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ABSTRACT 

Gadgets are novel products that have software applications loaded 

into hardware and software platforms. Their development and marketing 

costs companies hundreds of millions of dollars, yet the failure rate in the 

marketplace is very high.  

Central to gadget marketing is the notion that, when consumers are 

reached via technologically and socially influential people, the rate and 

speed of adoption of new innovations increases. The seminal research of 

Bruner & Kumar (2007a) defined a scale for Gadget Lovers, those 

technologically and socially influential people. Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) 

later extended the Gadget Loving research. Both studies did not include 

cultural dimensions. Research from a number of authors support that 

cultural factors have an influence in the process of adopting innovations.  

This Thesis proposes and quantitatively tests an extension to the 

Gadget Loving model that includes cultural dimensions. Following mainly 

Tolba & Mourad (2011), the extended model proposed in this Thesis adds 

Individualism and Uncertainty Avoidance as the two key cultural 

antecedents to Gadget Loving. The quantitative research is focused in 

Sweden and Finland. 

 The results of this Thesis provide strong support for Individualism 

being a key antecedent to Gadget Loving. Only weak support is found for 

Uncertainty Avoidance at p<0.1. 
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1. Introduction 
 

The Consumer Electronics industry is projected to achieve $208B in revenues in 2014. New 

product categories like 3D printers, Bluetooth wireless speakers, health and fitness devices, 

wearables and Ultra HD television displays, barely available to consumers two or three years ago, are 

expected to grow at a rate of 107% year on year in 2014. These emerging product categories “drive 

65% of total industry revenue growth in absolute terms” (all data from: PWC, 2013, page 16).  

Cusumano (2010) has noted as well the high revenue opportunities that offer new gadgets if they are 

successful in the marketplace. The ability to market new products and innovations to consumers 

must therefore be a key competence of companies operating in the industry.  

Research & Development (R&D) investment in gadgets is very high. Consider that, according 

to Booz & Co. (2014), seven of the top twenty global R&D spenders in 2013 are related to the 

gadget industry. According to the same study, the combined R&D investment in 2013 of the top 

companies related to the gadget industry (Samsung, Intel, Microsoft, Google, Nokia, Panasonic, 

Sony and Apple) was $58.4 billion. At the same time, and according to the same study, six of the top 

ten most innovative companies in 2013 (Apple, Google, Samsung, Amazon, Microsoft and 

Facebook) are related to the gadget industry. A further two of the top ten most innovative 

companies in 2013 have historical ties with the gadget industry (General Electric and IBM).  

Moreover, Vance (2013) has argued that “cars are now gadgets”, and asked Tesla Motors “to 

prove it is more Apple and Silicon Valley than Detroit”. Following Vance’s (2013) thesis, a further 

five “gadget” (automotive) companies (Volkswagen, Toyota, General Motors, Honda and Daimler) 

are on the top twenty global R&D spenders according in 2013 to Booz & Co. (2014). At the same 

time, and according as well to Booz & Co. (2014), a further “gadget” (automotive) company (Tesla 

Motors) is one of the top ten most innovative companies in 2013. In sum, thirteen of the top twenty 

global R&D spenders in 2013, according to Booz & Co. (2014), could be related to the gadget 

industry. Furthermore, nine of the ten most innovative companies in 2013, according to the same 

study, could be related to the gadget industry. 

As an example, Vogelstein (2008) has reported that Apple spent an estimated $150 million in 

the development of the first iPhone.  
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Moreover, the failure rate of new gadgets in the marketplace is very high. Braun (1992) defines a 

failed innovation as one that does not achieve a meaningful market share or fails to meet its profit 

targets, rather than one that fails in the technical sense. Chukwuma-Nwuba (2013, page 463) has 

noted “the fact that existing body of literature on innovation failure reveal that two-thirds of 

innovations fail.” Curiously Chukwuma-Nwuba (2013) notes that, despite this fact, there is more 

literature on the success of innovations than on its failure. Along similar lines, Dr. John Hogan from 

LeveragePoint (2013a and 2013b) has benchmarked that “76% of all new product launches fail to 

meet their revenue targets” (LeveragePoint, 2013a). Moreover, Lehtonen (2003) has emphasized the 

cost of mistaken decisions in the diffusion of new technologies.  

In sum, it is obvious that a situation that involves high investments coupled with high failure 

rates in the market place deserves attention from company executives and scholars alike.  

Before moving into the next section, it is important to provide a definition for gadget. A number 

of different nomenclatures are used in the literature to refer to consumer electronic devices or 

gadgets. As examples, the consultancy Gartner uses the term “consumer device” (Fulton, 2013), while 

the consultancy PriceWaterhouseCooper uses the more generic term “consumer electronics” (PWC, 

2013). Shoham and Pesämaa (2013, page 248) provide a definition of gadgets as “novel products 

that have software applications loaded into hardware and software platforms.” The term gadget will 

be used in this Thesis. 

 

1.1 Problem discussion, formulation and purpose 

Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) note that the market for gadgets has become large and, therefore, 

deserves scholarly attention. Marketing of such categories deserve particular attention given the 

three pieces of information discussed above: first, from PWC (2013, page 16) emerging product 

categories “drive 65% of total industry revenue growth in absolute terms”; second, from Booz & 

Co. (2014) and Vogelstein (2008) R&D investment in them is high; and, third, from Chukwuma-

Nwuba (2013) and LeveragePoint (2013a) failure rates in the marketplace are high, being estimated 

by those authors to be within 66% and 76% of all new product launches to the marketplace.  

Tolba & Mourad (2011) have noted that research from other authors suggests that cultural 

factors have an influence in the process of adopting innovations (Karahanna, Evaaristo & Strite, 
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2002; Meyers & Tan, 2002; Huang et al., 2003; Kalliny & Hausman, 2007). Also Yoo et al. (2011) 

have argued that an organization introducing products in different countries will adapt their strategy 

based on the culture of the countries.  

Kozinets et al. (2010) note that for more than half a century marketers have recognized the 

importance of word-of-mouth marketing, to the extent of proposing that it affects the majority of 

purchasing decisions. Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) develop on this idea noting that most consumers 

find out about gadgets indirectly through word-of-mouth. Furthermore, a number of authors (see 

Money et al. (1998), Sundqvist (2002), and Fong & Burton (2008) to name a few) have shown that 

word-of-mouth varies across cultures.  

Shoham & Pesämaa (2013, page 247) have noted that the indirect nature of word-of-mouth “is 

central to the notion of Gadget Loving in which it is assumed that consumers are reached via 

technologically and socially influential people (Bruner & Kumar, 2007a).” The research models for 

Gadget Loving of both Bruner & Kumar (2007a) and Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) do not include 

cultural aspects.  

The key purpose of this Thesis will be therefore to expand the Gadget Loving research model 

to include the cultural aspects that a number of authors have shown to have an influence in the 

process of adopting innovations. The following two research questions will be answered: 

Primary Research Question (PRQ): How do cultural factors affect gadget purchasing? 

Supporting Research Question (SRQ): How do cultural factors affect the Gadget Loving scale? 

 Therefore the main objective of this Thesis is to explain cultural antecedents to gadget 

ownership. Both Bruner & Kumar (2007a) and Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) have explained 

antecedents to gadget ownership without explicitly including cultural antecedents. The novelty of 

this Thesis is to explain explicitly the cultural antecedents to gadget ownership. 

 To achieve this objective, this Thesis will deliver two goals: first research the literature on 

technology adoption theories, consumer behaviour leading to purchasing of technological gadgets, 

and cultural dimensions affecting the adoption of innovations; second to build and test an empirical 

model for Gadget Loving that includes cultural aspects. 
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1.2 Thesis’ structure 

This Thesis is structured in a waterfall like process. It will sequentially go from the theoretical 

aspects through the analysis of empirical results to explain cultural antecedents to gadget ownership. 

Figure 1 shows the workflow that this Thesis will follow.  

 

Figure 1.- Thesis structure 

 

 After the introduction, section 2 will provide an overview of the context in which this 

research has been carried out. Section 3 will build a theoretical platform on technology adoption 

theories, consumer behaviour leading to purchasing of technological gadgets, and cultural 

dimensions affecting the adoption of innovations. Section 4 will build the research model.  

 Section 5 will rationally select a method to deliver the research object of this Thesis. This 

Thesis will follow an explanatory deductive process with a quantitative approach. The section will 

also explain in detail the quantitative method to be used to build and test an empirical model. 

Introduction 

Research 
Context 

Theory 

Research 
Model 

Methodology 

Results 

Analysis 

Conclusions 

Limitations 
and Future 
Research 
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 Section 6 will statistically analyse the results of the survey undertaken. It will test the validity, 

reliability and overall fit of the proposed empirical model. It will also assess the hypotheses of the 

empirical model and calculate if their representativeness is significant from a statistical point of view. 

Section 7 will analyse and discuss the results presented in the previous section. The analysis 

will discuss if the results obtained support the theoretical hypotheses raised.  

Section 8 will draw the conclusions of the work undertaken in this Thesis. An overview of 

the findings of the Thesis, the importance of them, and potential beneficiaries of this work will be 

provided.  

Section 9 will discuss the limitations of this research and directions for further research will 

be recommended. 
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2. Research context  
 

Managers of companies that market gadgets to consumers seek fast adoption of their products in 

the marketplace. Gadgets are already part of everyday life at the time of writing this Thesis, and 

there is ample evidence that the speed of adoption of new technologies by consumers is increasing.  

For example, Figure 2 (Felton, 2008) shows the rate of adoption of different innovations by US 

households since 1900. It took decades (from before 1900 to the mid 1930’s) for the stove to be 

adopted by more than half of US households. For the internet to achieve similar level of adoption, it 

took around 10 years starting in 1990. As the graph shows, the speed of adoption of new gadgets by 

consumers is faster now than it was at the beginning of the 20th century. 

 

 

Figure 2.- Rate of adoption of innovations in the US since 1900 (Source: Felton, 2008) 

 

Furthermore, the stream of new emerging product categories and innovations is a continuum 

with constant new entrants in the product pipeline. For example see Figure 3 for the 2013 Gartner 

Hype Cycle for Consumer Devices, from Fulton (2013), showing gadgets that are in the pipeline to 

become mainstream in the next few years. 
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Figure 3.- Gartner Hype Cycle for Consumer Devices (Source: www.gartner.com, retrieved from Fulton, 2013) 

 

DeGusta (2012) provides the following definitions for the different stages of gadget adoption:  

a) Traction: Time from consumer availability to 10% penetration 

b) Maturity: Time from 10% to 40% penetration 

c) Saturation: Time from 40% to 75% penetration 

 

DeGusta (2012) has shown in Figure 4 and Figure 5 similar trends to Felton (2008) in the rate 

of adoption of gadgets in the US. Interestingly, his research includes data for recent gadgets like 

smartphones and tablets. For example, it took more than 10 years for the television or the personal 

computer to achieve traction.  It took less than 3 years for the tablet to achieve a similar level of 

penetration.  

It is interesting to note that it was faster for the television to achieve maturity and saturation 

than for the computer and the mobile phone. The reasons for this are beyond the scope of this 

Thesis.  
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Figure 4.- Rate of adoption of different types of telephones in the US since 1900 (Source: DeGusta, 2012) 
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Figure 5.- Technology adoption rates in the U.S. (Source: DeGusta, 2012) 
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Davis (2014) has shown similar adoption rates for gadgets in the UK using data from Ofcom 

(the communications regulator in the UK) for the 2003 – 2014 period. 

 

Figure 6.- Technology adoption rates in the UK (Source: Davis, 2014) 

 

McGrath (2013) has noted, after analysing Felton (2008) and DeGusta (2012), that “by 

analogy, firms with competitive advantages in those areas will need to move faster to capture those 

opportunities that present themselves”. Moreover Bruner & Kumar (2007a, page 330) have argued 

that “persuading the majority of consumers to accept and adopt any particular technological 

innovation remains difficult.” In these circumstances, insight into the best strategies to market gadgets 

and new innovations is a key research area for managers in the industry. Thus, the theoretical 

starting point of this Thesis will be on technology adoption and diffusion theories and models.  
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3. Theoretical Background 
3.1. Technology acceptance theories 

3.1.1. Introduction 

Acceptance of innovations and technologies has been one of the most researched topics in the 

last decades. A number of theoretical frameworks have been proposed aimed at understanding the 

process for a consumer to accept and adopt innovations and technologies. The main frameworks 

developed are, in chronological order: Theory of Reasoned Action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975); 

Innovation Diffusion Theory (Rogers, 1983; and Moore & Benbasat, 1991); Social Cognitive Theory 

(SCT) (Bandura, 1986); Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989); Theory of Planned Behaviour 

(Ajzen, 1991); Motivational Model (Davis et al., 1992); Technology Acceptance Model 2 (TAM2) 

(Venkatesh & Davis, 2000); Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) 

(Venkatesh et al., 2003); and Consumer Acceptance of Technology (Kulviwat et al., 2007; and Nasco 

et al., 2008). 

Innovation Diffusion Theory and Technology Acceptance Model are the two most often cited 

theories in the field. This chapter will introduce and discuss them plus the Consumer Acceptance of 

Technology model. The latter includes hedonic factors that the literature suggests to be key for 

consumers outside the workplace. 

  

3.1.2. Innovation Diffusion Theory 

Ryan & Gross (1943) is commonly cited as the seminal research on the diffusion of 

innovations. They wanted to understand why some farmers purchased hybrid corn seed as soon as it 

is was available, while others waited until most of the farmers in the community had already adopted 

the new innovation. Their study showed that social factors were important in the innovation 

adoption decision.  

After the seminal work of Ryan & Gross (1943), innovation diffusion was a very popular 

research theme in the 1950’s and 1960’s with hundreds of studies published. Most of the studies 

targeted to answer why some members of a population adopt an innovation while others do not. 

Crucially, and continuing with the research into diffusion of agricultural innovations, Beal & Bohlen 

(1957) described the phases of the adoption process and the key sources of information that farmers 
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used in the different phases. Their findings, summarized in Table 1, suggested the importance of 

opinion leaders amongst neighbours and friends in the innovation adoption process.  

 
Awareness 

Knows about it; 
Lacks details 

Interest 
Develops interest; 

gathers general 
information and 

facts 

Evaluation 
Mental trial; 

application to 
personal situation; 

Can I do it? 

Trial 
Small-scale, 
experimental 

use; How to do 
it! 

Adoption 
Large-scale, 

continued use; 
satisfaction 

Mass media: Radio, 
TV, newspapers, 
magazines 

Mass media: Radio, 
TV, newspapers, 
magazines 

Neighbours, friends Neighbours, 
friends 

Neighbours, friends 

Govt. agencies Govt. agencies Govt. agencies Govt. agencies Govt. agencies 
Neighbours, 
friends 

Neighbours, friends Mass media: Radio, 
TV, newspapers, 
magazines 

Mass media: 
Radio, TV, 
newspapers, 
magazines 

Mass media: Radio, 
TV, newspapers, 
magazines 

Salesmen, dealers Salesmen, dealers Salesmen, dealers Salesmen, dealers Salesmen, dealers 

Table 1.- The innovation adoption process and sources of information (Source: Beal & Bohlen, 1957) 

 

Based on this background, Rogers (1983) proposed the Diffusion of Innovation Theory to 

primarily explain the way an innovation from the stage of invention to the stage of use by the 

majority of consumers. IDT suggests consumers can be classified based on the speed of adoption of 

innovations as follow: 

1. Innovators: are individuals that are very eager to try new ideas. Rogers (1983, page 248) 

argues that “the innovator plays an important role in the diffusion process: that of launching 

the new idea in the social system.” 

2. Early adopters: in a social system the early adopter is the individual to consult before 

adopting a new innovation. Crucially Rogers (1983, page 249) notes that “this adopter 

category, more than any other, has the greatest degree of opinion leadership in most social 

systems.” 

3. Early majority: are individuals that “follow with deliberate willingness in adopting 

innovations, but seldom lead” (Rogers 1983, page 249). They are individuals that interact 

frequently with other members of the social system but do not hold positions of leadership. 
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They are seen as an important category by Rogers as, given their position in society, they 

connect the very early with the relatively late adopters. 

4. Late majority: are individuals that adopt innovations only after most others in the social 

system have done it. They require almost all the uncertainty to be removed before adopting 

an innovation. 

