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Abstract 
      
Purpose – The purpose of this thesis is to have a deeper insight among French 
consumers and a greater understanding of their attitude towards breakthrough 
innovation.  
      
Design/methodology/approach – To fulfil the purpose of this qualitative study, we 
developed a conceptual model based on theories concerning the acceptance of new 
technology. From this conceptual model we conducted fifteen semi-structured 
interviews.  
      
Findings – The findings demonstrate that consumers who are highly motivated are less 
incline to be socially influenced, and hold a permanent attitude towards attitude. 
Whereas consumers who base their attitude on affect are socially influenced, and their 
attitude can easily be changed. We found that concerning Google Glass the attitude can 
serve the three following functions: utilitarian, value-expressive and ego-defensive 
function. The dominant attitude function is utilitarian. Finally, we discovered that for 
most respondents the attitude predict the willingness to buy.  
   
Research limitations/implications – This paper deals with a lot of notions/variables 
that are difficult to grasp given their psychological aspects. Hence, the findings are 
mainly a result of our interpretation. 
      
Practical implications – The findings provide valuable insights and advise that 
marketing managers can use to create successful launch strategies thanks to a deeper 
understanding of consumers. 
      
Originality/value - This paper addresses the adoption of new technology from the 
consumers’ perspective. In most literatures, the adoption of new technology focuses on 
product attributes.  
 
      
Keywords: motivation, attitude, self, social influence, willingness to buy, new 
technology adoption, consumers characteristics 
      
Paper type: Master thesis  
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1.#Introduction#
In this first part, we are going to show how we arrived to the selection of this topic. We 
are also going to highlight the problem that we found, that is to say the research gap 
that is present in today’s literature and that we want to investigate. To do that, we will 
take into account different research and theories that are relevant and linked to the 
specific field of our research. Finally, we will present our research questions and the 
purpose of our thesis. 
 
1.1#Problem#background 
Nowadays, competition is tough. It is very complicated for companies to differentiate 
themselves from the others. In fact, with globalization it has become even easier for 
new companies to emerge, mostly for corporations copying incumbent products 
(Johnson et al., 2014, p. 197). The arrival of such firms challenged the organizations 
and leads them to double their effort to conquer customers. Many strategies have been 
established to differentiate themselves and develop a sustainable competitive advantage. 
Some enterprises focused on consumers’ experience and enhanced their marketing 
techniques, whereas others concentrated on distinguishing themselves by offering new 
products for example. (Johnson et al., 2014, p. 295-296). The changes occurring in the 
business seem to reflect upon the consumers. Indeed, today’s consumers are complex 
and the approaches that were used in the past to attract them are becoming obsolete; 
notably by the overuse of the same strategies by multiple companies. Thus, it becomes 
essential for companies to align with both competitive environment and consumers’ 
needs and expectations.  
 
With the advanced technologies available in the 21th century, it has become faster and 
easier for companies to test and develop new ideas. Such material has allowed firms to 
innovate by making new products, product improvements, extension of their product 
line and cost reduction. Consequently, it has become a characteristic requirement for 
firms to innovate in order to survive in such a fast changing environment. To continue 
to exist in the 21th century, firms need continual innovation (Adler, 2006, p. 490). 
Indeed, being innovative allows firms to create a competitive advantage by providing to 
customers superior and differentiated products. Those two drivers are the most 
important factors needed to reach success and new product profitability. “Such superior 
products have five times the success rate, over four times the market share, and four 
times the profitability of “me too”, copycat, reactive, and ho-hum products with few 
differentiated characteristics” (Kahn, 2013, p. 6).   
 
As explained above, innovation is a key element to sustainable competitive advantage 
within a company. It can however be challenging for companies to find new ideas that 
are worth developing. The question where to look for new ideas is thus something that 
need to have a clear idea about. For instance, Google’s Chairman and CEO Dr. Eric 
Schmidt believe that the ability to develop new ideas comes from the organization’s 
culture (Adler, 2006, p. 492). This seems to be particularly relevant, as companies like 
Google have proven to be particularly good in developing revolutionary ideas. Google 
is a company well known for its innovation whose reputation has been proven. It has 
never stopped diversifying itself by proposing new solutions in terms of software and 
applications. In 2014, it was the world’s biggest brand, before Apple and IBM, with a 
company valued at $158 billion according to Millward brown agency (Mail Online, 
2014). That is why we decided to make a study about the Google Glass innovation.  
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Google Glass, as its name indicates, has the format of regular glasses but without 
lenses. The device has a holographic screen on the right side that can be controlled by 
voice, wink and touch. It is a first-generation wearable computer that has a camera to 
take picture and make video calls. (Glauser, 2013, p. 1385).  
 
Below is a picture of Google Glass. 
 

 
 

Figure 1. Google Glass (Labelled for commercial reuse) 
 
By taking the Google Glass product that is a completely unique product - it is new to 
the world but also new to the firm since it is the first tangible product made by the brand 
- we are going to see what attitudes consumers have developed towards this product 
that, a priori, has all the characteristics to succeed.  
         
The issue that Google may be facing does not come from its difficulty to develop new 
ideas. Through consumers’ apparent reluctance towards Google Glass, we believe that 
the problem may arise after product development, that is to say emerging from the 
launch stage.  

 
Indeed, it is during the launch stage that companies, on the behalf of the communication 
plans, provide stimuli and information that will allow the consumers to form an attitude. 
Many theories such as the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) and Theory of Planned 
Behaviour (TPB) show that attitude can predict behaviour (French et al., 2005, p. 1825). 
We make the assumption that technically, if attitude can predict behaviour, we can have 
idea of the attitude of someone by observing his behaviour towards a product. 
 
In the field of innovation, behaviour towards a product is translated into two distinct 
reactions. Study has shown that there is two end ways in which consumers’ react in 
front of an innovation: adoption or resistance (Lapointe et al., 2002).   
 
The adoption process refers to “the stages through which an individual consumer passes 
in arriving at a decision to try (not to try), to continue using (or discontinue using) a 
new product. The five stages of the traditional adoption process are awareness, interest, 
evaluation, trial and adoption (rejection)” (Schiffman, 2008, p. 467). Then, as we can 
see, the adoption process may lead to resistance and, in the worst scenario, to rejection. 
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In a study made by Mirella (2009), Szmigin & Foxall (1998) cited in Cornescu & Adam 
(2013, p.463), consumers’ resistance to innovation results in three different forms: 
postponement, opposition and rejection, as shown in figure 1: 
 

 
Figure 2. Concept of consumer resistance (Mirella, 2009, Szmigin & Foxall, 1998; 

cited in Cornescu & Adam, 2013, p. 463) 
 

Postponement refers to the decision to wait for more information before adopting an 
innovation (Kuisma et al, 2007, cited in Cornescu & Adam, 2013, p. 463). Opposition is 
employed to define the period in which the consumer is not sure about his opinion 
towards innovation. In this situation, the consumer tends to reject innovation but is 
willing to try it in order to confirm or reject his judgment. Finally, rejection is “an active 
decision to not at all take up an innovation” (Kleijnen et al. 2009, cited in Cornescu & 
Adam, 2013, p. 463). Therefore, the behaviours of postponement and opposition can 
eventually turn into adoption at the end. The search for additional information can make 
them change their mind and therefore make them accept it. As such, we believe that 
social influencers like family; reference group and opinion leader could influence the 
attitude a person has toward the innovation and therefore his behaviour.  
 
The attitude of consumers seems then to have an influence on the adoption of a new 
product. Gutnik et al (2006, p. 725) have argued that our attitudes and judgments have 
repercussions on the decisions we take. Current research has mostly emphasized a 
person’s beliefs towards innovation (Choi et al., 2011, p. 108). Rational and cognitive 
processes are not the only elements that influence our behaviour; it can be affected by 
emotions that often lead to irrational actions (Brief & Weiss, 2002; Huy, 2002 cited in 
Choi et al., 2011, p. 108). Decision-making is not always rational (Jones, 1999, p. 298). 
A lot of factors operate under our level of consciousness and have an impact on our 
actions.  
 
The decision making process, first introduced by John Dewey in 1910, is composed of 5 
steps: problem recognition, information search, evaluation of alternatives, product 
choice and outcome (Mitchell & Boustani, 1994, p. 57). We think that for our study, the 
steps of problem recognition, information search and evaluation of alternatives are the 
most important and appear to be the key factors that slow the innovation adoption. At 
the launch stage, consumers have little information about the new product and therefore 
they may be more inclined to wait and postpone the adoption (Dholakia, 2001; Ram and 
Sheth, 1989, cited in Claudy et al., 2014, p. 3). Because they have little knowledge 
about the product, it appears to be relevant to say that consumers might not, at the early 
stage, have sufficient information to hold accurate beliefs and properly evaluate the 
product. In a study about innovation resistance, it has been shown that image is used as 
an extrinsic indicator for consumers to base their decision upon (Kleijnen et al., 2009, p. 
346).  
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Following that direction, consumers form an attitude and act based on external signals, 
consequently, companies need to be aware that communication strategies are critical to 
orientate the perception consumers can have towards the innovation. For innovative 
product launch, the evaluation, therefore the attitude a person holds, is particularly 
relevant as at the early stage of diffusion little information is available to allow the 
person to develop an accurate belief and evaluation of the new product.It is critical to 
understand the way consumers develop knowledge about new product to uncover 
elements used by consumers to form an evaluation. Because of the novelty of the 
product, consumers tend to rely on their previous knowledge and similarity about 
product category to form an overall evaluation of the innovation (Gregan-Paxton, 2002). 
 
When processing product information, consumers evaluate product stimulus using their 
current knowledge about an item or a similar one. Consumers facing radical innovation 
tend to hold new acquaintance on the basis of their existing knowledge in familiar 
product category. Moderately incongruent new products can be categorised in existing 
knowledge as they have associations and connections in common with existing 
products. It permits the consumer to resolve the incongruity and result from positive 
evaluation. (Jhang et al., 2012, p. 248). 
 
Numerous research has proved that prior product category knowledge highly impact on 
attribute perception and global evaluation of new product (Loken & Ward, 1990; 
Meyers-Levy & Tybout, 1989; Peracchio & Tybout, 1996; Sujan, 1985; Sujan & 
Bettman, 1989; Zhang & Markman, 1998; cited in Gregan-Paxton et al., 2002, p. 534). 
Categorizing the product in an already existing category can be beneficial or damaging 
for the new product (Solomon et al., 2013, p. 356). Therefore, we make the assumption 
that Google Glass product is likely to be categorized into the electronic product 
category and be greatly compared to smartphones, as they share common features 
(Skype, GPS, text message etc.). We hope to determine from our results if it is 
something that can have an impact on a product’s adoption.  
 
