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ABSTRACT 
 
The increasing globalization of business provides a compelling reason for understanding the 
cultural context of consumer behaviour. Our thesis investigates the impact of culture on 
consumers’ propensity to innovate and consumers’ susceptibility to interpersonal influence 
that is divided into normative interpersonal influences and informational interpersonal 
influences.  
 
A lot of research has been studied intentionally to find the factors that influence the 
acceptation rate of innovation. Culture is considered as one of those factors by some 
researchers while other researchers find insufficient evidence to support this view, which 
means that their findings are inconsistent. Moreover, previous studies about the cultures’ 
role on consumers’ propensity to innovate between Western and Eastern countries are very 
limited, which inspires us to make a further study in this area. 
 
An empirical quantitative study was conducted among 360 young people in Sweden and 
China based on the independent variable factors, ‘propensity to innovate’, ‘propensity to 
imitate’, ‘susceptibility to normative interpersonal influence’, and ‘susceptibility to 
informational interpersonal influence’ by using Hofstede’s (2001) five cultural dimensions.  
Measurement scales were taken from Baumgartner et al (1996) and Bearden et al (1989). 
The validity and reliability of factors and scales have been discussed.  
 
The findings are unable to identify culture as a variable that statistical significantly affects 
innovativeness and consumers’ propensity to imitate. In contrast, the results indicate the 
differential sensitivity of consumers in different national cultures to their susceptibility to 
normative influence and susceptibility to informational influence. Consumers in more 
collectivistic, large power distance, strong uncertainty avoidances, and long-term orientation 
cultures are going to be convinced into adopting new products through normative influence 
and informational influence. 
 
In addition, our research suggests that gender has a significant difference in innovativeness, 
implying that female have higher innovativeness. Occupation has a significant difference on 
‘susceptibility to normative influence’ and ‘susceptibility to informational influence’, while 
age has no correlation with the four factors. 
 
The major implication is that international markers would be better employ normative and 
informational interpersonal influences to attract consumers to accept innovations when they 
make marketing strategies to consumers in more collectivist, larger power distance, stronger 
uncertainty avoidance, more long-term orientation cultures. 
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1.  Introduction 
This chapter includes a brief background of the problem, the purpose of the thesis and the 
problem statement. This chapter also gives the reader the limitations, demarcations of the 
study and a disposition of the following chapters. A section that contains definitions of 
terms used throughout this thesis is presented to the reader at the end. 
 
1.1  Background 
 
Every year businesses spend millions of dollars researching, developing, and launching 
new products and services to consumers all over the world. Firms that maintain a 
higher-than-average revenue growth typically are engaged in continuous introduction of 
new products and/or operating and expanding internationally (Farley, 1997). More than 90% 
of new consumer products fail each year (Lawrence A. Crosby and Sheree L. Johnson., 
2006). The costly nature of research and development as well as the expense associated 
with launching new products result in a need for companies to better understand innovators, 
a key concept in the diffusion of new products (Goldsmith, R.E. and Hofacker, C.F., 1991). 
Innovators are those consumers who have the highest innovativeness to adopt new products 
and services and will be the first to try a new offing. Because innovators determine the 
initial success or failure of innovations, a major goal of marketers is to attract a substantial 
group of innovators in the introduction stage. When seeking information about an 
innovation, consumers have different propensities for relying on media habits or 
interpersonal channels (Mahajan, 1990). Interpersonal influences are more important in 
determining the speed with which an innovation will be adopted (Tellefsen and 
Takada,1999). Interpersonal influence can be categorized into informational interpersonal 
influence and normative interpersonal influence (Bearden, Netemeyer, and Teel 1989). 
 
The increasing trend toward globalization of business activities provides a strong reason 
for understanding the cultural context of consumer behaviors (Msheswaran and Shavitt, 
2000). This trend has heightened the importance of understanding national cultural 
influences on the consumers’ innovativeness and the diffusion of innovations. But this 
subject has been examined only to a limited extent (Kumar, Ganesh, and Echambadi, 
1998).  
 
Moreover, the previous researchers’ findings about the relationship between national 
culture and product diffusion rate are inconsistent. Some researchers (eg.Takada and 
Jain's ,1991; Detmar W.Straub,b.1994; Sean Dwyer, Hani Mesak and Maxwell Hsu 2005)  
suggest culture has an influence on the diffusion of innovations. Conversely, Kumar et 
al(1998) and Jedidi et al(1993) find little support for a correlation between culture and the 
diffusion of innovations.  
 
The comparison about the Western-Eastern culture influences on the consumers’ 
propensity to innovate and on the interpersonal influences has not been researched enough. 
Most of previous researches have been confined to the Western’s cultural influence on 
innovativeness or the diffusion of innovations (Kumar, Ganesh, and Echambadi 1998; 
Sean Dwyer, Hani Mesak, and Maxwell Hsu, 2005; Sangeeta Singh, 2005). The wonderful 
studying experience in Sweden drives us to make a comparison in this subject between 
Sweden and our home country, China.  
 
Swedish companies are often dependent on international business, which makes it vital to 
find new markets to increase their market share in international market. With the increasing 
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importance of the China market in the world economy, many Swedish international 
companies rush and plan to enter China with their new products and services. China is not 
only a large market, but increasingly an important production site for their global 
operations. The third China Business Climate Report 2006 shows that the Swedish 
business community is rapidly expanding its presence in China. In 2005 employment at 
Swedish companies in China grew by 30 percent to 43550 persons, accumulated 
investments rose by 11 percent to more than 3.1 billion (US-dollar) and revenues increased 
by 25 percent to 7.9 billion (US-dollar). The revenue increase was mostly due to the 
industrial goods sector, although services also enjoyed a rise (Erik Widman, 2006). It 
seems necessary to investigate the cultural difference between Sweden and China. 
 
Considering the above background it is appealing to know the impact of culture on the 
consumers’ propensity to innovate and on interpersonal influences between Sweden and 
China. International marketers would probably benefit from increasing their deep 
knowledge about the national culture influence on the innovativeness and on the consumers’ 
different response to interpersonal influences.



- 3 - 

1.2  The Purpose of Thesis  
 
The purpose of this thesis is to investigate the impact of culture on consumers’ 
innovativeness and interpersonal influences in two diverse cultural groups.  

 
This paper will provide international marketers with a deeper understanding of national 
culture’s influence on product diffusion, which could guide marketers who intend to launch 
new products and service cross-nationally especially between Western countries and 
Eastern countries. 
 
1.3  Problem Statement 
 
We would like to provide prescriptive insight into the following questions: 
 

 What is the impact of culture on consumers’ propensity to innovate or imitate 
between Sweden and China? 

 
 What is the impact of culture on consumers’ susceptibility to normative 

interpersonal influence and informational interpersonal influence between Sweden 
and China? 

 
1.4  Demarcations of the Study 
 
This study has limited the empirical testing of the hypothesized effects to Sweden and 
China, which might affect the generalisaility of the results. We choose these two countries 
based on several key factors: time, interest, accessibility, comparability and the level of 
detail we wish to achieve.  
 

Sweden: After having studied 10 months in Sweden, both of us are interested in Swedish 
culture that we are not familiar with and consider this research as a good opportunity to 
study its culture. 
 

China: As we are Chinese, we believe we have the ability to analysis consumers’ 
innovativeness and interpersonal influences in China’s culture. It is interesting for us to 
compare this subject between our home country and another very different country. 
 
Secondly, given the nature of innovators and innovativeness, we choose the consumer 
respondents that most of them are students and young adults. This has partly stemmed 
from the belief that older consumers are set in their ways and are not likely to try to new 
brands. Lunsford and Burnett (1992) have provided a number of possible barriers to 
adoption of a new product by older consumers. 
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1.5  Disposition of the Thesis 
 
The following section is to present a brief summary of the chapters within this thesis. 
 
Introduction: In this chapter we have included a brief background of the problem, purpose 
of the thesis, problem statements and demarcations of the research. Definitions of terms 
used throughout this thesis are also provided in this chapter. 
 
Theoretical Methods: This chapter gives the reason why we choose this particular topic 
and our preconceptions that led us to write concerning this topic and how it could affect 
this thesis. We also provide the research philosophy, the scientific method and the chosen 
research approach. In terms of the sources, we add details about the sources used and a 
critical review of them. 
 
Theoretical Framework: In this chapter we develop, describe and elaborate the theory 
after reviewing the previous literature and analysis concerning these main areas: 
 

Innovator, innovativeness and interpersonal influence: In this section, we describe the 
innovators, innovativeness and interpersonal influence that is divided into normative 
and informational interpersonal influence and explain how they influence the diffusion 
of innovations. 
 
Culture: We compare the different definitions of culture and decide to use Hofstede’s 
culture definition with his cultural dimensions. 
 
General cultural differences between Sweden and China: In this section, we clarify the 
general cultural difference between China and Sweden by using Hofstede’s five 
cultural dimensions. 
 
Hypotheses: In the last section of this chapter we provide earlier studies on the 
relationship between the national culture and innovativeness or the diffusion of 
innovations. In addition to previous studies, we present hypotheses on the basis of 
cultural dimensions to examine the culture’s role on consumers’ propensity to innovate, 
consumers’ propensity to imitate, consumer susceptibility to normative interpersonal 
influence and consumer susceptibility to informational interpersonal influence. 

 
Five cultural dimensions: 
 

 Individualism & Collectivism 
 Power Distance 
 Uncertainty Avoidance 
 Masculinity & Femininity 
 Long-term Orientation & Short-term Orientation 

 
Preparing the Empirical study: In this chapter, we explain the research tool and 
nonprobability samples (convenience samples and snowball sample) we used to carry out 
this study. We also give the reason why we choose young people to answer questionnaires. 
After that, we provide the reader with the detail of the construction of the questionnaire 
and evaluation about the research tool. We end this chapter with results of pre-test and the 
data collection. 
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Analyzing and Interpreting the Data: This chapter analyses and interprets the data we 
collected from Sweden and China. We test the hypotheses using factors analysis and 
explain the results in detail. We end this chapter by examining the relationships between 
four factors and gender, occupation and age respectively. 
 
Discussion and Conclusions: In this chapter we draw the conclusions according to the 
empirical research and compare it with the theoretical framework. This chapter also 
presents the implication for marketers and contribution of our study. 
  
Criteria of Truth: In this chapter we believe our study meets two important criteria: 
reliability, validity. We also discuss the generalization of our thesis.  
 
Limitation and Further Studies: This chapter provides the reader with the limitation of 
this thesis and gives suggestions to researchers who want to carry out the further study on 
this topic. 
 
1.6  Definition of terms  
 
An innovation: Any product or service that consumers perceive to be new (Michael 
R.Solomon, 2005).  
 
Diffusion of innovations: The process whereby a new product, service or idea spreads 
through a population (Michael R.Solomon, 2005).  
 
Innovativeness: The degree to which an individual or other unit of adoption is relatively 
earlier in adopting new ideas than members of a social system (Rogers, 2003). 
  
Consumer Susceptibility to Interpersonal Influence: The need to identify or enhance 
one’s image with significant others through the acquisition and use of products and brands, 
the willingness to conform to the expectations of others regarding purchase decisions, 
and/or the tendency to learn about products and services by observing others and/or 
seeking information from others (Bearden William O; Netemeyer Richard G; Teel Jesse 
E.,1989). 
 
Informational Influence: Influence to accept information obtained from another as 
evidence about reality (Deutsch M and H.B.Gerare., 1955).  
 
Normative Influence: Influence to conform to the expectation of another person or group 
(Deutsch M and H.B.Gerare., 1955).  
 
Culture: The collective programming of the mind that distinguishes members of one 
group or category of people from another (Hofsted., 2001). 
 
Individualism and Collectivism: The degree to which individuals are supposed to look 
after themselves or remain integrated into groups, usually around the family. Positioning 
itself between these poles is the very basic problem all societies face (Hofsted., 2001). 
  
Power Distance: The extent to which the less powerful members of organizations and 
institutions accept and expect that power is distributed unequally. The basic problem 
involved is the degree of human inequality that underlies the functioning of each particular 



- 6 - 

society ( Hofsted., 2001). 
 
Uncertainty Avoidance: The extent to which a culture programs its members to feel either 
uncomfortable or comfortable in unstructured situations. Unstructured situations are novel, 
unknown, surprising and different from usual. The basic problem involved is the degree to 
which a society tries to control the uncontrollable ( Hofsted., 2001). 
 
Masculinity versus Femininity: The distribution of emotional roles between the genders, 
which is another fundamental problem for any society to which a range of solutions are 
found; it opposes “tough” masculine to “tender” feminine societies ( Hofsted., 2001). 
 
Long-term versus Short-term Orientation: The extent to which a culture programs its 
members to accept delayed gratification of their material, social, and emotional needs 
(Hofsted., 2001).
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2.  Methodology 
This chapter gives the reason we chose this particular topic and the preconceptions that 
lead us to write concerning this topic and how it could affect this thesis. We also provide 
the scientific method and the chosen research approach. In terms of the sources, we add 
details about the sources used and a critical review of them. 
 
2.1  Choosing the Topic 
 
Constant innovation is a tool for securing market share in the international arena and 
innovation is a means of expanding into new markets. But not all innovations in a market 
have equal potential for consumer acceptance. Some innovations take a long time to 
achieve widespread consumer acceptance or never seem to gain acceptance at considerable 
expense, whereas others seem to catch on almost overnight. How then can the uncertainties 
of innovations success be reduced and the probability of innovations success be increased? 
The answer to this question has emphasized the deeper understanding about consumer 
innovativeness and anticipating the innovators’ responses. 
 
Innovators are now recognized as a vital component in new products and services diffusion. 
Researchers have acknowledged that consumer innovativeness is “an integral and central 
construct of the theory of the diffusion of innovations” (Midgley and Dowling, 1978) and 
several studies of consumer behaviour have engaged in its examination (Foxall, 1988; 
Green and Langeard, 1975; Hirschman, 1980). 
 
The increasing globalization of firms has heightened the importance of understanding 
national cultural influences on the innovator and consumers’ innovativeness. With respect 
to the adoption of innovations, Steenkamp, Hofstede, and Wedel (1999) observed 
“consumers in some countries may be, on average, higher in innovativeness than 
consumers in other countries.” Several studies (e.g., Gatignon, Eliashberg, and Robertson, 
1989; Helsen, Jedidi, and DeSarbo, 1993; Mahajan and Muller, 1994; Takada and Jain, 
1991) indicate that consumers from different cultures respond in different ways to the 
introduction of a new product (Tellefsen and Takada, 1999). It is vital for international 
business to understand customers-cultural differences and to know which type of 
communication is going to be more effective. 

