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* ABSTRACT
This research is designed to examine whether Venkatraman's (1989) communicative
adopter concept is applicable to dynamically confinuous innovations, in this case,
Graphic User Interface (GUI) compﬁter software. Subjects were undergraduate
marketing students and were given a 64-item scale modeled after Venkatraman's (1989)
64-item scale measuring the same constructs used by Venkatraman. A cluster analysis
was used to determine group membefship utilizing scores on opinidn leadership and
adoptive behavior subscales. As in Venkatraman’s (1989) research, four clusters
formed: Opinion Leader, Adopter, Communicative Adopter (those scoring high in both
- opinion leadership and adoptive behavior), and “other” (those scoring low in both).
These clusters were compared on the same diffusion of innovation constructs used by
Venkatraman (1989) using analysis of variance (ANOVA). The communicative
adopter group was found to be significantly different than all other groups on all
constructs except homophily. The results further extend research in this area and
provide suprrt for theory development. Issues with respect to managerial

implications, such as market segmentation strategies, are discussed.
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CHAPTER ONE h
In}troductionl
The process by which new products and ideas are accepted and then diffused
through a society has receii/ed cpiisiderable research attention.(Baumgarten, 1975 :
Gatignon and Robertson, 1985; Robertsen, 197_1; Venkatraman, 1989). .This ccncept,
calied.the Diffusion of Innovations,. has been identified by Rogers (1983) as having two
major characteristics: (1) the innovcitor or early adopter in the life cycle who is.

responsible for the initial censumption or application of a new product, and (2) the

- opinion leader who diffuses product information and usage experiences to his/her

surrounding peer group culture.

The ’majority of past research on the relationship between adoptive behavior and
| opinion leadership has examined the diffusion of innovation process with regard to
" discontinuous product innovations. A discontinuous innovation is a new product that
involves the establishment of new consumption patterns and the creation of previously
unknown products (Robertson, 1971). This type of innovation typically follows the
hierarchy of effects, high-involvement model. In this model, the consumer moves
through a series of steps, from awareness and information gather‘ing to preference and
attitude development, then eventually to an observable behavior, such as trial of the
product. This type of innovation would also require significant changes in existing
attitudes and behaviors on the part‘ of the adopter (Robertson, 1971). Examples of

discontinuous innovations include computers and microwave ovens. In contrast, a



 recent study by Venkatraman (1989) examined the similarities and differences of
: o opinion leaders and adopters with a continuous innoyation. This type of innovation is
o characterlzed by no 'n'ew change in either p’roduc_t-_type’ or', existing purchasing behavior,

"af'ld. it is usually a product that requires a low level of purchaSing involvement.

" Continuous innovations include new fashions, new restaurants, and sparkling water.

,':’Ro,be,rtSOn ‘(197-‘1)' believes that the diffusion of new ,innov;ations' are not
__dic.hotomized into either a continuous or a discontinuous category. Rather, he posits -
- thata contmuum exists for classifying new product innovations by how continuous or-

di'sconti'nuous,thei'rﬂ,_effects are on establ’ishedconsumption patterns. Consequently, he

A ; " f1dent1f1es a thlrd category of product 1nnovat1on that is located between the two

" f:"‘extremes of thlS contmuum ThlS category 1s referred to as a dynamlcally contmuous N

i : »mnovatwn and is descrrbed by Robertson (1971) as an 1nnovat10n 1nvolv1ng the

e , creatlon of a new product or the alteratron of an ex1st1ng one, but w1thout dramat1cally
o altermg ex1st1ng consumptlon patterns E‘)ra‘rnples of this type o‘_f 1nnovat1on »‘would. )
1nclude the push button telephone electrlc toothbrushes and mountam blkCS

- . MOSt ,of thef past resea'rch hasvexa‘mlned the D1ffus10n of Innovatron wrth re-spect

only to oprmon leadershlp and adoptrve behavror characterlstlcs However a study by

: Venkatraman (1989) usmg a contmuous mnovatron revealed that in movie- gomg .
beha_yior the opinion leader and adop_ter groups merge to form a third group, called o
“coMunica-tiVe adopters. » Comrnunicatiye adopters are those who scored highon

v both the opinion’leadership and the adop_tive behavior scales. And from a marketing '



' managemeﬁt perSpecti\}e, this group of consumers is important to identify because they
will not only be among the first to purchése a partiéular product category, but they will
also be instfumental in dviffu,sin.g product-related information and opinions to other

| potential consﬁmers. | |

'Res‘e'arch_' Goals

. This study attempts to complément and extend the previous research in the area

‘ ”,Of commﬁr_ﬁcétive adoptef theory by,examiniﬁg the r’elétionships betwéen'opinion ’
leadership and adoptive behavior for adenamically continuous innovation. Graphic
Use;r Interface (GUI) computer softwafe is the 'dynamically' continuous ‘vinnovation
chosen for ‘stud'y. GUI softwaré refers to either Microsoft Wi'ndows‘ or Apple
Macintosh soft_waire programs, but:_doe.s- nvot‘inclu.de traditional DOS sthwafe packages. -

Spécifical}y, the resear‘ch“obje_gtvives are as follows: v
1. Té'review the cdnsuffler opin‘i.on lvéadé.rship,‘ adopter, and communicative
| a%ldﬁtér 1itéfatﬁr,e_ 1n »r-elationjt{i)v dynamiéally conﬁﬁuous_ mnovatlons . |
| 2. To construct the scales us.'ed‘iri communicative vadop‘ter studiés for GUI
'computer. software and to evaluate the'séaie’s p_sychometric propérties, such és
 reliability and factorialv\ialijdity. ' |
3. To exa_m_iné the relationship betWéén opinion leadership, adopter behaviof v |
and comumcativé adopter beﬁéﬁor with regard to ofher constructs identifiéd as
| réleyaﬁt by past liferature'. '

4. To present implications for marketing 'management.



CHAPTER TWO
'_Review of the Research and Théoretical Literature
This study‘ enﬁaﬁces th'e deyeloping theory underlying the communicative
adopter segment. The evolx}ing nature of this theory is examined in this literature
review,} which is diVided into three ‘sectiohs: 1) opinjoh leadership and adoptive

~ behavior, 2) innovative communicators, and 3) communicative adopters.

* Opinion Leadership and Adoptive Behavior
| The‘ ﬁsychological characteristics that undérlie the constructs of opinion

leadefship and adoptive behavior vary depending on the perspective from which they
are being examined (Venkatraman, 1989). Fqllowing the Diffusion of Innovation
perspective, opinion leadershiﬁ is defined as the "degree to which an indi;/idual is able
inforﬁlaliy to inﬂuénce other individuals' attitudes or évert behavior in a desired way
with relative fréqﬁéncy" ‘(Rogers, 1983, p. 271). Past diffﬁsion research indicates that

the characteristics of opinion leaders include intemersonal influence,
intercc'm‘nectédness‘,.and ho‘mophily» (Rogers, 1983; Yenkatraman, 1989).‘ Interpersonal
influence refer’s ‘to‘ fhe degree to which a bperson influences other people's opinions
about their attitudes and purchasing behavior for a parti’culaf product.
1nteréonnectedhe§s‘ means the degree to Wthh respondents are} linked_ to other peer-

v related groupsby interpérsonal netwofké. quophjly. fefers’.td the degree to whichv
: réspoﬁdents afg sirgilar to each other on cer’téin attributes, such as socioeconomic

backgrounds and career aspirations. -



“ anéerning the 'construCt'ovf adoptive behavior, the diffusiqn perspeéiive defines
adetéfs as peoplé "who are relatii?ely eélx“ly‘ in adopting an innbvatioﬁ, as compared to -
f‘othér members of the social system" (Rogers, 1983, p. 127). Opinion leaders and |
adopters afe similar in socioecbnonﬁc status and in seeking media sources of
information. They differ in that‘adop'ters are risk seekers and change seekers, whereas
opinion leaders conform»more fo the social system and are more interconnected than
adopters (Rogers, 1983). As Venkatraman (1989) posits in her movie-going resezirch,
"opinion leaders may go to a movie because they believe someone may want their
opiﬁion on it or because it may be a topic of conversation at social gatherings. For
adopters, on the other hand, the personal motives may be more important; they go to
movies simply because they enjoy going to movies or because they have great interest
in and knowledge about movies" (Venkatraman, 1989, p. 54).

‘Following the marketing perspective, opinion leaders are characterized by
influence, interpersonal word-of-mouth communication, expertise, and innovative
behavior (Feick and Price, 1987; Myers and Robertson, 1972). It is also believed that
opinion leaders have an enduring involvement with a product class, which motivates
them to seek and share information with others (Bloch and Richins, 1983; Corey, 1971;
Venkaframan, 1989). Therefore, it is relevant to examine opinion leaders in terms of
enduring involvement, influence, expertise, and information sharing.