In Ram’s model of innovation resistance (Ram, 1987, p. 209), we can see that 
innovation characteristics, consumer characteristics and propagation mechanisms have 
an impact on reaction towards innovation.  

 
Figure 3. Model of Innovation Resistance (Ram, 1987, p. 209). 
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Research on consumers’ reaction to innovation is generally conducted around the 
product characteristics, often referred to perceived attributes of innovations. That is to 
say, it entailed product attributes such as complexity, relative advantage, compatibility, 
triability and observability (Rogers, 1995, p. 207). Yet, as mentioned very recently by 
Claudy et al. (2014, p. 14), further research could be done focusing on the consumer 
dimension. Therefore, we can see that there is very little literature available focusing on 
consumer’s characteristics and their reaction towards innovation. In general, we noticed 
that consumer’s characteristics are taken into account for institutions such as schools, 
hospitals and in the workplace. That is we why decided to fill that gap and concentrate 
on the consumer’s dimension in our research. As we can see in Ram’s widely accepted 
model of innovation resistance (Ram, 1987, p. 209), consumers’ characteristics include 
psychological variables that are: perception, motivation, personality, value orientation, 
beliefs, attitude, and previous innovative experience. And it also includes demographics 
like: age, education and income.  
 
We decided for the purpose of our research to simplify this model and focus on 
variables that are the self, motivation, social influence and attitude. We chose these 
elements because they are also present in the consumer buyer behaviour as described by 
Kotler & Armstrong (2012, p. 137). However, contrary to what we can see in Ram’s 
model just above, we do not want to consider attitude as a consumer’s characteristic. 
Instead, we see attitude as a result of the other variables that are social influence, 
motivation and the self. 
 
There are four kinds of components that have an effect on consumer behaviour. They 
are cultural factors, social factors, personal factors and psychological factors. Within 
these factors, we can find similar elements as mentioned in Ram’s model of innovation 
resistance. These are: social influence, personality and self-concept, demographic, 
motivation, perception, beliefs and attitude. We deliberately excluded demographics, 
personality, perception and beliefs. We did so because we did not want to limit our 
work and be too specific in details that are not relevant for the Google Glass product. 
Demographic is segmentation by sociodemographic variables that are age, race, gender 
and class. Personality is using psychological factors. (Sandy, Gosling & Durant, 2013, 
p. 937).  
 
We do not believe we could accurately analyse the personality as it may require strong 
knowledge and background in psychology. 
 
Perception is the process by which an individual selects, organises and interprets stimuli 
into a meaningful and coherent picture of the world. It can be described as “how we see 
the world around us”. (Schiffman et al., 2008, p. 168).  
 
Google Glass promotion strategy was based on what they named an “Explorer 
Program”. It means that Google was targeting consumers that have a high interest in 
new technology and thus strongly motivated to look for information about the product. 
Also, it was limited to American and British markets. In France this program did not 
exist and Google Glass was solely distributed on the Internet. (Rauline, 2014).  
This exclusivity of distribution channel and communication lowers the possibility for 
consumers to know about the brand and therefore have numerous stimuli to help have a 
clear perception. That is why we did not use perception as a variable, and decided 
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instead to take a more general factor that is attitude.  Attitude is “a lasting, general 
evaluation of people (including oneself), objects, advertisements or issues” (Mooiji, 
2014, p. 122). Thus we believe that the formation of attitude is a result of perception 
and beliefs gathered, as attitude is the overall evaluation. As we can see in the decision 
making process, consumer behaviour starts with the recognition of needs, therefore 
motivation. It is important for our study to understand motivation as it is “an internal 
state or condition that activates behaviour and gives it direction” (Hardeep Kaur, 2010, 
p. 255). By understanding a consumer’s motivation we will be able to determine the 
strength of their drive, thus estimate the level of involvement, which in turn predicts 
what their attitude is based on (cognitive, behavioural learning or hedonic 
consumption).  
 
Self-concept is a recurrent factor in consumer behaviour. We found it relevant to 
include self-concept to have a better understanding of the consumers in terms of their 
self-esteem. On top of this, we added self-efficacy as it is directly linked to the person 
and his ability to perform a task successfully. Self-efficacy is widely used in literature 
about consumers and new technologies. Compeau and Higgins (1995, p. 193) even 
define self-efficacy as an “individual’s perception of his or her ability to use a 
technological innovative product”. Therefore, it seemed essential to include them. As 
we wanted to discuss all these variables we decided to bring them together under one 
variable and name it: “the self” - that includes self-concept, self-esteem and self-
efficacy.  Finally, even if our research is focused on the consumer side, we think that it 
is important to take into account an external factor impacting the consumer that is the 
social influence. In his model of 1987, Ram evokes the existence of propagation 
mechanisms having an impact on the adoption of an innovation (Ram, 1987, p. 211). 
After consideration and reading more about consumer’s reaction towards innovation, it 
seemed relevant to simplify it to social influence. 
 
As a result, we decided to follow that thought and focus our research on the consumer's 
characteristics, that includes motivation, social influence and the self and see how those 
factors determine or at least have an impact on the final attitude towards a product: The 
Google Glass. 
 
1.2#Research#question##
Consumer decision-making goes beyond looking upon the innovation characteristics 
and the benefits they offer. In the model of innovation resistance made by Ram (1987, 
p. 209), we can see that both innovation and consumer characteristics independently 
have a role in the innovation resistance. Thus, we want to have a deeper understanding 
of the consumer's characteristics that can affect the attitude towards Google Glass and 
finally its adoption process.  
 
Thereby, our main research question is: 

• How do the self, motivation, and social influence affect the attitude developed 
towards Google Glass? 

 
Sub question: 

• Does attitude towards Google Glass predict its willingness to buy?  
• Which function of attitudes does Google Glass serve? 
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1.3#Purpose##
The purpose of this thesis is to gain deeper insights of factors affecting French 
consumers attitude towards breakthrough innovation. We aim, with our qualitative 
research on a sample of 15 informants, to be able to establish a more defined profile of 
the behaviour of people who are buying innovative products. This would help us to 
evaluate the factors pushing them to behave as they do. Besides, listening to them 
discussing about their personal opinion and behaviour towards innovation would allow 
us to evaluate the reasons why Google Glass has been a commercial failure. 
 
We want to investigate the elements that make consumers willing or reluctant to 
purchase an innovative product. Defining the factors that affect people’s attitude 
towards Google Glass’ innovation will help us to estimate the elements that need 
reinforcement in terms of marketing strategy. From a managerial perspective, it would 
help the company to have an idea on the direction it should follow for the marketing 
mix. For example, uncovering a factor such as social influence would enable Google to 
understand that strengthening its communication and use of opinion leaders would 
fasten the innovation diffusion.   
 
Ultimately, we want to be able to make a proposition of the factors that affect attitudes 
and thus behaviour towards new products similar to Google Glass.  
 
1.4#Definitions##
In order to be clearer and make the reader comfortable with our paper, here are the 
definitions of the most important terms that we are going to use regularly. 
Adoption process: Stages through which an individual consumer passes in arriving at a 
decision to try (not to try), to continue using (or discontinue using) a new product. The 
five stages of the traditional adoption process are awareness, interest, evaluation, trial 
and adoption (rejection) (Schiffman et al., 2008, p. 467).  
Attitude: A lasting, general evaluation of people (including oneself), objects, 
advertisements or issues (Mooiji, 2014, p. 122). 
Compliance: Occurs when an individual accepts influence from another person or from 
a group because he hopes to achieve a favourable reaction from the other (Kelman, 
1961, p. 62). 
Conformity: Deep-seated, private and enduring change in behaviour and attitudes due 
to group pressure (Hogg & Vaughan, 2010, p. 127). 
Consumer behaviour: The behaviour that consumers display in searching for, 
purchasing, using, evaluating and disposing of products and services that they expect 
will satisfy their needs (Schiffman et al., 2008, p. 2). 
Consumer resistance: In a study made by Ram & Shet (1989, cited in Cornescu & 
Adam, 2013, p. 457) consumer resistance represents the negative reaction towards 
innovation because of its potential changes made to a satisfactory status quo or because 
it is in conflict with their belief structure. 
Disruptive innovation: An innovation that creates a new market by applying a different 
set of values, which ultimately (and unexpectedly) overtakes an existing market 
(Sensmeier, 2012, p. 13). 
Identification: Occurs when an individual adopts behaviour derived from another 
person or a group because this behaviour is associated with a satisfying self-defining 
relationship to this person or group (Kelman, 1961, p. 63). 
Informational social influence: An influence to accept information obtained from 
another as evidence about reality (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955, p. 629) 
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Innovation: (1) A new idea, method, or device. (2) The act of creating a new product or 
process, which includes invention and the work required to bring an idea or concept to 
final form. (Kahn, 2013, p. 454).  
Internalization: Occurs when an individual accepts influence because the induced 
behaviour is congruent with his value system (Kelman, 1961, p. 65).  
Motivation: The drive that initiates all our consumption behaviours, and consumers 
have multiple motives, or goals (Senguttuvan, 2007, p. 30). 
Normative reference group: A group  that influences the general values or behaviour 
of an individual. (Schiffman et al., 2008, p. 473). 
Opinion leadership (or word-of-mouth communications): Process by which a person 
(the opinion leader) informally influences the actions or attitudes of others, who may be 
opinion seekers or merely opinion recipients (Schiffman et al., 2008, p. 422). 
Perception: The process by which an individual selects, organises and interprets stimuli 
into a meaningful and coherent picture of the world. It can be described as “how we see 
the world around us”. (Schiffman et al., 2008, p. 168).  
Reference group: The influence from an actual or imaginary individual or group 
conceived of having significant relevance upon an individual’s evaluation, aspirations 
or behavior” (Bearden & Netemeyer, 1999, p. 107). 
Self-Concept: A collection of beliefs about one's own nature, unique qualities, and 
typical behavior. Your self-concept is your mental picture of yourself. It is a collection 
of self-perceptions. (Weiten et al., 2012, p. 51). 
Self efficacy: People’s judgement of their capabilities to organize and execute courses 
of action required to attain designated types of performance (Bandura, 1986, p. 391). 
Social influence: A change in an individual’s thoughts, feelings, attitudes, or behaviors 
that results from interaction with another individual or a group (Rashotte, 2007, p. 
4434).  
Social risk: Refers to whether or not consumers feel that their social environment (e.g., 
reference groups) will accept or support their adoption (Kleijnen & Wetzels, 2009, p. 
347). 
     