5. Laggards: are the last individuals in the social system to adopt an innovation. They are 

typically suspicious of innovations and opinion leaders, and require total certainty from their 

viewpoint that the innovation is not going to fail.  

Rogers’ (1983) categorization of innovation adopters is typically represented as in Figure 7. 

 
Figure 7.- Diffusion of innovations according to Rogers (1983)  

(Source of the image: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Diffusion_of_ideas.svg , accessed 13th of April of 2014) 
 

Moore (1999, page 10) notes that Rogers’ (1983) “profile, is in turn, the very foundation of the 

High-Tech Marketing Model. That model says that the way to develop a high-tech market is to work 

the curve left to right, focusing first on the innovators, growing that market, then moving on to the 

early adopters, growing that market, and so on, to the early majority, late majority, and even to the 

laggards.” 

Rogers’ (1983) supports that five characteristics of an innovation affect its diffusion: relative 

advantage, compatibility, complexity, observability and trialability. Moore & Benbasat (1991) 

extended on Rogers’ model with four additional factors that impact the adoption of IT technology: 
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voluntariness, image, result demonstrability and visibility. The model from Moore & Benbasat 

(1991) is commonly referred to in the literature as the Innovation Diffusion Theory.  

Moore & Benbasat (1991) define the key constructs above as follows:  

1. Relative advantage as “the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being better 

than its precursor” (Moore & Benbasat, 1991, page 195). 

2. Compatibility as “the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being consistent 

with the existing values, needs, and past experiences of potential adopters” (Moore & 

Benbasat, 1991, page 195). 

3. Complexity as “the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being difficult to 

use” (Moore & Benbasat, 1991, page 195). 

4. Observability as “the degree to which the results of an innovation are observable to 

others” Moore & Benbasat, 1991, page 195). 

5. Trialability as “the degree to which an innovation may be experimented with before 

adoption” (Moore & Benbasat, 1991, page 195). 

6. Image as “the degree to which use of an innovation is perceived to enhance one's 

image or status in one's social system” (Moore & Benbasat, 1991, page 195). 

7. Voluntariness as “the degree to which use of the innovation is perceived as being 

voluntary, or of free will” (Moore & Benbasat, 1991, page 195). 

8. Visibility as “the degree to which one can see others using the system in the 

organization” (Moore & Benbasat, 1991, page 195). 

9. Result demonstrability as “the tangibility of the results of using the innovation, 

including their observability and communicability” (Moore & Benbasat, 1991, page 

203). 

Crum et al. (1996) and Bradford & Florin (2003) have found technical compatibility, technical 

complexity and relative advantage as the important antecedents to innovation adoption. Tornatzky 

and Klein (1982) determined that only three antecedents (relative advantage, complexity and 

compatibility) repeatedly correlate with adoption of innovations. 

Rogers (1983) research implies that innovators are typically not the best opinion leaders as, 

although many of them adopt new innovations and products, few other individuals in the social 
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system follow them. A number of authors (see for example: Rogers, 1983; Moore, 1999; and Valente 

& Davis, 1999) suggest that diffusion of innovations and new products is likely to be faster when 

opinion leaders are amongst the early adopters. Bruner & Kumar (2007a) argued that there is a type 

of individuals that meets both requirements, being opinion leaders and early adopters, and called 

them Gadget Lovers. They provided a scale to measure the key characteristics of this group. 

The Innovation Diffusion Theory has been extensively used and tested in research to explain 

or predict user acceptance of several technologies in several research contexts. Over the years IDT 

has been applied to a variety of commercially available technologies such as: personal workstations 

(Moore & Benbasat, 1991); voicemail (Benham & Raymond, 1996); operating systems (Karahanna et 

al., 1999); smart card technology (Plouffe et al., 2001). IDT has been found to be valid over a 

number of commercially available technologies used in an office environment (Karahanna et al., 

1999; Plouffe et al., 2001) or an educational environment (Benham & Raymond, 1996; Moore & 

Benbasat, 1991). 

 

3.1.3.  Technology Acceptance Model 

The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) was introduced by Davis (1989) and, according to 

Lee, Kozar & Larsen (2003), since then has been one of the most widely use theories to model the 

acceptance of technologies.  

 TAM is based on the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) from Fishbein & Ajzen (1975), 

adapting it to model specifically the acceptance of computer technology. According to Fishbein & 

Ajzen (1975), the subjective assessment of a consumer of the probability of the consequences of 

behaviour, along with her affective evaluation of those consequences, shapes her feelings about that 

behaviour. The attitude of a consumer determines her behavioural intentions, and they shape her 

actual behaviour. 

Davis (1989) and Davis et al. (1989) support that the key antecedents of a consumer 

behavioural intention to use IT are “perceived usefulness” (PU) and “perceived ease of use” 

(PEOU), with attitude being a mediating factor. According to Davis et al. (1989) the behavioural 

intention to use the IT system determines the degree of system use on its own. Therefore, Davis et 

al. (1989) support that higher levels of PU and PEOU drives a higher level of use of an IT system.  
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Defining the key concepts mentioned, Fishbein & Ajzen (1975, page 288) define behavioural 

intention as “the strength of one’s intention to perform a specified behaviour”. Davis et al. (1989, 

page 985) define “perceived usefulness” (PU) as “the prospective user’s subjective probability that 

using a specific application system will increase his or her job performance within an organizational 

context”. Davis et al. (1989, page 985) define “perceived ease of use” (PEOU) as “the degree to 

which the prospective user expects the target system to be free of effort”. Fishbein & Ajzen (1975, 

page 216) define attitude an individual positive or negative feelings (evaluative affect) about 

performing the target behaviour”. 

Furthermore, Davis et al. (1989) support that external variables impact beliefs (that is PU and 

PEOU) and, therefore, affect actual system use. The literature shows research and examples on a 

number of external variables. To name a couple, Venkatesh (1999) has used company training in IT 

systems and Venkatesh & Morris (2000) have discussed gender as an external variable.  

Thus in sum, Davis et al. (1989) proposed the model shown in Figure 8: 

 

 
Figure 8.- Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Source: Davis et al., 1989) 

 

The Technology Acceptance Model has been extensively used and tested in research to 

explain or predict behavioural intention on several technologies in several research contexts. Both 

Lee, Kozar & Larsen (2003) and Legris et al. (2003) have done a comprehensive review of cases 

available in the literature. Over the years TAM has been applied to a variety of commercially 

available technologies such as: word processors (Davis et al., 1989; Adams et al., 1992; Agarwal & 

Prasad, 1999); spreadsheet software (Adams et al., 1992); voicemail (Adams et al., 1992); email 

(Adams et al., 1992; Szajna, 1996); graphic software (Adams et al., 1992); net conferencing software 
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(Venkatesh, 1999); wireless IT (Lu et al., 2003; Wang et al., 2006); e-commerce (Chen & Tan, 2004; 

Klopping & McKinney, 2004); and internet handheld devices (Bruner & Kumar, 2005). 

TAM has been found to be valid over a number of commercially available technologies used 

in an office environment (Adams et al., 1992; Venkatesh, 1999) or an educational environment 

(Adams et al., 1992; Davis et al., 1989; Szajna, 1996). Venkatesh & Morris (2000) support that 

empirical tests show that TAM explains to a large extent variance in the use of technologies.  

 

3.1.4. Extensions of the Technology Acceptance Model 

As a first step, Venkatesh & Morris (2000) extended TAM to include antecedents for PU 

(subjective norm, image, job relevance, output quality, and results demonstrability). Moreover, the 

model was expanded by adding voluntariness and experience as moderators for the relationship with 

subjective norm. This model is referred to in the literature as TAM2. 

As a next step, Venkatesh et al. (2003) expanded TAM into the Unified Theory of Acceptance 

and Use of Technology (UTAUT). The model was developed theoretically through a review of the 

constructs of eight models explaining usage behaviour of IT systems, and it is based on four key 

constructs: performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence and facilitating conditions. 

The four key constructs are direct antecedents of behavioural intention and behavioural use. In 

addition, gender, age, experience and voluntariness are moderators of the impact of the four key 

constructs on behavioural intention and behavioural use.  

Defining the key concepts mentioned, Venkatesh et al. (2003, page 447) define performance 

expectation as “the degree to which an individual believes that using the system will help him or her 

to attain gains in job.” Venkatesh et al. (2003, page 450) define effort expectancy as “the degree of 

ease associated with the use of the system.” Venkatesh et al. (2003, page 451) define social influence 

as “the degree to which an Individual perceives that important others believe he or she should use 

the new system.” Venkatesh et al. (2003, page 453) define facilitating conditions as “the degree to 

which an individual believes that an organizational and technical infrastructure exists to support use 

of the system.” Moreover, Venkatesh et al. (2003) provide root constructs, definitions, and scales for 

all the constructs included in their UTAUT.  
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Thus in sum, Venkatesh et al. (2003) proposed the UTAUT model is shown in Figure 9: 

 
Figure 9.- Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (Source: Venkatesh et al., 2003) 

 

3.1.5. Consumer Acceptance of Technology model 

Bruner & Kumar (2005) notes that models like TAM have been used for years to predict 

acceptance of new technologies in the workplace. As discussed above, TAM posits usefulness and 

ease of use as antecedents to actual system use. Childers et al. (2002), Dabholkar & Bagozzi (2002), 

and Bruner & Kumar (2005) support that a hedonic factor is an important addition to the model in 

consumer contexts. Nysveen et al. (2005) make a comprehensive discussion of differences in the use 

of technology in the workplace and the consumer context as they relate to TAM.  

Along the same lines, Kulviwat et al. (2007) support that consumers adopt technology 

products not only to get useful benefits but to actually enjoy the experience of using them. They 

note that previous acceptance theories have focus on the role of cognition and hardly ever have 

included affect. Moreover, they remark that “the few studies that have incorporated affect have 

tended to measure a single emotion rather than modelling it comprehensively” (page 1059). 

Kulviwat et al. (2007) and Nasco et al. (2008) propose the Consumer Acceptance of Technology 

(CAT) model. CAT incorporates the Pleasure, Arousal and Dominance (PAD) paradigm of affect 

(Mehrabian & Russell, 1974) into TAM. Kulviwat et al. (2007) propose six key constructs as 

antecedents of intention of adoption a technology. Three of them are cognition antecedents: relative 

advantage, perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use. The other three are affect antecedents: 

pleasure, arousal and dominance.  
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The three affect antecedents are supported by the following selected theory cited by Kulviwat 

et al. (2007): 

1. Pleasure: Scholars have argued that a hedonic feeling may be an important determinant 

of the consumption decision (see for example: Hartman et al., 2006). According to 

Childers et al. (2002), the entertaining potential of technology products has a powerful 

effect on the adoption decision.  

2. Arousal: Donovan et al. (1994) found a positive relationship between feelings of 

shoppers that had been aroused in a store and their attitude toward the consumption 

decision. Lee et al. (2003) found that arousal had a positive influence toward use of an 

Internet retailer.  

3. Dominance: Parasuraman & Colby (2001) have found that control is related to the 

adoption and use of technology. On the other hand, Igbaria & Parasuraman (1989) 

found that anxiety is the strongest predictor of negative attitude towards technology, 

noting that submissiveness (the opposite of dominance) is reflected in anxiety related 

feelings. 

Thus in sum, Kulviwat et al. (2007) proposed the CAT model is shown in Figure 10: 

 
Figure 10.- Consumer Acceptance of Technology model (Source: Kulviwat et al., 2007) 
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Kulviwat et al. (2007) found the CAT model to explain better variance in consumer adoption 

intentions than TAM.  

 

3.2. Consumer behaviour leading to purchasing of technological gadgets 

Gadgets are becoming a vital part of life in the 21st century. Bruner & Kumar (2007b) have 

suggested related to handheld gadgets that “because we carry these devices with us all the time and 

use them frequently, they are becoming part of us.” Gadgets have become fashion statements (Katz 

& Sugiyama, 2005 & 2006). Their usage has been linked to personality (Love & Kewley, 2005). It’s 

been suggested that they give consumers the ability to express themselves and influence others 

(Nysveen et al., 2005). They affect identity (Westjohn et al., 2009). Gadgets are, even, addictive for 

some users (Park, 2005; Bianchi & Philips, 2005). Furthermore, according to Clark & Goldsmith 

(2006) personality traits help explain purchasing decisions of consumer products in early stages of 

their introduction to the marketplace.  

The innovation adoption literature suggests that the major drivers of innovation adoption can 

be divided into characteristics of the adopter and perceived characteristics of the innovation (Rogers, 

1983; Gatignon & Robertson, 1985; Tornatzky & Klein, 1982). 

Clark & Goldsmith (2006) have noted that companies and scholars have tried to outline the 

characteristics of early adopters of consumer products. They suggested that those early adopters are 

key to the diffusion of the product. Midgley and Dowling (1978) define consumer innovativeness as 

the tendency to buy new products more often and more quickly than other people. Along the same 

lines, Steenkamp et al. (1999, page 56) define innate innovativeness a ‘‘predisposition to buy new and 

different products and brands rather than remain with previous choices and consumer patterns.’’  

Roehrich (2004) summarizes that four forces have been proposed in the literature to explain 

that predisposition: need for stimulation, novelty seeking, independence towards others’ 

communicated experience and need for uniqueness.  
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Roehrich (2004) provides a comprehensive review of the literature supporting the four 

explanations. As an overview: 

1. Need for stimulation: Roehrich (2004) supports that need for stimulation may be 

perceived as antecedent of new product adoption in many human activities. Berlyne 

(1960) showed how new products help people maintain an optimum level of 

stimulation in a variety of situations. A number of empirical studies have validated this 

notion (e.g.: Mittelstaedt et al., 1976). Wang et al. (2008) summarized the empirical 

research and asserted that the need for stimulation is positively related with consumer 

innovativeness. 

2. Novelty seeking: Bruner & Kumar (2007a, page 331) defined inherent novelty seeking 

as the “degree to which a person desires variation and stimulation in his or her life.” 

Hirschman (1980, page 285) supports that inherent novelty seeking is ‘‘conceptually 

indistinguishable from the willingness to adopt new products.’’ Actualized novelty 

seeking expresses itself into activities intended to find new information.  

3. Independence towards others’ communicated experience: Midgley & Dowling (1978, 

page 235) define innate innovativeness as “the degree to which an individual makes 

innovation decisions independently from the communicated experience of others.” 

Roehrich (2004) notes that, although attractive, this notion lacks empirical support. 

4. Need for uniqueness: the link between innovative behaviour and need for uniqueness 

was first proposed by Fromkin (1971). Gatignon and Robertson (1985) conclude that 

consumers with a desire for conformity adopt more slowly. This notion is directly 

linked with the amount of emphasis a culture gives on favouring individuality and 

uniqueness or conformity and interdependence between individuals. The first 

empirical validation of these propositions was provided by Burns & Krampf (1991). 

Following this, Roehrich (2004, page 673) suggests that “the need for uniqueness can 

be considered to be a credible antecedent of innovativeness.” 
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Thus, in sum, Roehrich (2004) review suggests that a predisposition to buy new and different 

products is driven by three forces: need for stimulation, novelty seeking and need for uniqueness. A 

fourth force suggested in the literature (independence towards others’ communicated experience) 

lacks empirical support. 

 

3.3. Culture 

3.3.1. Models of culture   

The concept of culture originated in the field of anthropology with studies researching how 

and why a group of people behave the way they do (Hofstede, 1991). To answer the how and why 

research questions, anthropology researchers joined groups of people in their daily lives and analysed 

the way they interacted and made sense of the reality around them. The early research was based on 

analysing all possible perspectives of the behaviour of a group of people in their daily habits: 

attitudes, values, language, norms, beliefs and rituals (Hofstede, 1991). 

The literature shows a number of definitions of culture from different perspectives and fields 

like anthropology, psychology, and sociology. According to Soares et al. (2007), one of the first 

definitions of culture was given by “Tylor […] as the complex whole which includes knowledge, 

belief, art, morals, custom and any other capabilities and habit acquired by man as a member of 

society” (Soares et al., 2007, page 277). More recently Schwartz (2004, page 44) has defined culture 

as “the rich complex meanings, beliefs, practices, symbols, norms and values prevalent among 

people in a society”. Hofstede (2011, page 3) has defined culture as “the collective programming of 

the mind that distinguishes the members of one group or category of people from others”. 