With regard to adopters, consumer behavior literature indicates that they seem

to be more innovative than others in their peer group, and they adopt a new innovation



AN characterlstlcs such. a;s- a ‘consumer-

: f‘more»qurckly than others to the extent they possess certam s1tuat10nal and consumer o

ndurmg 1nvolvement w1th the product the extent 5

R of product class use and the soc1oeconomrc status of the consumer (V enkatraman o

S .‘1989) Adopters seem to'be‘more endur1ngly 1nvolved w1th seek more mass medra L

B 1nformat10n about and more heavrly consume a product class than nonadopters

o (Bloch Sherrell and Rldgway, 1986 Mldgley, 1978 Taylor 1977) Nonadopters are B

o those who drffuse mnovatrons dlfferently than adopters mcludmg oplmon leaders

2 Thus 1t 1s nnportant to compare oplmon leaders and adopters in terms of mﬂuence e

o :-_,expert1se mformatron sh‘ rmg, mformatron seekmg, frequency of usmg a partlcular_l‘-_‘} L

S "product and endurmg 1nvolvement in the use of a partlcular product These

L . fcomparrsons’ consequently, w1ll allow the s1m11ar1t1es between the two groups to be -

: n.‘:-1dent1f1ed

Y Innovatrve Commumcators

i Although the trad1t10nal marketmg perspectlve on the dlffl.lSlOl‘l of mnovatlons

. _x_‘;held that only two groups oplmon leaders and adopters were respons1ble for the _ |

e “jf}_'drffusron of new products'(Myers and Robertson 1972 Taylor 1977) research by

g Baumgarten (1975) and Venkatraman (1989) show that a umque th1rd group ex1sts who R

S 'are hrgh 1n both oplmon leadershlp and adoptlve behavror Th1s group 1s partlcularly

B ; zrelevant to marketers because they typrcally drffuse new products more qu1ckly and are Teatiags

o w‘usually more :eas11y 1dent1f1ed (Venkatraman 1989) In makmg the comparlsons L

: t‘_} between oprmon leaders and adopters, Baumgarten (1975) d1v1ded hlS sample mto those




who were high, medium, or low on‘opin,ion_ leadership and on adoptive behavior.
Those who scored high on opihion leadership and highon adoptive behavior were
termed "innovative communicators. " Those scoring high on the opinion leadership
| ~scale and adopter behavior scale were termed opinion ieaders and adopters, |

| respectiVely, ‘and all the other respondents ‘were classified as "others" (not high on

: either SCale). He found a difference between .lthe "innotfative communicators" and the |
"others" groups on ‘demographics, social activ.ities, mass media exposure, and
psychOIOgical andb sociopolitical attitude factors.

However, additional findings on the innovative communicator segment were
inconsistent. Hirschman and Adcock '(1‘977) extended Baumgarten’s research by
.eXamining the differences among " inno‘rative communicators," opinion leaders,

v vadopters, -andk ':'others."“ They found'few. nleaningful.di‘fferences between these groups

| on varia'b’.les.‘ that rncluded demographlc, sociographic, and r‘nedia usage characteristics.. |
Communicative Adopters | | |

g Venkatraman (1989), based on Banmgarten's (1975) and ’Hirschman's et al.

(1977) work, conducted a cluster analysis of 317 student movie goers that revealed four
clusters: opinion leaders (those scoring high on the opinion leadership scale), adopters
(those scoring’-hig.h on the adopter scaie), communicative adopters (those scoring high
on hoth opinion leadership and on‘ adoptit/ebehavior scales), and others. ' Venkatraman
(1989) used the term "cornrnunic_ative adopters " which BaUmgarten (1975) called

"innovative communicators" because she believed that it was the adoption status, not



S the finnoVatiVenessvofi}indi}viduals »that }Wafs_ b_eing measured‘. She 'th‘en' examinedthe' -
= 'difference-between these clusters. Based on the »diffusion'literature ‘the differences’ :
- Were explalned 1n terms of homophlly, mterconnectedness and motrves for seemg

: .'mov1es And w1th regard to the consumer behav1or hterature the dlfferences were . |

L § 3deﬁned 1n‘_ﬁterms of endurmg mvolvement mﬂuence expertlse and 1nformat10n

= 'sharrng ’ .Smlth and Tlmpany (1991) in a rephcatlon of Venkatraman S (1989) study,

S i 'also found evrdence of the commumcat1ve adopter group w1th regard to mov1e gomg

) behavror Also a workmg paper by Smlth and Tlmpany (1994) exammed personal

R computer behavror a drscontmuous 1nnovat10n Usmg an adapted vers1on of the scale o

-used by Venkatraman (1989) they also 1dent1ﬁed the commumcatrve adopter group

i .those who scored h1gh on both oplmon leadershlp and adoptrve behavror
s v'Subseduently, srmllar results were found when comparmg the adopter oplmon leader
o K: and commumcatrve adopter groups wrth regard to other relevant d1ffus1on constructs
l{oweyer the majorrty of the past commumcatlve adopter research has been »-' - ':
i ‘conducted usmg e1ther contmuous or d1scont1nuous mnovatlons That is, no marketmg' -
S Vstudy has compared oprmon leaders .adopters ‘and communlcatrve adopter segments

"f;_}._f']usmg a dynamrcally contlnuous 1nnovat10n product category The research questlon

Wthh follows 1s therefore whether the same groups found m the Venkatraman (1989)

."{i,"'study_» can also be 1dent1f1ed when usmg a dynamlcally contmuous product category




Hypotheses
This. study eXamiﬁéd ihe fiolldv_\}ii;ghypo_thesésv:
N Hlv: bItwas hypot’hesbized‘tl‘lat __the opiﬁion léade’r énd. the adopter groups would
‘merge t§ form the ’éomr’nuhicativé adopter group ﬁsing GUI computer Sbftware,
’ é dYﬁaIﬁically'- coritinuous innovatioh, as thé productvcatvegor‘y.
H,: It was hyéothesized‘that the communicative ado_ptef group would havé
signifiééntly greater énduringv involvéfneﬁt, influence, expertisé, on—g‘o"ing
infdrmétion seeking, inforfnatién shaﬁﬂg, and frequency of product usage than |

the adopter, opinion leader, or “other” groups.



CHAPTER THREE
vaetho.dology
The purpose of th1s chapter is to describe the design used to carry out the
: research ObJeCtIVCS Five sectlons comprlse this chapter, each developmg a dimension
of the method used to: conduct this study. The sections are: 1) Design, 2) Sample 3)
‘Selection of the Product Category., 4) Justif.ication of the Product’s Irlnovation Type, 5)
_Measures, and 6) frocedure.
Design
Because this study was a replication and extension, it utilized the survey
_research desigrl developed by';V ehkatr_aman (‘19‘89).: A cluster analysis was performed
~using SCores on the opinion leadership and adoptivevbehavior scales, and the
independent variablev&‘/a‘s»the diffusion of innor/ation condition ‘formed by the cluster
ahalysis. The four expected conditions were: opirlion leader, adopter, communicative
adopter, and other. The dependent measures were the scores on each of the construct
subscales: endurirlg involvemeht, irlfluence,. expertise, ihformatiOn sharing, on-going
- information seeking, frequency of GUI software use, 'personal motives for using GUI
software, social motives forusiug GUi computer software, ‘intercohnec_tedness, and
,hom‘ophily. Group comparisons were made for each of the diffusion of innovation
conditions topinioh leader, adopter, communicative adopter, and other) across each of

- the constructs.

10



- Sample

R Thesubjectsm preyious.'communicatiye adopte‘r res’earch Were' umversrty :
o : students Therefore the subjects for the present study were 332 students from the . }'" e
e - Cahforma State Umvers1ty, San Bernardmo campus and between the ages of 18—50

' :'f,jyears Students 1n undergraduate marketrng classes were glven an opportumty to :

o part1c1pate 1n the study A sample s1ze between 300 400 Was sought Thrs number of

B subJects not only approxnnates the Venkatraman (1989) study, Wthh consrsted of 329 -

- sub_]ects but also exceeded the recommended number of subjects needed to attarn a IS
| _po‘jwer_ level of .80w1th a med‘_rum‘ | effe_ct‘srze (Cohen,» 1:977). That_rs,"a _sample vsrze‘
“of 260 or more' W111 present .-an"_SO’pe'rc"ent 'probability that- the' communicative adopter .

: group, 1f 1t does ex1st W111 be found w1th a medlum effect s1ze

Selecuon of the Product Categorv 3_‘.-_?‘:" e SRR

| Robertson (1971) descrrbes vthree types of mnovatlons contmuous dynamlcally -
: r‘contlnuous‘ and dlscontmuous The maJor factor determtmng under Wthh type of .
3 '_bvlnnov.atron group a partrcular product category would fall rs to what e)rtent estabhshed
B .fconsumptron.-patterns‘are altered.,» »Specrfrcally, contlnuous_lnnovatlons cause .11tt1e or no..
| .dlsruptlon of exrstmg behavroral patterns and usually myolve the modrfrcatron of an
exrstrng product vDrscontmuous mnovatlons on  the other hand requlre the e
) : estabhshment of new consumptlon patterns as Well asa new product Dynamlcally |

. _contmuous mnovatrons then are products that cause some dlsruptron in exrstmg



behaviorai patférns, but may either be a new product §r a modification to an existing
one. |

~ Computer software as a prodﬁct category is, of course, not a new product. GUI
software, though, is a modification to the traditional DOS-based s‘oftware, - And the-
introduction of GUI computer software (Apple Macintosh software énd Windows
software for DOS-based systems) most certainly did lead to a significant change in
éxisting patterns of personal computing behavior. Thus, Graphic User Interface

computer software meets the criteria of a dynamically continuous innovation.

