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ABSTRACT
This exploratory study, based on a research with consumers of

constant technologically updated products of personal use, aims to
explore the relationships between innovativeness and perceived
characteristics of the innovation, during the consumer’s decision
process. The contribution of such analysis resides in conciliating
the broad approach of the decision process, brought by the innova-
tion theory, increasing the knowledge about the adopter’s profile
and the way they make their decisions related to innovative prod-
ucts. The study attempts to comprehend the elements involved in a
decision making process of innovations and how different adoption
behavior leads consumers to use different strategies to achieve their
goals during the choice process.

INTRODUCTION
Innovativeness and its relationship with the perceived charac-

teristics of innovations have been vastly studied throughout the
specialized literature (e.g. Midgley and Dowling 1978; Moore and
Benbasat 1991; Rogers 2003). Even though there is a positive
relationship between such variables, it seems necessary a further
detailed analysis that explains the way this relationship occurs in the
consumer’s decision process, regarding its degree of acceptance of
innovation. The innovation theory is based on broad aspects related
to the profile of the adopters, specially focusing on what happens in
each of the adoption phases and characterizing their profiles.

The decision’s process theory, on the other hand, aims specific
characteristics of how the consumers deal with the selection of a
product or a service. This behavioral approach may be taken as a
reference for a thorough comprehension of how the consumers
structure their selecting strategies in the decision process of an
innovation. This gap in the literature is the main focus of this paper.

Consumers may use a variety of strategies to solve decision
process issues. In deciding the alternatives, people may compare
and prefer product attributes and regard its functionalities (Lindberg
et al. 1989). On the other hand, the rules that guide the decision may
vary from simple and fast decision strategies to complex processes
that require great attention and cognitive effort (Bettman et al.
1998; Chernev 2005). Besides, decision making demands an elabo-
rate consumer’s structure to select an alternative in most buying
decisions, which requires “constructing” its own preference struc-
ture. The basis of this process is the consumer’s goals, inherent to
the decision process of most products and services (Bettman et al.
1998; Payne et al. 1993).

There isn’t, though, substantial knowledge about how the
consumers goals are used by the consumers in the process of an
innovation adoption, especially regarding personal use products,
where it has been noted that, during the decision process, people
face a huge amount of functionalities and buying alternatives.
Based on the proposition that the consumer’s goals guide the
decision strategies (Bettman et al. 1998), this research focuses on
exploring which elements are present in the decision process for
products that are continuously innovating and, therefore, analyzing
how the consumers with different levels of innovativeness elabo-

rate their decision rules based on different behaviors to reach these
goals.

INOVATIVENESS AND PERCEIVED
INNOVATION

Rogers (2003) defines innovation as an idea, practice or object
perceived as new by the individual or another adopting unit. For a
product, innovation will be considered for a specific consumer or
market if its attributes or benefits are considered new when com-
pared to the actual standard. An important consideration is brought
by Hirschman (1981), in which the innovation can be classified
under two dimensions: the symbolic and the technological.

According to the author, a symbolic innovation is the one that
communicates different social meanings, relating to those pre-
sented. Its physical shape remains essentially unaltered, but the
meaning transmitted by the new shape is new. The technological
innovations are diffused according a set of principles different than
the symbolic innovation. Some reasons that explain this difference
are the fact that they can be adopted primarily according its
performance characteristics and new functionalities rather than by
its social symbolism. Therefore, the technological innovations are
inherently more “different” and “discontinuous” than symbolical
innovations.

Since people don’t adopt an innovation all concomitantly,
individuals may be classified into categories of adopters. These
categories include: (1) innovators, (2) early adopters, (3) early
majority, (4) late majority and (5) laggards. These categories,
identified by Rogers, are ideal types, concepts based on observa-
tions of reality proposed to allow possible comparing (Rogers
2003).

Hence, accepting an innovation is substantially slower right
after its release, due to innumerous aspects, such as the need for
investments in commercialization, advertisement, the initial resis-
tance from the client in experimenting something not yet known,
the intrinsic problems of new products, among other. After this
period, the acceptance gains speed, because more adopters perceive
the benefits and start experimenting the product. The next phase is
the stabilization of acceptance, since the communication networks
and the personal influence execute the diffusion and popularization
of innovation, extracting from the product the characteristic of
newness (Gatignon and Robertson 1991).