1.5#Disposition#of#the#thesis##

 
 

Figure 4. Disposition of the thesis 



!

! 9!

2.#Theoretical#framework# # # #
This chapter contains theories that are present in the current literature and we use it as 
a foundation to conduct our research. It starts with theories regarding the self, 
motivation, social influence, attitude and finally, theories about the willingness to buy. 
We decided to use this order because it seems to be the most logical way to approach 
the subject.  
 
In order to illustrate what we are going to study in the theoretical framework, we 
decided to draw the following model to show the assumptions that we have on the 
subject, before conduct the data collection.  
 

 
Figure 5. Conceptual model 

 
As you can see, we really want to focus our research on the consumer side. The only 
variable that is not directly connected to the consumer is “Social influence”. We 
decided to study this variable as well because it is an external factor that appears to have 
a strong influence on consumers’ characteristics as the self and motivation; all three are 
treated as determinants of attitude. In other words, attitude is an outcome, determined 
by the motivation, the self and the social influence. This is why we chose to use another 
shape of circle. Finally, the self, social influence and attitude have a direct effect on 
consumers’ willingness to buy.  
 
2.1#The#Self#
2.1.1#SelfCconcept#
Marshall McLuhan noted in 1964 that people are more and more gadget lovers. He 
explained that people love these gadgets because they represent a personal electronic 
augmentation of themselves and because they love themselves (Kulviwat, 2009, p. 706). 
However, “it has been estimated that 72 per cent of men and 85 per cent of women are 
unhappy with at least one aspect of their appearance” (Goleman, 1991). Thus, it seems 
that men and women are using products to define themselves and improve their self-
image. That is what several researchers explain. For them, individuals tend to buy 
products to boost their social status and self-image (Dholakia and Talukdar, 2004, p. 
780; Lee et al., 2013, p. 142). Similarly, Ahuvia explains that loved items are linked to 
the self for two reasons: they express the self and they transform it into something more 
desired (2005, p. 180). Innovative products are therefore very much susceptible to being 
considered as a self-image and social status booster since they are in general expensive 
products reserved for a minority of people, giving a kind of privilege, or exclusiveness, 
to the ones who own them.  
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The self-concept refers to “a collection of beliefs about one's own nature, unique 
qualities, and typical behaviour. Your self-concept is your mental picture of yourself. It 
is a collection of self-perceptions” (Weiten et al., 2012, p. 51). Thus, during their daily 
life, individuals build their self and preferences; they give priority to certain values and 
beliefs leading them to a more or less positive attitude towards specific objects. Indeed, 
Ajzen mentioned that “Each belief associates the object with a certain attribute, and a 
person’s overall attitude toward an object is determined by the subjective values of the 
object’s attributes in interaction with the strength of the associations” (2001, p. 30). 

The self-concept is therefore a complex notion that can be characterized according to 
different dimensions such as the content, positivity or negativity, intensity, stability over 
time and accuracy (Solomon et al., 2013, p. 151). 

Self-esteem is related to the positivity or negativity of the self-concept of someone. It 
can be high or low. People that have a high self-esteem have the tendency to take more 
risks, they expect to behave well and usually want to draw attention to themselves. On 
the contrary, people with low self-esteem try to avoid difficulty and defeat. They do not 
think they are going to be successful. (Solomon et al., 2013, p. 152). 

The level of self-esteem can be a reason explaining the purchase of a product. It can 
explain the fact to develop a certain attitude towards a product. Moreover, marketing 
can play a key role to influence this level by encouraging a process of “social 
comparison” thanks to the exposure of a specific ad to consumers. These kinds of ads 
are the ads where we can see an idealized situation, where people using the product are 
smiling, happy, and perfect. Thus, the consumer wants to be like them and think that it 
is possible by buying the product. Indeed, people choose products because they see 
them as an extension of themselves, because they are consistent with how they see 
themselves. Additionally, products can be bought in order to improve themselves. Thus, 
there is a difference between the actual self that is a realistic evaluation of our qualities 
and the ideal self, that is a perception of how we would like to be. Therefore, products 
very often help the consumer to bridge the gap between actual self and ideal self, or at 
least make them think so. 

2.1.2#SelfCefficacy#
Another interesting concept of the self is the concept of self-efficacy. It refers to 
“People’s judgement of their capabilities to organize and execute courses of action 
required attaining designated types of performance” (Bandura, 1986, p. 391). In other 
words, it concerns the judgments we have about what we can do, whatever skills we 
possess. Thus, the major point of self-efficacy is that the belief we have about our 
personal capabilities is the base of our actions. It is therefore relevant to talk about self-
efficacy in the field of attitude towards innovation since it can influence decisions and 
behaviour and the amount of effort needed to perform those behaviours. Yet, high 
technology innovation is “often viewed as complex” (Kulviwat et al., 2014, p. 191), 
therefore, the confidence someone has about his capability can play an important role in 
the attitude developed towards an innovative product and therefore its adoption. The 
reason for this is that “The more individuals have confidence in their abilities to master 
or using technological innovations, the more they will perceive and reap the benefits 
from such technology” (Kulviwat et al., 2014, p. 193). Moreover, it is sure that a 
consumer with a high self-efficacy towards a product is going to develop a more 
positive attitude than someone who has a low self-efficacy. 
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Self-efficacy can be put in relation with the perceived usefulness and the perceived ease 
of use of a product. Those two factors are integrated into the Technology Acceptance 
Model (TAM) developed by Davis in 1989. According to this very well known model 
derived from the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), technology acceptance model 
(TAM) has the perceived usefulness and the perceived ease of use of a product which 
are two factors influencing the attitude of a person towards the use of an innovation. 
(Venkatesh, 2000, p. 343).  
 
See technology acceptance model below:  
 
 

 
Figure 6. Technology acceptance model (Davis et al., 1989, p. 985) 

 
Yet, Lee et al. (2002, p. 7) have proven that self-efficacy is a major antecedent of the 
perceived usefulness and the perceived ease of use of a product. Self-efficacy is 
therefore something that comes before the beliefs of perceived usefulness and perceived 
ease of use. Kulviwat et al. (2014) agree on that and explain that for those who lack of 
confidence in their ability to master an innovation, that is to say the ones that have a low 
self-efficacy, the communication of this product must be focus on “how straightforward 
and painless the product is to use” (Kulviwat et al., 2014, p.199). 
 
2.2#Motivation#
2.2.1#Types#of#motivation#
Similar to the self, motivation has been widely used to understand behaviour. To be 
motivated signify “to be moved to do something” (Ryan and Deci, 2000, p. 54). 
Someone who does not feel aspiration or incentive to behave is therefore considered as 
unmotivated. Thus, wanting to understand motivation may be considered as wanting to 
understand why people behave as they do.  
 
Consumers have two different kinds of needs: utilitarian and hedonic. A utilitarian need 
is the desire to attain necessities or functional benefits. On the contrary, a hedonic need 
is more related to experimental consumption, where amusement, excitement and 
pleasure are more sought than practical benefits. For every need, whether hedonic or 
utilitarian, there is a difference between the consumer’s current state and an ideal state 
and this gap provokes a state of tension that the consumer is going to try to reduce. 
 
It is essential to determine the need the consumer attempt to satisfy in order to 
apprehend in a better way the power of the drive to reach that goal. A person will 
process information differently in accordance with the extent to which the individual is 
motivated by the purchase. Thus, the level of involvement varies in accordance with the 
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degree to which a person perceives the object relevant to satisfy their needs, values and 
interests. (Solomon et al., 2013, p. 203-204).  
 
Moreover, “accessible motives and goals can determine our attitudes” (Mackie & 
Smith, 2007, p. 235). This permits us to realize that the self may play a part in the 
motivational state. In fact, if personal factors such as needs, interests and values are 
determinants of the degree of involvement, we can make the assumption that the self 
has an impact on motivation. We believe so because people try to satisfy different needs 
in relation to who they are (the self), and what they want to attain.  
 
Motivation is therefore difficult to see or measure. When motivation of consumers is 
studied, the researcher infers the motives of a person most of the time. A reason for this 
is that motivation is often guided by raw emotions that are sometimes hidden behind the 
level of consciousness of the consumer. Interpretation is therefore needed. (Touré-
Tillery & Fishbach, 2014, p. 328). 
 
Davis and other researchers introduced in 1992 a motivational model (MM) showing 
that behaviour intention to use a technology is driven by two factors: intrinsic 
motivation and extrinsic motivation. Extrinsic motivation is “a construct that pertains 
whenever an activity is done in order to attain some separable outcome” (Ryan and 
Deci, 2000, p. 60). In this case, motivation is not connected to the activity itself but to 
an external reward. “Perceived usefulness if a form of extrinsic motivation” (Teo et. al, 
1999, p. 26). On the contrary, intrinsic motivation is the desire to perform an activity for 
the innate satisfaction that this activity provides, rather than for dissociable outcomes 
(Ryan and Deci, 2000, p. 56). Thus, this type of motivation is related to the fact that 
people, since their birth, are driven by curiosity, playfulness and are ready to learn and 
explore during their life. Enjoyment while using a high technology product or perceived 
enjoyment can be taken as an example of intrinsic motivation (Cocosila et. al, 2009, p. 
341; Teo et. al, 1999, p. 26). A study argues “extrinsic motivation plays a lesser role 
than intrinsic motivation in favoring adoption” (Cocosila et. al, 2009, p. 349). However, 
we found in another study that perceived usefulness - extrinsic motivation - has a bigger 
influence in the determination of technology use than perceived enjoyment - intrinsic 
motivation (Teo et. al, 1999, p. 26). 
 
Thus, we are going to explore those two forms of motivation and given the research 
angle that we took and more precisely the fact to focus on the Google Glass product, it 
seems interesting to focus on a particular aspect of motivation coming before the use of 
an innovative product, that is curiosity. 

2.2.2#Curiosity#
Curiosity can be defined as an intrinsic desire to see, know or experience something that 
drives us to seek information (Zelick, 2007, p. 147).  
 