Justification of the ProduCt’s Innovation Type

Robertson (1971) expanded the traditional dichotomous perspective of
innovations. He described new innovations on a theoretical continuum from continuous
to diécontinuous innovations, with dynami;aliy continuous innovations comprising the
area in the middle of the continuum. Before the inception of this continuum, product
categories that were neither éontinuéus nor discontinuous innovations were theoretically
unaccountéd for. Hencé, the addition of the dynamically continuous innovation to the
diffusion model allows any product category to be placed on the continuum, based on
its innovation characteristics. |

This study used a product category that intuitiyely fit into the theoretical
definition of a dynamically continuous innovation. However, in order to give objective
“confirmation as t§ the dyhémiéally continuous status of the chosen pr‘dduct category

* (GUI computer software), a 12-jtem scale was constructed (Appendix A). Rogers

12



(1961) descrlbed five characterlstlcs of 1nnovat10ns relatlve advantage compat1b111ty,
‘ complexrty tr1a1ab111ty, and observablhty Fhegel and Kivlin (1966) expanded thrs list
to mclude factors such as f1nanc1a1 cost, soc1a1 coﬂst,} and percelved risk assoc1ated with
theuse‘-o'f the prOduct.i Additional factors regarding understandability; required .
| ‘ benayioral change,_-‘ease of use ,’ and pr'e-purchase ‘i.nforrna_tion seek‘ing kwere added to the
‘scate. ‘» | o 5 | |
The scale was adrninistered to‘ 37 undergraduate’marketing.v students VVand eacn
i respondent was asked to Judge 6 product c.ategorles 1nc1ud1ng GUI computer software
on each of the 12 1nnovat10n factors A 5-p01nt Likert scale format was used “The
; mean scores for _each .product c_ategory_and the re11ab11‘1_ty“ estrmate of the scale can be

found in Table 1.

TABLE 1

‘ IN NOVATION QUESTIONNAIRE MEAN SCORES FOR SIX PRODUCT CATEGORIES (n= 37
. ~INNOVATION L MEAN SCORE
.Toothpaste R _ R, 1.97
Movies . _-_’2.38:
 Restawrants 255
Fashions ' ' 259
'Graphic User Interface Software 3.8
Personal Computers =~ 39
ALPHA COEFFICIENT .88 B

" The means of each of the product categories in Table 1 create a rank order in
terms of »innovation type, where the products with the lower means are more continuous

and the products with higher means are more discontinuous. - The rank order

13



' estabhshedby this -‘scalv‘g;indic'atés_ ir-lz,si‘r‘ni'larify té pfei}ious déScriptionS obf vthe’se' ,
products (¢X¢cpf GUI cofnf)uter softx&are) m diffu_sion research (Vchkdtraman,_ 1989;
Smlthand T1mpany,1994) Spegi_‘fica.llly,v toothpaste, movies, restaufants, and fashions
3 co_mpr}ise‘ pfodﬁcﬁ catég;)ﬁr:i"g"s atthe éont:inuéus: end éf the theoreti¢al conﬁnuum, and
X the‘se‘“ca-tegovr‘ies .bécome more and more disébntihﬁbus 1n the orde'ri listed. Conversely,
: pérsb.ﬁalviéomv[;utervs have vbveverlll identifié(in aé Aa disconﬁinuous product _(Sﬁlith and
Tirnpany, 1994)’. ' The fesuits of this ’-scale‘plac_e.s GUI computer software as less
éonﬁﬁuous ‘than personal (v:o:mputersr but more cvlliscontinuo‘u»s’as new fashions.r The
- pfoximity 6f ”theGVI\JI' software cafego;y to the persohal computer category is expécted
b¢cau‘se 'b‘oth ére c.(‘)m’pu‘ter ‘products. The plos.,iti(v)n_of GUI computer software on the
| fhéorétical continuum feiati\fe to the othér prqducts tested, therefore,b giveé additional
L evidehCe that GUI ’computer softwa_re_is a dynamically continuous pfoduct category.
 Measures |
Childers' k(;l986) version of the King and Summers (1970) gcal‘e was used to
measure 0pinion> leadership due to its established convefgent and discriminant validity
properties (Yavas and Riecken, 1982; Childers, 1986). The remainder of the survey
‘ﬁtilized,the same items and constructs as those used in Venkatraman's (1989) sfudy of
~ movie-going behévior. These scales have demonstrated strong reliability coeffic’ientsb
and hav¢ been Sﬁown to have evidence of factorial validity (Smith and Timpany, 1994).

However, due to the nature of differences between movies and graphic user interface
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 computer softv’x}are;“\ite_rns_iwilklfbe reWorked’ to fit GUI computer software ‘usage' R

~ behavior.

L Thefsurvey' consvis‘ted of 10 COHStructs"and are definefdiin -Table' 2. :i;Most of these -

k ‘Homophily

‘ 'other students on certain attributes such as
ol soc1oeconomlc backgrounds and career

. o e T ABLE 9.
; DEFINITIONS AND CITATIONS FOR THE SUBSCALE CONSTRUCTS USED IN THE STUDY.
CONSTRUCT .| #OF DEFINED 1. CITATION
, | ITEMS | .
B Opinion Leadership‘ 7 One who drffuses product 1nformat10n and Childers’ (1986) T
. | usage experrences to h1s/her surroundlng peer | version of the King . |
~ | group culture. - |-and Summers (1970)f’
e -] scale
Adoptive b_eha‘vior R 4 One who is responsrble for the 1n1t1a1 Midgley and
" ’ " | consumption or application of a new product. Dowling (1978)
' Enduring 10 .| On-going concern with a product class. " | Bloch and Richins
| involvement - . I - T ‘ : (1983), Richins and
o L , » , Bloch (1986)
-] Influence 7 | the degree to which the respondents influence | Venkatraman (1989) -
o 7| other people’s opinions about GUI computer JERRR N
[ software and their choice of GUI software. . ‘
‘ Expertise : 4 | subjective prior knowledge or perception of - Brucks.(1985) -
| their knowledge about GUI computer software. | Lo
On-Gomg _ 4 Search activities that occur on a continuous | Block, Sherrell, and -
: Informatlon Seekmg - | basis and are 1ndependent of spec1ﬁc purchase ' Ridgway (1986)
‘ . |needs. e . :
| Information Sharing; S8 The extent to wh1ch respondents talk to friends Venkatraman (1989)
' RTINS .| -about GUI computer software; discuss and - . L e
listen to other people’s opinions and share .
their opinions with others. ' | o j
Frequency 1" | Frequency of using GUI computer software _Venkatraman (1989)
: Personal motives for 5" v |'The 1mportance of motives-as using GUI -~ |"Venkatraman (1989)
using ‘GUE computer PR | computer software because one enjoys. them or |- :
software " | because of a great. interest in them. L -
Social motives for - © 2 | The extent to which respondents are involved Venkatraman (1989).
using GUI computer in or use GUT computer softwarebecause they e e
'] software o ‘believe someone may want their opinion on
: | GUI computer software or because it may be a -
v " | topic of conversation at social gatherings. -
Interconnectedness’ -4 .- | The degree to which respondents are linked to «Venkatraman (1989)
R : “other students by interpersonal networks. '
7 | The degree to which respondents are similar to Venkatraman (1989)

: asplratlons
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cbn‘stﬁicts used a 55p0int, Likert-type | scale, and the survey consisted of 64 items
(Appendix B). ﬂ A,s_e'r,ies of ‘demogra‘p'hi'c_ items was included at the end of the survey.
The item é.térns and their respective scalesv'a‘re listed by construct and can be found in |
- Appendix c.

‘ ‘Procédure

The participants' received a survey and an accompanying informed consent

form. The'respondénts were allowéd to complete the sﬁrvey during class, and the
surveys were collected at that vtimbe. The respondents were asked to fill out the
questionnaires carefully or to not do so at all. The questionnaires were subsequently -
checked for nonsense answers, data falsifiéatidn, z‘lnd‘ systematic responses, and the

questionnaires containing suspect data were deleted from the study.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Pretest Analysis

Scale Reliability and Validity

Factorial validity was estimated for the opinion leadership and adoptive
behavior scales by using factor analysis. It was determined that factorial validity was
necessary for these constructs because of their importance in the determination of the
diffusion segments formed by the cluster analysis. Also, as in Venkatraman's (1989)
study, reliability analysis using Cronbach's alpha was calculated for this study on each
of the multi-item construct scales.

Identification of Clusters

The number of naturally occurring clusters in the sample was determined using
the Calinski and Harabasz index (Milligan and Cooper, 1985) calculated for a number
of clustering solutions that was identified using the SPSS clustering algorithm with
Ward's clustering method and Squared Euclidean distance measure. The cluster
solution with the highest index was the best fit to the datd. These clusters were
subsequently used for group comparisons in the primary hypothesis, which was to
investigate whether the communicator adopter group will have significantly different
endurihg involvement, influence, experﬁse, on-going information seeking, information
sharing, frequency of prodﬁct usage, personal motivés, and sbcial motives than either
the adopter, opinion leader, or “other” groups. These comparisons were tested using
analysis of variance (ANOVA).

Scale Censtruction and Pretesting

The 64-item scale was based on the 65-item survey measuring the same

constructs as those measured by Venkatraman (1989). The pilot test Subjects were 54

undergraduate university marketing students.

17



‘ Factor1a1 Vahdltv

Although an analys1s of factorral Va11d1ty was not offered in the Venkatraman

. (1989) study, Smlth and Tlmpany (1994) usmg the Venkatraman (1989) scale modlﬁed
for personal computer behav1or found ev1dence of factorral va11d1ty A factor analy51s |
was performed on the OplIllOIl leadershlp and adoptlve behav1or subscales for the pretest

data A summary of the factor analysrs can be seen in Table 3.