Furthermore, the innovation theory contemplates another con-
troversial concept relating to the adoption of new products: the
innovativeness. Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) define innovativeness
or the tendency to innovate as the degree to which an individual
adopts an innovation earlier than another member of its social
system.

On the other hand, Midgley and Dowling (1978) argue that
there is a weak relationship between innovativeness and the observ-
able behavior (time of adoption), used for its measurement. These
authors don’t agree that the time of adoption can be used to measure
innovativeness, since it ignores the social dynamic that character-
izes the diffusion process. To them, innovativeness is the degree to
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which individuals are open to new ideas and make their innovation
decisions independently from the communicated experience of
others. They consider it a trace of personality that may be referred
to as “innate innovativeness”, which acts on a more abstract level,
influencing a variety of behaviors in specific domains, including
the time of adoption of new products.

Another technique that has been used to measure innovativeness
refers to the “possession of new products”, that consists in deter-
mining how many products from a previously specified list an
individual bought until the time of the research.

The method also receives criticisms, due to the difficulty of
defining the categories of products selected, as well as the products
in a category. Recently, some authors have been proposing mea-
sures to consumer’s innovativeness in specific domains, in a
manner similar to the one used to measure attitudes, lifestyles and
personality, as proposed by Goldsmith and Flynn (1992), used for
this study.

The consumer’s innovation perception helps explain the dif-
ferent degrees of its adoption. According to the logic that, if
consumers perceive innovations in different ways, then their behav-
ior may also differ, Moore and Benbasat (1991) mention a construct
based on the perceptions that the consumers have of the character-
istics of an innovation.

Based on the studies of Rogers (2003), it can be verified five
perceived characteristics that influence the adoption of an innova-
tion. The relative advantage is the degree that one innovation is
perceived as being better than the previous; compatibility is the
degree to which an innovation is perceived as being consistent with
the actual values and needs and the previous experiences of its
potential adopters; complexity is the degree to which an innovation
is perceived as being difficult to use; observability is the degree to
which the results of an innovation may be observed by others, and;
trialability is the degree an innovation may be experimented before
the adoption of the product.

DECISION PROCESS AND CONSUMER GOALS
Rogers (2003) proposes a model for the decision process of

innovations that classifies five distinct phases through which the
adopter undergoes, from the moment he first gets to know about the
innovation to the point where he adopts and later confirms this
decision. It can be observed that the model, even though brings
great theoretical contributions, can’t adequately explain the deci-
sion maker’s psychological internal processes. When questioned
about the existence of empirical evidences on phases of his model,
the author claims that “it is impossible to have a definite answer,
because it is difficult for a researcher to prove internal psychologi-
cal processes of individual respondents” (Rogers 2003, 195). Actu-
ally, the model tries to reflect and theorize about the related topics
to each of the phases he proposes, presenting a broader perspective
of the process, but not specifically analyzing the consumers from
the psychological aspect.

Bettman, in his studies (e.g. Bettman et al. 1991, 1998),
handles the questions concerning the decision process based on the
goals the consumers try to accomplish in the process, so that his
contributions allow the comprehension of the mental strategies that
the consumers construct to decide the purchase, what can be
understood as a more specific view of the process.

Bettman, Luce and Payne (1998) suggested that the decision
process is inherently constructed, since the consumers can’t always
have well established preferences due to their limited capacity of
information processing. Instead, consumers build their preferences
for certain attributes when in need of making a choice.

Bettman (1979) proposed that consumers possess a hierarchy
of goals, which they try to accomplish during the decision process
of products or services and are pursued in most of the choice
contexts. These goals are based on the theory of rational decision,
in which consumers are motivated by the higher goal of maximizing
the adequacy of the choice. The premise that people search for
reasons to their choices derives especially from social psychology
and decision making literature, which claim that people have a
series of motives to justify their decisions, either for themselves or
for the others (Simonson 1989).

As social beings, people have a tendency to feel evaluated by
others and by themselves. Therefore, a satisfactory decision pro-
cess will be the one that the decision maker can identify clear
reasons to justify the final choice (Heitman et al. 2007). The need
to justify the decision to themselves reflects the desire to reinforce
their self-esteem, to anticipate regret and to be seen as rational
beings, with logical reasons to prefer one option instead of another
(Bettman et al. 1998).

