Innovation 
Among Phys ic ians ,” S o c i o m e t r y ,  20 (December)  253-270.

Cox,  D. and W. Locandcr  (1987),  "Product  Novelty: Does it Moderate the
Relat ionship Between Ad Att i tudes and Brand Att i tudes,  Jour na l  o f  
A d v e r t i s i n g ,  16,3, 39-44.

Csikszentmihalyi ,  Mihalyi  and I. S. Csikszcntmihalyi ,  eds. ,  (1988),  O p t i m a l
Experience:  Psychologica l  S tud ies  o f  F low in Consciousness ,  New York: 
Ca m br id ge  Univers i ty  Press.

________  and Eugene  Rochberg-Halton (1981),  The Meaning  o f  Things:  Domest ic
Symbols  and  the Self,  Cambr idge ,  MA: Cambr idge  Universi ty Press.

Cunningham,  S. (1967),  “The  Major  Dimensions of  Perceived Risk ,” in D. Cox,
ed..  Risk Tak ing and  In format ion Handl ing  in Co ns um er  Behavior,
Boston:  Division o f  Research,  Harvard Universi ty,  82-108.

Danko,  Wil l iam and James  MacLachlan  (1983),  "Research to Accele rate  the
Diffusion o f  a New Invent ion,” Jou rn a l  o f  Adver t i s in g  Research ,  23, 3,
( Ju ne /J u l y) ,  39-43 .



Dickerson ,  Mary and James Gentry (1983),  “Characte ri s t ics  o f  Adopters  and 
Non-Adopters  o f  Home Comp uter s ,” Journal  o f  C o n s u m e r  Research,  10 
( S ept em ber ) ,  225-35.

Dichtcr,  Ernest  (1964),  Handbook  o f  C onsu mer  Mot iva tions ,  New York: McGraw 
Hill .

__________ (1978),  “ Interpretat ive Versus Descript ive  Research ,"  R esearch  in
M a r k e t i n g ,  vol. 1, JAI press,  53-77.

Dillon, Wil l iam R., N. Mulani and D. Frederick (1984),  “Removing  Perceptual
Dis tor tions  in Product  Space Analys i s ,” Journa l  o f  Marke t ing  Research ,  
21. (May).  184-93.

Downs,  G. and L. Mohr  (1976),  “Conceptual  Issues in the Study of  Innovation," 
A dm in is t ra t iv e  Sc ience  Quar ter ly ,  21, December ,  700-714.

Druckcr ,  Peter  (1985),  “The Discipline of  Innovat ion.” H a r v a r d  B us in ess  
R e v i e w ,  (May-June),  67-72.

Engel,  J., D. Kollat, and R. Blackwell (1968),  C o n s u m e r  Behavior ,  New York: 
Dryden  Press.

Feick, L. and L. Price (1987),  “The Market  Mavcn:  the Diffusion of  Marketplace 
I n f o r m a t i o n ,” J o u r n a l  o f  Ma rke t ing ,  51 (January) ,  83-97.

Fe ldman,  L. and G. Armstrong (1975),  “ Identifying Buyers of  a Major
Automot ive  Innovat ion,  “ Jou rn al  o f  Marke t ing ,  39 (January),  47-53.

Field,  George  (1970),  “The Status Float Phenomenon,” B us in ess  Hor izons ,  13 
(Augus t) ,  45-52.

Frank,  Ronald (1968) ,  “ Market  Segmenta t ion Research:  F indings  and 
Impl ica t ions ,” in Appl ica t ions  o f  the Sciences  in Marke t ing  
M a n a g e m e n t ,  F. Bass, C. King, and E. Pessemier,  eds. .  New York: John 
Wiley and Sons.

Frank,  R., W. Massy and D. Morrison (1964),  “The  Determinants  o f  Innovative 
Behavior  wi th Respect  to a Branded,  Frequent ly Purchased  Food
Produc t ,” P r o c e e d i n g s .  L. Smith,  ed.,  Chicago:  American Market ing 
Associa t ion,  312-323.