A study made by Noseworthy et al. (2014) shows that consumers will have a better 
feeling towards breakthrough innovation if its communication involves a high state of 
arousal. People prefer to feel excited when introduced to breakthrough innovation rather 
than relaxed. A high state of arousal would lead to curiosity and result in a positive 
evaluation. However, it has not to be too severe otherwise it will lead to anxiety and 
unfavourable evaluation. (Noseworthy et al., 2014, p. 1120). 
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Curiosity happens when a person becomes aware of the existence of an information gap 
in a specific knowledge area. This information gap or knowledge gap refers to the 
difference between what we know and what we would like to know. The awareness of a 
knowledge gap provokes a feeling of irritation, displeasure that can be relieved only by 
closing this gap by searching for information (Menon and Soman, 2002, p. 3). 
 
Information search is “the second stage of the consumer decision process, during which 
the consumer seeks marketplace information”. There exist different kinds of 
information search. The information search can be internal or external. Internal search 
refers to the process of thinking or scanning your memory. It is based on prior 
experience. External search refers to the information that you get from the outside 
world, like word of mouth or media for example. Also, the acquired information can be 
deliberated or accidental. Deliberated information is information that has been acquired 
when the consumer is actually looking for something. The deliberated information can 
be the result of an ongoing search, that is to say a search that is done regularly, for fun 
or pleasure for example, or the result of a prepurchase search that is motivated by the 
will to acquire a product. On the contrary, accidental information is obtained by chance, 
by exposure to something not searched for. (Lantos, 2011, p. 111-115). 
 
2.3#Social#influence###
Social influence is perceivable from conformity, power and authority (Rashotte, 2007, 
p. 4426). For the purpose of our research we decided to exclude authority, as the Google 
Glass product does not imply actions from the government or any institution that can 
have an authority on the innovation adoption. Thus, we focus on conformity and power. 

2.3.1#Conformity#
“Man is by nature a social animal” (Aristotle, 384-322 B-C). As such, people have a 
strong desire to align with reference group norms to belong to the group. Consumers try 
to please others and analyse them to understand appropriate behaviours to use in a 
public context. (Bearden & Etzel, 1982, p. 184-185). 

From consumers’ perspective, social influence can have an effect on adoption decisions 
because of the will to fit in a reference group (Kulviwat et al., 2009, p. 706). The desire 
to “fit in” or identify with a reference group is so powerful that it is considered to be the 
main motivation for purchase decision-making (Solomon et al., 2013, p. 395). Thus, 
people may be willing to behave in a way in which they are not personally favourable to 
be accepted and belong to a reference group (Kulviwat et al., 2008, p. 707). The above 
explanation clearly demonstrates that the people who desire to belong in the identified 
group is so big that they actually conform and alter themselves to “fit in”.  
 
Conformity is defined as “deep-seated, private and enduring change in behaviour and 
attitudes due to group pressure” (Hogg & Vaughan, 2010, p. 127). Thus, people may 
actually go against their own beliefs because of the pressure they feel from their 
interaction with others. This situation might occur in case of normative social influence, 
where a person conforms and imitates others as he thinks that it will lead to a reward 
such as social approval. Normative influences commonly work through identification 
and compliance process (Kim et al., 2011, p. 1191). In many cases a person goes 
through compliance if he feels observed by other influential members of the group 
(Kelman, 1961, p. 62). Opinion changes happen because the person wants to gain 
reward or avoid punishment from others (Burdwell, 2006, p. 50). A person learns to say 
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or behave as he feels he is expected to, in order to satisfy the group, and this in spite of 
his own beliefs (Kelman, 1961, p. 63). 
 
Similarly to compliance, identification implies a change in behaviour to belong in the 
group. However, on the contrary to compliance, in the identification process a person 
actually believes in his new behaviour. That is so because he makes changes not solely 
to satisfy the others, but for his own role performance. Thus, he conforms and believes 
in his new actions, as it is part of his socialization in the group. (Kelman, 1961, p. 64-
65). 

Part of normative influence, another type of social influence is informational. People 
may face an informational influence as the group is considered evidence of reality; 
therefore, they believe that the group is better informed (Bearden & Etzel, 1982, p. 
184). The informational influence corresponds to the stage of internalization (Kim et al., 
2011, p. 1191). 
 
Through internalization, the individual accepts the influence because it matches his 
beliefs, thus it would bring him additional knowledge. This is particularly applicable if 
the influence comes from a person that is considered credible and knowledgeable about 
the subject. (Kelman, 1961, p. 65-66). 

This phenomenon of conformity has been proved by Solomon Asch experiment (1956; 
cited in Kundu & Cummins, 2012, p. 269) in which we see that people give an answer 
that is clearly wrong because a unanimous wrong answer was given by the rest of the 
group, because of the fear to respond differently and later feel excluded from the rest of 
the group.  
 
Similarly for Google Glass adoption, we believe that the reason that will push people to 
conform will be, as referred in the article written by Rosander & Eriksson (2012, p. 28): 
fear of unconventional behaviour and group agreement, size and knowledge. We 
selected these two elements because we believe that group pressure, as shown by the 
Solomon Asch experiment (1956; cited in Kundu & Cummins, 2012, p. 269), is 
influential enough to make people do things that apparently do not necessarily make 
sense. As an example, someone may actually purchase the Google Glass because all of 
his group friends have it. He may do such action and change his beliefs towards Google 
Glass in order not to be different from the group or feel excluded because he is the only 
one not having a pair. Thus, a person conforms because of his desire to identify with the 
group and “fit in”. As such the attitudes a person holds towards a product can be a result 
of social influence. 

Consequently, the previous explanations demonstrate that overall, people conform 
because they want to belong to the group (normative influence) or because they think 
that the group is better informed (informational influence). Informational influence will 
enable to create awareness about a new product, as the group is considered to be well 
informed. And making a new product socially desirable will lead to norms of behaviour, 
others will imitate the social group and the product will be ultimately adopted. 
(Dholakia & Talukdar, 2004, p. 780). 
 
To sum up, we assume that both informational and normative influences will impact the 
diffusion of a new product such as Google Glass because they will be determinants of 
attitude formation.   
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2.3.2#Social#power##
In the Sociology Encyclopaedia, Rashotte (2007, p. 4426) describes power as “the 
ability to force or coerce someone to behave in a particular way by controlling her 
outcomes.” In contrast to conformity, where a person expresses an opinion or behaviour 
to belong to a group, social power actually wields power over individuals. Power is, by 
nature, a social construct emerging from either a comparison or an interaction with 
others. A power a person has over an individual may be due to an asymmetric control a 
person feels in the presence of others. All the various powers affect on the way 
consumers make decision and purchase new products. (Rucker et al., 2011, p. 354).  
 
In fact, there are six identified bases of power: referent power, information power, 
legitimate power, expert power, reward power and coercive power. In the case of 
referent power, a consumer is willing to change his behaviour to identify with a 
referent. This behaviour is voluntary and will last even if the power source is not 
around. This information is particularly valuable for marketing strategies, for example 
the use of celebrity endorsements would be very efficient. Information power influences 
individuals because it is assumed that a person has greater access to accurate 
information. Legitimate power is when social agreement gives a person more 
credibility. For instance, someone may not purchase Google Glass because a person 
wearing a white medical coat said that it would have a negative impact on people’s 
sight. A person might also exert an expert power thanks to the specific knowledge or 
skills he has.  Reward power can have an effect in bringing positive reinforcement by 
being accepted by others. And finally there is coercive power where people influence 
one another via social or physical intimidation. (Lantos, 2011, p. 247-250).  
 
As we can see on the social power list, it goes from voluntary influence (referent power) 
to less voluntary (coercive power). Then, the social pressures are not only mandatory 
pressures felt by the reference group, but voluntary pressures as well that arise from 
observing a product in a social system (Lee et al., 2013, p. 140).  
            
Two sources are identified as exerting social power; they are reference groups and 
opinion leaders (Lantos, 2011, p. 247 & 297). 

Reference group is described as “the influence from an actual or imaginary individual or 
group conceived of having significant relevance upon an individual’s evaluation, 
aspirations or behavior” (Bearden & Netemeyer, 1999, p. 107). Thus, we can see that 
the reference group is not only pertinent for individual’s evaluation or behaviour but 
also as a source of aspiration.  
 
Sometimes an individual wishes to belong in a group that he is not currently a member 
of. He may want to resemble the group because he believes it will enhance his self-
image. Hence, a person will tend to imitate the consumption behaviours of that 
reference group. (Mason, 1981; cited in Dholakia & Talukdar, 2004, p. 780).  
 
As such, we can assume that because people want to be part of the group, or move 
closer to the desired reference group, they rely on their reference group to form an 
attitude and guide them in their purchase. In fact, we may not purchase Google Glass 
because someone we consider as an expert said that it was not good (informational 
influence), or because it does not match our social circle preferences (utilitarian 
influence) or as we do not want to be associated with something we are not (value-
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expressive influence). All those case scenarios show us that social power can direct to 
the outcome of a positive or negative attitude for an item that will have an impact on 
willingness to buy.  
 
The influence of the reference groups is even stronger depending on the context of 
consumption. Its power is the highest for public luxuries (see. Figure 7). (Bearden & 
Etzel, 1982).  
 

 
Figure 7. Combining public-private and luxury-necessity dimensions with product and 

brand purchase decisions (Bearden & Etzel, 1982, p. 185) 
 
Reference groups have a very strong influence on the product purchase and brand 
selected in the purchase of public luxuries (Bearden & Etzel, 1982). Knowing that 
Google Glass is a wearable product implies that it will show in public and its high price 
can be considered as a sign of a luxury product, thus it fits perfectly in the public luxury 
dimension. As such we can conclude that the social power of reference groups impacts 
Google Glass adoption, as it will be an antecedent of the attitudes that the individual 
consumer holds. 
 
We have seen in the previous sections that belonging to a group is very important for 
individuals, so they do not want to make wrong choices and consume products that 
would make them deviate from the group. Consuming new products seems risky, 
especially at the early diffusion of the product where information is limited. As 
consumers feel uncertain about the new product, they usually communicate with others 
in their social network to confer with them about adoption decision (Katz & Tushaman, 
1979; cited in Kim et al., 2011, p. 1190-1191). Therefore, it seems to illustrate that 
reference groups will exert a power that will enable consumers to guide them to shape 
an opinion and therefore an attitude. But not only reference groups can be persuasive, 
opinion leaders also play a role in attitude formation.  
 