Regarding external justification, Simonson (1989) argues that
the consumers tend to pick alternatives that seem to be more
justifiable to whom will evaluate their choices. This anticipated
evaluation of what others might think may be centered in the idea
that the decision maker is responsible of another, as a leader of
opinion for instance, or that the others will be observing and
evaluating their decision.

Luce, Bettman and Payne (2000) claim that, to some consum-
ers, the choice process may lead negative emotions; hence, consum-
ers tend to minimize it. These negative emotions are consequences
of the decision difficulty between two or more attributes and the
need to minimize the possibility of a negative experience derived
from a bad experience. In this sense, Simonson (1989) suggests that
the anticipation of regret is one of the main factors that guide the
final product choice.

On deciding over high technology products, considered more
complex due to the amount and variety of functionalities, the
consumers face the task of identifying the attributes that are
relevant. In this scenario, the experts tend to distinguish better
between really relevant information than consumers that lack as
much knowledge, and, so, they are able to identify appropriately the
attributes that differentiate the most interesting options (Heitman et
al. 2007). According to Bettman (1979), this behavior not only
reduces the cognitive effort required to make a decision, but also
allows consumers to identify the reasons for making an easier
decision.

METHODOLOGY
In order to explore the relationships between variables pertain-

ing the decision process, an exploratory qualitative methodology
was conducted. The methodology consisted in semi-structured
interviews, that contemplated well-tested aspects of thoroughly
tested scales used to measure the variables at hand in quantitative
approaches. The decision to use the quantitative scales as a basis to
building the interview scripts derived from the fact that the con-
structs studied had broad conceptualizations, while the use of the
scales guaranteed validity of the variables’ measurement, along
with the time-saving benefit. Only candidates that had purchased an
electronic product of personal use (e.g. cellular telephone, mp3
player, mp4 player, digital camera) in the three months preceding
the data collection were selected, since the authors believed that the
acquisition would reflect more clearly some of the research vari-
ables, but also because it was crucial that the product’s decision-
maker remembered various details in the decision process.
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Twenty-three interviews were conducted, of which nine where
buyers of cellular telephones, seven had recently bought mp3 and
mp4 players and seven decided upon the purchase of digital
cameras. The respondents’ ages varied between 16 and 60 years,
where 13 where male and 10 were female consumers.

About innovativeness, questions based on the studies of Gold-
smith and Flynn (1992), according to Midgley and Dowling (1978),
consider not only the consumer’s perception of time of adoption,
but also the amount of electronic equipment possessed, when the
consumer finds out about new equipments and related technologies,
buying behavior (utility, design, promotions), getting information
about the product, and the influence of the salesperson as well as the
store’s.

About the perceived characteristics of innovation, the studies
of Moore and Benbasat (1991) served as the guideline, vastly
referenced in the diffusion of innovation literature. According to
consumers’ goals, the authors decided to analyze three of them: the
justification of the decision and the anticipation of the regret, that
are used to reach a higher goal, the minimization of negative
experiences.

To obtain data on consumer’s goals, the work of Bettman,
Luce and Payne (1998) was utilized, complemented by the need to
justify the decision discussed by Simonson (1989) revolving ques-
tions on external justifications and respondents’ attitudes towards
justifying for themselves. This second type of justification was also
used to comprehend the need to avoid regret, measured comple-
mentarily based on studies of Tsiros and Mittal (2000) and Heitman,
Lehmann and Herrmann (2007).

All the interviews were recorded and the data analysis oc-
curred via content analysis technique (Bardin, 1979). First, the
focus resided on innovativeness, aiming to classify respondents in
three major groups: (a) innovators and early adopters; (b) early
majority, and; (c) late majority and laggards. The second phase
consisted in distinguishing precisely the group of each respondent,
specifically because in some situations there was doubt about the
classification of some of the participants. To solve this issue, as a
selection criterion, the authors verified the perceived characteris-
tics of innovation. According to this, the following classification
was obtained: 1 respondent was considered an innovator, 3 as early
adopters, 10 are classified as early majority, 7 as late majority and
2 were considered laggards.

The third phase of the analysis considered the decision pro-
cess, including a broad as well as a specific perspective, considering
the classification obtained in the previous phases. In other words,
the analysis of the decision process was executed for each of the
groups mentioned, classified in phases 1 and 2.