Fox,  Kathryn (1989),  “ Real Punks and Pretenders:  The  Social  Organizat ion of  a 
C o u n t e r c u l t u r e , ” J o u r n a l  o f  C o n te m p o r a r y  E th no graphy ,  16, (October ),  
344-37 0 .

Foxall ,  G. (1988),  “ Consumer  Innovat iveness:  Novelty Seeking ,  Creat ivi ty,  and 
Cognit ive  Style ,” in Research  in C o n su m er  Behavior ,  E. Hirschman,  ed.. 
Greenwich ,  CT: JAI Press.

________  and A. Payne  (1989),  “ Adaptors and Innovators in Organizat ions:  A
Cross-Cultura l  Study of  the Cogni t ive Styles o f  Managerial  Funct ions and 
Su bf unc t io ns ,” H u m a n  Rela t ions ,  42, 7, 639-649.



Gatignon,  H. and T. Robert son (1985),  “ A Proposit ional  Inventory for  Diffusion 
Research ,"  Journa l  o f  C on sumer  R ese a rc h , 11, (March) .  849-867.

__________(1986),  "Integrat ion of  Consumer  Dif fusion Theory and Diffusion
Models:  New Research Direct ions," Innovation Di ffusion Models  o f  New  
P rod uc t  Accep tance .  V. Mahajan & Y. Wind,  (cds.), Cambr idge.  MA: 
B a l l i n g e r .

Gct/.cls, J. and M. Csikszcntmihalyi  (1976), The Creat ive Vis ion: A Longi tudinal  
Study o f  Problem Finding in A r t , New York:  Wi ley Interscicnce.

Glaser, B. G. and H. L. Strauss (1967), The Discovery o f  Grounded  Theory  
Stra tegies  f o r  Qual i tat ive Research.  Chicago: Aldine.

Golden,  Linda and K. Johnson  (1983),  “The Impact  o f  Sensory Preference and
Think ing  Versus Fee ling  Appeals on Adver t i s ing  Ef fec t iveness , "  
Advanc es  in Cons umer  Research,  21, 203-5.

Goldsmi th .  Ronald (1986) ,  “ Persona li ty  and Adap t ive - Innovat ive  Problem 
Solv ing,"  Journa l  o f  Soc ial  Behavior  and  Personali ty,  1, 95-106.

________ and Charles  Hofacker ,  (1991)  “ Measur ing Co nsu m er  Innov at ive ness ,”
Journal  o f  the Academy  o f  Market ing Science,  19, 3, 209-221.

Goodman,  Nelson (1976),  Languages  o f  Art,  Hacket t  Publ ishing,  Indianapolis .

Granovctte r,  Mark (1974),  “The Strength o f  Weak Ties ,"  Am eric an  Journal  o f  
S o c io lo g y ,  78, (May),  1360-1380.

________ (1978),  “ Threshold Models of  Collective Behavior ,” A m e r i c a n  J ou rn a l
o f  Sociology,  83. 6. 1420-1443.

Greenberg ,  C. Jerome,  Elaine Sherman,  and Leon G. Schif fman (1983),  “The
Measurement of  Fashion Image as a Determinant  o f  Store Pa tronage ,"  in 
P atr onage  Behavior  an d  Retai l  M anagem en t ,  Darden and Lusch,  eds., 
North Holland,  New York.

Hart,  E. and J. Jacoby (1973),  “Novelty,  Recency and Scarcity as Predictors of  
Perceived  Newness ,” P r o c e e d i n g s ,  81st Annual  Co nvent ion ,  Amer ican
Psychologica l  Associa t ion,  839-840.

Hauser ,  John and Frank Kopelman (1979),  “ Alterna t ive  Perceptua l  Mapping
Techniques :  Relat ive Accuracy and Usefu lness ,” J o u r n a l  o f  Mark e t ing
R e s e a r c h ,  16 (November) ,  495-506.

Hayduk,  Leslie A. (1987),  Struc tural  Equation Model ing with LISREL,  Balt imore:
John Hopkins  Univers i ty  Press.