An opinion leader is described as a person who is frequently able to influence others’ 
attitudes or behaviours; he is knowledgeable and his advice is taken seriously 
(Schiffman et al., 2008, p. 422). Similarly to reference groups, an opinion leader has 
social power such as: expert power, knowledge power, legitimate power and referent 
power (Solomon et al., 2013, p. 413).  
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Since the appearance of the Internet, opinion leaders are more numerous and their role 
is even stronger. They can take different forms such as bloggers, YouTubers and so 
forth, and they are considered by others to be trustworthy and give credible sources of 
information on a specific subject. Also, as everything is interconnected on Internet, the 
communication network is strong, fast and can indirectly or directly affects purchase 
decisions. (Lantos, 2011, p. 296-297; Iyengar et al., 2011).  
 
Therefore, it appears that opinion leaders are useful in order to gather more information, 
and thus exert an informational influence, as mentioned in the section about conformity. 
Via the Internet, the social influence is actually different in the sense that information 
may come from people that are not friends or colleagues, but just someone who has had 
an experience with the product; this results in an electronic word of mouth (eWOM). 
Understanding the different types of opinion leaders is important as the power of online 
opinion leaders is increasing thanks to the closeness that Internet offers. In fact, 
nowadays it is very easy to spread eWOM, rumours and buzz online. (Lee et al., 2011, 
p. 185).  
 
2.4#Attitude#
2.4.1#Structure#and#formation#
Attitude is defined as “a lasting, general evaluation of people (including oneself), 
objects, advertisements or issues” (Mooiji, 2014, p. 122). Because attitude is presented 
as a general evaluation, it illustrates that attitude has antecedents, and is held after 
gathering information. According to Jacoby et al. (2002, p. 22), the acquired 
information either comes from personal experience (that is determined by the self and 
the motivation) or from external environment (that we can see as social influence). This 
is the reason why we say that attitude is an outcome of the consumers’ characteristics 
that we have chosen to study. Belch et al. (2008, p. 62), illustrated a basic model of 
consumer decision-making following cognitive learning. In cognitive learning people 
are seen as problem solvers and energetically look for information (Belch et al., 2008, p. 
62). This model allows us to realize that attitude is formed during the evaluation of 
alternatives, thus after problem recognition and information search. Gordon Allport 
gave the formal description “attitudes are learned predispositions to respond to an 
object” (Belch et al., 2008, p. 69). Attitude is also said to be “a response to an 
antecedent stimulus or attitude object” (Breckler, 1984, p. 1191). 
       
These learning predispositions help the person to evaluate the product and present a 
positive or negative attitude towards it. It is essential for marketers to understand 
attitude as it is considered to be the overall evaluation of an object - it depicts positive 
or negative emotions and predicts behaviour (Belch et al., 2008, p. 70).  
            
Cognitive response is not the only way to form attitude (Breckler, 1984, p. 1193). It has 
been noticed in innovation literature that emotion is discussed more and more in the 
literature, and it has become recognized as a predictor of behaviour (Choi et al., 2010, p. 
108). Uncovering attitudes of French consumers towards breakthrough innovation, it is 
critical for the purpose of our research to include a broader vision of the different 
attitudes and include affective response. We decided to include the hierarchy of effects 
model. In a study made by Gatignon and Roberston (1989, cited in Claudy et al., 2014, 
p. 2), consumer reaction to innovation has been generalized as the adoption decision 
process that is in many cases mentioned as hierarchy of effects model.  
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Numerous studies supported that attitude has three components: Affect, Behaviour and 
Cognitive (Breckler, 1984; Kothandapani, 1971; Rosenberg & Hovland, 1960).  
 
Affect is presented as the feelings or emotions a person can have toward the attitude 
object. Behaviour is the intention someone can have to the attribute object and 
Cognition is the beliefs and knowledge a person has toward the attribute object. 
(Breckler, 1984, p. 1191; Rosenberg & Hovland, 1960, p. 3).  
 
This tripartite is cited as the ABC model of attitudes (Bakker et al., 2014 ; Solomon et 
al, 2013, p. 294-295).  
 
The influence of the above components varies in accordance with the motivation level a 
person has towards the object. As such, all components of the ABC model are 
interrelated can be ranked in three hierarchies of effects: standard learning hierarchy, 
low involvement hierarchy and experiential hierarchy. And “each hierarchy specifies 
that a fixed sequence of steps occurs en route to an attitude”. (Solomon et al., 2013, p. 
294-295).  
 
The commonly used hierarchy of effects model is the one introduced by Lavidge & 
Steiner (1961) (Barry & Howard, 1990, p. 122; Yoo et al., 2004, p. 49).  
 
Lavidge & Steiner (1961) showed, in their hierarchy model of advertising, that there are 
six steps in which consumers go through to move towards purchase. These steps have 
been mentioned as three main functions that are: firstly information or ideas, secondly 
attitudes or feelings and thirdly action. (Lavidge & Steiner, 1961).  
 
As shown in the figure 8 below, we can see that in Lavidge & Steiner model (1961) the 
advertising functions they identified are highly connected to the ABC model of attitudes 
(Rosenberg & Hovland, 1960). Thus, the hierarchy of effects is linked to consumer 
behaviour (O'Shaughnessy, 2013, p. 167). 
 

 
Figure 8. Predictive measurements of advertising effectiveness (Lavidge & Steiner, 

1961, p. 61).  
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In the hierarchy of effects model, involvement of respondents is important as it may 
slower or fasten the process towards purchase. Nonetheless, regardless of the level of 
involvement, individuals will go through all three behavioural dimensions. (Barry & 
Howard, 1990, p. 124; Lavidge & Steiner, 1961, p. 60).  
 
The figure below illustrates the differences in the behavioural dimensions’ process order 
in accordance to the level of involvement. The consumer’s responses are generally 
situational-specific and vary from one person to another (Barry, 1987, p. 267).  

 
Figure 9. Three-orders hierarchy model (Ray et al., 1973, p. 11) 

 
On the learning hierarchy, the consumer firstly relies on his beliefs (think), then on his 
affect (feel) and behaviour (do) to base their attitude on (Barry, 1987, p. 267). In that 
situation, the consumer tackles the product decision as a problem solving process. The 
person has a specific interest for the product that makes him highly motivated to take 
the time to form beliefs by seeking a large amount of information. The person then 
assesses the data collected and forms a feeling about the product. In accordance with the 
feeling that emerged from this evaluation, the person will take action (behaviour) and 
ideally purchase the item. People going through the process of high involvement 
hierarchy make rational product decisions, and by the amount of time spent collecting 
knowledge, this often results in loyalty towards the brand. (Ray et al., 1973, p. 12, 21 & 
34; Shah & D’Souza, 2009, p. 194-195; Solomon et al., 2013, p. 295).  
 
This high involvement mostly arises for utilitarian products that might be associated 
with a risk, either monetary or social. As such, the person is engaged and motivated to 
seek a lot of information about products available to ensure he is making the right 
choice and base his attitude on the data collected.  
 
In a low-involvement hierarchy, the person is not necessarily knowledgeable about the 
product. He does not have an interest strong enough to gather complex information. The 
person will start the behavioural learning process by rapidly passing the cognitive stage 
(beliefs), and, from the little information gathered, he will take action and purchase the 
product (behaviour). It is only after buying the product that the person will be in 
measure to form, from his experience, a good or bad feeling (affect) leading to a 
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positive or negative attitude. (Ray et al., 1973, p. 12, 20, 21 & 34; Shah & D’Souza, 
2009, p. 196; Solomon et al., 2013, p. 296).  
 
The low-involvement hierarchy is generally followed by people that are about to 
purchase a product that implies low economic or social risks. Thereby, the person does 
not have a preference for any product and can easily switch, as the person processes 
data by using external cues to rapidly form beliefs.  
 
In the Dissonance-Attribute hierarchy, people depend on behaviour (do), affect (feel), 
and beliefs (think) to base their attitude on.  Despite the fact that the process starts by 
behaviour, it appears that it is the global evaluation of the object that will prevail. So 
emotional response (affect) plays a key role. In this situation, advices and references, 
given by relatives or retailers, can assist in forming the attitude toward the product. 
Finally come beliefs that are a result of selective learning, as the consumer want to 
support the purchase he made. In general, people follow this holistic process when the 
product provides sensory pleasure or is seen as expressive. (Ray et al., 1973, p. 12, 20, 
21 & 34; Shah & D’Souza, 2009, p. 195).  
 
Accordingly, people are, for most part, responding on an emotional basis for hedonic 
consumption. Feelings are complex as people are touched by emotions differently and 
they infrequently follow a clear logic. Emotions are rarely rational and can hardly be 
explained by beliefs. From a managerial standpoint it is highly valuable to take into 
account that emotion can drive an attitude, in order to develop accurate strategies. 
(Hoyer et al., 2013; p. 242-246; Solomon et al., 203, p. 298). 
 
It is critical for the conduct of our study to note that there is a difference between a brief 
emotion and an attitude. Vaughan & Hogg (2008, p. 150) said that “Attitudes are 
relatively permanent: that is, they persist across times and situations. A momentary 
feeling in one place is not an attitude.”  

2.4.2#Function#of#attitudes#
Attitude has also been defined as a way to make social behaviour easier. The functional 
theory of attitudes was established by Daniel Katz to interpret that matter. (Katz, 1960).  
 
Attitudes hold can then differ in accordance with a person’s motivation and are held for 
different reasons. For instance, someone may have a negative attitude towards Google 
Glass because it does not meet utilitarian function whereas another may have an 
unfavourable attitude due to value-expressive function.  
 
Katz distinguished four functions that attitudes operate for the people and these are 
clustered and result from motivation (Katz, 1960, p. 170). Firstly comes utilitarian 
function that emphasizes reward and punishment. In that case, the individual forms an 
attitude solely as a result of the pain or pleasure the product consumption will provide. 
Then, the consumer will be attentive to the benefits and disadvantage the product may 
provide. Secondly there is value-expressive function that reflects a consumer’s self-
concept. The person here is sensible of what the consumption of a certain product will 
say about himself. The consumer will therefore evaluate a product and form an opinion 
with the aim of showing his social identity. Thirdly is the ego-defensive function where 
“attitudes are formed to protect the person from either external threats or internal 
feelings of insecurity” (Dahlén et al., 2010, p. 10). A person may purchase an item to 
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help cope with his insecurities, avoid embarrassment or reject it because its 
consumption put into question particular skills (e.g. GPS and ability to read a map).  
 
Finally there is the knowledge function where attitude is based on a person’s desire of 
having a goal to organize him and deal with the new product. There is a need for more 
information. (Katz, 1960, p. 170-176). 
 