RESULTS

Innovativeness
Among the respondents, only one of them has been classified

as an innovator and three as the early adopters. These consumers not
only possess more innovative products but also constantly update
them and are aware of the innovations that are about to tap into the
market. Besides, they seem to work as a source of information to
their circle of friends, as can be observed in this passage: “My
friends come ask me about the products I purchased. I am used to
look up information frequently, because I am into technology, so
people often come ask me. If the equipment is useful to me, that’s
the one I’ll look for” (M., 27 years old).

The group considered as the early majority of adopters is
composed of 9 participants, and were classified in this group
because they are characterized for not immediately adopting the
product, but for waiting some time until they can verify the product

will be absorbed by the market: “I wait to see what happens, to make
sure the product will successfully enter the market, to find out how
the price settles and about the benefits they will offer along with the
product.”(A., 33 years old)

The analysis of the late majority, 7 respondents, suggests that
they purchase the product later than those in their social circle,
possess lesser innovative equipments or less than the average and
affirm to be aware of most recent technological innovations later
than most people. When asked about how they gather information
about products, most of them declare to count on their friends and
relatives. Many respondents in this group seem not to like or need
the help of the salespeople, as one interviewee mentioned: “I don’t
like when the salesperson comes to show me the products, except
when I have some doubt” (I., 27 years old).

Two respondents were classified as laggards, taking even
longer time to purchase, possess even less products and know very
little about them and never verify if they are available on the store.
Their main source of information is their friends and relatives, and
they hardly ever search actively for information. In fact, they even
seem upset when exposed to information, as we can see in the
following statement: “I like it when the salesperson shows me, but
only quickly. If he starts showing me other equipments, I get
annoyed” (D., 40 years old).

Consumers’ Goals
As observed by Bettman, Luce and Payne (1998), consumers

attempt to minimize the possibility of encountering a negative
experience and they do so by prioritizing two other goals: justifying
the choice to themselves and to others and anticipating the possibil-
ity of regretting the decision. Due to the dependency relationship
between these goals, the authors decided to focus in their analysis.
Nonetheless, considering the context of analysis, the authors real-
ized that these constructs were more relevant in consumers’ deci-
sion process. To innovators and early adopters, anticipating regret
seems to be especially related with searching for product informa-
tion, as mentioned by one of the respondents: “I look intensely for
information, I check that [information on new electronic equip-
ment] on an everyday basis”. (F., 35 years old)

The evaluation of the choice criteria seems to be objectively
accomplished, based on specific product aspects, and, as such, can
more easily justify their decision when compared to other consum-
ers. Regarding high technology products, considered complex due
to the amount and variety of functionalities, consumers face the task
of identifying the most relevant attributes. The innovation repre-
sents a strong technological dimension (Hirschman 1981), since its
adoption is related specially to the product’s performance charac-
teristics and new functionalities.

Since innovators are also considered experts on the object of
innovation, they tend to distinguish better real relevant information
than consumers with less knowledge, and are able to identify the
attributes that differentiate the most interesting options (Bettman
1979; Bettman et al. 1991; Heitman et al. 2007). According to
Bettman (1979), this behavior reduces cognitive effort required to
the decision-making, as well as easily identifies the reasons that
underlie the decision.

In addition, innovators and early adopters seem to anticipate
regret searching information about new equipment, and conse-
quently, can solve the choice trade-offs more easily, since, accord-
ing to Luce, Bettman and Payne (2000), they possess deeper
knowledge in order to compare and assess the alternatives, which
derives in minimizing negative emotions more easily. However,
because consumes’ goals are inherent to most decision processes
(Bettman et al. 1998), when they face a new product, mounted with
a several attributes, respondents classified as late majority appear to
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postpone the purchase decision until they obtain enough informa-
tion to feel safe in selecting the product. The literature on decision
process (e.g. Bettman et al. 1991, 1998) approaches this aspect and
argue that one of the reasons for such behavior is the fact that they
don’t have enough previous knowledge to evaluate the alternatives,
which makes it more difficult to determine the decision rules.

Therefore, differently than innovators and early adopters, the
group labeled early majority appears to bem more influenced by
actions in the store and by the media, due to their belief they are
anticipating regret and justifying the decision, specially to other
people, as mentioned by one of the participants: “I like it, I get more
comfortable, it’s a way of getting to know other models or even
more equipments, even if you don’t buy it right there, at least you
get to know about it… I like it, it’s great” (C., 25 years old).