The reason why we have chosen to conduct this research about cultures role on consumers’ 
propensity to innovate between Western and Eastern countries is that we feel that topic of 
innovator or innovativeness in an international view is not covered in enough depth in our 
education. Most of previous researches have been confined to the Western’s innovators 
(Sangeeta Singh, 2005) and influence of national culture on the diffusion of innovations in 
Western cultures (Kumar, Ganesh, and Echambadi, 1998; Sean Dwyer,Hani Mesak, and 
Maxwell Hsu,2005). The previous literature inspired us to do this research that relates the 
national culture with innovators. 

2.2  Preconceptions 
 
In order to provide the reader with a better understanding of our background, we try to 
evaluate and present the preconceptions, which we find important to mention in relation to 
this study. These preconceptions may have influences on the outcome of this thesis. 
 
In 2000, Jie Liu began studying at the Economic and Management Department in Shanghai 
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Fisheries University in her first master program, which she specialized in Industrial 
Economics. During three years from 2000 to 2003, she published several papers in 
economy and marketing fields. After graduation, she worked as a market supervisor in a 
newly-founded food company, which she combined her studies with her work on new 
product’s marketing research and analysis. The question that the food company faced was 
how to make its new health food be accepted as quickly as possible. The previous work 
experience increased her interest on studying innovators and new product diffusion and 
reinforced her determination to deepen professional knowledge on marketing areas. When 
she knew she had the opportunity to continue with her second master program in Umeå 
School of Business that is an EQUIS-accreditated (the European Quality Improvement 
System) business school at Umeå University, she considered it as a great opportunity to 
enrich her skills and broaden her mind.  
 
From 2004 to 2005, Dongmi Wu worked in a trade company in China. Her main 
responsibility was to help the Medium and Small firms abroad to open the market for their 
new products and also to help Chinese Medium and Small companies to search for 
innovators on the international markets. She did a lot of research on innovators on China 
and overseas market, and interviewed a lot of innovators in China about their purchase 
intentions and risk evaluations. The work experience in this company inspired her interest 
on the research of innovators. From 2005 to 2006, she worked as a marketing assistant in 
marketing department of an IT company. Part of the business in this company is 
researching and developing new software on European market like Ireland, Sweden and 
Denmark. She searched for innovators for the company’s new software in European 
countries. The cross-cultural research on innovators in China and Western countries 
increased her interest in the research of cultural influence on innovators for the diffusion of 
new products. In 2006, she got the opportunity to study marketing research and analysis in 
Umeå School of Business in Umeå University. From talking with Swedish students about 
the acceptance of new technique products, she got some ideas about the cultural influences 
on the potential consumers.  
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2.3  Scientific Approach 
 
We have to decide the appropriate approach to construct the research so that we can relate 
the empirical findings to the theory. The main broad scientific approaches are inductive 
and deductive. 
 
An inductive approach starts by collecting observations/findings and ends with the 
formulation of a theory, this is, the researcher starts his research process by following data 
straight from the beginning. This kind of approach begins with the specific problem, 
following by making an observation, measuring, testing and building theory (Ghauri and 
Grønhaug, 2002). 
 
A deductive approach involves working from an established theoretical framework and 
through established hypotheses or predictions arriving at practical situations 
(Dooley,D.,1995). The researcher deduces a hypothesis that is subjected to empirical 
scrutiny (Bryman Alan and Emma Bell, 2003). Deduction possesses several important 
characteristics (Mark Saunders; Philip Lewis; Adrian Thornhill, 2006). First, it is to 
explain causal relationship between variables. Second, it enables facts to be measured 
quantitatively. The final characteristic is generalization. This approach can be illustrated in 
the following scheme: 
             

1. Theory 
  
            2. Hypotheses 
 
            3. Data collection 
 
            4. Findings 
 
            5. Hypotheses confirmed or rejected 
 
            6. Revision of theory 

 
Figure 2. 1: The Process of Deduction 

Source: Bryman and Bell, Business Research Methods, p11 
 
These two scientific approaches are different in research study. Which approach is 
conducted depends on the nature of the study. We are not intending to create new theory or 
understand unknown phenomena based on our literary studies. Instead we would like to 
start from theories and move to empirical material. According to the nature of our topic, it 
is necessary to develop a theoretical framework, then do some analysis by empirical study 
and, finally get some conclusion on the testing results. Therefore, we have chosen to use a 
deductive approach to do our research.  
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2.4  Research Methodology 
 
When conducting research, several data collecting and analyzing methods can be employed, 
which include quantitative method and qualitative method. The methods we are going to 
use depend on the research purpose and the research problems.  
 

 Qualitative method  
 
Qualitative research is recognized as a method where an in-depth approach to the subject is 
conducted with the purpose of reflecting an increased understanding of the problem as a 
whole (Holem and Solvang,1997). Different from quantitative research, it doesn’t use a lot 
of data to analyze the work, but try to understand consumers from their own expressions.   
 

 Quantitative method  
 
Quantitative method, often thought of as the polar opposite to the qualitative method, 
commonly conducted through mass gatherings of opinions and information is a more 
structured and systematic approach when the characteristic of the problem encourages 
enlightening of variations of patterns in the studied phenomenon (Holem and 
Solvang,1997).   
 

 Why we choose a quantitative study 
 
We decided to use the quantitative method in the current study. In a quantitative study 
different numerical values are applied to differentiate between different magnitudes of a 
variable, while in a qualitative study descriptions, etc. are applied to identify specific 
events, groups of individuals (Tashakkori, A.and Teddlie, C., 1998). There are several 
advantages by using quantitative method. One advantage is we can formulate the targeted 
questions precisely based on the existing theory and doing statistical analysis. The same 
questions can be replied by a large number of respondents and the data collected can 
concentrate on a certain area. Besides, a self-administered questionnaire can be used easily 
to test the theory.  
 
A quantitative method will be employed to collect information about customers and 
compare the results in two countries. We consider many factors when we determine a 
suitable sampling plan, such as appropriate confidence level and other technical issues. 
Because the emphasis of this thesis is on generating ideas and insights, the convenience 
samples and snowball sample can be used (Churchill and Iacobucci, 2005). 
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2.5  Research Process 
 
Firstly, once we have chosen the issue, we focus on constructing a theoretical framework in 
advance to get a clear understanding about the related areas we are going to study. The 
theoretical framework provides sufficient information before doing the following 
quantitative research.  
 
This theoretical framework includes four sections. The first section depicts innovators, 
innovativeness and two forms of interpersonal influence in order to provide the reader with 
a clear understanding of consumer innovators, consumer’s innovativeness and 
interpersonal influence as well as their important roles in the diffusion of new product and 
services. And then we provide the different definitions of culture and explain why we use 
the Hofstede’s culture definition as well as his cultural dimensions. Five cultural 
dimensions are known as individualism & collectivism, power distance, masculinity & 
femininity, uncertainty avoidance, long-term & short-term orientation. In the next section, 
we compare the general cultural difference between China and Sweden by using 
Hofstede’s five cultural dimensions. In the last section of this chapter we provide earlier 
studies on the relationship between the national culture and innovativeness or the diffusion 
of innovations before we set up our hypotheses based on the five cultural dimensions.  

Secondly, after developing the theoretical framework, we are able to have a deeper 
understanding of these areas. However, the previous studies are not consistent and we 
want to find out the impact of culture on the consumer’s innovativeness, consumer 
susceptibility to normative interpersonal influence and consumer susceptibility to 
informational interpersonal influence. In order to get the answer, we need carry out an 
empirical study. We used the quantitative method of a questionnaire in Sweden and China 
for the purpose of collecting the necessary data. 

Finally, analyzing the answers in the questionnaire with the appropriate software allows us 
to make conclusions obtained from the empirical findings together with the theoretical 
framework.  
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2.6  Collection of Sources 
 
The researchers can use primary or secondary data to collect information. Primary data is 
collected especially to address a specific research objective. Secondary data is data which 
is already available because it has already been collected for some other purpose than the 
present study. (Akers, et al.2000) 
 
Primary sources and secondary sources will be employed in this thesis.  This thesis 
research begins with secondary data and proceeds to primary data. 
 
The secondary data used for this thesis is mainly written literature, scientific articles and 
internet sources in order to obtain in-deep knowledge and gain improved methods or data 
for investigating the topic. Our reference books can be found in Umeå University’s library 
and scientific articles we searched are available in the library of the Umeå University and 
from the Internet. Most articles we used are from the university’s database: Business 
Source Premier and Business Searching Interface. The key words used for the searches are 
related to the main areas in the theory. The criterion we have used when we chose the 
scientific articles was that they have a high referent rate. We have tried to use different 
authors’ articles to present this topic in an accurate way. 
 
When the secondary data cannot provide a complete solution to our research problem, we 
logically turn to primary data. Communication technique was employed to collect primary 
data in this thesis. This technique involves a questionnaire or survey, which has the general 
advantages of versatility, speed, and lower cost (Gilbert A. Churchill, Jr and Dawn 
lacobucci, 2005). We originate primary data for the purpose of the investigation and 
collected the desired information using questionnaires with written questions. Respondents 
in Sweden and China provide primary data when completing the questionnaires. Through 
the analysis of the questionnaire, knowledge was gained about the consumers’ opinion. The 
result of the analysis is used to increase the understanding the impact of the cultures on 
consumers’ propensity to innovate and on consumers’ susceptibility to different forms of 
personal influence.
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3.  Theoretical Framework 
The theoretical framework is referred to as “the conceptual foundation that must be 
developed, described and elaborated prior to any empirical studies and analysis”. This 
section includes theories and findings from different authors and previous research studies 
in order to explain and discuss the several factors that are to be analyzed throughout this 
thesis. In other words, a good theoretical framework is essential to have a better 
understanding of the analysed concepts before conducting proper research (Sekaran,Uma, 
2003). 
 
In this chapter we introduce the concepts of innovators, innovativeness, interpersonal 
influence and cultures to the reader. This chapter also presents the role of culture on 
consumers’ adoption of new products and service across nations and proposes hypotheses 
of consumers’ propensity to innovate or imitate and susceptible to normative or 
informational influence based on five cultural dimensions. 
 
3.1  Innovators and Innovativeness 
 
3.1.1  What is an Innovation?  
 
The concept of innovators originates from the diffusion of innovations. An innovation is 
any product or service that consumers perceive to be new. If an innovation is successful 
(most are not!), it spreads through the population (Michael R.Solomon, 2005).  
 
Diffusion of innovations refers to the process whereby a new product, service or idea 
spreads through a population (Michael R.Solomon, 2005).  
 
3.1.2  Adopter Categories and Two Propensities 
 
Adopter categories involve a classification scheme that indicates where a consumer stands 
in relation to other consumers in terms of time (or when the consumer adopts new 
products). Five adopter categories are frequently cited in the diffusion literatures: 
innovators, early adopters, early majority, late majority and laggards, which the 
criterion for this adopter categorization is innovativeness (Rogers, 2003). The adopter 
categories are generally depicted as taking on the characteristics of a normal distribution 
that describes the total population that ultimately adopts a product. The percentage of 
adopters by category sequence is that 2.5% of the population fall into the Innovators group, 
and 13.5% into the Early Adopters, 34% into the Early and 34% into the Late majority with 
16% in the Laggards (Rogers, 2003). Rogers’s books (Rogers 1962, 1983, 1995, 2003; 
Rogers & Shoemaker 1971) stand as the most wide-ranging dissertation on the diffusion of 
innovations. He describes dominant characteristics of each of these categories briefly, as 
follows: innovates are venturesome; early adopters are respectable; the early majority are 
deliberate; the late majority are skeptical and laggards are traditional. 
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Figure 3. 1: Adopter Categorization on the Basis of Innoativeness 

Source: Rogers,E.M. “Diffusion of Innovations”, the Free Press,5th edition, New York,2003,p281 
 
Bass (1969) suggests that the adopters can be categorized into two groups of “innovators” 
and “imitators” where imitators consist of early adopters, early majority, late majority and 
laggards. The innovators group is related to the tendency of the population to innovate, 
acting mainly based on external influence sources and purchasing independent within the 
social system whereas the imitators are influenced by others in their decision to adopt. 
Gatignon et al.(1989) refers to these two groups as the “ propensity to innovate” and 
“propensity to imitate”. This classification is in accordance with the conceptualization of 
Midgley and Dowling (1978) where the adoption of innovation is seen as a predisposition 
rather than as a personality trait inherent in the consumer. This thesis uses these two 
propensities to differentiate among adopter categories.  
 

Innovators        Propensity to innovate 
 
Adoptets 
 
 

Imitators         Propensity to imitate 
(early adopters, early majority, late majority and laggards) 

 
Figure 3. 2: Adopters Categorizations on the basis of Innovators and Imitators 
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3.1.3  Define the Innovators and Innovativeness 
 
Consumer innovators can be defined as the relatively small group of consumers who are 
the earliest purchasers of an innovation. But in this definition the concept earliest is a 
relative term. Rogers(2003) defines innovators as the first 2.5 percent of the social system 
to adopt an innovation. Other researchers have defined innovators in terms of their 
innovativeness. In other instances, researchers have defined innovators as those falling 
within an arbitrary proportion of the total market (Leon G.Schiffman, Leslie Lazar Kanuk, 
2004). In this thesis, Innovators refer to those consumers, characterized by the highest level 
of innovativeness. 
 
Innovators are important: not only because they are the first generating cash flow, but also 
they are the first that have to be copied by early adopters (Carter,1998). In addition, 
innovators are likely to be heavier users of the products category and represent a substantial 
market in terms of product volume. They are thought to be opinion leaders (Flynn and 
Goldsmith, 1993).  
 
Rogers (2003) defines Innovativeness in terms of the degree to which an individual or other 
unit of adoption is relatively earlier in adopting an innovation than other members of a social 
system. Midgley and Dowling (1978) describes innate innovativeness in all people as 
different and emphasized consumer innovativeness as a central part of the theory of 
innovation diffusion. 
 
3.1.4  Interpersonal Influence 
 
Diffusion theory has traditionally been defined as a theory of communications ( Rogers, 
2003) and mainly focuses on communication channels, which are the means that 
information about an innovation is transmitted to or among the members of a social system. 
These means consist of mass media and interpersonal communications. Members in a 
society have different propensities for relying on media habits or interpersonal channels 
when seeking information about an innovation (Mahajan et al 1990) but interpersonal 
communications are more important influences in determining the speed with which an 
innovation will be adopted (Tellefsen and Takada,1999). Interpersonal influence is 
especially significant to the diffusion of new products because it represents the driving 
force behind the spread of new things (Roger, 2003).  
 
Bearden, Netemeyer and Teel (1989) defined consumer susceptibility to interpersonal 
influence as: 
 

The need to identify or enhance one’s image with significant others through the 
acquisition and use of products and brands, the willingness to conform to the 
expectations of others regarding purchase decisions, and/or the tendency to learn about 
products and services by observing others and/or seeking information from others. 
 