Soares et al. (2007) have accentuated the difficulty in defining culture and, at the same time, 

highlighted that Lenartowicz & Roth (2004) have reported that almost 10% of the articles published 

in top journals in the 1996-2000 period used culture as an independent variable.  

On the other hand, many authors support that “culture is too global a concept to be 

meaningful as an explanatory variable” (Soares et al., 2007, page 279; and see also for example: 

Schwartz, 1994; van der Vijver & Leung, 1997). It is for this reason that many authors support that 

to operationalize culture as a variable it is needed to identify its components. A number of cultural 
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researchers have proposed national culture frameworks based on core value dimensions that can be 

applied cross cultures. Hofstede (1980), Inglehart (1987), Trompenaars & Turner (1997) and 

Schwartz (2004) are amongst those researchers that have proposed national culture frameworks. The 

most notable model to operationalize culture by identifying its components is the one proposed by 

Hofstede (1980).  

A citation study by Søndergaard (1994) concluded that Hofstede’s framework has been used 

widely by researches in different fields from Marketing to Business to Social Psychology and 

Accounting. More recently, Steenkamp (2001) has noted that Hofstede’s framework is the most 

widely used national cultural framework in psychology, sociology, marketing and management 

studies. Soares et al. (2007) confirmed the significance of the Hofstede framework in consumer 

behaviour studies through an exhaustive review of the available literature. Smith (1992) considers 

Hofstede’s model as the most comprehensive and straightforward means to dimensionalize national 

culture. Furthermore, according to several scholars (see for example Tolba & Mourat, 2011; Yoo et 

al., 2011), the use of Hofstede’s framework is increasingly overwhelming in human resources 

management, psychology, sociology, marketing and management studies. Based on the prevalence 

shown by Søndergaard (1994), Steenkamp (2001), Soares et al. (2007), Smith (1992), Tolba & 

Mourat (2011) and Yoo et al. (2011), this Thesis will use Hofstede’s framework to operationalize 

culture as a variable for the research conducted. 

 

3.3.2. The Hofstede model of culture   

Coming back to the definition of culture, Hofstede (1983, page 76) notes that his “favourite 

definition of "culture" is precisely that its essence is collective mental programming: it is that part of 

our conditioning that we share with other members of our nation, region, or group but not with 

members of other nations, regions, or groups.” 

According to Hofstede (1980), culture is learned by the individual through his or her life. In 

the first instance the parents educate with examples and corrections, later teachers educate in formal 

education environments and culture is nurtured by other peers through interactions. The differences 

between individuals from various cultures will show themselves beyond age differences. It is 

accepted by Hofstede (2002) that young and old individuals from the same culture will have a 
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different “programming”. But also that the culture of a young person from culture A will differ as 

much from a young person in culture B than the culture of an older person from culture A will 

differ from an older person in culture B.   

Moreover, Hofstede (1991) divides culture into layers: the core layer is values, followed by 

rituals, heroes and symbols as the outer layer of culture. Values at the core are the most persistent 

and difficult to change layer of culture. Values are the stable elements of culture. The layers ritual, 

heroes and symbols are expressed through daily practices. Symbols, at the outer layer, are the most 

obviously visible and more easily altered. Also layers that are assimilated later in life are easier to alter 

than those assimilated early in life.  

Hofstede (1991) also notes that cultures change. In the past, isolated and non-literate societies 

tended to have more homogeneous cultures than modern multi-ethnic societies. Despite the fact 

that nations are not completely homogenous, Hofstede (1991) concludes that they are the source of 

much of the cultural “programming” of the individuals that have grown in them. Hofstede (1991) 

also concludes that, although the scores of different nations on his cultural dimensions framework 

will change over time, the relative position of the culture of a nation to another one will be fairly 

stable over time.  

Hofstede cultural framework is based on surveys administered to large samples of IBM 

employees in the 1970s. Hofstede (2011) explains how he got access in the 1970s to a database with 

over 100,000 answers to questionnaires on values and related sentiments of IBM employees in over 

50 countries that had been surveyed twice a year for a period of four years. The research derived a 

cultural model with four dimensions: power distance, collectivism vs. individualism, femininity vs. 

masculinity, uncertainty avoidance. A fifth dimension, long vs. short-term orientation, was added 

later (Hofstede & Bond, 1988) and is important in cultures influenced by Confucian religion. 

Thus, Hofstede (1991) proposed a framework of five dimensions: 

1. Individualism / collectivism: The extent to which people of a culture define 

themselves as part of larger groups. Cultures differ on the amount of emphasis given 

on favouring individuality and uniqueness or conformity and interdependence. In 

individualistic societies, the individuals look after themselves and their close 

acquaintances. Individualistic societies are characterised by loose social ties. In 
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collectivistic societies, the individuals look for the greater good of the society. 

Collectivistic societies are characterised by individuals being strongly incorporated into 

groups like family, school or clan, and by government policies favouring the group 

over individual rights. 

2. Uncertainty avoidance: The extent to which people of a culture fears and avoids 

uncertainty and its outcomes. Individuals in some societies feel more threatened by 

uncertainty and ambiguity than individuals in other societies. That feeling of threat 

leads those individuals to avoid uncertain or ambiguous situations. Societies with High 

Uncertainty Avoidance are characterised by strict rules of behaviour and formality, 

with things that are different or unexplained being viewed as dangerous. Societies with 

Low Uncertainty Avoidance are characterised by willingness to take risks and 

experiment, and by innovative behaviour. 

3. Power distance: Represents the extent to which people of a culture are prepared to 

accept unequal power distribution. Societies with high power distance are more 

hierarchical and autocratic. They are characterised by centralized decision making and 

superiors being highly respected and expected to have the last say when decisions are 

needed. Societies with low power distance are more consultative and democratic. They 

are characterised by shared decision making and flatter management structures. 

4. Masculinity-Feminity: The extent to which people of a culture favour certain gender 

traits. Societies with a masculinity trait are driven by achievement and success. They 

are characterised by an emphasis on competition and by favouring assertiveness. 

Societies with a feminine trait are driven by caring for others. They are characterised 

by a focus on quality of life, and by placing high importance in the health of 

relationships. 

5. Long-Term orientation: The extent to which people of a culture is focused on the 

future instead of the past and present. Individuals in societies with a long-term 

orientation persevere seeking future rewards. They are characterised by a focus 

towards future rewards while promoting virtue and persistence. Individuals in short-
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term oriented societies want immediate satisfaction. They are characterised by 

fostering a respect for tradition emphasizing the past and the present. 

 

It is important to note at this point that Hofstede has been “simultaneously enthusiastically 

praised and acidly criticized” (Soares et al., 2007, page 281). The key critiques to Hofstede’s 

framework are highlighted by Soares et al. (2007). The initial Hofstede studies/surveys took place in 

1967-1973 and, therefore the findings might be outdated. Several scholars cited by Soares et al. 

(2007) support that “relative cultural differences should be extremely persistent” (page 281) and, 

therefore, cultural change is very slow. Other scholars cited by Soares et al. (2007, page 281) have 

also criticized the fact that the process to identify cultural dimensions is empirical rather than 

theoretical, and question the applicability of the dimensions to all cultures.  

Furthermore, Baskerville (2003) pointed to anthropological and ethnographic researches that 

have refuted the link between culture and nation, a link the Hofstede’s framework is strongly 

dependent on. Moreover, McSweeny (2002) notes that Hofstede’s scales are a measure of the central 

tendency in a population. This ignores the large divergences in individual answers within a 

population. This leads McSweeny (2002, page 22). to affirm that “…what Hofstede ‘identified’ is not 

national culture, but an averaging of situationally specific opinions from which dimensions or 

aspects, of national culture are unjustifiably inferred”. 

Refuting these critiques to Hofstede’s framework is outside the scope of this Thesis. It is 

important to note here as well that, according to Westwood & Everet (1996), almost all of the 

scholars who criticise Hofstede’s framework also acknowledge the significance of his research. As 

noted before, according to several scholars (see for example Søndergaard (1994), Steenkamp (2001), 

Smith (1992), Soares et al., (2007), Tolba & Mourat, (2011), Yoo et al. (2011)), the use of Hofstede’s 

framework is increasingly overwhelming in human resources management, psychology, sociology, 

marketing and management studies and, therefore, will be used as the base to operationalize culture 

into the Gadget Loving construct.  
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3.3.3. The role of culture in innovation acceptance and diffusion   

Kalliny & Hausman (2007, page 125) have noted that “differences in cultural and religious 

values can have a great impact on the process of innovation adoption”. They stress that, although 

marketing innovations in one’s own market can already seem frustrating, the complexity of 

managing the adoption of innovations globally (and, therefore, cross-culturally) is remarkably higher. 

Furthermore there are few published studies (e.g.: Gatignon et al., 1989; Daghfous et al., 1999) on 

how cultural values affect the adoption of innovations.  

Rogers (1983) and Daghfous et al. (1999) have concluded that the decision to adopt an 

innovation is different between individuals and affected by characteristics like demographics 

(gender, age, ethnicity, location, etc.), socioeconomics (income, education employment status, etc.), 

psycho-graphics (personality, attitude, fears, etc.) and culture.  

A number of authors (e.g.: Kalliny & Hausman (2007) and Tolba & Mourat (2011)) have used 

the operationalization of culture proposed by Hofstede to study how culture affects the adoption of 

innovations. Kalliny & Hausman (2007) argue that there are three Hofstede’s dimensions mainly 

impacting the acceptance and diffusion of innovations: Individualism, Uncertainty Avoidance and 

Power Distance. On the other hand, Tolba & Mourat (2011) defend that there are two main 

Hofstede’s dimensions impacting the acceptance and diffusion of innovations and, therefore, gadgets: 

Individualism and Uncertainty Avoidance. 

The theoretical links between Individualism, Uncertainty Avoidance and Power Distance and 

the adoption of innovations by individuals will be discussed in the following paragraphs. 

 

Individualism 

A number of authors (see for example Triandis, 1995; Steenkamp et al., 1999; Dwyer et al., 

2005; Tellis, 2007; Flight et al., 2011; Tolba & Mourat, 2011) have argued that individualism is the 

most significant dimension driving adoption of innovations.  

Gouveia & Ross (2000, page 26) define Individualism, “as an assessment of the emotional 

independence and autonomy of the person”. In individualistic societies, individuals are involved in 

different “out-groups” that influence their decisions. “Out-groups” are groups outside the inner 



35 

 

 

circle of family and friends of an individual to which the individual does not identify as being a 

member. In contrast, in collectivistic societies, the individuals identify themselves as members of 

“in-groups” like family, friends, clan, etc. Dwyer et al. (2005) has shown that innovation diffusion is 

influenced by the various out-groups the individual deals with.  

Roth (1995) has shown that in individualistic societies, people tend make decisions and initiate 

behaviours independently of others. Midgley and Dowling (1978) highlighted that a tendency to 

initiate behaviours independently of others is linked to consumer innovativeness. This led 

Steenkamp et al. (1999) to argue that individualistic societies will show high levels of consumer 

innovativeness and, therefore, adoption of innovations. Lynn and Gelb (1996) provided indirect 

support for this reasoning when found that national cultural individualism to be positively correlated 

with the adoption of technical consumer goods. 

Moreover, according to Hofstede (2002, page 35) “Collectivism can be seen as an adaptation 

to poverty and limited resources, and Individualism, to wealth and ample resources.” Having more 

access to resources would mean more opportunity to try new innovations and, therefore, this would 

suggest that individualistic societies are positively correlated with consumer innovativeness. 

 

Uncertainty Avoidance 

According to several authors and studies (see for example: Rogers (1983); Hofstede, 2001; 

Dwyer et al., 2005; Tolba & Mourat, 2011) Uncertainty Avoidance is a key cultural dimension 

influencing innovation adoption.  

Ravichandran (2001) stresses that the adoption of new technologies always involves a certain 

degree of risk. Dwyer et al. (2005) note product innovations are new and unproved compared with 

products already in use by consumers. They argue that “potential adopters, particularly those in a 

high-uncertainty-avoidance culture, may be unsure about the benefits the innovation ultimately 

provides and, as a result, potentially delay its purchase” (Dwyer et al., 2005, page 7).  Along the same 

lines, Tolba & Mourat (2011) support that innovation adoption is slower in societies with high 

uncertainty avoidance. In agreement with this, Lynn and Gelb (1996) have shown a negative 

correlation between high uncertainty avoidance and adoption of technical consumer goods. 

Steenkamp et al. (1999) finding that consumers in low uncertainty avoidance societies are more 
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innovative than those in high uncertainty avoidance ones support the argument.  Additionally, Tellis 

et al. (2003) showed that international take off of new products (entry of the early majority in the 

market) is faster in low uncertainty avoidance societies than in high uncertainty avoidance ones. 

 

Power Distance 

Kalliny & Hausman (2007) argue that Power Distance is one of the three Hofstede’s 

dimensions mainly impacting the acceptance and diffusion of innovations (the other two being 

Individualism and Uncertainty Avoidance). 

Hofstede (2001) notes than in low power distance cultures inequality is seen as an 

objectionable circumstance. Powerful people will try to appear less powerful and, therefore, avoid 

status symbols. On the other hand, in high power distance cultures inequality is expected and 

accepted. Powerful people will use status symbols to impress others and increase their authority. 

This leads Dwyer et al. (2005, page 8) to argue that “the powerful in high-power distance cultures 

should be predisposed to acquiring new products to display their power and position”. Furthermore, 

Hofstede (2001) supports that (in high power distance cultures) the powerful people have a strong 

influence in less powerful people and, as such, the less powerful are likely to emulate the purchasing 

decisions of the powerful and wealthy in society.  

Additionally, Hofstede (2001, page 107) stresses that low power distance cultures have “more 

modest expectations on benefits of technology” than high power distance ones. This leads Dwyer et 

al. (2005, page 11) to suggest that the adoption of innovations is faster in high power distance 

cultures than in low power distance ones. In addition, Rogers (1983) argued that "undoubtedly one 

of the most important motivations for almost any individual to adopt an innovation is the desire to 

gain social status" (page 215). 
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4. Research model   
Following the discussion in section 3, previous research has revealed a number of antecedents 

contributing to gadget ownership. The first one is the notion, from authors such as Rogers (1983), 

Moore (1999), and Valente & Davis (1999), that diffusion of innovations and new products is faster 

when opinion leaders are amongst the early adopters. The second is the notion from Roehrich 

(2004) that a predisposition to buy new and different products is driven by three forces: need for 

stimulation, novelty seeking and need for uniqueness. The third is the notion that some cultural 

characteristics such as individualism/collectivism, uncertainty avoidance and power distance have an 

effect on innovation acceptance and diffusion. 

This Thesis proposes a research model to investigate the relations of these factors to gadget 

ownership. The following sections analyse each of the factors, posit the hypotheses that link the 

factors to gadget ownership and build the research model.  

 

4.1. Diffusion new products is faster when opinion leaders are amongst the early adopters 

Katz & Lazarsfeld (1955) enunciated a seminal theory on public opinion formation supporting 

that individuals may be influenced more by exposure to each other than to the media. According to 

their theory, a small group of opinion leaders act as mediators between mass media and the majority 

of individuals in the society. Information and, therefore, influence flows from the media to the 

majority of individuals through opinion leaders. Around the same time, Beal & Bohlen (1957) 

suggested the importance of opinion leaders amongst neighbours and friends in the innovation 

adoption process. Katz & Lazarsfeld (1955, page 3) defined opinion leaders as “the individuals who 

were likely to influence other persons in their immediate environment.” This definition remains 

largely unchanged. Merton (1968) coined the term “influentials” to refer to opinion leaders.  

The notion advanced by Katz & Lazarsfeld (1955) is a central idea in business and marketing 

studies. So much so, that Burt (1999, page 38) notes that it has become “a guiding theme for 

diffusion and marketing research.” Even more recently, Roch (2005, page 110) summed up that “in 

business and marketing, the idea that a small group of influential opinion leaders may accelerate or 

block the adoption of a product is central to a large number of studies.” 
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Since the seminal research from Katz & Lazarsfeld (1955), a number of researches (see for 

example: Rogers, 1983; Moore, 1999; and Valente & Davis, 1999) have supported that diffusion of 

innovations and new products is faster when opinion leaders are amongst the early adopters. 