Heany,  Donald (1983),  “ Degrees of  Product  Innovation ,"  Jo u rn a l  o f  Bus iness  
S t r a t e g y ,  3-14.

Hirsch,  Paul (1972),  “ Processing Fads and Fashions:  An Organiza t ion-Se t
Analysis  o f  Cultural  Industry Systems ,"  Americ an  J o u r n a l  o f  Soc iology ,
77,4, 639-659.



195

Hirschman, Elizabe th (1980a) ,  “ Innovativeness ,  Novelty Seeking ,  and
C o n su m er  Crea t iv i ty , "  Jour na l  o f  C on sumer  R e s e a r c h , 7 (December) ,  
283-295 .

________ (1980b) ,  ““ Consumer  Moderni ty ,  Cognit ive  Complexi ty ,  Creat ivi ty and
Innovat i veness ,” in Market ing  in the 8 0 ’s: Changes  and  Chal lenges ,  R. 
Bagozzi  ct al., eds.,  Chicago: American Market ing Associat ion,  354-357.

________ (1981).  “ Symbol ism and Technology as Sources for the Generat ion of
Innova t io ns ,"  Advan ces  in Consum er  Research ,  Assoc ia tion o f  Cons ume r  
Research.  19. 537-541.

________ (1986) ,  “ Humanist ic  Inquiry in Marke t ing  Research:  Phi losophy,
Method  and Cri teria . " Journa l  o f  Marke t ing  Research ,  23 (August ),  237- 
249.

   and M. Solomon (1986),  “ Utilitarian, Aesthetic,  and Familiari ty
Responses  to Verbal Versus Visual Adver t i sements , "  Ad vance s  in 
C o n s u m e r  Research ,  22, 426-431.

Hoch,  Stephen and John Deighton (1989),  “ Managing What  Con sumers  Learn 
from Exper ience ,"  Jo urn al  o f  Marke ting,  53, 1-19.

Holak, Susan.  Donald Lehmann,  and Farcena Sultan (1987),  "The Role of
Expectat ions in the Adopt ion of  Innovative  Consum er  Durables:  Some 
Pre l iminary  Evidence ."  Journal  o f  Retai l ing,  63. 3, (Fall),  243-259.

Holbrook,  Morri s (1980)  “ Some Prel iminary Notes on Research in Cons ume r  
Aesthe t ics ,"  Advanc es  in Co nsum er  Research ,  7, 104-108.

________  (1982) "Mapping  the Retail Market  for Esthetic Products:  The Case of
Jazz Records ,” Journal  o f  Retai ling,  58, 1 (Spring),  114-129.

________  (1986a) ,  “ Aims,  Concepts,  and Methods for the Representat ion of
Individual  Di fferences in Esthetic Responses to Design Features . "
J ou rn al  o f  C onsum er  Research,  13, (December) ,  337-47.

________  (1986b),  "Emotion  in the Consumption Experience:  Toward  a New Model
o f  the Human Consumer ,” in The Role o f  Af fec t in Consum er  Behavior,  
Robert  Peterson,  Wayne  Hoyer,  and Will iam Wilson,  eds.,  Lexington,  MA: 
L ex ing ton  Books .

________  and E. Hirschman (1982),  “The Experiential  Aspects  of  Consumption :
Co nsumer  Fantasies,  Feelings,  and Fun, J ourna l  o f  C o n su m er  Research ,  9 
( S ept em ber ) ,  132-140.

________  and Joel Huber  (1979) “Separa t ing Perceptual  Dimensions from
Affec tive  Over tone s ,"  Jour na l  o f  Consum er  Research,  5 (March),  272- 
283.

________  and R. Schindler  (1989),  “ Some Exploratory Findings on the
Development  of  Musical  Tastes ,” Journal  o f  C on sumer  Research,  16 
( June) .  119-124.



I 9 6

Houston,  Michael  and Michael  Rothschi ld (1978),  “ Conceptual  and
Methodological  Perspect ives  on Involvement,” in S. Jain (ed.)  1 9 7 8  
M ar ke t i ng  E d u c a to r s '  Proceedin gs ,  Chicago,  Amer ican Marke t ing  
A s s o c i a t i o n .