Interpersonal influence can be categorized into informational interpersonal influence and 
normative interpersonal influence (Bearden, Netemeyer, and Teel 1989). Informational 
influence occurs when individuals have the tendency to accept information as evidence of 
reality from others while normative influence involves the tendency to conform to the 
expectations of others (Burnkrant and Consineau 1975). Susceptibility to informational 
influence refers to the tendency to trust information obtained from others as being an 
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accurate representation of the truth (Deutsch and Gerard, 1955). Information influence can 
result from either a research for information from others who are considered 
knowledgeable or from observation of other’s behaviour (Park, C.W. and Lessig P.V., 
1997). Normative interpersonal influence was positively related to an individual’s tendency 
to conform (Bearden, Netemeyer, and Teel 1989; Goldsmith, Clark, and Lafferty 2005). 
 
Bearden, Netemeyer Teel (1989) developed and tested a two-factor (normative and 
informational), 12-item measure of consumer susceptibility to interpersonal influence as a 
personality trait that varies across individuals. Lalwani (2002) pointed out a high 
susceptibility to interpersonal influence score signifies a tendency to be influenced by 
others in making decisions, whereas a low susceptibility to interpersonal influence score 
suggests more independence in the decision-making process. 
 
Scholars argue that innovators prefer to use and to rely on impersonal sources instead of 
interpersonal sources of information. According to Midgley and Dowling (1978)’s 
influential definition of innovativeness, a key component is the willingness to adopt a 
product early in its diffusion in the absence of interpersonal influence. Sangeeta Singh 
(2005) used four dimensions propounded by Hofstede to distinguish national cultures’ 
influences on consumers’ behaviour about interpersonal influences and results from the 
study suggest that consumers in different national cultures are likely to vary in their 
susceptibility to normative influence and interpersonal communications. Consumers in a 
large power distance, strong uncertainty avoidance and/or feminine cultures are going to be 
convinced into adopting new products through normative influence while those from more 
collectivistic cultures are more influenced by interpersonal communications. Clark and 
Goldsmith (2006) examined the effects of innovativeness and attention to social 
comparison information on normative and informational by using self-report surveys 
administered to 326 students in public university in United States. From the analysis they 
suggested innovativeness is negatively related to susceptibility to interpersonal influence. 
 
3.1.5  Innovators and Innovativeness in Marketing Practice  
 
Initially, economists studied diffusion of innovations themselves (Griliches, 1957; 
Mansfield, 1961) and, before 1960 very few researchers in marketing were interested in the 
analysis of the spread of innovations. On the basis of diffusion theory, several issues of 
consumer theory have been discussed. One of these issues has focus on “consumer 
innovativeness” in the last decade, and most of this research has been conceptual 
(Hirschman, 1980; Mdigley and Dowling 1978). The translation of innovativeness into 
adoption (Hirschman, 1980) is contingent upon the characteristics being considered 
(Gatigon and Roberston, 1985).  
 
Researchers (Rogers, 1962; Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971; Midgley and Dowling, 1978; 
Goldsmith and Hofacker, 1991; Chatterjee and Eliashberg, 1990; Roberts and Urban, 1988) 
share the main idea that the characteristics of the adopters, and more specifically their 
innovativeness, determine the probability that they will adopt a new product at a specific 
stage of its diffusion. 
 
Many marketing researchers (Foxall, 1984; Foxall and Goldsmith, 1988; Gaitgnon and 
Robertson, 1991; Hirschman, 1980; Manning, Bearden, and Madden 1995; Midgely and 
Dowling, 1978) concerned with the consumer innovativeness has been examined the 
personality traits that distinguish the consumer innovator from other consumers. The 
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innovators generally are open-minded (or low in dogmatism), extroverts, liberal, low in 
authoritarianism, able to deal with complex or ambiguous stimuli and creative (Wayne 
D.Hoyer and Nancy M.Ridgway, 1984). They are more knowledgeable about new products, 
(Goldsmith and Flynn, 1995), to have greater media exposure, to be less price sensitive and 
also heavier users of the products category (Goldsmith et al, 1998).  Research on perceived 
risk and the trial of new products overwhelmingly indicates that consumer innovators are 
low-risk perceivers; that is they experience little fear of trying new products or services. 
These personality traits are summarized in the table 3.1.  
 
Innovators were originally assumed to be constant for each individual and this personality 
trait remains constant over a person’s lifetime. However, given the fact that innovativeness 
has been found to be highly correlated with such variables as educational attainment, 
occupational status, and urbanisation (Roger and Shoemaker, 
1971), it would seem more plausible that it is not a constant, but is, in fact, socially 
influenced (Hirschman, 1980). Consumers in some countries may be, on average, higher in 
innovativeness than consumers in other countries because of national environment (Gatigon, 
Eliashberg, and Robertson, 1989). A country’s culture has been identified as a key 
environmental characteristic underlying systematic differences in consumer behaviour 
(Lynn,Zinkhan and Harris, 1993). In the next section we will discuss the culture influence on 
the innovativeness. 
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Table 3. 1: Compare Profiles of the Consumer Innovator and The Late Adopter 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Leon G.Schiffman, Leslie Lazar Kanuk, “Consumer Behavior”, Prentice Hall 8th Edition, 
2004,P539 
                

CHARACTERISTIC          INNOVATOR                IMITATOR 
Product interest                  more                       less 
Opinion leader                   more                       less 
Personality                         
Dogmatism                     Open-minded               Closed-minded 
Need for uniqueness               Higher                      lower 
Social character                 Inner-directed                Other-directed 
Optimum stimulation level          Higher                      Lower      
Variety seeking                   Higher                      Lower 
Perceived risk                    Less                        More 
Venturesomeness                  More                       Less 
Purchase and  
Consumption Traits 
Brand loyalty                     Less                        More 
Deal proneness                    More                       Less    
Usage                           More                       Less 
Media Habits 
Total magazine exposure            More                       Less 
Special-interest magazines           More                      Less 
Television                        Less                       More 
Social Characteristics  
Social integration                  More                       Less 
Social striving                     More                       Less 
Group membership                 More                       Less      
Demographic Characteristics 
Age                             Younger                     Older 
Income                           Higher                      Lower 
Education                         More                       Less 
Occupational status                 Higher                      Lower 
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3.2  Culture 
 
3.2.1  Introduction  
 
The concept of culture originates from the Latin word “cultura” which means ennoble or 
spiritual cultivation. It is a concept of great diversity and interest, and many researchers 
have tried to define it in different ways that include differing cultural aspects in the word 
( Mårtensson, R, 1998) . Many researchers who are interested in this area give different 
definitions of culture from an extensive area; some of them are more prominent and widely 
applied nowadays. We will present few of the definitions and concentrate on one of them. 
 
3.2.2  Definitions of Culture 
 
Culture has been defined in many different ways. One earlier well-known anthropological 
consensus definition is from Kluckhohn: culture consists in patterned ways of thinking, 
feeling and reacting, acquired and transmitted mainly by symbols, constituting the 
distinctive achievements of human groups, including their embodiments in artifacts; the 
essential core of culture consists of traditional ideas and especially their attached values 
(Kluckhohn, C., 1951).  
 
After that, a famous researcher within the area of anthropology and culture whose name is 
Edward T. Hall defines culture as “… man’s medium; there is not one aspect of human life 
that is not touched and altered by culture. This means personality, how people express 
themselves (including shows of emotion), the way they think, how they move, how 
problems are solved, how their cities are planned and laid out, how transportation systems 
function and are organized, as well as how economic and government systems are put 
together and function.”(Hall,E.T.,1981) From the perspective of Hall, culture is primarily a 
communication system that can be used to create, transmit, store and process information. 
Only people who can share the same cultural background can understand the hidden 
meanings of the transmitted messages. People who come from another culture must try to 
observe and identify the underlying values and symbols to combine into this culture. 
According to Hall, there is no area of life that is not affected by the cultural surroundings 
of the human being. (Hall and Hall, 1987, referred to by Mårtensson, 1998) 
 
Another definition is from Mårtensson (1998) who defines culture as “ the total amount of 
knowledge, experiences, conceptions, values, attitudes, meanings, hierarchies, religions, 
relations to time, roles, relations to space, concepts of the universe, material objects and 
possessions acquired by a large group of people during many generations through the 
efforts made of both individuals and groups (Mårtensson, Rita, 1998).”  According to 
Mårensson, culture is all aspects of life shared by a group of people. 
3.2.3  Hofstede’s Culture Definition 
 
In our research, we use the definition of culture from Hofstede’s. According to Hofstede, 
culture is the collective programming of the mind that distinguishes members of one 
group or category of people from another (Hofsted., 2001). Hofstede is considered as one 
of the most famous researchers within the field of culture, which is one of the reasons why 
we use Hofstede’s definition. On the other hand, our research is mainly based on 
Hofstede’s five cultural dimensions, and these dimensions are correlated closely to his 
definition of cultural. He did some research about IBM – employees’ differing cultural 
values in more than 50 countries. The study is considered to be one of the most extensive 
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researches within this area.  
 
Four dimensions applied to the related analysis of cultural differences between countries 
are specified as individualism versus collectivism, power distance, uncertainty avoidance 
and masculinity versus femininity (Hofstede, 2003). Besides, Michael Harris Bond in 
Hong Kong found the fifth dimension, Long & Short-term Orientation, which is also 
known as “Confucian Dynamism”. Afterwards, Hofstede adds the fifth dimension to his 
national cultural dimensions. In the following chapter, the authors will study the cultural 
influence on innovativeness based on these five cultural dimensions. 
 
3.3  General Cultural Differences between Sweden and China 
 
In order to clarify the difference between China and Sweden, we will refer to Hofstede’s 
five cultural dimensions. By comparing Sweden and China along the five dimensions 
according to their cultural dimension scores (Hofstede 1991, 2001), some tentative 
conclusions may be drawn. The use of Hofstede’s culture dimension index scores over the 
time considered in this thesis is appropriate given that culture remains relatively stable 
over time (Hofstede 2001, Lenartowicz and Roth 1999). 
 
First, in the individualism or collectivism dimension varying from 91 to 6, Sweden (71) is 
higher than China (20) in individualism. The lower score is a strong indication that China 
has a collectivist culture. Sweden seems to be more individualistic compared with China，
implying a reduced tendency to form cooperative ventures in Swedish culture. 
 
Second, in terms of power distance, Sweden (31) is lower than China (80). This dimension, 
varying from high (104) to low (11), is designed to measure how equally or unequally 
power is distributed within a society and how readily inequality is accepted. The score of 
China in power distance is more than twice as that of Sweden, which means that China is 
centralized while Sweden is relatively decentralized. 
 
Third, China (50) has higher value than Sweden (5) in masculinity or femininity, which 
indicates China is more masculine than Sweden. Sweden’s value is the lowest in this 
dimension in Hofstede’s index scores (from 95 to 5). This dimension represents the social 
manifestation of the elements of individual personality and behavior frequently associated 
with human gender.  
 
Fourth, China (60) has higher value than Sweden (29) for uncertainly avoidance varying 
from 112 to 8, which shows that Chinese are relatively risk-avoiding which Swedish are 
relatively risk-taking. A high value implies that the society puts greater effort into trying to 
reduce these risks than does a society low on this dimension. High uncertainty-avoidance 
Chinese consumers usually lack the adventurous spirit and the sense of risks. In contrast, 
low uncertainty-avoidance Swedish consumers are more likely to consider risks as natural 
and are willing to take the risk. 
 
Fifth, China (118) is strongly oriented towards traditions and face than Sweden (33) from 
the last dimension, long-term versus short-term orientation. China is in the first position 
whereas Sweden ranks 20th , which indicates the Chinese culture takes a long-term view of 
outcomes compared to short-term orientation in the Sweden.  
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Table 3. 2: Culture Dimension Scores of Sweden and China 
Culture Dimension Scores (2001) 

 Sweden China 
Individualism/ 
Collectivism 

71 20 

Power distance 31 80 
Masculinity/ 
Femininity 

5 50 

Uncertainty 
Avoidance 

29 60 

Long-/Short- 
Term Orientation 

33 118 

 
Table 3. 3: Cultural Differences between Sweden and China 

 Sweden China 
Individualism/ 
Collectivism 

Individualism Strong Collectivism 

Power Distance Decentralized Centralized 
Masculinity/ 
Femininity 

Femininity Medium Masculinity 

Uncertainty  
Avoidance 

Risk-taking Risk-Avoiding 

Long-/Short- 
Term Orientation 

Short-term Orientation Strong long-term 
Orientation 

 
 
Long-term Orientation 
                            Individualism 
                   Low                      High 
          High                                            High 

 
                    Ssssjde         
    Uncertainty                                          Power 
    Avoidance                                           Distance           
           
          Low                          ssss                Low 
 
                 High                         Low    
                             Masculinity 

                         Short-term Orientation   
 

Figure 3. 3: A Comparison from Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions 

China 

Sweden 

China 
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3.4  Hypotheses 
 
3.4.1  Earlier Studies  
 
Empirical studies of consumer behaviour suggest that consumers in different countries 
have different response to product innovations (Gatignon, Eliashberg, and Roberston 1989; 
Kumar and Krishnan 2002; Mahajan and Muller 1994; Takada and Jain 1991; Tellefsen 
and Takada 1999; Tellis, Stremersch, and Yin 2003). Some researchers have found that 
culture may be one of factors that cause different acceptance levels of innovations from 
one country to another.  
 
Takada and Jain's (1991) study is among the first to investigate the effect of culture on the 
cross-national diffusion of products. They suggest that the differences in the diffusion rates 
in various countries could be attributed to some cultures differences between the countries. 
They discuss the effects of high-context versus low-context aspects of culture on the 
diffusion rate of consumer durable goods in the Pacific Rim countries and their empirical 
finding provides support for the hypothesis that the rate of adoption in countries 
characterized by high context culture is faster than that in countries characterized by a low 
context culture. Culture’s influence on diffusion is a significant contribution to the 
diffusion and culture literature. 

A following study led by Helsen (1993), Jedidi, and DeSarbo finds little support for a 
relationship between diffusion-based country clustering and the high-/low-context cultural 
framework classification. The results of this study suggest the need for further examination 
and closer scrutiny of culture's role in the diffusion process. 
 
Detmar W.Straub(1994) affirms that cultural effects can moderate theoretical relationships 
in the technological innovation diffusion process by using Hofstede’s uncertainty 
avoidance dimension. This implies that researchers should consider culture as a critical 
variable in an international diffusion study. 
 
Ganesh, Kumar, and Subramaniam (1997) test the diffusion patterns of four consumer 
innovations in multiple European countries. One of the aims of their research is to replicate 
the previous studies finding: the use of cultural variables to explain systematically the 
diffusion patterns across countries. This study is important to the current study because 
they operationalize the construct of cultural similarity using four of Hofstede’s cultural 
dimensions and associated country index scores (Sean Dwyer, Hani Mesak and Maxwell 
Hsu, 2005). In our study, we use this operationalization of culture but incorporate all five 
of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions by empirically examining the direct impact of national 
cultural dimensions on the consumers’ innovativeness and response to different 
interpersonal influences.    
 