Moreover, Im et al. (2003) supports that early adopters accelerate the diffusion of innovations and 

minimize the chance of new product failure. 

Along the same lines, Bruner & Kumar (2007a) postulated “that a type of consumer exists 

whose technology adoption behaviours are driven by non-social motivations and whose opinion the 

mass market likely seeks before it accepts and adopts new gadgets” (Bruner & Kumar, 2007a, page 

329).  

The term gadget lover refers to such consumer and was first coined by Marshall McLuhan 

(1964). Bruner & Kumar (2007a, page 330) offer the following definition: “a gadget lover is a 

consumer with high intrinsic motivation to adopt and use a variety of leading-edge, technology-

based goods, as well as the services that complement them.” They enunciated the Gadget Loving 

personality trait-like characteristic to model the construct. Group findings and test-retest consistency 

findings were provided by Bruner & Kumar (2007a) to support the trait-like characteristic of Gadget 

Loving.  

Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) have proposed and tested an integrative model for a Gadget 

Loving (GL) scale first enunciated by Bruner & Kumar (2007a). Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) 

integrative model is based on GL as a personality trait-like characteristic, four GL antecedents 

(Actualized Novelty Seeking (ANS), Inherent Novelty Seeking (INS), Technological Innovativeness 

(TI) and Technological Curiosity (TC)), and two GL consequences (Technological Opinion 

Leadership (TOL) and Gadget Ownership (GO)). Bruner & Kumar (2007a), on the other hand, used 

only Inherent Novelty Seeking and Technological Innovativeness as antecedents. 
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Figure 11 shows the integrative model proposed and tested by Shoham & Pesämaa (2013). 

 

Figure 11.- Shoham and Pesämaa (2013) Research Model 

 

The research model will use Bruner & Kumar’s (2007a) Gadget Loving construct to 

operationalise the notion that diffusion of innovations and new products is faster when opinion 

leaders are amongst the early adopters. This Thesis aims to adopt the model test where it holds true 

for this particular research and expand it to include cultural factors.  

 

4.2. Antecedents to Gadget Loving  

4.2.1. Novelty seeking 

Hirschman (1980, page 285) defines novelty seeking as “the desire to seek out the new and 

different.” A number of studies have suggested that novelty seeking is a key component of 

innovativeness (see for example: Hirschman, 1980; Manning et al., 1995). This leads Hirschman 

(1980, page 285) to support that inherent novelty seeking is ‘‘conceptually indistinguishable from the 

willingness to adopt new products.” Furthermore, Manning et al. (1995) support that novelty 

seeking has a key role in the adoption of new products by consumers in the early stages of their 

launch to the marketplace. 
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Along the same lines, Dabholkar and Bagozzi (2002) researched the relationship between 

novelty seeking and adoption behaviour. According to them, high novelty seeking consumers tend 

to adopt sooner than low novelty seeking driven by a greater desire for arousal. Aligned with this 

view, CAT posits arousal as having a positive relationship with the intention from consumers to 

adopt new technologies. Dabholkar and Bagozzi (2002) also supported that high novelty seeking 

consumers desire stimulating experiences which new technologies could provide.  

Thus the first hypothesis of this Thesis is: 

H1: Inherent Novelty Seeking and Gadget Loving are positively related. 

 

4.2.2. Technological Innovativeness 

Bruner & Kumar (2007a, page 331) define Technological Innovativeness as the “extent to 

which a consumer is motivated to be the first to adopt new technology-based goods and services.” 

Innovativeness was defined by Rogers (1983) as the extent to which individuals are early adopting 

innovations compared with other individuals. 

Wang et al. (2008) argued that consumer innovativeness is positively related with a need for 

stimulation. Obviously new gadgets, features or functions can stimulate consumers. Thus consumers 

in search for stimulation should be attracted by the novelty that is typically associated to gadgets. 

According to Mittelstaedt et al. (1976) and Shih & Venkatesh (2004, such attitudes lead to affective 

high tech or Gadget Loving. 

Thus the second hypothesis of this Thesis following both papers is: 

H2: Technological Innovativeness and Gadget Loving are positively related. 

 

4.2.3. Technological Curiosity 

According to Price & Ridgeway (1983), technological curiosity is the curiosity facet of use 

innovativeness which, in turn, is a manifestation of consumer exploratory behaviour. The 

importance of users’ exploratory behaviour in technology acceptance domains has been recognized 

in a number of studies such as Nambisan et al. (1999).  
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Tellis et al. (2009, page 4) define “stimulus variation is a consumer’s native preference for 

unfamiliar external stimuli over the familiar.” Following Roehrich (2004), it has been discussed in 

this Thesis that need for stimulation is an important component of innovativeness. Also Roehrich 

(2004) supports that need for stimulation may be perceived as antecedent of new product adoption 

in many human activities. This conclusion stems on research from Berlyne (1960), empirically 

validated by a number of studies as summarized Wang et al. (2008).  

Along the same lines, Hirschman & Wallendorf (1979) argue that stimulus variation is 

correlated with the adoption of innovations. They also support that the time between awareness of 

an innovation and its adoption is shorter for consumers that typically seek a high level of stimulus 

variation. Moreover, Raju (1980) suggests that curiosity is one of the basic traits behind stimulation. 

Price & Ridgeway (1983) conceptualization of curiosity implied three behavioural levels. The 

first is the use of a product in a novel way. The second is the use of a currently owned product for a 

variety of uses. The third is the behavioural tendency to get more interested in how a product works 

than how it looks like, and a preference to understand how a product work through tinkering rather 

than external advice. 

Thus the third hypothesis of this Thesis is: 

H3: Technological Curiosity and Gadget Loving are positively related. 

 

4.2.3. Individualism 

According to several authors (see for example Tolba & Mourat, 2011; Steenkamp et al., 1999; 

Flight et al., 2011; Dwyer et al., 2005) individualism and collectivism is the most significant 

dimension driving adoption of innovations. Gouveia & Ross (2000, page 26) define Individualism, 

“as an assessment of the emotional independence and autonomy of the person”. In individualistic 

societies, individuals are involved in different “out-groups” that influence their decisions.  

“Out-groups” are groups outside the inner circle of family and friends of an individual. Dwyer 

et al. (2005) has shown that innovation diffusion is influenced by the various out-groups the 

individual deals with. Moreover, according to Hofstede (2002, page 35) “Collectivism can be seen as 

an adaptation to poverty and limited resources, and Individualism, to wealth and ample resources.”  
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Thus a positive relationship between Individualism and Gadget Loving is expected and 

hypothesized in this Thesis. Conversely a negative relationship between Collectivism and Gadget 

Loving is expected. Since the measurement tool applied in this Thesis actually operationalizes higher 

measurements as collectivism increases, the next hypothesis will be enunciated using Collectivism. 

Therefore the fourth hypothesis of this Thesis is: 

H4: Collectivism and Gadget Loving are negatively related  
(Individualism and Gadget Loving are positively related) 

 

Furthermore, it has been discussed above that Roehrich (2004) suggests that, according to the 

available literature, a predisposition to buy new and different products is by three forces: need for 

stimulation, novelty seeking and need for uniqueness. Roehrich (2004, page 673) noted that “the 

need for uniqueness can be considered to be a credible antecedent of innovativeness.” Hofstede 

(2002) has argued that individualistic cultures favour individuality and uniqueness. The authors of 

this Thesis argue that individualism provides a first approach to include need for uniqueness in the 

Gadget Loving construct. Need for uniqueness was not explicitly considered in the models proposed 

by Both Bruner & Kumar (2007a) and Shoham & Pesämaa (2013). With its inclusion, the research 

model here presented would account to an extent for all three forces suggested by Roehrich (2004) 

as driving consumer innovativeness. 

 

4.2.4. Uncertainty Avoidance 

Uncertainty Avoidance refers to the level of tolerance to risk and, therefore, low uncertainty 

avoidance is expected to have a positive relation to Gadget Loving. According to several authors and 

studies (see for example: Hofstede, 2001; Dwyer et al., 2005; Tolba & Mourat, 2011) Uncertainty 

Avoidance is indeed a significant cultural dimension influencing innovation adoption. Low 

Uncertainty Avoidance lead to higher tolerance to risk and, therefore, it is expected to speed the 

acceptance and diffusion of innovations and gadgets. High Uncertainty Avoidance lead to lower 

tolerance to risk and, therefore, it is expected to slow the acceptance and diffusion of innovations 

and gadgets. Steenkamp et al. (1999) and Tellis et al. (2003) support this notion. 
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Therefore the fifth hypothesis of this Thesis is: 

H5: Uncertainty Avoidance and Gadget Loving are negatively related. 

 

4.3.3. Power Distance 

Power Distance is considered by Kalliny & Hausman (2007) as one of the key Hofstede 

dimensions impacting the acceptance and diffusion of innovations and, therefore, gadgets.  

Hofstede (1991) supports that one of the consequences of high Power Distance is a general 

distrust in of others, since power is seen as coercive rather than legitimate. Individuals in high Power 

Distance cultures often cite force, manipulation and inheritance as sources of power. On the other 

hand individuals in low Power Distance cultures often cite knowledge and respect as sources of 

power. This suggests that there is a negative relationship between Power Distance and Opinion 

Leadership. Furthermore, Ruvio & Shoham (2007) have argued that there is a relationship between 

Power Distance and Opinion Leadership. They argue that the role of Opinion Leadership should be 

more pronounced in countries with low Power Distance and less so in countries with high Power 

Distance.  

Considering that the next section of this Thesis will argue that Gadget Loving and 

Technological Opinion Leadership are positively related, and the suggestion above that Power 

Distance and Opinion Leadership are negatively related, a negative relationship between Power 

Distance and Gadget Loving is hypothesized. 

Therefore the sixth hypothesis of this Thesis is: 

H6: Power Distance and Gadget Loving are negatively related. 

 

4.3. The relationship between Gadget Loving and Actual Gadget Ownership 

Cowart et al. (2008) note that the literature is full of solid yet unrelated studies on consumer 

innovativeness and new product purchasing. They propose a model where consumer innovativeness, 

self-congruence, and satisfaction act as antecedents of new product purchasing. Critically they 
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achieve excellent model fit and consistent results across the handheld devices, home entertainment, 

and music industries. 

Along the same lines, Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) used cognitive consistency theories to 

provide theoretical justification of a positive relationship between Gadget Loving and Actual Gadget 

Ownership. They summarize as “briefly, consumers value consistency among their thoughts, feelings 

and actions” (page 250) so, if consumers have a feeling of love to gadgets then they will purchase 

gadgets to maintain consistency. Cowart et al. (2008, page 1114) provide an example of such 

behaviour: “the presence of new electronics (e.g.: iPhone, PSP3) in the marketplace may create 

discrepancies for electronics innovators who have the goal of owning the most state-of-the-art 

technology. These consumers often demonstrate a willingness to pay premium prices, downplay the 

risks associated with unresolved product functionality, and stand in line for several days to attain 

goal congruence.” 

Thus the seventh hypothesis of this Thesis following both papers is: 

H7: Gadget Loving and Actual Gadget Ownership are positively related. 

 

4.4. The relationship between Technological Opinion Leadership and Gadget Ownership 

Chau et al. (1998) tried to identify early adopters of IT products and, in the case of the 

Windows 95 operating system launch, reported that “early adopters tend to be younger males who 

are of opinion leadership type” (page 225). Continuing in the technological arena, Ruvio & Shoham 

(2007) asserted that opinion leadership affects trial of new products.  

Similar tendencies are found in the literature for other industries. Flynn et al. (1996) found a 

similar tendency in the fashion industry, and determined a positive relationship between fashion 

opinion leadership and fashion spending. Shrum et al. (1995, page 80) found that “persons who 

make a special effort to buy green consider themselves to be opinion leaders.” 

Furthermore, Clark & Goldsmith (2006) suggested that consumers who buy in the early stages 

of a product introduction into the market place tend to be opinion leaders rather than opinion 

seekers.  
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Thus the eight hypothesis of this Thesis is: 

H8: Technological Opinion Leadership and Gadget Ownership are positively related. 

 

4.5. The relationship between Gadget Loving and Technological Opinion Leadership 

Morrison et al. (2000, page 6) reported as late as the year 2000 that “there has been limited 

study in the relationship of opinion leadership to innovativeness and none to Leading Edge Users.” 

Their study was conducted in a business to business environment and found a good fit of leading 

edge users in determining opinion leadership. In line with this, Schreier et al. (2007) report that, in 

two extreme sports communities, lead users demonstrate a strong opinion leadership tendency. This 

insight is seen as key to posit a positive relationship between Gadget Loving and Technological 

Opinion Leadership as lead users in extreme sports communities are consumers of gadgets 

associated with their sports (e.g.: bike computers for mountain bikers). 

Along the same lines, Shoham & Pesämaa (2013, page 250) have argued that “people who 

exhibit higher levels of Gadget Loving should have a higher probability of learning about gadgets. 

Such learning would enhance the probability that they will be technological opinion leaders” (page 

250).  

Both Bruner & Kumar (2007a) and Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) have confirmed a positive 

relation between Gadget Loving and Technological Opinion Leadership. Considering that the goal 

of this Thesis is to answer how cultural factors affect gadget purchasing, it will just note that there is 

one additional hypothesis confirmed in the literature but it will not be included in the analysis:  

HTOL: Gadget Loving and Technological Opinion Leadership are positively related. 

 
 

  



46 

 

 

4.6. Summary of the proposed research model 

Based on the theoretical background detailed in the previous sections, the proposed 

theoretical model is summarized in Figure 12.  

 

 

 

Figure 12.- Research Model 

 

 

 Note: Figure 18 in Appendix A shows a Gadget Loving model with all the Antecedents and 

Consequences (including the ones that will not be included in the analysis of this Thesis) for future 

scholar reference. 

  

Gadget 
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Novelty Seeking 

Technological 
Innovativeness 

Technological 
Curiosity 

Collectivism Uncertainty 
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Power Distance 

Gadget 
Ownership 

Technological 
Opinion 

Leadership 
H1 (+) 

H2 (+) 

H3 (+) 

H4 (-) H5 (-) 

H6 (-)

H7 (+) 
H8 (+) 



47 

 

 

In sum, Table 2 shows selected definitions of the key constructs discussed in the theory 

above based on the fundamental authors quoted in the previous sections.  

Construct Study Definition 

Gadget Lover Bruner & Kumar  
(2007a, page 330) 

“A gadget lover is a consumer with high intrinsic 
motivation to adopt and use a variety of 
leading-edge, technology-based goods, as well 
as the services that complement them.” 

Novelty Seeking Bruner & Kumar 
(2007a, page 331) 

“Degree to which a person desires variation or 
stimulation in his or her life.” 

Technological 
Innovativeness 

Bruner & Kumar 
(2007a, page 331) 

“Extent to which a consumer is motivated to 
be the first to adopt new technology-based 
goods and services.”  

Technological Curiosity Shoham & Pesämaa 
(2013, page 249) 

“A facet of use innovativeness, which is a 
manifestation of consumer exploratory 
behaviour” 

Technological Opinion 
Leadership 

Shoham & Pesämaa 
(2013, page 250) 

“High Technological Opinion Leadership 
individuals [are] people who have a high level 
of influence over others’ decisions in the 
context of technological issues, such as 
product choices.” 

Uncertainty Avoidance Hofstede  
(1991, page 113) 

“The extent to which people feel threatened 
by uncertainty and ambiguity and try to avoid 
these situations” 

Power Distance Gouveia & Ross  
(2000, page 26) 

“Degree to which members of a society accept 
as legitimate that power in institutions and 
organizations are unequally distributed.” 

Individualism / 
Collectivism 

Gouveia & Ross  
(2000, page 26) 

“A preference for closed social surroundings 
in which it is understood that individuals must 
care for themselves and only their closest 
relations as opposed to a dependence on 
groups of which individuals form part” 

Table 2.- Selected definitions of key constructs 

 

  



48 

 

 

Moreover, Table 3 shows a selection of the key studies that support the eight theoretical 

hypotheses raised in the previous sections. Those eight hypotheses are, obviously, the basis of the 

proposed theoretical research model.  