However, due to their apparent reduced objective knowledge
to evaluate the choice, these consumers tend to use external aspects
such as the brand and the design, which doesn’t necessarily contrib-
ute for anticipating the regret. Some respondents claimed that
searching information after the purchase derives in discovering a
better product in the market: “I have looked for information after I
bought and I regretted the purchase. I felt frustrated… For knowing
I could have a better cell phone at hand” (R., 24 years old).

The analysis of the late majority group suggests anticipating
regret seems to imply examining information before the purchase,
especially through personal sources. After the purchase, 3 partici-
pants mentioned searching for more information, but this seems to
be related to the insecurity about making the best choice: “…and
then I start thinking: ‘what if I had looked some more for it?’ [in case
of a wrong decision]” (Z. 30 years old)

The analysis of these consumers also suggests that they tend to
justify their decision by the argument that the product corresponds
to their needs or by the fact they identified a favorable cost-benefit
situation. Also, it seems to be embedded in the decision processes
of this group evidences of concernment about other people’s
judgment: “If I saw someone with a better camera, I’d start doubting
my own choice” (M.F., 50 years old).

The late majority seems to simply avoid justifying their
decisions, or else they express some indifference towards other
peoples’ judgment about their choices: “If I saw someone with a
better mp3 player, I wouldn’t care and I’d keep satisfied with my
choice” (A., 28 years old).

Anticipating regret, to the laggards, seems to mean obtaining
just enough information in order to accomplish a decision, so that
it seems they don’t ponder about a lot of attributes. The insecurity
deriving from the fact that they depend on the information from
others to make their own decisions seems to make them select
simpler models, to simplify the process: “If I found out the choice
I made was stupid [in that case, a bad one], I’d get frustrated. But
since I was only looking for a simple cell phone, the chances of
messing up are smaller” (D., 40 years old).

Perceived Characteristics Of Innovation
Regarding the innovators’ and early adopters’ cognitive struc-

ture towards the decision goals, the data obtained suggests signifi-
cant influence of this cognitive structure on the way these consum-
ers evaluate the perceived characteristics of the innovation. The
specific literature (Gatignon and Robertson 1991; Rogers 2003) is
particularly solid on the fact that there is a positive relationship
between innovativeness and the perceived characteristics of inno-
vations. However, consumer goals reveal differences about the
arguments used by consumers to consider the product as an innova-
tion.

The innovators seem to perceive the product as an advantage
(relative advantage), evaluating especially the functional advan-

tage first, claiming this aspect to be the purchase justification they
use for themselves. The following passage exemplifies the idea:
“The [electronic] products I buy, I use. I use every function, and I
figure them out before the purchase, looking for more information
about them on the internet” (M., 27 years old)

The advantage, though, seems to be related to the innovator’s
social status, due to them serving as reference to others, and actually
being eager to perform this role, as mentioned by one respondent:
“When I buy something, I know what is the best product because I
have looked up a lot of information. People even come up to me to
ask me, and I think it is important to tell them what would be the
appropriate equipment to them” (M., 27 years old).

The innovation compatibility also seems to be used by innova-
tors and early adopters as a decision justification, especially consid-
ering the lifestyles and past experience: “I think it is compatible,
because I am a guy that likes technology and technological innova-
tion. I always have. So I think it is totally compatible” (F., 35 years
old).

Complexity, on the other hand, appears to be minimized by the
search of information about the equipment and the consumer’s
previous knowledge, familiarized with new technologies. To these
consumers, the easiness in utilizing the product’s functions may be
a way of justifying the purchase, not only for themselves, but also
to others. Besides, it seems to be a manner of avoiding regret, since
knowing how to use the equipment’s functionalities presupposes
utility, using this as a main choosing reason. Observability may also
be important to the innovators, according to the fact that they serve
as source of information to the ones around him. For that reason,
possibly, they believe it is important to be seen with modern
equipments, serving as a motive that justifies the decision.