On further investigation, Kumar, Ganesh, and Echambadi (1998) present the results of their 
study that replicated and extended three cross-national diffusion studies, two of which 
applied cultural variables to explain systematically the diffusion process. The research 
obtained by comparing the results of five product categories (VCRs, microwave ovens, 
cellular phones, home computers, and CD players) in 14 European countries is unable to 
identify culture as a variable that affects diffusion process. Their findings in the replication 
of Helsen, Jedidi, and DeSarbo's (1993) study also weaken Takada and Jain's (1991) 
findings that the diffusion of products is culture specific.  
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Van Everdingen and Yvonne M (2003) investigate the role of national culture to explain 
differences in adoption rates across countries by using the five Hofstede cultural 
dimensions and Hall’s cultural dimensions on country adoption rates. Their study indicates 
that variables describing national culture have a significant influence on the country 
adoption rates. 
 
Sundqvist Sanna, Frank Lauri and Puumalainen Kaisu (2005) suggest that the country's 
wealth and cultural similarity to the innovation center positively influence the country's 
early adoption. Spolaore Enrico and Wacziarg Romain (2005) support the view that 
environmental and cultural barriers play an important role in the diffusion of innovations 
and development across countries. 
 
Sean Dwyer, Hani Mesak and Maxwell Hsu (2005) examine the potential influence of 
national culture on the cross-national diffusion of innovations by focusing on seven 
technological innovations across 13 European countries. Using Hofstede’s dimensional 
approach to culture to test the association between the specific dimensions culture with the 
diffusion process on a crosss-national basis, they found that national culture explains a 
relatively sizable amount of different diffusion rates. The individualism is negatively 
associated with the diffusion rate of a technological product innovation. The masculinity 
and the power distance are positively associated with diffusion rate of technological 
product innovation, though only marginally for power distance. 
 
According to Sangeeta Singh (2005) who employs Hosfetede’s culture dimension in 
France and Germany, certain dimensions of culture are a key factor in determining whether 
or not consumers will display a propensity to innovate his study about. The findings 
indicate that small power distance, weak uncertainty avoidance and masculinity 
demonstrate innovativeness. He also finds that consumers in different countries vary in 
their susceptibility to normative influence and interpersonal communications. Consumers 
in large power distance, strong uncertainty avoidance and/or feminine cultures are likely to 
adopt new products through normative influence while those from more collectivistic 
cultures are more willing to be influenced by interpersonal communications.  
 
However, the past research findings have been inconsistent about the relationship between 
national culture and product diffusion. And it is not clear the different effects of Western 
and Eastern cultures on innovators and which dimensions of cultures matter most, or which 
conditions may strengthen or lessen the effects in product and services innovators.  
 
In this thesis, following the study of Ganesh, Kumar, and Subramaniam (1997), Sean 
Dwyer, Hani Mesak, Maxwell Hsu (2005) and Sangeeta Singh (2005), we categorize the 
sample of data as young people (Below 36 years old) because At the same time, we set up 
20 hypotheses, which take into consideration of all the five dimensions to predict the 
outcomes and assess culture’s association with consumers’ innovativeness and 
interpersonal community propensity.  
 
3.4.2  Cultural Dimensions and Hypotheses 
 
Individualism versus Collectivism 
 
It is different for one culture from one country to another in terms of the perceived role of 
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the individual versus the role of the group. Individualism on the one side versus its 
opposite, Collectivism is the degree to which individuals are supposed to look after 
themselves or remain integrated into groups, usually around the family. Positioning itself 
between these poles is the very basic problem all societies face (Hofstede, 2001). It is an 
attempt to capture the relative importance that people of a society place on individual as 
opposed to shared interests. It is reflected in the way people live together and it has many 
implications for values and behavior (Hofstede, 2001).  
 
Individualistic cultures can be considered as “a prime orientation to the self” (Parsons and 
Shils, 1993). In individualistic cultures, people pertain to act as individuals rather than as 
members of a group and focus on and promote their own self-interests over those of others 
while collectivist cultures respect and abide by the beliefs and interests of the group.  
 
People from collectivistic cultures are conformity oriented. They present a higher extent of 
team work spirit and prone to continue their existed behaviors, whereas people in 
individualistic societies are emotionally more detached from in-groups (other than 
immediate family) and put their personal goals, motivations, and desires ahead of those of 
the in-group (Kagitcibasi ,1997). 
 
In individualistic societies, the ties of social fabric and group norms are much looser, 
which indicates a reduced tendency to form cooperative ventures within the society. People 
prefer to make decisions and initiate behaviors independently of others than to follow 
social norms (Roth, 1995). In collectivistic societies, people are infused with the 
conception of “we” from their childhood. By contrast, in individualistic societies, a child 
would learn very early to think of him- or herself as "I" instead of as part of "we." 
(Hofstede, 2001). Several authors (e.g., Midgley and Dowling, 1978) have emphasized that 
consumer innovativeness involves a tendency to initiate new behaviors, which is 
independently of others. Such predispositions should be present positively in 
individualistic societies but present negatively in collectivistic societies. 
 
In summary, consumer innovativeness reflects a consumer who has the natural 
predisposition to initiating new manners that might be different from the norm. Members 
from an individualistic society are more likely to display such manners than that of a 
collectivist society. It can therefore be expected that: 
 
H1. Consumers in more individualistic cultures tend to have a relatively higher propensity 

to innovate than those from less individualistic cultures.  
 
H2. Consumers in more collectivist cultures tend to have a relatively higher propensity to 

imitate than those from less collectivistic cultures. 
 
In collectivist cultures, people typically consider the group as the most fundamental 
component of society and they strive for social harmony, have a sense of mutual 
dependence and adhere to norms of reciprocity more than individualistic cultures, which 
cause consumers to be integrated into strong, cohesive groups that are characterized by 
loyalty and trust. It is reasonable to expect that consumers in a more collectivist would be 
higher in susceptibility to normative influence and informational influence. 
 
H3. Consumers in more collectivist cultures tend to be more susceptible to normative 

influence than those from less collectivistic cultures. 
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H4. Consumers in more collectivist cultures tend to be more susceptible to informational 

influence than those from less collectivist cultures. 
 
Power Distance 
 
Hofstede(2001) defines power distance as “the extent to which the less powerful members 
of organizations and institutions accept and expect that power is distributed unequally”. 
 
The term power distance is borrowed from the Dutch social psychologist Mulder, who in 
the 1960s conducted experiments to investigate interpersonal power dynamics (Hofstede, 
2001).  
 
The power distance concerns how equally or unequally power is distributed within a 
society and how readily inequality is accepted. Inequality can occur in areas such as 
prestige, wealth, and power; different societies put different weights on status consistency 
among these areas (Hofstede, 2001). In larger power distance cultures, power is more 
concentrated and the powerless tend to accept this as a fact of life. 
 
Hofstede develops power distance as one of the cultural dimensions to measure to what 
extent the different cultures of people accept inequalities. His research has shown that 
Latin European countries, Asia and Africa tend to have higher levels of power distance 
whereas the remaining parts of Europe and America usually display lower levels (Hofstede, 
2001). Cultures with large power distance tend to be hierarchical while those with small 
power distance tend to value equality where knowledge and respect are perceived as 
sources of power (Singh, Sangeeta, 2006). 
 
Consumers from individualistic cultures are more likely to initiate new behaviors while 
consumers from collectivist culture are prone to be conforming to the existing norms and 
imitate other’s behaviors. Thus, we put forth the following hypotheses: 
 
H5. Consumers in smaller power distance cultures tend to have a relatively higher 

propensity to innovate than those in larger power distance cultures. 
 
H6. Consumers in larger power distance cultures tend to have a relatively higher 

propensity to imitate than those in smaller power distance cultures. 
 
Consumers’ relationship in larger power distance cultures is closer, which is more 
beneficial to interpersonal communications. Specifically, East Asians tend to possess a 
more holistic cognitive orientation, stressing relationship and connectedness (Ji, Schwarz 
and Nisbett, 2000). Consequently, consumers in these cultures are likely to have an 
interdependent view of self (Markus and Kitayama, 1991). Therefore, it can be expected 
as: 
 
H7. Consumers in larger power distance cultures tend to be more susceptible to normative 

influence than those from a smaller power distance culture. 
 
H8. Consumers in larger power distance cultures tend to be more susceptible to 

informational influence than those from a smaller power distance culture. 
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Uncertainty Avoidance  
 
Uncertainty avoidance refers to the extent to which a culture programs its members to feel 
either uncomfortable or comfortable in unstructured situations. Unstructured situations are 
novel, unknown, surprising, and different from usual. The basic problem involved is the 
degree to which a society tries to control the uncontrollable (Hofstede, 2001). 
 
People have to confront a lot of uncertain things. How people feel about the uncertainty 
and how people handle these in a particular culture are part of the national culture. 
Uncertainty avoidance is the degree to which level of risk the individual can accept. 
Extreme uncertainty creates insufferable anxiety, and different countries have developed 
different ways to cope with the inherent uncertainty of living on the edge of an uncertain 
future. 
  
Weak uncertainty cultures perceive uncertainty normally like what happened everyday and 
more tolerant to new ideas or behaviors, so people in such cultures can be easier to accept 
new products or new services. By contrast, in strong uncertainty cultures, the feeling of 
insecurity makes people perceive new things as threats so that it is needed to be eliminated. 
They tend to have a high level of anxiety and resist new products or new services. 
Compared with old brands, new products are more risky because the function and 
performance are more ambiguous. In this case, people from countries characterized by 
strong uncertainty avoidance are less innovative than people from countries characterized 
by weak uncertainty avoidance.  
 
Related to the research, consumer innovativeness involves a certain degree of risk taking, 
so we set up the hypotheses as followed: 
 
H9. Consumers in weak uncertainty avoidance cultures tend to have a relatively higher 

propensity to innovate than those in strong uncertainty avoidance cultures. 
 
H10. Consumers in strong uncertainty avoidance cultures tend to have a relatively higher 

propensity to imitate than those in weak uncertainty avoidance cultures. 
 
In strong uncertainty avoidance cultures, consumers like to follow tested patterns of 
behavior recommended by others. Subsequently, they will be more care about what others 
expect them to behave and will be more likely to gather information from those around 
them than those in weak uncertainty avoidance cultures. 
 
Therefore we propose the following: 
 
H11. Consumers in strong uncertainty avoidance cultures will be more susceptible to 

normative influence than those in weak uncertainty avoidance cultures. 
 
H12. Consumers in strong uncertainty avoidance cultures will be more susceptible to 

informational influence than those in weak uncertainty avoidance cultures. 
 
Masculinity versus Femininity 
 
Masculinity versus femininity refers to the distribution of emotional roles between the 
genders, which is another fundamental problem for any society to which a range of 
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solutions are found. This cultural dimension opposes “tough” masculine to “tender” 
feminine societies (Hofstede, 2001).  
 
The differences between men and women not only are limited within genders or biological, 
predetermined roles, but also have social roles that differ greatly from one society to the 
next (Hofstede, 2001). Hofstede (2001) argues that masculinity characterizes societies 
“…in which social gender roles are clearly distinct, men are supposed to be assertive, 
tough, and focused on material success; women are supposed to be more modest, tender, 
and concerned with the quality of life”. Femininity on the other hand characterizes “a 
society in which social gender roles overlap: both men and women are supposed to be 
modest, tender, and concerned with the quality of life” (Hofstede, 2001). In masculine 
societies, individuals tend to be assertive, aggressive, ambitious, competitive, and 
materialistic, by comparison, individuals in feminine societies tend to be modest, humble, 
nurturing, and concern for the environment (Hofstede, 2001). The degree to which a 
society is prone to femininity or masculinity varies from country to country. Societies with 
more masculinity tend to pursuit more about wealth, achievement, success, thus the people 
in the masculinity culture would therefore to be more curious about new things. We 
hypothesize  
 
H13. Consumers in more masculine cultures tend to have a relatively higher propensity to 

innovate than that in less masculine cultures. 
 
Contrarily, societies with more femininity pursue more about cooperative and socialism, 
thus the people in the femininity culture would pay more attention about socialization, care 
for others and would be easier influenced by others. Therefore, it is expected that: 
 
H14. Consumers in more feminine cultures tend to have a relatively higher propensity to 

imitate than that in less feminine cultures. 
H15. Consumers in more feminine cultures will be more susceptible to normative 

influence than those in less feminine cultures. 
H16. Consumers in more feminine cultures will be more susceptible to informational 

influence than those in less feminine cultures.  
 
Long-Term verse Short-Term Orientation 
 
Long-term versus short-term orientation refers the extent to which a culture programs its 
members to accept delayed gratification of their material, social, and emotional needs 
(Hofstede, 2001).  
 
Long-term orientation has been added to Hofstede’s four dimensions. Michael Bond, a 
researcher based in Hong Kong, has designed a questionnaire called the Chinese Value 
Survey, which is based on basic values as seen by native Chinese social scientists.  
 
A short definition of Long-Term Orientation is: “Long Term Orientation stands for the 
fostering of virtues oriented towards future rewards, in particular, perseverance and thrift. 
Its opposite pole, Short-Term Orientation, stands for the fostering of virtues related to the 
past and present, in particular, respect for tradition, preservation of ‘face’ and fulfilling 
social obligations (Hofstede, 2001). 
 
Consumers in short-term orientations experience materialist consumption pressures, “even 
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if it means overspending’’ (Hofstede 2001) while consumers in long-term orientations 
focus on saving. 
 
Consumers from short-term orientation cultures should have a stronger preference to adopt 
new products and services than those from long-term orientation cultures. Purchasing 
innovations with a relatively high cost disobeys the behavior of long-term orientation 
consumers who stress more on saving and are a frugal use of resources. In short-term 
orientation cultures, consumers who emphases more on material acquisition position are 
likely to buy innovations that may enhance their social status. Thus we offer the following 
hypotheses:  
 
H17. Consumers in short-term orientation cultures tend to have a relatively higher 

propensity to innovate than those in long-term orientation cultures. 
 
H18. Consumers in long-term orientation cultures tend to have a relatively higher 

propensity to imitate than those in short-term orientation cultures. 
 
H19. Consumers in long-term orientation cultures will be more susceptible to normative 

influence than those in short-term orientation cultures. 
 
H20. Consumers in long-term orientation cultures will be more susceptible to 

informational influence than those in short-term orientation cultures. 
 



- 29 - 

4.  Preparing the Empirical Study 
In this chapter, we explain the research tool and nonprobability samples (convenience 
samples and snowball sample) we used to carry out this study. We also give the reason why 
we choose young people to answer questionnaires. From the Comparative Profiles of the 
Consumer Innovator and the Late Adopter, younger people account for large proportion of 
innovators (Leon G.Schiffman and Leslie Lazar Kanuk, 2004) . After that, we provide the 
reader with the detail of the construction of the questionnaire and evaluation about the 
research tool. We end this chapter with results of pre-test and the data collection. 
 