Understanding the functional theory of attitudes permits us to see that there are different 
reasons that may make people hold a specific attitude. Even though there are four 
identified attitude functions, an individual may hold more than one (Katz, 1960, p. 170). 
By seeing the functions of attitude, we can also deduce that the self, motivation and 
social influence are influential factors in the formation of attitude. The self is strongly 
linked to the value expressive function for example since, according to the value system 
and the beliefs of the individual; someone will not have the same judgment of a product. 
Concerning motivation, as we said previously, Katz explains that the functions of 
attitude are based on motivation. Motivation can particularly be put in relation with the 
knowledge function. Indeed, this function is activated by the motivation of knowing. 
Concerning social influence, this variable push individuals to behave in a certain way to 
avoid being in an uncomfortable situation for example (ego-defensive function). 
Globally, it is essential to be aware that a consumer may be favourable to Google Glass 
primarily because it is a way to express himself, as a “trendy” person for instance. And 
it can also serve the ego-defensive function. So the person will perhaps be willing to 
purchase the Google Glass, as it will enable him to counter his self-doubt in using new 
technologies.  
 
Attitude plays a part in social role via self-expression and social interaction (Shavitt & 
Nelson, 2002, p. 137). Therefore we can conclude that the self, motivation and social 
influence may be involved in the formation and function of attitude and lead to a 
favourable or unfavourable attitude towards a product. A person can hold a specific 
attitude to belong to the reference group (Kelman, 1961, p. 62). In addition a person can 
have an attitude to express and establish his identity (Katz, 1960, p. 173). Value 
expressive function can be referred to as social identity function and express a social 
status for instance (Shavitt, 1989, p. 125). Overall, it demonstrates the difference 
between an individual’s self-desire function (the self), personal motivation and a desire 
influenced by socialization (social influence) to hold a particular attitude. 
 
Moreover, ego-defence function attitude can be used to boost and build self-esteem 
(Shavitt & Nelson, 2002, p. 138). Let’s imagine a Google Glass commercial would 
reinforce the technology aspect and ease of use, so that the individual may see an 
opportunity to overcome his shortcomings and insecurity in front of technologies by 
owning Google Glass. Thus, in our opinion, consuming the product would enhance his 
self-esteem and ultimately result in improving his self-efficacy. Once again this 
demonstration shows that the self has an impact on attitude, and attitude hold can be the 
outcome of a person’s self and/or motivation.  
 
Consequently, identifying the functions of attitude may be a way to uncover “why” 
people hold a certain attitude and will enable companies to find strategies that attempt 
to change that attitude. 
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2.5#Willingness#to#buy#

 

 
Figure 10. Theory of Reasoned Action (A) and theory of Planned Behaviour (B)  

(Madden et al., 1992, p. 4)  
 
In various literatures, willingness to buy is associated with purchase intention. Purchase 
intention is said to be a measurement of willingness to buy (Irshad, 2012, p. 3; Raza et 
al., 2014, p. 1). As such, willingness to buy has been considered as an accurate way to 
predict and explain consumers’ purchase decision or behaviour (Chen & Li, 2009, p. 2). 
Indeed, a construct of consumers’ purchase intention is consumers’ attitude, evaluation 
and external components (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975; cited in Raza et al., 2014, p. 3).  
In fact, according to the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) we can clearly notice that 
attitudes and subjective norms determine behavioural intention that in turn predicts 
behaviour. The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) is the extended model of TRA. 
TPB has evolved by the addition of perceived behavioural control as an antecedent of 
behavioural intention. (Madden et al., 1992, p. 3).  
 
Therefore, if purchase decision is a measurement of willingness to buy, it would seem 
legit to assume that the antecedents of willingness to buy would be attitude, subjective 
norms and perceived behavioural control (TPB model). We use TPB and TRA models 
to determine willingness to buy because they are extensively employed in social 
psychology to predict or explain cognitive and affective behaviour, applying the belief - 
attitude - intention - behaviour relationship (Chen and Li, 2009, p. 1). They are even 
more relevant because they are the determinants of the Technology Acceptance Model 
(TAM) widely used in consumer's reaction to new products. For our research though, 
the TPB model is more pertinent because it includes perceived behavioural control.  
 
A subjective norm is described as “the person’s perception of social pressure to perform 
or not perform the behaviour under consideration”. Thus it deals with normative 
prescriptions and it reflects social influence. (Ajzen, 2005, p. 117-118).  
 
Normative beliefs were more broadly explained in the previous section about 
conformity that was distinct as one of the social influence elements. On TPB theory we 
see that a subjective norm has a direct influence on behavioural intention. Thus, if the 
subjective norm is determined by normative influence and behavioural intention is 
similar to willingness to buy, we could make the assumption that, following TPB 
reasoning, the social influence could directly have an impact on the willingness to buy. ` 
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Another determinant of intention is perceived behavioural control. It is described as “the 
ability to perform the behaviour of interest or the sense of self-efficacy”. (Ajzen, 2005, 
p. 117-118).  
 
Self-efficacy was discussed further in the section about the self, it was explained that 
self-efficacy is the result of a person's belief in his own capacity to use a product. 
According to the TPB model we can conclude that self-efficacy has a direct impact on 
behavioural intention. Thus, we could imagine that self-efficacy has a direct influence 
on willingness to buy.  
 
In TPB model, they proved that people may hold the same attitude but have different 
intentions. For example, two people may have the same attitude toward religion and yet 
have separate intentions to participate in religious behaviour. One may often go to 
church and pray before meals but not donate money, whereas the other will have the 
opposite intention - that is, donating money to church but rarely attending church and 
not praying before meals. (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975, p. 291).  
 
Nevertheless, in the consumer dimension, it has been shown that attitude has a direct 
and positive impact on the intention to adopt technology (Dabholkar and Bagozzi, 2002, 
p. 195). Thus, as we focus on consumer context we believe in the relationship between 
attitude and intention (willingness to buy).     
 
To sum up according to TPB model, attitude, subjective norm and perceived 
behavioural control have a direct effect on behavioural intention. In fact, it showed us 
that self-efficacy, attitude and social influence have a direct relation to intention. But, 
recent research showed that attitude intervenes in the effect of social influence on 
consumers’ intentions (Kulviwat et al., 2009, p. 710).  So, it questions the theory of 
planned behaviour in the sense that social influence may not have a direct effect on the 
willingness to buy. With our study, we want to investigate if attitude mediates the effect 
of self-efficacy and social influence on consumers’ willingness to buy new products.   
 
2.6#The#key#factors#and#their#relation#to#our#research#question#
We decided to create this summary part in order to highlight the relationships that exist 
between our key variables and therefore, reminding the model that we showed 
previously. 
 
Our research purpose is to uncover the consumers’ characteristics that lead to the 
attitude of French consumers towards innovation; we took Google Glass to embody the 
innovative product. We decided to study on that topic to understand the determinants of 
attitude and see how attitude hold interacts on willingness to buy. This relation is 
particularly relevant from a marketing standpoint to enhance product success. 
Consequently, in our theoretical framework, we used consumer behaviour theories as a 
basis to gain a deeper understanding of the antecedents of attitude. We concentrated on 
the self, motivation and social influence in our literature review that seem to be the most 
relevant elements of the attitude structure in the consumer’s perspective, as discussed in 
more details in the problem background.  
 
To start with the self, we explained theories showing that consumer has a self-concept 
that has an influence on the purchase of a product. Consumers also have a certain 
degree of beliefs concerning their abilities (self-efficacy) and those beliefs have an 
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impact on their attitude towards new products. As mentioned by Zhu et al., (2010, p. 
363) “Perceived value, in accompany with self-efficacy, have an impact on attitude and 
adoption intention.” Likewise, the self and more particularly self-efficacy have a 
powerful effect on motivation. Indeed, people have a tendency to perform only the task 
for which they believe they have the abilities to perform successfully (Lunenburg, 2011, 
p. 1-2). This section enabled us to see that the self has a direct or indirect impact on 
attitude’s result via motivation.  
 
Concerning motivation, we explained that motivation is caused by a need (utilitarian or 
hedonic) that the consumer want to satisfy, more or less quickly according to the power 
of its drive (level of involvement). We decided to explore both intrinsic and extrinsic 
motivation concerning Google Glass and more particularly curiosity, that is a kind of 
motivation happening before the use of a product. So it is very relevant to talk about 
that since the Google Glass product has not been sold very much in France. 
 
Moreover, a study showed that curiosity of consumers can be exploited to increase 
motivation and that the result of this motivation is going to encourage information 
search, better learning and a superior evaluation of the product. (Menon and Soman, 
2002, p. 2 &11).  
 
Motivation seems then to have a potential impact on the attitude outcome of a consumer 
as we illustrated in our model.  
 
Then we explained social influence and discussed the ways in which a consumer can be 
influenced; that is either by conformity to belong to the group, and/or by the power the 
group or a person can have over an individual. Doing so raise the fact that social 
influence has an effect on both motivation and the self. The desire to fit in the group or 
identify with desirable individuals has been defined as “the drive that initiates all our 
consumption behaviours, and consumers have multiple motives, or goals” (Senguttuvan, 
2007, p. 30). Thus, we managed to see that social influence can motivate people to 
change their behaviour, for instance, in order to fit in the group. Individuals are 
therefore motivated to comply due to social pressure, for example. Moreover, we 
believe social influence impacts on the self because it can be a source of aspiration and 
also used as an evidence of reality. So social comparison could then play a role in the 
evaluation of one’s self-concept and/or self-efficacy.  
 
Afterwards we focused on theories related to attitude. This results in understanding that 
attitude formation lies in information processing. In addition, the analysis of hierarchy 
of effects showed us that the attitude basis (cognitive, behavioural learning or affect) 
differs from the motivation a person has towards an object. The kind of information 
processing (deliberate or incidental) varies in relation to the degree of involvement 
(Solomon et al., 2013, p. 204). Therefore, it enables us to clearly see a direct relation 
between motivation and attitude. Attitude hold can be the result of motivation. On top 
of that, depending on the level of involvement a person has towards the object, he may 
be more subject to social influence. Indeed, if the level of involvement is low, the 
individual may be subject to compliance, and his attitude is then shaped by the reward 
or punishment the consumption may involve (e.g. acceptance or rejection of the group). 
At a high level of involvement, the attitude is internalized and is part of the person. 
Thus, social influence will hardly change the current attitude a person holds. In between 
these levels of involvement, there is identification where the person is not particularly 
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involved and is easily influenced, so he forms an attitude based on others’ actions 
(Kelman, 1961, p. 63-65). 
 