The respondents labeled as early majority present as main
characteristic the fact that they postpone their decision until they
notice others consumers using the innovation. Regret mentioned by
some of the respondents may reflect some dissatisfaction with the
decision purchase, which influences negatively the perception
about relative advantage, either in economic, functional or social
status aspect (Rogers 2003). On the other hand, when these consum-
ers are able to avoid regret, the criteria used in assessing the product
are the main justification for the purchase. The next passage
exemplifies it: “I even thought about what other people would
think. At the moment, I thought: ‘Wow! I don’t want to be carrying
around this junk. I’d rather have something smaller, something a
little prettier” (R., 24 years old).

Mostly, the purchase criteria are design aspects, since this is
the main purchase justification, especially to others. In this sense,
observability becomes a fundamental characteristic that guides
consuming goals during the innovation’s decision process. “Yes,
people notice it. I notice it too! Don’t take this the wrong way, but
I like technology, and I’m always looking out for new stuff, and one
of the ways to do it is by checking out people’s cell phones. I think
there is a lot of status going on… People tend to relate their
equipment with their status” (A., 32 years old).

The innovation’s compatibility of one’s needs and lifestyle
with the trialability of the innovation appears to be as important to
this group as to the previous group. The difference lies in the way
the innovation is evaluated in these two factors. The people in this
group mentioned that the product is compatible with aspects related
to other people, having a modern equipment, being updated and be
seen as such. One of the respondents declared: “Oh, yeah. This cell
is very compatible with my lifestyle, listening some music, taking
some pictures with my friends… It’s great to have such a new cell,
it’s pretty modern, isn’t it?” (A., 19 years old)

Trialability seems to come as a result of handling their friends’
equipments, because this is a relevant source of information to these
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consumers, since it is a characteristic of the innovation that serves
to anticipate the regret in purchasing and, consequently, minimiz-
ing a possible negative experience deriving from product utiliza-
tion.

Despite not considering the purchased equipment as complex,
this group of respondents admit not knowing how to use some of the
most advanced functions, because they don’t use it. A possible
explanation for this behavior relies on the fact that the first choice
criterion is design, prioritizing the products that look more modern,
and that most of the times have functions that most consumers don’t
know. However, it seems possessing this equipment has benefits
like social status. “There are some things here that I still don’t know
how to use, like Bluetooth, for example. I haven’t ever used. I think
I should know some more about it, but I don’t actually use it. That’s
why I don’t even try to find out…” (N., 23 years old)

Finally, the group containing respondents labeled as late
majority and laggards, declares the existence of compatibility
between the equipment purchase and their personal needs, possibly
due to the small expectations preceding the purchase of the device.
On this characteristic resides the justification for the lacking of
trialability before the purchase: “I only checked out the main
menu… I didn’t really check it out much… But that didn’t embar-
rass me… Actually, I didn’t really want to try it out! I had already
made up my mind. I ended up learning my way through after I
bought it, as I went along with it…” (D., 40 years old)

In this group, there are no evidences of a consensus on the
complexity with using the equipment, with some consumers men-
tioning the use of manuals and other informational sources in order
to redeem difficulties in using the device. Some participants state
having pondered about the products’ easiness: “On using my cell,
that is pretty basic, I don’t think so… I guess I know how to do
everything I need to. But sometimes I see some people with cell
phones that seem really hard to figure out. I guess I wouldn’t wanna
buy any of those…” (D., 40 years old)

Observability, however, is an aspect that seems to be con-
firmed by this group of consumers. The next statement exemplifies
it: “Yes, obviously [on the idea of people judging other people’s
equipments]. There is an image being projected when someone is
using a camera. It is important to consider this, but it is not as
important as some other stuff. If I had some worse camera, I would
still use it. I wouldn’t stop using it.” (I., 26 years old)

DISCUSSION
The contribution of this research is, not only in verifying the

relationship proposed by the literature between innovativeness and
perceived characteristics of the innovation, but also exploring the
basis of this relationship, through the analysis of the consumer goals
proposed by Bettman, Luce and Payne (1998).

In analyzing consumer goals along with the different levels of
innovativeness and perceptions of the innovation, evidences indi-
cate that they represent a source of minimization of possible
negative experience derived from the decision.

The analysis of the innovativeness indicated that, differently
from the late majority and laggards, early adopters seem to be as
interested in the product as innovators, even though they don’t feel
as confident about the decision-making. Apparently, they strongly
feel the need of personal and experimental sources of information,
beyond the commercial ones. They tend to check if the product is
being used by other consumers. Compared to the former group, this
group seems to avoid risk at a higher degree, explaining their need
to wait and confirm the product’s acceptance by the market. Luce,
Bettman and Payne (2000) suggest that consumers with greater risk
avoidance tend to postpone the purchase until they feel sufficiently

safe and, consequently, their goal of minimizing negative experi-
ence becomes even more relevant.