4.1  Research Tool: the Questionnaire Method 
 
Choosing research method is decided by certain aspects such as the facilities available, the 
degree of accuracy required, the resources available and other costs (Sekaran, Uma, 2003). 
In this research, we decided to use the questionnaire as a quantitative method to set up the 
database.  
 
The questionnaire includes a set of questions, which relates to the innovativeness 
propensity for consumers from different cultural background. It is used to collect data from 
targeted consumer category about the degree of consumer innovativeness. By doing the 
survey, the consumers are asked to response the same questions in the form, and it is one of 
the most widely used survey data collection techniques. 
 
In order to make the analysing result more effective, we have to keep the sample size to at 
least 110 individuals (Coakes, Sheridan J., 2005). The purpose of questioning people from 
China and Sweden is to make comparison between these two countries.  
 
Before deciding to use the questionnaire method, all possible data collection methods 
should be considered, and a reasonable survey should be conducted after choosing 
questionnaire method in order to complete the empirical findings of this thesis.  
 
Once we decide to use a questionnaire as the research method, it is necessary to check 
whether the type of questionnaire is suitable. The following factors should be taken into 
consideration.  

 
 The purpose of the research should be covered in the following section. 
 Make sure the respondents’ answers are not being contaminated or distorted. 
 The sample size: at least 110 efficient respondents.  
 The types of the questions should be corresponded to the hypotheses referred to 

the five cultural dimensions. 
 The number of the questions should be sufficient to set up the database.  

 



- 30 - 

4.2  Type of Questionnaires 
  
There are many types of questionnaires that can be conducted.  
 

Questionnaire 
 
  
 
              Self-administered                                Interviewer administered                 
 
 
 
 
On-line         Postal             Delivery and        Telephone               Structured 
Questionnarie    Questionnarie   collection questionnaire  questionnaire              interview 
 

Figure 4. 1: Types of Questionnaires 
Sources: Saunders, M., Lewis, P., Thornhill, A., “Research Methods for Business Students”, Prentice 
Hall, 3rd Edition, 2000, p 282 
 
With all the basic information we have to specify in which way to gather the data. In this 
stage, it requires constructing the structure of the questionnaire and whether it will be 
administered by mail, telephone, personal interviews, fax, e-mail, or Web (Gilbert A. 
Churchill, Jr.and Dawn lacobucci, 2005). We collect the required data by means of a survey 
using a structured questionnaire. Sweden and Chinese respondents are asked separately to 
fill in the identical questionnaires.  
 
4.3  Purpose of the Research and Questions 
 
The most important aspect for a questionnaire is the data collected from the surveys should 
be precisely corresponded to the research questions and reach the formulated objectives. 
So before constructing the questionnaire, we have to make clear the aim of the research so 
that we can clearly develop the questions.  
 
As mentioned in the first chapter, the main purpose of this thesis is to examine the role of 
culture in consumer s’ propensity to be innovator and interpersonal influences with 
respondents drawn from two diverse cultural groups—Sweden and China. 
 
From the questionnaire, we want to collect the data that can answer the following 
questions: 
 

 Impact of cultures on consumers’ propensity to innovate 
 Impact of cultures on consumers’ propensity to imitate 
 Impact of cultures on consumers’ susceptibility to normative interpersonal 

influence 
 Impact of cultures on consumers’ susceptibility to informational interpersonal 

influence 
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4.4  Convenience Samples and Snowball Sample 
 
Convenience samples and snowball sample are used in our thesis. Convenience samples 
include our friends or volunteers who are willing to answer our questionnaire. The 
snowball sample is a judgment sample that is sometimes used to sample special 
populations (Churchill and Lacobucci, 2005). In the survey, we located a set of respondents 
who are friends or students in Umeå University and asked them to identify others whom 
they know. 
 

 Disadvantages 
 
As for the Chinese sample, one of the biggest problems about convenience samples and 
snowball sample was that most of respondents are our friends who probably have similar 
social surrounding and characteristics. As a result, we have no way of knowing if those 
included are representative. As for the Swedish sample, we only used convenience samples. 
The respondents we selected were mainly students in Umeå University who probably share 
similar characteristics in the same culture background, which may give rise to be non 
representative.  
 

 Solutions 
 
To solve the bias of the collected information, we used a pre-test to see the variety of the 
feedback. If the responses are similar with each other, we need change or add another 
group to re-do our database. We also asked respondents whether they have any questions 
regarding to the questionnaire. 
 

 Advantages 
 
Convenience samples and snowball sample method can enlarge the group extensively in a 
short time and reach a large number of respondents in different geographic locations, 
which improves the effectiveness of the survey. In addition to saving time, we also reduce 
the bias of the selection of respondents.  
 

 Why we can use convenience samples and snowball sample  
 
Convenience samples and snowball sample are not recommended for causal research, but 
when the emphasis of our thesis is on generating ideas and insight, the two methods may 
be used (Churchill and Lacobucci, 2005). We are not interested in sampling a cross section 
of opinion but rather in sampling those who can offer some perspective on the research 
questions. Therefore convenience samples and snowball sample can be used. 
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4.5  Choosing the Questionnaire Respondents 
 
Considering younger people are more likely to be innovator than older people (Leon 
G.Schiffman and Leslie Lazar Kanuk , 2004), we choose young people who are below 36 
as the sample. Another reason we choose young people is they are with same educational 
level to answer the English questionnaire without misunderstanding the meaning. But in 
the beginning, we chose and collected respondents as 5 age groups from below 21 to above 
36. When we analysed the data, we thought it was not reasonable to include the age group 
(above 36) as young consumers. Therefore, we recollected the respondents and 
reconstructed database so as to assure our respondents are young.   
 
In China, we sent questionnaires to our friends so as to make sure that the respondents are 
willing to complete the questionnaire carefully and the information collected is efficient.  
 
We carried out personal interviews among young people in Umeå University. If they had 
any questions, we could explain to them as soon as possible. If we had any questions about 
their answers, we could get their reply immediately.  
 
4.6  Constructing the Questionnaire 
 
The questionnaire comprises of three parts, the cover letter, the general questions and the 
self report scales. 
 

 The Cover Letter 
 
In order to ensure a high response rate, our questionnaire had a cover letter in the mail to 
China. The cover letter introduced the topic and ourselves. It also explained our survey 
purpose and the importance to collect data.  
 

 The General Questions 
 
The questionnaire was used to select demographic data. It included the options of 
nationality, gender, age and occupation. 
 

 The Self Report Scales 
 
Both the second and the third section contain multi-item self-report scales. The scales 
utilized for this thesis are taken from existing literature (Baumgartner and Steenkamp1996; 
Bearden, Netemeyer and Teel 1989; Sangeeta Singh 2005; Clark and Goldsmith 2006). 
Every questions is made on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1=extremely disagree 
to 7=extremely agree. 
The second section consists of a 10-item scale, which is used to measure actual consumer 
innovativeness using the consumer-specific exploratory acquisition of products scale 
developed and extensively validated by Baumgartner and Steenkamp (1996). Bearden and 
Netermeyer (1999) ascertain this scale’s validity by comparing results across product 
categories. Steenkamp et al (1999) select five of the highest-loading items from the 
exploratory acquisition of products scale to investigate consumer innovativeness in 
different countries. The scale we used is also employed and validated by Sangeeta Singh 
(2005) who examines the relationship between national culture and consumers’ propensity 
to adopt innovations in France and Germany in five-point items. Compared with Sangeeta 
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Singh’s research, we modify this scale to be measured on a seven-point scale in order to 
match the measures of consumer innovativeness and consumers’ susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence. 
 
The third section of the questionnaire is made up of Bearden at al.’s 12-item scale to depict 
consumers’ susceptibility to interpersonal influence. These 12 items can be categorized 
into two groups. One group consists of 8 items that is used to measure susceptibility to 
normative interpersonal influence (Bearden, Netemeyer and Teel 1989). The scale items 
measure the extent to which individuals need to enhance their image through purchasing 
products and brands and are willing to conform to other’s expectations with regard to their 
purchase decisions (Clark and Goldsmith，2006). Another group with 4 items is designed to 
measure susceptibility to informational interpersonal influence (Bearden, Netemeyer and 
Teel，1989). The scale items measure the extent to which individuals rely on information to 
reduce uncertainty by observing others and searching for information from informed others 
(Clark and Goldsmith 2006). The ability of the 12-item scale to interpret susceptibility to 
normative and informational influences is supported and confirmed by two external 
judgmental rating procedures. A follow-up research led by Bearden et al.(1990) examines 
and validates the 12-item scale. This scale has consistently demonstrated to be reliable and 
valid (Schroeder, 1996) and has been used for various researches (D’Rozario and 
Choudhury ,2000; Sangeeta Singh，2005) 
 
4.7  Evaluating the Questionnaire Method 
 
As one of the quantitative methods, a questionnaire has positive and negative aspects in the 
process of obtaining information. 
 
The positive aspects to construct a questionnaire: 

 Time efficient 
 Correctly gather information 
 Easy to compare the detailed data between China and Sweden 

 
The negative aspects to construct a questionnaire: 

 The lack of elasticity 
4.8  Analysing Quantitative Data 
 
The main methods we decided to administer the questionnaires were personal interview 
and E-mails. A personal interview is a direct, face-to –face conversation between the 
interview and the respondent or interviewee (Churchill and lacobucci, 2005). E-mail 
surveys are two types:  The questions of the market research study are embedded in the 
text of the e-mail itself; the questions in the survey are in an e-mail attachment file 
(Churchill and lacobucci, 2005). We choose the latter because it looks more professional 
than embedded text. 
 
One of the most important objectives by analysing the data is to find out the relationships 
between the theory referred in the theory framework and this empirical study. Once we 
finish the collection part, we begin to check whether all of the surveys are completed or not. 
After that, we input all of the valid questionnaires into the database to prepare for analysis. 
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4.9  Pretesting the Survey 
 
Pre-testing the questionnaire is accomplished with a small sample to discover any 
problems with wording, sequence, question structure and the ability of participants to 
understand the questions.  
 
In order to ensure that the respondent decodes the question in the way we intended and to 
ensure the questions are to have the same meaning to all respondents, we didn’t translate 
the questionnaire and used only the English version of the questionnaire.  
 
The pre-test with 14 young people (50 percent Swedish) was conducted using the 
convenience samples by personal interview and E-mails. We checked each completed 
questionnaire to ensure that every respondent had no problems understanding or answering 
questions and had followed all instructions correctly. After asking the respondents 
additional questions at the end of their interview, we obtained some assessment of the 
questions’ validity and the likely reliability of the data that will be collected. According to 
their feedback, the further ambiguities in the wording that hampered understanding or 
affected the responses were amended.   
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4.10  Data Collection  
 
Once our questionnaire was designed, pre-tested, amended, the questionnaire was used to 
collect data (Mark Saunders, Philip Lewis and Adrian Thornhill, 2006). 
 
The hard copy questionnaires were handed out to the Sweden sample during an eight- day 
period (from Apr.23rd, 2007 to Apr. 30th, 2007). The main respondents were  students in 
Umeå University. We receive 188 hard copies from the Swedish participants. Eight of them 
were excluded because the questionnaires were not completely finished.  
 
We received 202 questionnaires from Chinese by Internet and paper questionnaires. Twelve 
respondents answered “Yes” or “No” to the questions, and ten respondents didn’t finish it 
completely, and therefore, these questionnaires were not in our database.  
 
Finally, we received 360 valid questionnaires of which 180 were come from the Swedish 
sample and 180 from the Chinese sample. It is hard to say the database is representative for 
the whole target population considering the convenience collecting method, but it is 
difficult to improve the representativeness by enlarging the sample size (Churchill and 
Lacobuccie 2005). However, because all of the respondents met the study criterion, we 
were confident that the survey could fulfill the aim of the study.  
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5. Analyzing and Interpreting the Data 
This chapter analyses the findings of the study. First we give the reader the demographic 
information about our respondents. And then we use factor analysis to test the hypotheses 
respectively. Finally, we depict the relationship between Factors and Gender, Occupation, 
Age. 
 
5.1  Demographic Information 
 
The following paragraph represents the general demographics of respondents. The 
information includes nationality, gender, occupation, age.  
 

Sweden
50%

China
50%

Sweden

China

 
Figure 5. 1: Nationality distribution 

 
50% of respondents (180) who answered the questionnaire are Chinese and 50% are 
Swedish(180). This was calculated from the total number of respondents.  
 

Male
49%

Female
51%

Male

Female

 
Figure 5. 2: Gender distributions. 

 
51% of respondents (182) who answered the questionnaire are male and 49% (179) are 
female. This was calculated from the total number of respondents.  
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Student
63%

Employee
37%

Student

Employee

 
Figure 5. 3: Occupation distribution 

 
63 % of respondents (227) who answered the questionnaire were students and 37 %( 133) 
are employees. This was calculated from the total number of respondents.  
 

Below 21
8%

22-25
56%

26-29
25%

30-35
11%

Below 21

22-25

26-29

30-35

 
Figure 5. 4: Age distribution. 

 
This graph shows that the respondents from 22-25 account for 56%, followed by 26-29 
(25%), 30-35% (11%), below 21 (8%). 
 
5.2  Factor Analysis 
 
5.2.1  Why we use factor analysis 
 
Factor analysis is a technique both used to reduce a large number of variables to a smaller 
set of underlying factors that summarize the essential information contained in the 
variables and used as an exploratory technique when the researcher wishes to summarize 
the structure of a set of variables (Coakes, Sheridan J., 2005). It examines the pattern of 
inter-correlations between the variables, and determines whether there are subsets of 
variables (or factors) that correlate highly with each other but that show low correlations 
with other subsets (or factors). The examination of the hypothesized effects requires the 
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creation of new dependent variables from the measures taken in the questionnaire, so we 
use factor analysis to categorize the items and summarize several factors as dependent 
variables. In addition, we examine whether the items are tapped into same factor when we 
construct the reliable test and identify items that perform poorly. 
 
The respondents can be divided into two distinct groups- Sweden and China in our study 
and we assess the likelihood of these two groups being different using an independent 
groups t-test. If the likelihood of any difference between these two groups occurring by 
chance alone is low, this will be represented by a large t statistic with a probability less 
than 0.05. This is termed statistically significant. (Mark Saunders, Philip Lewis, Adrian 
Thornhill, 2007)  
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5.2.2  Factor analysis steps 
 
Three steps comprise the factor analysis procedure as follows: 
 
Firstly, we selected all of the variables and entered them into the menu to conduct a 
principal axis factor analysis. The 22 variables were expected to reflect consumer 
innovativeness (2 items), consumer imitation (8 items) and susceptibility to informational 
influence (4 items) and normative influence (8 items). In order to confirm this, we used the 
oblique rotation of the initial solution performing on the 22 variables.  
 