Subsequently, comprehending the level of involvement, so the degree of motivation, 
would allow to understand which components of attitude (affect, cognitive or 
behavioural) are important while processing the information to form an attitude. This 
emphases once again the impact that motivation has upon attitude. Moreover, depending 
on how the attitude has been shaped (affect, cognitive or behavioural), social influence 
will play a greater or a lower role in changing the attitude. Even the self has an effect on 
attitude. By determining the function of attitude, we noticed that value expressive and 
ego-defensive functions can influence the attitude a person hold. It means that we can 
hold an attitude as a result of our self-concept (self-esteem, self-image) and self-
efficacy. Overall, we can see the complex interconnection between motivation, social 
influence and the self’s role in shaping attitude. In other words, the attitude hold 
towards an object/product is a result of the strength exerted by the self, motivation and 
social influence in a given situation. 
 
Finally we analysed the results an attitude can have by reflecting upon willingness to 
buy. Willingness to buy is measured by purchase intention (Irshad, 2012, p. 3; Raza et 
al., 2014, p. 1). Theory of Planned Behaviour model is used to explain cognitive and 
affective behaviour using attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioural control as 
antecedents to predict behavioural intention (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975; cited in Raza et 
al., 2014, p. 3). We used the TPB model because it clearly illustrates the fact that 
attitude has an impact on intention. Also it shows that social influence and self-efficacy 
have a direct relationship with intention therefore willingness to buy. A study made by 
Kulviwat et al (2009, p. 710) demonstrated that social influence do not have a direct 
impact on adoption intention, it is indirect by passing through attitude (Kulviwat et al., 
2009, p. 710). Thus it enables us to debate on self-efficacy and social influence direct 
effects on willingness to buy. In our study we want to investigate if self-efficacy and 
social influence have an indirect effect on willingness to buy via attitude.  
 
Basically our theoretical framework allowed us to uncover the link between all 
variables. The self has an effect on motivation as people can be goal-oriented to satisfy 
a desire to enhance the self (self-esteem, self image or self efficacy). Even social 
influence appears to have a role in motivation. Bosnjak et al. (2007, p. 599) mentioned 
that the needs can be formed as a result of socialization. Social influence seems not to 
only impact motivation but also the self and attitude outcome. For instance, people may 
want to enhance their self-image and use reference group or leaders as a source of 
inspiration. Social influence can also be an element to change attitude’s outcome as 
people may comply to be part of the group. And both the self and motivation can have a 
direct impact on attitude’s result, as attitude can serve a value expressive/ego-defensive 
function (the self). And attitude is an outcome shaped according to the level of 
involvement that varies in accordance with the motivation.  
 
To sum up, all variables: the self, motivation and social influence seem to be 
interconnected and those characteristics, in a given situation, lead to a positive or 
negative attitude towards an object. In turn, attitude as well as the self and social 
influence appear to be the antecedents to predict intention, so the willingness to buy.  
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3.#Scientific#methodology#
This part presents our philosophical positions as researchers, that is to say how we 
view the nature of reality and how we perceive knowledge. Also, this part explains 
which research approach and research strategy we decided to adopt for our study.  
 
3.1#Ontology#
Ontology deals with the nature of reality. The main concern is to determine if social 
phenomena can be viewed as objective, having an external reality to social actors or if 
they cannot. (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 20; Saunders et al., 2012, p. 130). It exists two 
main ontological positions that are objectivism and constructivism.  
 
Objectivists claim: “social phenomena and their meanings have an existence that is 
independent of social actors” (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 21). That is to say that social 
phenomena are seen as having a reality on their own, they do not need social actors to 
exist. Bryman & Bell explain objectivism by taking the example of an organization: An 
organisation can be seen as a tangible object, having rules and standardized procedures 
that people - social actors - need to respect. Thus, in this view social actors are 
constrained by social phenomena, reality is mind-independent.  
 
On the contrary, constructivism implies that “social phenomena and their meanings are 
continually being accomplished by social actors” (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 22). This 
position states that it is the interactions, the actions between social actors that fashion 
social phenomena. Reality is then something that is socially constructed.The ontological 
position that makes more sense for us is constructivism. Indeed, social phenomena, such 
as innovation adoption, are moving concepts. Furthermore, as we said previously, we 
are going to study the consumer characteristics and social influences that affect the 
attitudes of consumers. By studying social influence we show that for us, researchers, 
we see reality as something that can change over time. Likewise, an attitude is not a 
definitive position. It is an evaluation influenced by social actors and by emotions for 
examples.  It is something in a perpetual state of revision that is created by interactions 
between people. Thus, we position ourselves as constructivists. 
 
3.2#Epistemology#
Epistemology refers to the nature of knowledge, to what can be considered as 
acceptable knowledge for researchers (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 15; Saunders et al., 
2012, p. 132). The main issue concerning epistemology is to determine if the social 
world can and should be studied with the same methods used in natural sciences 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 15). It exists three main epistemological positions: 
Positivism, realism and interpretivism (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 15-20). 
 
Positivists argue that it is possible to apply the methods of the natural sciences to the 
study of social reality and beyond (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 15). For them, knowledge 
is objective because governed by the laws of nature. It is acquired and confirmed via the 
senses. Also, the positivist research usually conduct a research that is value-free, that is 
to say that he doesn’t take a stance. Additionally, the theories created come from the 
generation of hypotheses that are tested. 
 
The realist position is similar to the positivist one in the sense that natural and social 
sciences can be approach and measured the same way (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 17). 
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However, realists have a different conception of science. For them, science does not 
rely solely on observable empirical evidence. It exist some part of reality that cannot be 
seen through observation (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 17). 
 
Finally, “interpretivism is a term given to a contrasting epistemology to positivism” 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 16). Indeed, researchers having this view believe that the 
application of natural science methods to the social world is irrelevant because the both 
have different logics. Therefore, the social world has to be studied differently. In this 
position, knowledge is subjective because interpreted by individuals. Therefore, it 
“requires the social scientist to grasp the subjective meaning of social action” (Bryman 
& Bell, 2011, p. 17). 
 
By doing our research, we clearly embrace this last position - interpretivism. Indeed, we 
strongly believe that humans are distinct and that they interpret things differently. By 
studying consumers’ attitude, we want to understand the human behaviour that is 
involved when we talk about innovation adoption process. We want to understand this 
phenomenon of formation of attitude from the point of view of those being studied. 
 
3.3#Research#approach#
In this part we are going to see the relationship between theory and research. Deductive 
theory is the most common view. In this view, the researcher starts from theories that 
are taken for granted, deduces hypotheses, collects data, tests - confirm or reject - the 
hypotheses and then revises the theories used at the beginning of the process according 
to the results found. (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 11). However, we are not going to use 
this approach that is commonly used for quantitative research, when the researcher 
wants to measure things. Instead, we are going to use an inductive approach.  
 
A research adopting an inductive approach usually focuses on the fact to discover, 
extract based on observation contrary to the deductive approach that work on finding 
evidence that support or dismiss a theory. Yet, this is what we plan to do with our study. 
We want to observe different factors from the consumer aspect that have an effect on 
attitude towards innovation and provide new contribution to existing theory thanks to 
our findings. Using this approach obviously does not mean that we are going to forget 
theories at the beginning of our research. We are going to use the existing theory as a 
basis, it will help us to guide our thoughts and build on those. Even if we use an 
inductive approach, theories that will be developed later in the theoretical framework 
are going to help us to show the background of our investigation and legitimate our 
choice of topic. We are aware that it is very ambitious to build a theory however we do 
not want to test other theories thus we believe our approach is mostly inductive. 
Moreover, as Bryman & Bell mentioned (2011, p. 14), “deductive and inductive 
strategies are possibly better thought of as tendencies rather than as a hard-and-fast 
distinction”. Therefore, the characteristics of both approaches can be found in one 
research. 
 
3.4#Research#purpose#
According to Saunders et al. (2011, p. 138), the purpose of a research is linked to its 
research question. Thus, like the answer to the research question, the purpose can be 
either descriptive, descriptive and explanatory, or exploratory. By having a closer look 
to those kinds of research purposes, we deduced that our research is descriptive and 
explanatory. It is descriptive since we aim to “portray an accurate profile of persons, 
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events or situations” (Saunders et al., 2011, p. 140). Indeed, the attitude of French 
consumers is not impacted the same way for everyone and we want to see and describe 
that. A drawback of the descriptive studies is that they are often too superficial and 
should not be seen as en end in itself (Saunders et al., 2011, p. 140). Thus, to counter 
this, we included an explanatory purpose to our research. Explanatory studies “establish 
causal relationships between variables” (Saunders et al., 2011, p. 140). Yet, with our 
study, we want to understand how the attitude is formed and how specific elements have 
an impact on it. To conclude, our research can be considered as a descripto-explanatory 
study since we are not going to describe only but also give explanations to what we 
find. 
    
3.5#Research#strategy#
It exists two different kind of research strategy: quantitative and qualitative (Bryman & 
Bell, 2011, p. 26). Given our positions in terms of epistemology (interpretivism) and 
ontology (constructivism), everything lead of to a qualitative research. The main reason 
of this choice is that we are not going to employ measurement as quantitative 
researchers do but instead, we want to investigate, explore the subjective reality of our 
respondents. In general, qualitative research focus more on words and their meanings 
contrary to quantitative research that focuses on figures (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 163). 
Moreover, “Extensive research shows that people’s motives to adopt and reasons to 
resist innovation differ qualitatively, and they influence people’s decisions in different 
ways” (e.g., Antioco and Kleijnen 2010; Garcia et al. 2007; Kleijnen et al. 2009; cited 
in Claudy et al., 2014, p. 1). 
 
Choosing a research strategy depends mainly on the research question that the 
researchers want to investigate. In our case, we want to gain a deeper understanding of 
how consumers of innovative products form their attitudes towards those products. 
Therefore, to complete this mission, we really want to grasp people’s meanings and 
opinions, thing that is not the aim of a quantitative research but the one of a qualitative 
research. Various researches demonstrate that reasons to adopt or resist to innovation is 
a matter of qualitative research in sense that motives affect person’s choices differently 
(Antioco and Kleijnen 2010; Garcia et al. 2007; Kleijnen et al. 2009; cited in Claudy et 
al., 2014, p. 1). Similarly, by taking the Google Glass product, we want to know why 
this particular product did not succeed, why did this phenomenon of resistance happen. 
Yet, to answer to this kind of question (why), it is usually a qualitative research that is 
needed. 
 