Therefore, the innovators and early adopters apparently tend
to evaluate attributes based on technical aspects of the product,
justifying the purchase of an equipment relatively more complex in
an easier manner than the other consumers. In this sense, the
innovation performs a strong role in the technological dimension
(Hirschman 1981), since its adoption is related primarily to charac-
teristics of its performance and its new functionalities. Besides, the
literature (Bettman 1979; Bettman et al. 1991; Heitman et al. 2007)
argues that as soon as consumers reduce the cognitive effort
required to accomplish the decision, they are able to identify the
reasons for that decision easily.

The indifference about the innovation of the late majority and
the laggards derives possibly from different consumer goals com-
pared to other groups. These consumers simply are not interested
for this type of innovations, what opens the possibility for more
studies on the psychographic profile to comprehend their behavior.

As the literature indicates (Gatignon and Robertson 1991;
Rogers 2003), the higher the degree of innovativeness, the more
positive the perception of the innovation. However, as predicted by
the study, the consumption goals influence the way these character-
istics are evaluated. Therefore, the relative advantage to the inno-
vators and early adopters appears to be is functional and social, due
to serving as a source of information to the other consumers. The
early majority, on the other hand, seem to perceive social prestige
deriving from being seen as users of modern equipments, with an
updated design, denoting the importance of observability.

The data suggests that the evaluation of this group on trialability
is a consequence of the experience in handling their friends’
equipments, since this is a relevant source of information to this
group of consumers, serving as a mechanism of anticipating regret
from the purchase, and, subsequently, minimizing a possible nega-
tive experience derived from the product’s utilization.

To late majority and laggards, there is no trace of positive
perception about the characteristics of innovation, possibly be-
cause, once they purchase the product, there always seems to be a
modern equipment available in the market. This behavior also
appears to reflect the goal of avoiding regret with the purchase.
However, this group also postpones the purchase due to the lack of
interest in the product.

CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS
This study attempted to contribute theoretically to compre-

hension of the decision process of products considered relatively
complex to consumers, especially due to the variety of attributes
and options available. This context provided the adequate scenario
for analyzing consumers’ goals (e.g. Bettman et al. 1991; Bettman
et al. 1998) and their influence on consumers’ decision and percep-
tion of innovation.

The research encountered evidences of the adoption process of
complex products as driven by consumer goals that motivated the
acquisition of innovations. However, how these goals are reached
apparently differ according to their innovativeness. The rules used
by the consumers to make decision possibly depend on the nature
of the product, the social context of its use, the motivations and
interests of the decision-makers, and their cognitive capacity
(Heitman et al. 2007; Payne et al. 1993). Hence, due to advances of
recent personal use technologies, that converge diverse equipments
into a single device, one of the most challenging issues for the
companies that act in these segments is to comprehend the consum-
ers’ decision process.
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It is important to emphasize, however, that this study is
fundamentally exploratory and, thus, these findings are inconclusive.
Moreover, despite the advantages offered by the qualitative research,
this one has clearly some limitations such as the generalization of
results in field. Further research can corroborate quantitatively the
results presented, or can explore even more deeply the structure of
the relationships proposed in this study.
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ABSTRACT
The aim of this study is to analyze how the introduction of new

attributes, generally considered complex, affects the adoption of
high technology products by consumers. As such, the relationships
between personal characteristics and the interpersonal influences
of consumers have been evaluated, considering the difficulties of
decision making in the adoption of technological innovations in
cellular phones. There were two stages to the field research: the first
was qualitative, with in-depth interviews with consumers and
professionals in the field of cellular telephones; the second was
quantitative, involving 303 university students aged 17 to 25 who
owned a cellular phone. The results obtained show that the indepen-
dent variables analyzed had a great deal of influence on the adoption
of new generation telephones. The moderating variable “Difficulty
to Decide” had a relatively heavy influence on the adoption of
innovations in cellular phones.