Hyp. Antecedent Relationship Outcome Study 

H1 Inherent Novelty Seeking + Gadget Loving Bruner & Kumar (2007a) / 
Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) 

H2 Technological 
Innovativeness 

+ Gadget Loving Bruner & Kumar (2007a) / 
Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) 

H3 Technological Curiosity + Gadget Loving Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) 

H4 Collectivism - Gadget Loving Tolba & Mourat, 2011; 
Steenkamp et al., 1999; 
Flight et al., 2011; Dwyer et 
al., 2005 

H5 Uncertainty Avoidance - Gadget Loving Tolba & Mourat, 2011; 
Hofstede, 2001; Dwyer et 
al., 2005 

H6 Power Distance - Gadget Loving Ruvio & Shoham (2007) / 
Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) 

H7 Gadget Loving + Gadget 
Ownership 

Bruner & Kumar (2007a) / 
Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) 

H8 Technological Opinion 
Leadership 

+ Gadget 
Ownership 

Bruner & Kumar (2007a) / 
Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) 

Table 3.- Selected studies in support for hypothesis 
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5. Method 
The four goals of this chapter are to describe the research approach of this Thesis, describe 

the research instrument used, explain the sample selection and data collection, and, finally, provide 

an explanation of the statistical procedures used to analyse the data. Each one of the following 

sections will discuss one of these goals. 

 

5.1. Research approach 

The objective of this section is to rationally select a method to deliver the research object of 

this Thesis. Saunders et al. (2009, p. 136) define that “research design will be a general plan of how 

you will go about answering the research question(s)”. Saunders et al. (2009) have classified the type 

of research purpose into exploratory, descriptive or explanatory.  

Saunders et al. (2009, page 140) note that “studies that establish causal relationships between 

variables may be termed explanatory”. They note that explanatory research is undertaken when the 

emphasis is on researching a question in order to explain the relationship between different 

variables. These observations adequate reflect the questions faced by the purpose of this Thesis and, 

therefore, it will use an explanatory approach.  

Research methods can be approached from either a deductive or an inductive position 

(Saunders et al., 2009). Deductive approaches build a conceptual or theoretical structure and then 

test it by empirical observations. Hence conclusions are drawn based on logical reasoning (Ghauri & 

Gronhaug, 2002). Inductive approaches perform observations and empirical studies and then 

theories are drawn based on these. Hence through induction general conclusions are drawn from 

empirical observations. This Thesis will follow a deductive approach. The research model built in 

section 4 based on the theoretical background laid in section 3 will be tested by empirical 

observations conducted through a survey. 

Moreover, research methods in social science can be divided in quantitative and qualitative.  

Saunders et al. (2009) define quantitative research as research that is based on the collection of 

numerical data that can be analysed using mathematical (in particular statistical) methods. They also 

note that deductive approaches are most typically linked to quantitative research. In this type of 

research, the researcher makes hypothesis on the phenomena based on theory, which are later 
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operationalised to create a measurement instrument (for instance a survey or questionnaire) that 

allows the researcher to be an impartial observer. This Thesis will therefore follow a quantitative 

approach. 

The process of our research has been structured as an adaptation on Maxwell’s (2005) 

research model shown in Figure 13.  

 

Figure 13.- An Interactive Model of Research Design (Source: Maxwell, 2005) 

 

a) Research questions: This Thesis has defined two research questions: 

1. Primary Research Question (PRQ): How do cultural factors affect gadget 
purchasing?  

2. Supporting Research Question (SRQ): How do cultural factors affect the Gadget 
Loving scale?  

b) Goals: defined by Maxwell (2005) as “why is your study worth doing? Why do you want to 

conduct this study, and why should we care about the results?” It has been discussed in the 

introduction that emerging product categories (gadgets) “drive 65% of total [Consumer 

Electronics] industry revenue growth in absolute terms” (PWC, 2013, page 16). The ability to 

market new products and innovations to consumers must therefore be a key competence of 

companies operating in that industry. Moreover, authors like Yoo et al. (2011) have argued 

that an organization introducing products in different countries will adapt their strategy 
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based on the culture of the countries. In sum, our primary research question “how do 

cultural factors affect gadget purchasing?” deserves scholarly attention. 

c) Conceptual framework: defined by Maxwell (2005) as “what do you think is going on with 

the issues, settings, or people you plan to study?” The theoretical background has been laid 

in section 3 of this Thesis. Based on it, a conceptual framework has been built in section 4 in 

the form of a research model.   

d) Methods: defined by Maxwell (2005) as “what will you actually do in conducting this study?” 

As defined in the previous section, this Thesis will perform a deductive explanatory study. 

According to Saunders et al. (2009, p. 141) there are a number of research strategies that can 

be used for research studies. Saunders et al. emphasize that no strategy is inherently superior 

to the others and that it bit be too simplistic to allocate strategies to research approaches. 

They list the following research strategies: experiment; survey; case study; action research; 

grounded theory; ethnography; archival research. The survey strategy is usually associated 

with the deductive approach. Saunders et al. (2009, p. 144) argue that survey strategies are “a 

popular and common strategy in business and management research.” As discussed before, 

this Thesis will follow a deductive approach and, as common, the survey research strategy 

will be used to test the theoretical construct built in section 4 of this Thesis. 

e) Validity: defines the degree to which a measure correctly represents the concept it is 

measuring (Punch, 1998). Constructing validity involves demonstrating that the relationships 

between the constructs defined and the gadget ownership are accurate. In this Thesis the 

measurement model is going to be assessed using standard statistical criteria for assessing the 

quality of the measurements (reliability and validity), as recommended and followed by 

Shoham & Pesämaa (2013). 

 

5.2 Survey and measurements 

In order to survey consumers for this Thesis an appropriate questionnaire was used. 

According to Rossi et al. (1983) surveys are generally accepted as a key social science research tool. 
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The authors considered two options, either develop a brand new questionnaire or use an 

existing questionnaire from Dr. Ossi Pesämma and expand the number of consumer answers already 

gathered with it. Assessing the theory and the proposed research model, it was deemed that 

developing a brand new questionnaire would not provide any significant novelty over and above the 

existing questionnaire from Pesämma. Taking this into account, the authors decided that the benefit 

of having a database of answers already available outstripped any marginal benefits an ad-hoc 

questionnaire would provide. Moreover, using an existing questionnaire allows the authors to 

contribute answers to a database that can be used for future research.  

Saunders et al. (2009) distinguish two type of data based on its availability when a research is 

started. The first one, known as primary data, is data newly collected for the purpose of the research 

on hand. The second one, known as secondary data, is data that has been already collected for some 

other research purpose. From this point of view, this Thesis will use primary and secondary data. 

Descombe (2007) has noted that secondary data can provide a source of data that is both permanent 

and available for others. A discussion on the implications of using secondary data is provided in the 

following section. 

The questionnaire consisted of two sections, one gathering the demographics of the consumer 

filling the survey and a main research section. The demographical information requested is limited to 

five key questions that define the consumer: country, age, income, marital status and gender. The 

main research section consists of sixteen different categories (scales) with an average of six to seven 

questions per category. Each of these sixteen categories represents a different approach to the 

customers’ needs and desires towards gadgets, from power distance related questions to 

technological opinion leadership ones. The main research section consisted of questions with two 

types of answers: the first ones are questions with Likert-type (Likert, 1932) responses, so the 

questionnaire list choices for respondents to express their level of agreement with a statement from 

strongly agree to strongly disagree (scaled from 1 to 5, with 1 meaning “strongly disagree” to 5 

meaning “strongly agree”); the second ones are dichotomous questions (yes (1) or no (0)) related to 

the ownership/usage of various technology products such as cell phones, personal computers and 

tablets. The questionnaire has a total of 106 questions. 
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The different scales in the questionnaire can be defined and were derived as follows: 

            Power distance: The scale was directly derived from Yoo et al. (2011). Defined by 

Gouveia & Ros (2000, page 26) as “degree to which members of a society accept as legitimate that 

power in institutions and organizations are unequally distributed.” 

            Uncertainty avoidance: The scale was directly derived from Yoo et al. (2011). Defined 

by Gouveia & Ros (2000, page 26) as “degree to which members of a society are uncomfortable 

with uncertainty and ambiguity. This leads them to support beliefs that promise certainty and to 

maintain institutions that protect conformity.” 

            Individualism/Collectivism: The scale was directly derived from Yoo et al. (2011). 

Defined by Gouveia & Ros (2000, page 26) as “a preference for closed social surroundings in which 

it is understood that individuals must care for themselves and only their closest relations as opposed 

to a dependence on groups of which individuals form part.” 

            Masculinity/Feminity: The scale was directly derived from Yoo et al. (2011). Defined 

by Gouveia & Ros (2000, page 26) as “A preference for accomplishment, heroism, severity and 

material success as opposed to a preference for relationships, modesty, attention to the weak and 

quality of life.”  

            Gadget Ownership:  The scale is a simple list of the gadgets that a consumer owns, to 

rank buyers of lots of gadgets versus consumers of few gadgets. It deals with the kind of gadgets 

that the customers have in their household that is intended for personal or professional use as well 

as how many gadgets that they have. 

            Materialism (or economical materialism): The scale is directly derived from Bruner 

& Kumar (2007a). According to Belk (1985) and Richins & Dawsons (1992) it deals with the desire 

to acquire and consume material goods. In other words, the perception that happiness can be 

increased through buying, spending and accumulating material wealth.  

            The answers of this scale can be looked in one of two ways, either positively or 

negatively. What this means is that if it looked in a positively way then materialism might be 

considered as a pragmatic form of enlightened self-interest based on prudent understanding of the 

character of capitalist society. But on the other hand, if it is looked in a negatively way, then 
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materialism might be considered as a crass (if not false) value system induced by the spell of 

commodity fetishism (which is the perception of the social relationships involved in production, not 

as relationships among people but as economic relationships among the money and commodities 

exchanged in market trade) and void of more noble and worthy values. 

            Self-esteem: The scale is directly derived from O'Guinn & Faber (1989). It deals with a 

customer’s overall emotional evaluation of her own worth.  In other words, if a customer’s self-

esteem is low then the use of material possessions as a coping strategy for feelings of low self-worth 

grows. And, in the case of this Thesis, when it comes to the survey, the higher the score the more 

likely that the gadget or gadgets were bought under low self-esteem circumstances.  

            Curiosity: The scale is derived from Price & Ridgway (1983). It deals with the 

inquisitive thinking such as exploration, investigation and learning about new and current gadgets. In 

other words, this emotion represents a thirst of knowledge and is usually a major driving force 

behind, for example, scientific research. And, in this case when it comes to the survey, the higher the 

score the more likely that the gadget or gadgets where a result of a customer’s curiosity within the 

topic of technological exploration. 

            Self-Desirability bias:  The scale is derived from Steenkamp et al. (2010). According to 

Nederhof (1985) and Fisher (1993) is the opposite of social desirability bias and deals with the 

tendency of respondents to answer questions in manner that will be viewed favourably by oneself. It 

can take form of over-reporting “good behaviour” or under-reporting “bad” or undesirable 

behaviour. 

            Compulsive buying:  The scale is derived from Babin et al. (1994), for the first item of 

the scale, and Faber & O'Guinn (1992), for the rest of the items. According to DeSarbo & Edwards 

(1996) deals with the obsession with shopping and buying behaviour that causes adverse 

consequences and is usually connected with identity seeking. What this means is that this kind of 

buying is experienced as an irresistible, uncontrolled urge which results in excessive, expensive and 

time consuming retail activity that is prompted by negative affectivity. In other words, customers 

who score high on this scale tend to understand their feelings poorly. 

            Impulsive buying: The scale is derived from Rook & Fisher (1995). According to 

DeSarbo & Edwards (1996) deals with unplanned decisions made to buy a new gadget just before a 
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purchase. In other words, a customer who score high on this scale tend to let their emotions and 

feelings play a decisive role in purchasing, triggered by seeing the product or upon exposure to a 

well-crafted promotional message. 

            Gadget Loving: The scale is derived directly from Bruner & Kumar (2007a). 

According to them it deals with consumers that have a high motivation to adopt and use a variety of 

leading-edge, technology-based goods including the services that complement them. 

            Need for Uniqueness: The scale is derived directly from Ruvio et al. (2008). 

According to them it deals with customers who crave uniqueness to some extent. What this means is 

that the consumers exhibit need for uniqueness through their acquisition and display of distinctive 

products. 

            Technological Innovativeness: The scale is derived directly from Bruner & Kumar 

(2007a). According to them it measures the extent to which a consumer is motivated to be the first 

to adopt new technology-based goods and services. 

            Novelty Seeking: The scale is derived directly from Bruner & Kumar (2007a). 

According to them is the degree to which a consumer desires variation or stimulation in his or her 

life. 

            Technological Opinion Leadership: The scale is derived directly from Bruner & 

Kumar (2007a). According to them is the degree to which a consumer can informally influence other 

consumers´ attitudes or behaviour regarding technological products in a desired way with relative 

frequency. 

To gather data for this Thesis, it was used the survey in Appendix B that operationalizes all 

the scales described above. The development of the survey must be acknowledged to Pesämaa. It is 

worth noting that not all the constructs operationalised above and all the data gathered through the 

survey are going to be used in this Thesis. Some of the constructs fall outside the scope of this 

Thesis and are included for future scholar reference. 
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5.3. Sampling group and data collection 

Secondary data was available for two countries, Sweden and Finland. Primary data was 

collected for Sweden only as the authors did not have access and leverage to encourage individuals 

in Finland to fill the survey. To ensure consistency of the data, the collection of primary data 

followed similar pattern than the available secondary one. Both primary and secondary sample 

included consumers older than 18 years. Data were collected by researchers approaching individuals, 

promising anonymity and soliciting their participation in the survey. Secondary data was less than 

two years old at the time of collecting primary data to target minimal temporal variance in the 

culture of the countries and attitude of the consumers surveyed towards gadgets. 

The target of the data collection was a demographically representative sample of individuals to 

increase the generalizability of the findings. To achieve this target, the collection of primary data 

followed a random sampling. According to Gay et al. (1987, page 104), “random sampling is the best 

single way to obtain a representative sample. No technique, not even random sampling, guarantees a 

representative sample, but the probability is higher for this procedure than for any other.”  

In total 343 survey responses were gathered, 167 from Sweden and 176 from Finland. Full 

analysis of the demographics is provided in section 6.1. 

Saunders et al. (2009) list a number of advantages in the use of secondary data that the authors 

have realised in this study: fewer resource requirements (than primary data), unobtrusive, and 

permanence of data. Some disadvantages are also cited: data may be collected for a purpose that 

does not match the research needs, access to data may be difficult or costly, aggregations and 

definitions may be unsuitable, no real control over data quality, and initial purpose may affect how 

data are presented. The discussion from Saunders et al. (2009) on the disadvantages above mainly 

focuses on secondary data gathered outside the researcher organization. Since the secondary data 

used in this Thesis is sourced from the Thesis supervisor, the data has been collected for purposes 

well aligned with this research, the data is free to the authors, and aggregations are suitable. 

Saunders et al. (2009) suggest performing overall suitability and precise suitability analyses to 

secondary data.  

1. Overall suitability: divided into measurement validity and coverage. Jacob (1994) and Kervin 

(1999) caution that the measures of the secondary data might not match the research needs 
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and, thus, fail to provide measurement validity. Saunders et al. (2009) note that 

unfortunately there are no clear solutions for measurement validity and instructs the 

researcher to evaluate the extent of the data’s validity and make her own decision. As 

discussed above, since the secondary data used in this Thesis is sourced from the Thesis 

supervisor, the measures are well aligned with this research. The second criterion is 

coverage. Saunders et al. (2009) instruct the researcher to ensure that secondary data cover 

the population under study and contains data variables that enable to answer the research 

questions. The secondary data covers the population of Sweden and Finland, and contains 

data variables that operationalize the construct in the research model built in section 4. Thus 

the authors are confident in the measurement validity and coverage of the secondary data, 

and, therefore, its overall suitability. 

2. Precise suitability: divided into reliability and validity, and measurement bias. Dochartaigh 

(2002) refer to reliability and validity as assessing the authority or reputation of the source. 

Dr. Pesämaa has published articles (e.g.: Shoham & Pesämaa, 2013) in the field of research 

covered by the secondary data and, thus, the authors claim authority of the source. 