Howard,  John A. and Jagdish Shcth (1969) The Theory o f  Buyer Behavior,  New 
York: John Wiley & Sons.

Jacoby,  Jacob (1971) ,  “ Mult iple- Indicant  Approach for S tudying  New Product  
Adopters ,” Journal  o f  Appl ied  Psychology,  55, 4, 384-388.

Jamison,  Andrew (1989) ,  “ Te c h n o lo g y ' s  Theor ists:  Concept ions  o f  Innovat ion 
in Relation to Science and Technology Policy," Technolo gy  a n d  Culture ,
30,3 (July). 505-533.

Johnson.  Blair  and Alice Eagly (1989),  "Effec ts  of  Involvement  on Persuasion:
A Meta-Analysi s , "  P sy cholog ica l  Bul le tin ,  106, 2, 290-314.

Kapfcrer ,  Jcan-Nocl  and Laurent ,  Gil lcs  (1985)  “ C onsum er  Involvement
Profiles: A New Practical Approach to Consumer  Involvement, "  J o u r n a l  
o f  Adver t i s ing  Research,  25,6 (December) ,  48-56.

Kassarj ian,  Harold (1971) ,  “ Personal i ty and Cons ume r  Behavior:  A Re vi ew ,”
J ourna l  o f  M arke t in g  Research ,  8 (November)  409-418.

Katz, Elihu (1961),  “The Social Itinerary of  Technical  Change:  Two Studies on 
the Diffusion o f  Innovat ion,"  H u m a n  O rg a n i za t i o n ,  20, 70-82.

________ (1987)  “Communica t ion  Research Since Lazar fe ld ,” Publ ic  Opin ion
Q u ar te r l y ,  51, S25-S45.

________  and P. Lazarfeld (1954),  P ersonal  In f luence ,  Glencoe ,  l l linios: The  Free
P r e s s .

King, Charles (1964) “ Fashion Adoption:  A Rebuttal  to the Trickle Down
T h e o ry ,” To w a rd  Scien t i f i c  Marke t ing ,  S. Greyser  (ed.).  Proceedings of  
the Amer ican  Marke t ing  Associat ion ,  108-125.

Kirton, M. J. (1976),  “ Adaptors  and Innovators:  A Descr ipt ion and Measure ,”
Jour na l  o f  A pp l i ed  Psychology,  61, 622-629.

________  (1980),  “Adaptors  and Innovators in Organiza t ions ."  H u m a n  Rela t ions ,
33. 4, 213-224.

Klonglan, G. E. and E. W. Coward (1970), "The Concept o f  Symbolic Adoption: A 
Sugges ted  In te rpre ta t ion ,” Rura l  So c io lo gy ,  35 (March) ,  77-83.

Kohn,  C. and J. Jacoby (1973),  “Operat ional ly Defining the Consumer  
Innovato r , ” P r o c e e d i n g s ,  81st Annual  Convent ion ,  American 
Psychologica l  Assoc ia t ion ,  837-838 .

Kroeber,  A. L. (1919),  “ Illustration o f  Fashion Trends ,” A m e r i c a n  
A n t h r o p o l o g i s t ,  July/Sept . ,  33-38.



197

Lastovicka,  John and David G ardne r  (1979),  "Com pon ents  of  Involvement. "  in 
Att i tude Research Plays f o r  High  S ta k e s , eds. Maloney and Si lverman,  
Chicago:  American Marke ting Assoc ia t ion ,  53-73.

Laurent ,  Gil lcs and Jcan-Nocl Kapfercr  (1985),  Measuring  Cons ume r
Involvemen t  P ro f i le s ,” J o u r n a l  o f  Mar ke t in g  Rese arch ,  22 (February) /  
41-53 .

Lazarfeld,  Paul,  Bernard Berclson and Hazel Gaudct  (1944),  The People ' s  Choice.  
New York: Columbia  Universi ty Press.