INTRODUCTION
Nowadays, technological innovations are happening at an

impressive rate. It is often the case that when a person finally learns
how to use a product, it becomes obsolete and is superseded by a
more advanced version. In some cases, the speed of the launching
of novelties is faster than their diffusion and familiarization. More-
over, gadgets that once had few functions and only a few buttons to
press have become much more complex with the introduction of
new features. A certain amount of effort is directed in learning how
to use the gadget before all these new functions can be properly
used.

In this sense, the introduction of new or even completely
unknown attributes in gadgets, which make them complicated to
use, may lead the consumer to perceive a dichotomy concerning the
novelty, and this can be positive or negative. This perception,
together with the personal and emotional characteristics of the
consumer, can affect whether the product will be adopted: the
consumer may believe that the innovation is too complex and that
it would take a great deal of effort to learn how to use it and that the
product is not worth buying. or; he may also be in doubt as to
whether he should postpone the purchase and find out more about
it or wait for a friend to buy the product and reduce his uncertainty.

The main aim of this study is to analyze how far personal
characteristics, perceived characteristics and interpersonal influ-
ences and difficulty to decide affect the adoption of technological
cell phone innovations by young people, according to the diffusion
paradigm of innovation adoption by consumers of Gatignon and
Robertson (1991).

DIFFUSION PARADIGM OF INNOVATIONS
AMONG CONSUMERS

There are several definitions of innovation in the diffusion
literature . Rogers (2003, p. 12) defines innovation as “an idea,
practice or object that is perceived as new by an individual or other
unit of adoption”. He also states that it matters little whether an idea
is objectively new or not; what really matters is the reaction of an
individual, i.e., if the idea is new to him, then it is an innovation.

To overcome the gap found in studies about diffusion among
consumers, Gatignon and Robertson (1985) introduced a new
theoretical proposal to advance in these studies and developed a
model of the diffusion process. To formulate their model, Gatignon
and Robertson (1991) used Rogers’ fundamental concepts of the
diffusion theory as a basis. Therefore, the main elements of the
diffusion paradigm are: innovation and its characteristics; the social
system within which the innovation is diffused; the diffusion
process that occurs; the adoption process by the individual con-
sumer; the interpersonal influence that is transmitted; personal
characteristics of the innovators and other adopters; the marketing
strategy for the innovation and competitive activities within the
product category. According to the authors, the model is not
exhaustive and more interactions may take place. Each construct
may also be prepared in a more complete way.

In this study, we analyze personal characteristics (familiarity,
expertise, prior knowledge and the tendency to innovate), per-
ceived characteristics and interpersonal influences. To the para-
digm, we have added another element: Difficulty to Decide. This is
a measuring variable. The rationale behind including this variable
is to verify how the affective aspects of Difficulty to Decide
influence the decision-making process. According to Souza (2002),
there are few academic studies that investigate the role of emotions
in behavior when it comes to the adoption of technology.

Familiarity is an important characteristic in the adoption of
innovations. Alba and Hutchison (1987) define this concept as “the
number of experiences with related products that have been accu-
mulated by the consumer” (p. 411).

Johnson and Russo (1984) studied the impact of consumers’
familiarity on their capacity to seek and learn new information.
When consumers evaluate every alternative they have, familiarity
facilitates learning. However, when consumers are instructed to
choose an alternative, a higher degree of familiarity results in a
limited search and less learning of new information. This is also
confirmed in the study of Anderson and Jolson (1980).

Consumer knowledge is an important construct, being utilized
to understand the behavior of those seeking information (Brucks,
1985; Rao & Sieben, 1992) and processing consumer information
(Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Bettman & Park, 1980; Johnson &
Russo, 1984, Rao & Monroe, 1988). Park, Mothersbaugh and Feick
(1994) analyzed the evaluation of consumer knowledge, which may
be relative to information concerning the product or some previous
experience with it. According to these authors, knowledge can be
objective or subjective. Objective knowledge is “accurate informa-
tion about a class of products stored in the memory in the long term”
(p.71). Self-assessed or subjective knowledge is “people’s percep-
tion of what or how much they know about a class of products” (p.
71). This separation of knowledge into two constructs was also
done by Brucks (1985), Park and Lessig (1981) and recognized by
Wood and Lynch (2002).

The results of the study by Park, Mothersbaugh and Feick
(1994) demonstrate that evaluation of knowledge is based more on
memory of experience with a product (through a search for infor-
mation about the product, use of the product and/or ownership of the
product) than on memory of information about the product.