According to Kervin (1999) measurement bias can occur if there is a deliberate distortion of 

the data or there are changes in the way data is collected. The author trust that there have 

not been deliberate distortions in the secondary data and, as described before, have taken 

steps to ensure there is no change in the way primary and secondary data are collected. Thus 

the authors are confident in the reliability and validity and lack of measurement bias of the 

secondary data, and, therefore, its precise suitability. 

 

5.4. Statistical procedures 

According to Bryman and Cramer (2011), analyzing data and testing hypothesis for the 

confirmation of research models is one of the most challenging tasks that scholars face. The SPSS 

(Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) software from IBM was used to perform all the statistical 

analysis. 

To test the theoretical hypothesis an Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) will be performed. 

This is a statistical technique used to establish if a theoretical model fits the observed data. To make 
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sure that the data gathered is valid and reliable to test the hypothesis a series of data analysis based 

on the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) techniques used 

by Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) will be performed.  

 

5.4. Research ethics 

 Two main areas were taken into account when research ethics was considered: the use of 

secondary data and anonymity of questionnaire respondents. All the secondary data utilized is 

carefully referenced and the effort of other researches for the success of this study is thoroughly 

acknowledged. No pressure to individuals was asserted when encouraging them to complete the 

survey. Anonymity of the answers was promised to responded and fully honoured. 
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6. Empirical findings 
6.1. Data demographics 

The results gathered through the survey presented in the previous section were subjected to a 

through statistical analysis as discussed in the methods section of this Thesis. From a data collection 

point of view no survey with incomplete of invalid data has been included in the analysis; therefore 

the dataset is complete from that point of view.  

In total 343 survey responses were gathered, 167 from Sweden and 176 from Finland. The basic 

demographics of the respondents versus national averages are compared in the following two 

paragraphs. 

 

Basic demographics of the Swedish respondents 

The basic demographics of the Swedish respondents are summarized in Figure 14. 

 

Figure 14.- Basic demographics of the Swedish respondents 

 

The median age of the Swedish respondents was 34 years old against a national average of 41.2 

years (CIA, 2014). The percentage of females amongst the Swedish respondents was 47% against a 

national average of 50.2% (World Bank, 2014).  

 

Basic demographics of the Finish respondents 

The basic demographics of the Swedish respondents are summarized in Figure 15. 
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Figure 15.- Basic demographics of the Finnish respondents 

 

The median age of the Finnish respondents was 33 years old against a national average of 43.2 

years (CIA, 2014). The percentage of females amongst the Finnish respondents was 47% against a 

national average of 50.9% (World Bank, 2014). 

It is difficult to compare the demographics from the data gathered with national averages, 

because the demographics of the data presented on this Thesis include only over 18 years old. The 

differences in gender to the national average are low for both countries, as is the difference to the 

national age average. Respondents for Finland include a significantly higher percentage of under 28 

years old (41%) versus 29% in Sweden. These intra- and inter-country differences will be discussed 

further in the Analysis of Findings section of this Thesis. 

  

Moreover the whole descriptive analytics of the data survey are presented Table 10 in Appendix 

B. The first column lists the different constructs included in the research model proposed in Section 

2.4. The second column lists the questions from the survey. The column includes a code for each 

question and the question itself. Therefore “TECH1:  I like to buy new technology products before 

most people even know exist” in this column represent that “TECH1” is the code used in this 

Thesis to refer to the question “I like to buy new technology products before most people even 

know exist”. Minimum and maximum are the survey’s scale range. N is the number of responses to 

the survey for Sweden, Finland and the sum of both. The Mean column measures the central 
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tendency of the data surveyed, while the Standard Deviation measures how much dispersion from 

the average exists for the data.  

In the remaining points of section 6, the Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) to test the 

theoretical hypothesis is performed. This is a statistical technique used to establish if a theoretical 

model fits the observed data. To make sure that the data gathered is valid and reliable to test the 

hypothesis a series of data analysis will be made in section 6.2. These analyses are based on the 

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) techniques used by 

Shoham & Pesämaa (2013). In the last section, 6.3, the hypotheses are tested against the research 

theoretical model to describe the dependencies amongst the different constructs.  

 

6.2. Measurement Model, Reliability, and Validity 

The Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) targets to bring together variables that are inter-

correlated under more general variables. Broadly, it prepares the variables to be used more cleanly 

for Structural Equation Modelling (SEM). 

As Table 10 in Appendix C shows, F-values are low and not significant on all categories 

except for Uncertainty Avoidance, meaning no mean differences between Sweden and Finland exist 

in all categories except Uncertainty Avoidance. This results correlate with the cultural differences 

found by Hofstede (1983) between Sweden and Finland, where Uncertainty Avoidance was the 

biggest differentiating dimension between both countries.   

Next step is to identify the number of factors explained by the data collected in the survey.  

The varimax solution with principal component gave eight factors (eigenvalue=1.85) explaining 

79.1% of variance. Eigenvalue is greater than 1 and thus exceed what is recommended according to 

Hair et al. (2010). Measures are uni-dimensional and could be used as direct factors of multi-item 

measures. Table 11 in Appendix D shows the Rotated Component Matrix. Loadings were all 

substantial (greater than 0.6 as recommended by Shoham & Pesämaa (2013)) and balanced. 

Reliability evaluation is the final step of the Exploratory Factor Analysis. The Cronbach’s 

Alpha factor will be used as evaluator as it measures the internal consistency of the proposed 



62 

 

 

framework and, therefore, its reliability. The calculations of the Cronbach’s Alpha factors are shown 

in Table 4. 

  Survey Questions Cronbach's 
Alpha 

TECHNOLOGICAL INNOVATIVENESS TECH1, TECH2, TECH3, TECH4, TECH5 0.94 

NOVELTY SEEKING NOV1, NOV2, NOV3, NOV4, NOV5, NOV6 0.87 

CURIOSITY CUR1, CUR2, CUR3, CUR4 0.94 

INDIVIDUALISM / COLLECTIVISM IND1, IND2, IND3, IND4, IND5, IND6 0.96 

POWER DISTANCE PD1, PD2, PD3, PD4, PD5 0.94 

UNCERTAINTY AVOIDANCE UA1, UA2, UA3, UA4, UA5 0.93 

TECHNOLOGICAL OPINION 
LEADERSHIP TOL1, TOL2, TOL3, TOL4, TOL5 0.96 

GADGET LOVING GL1, GL2, GL3, GL4, GL5, GL6, GL7, GL8 0.96 

Table 4.- Cronbach's Alpha Factors 

 

Notably all Crombach’s alphas exceed 0.8, with all except Novelty Seeking exceeding 0.9. 

Values exceeding 0.8 are considered very good, while values exceeding 0.9 are considered excellent. 

Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) suggest that all Crombach’s alphas exceeding 0.7 denote good reliability.  

Correlation is one indication of validity of the measures. The Pearson Correlation will be used 

to check if there is correlation between the variables to be used in the regression analysis. Results are 

shown in Table 5. The coefficient values range from -1 to +1. A value of +1 means that two 

variables have a perfectly linear and positive correlation. A value of -1 means that two variables have 

a perfectly linear and negative correlation. A correlation coefficient of 0 indicates that there is no 

linear relationship between the two variables. As a rule of thumb, if the correlation coefficient is 

greater than 0.3 it can be suspected that multicollinearity exists between variables.  

Table 5 shows a degree of correlation between some of the variables. Curiosity is correlated 

with Collectivism and Uncertainty Avoidance, meaning that they could be partially measuring the 

same thing. This would mean that the GL model proposed by Shoham and Pesämaa (2013) when 

adding Curiosity to Bruner & Kumar (2007a), could be already measuring some degree of cultural 

dimension. Also Collectivism is highly correlated with Uncertainty Avoidance. This correlation is 
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consistent with the definitions of both dimensions given by Gouveia & Ross (2000). Finally 

Technological Ownership is correlated with Collectivism, Uncertainty Avoidance and Curiosity. All 

the correlations between variables were expected and, therefore, the results of Table 5 will be 

considered as an indication of validity of the measurements. 

 

  Mean Std. 
Deviation 

1. 2.  3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 

1. Collectivism 2.91 1.14 1.00                 

2. Power Distance 2.58 1.09 -0.24** 1.00        

3.  Uncertainty 
avoidance 

2.89 1.02 0.51** -0.28** 1.00       

4. Technological 
innovativeness 

2.57 1.19 -0.12* 0.18** -0.08 1.00      

5. Novelty seeking 3.35 0.79 -0.12* 0.14** -0.08 0.13* 1.00     

6. Curiosity 2.93 1.26 -0.40** 0.30** -0.43** 0.,15** 0.10 1.00    

7. Gadget Loving 2.76 1.14 -0.12* 0.12* -0.19** 0.18** 0.19** 0.18** 1.00   

8. Technological 
Opinion Leadership 

2.57 1.13 -0.19** 0.12* -0.07 0.25** 0.22** 0.27** 0.25** 1.00  

9. Technological 
Ownership 

3.92 2.10 -0.35** 0.15** -0.31** 0.08 0.05 0.35** 0.23** 0.24** 1.00 

**p<.0.02; *p<.05. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Table 5.- Pearson Correlation (N=343) 

 

Taking into account the results and discussion above, it is considered that the data gathered 

through the survey is valid and reliable to be used to test the hypothesis of this Thesis.  

 

6.3 Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) – testing hypothesis 

Having performed statistical confirmation of the measurements, this section will proceed to 

test the hypothesis raised in the theory section. The test was performed using regression analysis 

with the SPSS software. The analysis was performed for three different cases: including all 

respondents (Table 6), including only Swedish respondents (Table 7), and including only Finnish 

respondents (Table 8). This strategy will uncover any differences in the results between both 

countries and better help explain if the cultural differences between both countries have an effect on 

Gadget Loving and Gadget Ownership. 
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Moreover three models were tested in each one of the cases. Model 1 tests Gadget Ownership 

against all antecedents except Gadget Loving and Technology Opinion Leadership. Model 2 

introduces Gadget Loving into the model and, finally, Model 3 introduces Technology Opinion 

Leadership into the model. 

 

Case 1.- All respondents included in the regression 

The results of the regression are shown in Table 6. The R-Square for the case increases as the 

analysis moves from Model 1 to Model 3. R-Square is 22.5% in Model 3, meaning that the model 

explains 22.5% of the variability of the response data around its mean. 

 

In support of H3, CUR and GO were positively related and the relationship is significant 

(β=0.18, p<0.01). In support of H7, GL and GO were positively related and the relationship is 

significant (β=0.14, p<0.01). In support of H8, TOL and GO were positively related and the 

relationship is significant (β=0.13, p<0.05). The relationship between Collectivism and GO is 

significant (β=-0.20, p<0.01) and negative and, therefore, the negative relationship theorized in H4 

is supported. It should be highlighted that H5, UA and GO being negatively related, is not 

supported at p<0.05 but, since p<0.1, the hypothesis could be supported with a lower presumption 

of likelihood (there is at least a 90% chance that the sample data supports the hypothesis). All the 

other hypotheses raised in the theory section are not supported by the data gathered with the survey. 
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  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3  
  Beta t-

value 
p-

value 
Beta t-

value 
p-

value 
Beta t-

value 
p-

value 
Decision 

H1. Novelty seeking→ 
 Gadget Ownership 

-0.01 -0.17 0.87 -0.03 -0.64 0.52 -0.05 -1.03 0.31 Non significant and 
negative. 
Not supported 

H2. Technological 
innovativeness → 
 Gadget Ownership 

0.01 0.21 0.83 -0.01 -0.22 0.83 -0.03 -0.64 0.52 Non significant and 
negative.  
Not supported 

H3. Curiosity→ 
 Gadget Ownership 

0.22 3.89 0.00 0.21 3.69 0.00 0.18 3.15 0.00 Significant. 
Supported 

H4.  Collectivism→ 
Gadget Ownership 

-0.21 -3.54 0.00 -0.21 -3.65 0.00 -0.20 -3.39 0.00 Significant and 
negative. 
Supported 

H5.  Uncertainty 
avoidance→ 
Gadget Ownership 

-0.11 -1.75 0.08 -0.08 -1.39 0.17 -0.10 -1.69 0.09 Non significant and 
negative. 
Not supported 

H6. Power Distance→ 
 Gadget Ownership 

0.01 0.12 0.91 0.00 0.07 0.95 0.00 0.07 0.94 Non significant. 
Not supported 

H7. Gadget Loving→ 
 Gadget Ownership 

      0.16 3.14 0.00 0.14 2.67 0.01 Significant. 
Supported 

H8. Technological Opinion 
Leadership→ 
 Gadget Ownership 

            0.13 2.52 0.01 Significant. 
Supported 

R-square 0.187 0.210 0.225   

Adjusted R-square 0.172 0.193 0.206   

Table 6.- Regression analysis with all respondents (N=343) 

 

 

Case 2.- Swedish respondents only included in the regression 

The results of the regression are shown in Table 7. The R-Square for the case increases as the 

analysis moves from Model 1 to Model 3, like in the case with all respondents. R-Square is 23.2% in 

Model 3, meaning that the model explains 23.2% of the variability of the response data around its 

mean. Notably this case including only Swedish respondents shows a better fit to the theoretical 

model than Case 1 that includes both countries. 
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In support of H3, CUR and GO were positively related and the relationship is significant 

(β=0.17, p<0.05). In support of H7, GL and GO were positively related and the relationship is 

significant (β=0.21, p<0.05). It should be highlighted that H4, Collectivism and GO being negatively 

related, is not supported at p<0.05 but, since p<0.1, the relationship could be supported with a 

lower presumption of likelihood (there is at least a 90% chance that the sample data supports the 

hypothesis). All the other hypotheses raised in the theory section are not supported by the data 

gathered with the survey. It should be highlighted that the positive relationship supported by Case 1 

between TOL and GO is not supported using the data from the Swedish respondents only. 

 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3   
  Beta t-

value 
p-

value 
Beta t-

value 
p-

value 
Beta t-

value 
p-

value 
Decision 

H1. Novelty seeking→ 
 Gadget Ownership 

-0.04 -0.50 0.62 -0.06 -0.80 0.43 -0.09 -1.11 0.27 Non significant and 
negative. 
Not supported 

H2. Technological 
innovativeness → 
 Gadget Ownership 

0.13 1.61 0.11 0.07 0.89 0.37 0.03 0.39 0.69 Non significant. 
Not supported 

H3. Curiosity→ 
Gadget Ownership 

0.22 2.60 0.01 0.19 2.24 0.03 0.17 1.98 0.05 Significant. 
Supported 

H4.  Collectivism→ 
 Gadget Ownership 

-0.16 -1.83 0.07 -0.16 -1.83 0.07 -0.16 -1.84 0.07 Non significant and 
negative. 
Not supported 

H5.  Uncertainty 
avoidance→ 
 Gadget Ownership 

-0.09 -0.91 0.36 -0.05 -0.56 0.57 -0.06 -0.68 0.50 Non significant and 
negative. 
Not supported 

H6. Power Distance→ 
 Gadget Ownership 

-0.06 -0.80 0.42 -0.07 -0.94 0.35 -0.06 -0.87 0.39 Non significant and 
negative. 
Not supported 

H7. Gadget Loving→ 
 Gadget Ownership 

      0.24 3.12 0.00 0.21 2.59 0.01 Significant. 
Supported 

H8. Technological Opinion 
Leadership→ 
 Gadget Ownership 

            0.13 1.47 0.14 Non significant. 
Not supported 

R-square 0.174 0.222 0.232   

Adjusted R-square 0.143 0.188 0.193   

Table 7.- Regression analysis with Swedish respondents only (N=167) 

 

  



67 

 

 

Case 3.- Finnish respondents only included in the regression 

The results of the regression are shown in Table 8. The R-Square for the case increases as the 

analysis moves from Model 1 to Model 3, like in both of the previous cases. R-Square is 24.4% in 

Model 3, meaning that the model explains 24.4% of the variability of the response data around its 

mean. Notably this case including only Finnish respondents shows a better fit to the theoretical 

model than Case 1 that includes both countries, and also than Case 2 including only Swedish 

respondents. 

In support of H3, CUR and GO were positively related and the relationship is significant 

(β=0.17, p<0.05). The relationship between Collectivism and GO is significant (β=-0.22, p<0.05) 

and negative and, therefore, the negative relationship theorized in H4 is supported. All the other 

hypotheses raised in the theory section are not supported by the data gathered with the survey. 