Liu, W. and R. Duff  (1972),  “The Strength in Weak Tics,” Publ ic  Opinion  
Q u a r te r ly ,  36 (Fall), 361-366.

Mahajan,  Vijay and R. Peterson,  (1985) Models  f o r  Innovat ion Dif fusion,
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

________  and Y. Wind,  eds., (1986) Innovat ion Dif fusion Models  o f  New Product
A c c e p t a n c e , Cambr idge ,  MA: Ballinger.

________ E. Muller  and R. Sr ivastava (1991),  “ Determination o f  Adopter
Categor ies by Using Innovat ion Dif fusion Models , "  Jo u rn a l  o f  Marke t ing  
R e s e a r c h ,  37 (February) ,  37-50.

Marcus,  A. and R. Bauer (1964) "Yes : There arc General ized Opinion Leaders.” 
Public Opinion  Quarterly,  28 (Winter) ,  628-632.

Mar tineau ,  Pier re (1958)  “Social  Class and Spending  Behavior ,"  Journal  o f
M a r k e t i n g ,  23, 2 (October),  23-28.

Maslow,  Abraham (1962),  Toward  a Psychology  o f  Being,  New York: Van 
N o s t r a n d .

McAll i ster ,  L. and E. Pessemier  (1979),  “ Variety Seeking Behavior:  An 
In te rd isc ip l inary  R e v ie w ,"  Jo u r n a l  o f  C o n s u m e r  Research ,  9 
(December) ,  311-321.

McIntyre,  N. (1989) ,  “The Personal  Meaning o f  Par ticipat ion:  Endur ing
In vo lv em en t , ” Jour na l  o f  Le isure  Research ,  21, 2, 167-179.

McClurg,  J. and I. Andrews (1974),  “ A Consumer  Profile Analysi s o f  the Self 
Service Gasoline  Cu s to me r , ” Journal  o f  App l ie d  Psychology ,  59 
(Fe b ru a ry ) ,  119-121.

McClel land,  David (1980),  “Motive Dispositions: The Merits o f  Operant  and
Respondent  Measures ,” In L. Wheeler  (ed.),  Review o f  Psychology  and  
Socia l  Psychology  , (Vol. 1, pp. 10-41), Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

________  J. Atkinson,  R. Clark,  and E. Lowell  (1953),  The Ach iev em ent  Motive,
New York:  I rvington Publ ishers .

________  Richard Koestner,  and Joel Weinberger  (1989) “ How Do Self-Attr ibuted
and Implicit Motives Differ?” P s y c h o lo g ic a l  Rev iew,  96, 4, 690-702.



IMS

Merton.  R. K. (1957).  Social  Theory and  Social  Structure.  New York: The Free 
P r e s s .

Mittal ,  Banwar i (1989),  “ Must  Consumer  Involvement  Always Imply More
Informat ion Se arch?"  A d van ces  in Co n su m er  Researc h ,  16, Associat ion 
of  C onsum er  Research.  167-172.

Mittelstacdt,  R., S. Grossbart ,  W Curtis,  and S. Devere (1976),  “ Optimal
Stimulat ion Level  and the Adoption  Decision Process ,"  J ourna l  o f  
C o n s u m e r  Re se arch ,  3 (September) ,  84-94.

Midgley,  David (1977),  Innovation an d  New Product  Marke t ing ,  New York: John 
Wiley & Sons.

________ (1987),  A Meta-Analysi s  o f  the Diffusion of  Innovations Literature, "
Advanc es  in C on sumer  Research,  Assoc ia tion of  Cons ume r  Research.
204-207 .

________ and G. Dowl ing (1978),  Innovativeness:  The Concept  and Its
M e a s u r e m e n t , ” Journa l  o f  Consum er  Research ,  4 (March) ,  229-242.

Muncy,  James  (1990) ,  “ Involvement  and Perceived  Brand
Sim i la r i t i es /Di f fe rences ,"  Ad vances  in C o n s u m e r  Researc h .  17,
Associat ion of  Cons ume r  Research.  144-8.