Secondly, according to the requirements of our research, KMO and Bartlett’s test of 
sphericity was performed. KMO (Kaiser- Meyer-Olkin) measure of sampling adequacy and 
Bartlett’s test of sphericity are both tests that can be used to determine the factorability of the 
matrix. The value of KMO measure of sampling adequacy is 0.831, which shows the 
factorability is assumed (The factorability level is 0.6). 
 
Thirdly, an orthogonal rotation is appropriate to reduce the original number of variables. In 
the Coefficient Display Format box, we had the option of deducting lower absolute values by 
entering the appropriate value we require which is usually 0.3 (Sheridan J Coakes, 2005).  
 
5.2.3  Factor analysis results 
 
Variables loading on the same factor are examined in order to assign a label to construct the 
four factors. Factor five is ignored and not used in the following analysis as it is made up of 
only a single variable and performed poorly. Eight variables loading on factor one, which are 
measures of how likely respondents make their choice according to the opinions of others, so 
it is summarized as susceptibility to normative influence. Factor two has seven questions 
loading on it, which are all related to the degree the respondents prone to imitate other’s 
behaviour, so they are concentrated together and labelled as consumers’ propensity to 
imitate. Factor three has four questions that measured the respondents’ propensity to get 
information from others in their purchase behaviour and is accordingly called susceptibility 
to interpersonal communication. The two variables loading on factor four all relate to the 
degree consumers tend to accept new products and are therefore labelled as consumers’ 
propensity to innovate. This discussion is showed in table 5.1. 
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Table 5. 1: Rotated Component Matrix(a) 

  Component 

  1 2 3 4 
Question14 ,777       
Question 15 ,772       
Question 17 ,708       
Question 11 ,701       
Question 16 ,676       
Question 12 ,676       
Question 18 ,640       
Question 13 ,563       
Question 4   ,732     
Question 3   ,692     
Question 5   ,687     
Question7   ,569     
Question 10   ,479   
Question 8   ,449   
Question 6   ,419     
Question 20     ,793   
Question 21     ,769   
Question 19   ,641   
Question 22   ,536   
Question 1       ,801
Question 2       ,581

 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a  Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 
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Table 5. 2: Summary of Rotated Factor Analysis Results 

Loadings 
Propensity to innovate 
1. When you see a new brand on the shelf, you are not afraid of giving it a try.       0.801 
2. You enjoy taking chances in buying unfamiliar brands just to get some  

variety in your purchases.                                     0.581 
                         
Propensity to imitate 
4  You would rather stick with a brand you usually buy than try something  

you are not very sure of.                               0.732 
3. Even though certain food products are available in a number of different  

flavors, you tend to buy the same flavors.                                0.692 
5  You think of yourself as a brand-loyal consumer.                          0.687 
7  If you like a brand, you rarely switch from it just to try something  

different.                                                          0.569 
10  You rarely buy brands about which you are uncertain how well  

they perform.                                                      0.479 
8 You are very cautious in trying new or different products.                   0.449 
6 When you go to a restaurant, you feel it is safer to order dishes you  

are familiar with.                                            0.419 
    

Consumers’ susceptibility to Normative interpersonal influence 
14 When buying products, you generally purchase those brands  

that you think others will approve of.                           0.777            
15 You like to know what brands and products make good impressions  

on others.                                                        0.772 
17 You achieve a sense of belonging by purchasing the same products  

and brands that others purchase.                                      0.708            
11 It is important that others like the products and brands you buy.              0.701 
16  If other people can see you using a product, you often purchase  

the brand they expect you to buy.                                     0.676 
12 You rarely purchase the latest fashion styles until you are sure  

your friends approve of them.                           0.676 
18 If you want to be like someone, you often try to buy the same 

brands that they buy.                                               0.640            
13 You often identify with other people by purchasing the same  

products and brands they purchase.                                    0.563 
 
Consumers’ susceptibility to Informational interpersonal influence 
20 If you have little experience with a product, you often ask your 

friends about the product.                                           0.793 
21 You frequently gather information from friends or family about  

a product before you buy.                                  0.769 
19 You often consult other people to help choose the best alternative  

available from a product class.                                 0.641 
21 To make sure you buy the right product or brand, you often observe  

what others are buying and using.                                          0.536
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We test the reliability of the four factors. A Cronbach’s α of 0.7 and over is considered 
desirable for the internal consistency of a scale. We can see from the table below that the 
reliability of the three factors are higher than 0.7. Only one factor is under the 
recommended 0.7. The reason for the factor ‘Consumers’ propensity to innovate’ displayed 
an α below 0.7 probably is this factor only has two items. Cronbach α is known to be 
sensitive to the number of items in the scale (Pallant, 2003).  
 

Table 5. 3: Measurements used in this thesis 

Factors Sources Operationalization Reliability 
(Cronbach α)

Consumers’ 
propensity to 

innovate 

Baumgartner and 
Steenkamp 

(1996) 

A 2-item scale that 
measures the degree to 

which individuals intend to 
innovate 

0.447 

Consumers’ 
propensity to 

imitate 

Baumgartner and 
Steenkamp 

(1996) 

An 8-item scale that 
measures the degree to 

which people are prone to 
imitate. 

0.737 

Consumers’ 
susceptibility to 

normative 
influence 

Bearden, 
Netemeyer and 

Teel 1989 

An 8-item scale that 
measures the extent to 

which individuals need to 
enhance their image through 

purchasing products and 
brands and are willing to 

conform to other’s 
expectations with regard to 
their purchase decisions. 

0.854 

Consumers’ 
susceptibility to 
informational 

influence 

Bearden, 
Netemeyer and 

Teel 1989 

A 4-item scale that 
measures the extent to 
which individuals learn 

about products and services 
by observing others and 

seeking information from 
others. 

0.707 
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5.3  Test Hypotheses 
 
A T-test is conducted in our research. The demographic items are conducted as independent 
variables and consumer innovativeness, normative influence, interpersonal communication 
and propensity to imitate as the dependent variables. In table 5.4, the results are as follows: 
 

Table 5. 4: Sweden-China Dependent variable P-value 
Dependent variable T-value P-value 

Consumers’ propensity to innovate 0.596 0.552 
Consumers’ propensity to imitate -0.586 0.558 
Consumers’ susceptibility to normative 
interpersonal influence 

-11.12 0.000 

Consumers’ susceptibility to 
informational interpersonal influence 

-4.16 0.000 

 
In order to confirm or reject the hypotheses above, the means of the two countries on the 
four factors is needed to be examined. Besides, we also need the scores of the two 
countries on the Hofstede’s(2001) five cultural dimensions. The tables are presented as 
followed: 
 

Table 5. 5: Sweden-China Means Compariation 
Dependent variable Sweden (n=180) China (n=180) 

Consumers’ propensity to innovate 4.5083 4.4361 
Consumers’ propensity to imitate 4.1405 4.1976 
Consumers’ susceptibility to normative 
interpersonal influence 

2.7243 3.8493 

Consumers’ susceptibility to 
informational interpersonal influence 

4.0542 4.5417 

 
 

Table 5. 6: Culture Dimension Scores of Sweden and China 
Culture Dimension Scores (2001) 

 Sweden China 
Individualism/Collectivism 71 20 
Power distance 31 80 
Masculinity/Femininity 5 50 
Uncertainty Avoidance 29 60 
Long-/Short-Term Orientation 33 118 
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5.3.1  Consumer innovativeness 
 
The T-test results indicate that there is no significant difference (p=0.552) between Sweden 
and China when it comes to consumers’ propensity to innovate, so H1, H5, H9, H13, H17 
can not be supported from our sample. Therefore, national culture has little influence on 
consumer innovativeness. 
 
5.3.2  Consumer propensity to imitate 
 
The T-test results show that there is no significant difference (p=0.558) between these two 
countries to the degree of consumers’ propensity to imitate, so H2, H6, H10, H14, H18 can 
not be supported by our database. From the findings above, the cultural dimensions have 
little influence on consumers’ propensity to imitate. 
 
5.3.3  Consumers’ susceptibility to normative interpersonal influence 
 
It appears significant difference exists (p<0.05) between Sweden and China in consumers’ 
susceptibility to normative interpersonal influence. Therefore, the means is examined to 
test the hypothesis. From Table 5.5, China is higher than Sweden in their means 
(3.8493>2.7243), which indicates China is more likely to be influenced by normative 
interpersonal influence.  It is hypothesized that consumers in more collectivist cultures 
tend to be more susceptible to normative influence than those from less collectivistic 
cultures. By comparing the two countries’ means, China is higher than Sweden. From the 
data of the Culture Dimension Scores of Sweden and China (see table 5.6), we may 
conclude that China tends to be more collectivist than Sweden, so H3 is supported.  
 
H7 is proposed that consumers in larger power distance cultures tend to be more 
susceptible to normative influence. From Hofstede’s(2001) research, China, which has a 
larger power distance, displays higher susceptibility to normative influence. Therefore, H7 
is supported. 
 
According to H11, consumers in stronger uncertainty avoidance cultures will be more 
susceptible to normative influence. China, which is examined to be more susceptible to 
normative influence, is much stronger in uncertainty avoidance than Sweden 
(60>29)(Hofstede,2001). Therefore, H11 is supported. 
 
In H15, it is hypothesized that consumers in more feminine cultures will be more 
susceptible to normative influence than those in less feminine cultures.  From the research 
of Hofstede, Sweden is a more like a feminine country, and China being a more medium 
masculinity society.  Comparing the means of these two countries, China is examined to 
be more susceptible to normative influence, so H15 cannot be supported.  
 
It is expected in H19 that consumers in more long-term orientation cultures would be more 
susceptible to normative influence. From the result of our study, China is more long-term 
oriented than Sweden, which is consistent with the score of Hofstede’s research. Therefore, 
H19 can be supported.  
 
5.3.4  Consumers’ susceptibility to informational interpersonal influence 
 
The T-test points out significant differences between these two countries when it comes to 
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the factor of consumers’ susceptibility to informational interpersonal influence.We need to 
confirm the means of two countries to decide whether we can support the relevant 
hypothesis. 
 
Firstly, when we investigate H4, it is supposed that consumers in more collectivist cultures 
tend to be more susceptible to informational influence. China is characterized as less 
individualism (Hofstede, 2001) than Sweden in our study, so H4 can be supported. 
 
Secondly, from what H8 proposed, consumers in larger power distance cultures tend to be 
more susceptible to informational influence. China, which is considered as a country with 
large power distance (Hofstede,2001), is tested in our research to be more probable to 
conform to the expectation of others. Therefore, H8 can be supported to conform to the 
expectation of another person or group. 
 
Thirdly, based on what H12 has predicted, consumers in stronger uncertainty avoidance 
cultures will be more susceptible to informational influence. Considering that consumers in 
China have high uncertainty avoidance, we find consumers in China are more likely to 
model their buying behaviors by catering the expectation of others. Therefore, H12 is 
supported. 
 
Fourthly, China has a higher score in masculinity than Sweden. When we come to H16, it 
predicts consumers in more feminine cultures will be more susceptible to informational 
influence. However, our result indicates that China will be more likely to conform to 
other’s anticipations. So H16 can not be supported.  
 
Finally, consumers in more long-term orientation cultures are anticipated to be more 
susceptible to informational influence. China is demonstrated to be long-term oriented in 
the study of Hofstede and to be more influenced by other’s expectations in their buying 
behavior in our study. As a result, H20 can be supported. 
 
5.4  Relationship between Factors and Gender, Occupation, Age 
 
Relationships between the four factors and gender, occupation and age are also computed 
respectively, which are not hypothesized. Both gender and occupation can be divided into 
two distinct groups in our study and we assess the likelihood of these groups being 
different using an independent groups t-test. This compares the difference in the means 
of the two groups using a measure of the spread of the scores. Because age group is 
divided into four groups, we assess the likelihood of these groups being different occurring 
by chance alone by using one-way analysis of variance or one-way ANOVA.  
 
5.4.1  Relationship between four factors and gender 
 
Gender is only significantly correlated with ‘propensity to innovate’ , implying difference 
between male and female for the innovativeness. Compared with male (4.33), female have 
higher innovativeness (4.61).  
 
Gender is not significantly correlated with other three factors, implying little difference 
between men and women for the ‘propensity to imitate’, ‘susceptibility to normative 
influence’ and ‘susceptibility to informational influence’ measured in our study. 
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Table 5. 7: Means for Male and Female 
Factors Male (182) Female (179) 

Propensity to innovate 4.33 4.61 
Propensity to imitate 4.22 4.12 
Susceptibility to normative influence 3.39 3.17 
Susceptibility to informational influence 4.23 4.37 

 
Table 5. 8: T-test for Gender 

Gender Factors 
t-value p-value 

Propensity to innovate -2,360 ,019 
Propensity to imitate 1,049 ,295 
Susceptibility to normative influence 1,730 ,084 
Susceptibility to informational influence -1,163 ,246 

Significant level is 0.05 (2- tailed) 
 
5.4.2  Relationships between four factors and occupation 
 
Occupation is significantly correlated with ‘susceptibility to normative influence’ and 
‘susceptibility to informational influence’. Compared with students, employees have more 
susceptibility to normative influence and informational influence.  
 
Occupation is not significantly correlated with other two factors, implying little difference 
between students and employees in ‘propensity to innovate’ and ‘propensity to imitate’. 

 
Table 5. 9: Means for Occupation 

Facotrs Student (227) Employee (133) 

Propensity to innovate 4.49 4.44 
Propensity to imitate 4.18 4.15 
Susceptibility to normative influence 3.02 3.75 
Susceptibility to informational influence 4.15 4.54 

 
Table 5. 10: T-test for Occupation 

Occupation Factors 
t-value p-value 

Propensity to innovate .409 .683 
Propensity to imitate -.226 .822 
Susceptibility to normative influence -6.333 .000 
Susceptibility to informational influence -3.175 .002 

Significant level is 0.05 (2- tailed) 
 
5.4.3  Relationships between four factors and age 
 
According to the result of ANOVA, age has no relationship with four factors, meaning four 
age groups we design from ‘below 21’ to ’30-35’ have little significant difference (P>0.05) 
on ‘propensity to innovate’ , ‘propensity to imitate’, ‘susceptibility to normative influence’ 
and ‘susceptibility to informational influence’. It is partially due to the little gaps between 
age groups. 
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6.  Discussion and Conclusions 
 
6.1  Key Findings and Comparison  
 
After executing and analyzing the data we collect from 360 respondents, we came up with 
many interesting results that can answer the research questions. We successfully isolate 
significant cultural differences in consumers’ susceptibility to normative interpersonal 
influence and informational interpersonal influence. 
 

 Propensity to innovate 
 
We did not find significant culture’s difference in consumers’ propensity to innovate. None 
of the Hofstede’s five cultural dimensions, individualism, power distance, uncertainty 
avoidance, masculinity and long-term orientation, is correlated with innovativeness. This 
result went against the previous findings (Sangeeta Singh, 2005) that small power distance, 
weak uncertainty avoidance and masculinity demonstrated innovativeness. However, this 
result was similar with Helsen, Jedidi, and DeSarbo's (1993) study and Kumar, Ganesh, 
and Echambadi’s(1998) study who suggested that culture can not be identified as a variable 
that affects diffusion process. 
 