’ o TABLE 3
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE OPINION LEADERSHIP AND ADOPTIVE BEHAVIOR
SUBSCALES USING OBLIQUE ROTATION (Pretest Data, n=>54)

FACTOR LOADINGS

~ CONSTRUCT I ITEM# : MEAN 5 S.D.; , 1 I

Opinion Leadership 1 2.85 . - o123 .83 -.07

: R 2 2.38 1.22 - .81 .07

3. 2.43 1.43 74 .15

4 Lo 272 1.31 32 22
5 2.4 : 1.60- - .68 : -.02

6 266 . 1.57 .67 A1
7 3.04 .- 1.39 71 -.06

Adoptive Behavior 8 2.08 1.30 v 12 ‘ .97
‘9 2.30 1.22 .02 T3

10 217 1.31 .19 ST

11 : 3.34 1.54 13 .01

Eigenvalues ‘ ‘ ' ' - 512 .83

- % Variance Explained = ey e - 46.5 7.6

As can he seen onb Table 3, the scale for opinion leadership formed a

- unidimensional faetor.‘ That is, all of the items for opinion leadership loaded strongly :
on Factor I. 'The items in the adoptive behavior ‘soale, however, did not seem to form a
single factor. Sp‘ecifically, item #11 did not load strongly on either factor and appeared
to load ona thlrd unidentified dimension. Some questlon existed, then, as to the
factorlal va11d1ty of the adoptive behav1or scale when using item #11 suggesting that

item #11 possibly should not be use in the analysis.
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, Relrablhty

Cronbach’s alpha analyses were performed for each of the subscales and

comparisons to Venkatra_man (1989) can be found in Table 4.

TABLE 4
CONSTRUCTS NUMBER OF ITEMS, AND ALPHA COEFFICIENTS (PRETEST n=54)
: o # of Items Coefficient Alpha
Construct ; ,' ThlS Study Venkatraman _This Study Venkatraman
N : ' GROUPS
Opinion Leadership. , ‘ T 7 - 0.88 o017
Adoptive Behavior 4 4 - 0.67 071
3 4 0.85 0.71

Adoptive Behav1or #11 deleted)

OPINION LEADER AND ADOPTER CHARACTERISTICS

-Enduring Involvement ‘ : 10 10 - 0.93 0.80

‘Influence S 7 6 0.91 0.76

‘Expertise ‘ ' ' 4 5 0.81 0.76

On-Going Information Seeklng .4 4 0.88 - 0.70

. Information Sharing -8 .8 0.89 0.71
1 1 -- -

Frequency of GUI Software Use

- : MOTIVES FOR USING GUI COMPUTER SOFTWARE »
Personal = : .5 5 080 0.66
Social . . o 2 2 ©0.88 .- 0.69

S - INDICATOR OF NETWORK BEHAVIOR ;
Homophily . = ° - 7 ‘ 7 ~0.83 : - :0.74

a : | As can be seen 1n ’l’able 4, the alpha coeffieients frorn the npilot test are strong,
and in most of the snbscales they are larger than in the ‘Venkatraman (1989) study. As
v‘a result,‘ these»strong alphaCOeffici_ents give e'v.i_dence of a reliable scale. It should be
noted,_ though, that‘in the 4-item adoptive hehavior scale, the alpha coefficient could be -
inereased from 0.67 t0 0.85 With the deletion' _of. item #11. This, along with its |
) inability to. contribute to scale’s factorial yalldity,' gave convincing support to the

possible inappropriateness of item #11. An additional reliability analysis (Table 4) was
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performed on the adoptive behavior scale with item #11 removed, and the increase in
the reliability coefficient appeared to be substantial. - Although item #11 was included
“in the sufvey, it was anticipated that it would not be used in the final analysis of the

results.
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Results |

Prior to the analysis, the following eleven subscales Qefe examined through
various SPSS for Windows programs fof acéuracy of data enfry,- missing values, and fit
between theif distributions and the assumptions for the ahalyses: opinion leadership,
adoptive behavior, enduring invoiVement, influence, vexpértise‘,v on-going informaﬁon
- seeking, information sharing, frequuency‘b’f using GUI computgr Software, personal |
motives, social motives, and homehily.' 'Twenty?one cases were dgtermined to contain _
systematic responses ‘and weré removed from the anaiyéis. Cases #65‘, 167, 233, 257,
272, 300, and 321 had a missiﬁg value o‘h one of the individual items composing either
- the opinion 1eader,shii) or adoptive behavior scales, which were to be used as the

* clustering variables. It was determiﬁed that this missing data was random, ‘ahd mean

replacemént for the vvalvues was used. In-addition, non—systematic missing responses for
enduting involvement, influence, expertise, on-going iriforrhatibn‘seeking, information
sharing; and freéluency of product usage was observed and were estimated using mean
replacement.

In the>homophi1y subscalé, items #58 through #64 contained 18, 19, 17, 19, 20,
20, vand 19 missing values, respéctii/ely. It was believéd that the nature of these.itemS |
were of a somewhat mdre pefsdnal nature than most other items in the survey. Based -
on this éssumption, the missing data associated with the hom‘dphily subséale was

thought to be systematic. Estimation of the missing values through regression was
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. atfemptéd, but a mgmﬁcant _predi(:tiqnvof ho'mophil_y séores could not be obtained from
any cofnbirivljatio'nFOf thé oth'éf variables. .'_Theréfore, mean’replacement‘was used.

- ’Signiﬁ_cant pc;sitivé | skewﬁess Was‘ feveale.d in opinion léadership‘ (z=4.88,
p< 01) aﬁd 31gn1flcant negatlvé skeWness wés shown in 1nformat10n sharmg (z=-3. 43
p< .01), personal motives (z—--3 71, p< 01) and homophily (z=-3.72, p<.01). It
was decided not to correct for th1s‘skewness because it is believed that the skewness is a
représe_:htatioﬁ of a true nonﬁormal diétribution of these constructs in the population
rather than measurement error inhereﬁt in the surVey.

Factorial Validity

A factor analysis was perfoffned on each of the subscales for the data set. A

summ‘avry‘ of the factor analysis can be seen in Table 5. The results of the factor

TABLE 5
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE OPINION LEADERSHIP AND ADOPTIVE BEHAVIOR
- SUBSCALES USING OBLIQUE ROTATION (n=332)

- ' FACTOR LOADINGS
CONSTRUCT . ITEM# MEAN ~ S.D. : I I
Opinion Leadership 1 S2.32 1.15 .85 .05

.y , 2 201 .12 .78 -.07

3 1.92 3 1.17 78 -.05

4 2.24 1.19 .69 07

5 2.53 141 32 01

6 2.26 121 . .68 .05

7 L0266 - 1.27 .56 .01

* Adoptive Behavior 8 245 . 1.05 .07 .85
' ‘ 9 S 2.45 112 A5 076

0 226 1.09 .01 .89

Elgenvalues ’ - \ 4.48 1.04

% Variance Explamed ‘ g K : S - 44.8 10.4

" analysis shown in Table 5 ‘indic’ate only slight differences from the factor analysis of the -

2



.pr'e"test data. Again, it waé dete@ined that itém #11 was loading on a factor other than
those rei)resenting opinidn leadership or adoptive. The loading for item #11 on Factor
I and Factor IT was -.‘11 and .19, r'especti?ély.' Further confirmation as to the
deficiency of item #11 Wa_s‘ giveh when comparing the p"ercelllt‘age of variancé explained
| by the two faétors. 'The total variance explained by the two factors when #11 wés
include'd was 51% , Whereas the two factors explained 55% when item #11 was omitted
(Table 5). |
Reliability

Cronbach’s alpha statistics were calculated to estimate the reliability of each of

the multi-item scales used in this study (Table 6). As in the pretest data, item #11

TABLE 6
CONSTRUCTS NUMBER OF ITEMS, AND ALPHA COEFFICIENTS (n=332)
Number of Items - Coefficient Alpha
Construct ’ This Study . Venkatraman This Study  Venkatraman
: ' GROUPS
Opinion Leadership 7 _ 7 0.83 0.77
Adoptlve Behav1or o 3 .4 0.88 - 0.71
- OPINION LEADER AND ADOPTER CHARACTERISTICS
Enduring Involvement 10 10 0.92 0.80
Influence : o 17 6 0.90 0.76
- Expertise 4 5 0.86 0.76
On-Going Information Seeking 4 4 0.89 0.70
" Information Sharing 8 8 0.91 -0
Frequency of GUI Software Use 1 1 -- --

‘ v MOTIVES FOR USING GUI COMPUTER SOFTWARE
Personal : . 5. 5 - 081 . 0.66
Social . - 2 2 0.77 0.69

INDICATOR »O‘F NETWORK BEHAVIOR

‘Homophily - = 7 7 0.82 0.74
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' dirhiniShed the réliébility coeffiéiént of tﬁe a&optive behavior scale. With the removal
of this item the éoefficieﬁt‘i‘mpr'ove‘d from .54 10 .88, As a result, it was decided to not
iri;ilude_itetﬁ #11 ih_the ‘ahalysi_s af the study. The remaining alpha coefficients, Which - |
. _»rahg‘ed frdm 77 fo .}92,‘ ga\‘/ei e‘v.idence_of strbng reliability for fhe‘ other s_ﬁbscalés.
| kId._entificétion of Clu_stérs | |
o The corrélatibn betweéé the Opiﬁion leadership énd the adoptive behavior scales
- is .52 1n this study and 30 in Venkatraman’s study Botvh-are consistent with previoUé
fesearch '(Myérs‘andv Rbbertson,, 1972; Robertsén and Myvérs,"1969). The ﬁumber of |
chisters uéed in thls study was determined by past opinion leadership research by
| :Venkatram.zln (1989), which used the Calinski and Harabasz index (Milligan and
Cooper, 1935),1:0 identify the number of naturally occurring clusters within her safnple.
The‘SOIilti‘OH with the highest index in the Venkatraman study (1989) was four clusters.
FOr this study, SPSS‘ for Windows was used to divide the data info four clusters, -
using the Ward’s: clusfering method and S‘qua‘red Euclidean distance measure. It was
i hypothésized that the opinion leadership and the adoptive‘behavio‘r groups :would merge
as a reéiilt of thé iclusté}:f analysis procedure to fonh the communicative adopter .gr‘oupv. .
~ The mean 6§inion leaderéhip and adoptive behavior scores for all four groups can be
féund in Table 7 As can\be seen frbm the table, the formation of the communicative
adopter group did occur as hypéthesiZed. ‘That is, the mean communicative adopter

scores are the highest scores of all four groups in each of the two clustering subscales.
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The communicative adopter scbfes for the opinion leadership and 'adoﬁt‘iVe,behavior -
‘sc‘arles} were 4.07 and 3.80, respectively..