Nicosia,  F. (1966),  Co nsu mer  Decis ion Processes,  Englewood Cliffs,  New Jersey: 
Pren t ice  Hall.

Norton,  John and Frank Bass (1987),  “ A Diffusion Theory Model  of  Adoption 
and Subst itu tion for Successive  Genera t ions  o f  High Techno logy  
Products ,” M a n a g e m e n t  Sc ience ,  33, 9, 1069-1086.

Nysi rom,  Paul (1928),  The Economics o f  Fashion,  New York: Ronald Press.

Nunnal ly,  Jum (1978),  P sy ch o m e tr ic  Theory ,  New York: McGraw Hill.

O 'G uinn ,  Thomas  and Ronald Faber (1989),  “Compulsive  Buying:  A
P h e n o m e n o lo g ic a l  E x p la n a t i o n ,"  Jour na l  o f  C o n s u m e r  Research ,  16 
(N ov em be r ) .  272-282 .

Ostlund,  Lyman (1972),  “ A Study of  Innovat iveness Over lap ,” J o u r n a l  o f  
M a r k e t i n g  Rese arch ,  9 (August ),  341-343.

________  (1973)  “ A Fur ther  Caution:  I t 's  Innovativeness  Over lap ,” Journal  o f
M a r k e t i n g  Resear ch ,  9 (May),  225-6.

Painter ,  John and Max Pincgar (1971),  “ Pos t-High Teens  and Fashion
In nova to rs ,” Jo u r n a l  o f  Marke t ing  Research ,  8 (August ).  368-369.

Pessemicr ,  Edgar  (1966),  New Product  Decis ions An  Analy t ical  Approach ,  New 
York: McGraw Hill.



Pclcrson,  Robert  (1973),  “ A Note on Opt imal  Adopter  Category  Determina tion ,"  
Jour na l  o f  Marke t ing  Research.  1' (August) ,  325-329.

Porter, Michael  (1990),  The Competi t ive Advantage  o f  Nations,  New York: The 
Free Press.

Price, L. and N. Ridgeway (1982) “ Use Innovativeness,  Vicarious Explorat ion 
and Purchase  Explorat ion:  Three  Facets o f  C on sumer  Varied Behavior ."  
Ad vances  in C on sumer  Research ,  Associat ion of  Consumer  Research,  56- 
60.

________ (1984),  “Development  o f  a Scale to Measure Use Innovat iveness, "
Advan ces  in C on sumer  Research ,  Associat ion of  Cons ume r  Research,  
679-684 .

Raju,  P. (1980),  “Op t imum  Stimulation Level:  Its Relat ionship to Personali ty,  
Demographics ,  and Explora tory Behavior ,” Jou rn al  o f  C onsum er  
R e s e a r c h ,  7 (December) ,  272-282.

Reynolds,  Fred and Will iam Darden (1971),  “ Mutually Adaptive Effects o f  
In te rper sona l  C o m m u n i c a t i o n , "  Jou rn al  o f  Mar ke t in g  Research ,  8 
(N ovem ber ) ,  449-454.

Richins,  Marsha and Peter Bloch (1986),  “ After the New Wears Off: The 
Tempora l  Contex t  o f  Product  Involvement ,” Jo urn al  o f  Cons ume r  
R e s e a r c h ,  13, (September) ,  280-285.

Rober tson,  Thomas  (1967),  “The Process of  Innovation and the Diffusion of  
Innova t io n , "  Jou rn al  o f  Marke t ing ,  31, 14-19.

________ (1968),  “The  Effect o f  the Informal Group Upon M em ber  Innovative
Behavior ,  P r o c e e d i n g s ,  Amer ican  Marke ting Assoc iat ion,  334-340.

________  (1971),  Innovative Behavior  a n d  Communicat ion ,  New York: Holt,
Rin eha r t  and Wins ton.

________ (1984) ,  “M arke t i ng ’s Potential  Cont ribut ion to Cons ume r  Behavior
Research:  The Case of  Diffusion Theory,"  A dvances  in Co nsum er  
R e s e a r c h ,  Associat ion of  Consumer  Research,  11, 484-489.