 Propensity to imitate 
 
It implicated that cultures have no significantly different impact on consumers’ propensity 
to imitate. This result was consistent with prior research (Sangeeta Singh, 2005) that 
suggested that no significant differences across cultures in consumers’ propensity to 
imitate. 
 

 Normative influence 
 
It indicated that there was a significant difference between Sweden and China in normative 
influence, meaning it was linked with four cultural dimensions excepting the dimension 
relating to “Masculinity/Femininity”. Consumers in cultures with collectivist, large power 
distance, strong uncertainty avoidance, long-term orientation tend to have more 
susceptibility to normative influence. Masculinity/Femininity was the only dimension that 
was not associated with the normative influence.  
 
This finding is not completely consistent with the previous finding from Sangeeta 
Singh(2005) whose research indicates that consumers coming from large power distance, 
strong uncertainty avoidance and/or feminine cultures are going to be convinced into 
adopting new products through normative influence. 
 

 Informational influence 
 
We found that cultures have significant impact on this factor. Informational influence 
measures the extent of the consumers to observe others and to seek information from 
others (Bearden and Etzel 1982; Bearden, Netemeyer, and Teel 1989). Four cultural 
dimensions were to be examined and associated with the degree of influence from others 
except for Masculinity/Femininity. The more masculinity cultures tend to be, the more it 
would be influenced by informational influence. Therefore, we can conclude that 
consumers in collectivist, large power distance, strong uncertainty avoidance, long-term 
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orientation cultures tend to have more susceptibility to informational influence.  
In summary, our findings are unable to identify culture as a variable that affects consumer 
innovativeness and consumers’ propensity to imitate. Moreover, consumers coming from 
different national cultures have different sensitivity to normative influence and 
informational influence. In specifically, consumers coming from collectivistic, large power 
distance, strong uncertainty avoidances, and long-term orientation cultures are going to be 
persuaded into adopting new products through normative influence and informational 
influence. 
 
In addition, our research suggests that male and female have significant differences for the 
innovativeness, implying female has higher innovativeness. Occupation had significant 
difference on interpersonal influences, meaning employees were more likely to be swayed 
by normative influence and informational influence. Age had no correlation with four 
factors, which was partially due to the fact that most of our respondents were young 
people.  
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6.2  Implications for Marketers 
 
Research on innovators and consumers’ innovativeness is not only relevant for marketing 
theory, but also for marketing practice because companies rely increasingly on the success 
of new product introductions for future growth and profitability.  
 
Different consumers’ susceptibility to interpersonal influences between Western and 
Eastern culture has strong implications for marketers, especially for those who plan to open 
and enter the international market. An implication of our findings provides a better chance 
for companies to implement more appropriate strategies on innovations if consumers are 
sensitive to interpersonal influence. When making marketing strategies to cultures with 
collectivist, large power distance, strong uncertainty avoidance, long-term orientation, it 
would be better to employ interpersonal influences to attract consumers to accept new 
products and ideas.  
 
In collectivistic cultures, consumers are integrated into cohesive groups characterized by 
loyalty and trust. They present a high extent of team work spirit and prone to continue their 
existed behaviors. Interpersonal communication is suggested as a strategy for marketers to 
promote the diffusion of new products and services into markets.   
 
In case of cultures with high power distance, consumers’ relationships in a hierarchical 
form of communication are closer. Consumers prefer to make purchase decision according 
to other’s suggestion. Role models would be recommended to be implemented into 
communications strategy to persuade consumers accept new products.  
 
In strong uncertainty avoidance cultures, consumers concern more about the risk when 
they try new products. Uncertainty avoidance orientation can be appropriate acted by 
providing information that encourages feelings of cognitive control to reduce consumers’ 
stress. 
 
Finally, when marketers promote new products in long-term orientation cultures which 
consumers are more likely to vary by normative influence and informational influence, 
marketers should take advantage of these influences. 
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6.3  Contributions  
 
Researches on examining cross-cultural adoption of innovations have been limited 
(Gatignon et al., 1989; Steenkamp et al., 1999; Takada and Jain, 1991; Sangeeta Singh, 
2005). Most of the previous researches have been confined to the Western’s innovators and 
influence of national culture on the diffusion of innovations in Western cultures (Kumar, 
Ganesh, and Echambadi 1998; Sean Dwyer,Hani Mesak, and Maxwell Hsu,2005 ;Sangeeta 
Singh, 2005).We explore the research about cross-culture impact on consumer 
innovativeness and the degree of consumer adopting new products through normative 
influence and informational influence. Further more, our thesis expands this area by 
comparing Western culture with Eastern culture.  
 
We take Hofstede’s five cultural dimensions into consideration to explain the differences in 
adopting innovation. Compared with the previous researches ((Steenkamp et al., 1999; 
Sangeeta Singh, 2005) which employed only part of the five dimensions, our research 
discusses more completely about culture’s impact.  
 
We examine the effects of Hofstede’s five cultural dimensions on the susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence that is described as having two dimensions- normative influence and 
informational influence. Cultural effects on normative influence and informational influence 
have not been given enough attention (Sangeeta Singh, 2005).  
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7.  Criteria of Truth 
 
Criteria are important because they provide the reader with the opportunity to make their 
own judgement about whether the research goals are fulfilled. Which criteria are chosen to 
asses the veracity of a scientific thesis depend on the nature of the research. 
 
7.1  Reliability  
 
Reliability of a study is when repeating the study would lead to the same results again. The 
reliability can be decided by answering the following three questions (Smith, M.,et.al, 
2002). 
 

 Will the measures yield the same results on other occasions? 
 Will similar observations be reached by other observers? 
 In there transparency in how raw data have been used to draw conclusion? 

 
We have tried, by all means, to try and have reliability in our empirical study. This thesis is 
based on the background that why we chose this topic and theoretical framework. By our 
analysis we hope that the reader can follow our thoughts and know how we draw the 
conclusions. 
 
We admit that risks would happen enviably during our process. One of risks is using the 
data collecting methods that are convenience samples and snowball sampling. These 
collecting methods may potentially reduce the reliable of our study results. We are cautious 
to determine criterion of the sample. All of the questions in the questionnaire are used the 
original version which have been proved the reliability by previous studies. The valid 
questionnaire enables us to collect accurate data and consistent data. All the respondents 
from Sweden and China volunteered to answer the questionnaire. The respondents who 
don’t meet the criterion are deleted from our database and won’t be used in data analysis. 
What we analyzed the data is related to the reliable literature and theoretical framework. 
 
Another way of increasing the reliability is that raw data and the test results are available 
for the reader in appendix to let the reader know how the conclusions are drawn in the 
thesis. 
 
Convenience samples and snowball sampling may not be very representative and the result 
from this sampling may not be used for generalization. However these data collection 
methods are perhaps most appropriate when time and resources are limited. The best way 
for generalization to be fulfilled is collecting what every consumer of the two cultures’ 
population, which is impossible for us to undertake.  
 
7.2  Validity  
 
Validity means how well the result can give right answer to the research questions 
(Remenyi et,at., 1998). It also refers to the way the data have been collected enough for a 
reliable result and correctly interpreted (Saunders, 2003). Before writing this thesis, we 
collected and read many different studies and literatures which cover this subject. Based on 
those previous studies we built our theoretical framework and chose research methods. 
 
When analyzing the data we used the most appropriate statistic methods. For example, 
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T-testing that is used to test the hypotheses might seem to be facilitating the present study. 
We have acted in faith and wanted to discover the impact of culture on consumers’ 
innovativeness and interpersonal influences. 
 
We avoided personal values and theoretical inclinations from distorting the truth of our 
empirical findings as mush as we possibly could.  
 
With the factors above, we consider both the theoretical framework and empirical study to 
satisfy the criterions of validity. 
 
7.3  Generalisability 
 
Generalisability sometimes refers to as external validity. A concern you may have in the 
design of your research is the extent to which your research results are generalisable: that 
is, whether your findings may be equally applicable to other research settings (Mark 
Saunders; Philip Lewis; Adrian Thornhill, 2006). 
 
The purpose of our research will not be to produce a theory that is generalisable to all 
populations. Our task will be simply to try to explain what is going on in our particular 
research setting. We want to test our results by exposing them to other research settings in 
a follow-up study. 
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8.  Limitation and Further Studies 
 
The generalizability of our study is limited. We chose sample from Sweden and China by 
using convenience samples and snowball sample. Because this study fundamentally tested 
theory, it is appropriate to test with the convenience sample. Furthermore, most of 
respondents are young people. A direction for further research is to extend the analysis to 
other age groups. 
 
Secondly, little empirical research has examined the impact of Western and Eastern culture 
on innovations. In our research, we only used data from Sweden and China. Studies 
comparing other Western and Eastern countries on this subject would improve the study 
design. A more geographically diversified sample of countries would strengthen the 
generalizaition of the results. 
 
In our study, we undertook Hofstede’s cultural dimensions including the cultural index 
scores that he constructed. However, Hofstede’s framework as well as his methods has been 
criticised in recent years. Others framework of culture and measurements would be used to 
enhance validity of this thesis. 
 
From the finding of our results, it has no significant difference between two cultures in terms 
of consumer innovativeness and consumers’ propensity to imitate which is partially 
inconsistent with the previous research. Further studies about Western and Easter culture’s 
role on consumer innovativeness should be worthwhile. 
 
Considering that cultures have significant impact on normative and informational influence, 
further research should be implemented in order to understand differences in normative and 
informational influence in different cultures. According to Weinberger and Brown (1977), 
informational influence has a greater impact on purchase intent in services than in goods. 
Other research may extend our study to focus on the normative and informational influence 
on services marketing. 
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Appendices 
Appendix 1: Questionnaire 

Cover letter (To Chinese by Email) 
Dear fellows, 
 
We, Dongmi Wu & Jie Liu, are writing on our Master Thesis which is about the cultural 
influence on consumer innovativeness. One of the most important parts is an E-mail 
questionnaire. The aim of the survey is to analyze data about students and younger’ 
propensity to innovativeness with different cultural background. 
 
We are hoping that you can help us by giving us three minutes of your time to answer the 
survey, even though you are all busy. Your responses are essential in enabling us to obtain 
as full an understanding as possible of this topical issue. 
 
The attached questionnaire should take you less than three minutes to complete. Please 
answer the questions in the space provided. If you want to add some comments, don’t 
hesitate to do so. 
 
We hope you find completing the questionnaire enjoyable, and thank you for taking the 
time to help us. If you have any questions or would like further information about this 
subject, please feel free to contact me via MSN or E-Mail: 
 
Dongwu0001@student.umu.se 
 
Liujie8316@yahoo.com.cn 
 
Thank you for your help. 
 
Dongmi Wu 
Jie Liu 
 
 

 
 
 
 



- 60 - 

Questionnaire 
1. General Questions  

 
(   ) What’s your nationality? (1, Sweden; 2, China) 
(   ) What is your gender? (1, Male; 2, Female) 
(   )  Are you student or employee? (1, Student; 2, Employee) 
(   )  What is your age? (1, below 21; 2, 22-25; 3, 26-29; 4, 30-35) 
 

This scale is made up of a list of statements, which one of them may fit well for you.  To 
which extent do you agree, please fill in the statement you think it is true for you. 
 
1. Extremely Disagree  
2. Very Disagree 
3. Somewhat Disagree 
4. Nor Disagree or Agree 
5. Somewhat Agree 
6. Very Agree 
7. Extremely Agree 
 
2. Scale measuring  

 
(   )  1. When you see a new brand on the shelf, you are not afraid of giving it a try. 
(   )  2. You enjoy taking chances in buying unfamiliar brands just to get some variety in 
your purchases. 
(   )  3. Even though certain food products are available in a number of different flavors, 
you tend to buy the same flavors. 
(   )  4. You would rather stick with a brand you usually buy than try something you are 
not very sure of. 
(   )  5. You think of yourself as a brand-loyal consumer. 
(   )  6. When you go to a restaurant, you feel it is safer to order dishes you are familiar 
with. 
(   )  7. If you like a brand, you rarely switch from it just to try something different. 
(   )  8. You are very cautious in trying new or different products. 
(   )  9. You usually eat the same kind of foods on a regular basis. 
(   )  10. You rarely buy brands about which you are uncertain how well they perform. 
(   )  11. It is important that others like the products and brands you buy. 
(   )  12. You rarely purchase the latest fashion styles until you are sure your friends 

approve of them. 
(   )  13. You often identify with other people by purchasing the same products and 

brands they purchase. 
(   )  14. When buying products, you generally purchase those brands that you think 

others will approve of. 
(   )  15. You like to know what brands and products make good impressions on others. 
(   )  16. If other people can see you using a product, you often purchase the brand they 

expect you to buy. 
(   )  17. You achieve a sense of belonging by purchasing the same products and brands 

that others purchase. 
(   )  18. If you want to be like someone, you often try to buy the same brands that they 

buy. 
(   )  19. You often consult other people to help choose the best alternative available 
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from a product class. 
(   )  20. If you have little experience with a product, you often ask your friends about 

the product. 
(   )  21. You frequently gather information from friends or family about a product 

before you buy. 
(   )  22. To make sure you buy the right product or brand, you often observe what others 

are buying and using. 
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Appendix 2: Statistics for four factors  
 

Table A 1: Reliability Statistics for Propensity to Innovate 
 

Cronbach's Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 
,447 ,447 2 

 
 

Table A 2: Reliability Statistics for Propensity to Imitate 
 

Cronbach's Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 
,716 ,719 7 

 
 

Table A 3: Reliability Statistics for Susceptibility to Normative Influence 
 

Cronbach's Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 
,854 ,854 8 

 
 

Table A 4: Reliability Statistics for Susceptibility to Informational Influence 
 

Cronbach's Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 
,707 ,708 4 

 
 

Table A 5: KMO and Bartlett's Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling 
Adequacy. ,831 

Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 2046,152 

  df 210 
  Sig. ,000 
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Table A 6: Rotated Component Matrix(a) 

Component 
  1 2 3 4 5 
var14 ,774 ,134 ,113     
var15 ,769         
var17 ,728       ,322 
var11 ,697       -,134 
var16 ,687   ,154   ,179 
var12 ,667 ,185     -,175 
var18 ,650 -,120 ,112   ,116 
var13 ,566   ,167     
var4   ,733   -,100   
var5 ,121 ,689       
var3   ,678   ,241 ,205 
var7   ,534   -,265 ,211 
var8 ,216 ,483   -,390 -,214 
var10   ,424 ,174 -,319 ,296 
var6 ,148 ,408 ,135 -,303 ,101 
var20     ,792 ,106 ,146 
var21 ,197 ,113 ,769   -,117 
var19 ,333 -,151 ,629   ,165 
var22 ,382 ,122 ,531   -,398 
var1       ,819   
var2   -,240 ,147 ,555 -,213 
var9   ,359   -,132 ,684 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a  Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 

 
 

Table A 7: Cultures’ statistics on propensity to innovate 
 

Group Statistics 

1,Sweden;2,China N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Sweden 180 4,5083 1,04571 ,07794 Propensity to 

innovate 
 

China 180 4,4361 1,24514 ,09281 

 
 

Table A 8: T-test for cultures’ difference on propensity to innovate 
 

Independent Samples Test 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances

 
T test for Equality of Means 

Propensity to 
innovate 

 F Sig. t df 
Sig. 