“TABLE 7

CLUSTER MEANS OF THE FOUR GROUPS (n=332)
GUI COMPUTER SOFTWARE MOVIE GOING
o Lo ’ Opinion . Adoptive * Opinion Adoptive'
GROUP = - n Leadership Behavior ~ n  Leadership  Behavior
Communicative Adopters 39 - 407 3.80 71 - 4.09 3.66
‘Opinion Leaders e 69 298 , 2.85 84 . . 3.76 2.04
© Adopters 119 211 222 129 3.08 0 2.83
Others 108 133 1.80 33 232 1.95

The other three grdups formed m a manner thét was :also c‘onsistenf with the
Venkatrérhan ‘(1989) study. Next to the communié;citive adépter group, the second
highest opinion leader score was assignéd to the op‘inion‘leader gr‘oi;p’, and fhe second
highest addptive behavidr‘ score was given to thé adopter group. The opinion leader
cluster had mean scores of 2.98 on the opinion leadership scale and 2.85 on the
adoptiye behavior scale. The adopter group had scores of 2.11 and 2.22 on the opinion
leadership and adoptive behavior scales, respectively. And lastly, the cluster with the
lowest scores on both scales were termed, “others.”

Differences Among Groups

It was hypothesized that significant differences would exist between
communicative adopters and opinion leaders, adopters, and “others,” with regard to
enduring involvement, influence, expertise, on-going information seeking, information

sharing, frequency of using GUI computer software, personal motives, and social
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motiveg. ‘F'or eacﬁ of th_fg:séﬁ':dépgﬁdentv Varlables, a sépé.rate ohg way analy31s of
variance .With‘ sgheffé;?os't hoc comparlsons was uséd to test ’the }AfOUrv cluster meéns
fbf diffcréﬁéés.v .':’,-F’he réSults oftlllv‘e":a.navly‘sve’s‘df‘ vafia;lcgs énd thé post hoc coniparisons' R
~ Canbe fopr;d;ﬁ Tab"lé 8. T L &
As hypothési?éd, ‘S:ché_:ff‘é p_o‘_:s,t, hoc comparisqhs_ Qf thf: Y.éﬂal'yses’ of Variénpes :
revealed 81gn1flcant &ifférences bétWeén the comfnilnibétigl;: adopter éroup and the |
(;pinioﬂ leacvler,,acvlopt‘f%‘i', and “other” groq'ps _on"endu'ri’ng invbiVement, inﬂuénbé,
‘ expertise, dn-gqing’informatidn, seekihg‘,binformétion sharing, perspnal motives, and
~ social motivés". Thé “strength of the effect sizes ( (0’) for the AN ‘OVAs‘ should also Be
noted. According to Kirk (1995), an o’ ystati_s‘ticiof at least .138 indicates a strong
effect sizé. As can be‘ seen ih 'i"able 8, fhe- (02 Yalﬁésﬁ range f1"o‘mb‘.36 to .59, Which far
exceed Kirk’s> recom‘mendcd cut’pobin't‘for a strong effect size. Groiip differenées with
fegard to homophily, however, were not sighificant, Fi (3,328):.‘22, p<.87.
| Cbnirriunicative adbpt‘érsws‘eem io be more interéonnected than any of the other
groups. Cf‘ the communicative adopters; 417'6% of them attended more than 15 social
functions within the last year, c,ompaféd to 29.8% of édopters, 20.6% of opinion
leaders, and 19.8% of the “others” ( * =8.67). ‘Communicative adopters also seemed

to be more involved with fraternities and sororities. Of the communicative adopters,
27.8% of them belonged to a fraternity or sorority, whereas 13.6%, ‘13.2%, and 5 .7%

of the adopters, opinion leaders, and “others,” respectively, were members of one of
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http:F(3,328)=.22

these organizationsf( ;(2 -%,12.;3'7).1 And' lastly,*7‘7;;8%:of‘-thef commumcatlve "azdo"pters\ o

‘ :Vv | belonged to organ1zat10ns other than a fratem1ty or sororlty For adopters 50 4% were l

' members or other orgamzat1ons And 48 5% of oplmon leaders and 36 8% of others

belonged to other orgamzat1ons ( ;( = 18 34)

TABLE 8

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ANI) I’OST ‘HOC COMPARISONS OF THE FOUR DIFFUSION

B SEGMENTS ON KEY OPINION LEADER AND ADOPTER CHARACTERISTICS (n 332)

- Comm. ~ ~ Opinion .
Adopters - Leaders Adopters Others

: l '!','.‘Slgmficant*»f B
e "Mean = . Mean = Mean  Mean F-Value* o
. CHARACTERISTIC e sd) D (sd) [m 1

Scheffe

- Post Hocs -~

";*f(I’ - I ©) ff’““(4? :

Enduring . 38 301 235 188 '1’21.40;',.;',‘
Involvement (55 (49 (62) . (.66) - [59] . 2
. Influemce . - 3.88 - 308 . 244 19 10521
Sy (S sy (1) LSS

T R S B N 1 S

Experise 372 . 279 . 221 172 8153 "1‘234-

,"‘;(.63)‘ e _(,63)' (.65) ‘7'-"‘.'\-,‘(-‘7,7)’ LS

' OnGoing 38 284 220 . 187 7324
| "Informatlon Seekmg S (T8 (69 (T4) o [46]

' Information Sharing 370 334 . 28 226 5000
B B O R (-.75,)\_ @ [36] -

© GUIUseFrequency 572 - 3. 66 | ‘(.2 23141 ':,_;.86.0lj”
(Daysperweek) . - (L7T). ,v__",(l 71) B¢E 78) (1 32) - [50],

CSocial 4,00 331 7}',‘2.78 o219 7488
L (56> : <56)'.- 6 (8D 4T

34 3177:‘::3."1'-;.»"‘2;71‘:_f;’:-.~‘_163;1>O‘ -
@9 wn (o

1234
2:34
’l234

234

2:3,4 -
3:4

1234

\*‘234; A
:;3:4" .

134
234
34

1234tf”

3:4 ’

1234
234
S34

1234
234

*All F stat1stlcs are S1gn1f1cant at p < 0001
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e CHAPTER SIX Re

Dlscussmn |

It was hypothesmed that the oplmon leader and adopter groups Would merge tov "

“ form the commumcatlve adopter group and that th1s segment Would have s1gmﬁcantly '

- 'v.‘dlfferent scores on key oplnlon leadership and adoptlve behav1or .characterlstlcs ‘The :
o .results of the cluster analysis support th1s hypothes1s in that the commumcative adopter -
s bgroup Was identiﬁed as those hav1ng the highest opimon leadership and adoptlve
L | behav1or scores and”these findlngs are cons1stent w1th past research (Venkatraman .
. _'" 1989 Smlth and Timpany 1994) Additional support for the hypothes1s 1s g1ven
'»‘fbecause the communlcative adopter segment had hlgher enduring 1nvolvement and
. inﬂuence with;G_UI computerjsoftwa_re than did the other segments. ”FI‘he -
e cp@umcatwé;adopter segrnent, als_o, Sought and shared information and acquired
' greater expertiseabout GUI chputer"software' than' did the other groups.

i "I;(his superiority 'of ‘thelv communicatiye adopter'segment:‘relative ._t,o’ ot_her grOups‘
.‘ Canbeldentlfledln dlfqulOI’l of 1nnovationsterms in_that th1s ‘segment isvmo_re “
1nterconnected and moremﬂuentialto others about GUI vsoftwareb"ehavior than are

o 'opinion‘.‘leaders andadopters Communlcatlve adopters also tend to use more GU‘I’ |

' ‘icomputer software and ’are more motivated (for both socral and personal reasons) to use
GUI softw-are than the'v other segments Also they tend to be rnore mterconnected w1th |
o .therr peers than do the other segments Therefore not oniy do coMumcatlveadopters

I “ ‘use GUI software more frequently than others but they also mﬂuence other people




' throughuintérpersonal ,commqnication. Cb_nsistent Vcnkétramaﬁ’s (1989) research, the
Cthmunicafive adopter segment can be called ¢ Change Agehts. 7
: Communigativé A_dbp tef Tlllyeogvh‘ |
: " The preseht study extends .conimumca'tivé adopter théo’ry in that it éerves to
. explore'diffusion béhavidir ‘by su_ggésting a unique binnov‘a,ti,on type not previously | “
considered in past diffusiQn_research. The innovation type, ba‘ dynamically continuous
' innévation, was represcnted byvthe GUI .com:puter software product category. The
| dyhamizcally‘? continuous innovation is .relevar.lt"to“ explore in terms of | comﬁunicative
- adopter theory because past research has "considered only cohtinuous and discontinuous
innovations. Pfevious.innovation models h‘ave’ tre‘atec.l theb'typ,e of innovation as a
' dichotbmou’s cohtihUum, where as cbntinuous imo§atidns occupied one end of the
continuum énd discontinuoi;s innovations were loc?lted at thc'othér end.‘ This study,
- thérefore_, gives evidence for a more complete diffusion of innovétion model, which
places the dynamically cohtinuous inﬁoVation segment on the continuum between the
twb other innovétion types. HéWever, additional research is needed to add strength to
the theqry. Alternative product categories representing each of the innovation types
shduid be tested 'tol determine'whe_thgr.thé presence of the communicative adopter

segment is stable across other products and industries.