________  and H. Gat ignon (1986),  “Competi t ive Effects on Technology Diffusion,”
Jour na l  o f  Marke t ing ,  50 (July), 1-12.

________ and Myers  (1969),  “ Personali ty Correlates  of  Opinion Leadership and
Innovative  Buying  Behavior ,” Jou rn al  o f  Mark e t ing  Research ,  6 (May),  
164-168.

Robinson ,  Dwight  (1975),  “ Style Changes:  Cycl ical ,  Inexorable and 
F o re seeabl e , ” H a r v a r d  Bus iness  Review,  (Nov/Dec),  121-151.

Rogers,  Everet t  M. (1962),  Diffusion o f  Innovat ions ,  New York: Free Press.

_  (1976),  “ New Product  Adoption and Dif fusion,” Journa l  o f  Consumer  
R e s e a r c h ,  2 (March)  290-301.



200

________ (1983),  Dif fusion o f  Innovat ions,  3rd ed.. New York: Free Press.

________ and F. Shoemaker  (1971),  Communicat ion  o f  Innovations ,  2nd cd., New
York: Free Press.

________ and D. L. Kincaid (1981),  C o m m unic a t io n  N etw ork s ,  New York: Free
P r e s s .

________  and J. D. Stanfield (1968),  Adoption and Diffusion o f  New Products:
Emerging  Genera l iza t ions  and Hypotheses , " in Appl ica t ion s  o f  the 
Sciences  in Marke t ing  Management ,  F. Bass, C. King, and E. Pessemicr,  
eds..  New York: John Wiley and Sons.

Rook,  D. (1987),  “The Buying Impulse,” Journal  o f  C o n su m er  Research,  14 
(Sept .)  189-99.

Roscngren,  Karl (1973),  “ News Diffusion: An Overview," J o u r n a l i s m  Q u a r t e r l y , 
50, 83-91

Rudell ,  Frcdrica (1991),  “ Boys '  and Gir ls ’ Tools: An Explorat ion of  the Gender  
Di fferences  in C on sumer  Decision Making  for High-tech Products , "  in 
G ender  and  Con sumer  Behavior,  J. Costa (cd.). Salt Lake City, Utah; 
Univeri si ty o f  Utah Print ing Service.

Ryan. B. and N. Gross (1943),  “The Diffusion of  Hybrid Seed C o m  in Two Iowa 
C om m uni t i e s , "  Ru ra l  Socio logy,  8 (March),  15-24.

Schi ffman,  Leon G. (1972),  “ Perceived Risk in New Product  Trial  by Elderly 
Con sumers ,” Jour na l  o f  Marke t ing  Research ,  9 (February)  106-108.

________  and Leslie Kanuk (1978),  C o n s u m e r  Behav ior ,  Prentice Hall,  Englewood
Cliffs, N. J.

Scitovsky,  T ibor  (1976),  The Joyless  Economy,  New York, Oxford University 
P r e s s .

Sci tovsky,  Tibor  (1992),  The Joyless  Economy (revised  ed it ion), New York, 
Oxfo rd  Universi ty  Press.

Selin.  Steve and Dennis Howard (1988),  “Ego Involvement  and Leisure
Behavior :  A Conceptua l  Speci f ica t ion," Journ al  o f  Leisure Research,  20, 
3, 237-244.

Seines,  Fred and Kjell Gronhaug (1986),  “Subject ive and Object ive Measures  of  
Product  Knowledge  Com pared ,” Advances  in C o n s u m e r  Research,  
Associat ion o f  Co ns um er  Research,  67-71.

Shankl in,  W. and J. Ryans  (1984),  “ Organizing  for High-Tech Marke t ing , ” 
H a r v a r d  Business  Review,  84 (Novembe r-Decemb er) ,  164-171.

Sherry,  John (1988) ,  “ Pos tmo de rn  Alterna tives:  The  Inte rpret ive  Turn  in
Cons ume r  Res earch ,” to be including in the for thcoming H a n d b o o k  o f



C o n s u m e r  Theory  a n d  Resea  ch.  H. Kassarjian and T, Robertson,  eds., 
Englewood Cliffs. NJ: Prentice Hall.