 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3   
  Beta t-

value 
p-

value 
Beta t-

value 
p-

value 
Beta t-

value 
p-

value 
Decision 

H1. Novelty seeking→ 
 Gadget Ownership 

0.02 0.34 0.73 0.01 0.15 0.88 0.01 0.09 0.93 Non significant. 
Not supported 

H2. Technological 
innovativeness → 
 Gadget Ownership 

-0.08 -1.24 0.22 -0.08 -1.24 0.22 -0.08 -1.15 0.25 Non significant and 
negative. 
Not supported 

H3. Curiosity→ 
 Gadget Ownership 

0.18 2.27 0.02 0.18 2.27 0.02 0.17 2.08 0.04 Significant. 
Supported 

H4.  Collectivism→ 
Gadget Ownership 

-0.25 -2.97 0.00 -0.25 -3.03 0.00 -0.22 -2.60 0.01 Significant and 
negative. 
Supported 

H5.  Uncertainty 
avoidance→ 
 Gadget Ownership 

-0.11 -1.29 0.20 -0.10 -1.17 0.24 -0.12 -1.41 0.16 Non significant and 
negative. 
Not supported 

H6. Power Distance→ 
 Gadget Ownership 

0.06 0.70 0.49 0.05 0.64 0.53 0.06 0.66 0.51 Non significant. 
Not supported 

H7. Gadget Loving→ 
 Gadget Ownership 

      0.08 1.19 0.24 0.08 1.13 0.26 Non Significant. 
Not Supported 

H8. Technological Opinion 
Leadership→ 
 Gadget Ownership 

            0.10 1.43 0.16 Non significant 
Not supported 

R-square 0.229 0.235 0.244   

Adjusted R-square 0.201 0.203 0.208   

Table 8.- Regression analysis with Finnish respondents only (N=176) 



68 

 

 

7. Analysis  

This section will align the results presented in the previous chapter with the problem 

formulation, validate the research model built in section 4, and discuss the findings from this 

research.  

Explicitly, the theoretical model proposed supports four (H3, H4, H7 and H8) out the eight 

hypothesized relationships. A fifth one, H5: UA→GL, could be supported at p<0.1 with a lower 

presumption of likelihood (there is at least a 90% chance that the sample data supports this 

hypothesis). Three of the hypotheses (H1, H2 and H6) are rejected. 

Hyp. Antecedent Relationship Outcome Accepted / Rejected 

H1 Inherent Novelty Seeking + Gadget Loving Rejected 

H2 Technological 
Innovativeness 

+ Gadget Loving Rejected 

H3 Technological Curiosity + Gadget Loving Accepted 

H4 Collectivism - Gadget Loving Accepted 

H5 Uncertainty Avoidance - Gadget Loving Accepted 

H6 Power Distance - Gadget Loving Rejected 

H7 Gadget Loving + Gadget 
Ownership 

Accepted 

H8 Technological Opinion 
Leadership 

+ Gadget 
Ownership 

Accepted 

Table 9.- Summary of accepted and rejected hypotheses 

 

H1 (INS→GL) is not supported by the data presented in any of the three cases analysed. We 

could not establish a causal connection between Novelty Seeking and Gadget Loving, although 

Hirschman (1980) supported that inherent novelty seeking is ‘‘conceptually indistinguishable from 

the willingness to adopt new products” (page 285). This hypothesis was included in the GL research 

models by both Bruner & Kumar (2007a) and Shoham & Pesämaa (2013). The latter did not find 
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support for this hypothesis either. Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) suggest that maybe gadgets have a 

short and/or weak effect to reprieve individuals from the boredom of their daily activities. Mudd 

(1990) argues that Hirschman (1980) focus on novelty, pushing innovativeness out of the area of 

new product adoption, adds ambiguity to the concept. This notion offers the explanation that new 

product adoption has a stronger and longer effect of reprieve on consumers from their daily 

activities than generic novelty. This explanation is partly supported by the notion that opinion 

leaders commonly display a high level of category interest (see for example Dawar et al., 1996; Ruvio 

& Shoham, 2007) and, therefore, not of generic novelty. Future research could focus on bringing 

innovativeness back to the new product adoption area as suggested by Mudd (1990). 

H2 (TI→GL) is not supported by the data presented in any of the three cases analysed. This 

hypothesis stem from the notion that consumer innovativeness is positively related with stimulation. 

This notion is aligned with Roehrich (2004) suggestion that a predisposition to buy new and 

different products is driven by need for stimulation. One possible explanation for this result is the 

fact that Sweden and Finland are low power distance countries. Hofstede (2001) argues that in such 

cultures status symbols are avoided. The latest gadget could be seen as a status symbol. Bruner & 

Kumar (2007a) associated this relationship with a propensity in people to be motivated by new 

gadgets, and Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) did find support for this hypothesis with their data. With 

these results, it is recommended that future retests are performed in countries with varying degrees 

of power distance. 

H3 (CUR→GL) is significant and supported by the data presented in the three cases analysed. 

The results found support for the reasoning that starts with Raju (1980) suggestion that curiosity is 

one of the basic traits behind stimulation, and Hirschman & Wallendorf (1979) notion that stimulus 

variation is correlated with the adoption of innovations. These results correlate with the findings of 

Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) that did find support for this hypothesis with their data as well. 

Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) suggest that H2 and H3 should follow a similar pattern. One 

possible explanation of why the results of this Thesis did not find support for both hypotheses is the 

way the measurement of TI and CUR was operationalized in the survey. TI was operationalized 

mostly as the customer getting a thrill by being the first one in their group purchasing the gadget. 

Both Sweden and Finland have medium-high levels of Individualism, so it should be expected that 

individuals in those countries do not get a special thrill by being the first ones in their groups to own 
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a gadget. Thus, it is recommended that future research targets countries with both low and high level 

of Individualism to uncover the effect of Individualism in TI. 

H4 (Collectivism→GL) is supported by the results presented in the previous chapter. 

According to several authors (see for example Tolba & Mourat, 2011; Steenkamp et al., 1999; Flight 

et al., 2011; Dwyer et al., 2005) Individualism (operationalised as Collectivism) is the most significant 

dimension driving adoption of innovations. The regression with all respondents showed this 

hypothesis as significant and negative and, therefore, supported.  It was also significant and negative 

and, therefore, supported for the analysis with the Finnish respondents only. In the analysis with 

Swedish respondents only, it was not supported at p<0.05 but, since p<0.1, the relationship could 

be supported with a lower presumption of likelihood (there is at least a 90% chance that the sample 

data supports the hypothesis). Furthermore, the suggestion from Roehrich (2004, page 673) that 

“the need for uniqueness can be considered to be a credible antecedent of innovativeness" should be 

highlighted here. The authors of this Thesis argue that individualism provides a first approach to 

include need for uniqueness in the Gadget Loving construct. Hofstede (2002) has argued that 

individualistic cultures favour individuality and uniqueness. Following these results, and the solid 

theoretical background behind them, it is recommended that future GL models include 

individualism as an antecedent. With it, the model would account to an extent for all three forces 

suggested by Roehrich (2004) as driving consumer innovativeness. 

H5 (UA→GL) is not supported by the results presented in the previous chapter. According to 

several authors and studies (see for example: Tolba & Mourat, 2011; Hofstede, 2001; Dwyer et al., 

2005) uncertainty avoidance is a significant cultural dimension influencing innovation adoption. The 

hypothesis was not supported by the data presented in any of the three cases analysed. In Case 1, the 

analysis with all the respondents, the hypothesis was not supported at p<0.05 but, since p<0.1, the 

hypothesis could be supported with a lower presumption of likelihood (there is at least a 90% 

chance that the sample data supports the hypothesis). According to Hofstede (1983) the differences 

between Sweden and Finland in Uncertainty Avoidance are significant. One possible explanation of 

the results is that the regression with all respondents is picking the difference in UA between the 

groups of Swedes and Finnish and starting to find a weak impact in GL. Within groups with similar 

levels of UA, the regression does not find any impact of UA in GL. Thus, it is recommended that 
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future research targets countries with even greater differences on Uncertainty Avoidance to uncover 

if a more significant relationship with GL can be determined. 

H6 (PD→GL) is not supported by the data presented in any of the three cases analysed. It 

should be highlighted that the literature did not identify Power Distance as a significant cultural 

dimension influencing innovation adoption. Thus the results presented in this Thesis correlate with 

the existing literature.  

H7 (GL→GO) is supported in the analysis including all respondents and the one including 

the Swedish respondents only, but not supported by the analysis including the Finnish respondents 

only. With a p=0.008 for the analysis with all respondents and p=0.01 for the one with the Swedish 

respondents only, there is a very strong presumption that the hypothesis is valid under certain 

circumstances. This hypothesis was mainly based on Cowart et al. (2008) proposing a model where 

consumer innovativeness, self-congruence, and satisfaction act as antecedents of new product 

purchasing. The example provided by Cowart et al. (2008, page 1114) stating that “the presence of 

new electronics (e.g.: iPhone, PSP3) in the marketplace may create discrepancies for electronics 

innovators who have the goal of owning the most state-of-the-art technology” offers an explanation 

for the results. The presence of new electronics in the marketplace is one of the circumstances that 

leads gadget lovers to try to attain goal congruence. In the absence of that condition (new gadget in 

the marketplace) the need to attain congruence is just not there. 

This hypothesis was included in their GL research models by both Bruner & Kumar (2007a) 

and Shoham & Pesämaa (2013). Bruner & Kumar (2007a) found support for this hypothesis, but 

Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) could not confirm the relationship in its research.  Given the disparity of 

results between Bruner & Kumar (2007a), Shoham & Pesämaa (2013), and the ones seen in this 

Thesis, it is therefore strongly recommended that evaluating the circumstances under which this 

hypothesis is valid is a very important task for future research. 

H8 (TOL→GO) is supported in the analysis including all respondents only. Neither the analysis 

including only Swedish respondents, nor the analysis including only Finnish respondents supports 

this hypothesis. The hypothesis was formulated based on research from Chau et al. (1998), Ruvio & 

Shoham (2007), Flynn et al. (1996), Shrum et al. (1995), and Clark & Goldsmith (2006) spanning a 

number of industries such as IT, fashion and green products. 
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The relationship was supported by the research of Shoham & Pesämaa (2013). Nevertheless 

Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) argued that their findings “provide support for the generalizability of the 

relationships across contexts and countries”. The results of this Thesis suggest otherwise. While the 

hypothesis is supported in the analysis including all respondents, the results do not support the 

generalizability of the relationship across countries. 

 

8. Conclusions and Practical Implications of  the research 

Conclusions 

The market for gadgets has become large and, therefore, deserves scholarly attention. The 

research presented in this Thesis has theorized and tested the role of antecedents, in particular 

cultural antecedents, on gadget purchasing. This was achieved by both completing a systematic 

literature review and proposing and testing a research model.  

The literature review on technology acceptance models uncovered the key insight that 

diffusion of gadgets in the marketplace is faster when opinion leaders are amongst the early 

adopters. The Gadget Loving construct was used to model this insight. The literature review on 

consumer behaviour leading to purchasing of technological gadgets revealed the notion from 

Roehrich (2004) that a predisposition to buy new and different products is driven by three forces: 

need for stimulation, novelty seeking and need for uniqueness. The models from Bruner & Kumar 

(2007a) and Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) connect need for stimulation and novelty seeking with 

gadget ownership through the Gadget Loving construct. The first novelty from this Thesis is to 

point that existent literature does not explicitly consider need for uniqueness as an antecedent to 

Gadget Loving. Following from this, the first conclusion from this Thesis is the suggestion that need 

for uniqueness needs to be incorporated in the theoretical framework for future research. 

Furthermore, Yoo et al. (2011) have shown that organizations trying to introduce products in 

different countries will adapt their strategy based on the culture of the countries and, yet, the Gadget 

Loving model did not include cultural factors. The Literature review suggested individualism and 

uncertainty avoidance as the key cultural dimensions driving adoption of innovations. The authors 

of this Thesis have argued that, by including individualism as an antecedent for Gadget Loving, a 
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research model would account to a certain extent for a need for uniqueness antecedent. The second 

conclusion from this Thesis is the notion that the inclusion of individualism and uncertainty 

avoidance as antecedents to Gadget Loving is backed by the published literature. 

The quantitative section of this Thesis found support for five out of eight hypotheses. Strong 

support (for Sweden and Finland) was found to Individualism being the key cultural factor 

influencing gadget purchasing. This result supports the existent literature in the matter, such as 

Triandis (1995), Steenkamp et al. (1999), Dwyer et al. (2005), Tellis (2007), Flight et al. (2011), Tolba 

& Mourat (2011). The mediating influence of Uncertainty Avoidance in gadget purchasing was not 

strongly supported by the data presented in this Thesis, still there is at least a 90% chance that the 

sample data supports the hypothesis. The only other antecedent related hypothesis accepted was 

Technological Curiosity as an antecedent to Gadget Loving. Thus the third conclusion of this Thesis 

is that more support was found for cultural dimensions as antecedents of Gadget Loving than for 

the other factor founds in the literature. This result highlights the importance of culture in the 

acceptance and diffusion of innovations. Along the same line, the fourth conclusion of this study is 

the notion that both individualism and uncertainty avoidance can be used by managers to favour the 

purchasing of gadgets. 

 

Practical Implications 

This section will show practical managerial implications of this research, by showcasing some 

practical examples on how companies are already using Individualism as a mediating cultural factor 

to influence the purchase of gadgets. 

A good example is the marketing strategy of Windows Phone (see for example WindowsPhone 

(2014), WindowsWorld (2014) and Figure 16). To counteract Apple’s strategy of offering mostly a 

single model of mobile phone with very limited customisation options, Windows Phone appeals to 

the Individualism of the customer arguing that it is “the world’s most personal smartphone”.  
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Figure 16.- Windows Phone webpage (http://www.windowsphone.com/en-gb, accessed 20th of May of 2014) 

 

Apple, a key competitor of Microsoft in the gadget market, provides another example of the use 

of Individualism as a mediating cultural factor to influence the purchase of gadgets. Their marketing 

campaign “Your Verse” (see Figure 17) claims that Apple was so inspired by the completely 

different ways people use their iPad tablet that the company was compelled to share some of their 

stories. The campaign appeals to the Individualism of the customer through different uses of the 

gadget rather than the customization of its appearance that Microsoft does. 
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Figure 17.- Apple iPad "Your Verse" marketing campaign 
 (https://www.apple.com/your-verse/, accessed 13th of August of 2014) 

 

Moreover, and although not strongly supported by this research, Windows Phone could try to 

use the mediating influence of Uncertainty Avoidance by marketing their phones as using the same 

operating system that the customers know and use in their personal computers. 
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In conclusion, the goals set and research questions raised at the start of this Thesis have been 

successfully answered. It is hoped that managers of companies in the gadget industry use the results 

of this Thesis to make better decisions on how to market their products more effectively across 

cultures.  

 

9. Limitations and future research 
 

Several limitations of this Thesis need to be recognized. The first one is the representativeness 

of the samples to the national averages in Sweden and Finland. While the samples were close to 

national averages in some of the demographics (i.e.: gender), they deviated in others such as age 

median. The fact that the survey is noticeably long is a limiting factor in getting responses and, 

therefore, it might have an impact in the representativeness of the sample achieved. For example, a 

pensioner spending the morning in a park could be more likely to spend a long time answering 

questions to a young researcher than a busy 30-something executive entering an Apple store to buy a 

gadget. Replicating the results of this Thesis with ever more representative samples of the 

populations under study should be an important consideration for future research. 

The second limitation is the generalizability of the results to other cultures. Following Tolba & 

Mourat (2011) the two key cultural dimensions added to the Gadget Loving model are Individualism 

(operationalized as Collectivism) and Uncertainty Avoidance. The values of Individualism for 

Sweden and Finland are similar, whereas the values for Uncertainty Avoidance are markedly 

different (Hofstede, 1983). The impact of these differences in the results will be discussed in the 

theoretical discussion part of this section. This limitation is typical of every social science research 

undertaken in specific countries or cultures, as highlighted by Shoham & Pesämaa (2013).  

All along the body of this Thesis the authors have recommended some topics that should be 

considered for future research. They are summarized below: 

This Thesis has shown that, from Roehrich (2004), a predisposition to buy new and different 

products is driven by three forces: need for stimulation, novelty seeking and need for uniqueness. 