Managerial Implications
" Eachof the three Segmé;nts, opinion leaders, adopters, and communicative

adopters is important to marketers of new GUI cdmputer' softWare, but this research
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snggeefe that fhe best:prOSpects in tei'ms of marketing efforts are the communicative
edonters. | In the m’ergin'g'of the adopter and opinion leadersliip gioups», ihe v

N communicdtive n»ado_pters' are identified as a segment of consumers that not only are
SoUght for'vinfofmvation about GUi compnter software, but are among the first to tfy

| new GUI so‘ftware. Therefore;,j_coMunieative adopters may be perceived to be
geneféiiy more"in'ﬂUential in the o\}erall diffusion process of new GUI computer
SOftware,-} a'n‘d', therefore, niay prove to be the mOsi beneficial segment for 'whicli to
direct édveitising a_nd promotional funds. Hence, communicative adopters may be the
_‘ .best pnospects .’when ai’distiibutor is interested in targeting a segment that continuously
“ _seel.{'stU.I software inforniation, shares this information with other people, and

| ) ‘inﬂuences other peonles’ GUI softwavr.eb consumption behavior.

The thorough‘under:standing of this unique marketing segment should_ be theaim
of eompanies whowish toh\ave their produéts or services rapidly diffuvsed throughont
tiieir tvarget} market. One of the ways to maximize our understanding of communicative
adopteis‘ is to identify this segment’s media usage habits. Given the commnnicative
_‘odopteiv’s nroliﬁc infOrinetion-gatheiing behavior, efforts understand the nature of this
behavior in terms of their preferred media vehicles followed by an appropriate
_pror_notiondl strategy should prove beneficial. In addition, information about

b' commUnicetive adopters -coneerning attitudes, interests, and opinions as well as

_ psychographic data should help marketers focus their resources in the most effective
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mediums. Also, knowledge of frequency of product use, social interconnectedness,

and values and life-style characteristics should also be considered.
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 New Mov1es

N i ";New Wmdows Computer Software

" New Restaurants ,
~ New Personal Computers ‘

~ New Movies : 1
e :: : New Wlndows Computer Software 1

APPENDIX A
-Ihnovations‘ Questionnaire'

o _D1rectrons Please rate the products hsted below with regard to the followmg
i ‘statements : = R

7 ) 1- Thesenew produets/serviees usually possess an advantage.;over previous ones.
L Strongly ~ Strongly
N .Disagree' : - Agree
 New Brand of Toothpaste :

e New Windows Computer Software

: Or new Macmtosh Software
'~ New Restaurants

- New Personal Computers

" New Clothing Fashion_s o

O S W U U
Semen e
w www w 'w. w
WD Ut b b v b

2. These new products/services can usually be tried without much risk.

~ Strongly . Strongly
~ Disagree ' ~ Agree

- »»New Brand of Toothpaste
- New Movies

. OI NEW. Macmtosh Software

- New Clothmg Fashrons

Fm b i e R =

4 w u._).t.,.)v.‘.t» w w w

-b ;n-&.:# I -lk-lk -
TRV RN RV RT R

3. Trylng these new products/ serv1ces usually 1nvolves learnmg a lot of new
E '1nformatlon ‘ ' » : '

| _.Strongly o o ‘ ‘St‘ron‘glyv
~Disagree . Agree
5

5
5

New Brand of ToothpaSte 1

N O N
W
NN
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- New Restaurants

 Oor new Macmtosh Software

~ New Personal Computers °
New Clothmg Fashrons

Y =
NN
N NG N NG Y
TR NV NS

W W LW

4 Trylng these new products/ services does not conflict w1th my current bellefs and
* values about them. ’

- Strongly ’ “ - Strongly
Disagree S Agree

New Brand of Toothpaste
New Movies ,
New Windows Computer Software _
- or new Macintosh Software
- New Restaurants |
New Personal Computers
New Clothing Fashions

= e R e
NN[\)NM:NN“'
S TNENFNFNES
WD b b

5. My friends are usually aware that I have bought one of these‘ prOdlicts/services.

Strongly “ - Strongiy

~ Disagree :  Agree
, New Brand of Toothpaste 1 23 4 5
New Movies : 1 2 3 4 5
New Windows Computer Software 1 2 3 4 5
, - or new Macintosh Software 1 2. 3 4 5
New Restaurants - 1 2 3 4 5
New Personal Computers 1 2 3 4 5
New Clothing Fashions 1 2 3 4 5

6. These prodUcts/ services involve monetary risk.
v 'Strongly IR Strongly

- Disagree N - Agree
New Brand of Toothpaste : 1 2 3 4 5
- New Movies 1 2. 3 4 5
New Wmdows Computer Software 1 2 3 4 5
‘or new:Macintosh Software 12 3 4 5
New Restaurants 1 2 3. 4 5
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NewPersonal'Computers'_' U 12 3 4 5
NewClothingFashions | 23 4 5

- T. Usmg these new produets/servmes requlres me to change my behavior (for example,
t1me spent us1ng the product/ serV1ce)

Strongly R Strongly

Disagree - Agree
New Brand of Toothpaste 1 2 3 4 5
~ New Movies , 1 2 3. 4 5
New Windows Computer Software 1 2 3 4 5
or new Macintosh Software 1 2 3 4 5
New Restaurants™ 1 2 3 4 5
New Personal Computers 1 2 3 4 5
New Clothing Fashions - 1 2 3 4 5
8. These new products/services are easy to understand.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
New Brand of Toothpaste , 1 2 3 4 5
New Movies 1 2 3 4 5
New Windows Computer Software 1 2 3 4 5
- Oor new Macintosh Software 1 2 3 4 5
New Restaurants 1 2 3 4 5
New Personal Computers 1 2 3 4 5
New Clothing Fashions 1 2 3 4 5
9. These new products are easy to use.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree : - Agree -
New Brand of Toothpaste 1 2 3 4 5
New Movies 12 3 4 5
“New Wll’ldOWS Computer Software 1 2 3 4 5
' - or new Macintosh Software : 1 2 3 . 4 5
New Restaurants . 1 2 3. 4 5
" New Personal Computers 1 2 3 4 5
r 2. 3. 4 5

New Clothing Fashions =
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10. These new products/setvices are complex.

_ Strongly Strongly

- Disagree . Agree

New Brand of Toothpaste 1 23 4 5

- New Movies . .1 2 3 4 5
New Wmdows Computer Software o1 20 3 4 5
or new Macmtosh Software ) 12 3 4 5

New Restaurants . - 1 23 4 5
New Personal Computers o 1 2 3 4 5
New Clothmg Fashrons SR 1 2 3 4 5

R 11 These new products/ serv1ces mvolve a lot of prepurchase mformatron search

Strongly ' TS ,St.r.ongly o

. Disagree ~ Agree
New Brand of Toothpaste . 1 2 3 4 5
New Movies : 1 2 3. 4 5
New Wmdows Computer Software 1 2 3 4 5
. or new Macintosh Software 12 3 4 5
New. Restaurants S o 1 2 3 4 5
~ New Personal Computers 1 2 3 4 5
 New Clothing Fashions 1 2 3 4 5

120 These new products/ services inVolv‘efuncti'(‘)nal risks.

Strongly Strongly

Disagree - o Agree
‘ New Brand of Toothpaste 1 2 3. 4 5
New Movies N 1 2. 3 4 5
- New Windows Computer Software tr 2 3 4 5
or new Macintosh Software i 2. 3 4 5
New Restaurants - 1 2. 3 4 5
New Personal Computers 1 2 3 4 5
' 1 2 3 4 5

New Clothing Fashions =~
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' APPENDIX B

o GUI_‘ Computer So_ftWare‘Questionnaire '-

The followrng questlonnalre is des1gned to assess your opmlons ina variety of

" | situations concerning Graphlc User: Interface (GUI) computer software. GUI software

3 refers to either Microsoft Windows or. Apple Macintosh software programs Please
|note, however, that oplmons about standard DOS software packages are not relevant to |}
this questionnaire. Please answer to the best of your ability. All 1nformat10n will be
held in the strictest confldence Thank you for your time and cooperatlon

~ Please rate yourself on the followmg scales relatlng to your mteractlons with friends v
and neighbors regarding Graphic User Interface (GUI) computer software (Microsoft L
Wlndows or Apple Macmtosh software programs) '

o 1. In general,- do you talk. to your friends and nelghbors about GUI computer software.

';_[veryofte‘n"g e o  never
543 2 S

2. When you talk to your friends and neighbors about GUI computer software do you:

k give a great deal o - . e - give very little

- of information G e - information

5 4 32 1

3. Durrng the past six months how many people have you told about a new GUI
software package‘? e, L _

' told a number - - o : told

‘ofpeople . noome

5 432 " 1

4. Compared w1th you cucle of frlends how 11ke1y are you to be asked about GUI
' computer software? e v ,

| yeryhk‘ely . S . _ ~ not at all

- tobeasked . -7 likely to be asked

5 43 2



5. Ina discussion of GUI cOmp'uter software, would.you be most :likelly, to:

listen to your ~ convince your friends

- friends’ ideas - . ofyourideas

6. In dlscuss1ons of GUI computer software Wthh of the followmg happens most
‘often? '

‘ you tell your - | o ‘ - your friends tell you
frlends about GUI software SR ) about GUI computer software
5 4 3 2 -1

7. Overall ‘in all of your discussions with friends and nei‘gthrsv are you:
‘oftenusedasa v ' I not used asa

source of advice ~ sourceof advice

8. I often try to fmd out about new GUI computer software before they are off1c1a11y
released o

‘Strongly - Agree Neutral ;Djisagree ' Strongly ,
Agree R o - Disagree -
s 4321

" 9. Iroften read literature concerning GUI computer» so,ftWare.‘
© Strongly Agree' .‘ - : Neutral o Disagree Strongly
CAgree - Disagree

10 I often try to flnd out about new GUI computer software w1th1n the f1rst month
they are released ‘ ‘ : : o ‘

,Strongly N Agree Neutral ks l'?;;‘];)_i"sagv_jree Strongly

5.4 3 o2 L
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- 11. T usually Walt to obtam new GUI computer software until it has been out for
- several months.