Shcth.  J. (1971).  "Word  of  Mouth in Low-Risk Innovat ions," Jou rn al  o f  
A d v e r t i s i n g  R e s e a r c h ,  11 (June).  15-18.

Simmcl .  George  (1904),  “ Fashion,"  American Journal  o f  Sociology.  62.

Simonton,  Dean (1984),  Genius.  Creat ivi ty  and  Leadership,  Cambr idge,  MA:
Harvard  Univers i ty  Press.

Slama, Mark and Armen Tashchian (1985),  "Selec ted Soc io-Economic  and
D em ogr aph ic  Charac te r i s t ic s  As soc ia ted  with Purchase  In v o l v e m e n t ,” 
Jour na l  o f  Marke t ing ,  49 (Winter),  72-80.

Stewart ,  David (1981),  “The Applicat ion and Misapplicat ion of  Factor  Analysi s 
in Marke ting  R ese ar ch ,” Jo u rn a l  o f  Ma rke t in g  Research ,  18 (February)  
51-62.

Stiglcr,  and Gary Becker (1977),  “ De Gust ibus Non Est Disputandum,” A m e r i c a n  
Econ om ic  Rev iew,  67, 2 (March),  76-90.

Strati ,  Antonio (1992),  “Aesthet ic  Understanding  o f  Organiza t ion  Li fe ,”
Academy  o f  M an ag em en t  Review,  17, 3. 568-581.

Summ ers ,  John (1971) ,  “Gene ra l ized  Change  Agents  and Inno vat iv en es s , ” 
Jo urn al  o f  Marke t ing  Research .  8, (August),  313-316.

Szybil lo,  George  and Jacob Jacoby (1974),  “ Intrinsic and Extrinsic Cues as
Determinants  o f  Perceived Product  Quali ty , " Journal  o f  Appl ied  
P s y c h o l o g y ,  59, 1, 74-78.

Tanny,  S. M. and N. A. Dcrzko (1988),  " Innovators  and Imitators in Innovation
Diffusion Model ing ,"  Journal  o f  Forecas ting,  7, 225-234.

Vaughn,  R (1980),  "How Adver tis ing Works: A Planning Model ,” Jour na l  o f  
Ad ver t i s in g  R esea rc h ,  20, (October),  27-33.

Vroom, V. (1964),  Work an d  Motivat ion,  New York: Wiley.

Weisberg,  R. (1988),  “ Problem Solving and Creat ivi ty,” in The Nature  o f
Cr ea t i v i ty :  C o n t e m p o r a r y  P sy c h o lo g ic a l  Pe rsp ec t iv e s ,  R. Sternberg,  ed., 
Ca m b r id g e  Univers i ty  Press.

Wilkie,  Will iam, (1986),  C o n s u m e r  Behavior ,  New York: John Wiley and Sons.

Wind,  Yoram, Th om as  Rober tson,  and Cynthia Fraser (1982),  "Industr ial
Di ffusion by Marke t Segment , "  In du s t r i a l  M a rk e t i n g  M a n a g e m e n t ,  11. 
1 - 8 .

Zaichkowsky,  Judi th (1985),  "M ea su r in g  the Involvement  Co ns t ruc t , ” J o u r n a l  
o f  Co nsu m er  Research.  12, (December)  341-352.



Zajonc,  Robert  (1980) ,  “ Feeling and Thinking:  Preferences Need No 
In fe rences , ” A m e r i c a n  P s y c h o lo g is t ,  35. 151-75.

  and Hazel Markus (1982),  “Affective and Cognit ive Factors in
P re fe r ences ,” Jou rn al  o f  C o n su m er  R e s e a r c h , 9, (Sept.)  123-131.

Zcithaml,  Valeric (1988),  “Consumer  Percept ions o f  Price, Quali ty,  and Value: 
Means-End Model  and Synthesis  o f  Evidence."  Journal  o f  Marke t ing  , 
( July) .  2-22.