The first conclusion drawn in the previous section is the notion that existent literature does not 

explicitly consider need for uniqueness as an antecedent to Gadget Loving. It is therefore 



77 

 

 

recommended that future studies explicitly operationalise need for uniqueness into the research 

model to ensure all three forces noted by Roehrich (2004) are considered.  

The hypothesis of Inherent Novelty Seeking being an antecedent of Gadget Loving did not 

find support by the results of this Thesis. Thus the second recommendation for future research 

stems from Mudd’s (1990) suggestion that Hirschman (1980) focus on novelty, pushing 

innovativeness out of the area of new product adoption, adds ambiguity to the concept. Future 

research could focus on bringing innovativeness back to the new product adoption area as suggested 

by Mudd (1990). The need for further research in the area is supported by the lack of support that 

Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) got for the same hypothesis.  

The hypothesis of Technological Innovativeness being an antecedent of Gadget Loving did 

not find support by the results of this Thesis. One possible explanation is that Swedes and Finnish 

have low Power Distance and, therefore, avoid status symbols. Thus the third recommendation is 

that future retests are performed in countries with varying degrees of power distance. 

The hypothesis of Uncertainty Avoidance being an antecedent of Gadget Loving did not find 

support by the results of this Thesis. One possible explanation is that Swedes and Finnish have 

levels of Uncertainty Avoidance too similar for the model to discriminate the impact. Thus the 

fourth recommendation for future research is to target countries with even greater differences on 

Uncertainty Avoidance to uncover if a more significant relationship with GL can be determined. 

The hypothesis of Gadget Loving being an antecedent of Gadget Ownership shows disparity of 

results between Bruner & Kumar (2007a), Shoham & Pesämaa (2013), and the ones seen in this 

Thesis. Critically, Shoham & Pesämaa (2013) did not find support for this hypothesis either. Given 

the importance of the hypothesis to ensure the antecedents in the model drive actual gadget 

purchasing, is strongly recommended that future research evaluates the circumstances under which 

this hypothesis is valid. 
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11. Appendix 
11.1. Appendix A – Gadget Loving Model including all Antecedents and Consequences for 

future scholar reference 

 

 

 
 

Figure 18.- Gadget Loving Model including all Antecedents and Consequences for future scholar reference 
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11.2. Appendix B – Survey 

Source: Pesämaa (unpublished survey)  
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11.3. Appendix C – Data Descriptive Statistics 

 

 

 

Sweden 167 2.62 1.421 1 5
Finland 176 2.76 1.353 1 5

Total 343 2.69 1.386 1 5
Sweden 167 2.90 1.424 1 5
Finland 176 2.94 1.355 1 5

Total 343 2.92 1.387 1 5
Sweden 167 2.45 1.343 1 5
Finland 176 2.45 1.180 1 5

Total 343 2.45 1.260 1 5
Sweden 167 2.02 1.212 1 5
Finland 176 2.01 1.085 1 5

Total 343 2.02 1.147 1 5
Sweden 167 2.80 1.478 1 5
Finland 176 2.69 1.232 1 5

Total 343 2.75 1.356 1 5
Sweden 167 3.08 1.081 1 5
Finland 176 3.02 1.017 1 5

Total 343 3.05 1.047 1 5
Sweden 167 3.42 1.088 1 5
Finland 176 3.26 1.064 1 5

Total 343 3.34 1.077 1 5
Sweden 167 3.22 1.061 1 5
Finland 176 3.24 1.020 1 5

Total 343 3.23 1.038 1 5
Sweden 167 3.56 .922 1 5
Finland 176 3.52 .894 1 5

Total 343 3.54 .907 1 5
Sweden 167 3.55 1.004 1 5
Finland 176 3.58 .977 1 5

Total 343 3.57 .989 1 5
Sweden 167 3.28 1.086 1 5
Finland 176 3.48 1.036 1 5

Total 343 3.38 1.064 1 5
Sweden 167 2.89 1.301 1 5
Finland 176 2.91 1.243 1 5

Total 343 2.90 1.270 1 5
Sweden 167 2.83 1.325 1 5
Finland 176 2.84 1.317 1 5

Total 343 2.84 1.319 1 5
Sweden 167 2.94 1.396 1 5
Finland 176 2.89 1.440 1 5

Total 343 2.92 1.417 1 5
Sweden 167 3.07 1.515 1 5
Finland 176 3.09 1.500 1 5

Total 343 3.08 1.505 1 5

.004 .952

.098 .754

.007 .935

.072 .789

2.921 .088

.028 .868

1.844 .175

.023 .879

.218 .641

.010 .919

.555 .457

.288 .592

.787 .376

.068 .795

.002 .968

F Sig.N Mean
Std. 

Deviation Minimum Maximum

TE
CH

N
O

LO
GI

CA
L I

N
N

O
VA

TI
VE

N
ES

S TECH1:  I like to buy new technology 
products before most people even know 
exist .

TECH2: It's cool to be the first owner of 
new technological products .

TECH3: I get a thrill from being the first 
to buy new technology product .

TECH4: Very important to me to be the 
first to buy a new technological device .

TECH5: I wish I have the latest 
technological products .

N
O

VE
LT

Y 
SE

EK
IN

G

NOV1: I prefer to live unpredictable , full 
of changes over more conventional life .

NOV2: I like surprises.

NOV3: I like activities that change 
constantly.

NOV4: I like to experience innovation 
and change daily life routine .

NOV5: When things get boring , I like to 
find new and unfamiliar experience .

NOV6: I'm always looking for new ideas 
and experiences .

CU
RI

O
SI

TY

CUR1: I'm less interested in the 
appearance of the product and more 
what makes it run .

CUR2: Knowing how a product works 
makes me almost the same pleasure 
as knowing that the product works well.

CUR3: Even the product works well , 
very matter to me how it works.

CUR4: If I can not understand how 
something works or works , I prefer to 
"play " with him and ask for help.
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Sweden 167 2.98 1.292 1 5
Finland 176 3.09 1.243 1 5

Total 343 3.04 1.266 1 5
Sweden 167 3.00 1.313 1 5
Finland 176 3.14 1.284 1 5

Total 343 3.07 1.298 1 5
Sweden 167 2.84 1.253 1 5
Finland 176 3.01 1.209 1 5

Total 343 2.93 1.232 1 5
Sweden 167 2.80 1.257 1 5
Finland 176 2.97 1.244 1 5

Total 343 2.89 1.252 1 5
Sweden 167 2.81 1.240 1 5
Finland 176 2.91 1.211 1 5

Total 343 2.86 1.224 1 5
Sweden 167 2.60 1.261 1 5
Finland 176 2.76 1.233 1 5

Total 343 2.68 1.248 1 5
Sweden 167 2.65 1.389 1 5
Finland 176 2.64 1.187 1 5

Total 343 2.64 1.287 1 5
Sweden 167 2.80 1.188 1 5
Finland 176 2.72 1.083 1 5

Total 343 2.76 1.135 1 5
Sweden 167 2.25 1.287 1 5
Finland 176 2.55 1.135 1 5

Total 343 2.40 1.219 1 5
Sweden 167 2.51 1.317 1 5
Finland 176 2.61 1.068 1 5

Total 343 2.57 1.195 1 5
Sweden 167 2.43 1.292 1 5
Finland 176 2.59 1.128 1 5

Total 343 2.51 1.211 1 5
Sweden 167 2.99 1.151 1 5
Finland 176 2.72 1.062 1 5

Total 343 2.85 1.113 1 5
Sweden 167 2.98 1.151 1 5
Finland 176 2.77 1.108 1 5

Total 343 2.87 1.132 1 5
Sweden 167 2.96 1.148 1 5
Finland 176 2.78 1.161 1 5

Total 343 2.87 1.156 1 5
Sweden 167 3.04 1.143 1 5
Finland 176 2.95 1.168 1 5

Total 343 2.99 1.155 1 5
Sweden 167 2.99 1.225 1 5
Finland 176 2.73 1.206 1 5

Total 343 2.86 1.220 1 5

.556 .456

3.956 .048

4.970 .026

2.778 .096

1.946 .164

.584

5.252 .023

.445

1.388 .239

1.457 .228

.006 .941

.434 .511

F Sig.

.633 .427

.945 .332

.1941.694

1.568 .211

.512 .475
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m
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IIND1: ndividuals have to sacrifice 
personal interests for the benefit of the 
group ( at school or work ) .

IND2: Individuals must hold the group, 
despite the difficulties .

IND3: Previous group welfare or , more 
important , spacious private.

IND4: The group earlier or , more 
important , the success of the individual.

PO
W

ER
 D

IS
TA

N
CE

PD1: More people at senior levels need 
to make decisions without consulting 
the people in lower ranks .

PD2:People at senior levels need not 
ask the opinion of people in low grade 
them frequently .

PD3 People at senior levels need to 
avoid interacting with people lower 
ranks .

PD4Low level people should not 
disagree with decisions being made by 
people at senior levels .

PD5 People at senior levels need not 
pass important tasks to lower level 
people .

U
N

CE
RT

AI
N

TY
 A

VO
ID

AN
CE

UA1: Important to have detailed 
instructions to let me know always what 
is expected of me to do.

UA2: Always important to fulfill faithfully 
the instructions and procedures.

UA3: Rules and instructions are 
important because they inform me 
expected of me.

UA4: Standard operating procedures 
are helpful.

UA5: Operating instructions are of 
importance .

N Mean
Std. 

Deviation Minimum

IND5: Individuals need to achieve their 
goals only after taking into 
consideration the welfare of the group.

IND6: There encourage group loyalty 
even at the price of personal agendas .

Maximum
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Table 10.- Data Descriptive Statistics 

  

Sweden 167 2.65 1.362 1 5
Finland 176 2.76 1.161 1 5

Total 343 2.71 1.262 1 5
Sweden 167 2.59 1.358 1 5
Finland 176 2.71 1.112 1 5

Total 343 2.65 1.237 1 5
Sweden 167 2.46 1.302 1 5
Finland 176 2.57 1.109 1 5

Total 343 2.52 1.206 1 5
Sweden 167 2.46 1.334 1 5
Finland 176 2.43 1.006 1 5

Total 343 2.45 1.176 1 5
Sweden 167 2.47 1.302 1 5
Finland 176 2.61 1.095 1 5

Total 343 2.54 1.201 1 5
Sweden 167 2.91 1.241 1 5
Finland 176 2.77 1.216 1 5

Total 343 2.84 1.229 1 5
Sweden 167 3.05 1.214 1 5
Finland 176 3.14 1.123 1 5

Total 343 3.10 1.167 1 5
Sweden 167 2.90 1.297 1 5
Finland 176 2.76 1.256 1 5

Total 343 2.83 1.276 1 5
Sweden 167 2.75 1.342 1 5
Finland 176 2.81 1.298 1 5

Total 343 2.78 1.318 1 5
Sweden 167 3.08 1.367 1 5
Finland 176 3.13 1.346 1 5

Total 343 3.10 1.354 1 5
Sweden 167 2.26 1.340 1 5
Finland 176 2.10 1.250 1 5

Total 343 2.17 1.295 1 5
Sweden 167 2.63 1.391 1 5
Finland 176 2.61 1.406 1 5

Total 343 2.62 1.396 1 5
Sweden 167 2.60 1.371 1 5
Finland 176 2.60 1.297 1 5

Total 343 2.60 1.331 1 5

1.324 .251

.010 .920

.003 .955

.985 .322

.166 .684

.104 .748

1.180 .278

1.073 .301

.427 .514

.381.771

.675 .412

.053 .818

.635 .426

F Sig.

TE
CH

N
O

LO
GI

CA
L 

O
PI

N
IO

N
 L

EA
DE

RS
HI

P

TOL1: When other people are choosing 
technology products , they come to me 
for advice .

TOL2: Often, other people come to me 
for advice regarding technological 
products .

TOL3: People I know choose to 
technological gadgets based on what I 
told them .

TOL4: Often, I convince other people to 
buy the products I love technology .

TOL5: Often, I affect people's views 
about technology products .

GA
DG

ET
 LO

VI
N

G

GL1: I like to tinker with technological 
gadgets regardless of the time when 
they are in the market.

GL2: Learn how to manipulate 
technological products , even if they are 
not new in the market , it is interesting to 
me.
GL3: Play with technological products , 
new or old , brings me much pleasure.

GL4: Others may not realize it , but it's 
kind of a thrill to "play " with products 
that have a component hi - tech .

GL5: If I was alone for a few hours, I 
could easily entertain myself or had a lot 
of games to "play " with them.

GL6: Gathering information about future 
new gadgets come out, it's something I 
enjoy doing .

GL7: It's easy for me to spend time 
dealing with almost any type of 
technological device .

GL8: Some people find it annoying, but I 
like to understand how to make 
technology work products .

Minimum MaximumN Mean
Std. 

Deviation
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11.4 Appendix D – Rotated Component Matrix 

 

  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
TECH1:  I like to buy new technology products 
before most people even know exist . .89

TECH2: It's cool to be the first owner of new 
technological products .

.91

TECH3: I get a thrill from being the first to buy 
new technology product .

.92

TECH4: Very important to me to be the first to buy 
a new technological device .

.85

TECH5: I wish I have the latest technological 
products .

.89

NOV1: I prefer to live unpredictable , full of 
changes over more conventional life .

.76

NOV2: I like surprises. .78
NOV3: I like activities that change constantly. .82

NOV4: I like to experience innovation and change 
daily life routine .

.80

NOV5: When things get boring , I like to find new 
and unfamiliar experience .

.72

NOV6: I'm always looking for new ideas and 
experiences .

.72

CUR1: I'm less interested in the appearance of 
the product and more what makes it run . .88

CUR2: Knowing how a product works makes me 
almost the same pleasure as knowing that the 
product works well.

.90

CUR3: Even the product works well , very matter 
to me how it works.

.88

CUR4: If I can not understand how something 
works or works , I prefer to "play " with him and 
ask for help.

.76

IIND1: ndividuals have to sacrifice personal 
interests for the benefit of the group ( at school or 
work ) .

.82

IND2: Individuals must hold the group, despite 
the difficulties .

.85

IND3: Previous group welfare or , more important 
, spacious private.

.88

IND4: The group earlier or , more important , the 
success of the individual.

.90

IND5: Individuals need to achieve their goals only 
after taking into consideration the welfare of the 
group.

.88

IND6: There encourage group loyalty even at the 
price of personal agendas .

.89

Component
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Table 11.- Rotated Component Matrix 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
PD1: More people at senior levels need to make 
decisions without consulting the people in lower 
ranks .

.87

PD2:People at senior levels need not ask the 
opinion of people in low grade them frequently . .87

PD3: People at senior levels need to avoid 
interacting with people lower ranks . .88

PD4: Low level people should not disagree with 
decisions being made by people at senior levels 
.

.85

PD5: People at senior levels need not pass 
important tasks to lower level people .

.91

UA1: mportant to have detailed instructions to let 
me know always what is expected of me to do. .82

UA2: Always important to fulfill faithfully the 
instructions and procedures.

.81

UA3: Rules and instructions are important 
because they inform me expected of me.

.83

UA4: Standard operating procedures are helpful.
.83

UA5: Operating instructions are of importance . .81
TOL1: When other people are choosing 
technology products , they come to me for advice 
.

.90

TOL2: Often, other people come to me for advice 
regarding technological products .

.91

TOL3: People I know choose to technological 
gadgets based on what I told them .

.92

TOL4: Often, I convince other people to buy the 
products I love technology .

.87

TOL5: Often, I affect people's views about 
technology products .

.91

GL1: I like to tinker with technological gadgets 
regardless of the time when they are in the 
market.

.89

GL2: Learn how to manipulate technological 
products , even if they are not new in the market , 
it is interesting to me.

.84

GL3: Play with technological products , new or 
old , brings me much pleasure.

.91

GL4: Others may not realize it , but it's kind of a 
thrill to "play " with products that have a 
component hi - tech .

.90

GL5: If I was alone for a few hours, I could easily 
entertain myself or had a lot of games to "play " 
with them.

.79

GL6: Gathering information about future new 
gadgets come out, it's something I enjoy doing . .82

GL7: It's easy for me to spend time dealing with 
almost any type of technological device . .91

GL8: Some people find it annoying, but I like to 
understand how to make technology work 
products .

.86

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations.

Component