Strongly ~ Agree Neutral -.‘DliSiagree ~ Strongly

Agree _ . Disagree

5 4 3 . 2 1

12. If I do not use GUI computer software at least once a week I feel I have missed
‘ something. '

Strongly Agree ~Neutral Disagree ~ Strongly

Agree - : - Disagree

5 4 3 2 1

13. With all of my schoolwork, the use of GUI computer software is not high on my
list of priorities. K

Strongly “Agree Neutral - Disagree Strongly
Agree ' i Disagree

5 4 32 1

14. GUI computer software programs. are more than mere software to me. They are
like a hobby. : v

Strongly ~~ Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly

Agree R Disagree

5. 4 3 2 1
15. Using GUI computer software is a regular part of my schedule.

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree =~ Strongly

- Agree . Disagree

5 4 3 2 1

16. I will often use GUI computer software more than once during the day. -

Strongly Agree kaeutr‘étl ~ Disagree Strongly
Agree o I . Disagree
-5 4 ' 3 2 1
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. 17 1 take a close 1nterest in the techmcal aspects of GUI computer software - ‘

(programmablhty, debuggmg, compatlblhty w1th other apphcatrons etc ) '

'Strongly_ gt Agree Neutral | Drsagree, Strongly

o ,' FStrongly ,‘ Agree _ Neutral Drsag_l-_ree . Strongly

TR 19 I con51der myself a GUI computer software buff |

Strongly ‘_ Agree “ : Neutr_al ‘v Dlsagree Stro:ngly__

. Agree B T el - .. Disagree

LB 4 R TRE Rt IR TR & e A 1

g . 20 I often th1nk of usmg GUI computer software as a treat to myself

vStrongly H'Agree o ‘, Neutral o, Dlsag_ree Strongly -
CAgree L o Ul sl Dlsagree k

- 21.. I follow the development of new GUI computer software for the marketplace.

. Strongly Agree‘v Sl Neutral B ‘Di'sa'gree : Strongly |
CAgree o . Disagree

22, I am usually the one in my group who suggests usmg GUI computer software to

_iaccomphsh a task

i Strongly'j_‘ : r._j»Agree i Neutral P Dlsagree | i Strongly

Agree T e Dlsagree o
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. Agree

f : 23 I w111 often steer frlend away from GUI computer software I do not llkef

= ‘_Strongly A_gree j
_ngree e

al .“f - Dlsagree ' Strongly

BN Drsagree

o 24 I often persuade frlends to use thev C UI computer software that Ilike.
: Strongly Agree s ‘.{':N,eutral;. Drsagree [ ; Strongly N
NI - Disagree

25, My friends often ask me to recommend which GUI computer software they should

: StronglyAgree Neutral 5 Dlsagree Strongly .
oo oo Disagree

o *26 Frlends seek 1nformatron from"’me regardmg the latest trends 1n GUI computer
software S S |

St.,r_ongly‘ - Agree Neutral _ j?]jisagréek’-‘f'""z . Stron'gly”'r’~ e

. Agree . Disagree

Strongly
Dlsagree v

kX Agree

‘ Dlsagree Strongly
. _ Dlsagree R



29. I usually know what the major GUI computer software manufacturers (Mrcrosoft
WordPerfect, etc. ) : v v
are working on.

Strongly 'Agree Neutral = Disagree Strongly“

Agree S o : - Disagree

5 4 321

30. Among my circle of frlends 1 am one of the * experts’* on GUI computer

- software.

Strongly - Agree Neutral Disagree - Strongly
Agree ' S - Disagree
~ 5 4 3 2 1

31. I often know quite a bit about GUI computer software before it is released on the
market.

Strongly | Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly

Agree ‘ » Disagree
' 5 . 4 ' 3 02 ‘ 1

32. I feel confident recommending GUI computer software to my friends.

Strongly - Agree | Neutral Disagree Strongly
Agree ‘ Disagree
5 4 3 2 1

33. I browse through computer software or related magazines almost every week.

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
Agree ' Disagree

5 4 -3 2 1
34. Ipay attention to ads for GUI computer software.

Strongly ‘ Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly

Agree - o ‘ o Disagree

5 4 3 2 1
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35. I pay attention td print ads ’(riewspaper & magazines) for‘GUI computer software.

Strongly Agree | Neutral - D'isag‘reé' - Strongly
- Agree : e ' Disagree

5 4 3 2 1

36. I listen to ads for GUI cbmputér software retailers when they come on my favorite
radio station. o _ v -

Strongly Agree  Neutral o Disagree Strongly
Agree S Disagree
5 _ 4 ' 3 2 1

37. Iregularly ask friends about GUI computer software programs before I try them.

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
Agree ' Disagree
' 5 4 3 2 1

38. T usually talk to friends about GUI computer software programs before I try them.

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree . Strongly
Agree , Disagree
5 4 '3 2 1

39. My friends and I often discuss what GUI computer software programs are worth
using. ‘ ‘ ‘ ' ‘

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
Agree » , x ; Disagree

5 4 3 2 1

40. I often compare my opinion of GUI computer software with others.

Strongly Agree Neutral  Disagree Strongly
Agree ‘ Disagree
5 4 3 2 1

41. 1 often discuss and listen to other’s opinions about GUI computer software I have
recently used.
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Strongly - | Agree ~ Neutral ~ Disagree | Strongly
Agree ~ Disagree
5 4 3 2 1

42. 1 often talk about GUI computer software at parties and other social situations.

Strongly Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly
Agree ' Disagree

5 4 3 2 1

43. I usually rely on friends’ recommendations of GUI computer software.

Strongly Agree N eﬁtral Disagree Strongly
Agree : ‘ : Disagree
5 4 3 2 1

44. Usually before considering a GUI computer software program, I will ask my
friends their opinion of it.

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
Agree , Disagree
5 4 3 2 1

45. On average, how many days per week do you use GUI computer software?

0o 2 4 6

1 3 5 7

46. 1 enjoy using GUI computer software.

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
Agree ‘ Disagree
5 , 4 3 2 1

47. 1 like to use GUI computer software programs that make me think.

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly

Agree v Disagree

5 4 3 2 1
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‘ »48 I hke to use GUI computer software programs that are fun and easy to work w1th
Strongly ‘ Agree . Neutra‘_l= : Drsagree , ” Strongly
- Agree s R - Disagree
49 I hke to use GUI computer software programs that are sophlstlcated
Strongly “ _ Agree B ,Neutral'l o Dlsagree o Strongly
Agree . .. .. . Disagree
- 50. Using GUI computer software is one of my favorite activi_ties.‘
Strongly Agree Neutral .fD_Ti_sag_ree ~ Strongly
‘Agree Disagree
- 5 4 a3 2 - 1

i - 51 1 11ke to talk to frlends about GUI computer software.

': Strongly Agree Neutral ) D1sagree \ vStrongly

‘Agree . . .. ... Disagree

5 4 3 S 2 1

: 52 T like it when people tell me they have enjoyed GUI computer software that I

' have recommended

Strongly.' Lo Agree ': o :'N_eutral :: | ’Disagree , Strongly
Agree R R ' -Disagree

o 53 How long have you been usmg GUI computer software?
Less than 6 months 12 18 months
__More than 24 months - _6»11 months
_ 1924 months N B

54 Please estlmate the number of people you con51der to be in your group of closest
| frlends o : . .

o5 s 2125
610 1620 ; __Over 26
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55. How many parties and other social functions did you attend last year?

05 _11-15 | 2125
~_ 6-10 _16-20 ~_Over26

56. Do you belong to a social fraternity or sorority?

YES NO

57. Do you bélong to any other organizations (social, political, religious, etc.)?

_YES NO

58. How similar are you to most students with whom you come in contact at CSUSB
in terms of: :

Very  Similar Neutral Dissimilar ~ Very

Similar : : Dissimilar
Career Aspirations 5 4 3 2 1
Types of Friends 5 4 3 2 1
Type of Family 5 4 3 2 1
Social Class 5 4 3 2 1
Income . 5 4 3 2 1
Spending Money 5 4 3 2 1
Leisure Activities 5 4 3 2 1
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'APPENDIX C
Constructs Within‘the GUI Computer Software Questiohnaire

~ Opinion Leadership: =~

o 1 ‘In general, do you talk to your‘friends and neighbors aboﬁt GUI computer software.

very often - | | | never
s 4 3 2

2. When you talk to your friends and neighbors about GUI computer software do ‘you:'

give a great deal e R give very little
of information =~ _ _ , information

5 4 3, 2 1

3. During the past six months, how many people have you told about a new GUI
- software package‘7 :

tolda number o - - told
of people l _ 1o one

5 4 3 2 1

4. Compared with you circle of friends, how likely are you to be asked about GUI
computer software? :

very likely o o o not at all

to be asked ' o . likely to be asked
5 ' 4 3 2 1

5. In a discussion of GUI computeif software, would you be most likely to:

listen to your | convince your friends
friends’ ideas : : o - of your ideas

5 4 3_ 2 1

6. In discussions of GUI computer software which of the followmg happens most
often? : : o

you tell your | | _ o your friends tell you
 friends about GUI software - . about GUI computer software
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s 4 s a2

7. Overall in all of your discussions with friendé'and neighb’ors are you:

oftenused asa EEEAE . notusedasa
source of advice =~ L . ‘ source of advice

5 4 3 2 1

Adoptive Behavior

" 8. Toften try to find out about new GUI computer software before they are officially
released. _ .