(2-tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference

 
Equal variances 

assumed 
6,081 014 ,596 358 ,552 ,07222 ,12119

Equal variances not 
assumed 6,081 014 ,596 348 ,552 ,07222 ,12119
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Table A 9: Gender’ statistics on propensity to innovate 
 

Group Statistics 

Male, Female N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
1,Male 178 4,3287 1,20855 ,09058 Propensity to innovate 

 2, Female 182 4,6126 1,07184 ,07945 
 
 

Table A 10: T-test for gender’ difference on propensity to innovate 
 

Independent Samples Test 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances 

 
T test for Equality of Means 

Propensity to 
innovate 

 F Sig. t df 
Sig. 

(2-tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference

 
Equal 

variances 
assumed 

4,610 ,032 -2,360 358 ,019 -,29375 ,12346 

Equal 
variances not 

assumed 
4,610 ,032 -2,357 351 ,019 -,29375 ,12311 

 
 

Table A 11: 0ccupation’s statistics on propensity to innovate 
 

Group Statistics 

 Student, employee N Mean Std. Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 
1,student 227 4,4912 1,08689 ,07214Propensity to 

innovate 
  

2employee 133 4,4398 1,25081 ,10846

 
 

Table A 12: T-test for occupation’s difference on propensity to innovate 
 

Independent Samples Test 
Levene's Test for 

Equality of 
Variances 

 
T test for Equality of Means 

Propensity to 
innovate 

 F Sig. t df 
Sig. 

(2-tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference

 
Equal variances 

assumed 
2,746 ,098 ,683 358 ,683 ,05134 ,12558 

Equal variances not 
assumed   ,694 246 ,694 ,05134 ,13026 
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Table A 13: Age’s statistics on propensity to innovate 
 

Dependent Variable: Propensity to innovate 
Propensity 
to innovate N Mean 

Std. 
Deviation Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval for Mean 

          Lower Bound Upper Bound 
1, below 21 27 4,7778 ,891 ,17158 4,4251 5,1305
2,22-25 202 4,4851 1,124 ,07909 4,3292 4,6411
3,26-29 90 4,5056 1,191 ,12554 4,2561 4,7550
4,30-35 41 4,1341 1,280 ,19987 3,7302 4,5381
 360 4,4722 1,149 ,06054 4,3532 4,5913

 
 

Table A 14: ANOVA for age on propensity to innovate 
 

Dependent Variable: Propensity to innovate 
Scheffe 

(I) 1,below 
21;2,22-25;3,26-29
;4,30-35 

(J) 1,below 
21;2,22-25;3,26-29;
4,30-35 Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

Below 21 22-25 ,29263 ,23453 ,670
  26-29 ,27222 ,25115 ,759
  30-35 ,64363 ,28368 ,163
22-25 Below 21 -,29263 ,23453 ,670
  26-29 -,02041 ,14506 ,999
  30-35 ,35100 ,19606 ,362
26-29 Below 21 -,27222 ,25115 ,759
  22-25 ,02041 ,14506 ,999
  30-35 ,37141 ,21566 ,398
30-35 Below 21 -,64363 ,28368 ,163
  22-25 -,35100 ,19606 ,362
 26-29 -,37141 ,21566 ,398

Based on observed means. 
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Table A 15: Cultures’ statistics on propensity to imitate 
 

Group Statistics 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Sweden 180 4,1405 ,88945 ,06630 Propensity to 

imitate 
 

China 180 4,1976 ,95924 ,07150 

 
 

Table A 16: T-test for cultures’ difference on propensity to imitate 
 

Independent Samples Test 
Levene's Test for 

Equality of 
Variances 

 
T test for Equality of Means 

Propensity to 
imitate 

 F Sig. t df 
Sig. 

(2-tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error
Difference

 
Equal variances 

assumed 
,884 ,348 -,586 358 ,558 -,05714 ,09750 

Equal variances not 
assumed   -,586 356 ,558 -,05714 ,09750 

 
  

Table A 17: Gender’s statistics on propensity to imitate 
 

Group Statistics 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Male 178 4,2207 ,91392 ,06850Propensity to 

imitate 
  

Female 182 4,1185 ,93381 ,06922

 
 

Table A 18: T-test for gender’s difference on propensity to imitate 
 

Independent Samples Test 
Levene's Test for 

Equality of 
Variances 

 
T test for Equality of Means 

Propensity to 
imitate 

 F Sig. t df 
Sig. 

(2-tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error
Difference

 
Equal variances 

assumed 
,436 ,509 1,049 358 ,295 ,10218 ,09741 

Equal variances not 
assumed ,436 ,509 1,049 358 ,295 ,10218 ,09738 

 
 

Table A 19: Occupation’s statistics on propensity to imitate 
 

Group Statistics 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Student 227 4,1775 ,89576 ,05945Propensity to 

imitate Employee 133 4,1547 ,97400 ,08446
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Table A 20: T-test for occupation’s difference on propensity to imitate 
 

Independent Samples Test 
Levene's Test for 

Equality of 
Variances 

 
T test for Equality of Means 

Propensity to 
imitate 

 F Sig. t df 
Sig. 

(2-tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error
Difference

 
Equal variances 

assumed 
1,102 ,294 ,226 358 ,822 ,02280 ,10105

Equal variances not 
assumed   ,221 258 ,825 ,02280 ,10328

  
  

Table A 21: Age statistics on propensity to imitate 
 

Dependent Variable: propensity to imitate 
factor2 

Propenstiy 
to imitate N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error

95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 

          Lower Bound Upper Bound
below 21 27 4,0476 ,85623 ,16478 3,7089 4,3863
21-25 202 4,1506 ,93338 ,06567 4,0211 4,2801
26-29 90 4,1270 ,86259 ,09093 3,9463 4,3077
30-35 41 4,4321 1,03386 ,16146 4,1057 4,7584
Total 360 4,1690 ,92416 ,04871 4,0733 4,2648

 
 

Table A 22: ANOVA for age on propensity to imitate 
 

Dependent Variable: propensity to imitate 
Scheffe 

(I) 1,below 
21;2,22-25;3,26-29;4
,30-35;5,over 36 

(J) 1,below 
21;2,22-25;3,26-29;4
,30-35;5,over 36 

Mean 
Difference 

(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 
1,below 21 2,21-25 -,10302 ,18909 ,961
  3,26-29 -,07937 ,20248 ,985
  4,30-35 -,38444 ,22871 ,421
2,22-25 1,below 21 ,10302 ,18909 ,961
  3,26-29 ,02365 ,11695 ,998
  4,30-35 -,28142 ,15807 ,368
3,26-29 1,below 21 ,07937 ,20248 ,985
  2,22-25 -,02365 ,11695 ,998
  4,30-35 -,30507 ,17387 ,381
4,30-35 1,below 21 ,38444 ,22871 ,421
  2,22-25 ,28142 ,15807 ,368
  3,26-29 ,30507 ,17387 ,381

Based on observed means. 
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Table A 23: Culture’s statistics on susceptibility to normative influence 
 

Group Statistics 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
1,Sweden 180 2,7243 1,02378 ,07631Susceptibility to 

normative influence 
  

2,China 180 3,8493 ,89123 ,06643

 
 

Table A 24: T-test for culture’s difference on susceptibility to normative 
influence 

 
Independent Samples Test 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 

 
T test for Equality of Means 

Susceptibility to 
normative 
influence  

 
 F Sig. t df 

Sig. 
(2-tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

 
Equal variances 

assumed 
5,188 ,023 -11,12 358 ,000 -1,125 ,10117 

Equal variances 
not assumed   -11,12 351 ,000 -1,125 ,10117 

 
 

Table A 25: Gender’s statistics on susceptibility to normative influence 
 

Group Statistics 

  N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
1,Male 178 3,3890 1,08444 ,08128Susceptibility 

to normative 
influence 
  

2,Female 
182 3,1868 1,13183 ,08390

 
Table A 26: T-test for gender’s difference on susceptibility to normative 

influence 
 

Independent Samples Test 
Levene's Test for 

Equality of 
Variances 

 
T test for Equality of Means 

Susceptibility to 
normative 
influence  

 
 F Sig. t df 

Sig. 
(2-tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

 
Equal variances 

assumed 
1,506 ,221 1,730 358 ,084 ,2022 ,11687 

Equal variances 
not assumed   1,731 358 ,084 ,2022 ,11681 
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Table A 27: Occupation’s statistics on susceptibility to normative influence 
 

Group Statistics 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
1,Student 227 3,0171 1,11663 ,07411Susceptibility to 

normative influence 
  

2,Employee 133 3,7472 ,94228 ,08171

 
  

Table A 28: T-test for occupation’s difference on susceptibility to normative 
influence 

 
Independent Samples Test 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 

 
T test for Equality of Means 

Susceptibility to 
normative 
influence  

 
 F Sig. t df 

Sig. 
(2-tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

 
Equal variances 

assumed 
6,344 ,012 -6,333 358 ,000 -,73011 ,11890 

Equal variances 
not assumed 6,344 ,012 -6,619 314 ,000 -,73011 ,11287 

 
 

Table A 29: Age’s statistics on susceptibility to normative influence 
 

Dependent Variable: susceptibility to normative influence 

  N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

          Lower Bound Upper Bound
below 21 27 2,8148 ,98570 ,18970 2,4249 3,2047
22-25 202 3,2921 1,13566 ,07991 3,1345 3,4496
26-29 90 3,3347 1,07608 ,11343 3,1093 3,5601
30-35 41 3,4665 1,10221 ,17214 3,1186 3,8144
Total 360 3,2868 1,11173 ,05859 3,1716 3,4020
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Table A 30: ANOVA for age’s difference on susceptibility to normative influence 
 

Multiple Comparisons 
Dependent Variable: susceptibility to normative influence 

Scheffe 

  Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 
1,below 21 2,22-25 -,47726 ,22681 ,221
  3,26-29 -,51991 ,24287 ,207
  4,30-35 -,65165 ,27433 ,132
2,22-25 1,below 21 ,47726 ,22681 ,221
  3,26-29 -,04264 ,14028 ,993
  4,30-35 -,17438 ,18960 ,838
3,26-29 1,below 21 ,51991 ,24287 ,207
  2,22-25 ,04264 ,14028 ,993
  4,30-35 -,13174 ,20855 ,940
4,30-35 1,below 21 ,65165 ,27433 ,132
  2,22-25 ,17438 ,18960 ,838
  3,26-29 ,13174 ,20855 ,940
Based on observed means. 

 

 
Table A 31: Culture’s statistics on susceptibility to informational influence 

 
Group Statistics 

  N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. Error 

Mean 
1,Sweden 180 4,0542 1,11812 ,08334Susceptibility to informational 

influence 2,China 180 4,5417 1,10405 ,08229
 
 

Table A 32: T-test for culture’s difference on susceptibility to informational 
influence 

 
Independent Samples Test 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 

 
T test for Equality of Means 

Susceptibility 
to 

informational  
influence  

 
 F Sig. t df 

Sig. 
(2-tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

 
Equal 

variances 
assumed 

4,023 ,880 -4,162 358 ,000 -,4875 ,11712 

Equal 
variances not 

assumed 
  -4,162 358 ,000 -,4875 ,11712 
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Table A 33: Gender’s statistics on susceptibility to informational influence 

 
Group Statistics 

  N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
1,Male 178 4,2275 1,20916 ,09063Susceptibility to informational 

influence 2,Female 182 4,3668 1,05859 ,07847
 
 

Table A 34: T-test for gender’s difference on susceptibility to informational 
influence 

 
Independent Samples Test 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 

 
T test for Equality of Means 

Susceptibility to 
informational 

influence  
 
 F Sig. t df 

Sig. 
(2-tailed) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference

 
Equal variances 

assumed 
4,732 ,030 -1,163 358 ,246 -,13923 ,11970 

Equal variances 
not assumed   -1,161 350 ,246 -,13923 ,11988 

 
 
Table A 35: Occupation’s statistics on susceptibility to informational influence 

 
Group Statistics 

  N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
1,Student 227 4,1542 1,14270 ,07584Susceptibility to informational 

influence 2,Employee 133 4,5432 1,08559 ,09413
 
  

 
Table A 36: T-test for occupation’s difference on susceptibility to informational 

influence 
 

Independent Samples Test 
Levene's Test for 

Equality of 
Variances 

 
T test for Equality of Means Susceptibility to 

informational 
influence  

 F Sig. t df 
Sig. 

(2-tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

 
Equal variances 

assumed 
,196 ,658 -3,175 358 ,002 -,38905 ,12252

Equal variances 
not assumed ,196 ,658 -3,218 288 ,001 -,38905 ,12089

 
 

 
 
 

 
 



- 72 - 

Table A 37: Age’s statistics on susceptibility to informational influence 
 

Dependent Variable: susceptibility to informational influence 

95% Confidence Interval 
  

Mean 
  

Std. Error
  Lower Bound Upper Bound 

1,below 21 4,1019 ,20898 3,6723 4,5314
2,22-25 4,2178 ,08347 4,0532 4,3824
3,26-29 4,5056 ,10362 4,2997 4,7114
4,30-35 4,3659 ,18706 3,9878 4,7439

 
 

Table A 38: ANOVA for age’s difference on susceptibility to informational 
influence 

 
Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable: susceptibility to informational influence 
Scheffe 

(I) 1,below 
21;2,22-25;3,26-29;4
,30-35;5,over 36 

(J) 1,below 
21;2,22-25;3,26-29;4
,30-35;5,over 36 

Mean 
Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

1,below 21 2,22-25 -,11597 ,23215 ,969
  3,26-29 -,40370 ,24860 ,452
  4,30-35 -,26400 ,28080 ,829
2,22-25 1,below 21 ,11597 ,23215 ,969
  3,26-29 -,28773 ,14358 ,262
  4,30-35 -,14803 ,19407 ,900
3,26-29 1,below 21 ,40370 ,24860 ,452
  2,22-25 ,28773 ,14358 ,262
  4,30-35 ,13970 ,21347 ,934
4,30-35 1,below 21 ,26400 ,28080 ,829
  2,22-25 ,14803 ,19407 ,900
  3,26-29 -,13970 ,21347 ,934

Based on observed means. 
 