Strongly - Agree Neutral | Disagree Strongly |
Agree el R , “Disagree.
‘ LS 4 - 3 2 1

9. 1 often read literature concerning GUI computer software.

Strongly  Agree Neutral Disagree ~ Strongly | |
- Agree ' - Disagree
5 4 3 2 1

IO.M I often try to find out about new GUI computer software within the first month
- they are released. '

Strongly Agree Néutral - Disagree Strongly
Agree : _ Disagree
5 ‘ 4 3 2 _ 1

11. 1 usually wait to obtain new GUI computer software until it has been out for
~several months. ' '

Strongly = Agree Neutral Disagree Stfongly

Agree , Disagree
5 4 3 B 2 : 1
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duE ?“_::Strongly
- Agree '

~like a’ hobby

e Agree . ﬂ IS

' Enduring involvement

k, I feel I have missed

 Strongly

Dlsagree X

© Disagree ~  Swongly

. 14 GUI computer software programs are more than mere software to me They are.

f‘Stroneg_ Agre _ ,Neu\t‘:at .f;vﬂjf;'.:_]‘)‘i.sagree' I' Strongly
oo .. . Disagree

L '1’5 Usmg GUI computer software isa regular part of my schedule ‘~ S

":Strongly '_ Agree
. Agree L

Neut-ral By ‘Dlsagree S Strongly*f".‘ o
AT oo o Disagree .

g 16. I w111 often use GUI computer software more than once dur1ng the day

'_‘_’;‘Strong_llyi Agree : Neutral Drsagree Strongly

S (Programmablhtya debuggmg’

R *Strongly Agre
- Agree

Agree. T SR ©. . .. Disagree -

heftechnlcal aspects of GUI computer software
v mpatrblhty w1th other applrcatlons etc )

17. 1 take a close interest i

Dlsagree Strongly
g Drsagree




18. Ican ahnost’ alWays find time to use GUI computer software.

Strongly Agree Neutral _ Disagree Strongly
Agree - . ' ’ | ~ Disagree
5 4 3 2 1

- 19. I consider myself a GUI computer software buff. '
Strongly Agree . Neutral Disagree - Strongly
 Agree ' ‘ Disagree
5 4 3 2 1

20. I often think of using GUI computer software as a treat to myself;

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree

5 4 . 3 2 : 1

21. I follow the de::velopment of new GUI computer software for the marketplace.

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
‘Agree v ‘ « Disagree

5 4 -3 2 1
Influence

22. Tam usually the one in my group who suggests using GUI computer software to
accomplish a task. ’

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
Agree ' Disagree
5 4 3 2 1

23. 1 will often steer friends away. from GUI computer software I do not like.

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
Agree - _ - : Disagree

5 4 3 2 1
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24. 1 ofterl'persuade friends to use the GUI computer software that I like.

Strongly -~ Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
“Agree B Disagree

5 4 : 3 2 1

25. My friends often ask me to recommend which GUI computer software they should
use. - o - : '

'Stron‘gly Agree  Neutral Disagree Strongly

Agree : Disagree

5 4 3 2 1

26. Frlends seek information from me regarding the latest trends in GUI computer
software ' :

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly

Agree ‘ A Disagree
5 ' 4 3 2 . 1

- 27. Friends ask me about GUI computer software that I have used.

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly

Agree . ' v . - Disagree
5 4 32 1

28. T am able to recommend a GUI computer software retailer to those 1nterested in
buymg software

Strongly Agree‘ Neutral B Disagree - Strongly_ »

Agree S Disagree
' 5 = 4 3 2 1
Eicg.értise

29. T usually know what the major GUI computer software manufacturers (Microsoft,
WordPerfect, etc.) .
are working on.

‘Strﬂorigly‘ ~ Agree _‘Neutral : .Disagree' Strong‘lyi

Agree o o . _ Disagree

5 4 : 3 _ 2 1
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30. Among my circle of friends, I am"orie of the ""experts ” on GUI computer
software. - w L o D '

Strongly B Agree  Neutral | Disagree Strongly
Agree i ’ ' ‘ Disagree
: 5 4 32 1

31. T often know quite a bit about GUI corh_puter software before it is released on the
‘market. : o :

Strongly o Agteek; T ,Neut_ral . Disagree Strongly
- Agree L S S - Disagree
5 4 3 » 2 1

32. I feel cbnfident recommending GUI computer software to ’my friends.

Strongly Agree , Neu‘tr'al' Disagree Strohgly s :
Agree R : I Disagree

5 4 3 2 1

On-Going Information Seeking

33. I browse through computer software or related magazines almost every week.

- Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree - Strongly
Agree ‘ Disagree
5 e 4 3 2 1

34. I pay attention to ads for GUI cdmputér software.

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
Agree I ’ ' Disagree
5 4 3 2 1

35. I pay attention to print ads (newspaper & magazines) for GUI computer software.

Strongly | Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly
Agree : Disagree
‘ 5 4 3 2 1
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36. I listen to ads for GUI computer software retallers When they come on my favorrte
radio statlon ‘ E

- _Strorigly 'Agree_  Neutral ~ Disagree  Strongly
Agree * ~ Disagree

5 - 4 3 2 1
vIntbnnation'Sltdrinvg" | o
: 37 I _:regularly‘ask frie_hds about GUI c_omp'uter software programs before I try them.
| ';S,trongly Agree Neutral f};Di‘s’agree N Strongly :
Agree . Disagree
5 4.:: SUNE RSN S 1
38 I usually talk to frlends about GUI computer software programs before I try them.
Strongly o Agree Neutra;l., Dlsagree; . Strongly
Agree » . . Disagree

39. My frlends and I often d1scuss what GUI computer software programs are worth
usmg ‘ e : . _ :

S_'t_rongly_;'.  Agree _"vNeutral o D_isagree_f " Strongly
;40 1 often compare my op1n10n of GUI computer software w1th others '

‘Strongly Agree ,-.;;N_eutral Drsagree Strongly

~ Agree R LI MR Ay Drsagree

| :.”41 I often d1scuss and hsten to other s oplmons about GUI computer software I have
’recently used o TEEy S
© Swongly Agfée  Neutral  Disagree  Strongly



‘:42 I often talk about GUI computer software at partles and other social situations. -

R Strongly - Agree‘ ‘Neutral Drsa_greg - Strongly _
’Agree B R o Disagree

5 43 2 1
43. I'-usually reiy on 'f‘riends’,_b recom_mjendations of GUI oomputer software.

. St_ronglyfz_‘ s Agree - Neutral | _D:isagree - Strongly .

S 4. > 3 2 1

44. Usually before consrdermg a GUI computer software program I will ask my B
friends thelr oplnron of it. ‘

'Strongly | : -Agreer : Neutralh'i_ 'Disagree ‘ Strongly

Agree ' IR Disagree

~ Frequency of usingGUI comnuter sdftware
45. On aVe_rage, how many days perr week do you use GUI computer software?

2 46

1 TR L, T

53. -How long have you been using GUI computer ‘softw‘are? |
_ Less than 6 months o _19-24 months

__6-11 months- : . __More than 24 months
_12-18 months ‘ RN ' ‘

- ‘Personal motives .rfor usin_}ZG'UI computer
46. 1 enjoy using GUI comput-er software.

Strongly | Agree Neutraln _ ‘Disagree - Strongly

Agree e S o o .Disagree

5 I
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47. I like to use GUIL cdmputer software programs that make me think.

‘Strongly Agree Neutral ~ Disagree b, ~Strongly

- Agree - ' : .~ Disagree
5 4 3 21

- 48. 1 like to use GUI eomputer so'_ftware programs that are fun and easy to work with.

Strongly | Agree  Neutral ‘ Disagree Strongly
Agree S e T Disagree
5 ‘ 4 -3 | 2 _ 1

' 49 I like to use GUI computer software programs that are sophrstrcated

St_rongly Agree o Neutral : j Drsagree : Stronglyx
Agree. . - : ) © - Disagree

5 4 ' 3 2 1
~50. Using GUI computer software is one of my faVorite activities.

Strongly viyAgree_ - Neutral Disagree - ‘Strorigly

- Agree - Disagree

 Social motives for using GUI com uter

| 51. 1 like to falk to friends about GUI computer ~ software.

Stron'gly' : Agr‘e"e‘: [ Neut'ral - Disagree : :‘Strongly.
Agree | R R ‘ Disagree
. 5 4 . 3_‘ o 2 1
. 52. 1like it when people tell me they have en]oyed GUI computer software that I

have recommended

Strongly Agree R 'Neutra‘lv . Disagree  Strongly

Agree - - Disagree

5 4 3 21
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Interconnectedness

54. Please e’stimaté the number of people you consider to be in your group of closest
friends. = — ' '

05 1115 2125
_610 _16-20 __Over 26

55. How "‘many parties and other social functions did you attend last year?

05 1115 2125
__6-10 - 16-20 _— - Over 26

56. Do you bél(;ng to a sociaI fraternity er sorority?
| _YES - _NO
57. Do ybu belong to any other organizations (social,‘political, religious, etc.)?
_YES  _NO

Homophily

58. How similar are you to most students with whom you come in contact at CSUSB
in terms of:

Very Similar - Neutral =~ Dissimilar ~ Very

‘ Similar N | Dissimilar
Career Aspirations 5 4 3 2 1
Types of Friends =~ 5 4 3 2 1
Type of Family 5 4 3 2 1

Social Class 5 4 3 2 1
Income 5 4 3 2 1
Spending Money 5 4 3 2 1
Leisure Activities 5 4 3 2 1
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