3.6#Pre#Understandings# #
This part is done in order to introduce our respective backgrounds. It will help you to 
understand why we have chosen to conduct this kind of research. It is important to talk 
about our backgrounds because it affects the way we think, behave, and interpret things.  
 
Both students in Marketing, we have a will to have a greater understanding of the 
consumers’ behaviour. We believe that a strong awareness of the consumers’ 
comportment is essential to successfully commercialize a product, and therefore become 
great marketers. Also, we both have an interest into new technologies and innovation in 
general. Following that direction, we both decided voluntarily to take courses in 
consumer behaviour and innovation. Thus, briefly interacting during classes we rapidly 
understood that we shared the same interest for these specific topics and we both had 
the drive to have a closer look at it; it appeared to be enough common point to decide to 
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write our thesis together. Thanks to our lectures in consumer behaviour, we noticed that 
many elements, such as consumers’ characteristics, could have an impact on consumers’ 
attitude toward a product and influence their purchase decision. Moreover, during our 
classes of innovation, we gained deeper acquaintances on how important innovation is 
for today’s companies to survive and maintain competitiveness in such a fast changing 
environment that is today’s world. Also, we have learnt that innovation has effects on 
the society. New technologies enabled to improve consumer's condition of living that 
were lower decades ago (Tellis, 2008, p. 629). Having an interest in these two topics, 
we decided to use our knowledge acquired during this year as a basis to find a topic 
connecting both areas.  
 
After long discussions and additional readings, a particular quote caught our attention: 
“Studies show that new products fail at the stunning rate of between 40% and 90%, 
depending on the category, and the odds haven’t changed much in the past 25 years” 
(John T. Gourville, 2006). Disruptive innovation is more likely to fail than incremental 
innovation, if they are not consistent with expectations (Jhang et al., 2012, p. 247). It 
intrigued us to comprehend such a phenomenon. We started to enumerate products 
innovation that faced a commercial failure in order to have a concrete example. We 
found an exciting innovation that had the potential to be revolutionary: Google Glass. 
Both very fond of new technologies, we thought about a way to show that people 
develop attitudes towards a new product even before trying it. The Google Glass 
product came then as an evidence in the sense that we both did not try it, not even seen 
it in real life, however, we have an opinion about it, an attitude. As attractive as the 
product features sound, many business magazines, such as Forbes, consider Google 
Glass to be a failure. Discussing further that matter, we started questioning the role that 
consumers might have in innovation diffusion and how their reaction can slower its 
process. Therefore we decided to dig into it and understand the consumer's’ 
characteristics that influenced people’s attitude concerning this new product. We came 
up with the thereafter topic “Attitude of French consumers towards breakthrough 
innovation. A qualitative study about Google Glass”.  
 
We agreed to conduct our study focusing on the Google Glass product because we are 
curious to know how such a powerful company, offering a revolutionary product, can 
face this kind of failure. And we focused on the French market not only because we are 
both French citizens, but also because we want to investigate how come such an 
innovative country as France did not adopt this innovation. France was placed at the 
third position in the world’s most innovative country by Thomson-Reuters Agency 
(Jury, 2013).  
 
3.7#Literature#search#
Our theoretical framework that will follow contains previous research in the field that 
we want to investigate. We have tried to find theories that support our own 
suppositions, and others that do not in order to have a broader view. We started then 
with general theories about attitude formation such as the ABC model of attitude and 
hierarchy of effects, then, the more, we progress, the more the theories are specific. 
The validity and reliability of a source is something primordial for researchers. When 
we were doing our literature review, we tried to be the more critical as possible towards 
what we found and we made sure that the information found was truly reliable. To do 
so, we did a lot of research to find academic articles, mainly using the database of Umea 



!

! 30!

University or Google Scholar. We also used the recommendation tool of the Umea 
University database to jump from an article to another. 
 
The use of keywords is very important to find relevant articles. We used keywords such 
as attitude, innovation, resistance, acceptance, new product, technology, decision-
making, social influence, motivation, consumer characteristics etc. 
 
Moreover, another way to find articles was by looking at the reference list of the best 
articles, that is to say the one that were the nearest to our topic. We also noticed that 
some authors were recurrent, such as Ram & Schelt or Rogers. Therefore we decided to 
take a closer look to their works because they seemed to be considered as classical in 
our research field. 
 
Finally, we tried to avoid as much as we can secondary references since the meaning of 
the original source can be distorted easily. Nevertheless, we did use at time secondary 
sources to point out the fact that old articles are still used and pertinent nowadays in 
innovation research. Sometimes it did happen as well to use secondary sources even for 
recent studies but every time we did so, we always checked the pertinence with the 
original paper.  
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4.#Practical#methodology#
This chapter aims to explain how we managed the collection of our data. It includes the 
method used, the sampling technique, an explanation of how we created our interview 
guide, how we conducted the interviews, how we transcribed them, how we analysed the 
data and we assess the ethical aspects while conducting our research. Finally, we will 
evaluate and show that we have met the demands for quality that are essential for any 
qualitative research.  
 
4.1#Data#collection#methods#
It exists two different types of data: primary and secondary (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 
304). Primary data is the data that is collected for the first time for a specific purpose. 
Secondary data is the data that has been collected in the past for another purpose than 
the one of the study concerned but that is relevant anyway. For example, secondary data 
can be profit and loss statements, previous marketing research studies etc. Thus, even if 
secondary data is easier to collect because it is less time consuming (Saunders et al., 
2012, p. 317), we decided to collect only primary data to ensure that the data we use is 
really linked to our research gap. Indeed, as said previously, there is not a lot of research 
assessing the effects of consumers’ characteristics on the attitude and the willingness to 
buy innovative product. For this reason, and because of our type of research question, 
we decided to opt for collecting qualitative primary data. 
 
After discussing about the different available methods to collect those data, we agreed 
on choosing interviews. Also, it is important to know that the kind of interview selected 
depend on the research question, research design and research strategy (Saunders et al., 
2012, p. 376). An interview can be structured or unstructured (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 
374). Structured interviews are generally contains closed questions that are asked 
exactly the same way to all participants. The strength of this type of interview is that the 
results are easily quantifiable, reliable and it is possible to generalize them to a large 
population (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 204). They are more used in quantitative research. 
On the contrary, the questions asked in an unstructured interview are more flexible and 
the aim is to understand the view of the respondents and to explain forms of behaviour 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 466; Saunders et al., 2012, p. 374). For our research, we used 
a semi-structured interview, that is a form of unstructured interview (Bryman & Bell, 
2011, p. 467). It is however in some extent structured since there are some themes that 
have to be covered absolutely. The reason of this choice is that we want to understand 
how factors such as motivation, self and social influence affect the attitude of 
consumers towards innovation. Yet, to answer this type of question, semi-structured 
interviews are the most relevant (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 376). Indeed, we want the 
respondents to answer freely and we want to be able to ask follow up and probes 
questions that will really help us to see through the eyes of respondents. We think that it 
is thanks to those follow up and probes questions, that are the characteristics of an 
unstructured interview, that we are going to collect the more valuable information. 

4.1.1#Qualitative#sampling#technique#
As mentioned in previous sections, we want to understand how French consumers’ 
characteristics such as the self and motivation, both linked to social influence, have an 
impact on their attitude and their final behaviour - Willingness to buy - towards Google 
Glass.  
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There are two types of sampling techniques: Probability sample and non-probability 
sample. For our research, given that the generalization is not the central point, we 
decided to use a non-probability sample. Also, given the short amount of time available 
to do this research and the wide scope of our topic, we opted more particularly for a 
convenience sample. A convenience sample relies on the principle of accessibility 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 190). Indeed, all of the persons we have chosen to be part of 
our sample are part of our personal network. The only condition needed was being 
aware of the existence of the Google Glass product and be in the age range. Thus, as 
this kind of sampling technique is not representative of the whole population, we based 
our choice of participants on judgments. That is to say we pick people that we knew had 
a strong opinion concerning this product and could tell a lot and bring an interesting 
contribution. 
 
Concerning the size of the sample, as mentioned by Saunders et al. (2012, p. 283), there 
are no general rules, but rather a judgment to make to estimate when the data saturation 
is reached, i.e., where “the additional data collected provides few, if any, new 
information or suggests new themes” (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 283). Thus, after having 
hold 15 interviews, we figure out that some answers were very similar and that we 
could stop interviewing more people.  
 
To conclude this part, our sample is composed of 8 French men and 7 French women 
aged between 20 and 45 years old. The average age is 28 years old. The reason of this 
choice is that this age range is in our opinion the more relevant concerning the purchase 
of a product like Google Glass. Younger, the individuals probably do not have a 
purchasing power because they are dependent from their parents, older, they are 
probably less interested in this kind of futuristic and high technology product, at least at 
the early stage. Our interviewees have diverse educational backgrounds, coming from 
the No higher education to Master level and they live in cities such as Lyon, Grenoble, 
Brest, Rennes, Nancy, Angers Quimper and Paris. We chose not to interview experts 
because we found it interesting to study on the fact that consumers can held an attitude 
without being users or even have had a physical experience with the product.  

4.1.2#Interview#guide#
A semi-structured interview requires the preparation of a list of important questions to 
be asked; this serves as a reminder of elements that need to be discussed (Mack et al., 
2005, p. 30).  
 
For semi-structured interviews, a list of questions based on focused themes is 
commonly referred as interview guide. Although a semi-structured interview implies the 
redaction of an interview guide, it still offers the flexibility not to strictly follow the 
script and ask questions related to the answers given by the interviewee. Nevertheless, 
globally most questions will be asked and follow almost the same phrasing from one 
respondent to another. (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 467).  
 
To start off our interview guide, we followed the advices given in a methodology book 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 475) and we used our research question as a basis. As a 
reminder, our research question is: How do the self, motivation, and social influence 
affect attitude developed towards Google Glass? This illustrates our research focus and 
shows the topic areas we want to cover. Consequently, our main themes are: the self, 
motivation, social influence, attitude and willingness to buy. We established our 
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interview guide to uncover those elements. To do so, we wrote questions that are not too 
specific, and used a language that is understandable to the interviewees (Bryman & 
Bell, 2011, p. 475). The purpose of the qualitative research is to get an insight of 
people's experiences, opinions and feelings (Mack et al., 2005, p. 30). To have in-depth 
responses, questions need to be open-ended so that the answers are not limited to “yes” 
or “no”, and it provides the possibility for the interviewee to express himself (Mack et 
al., 2005, p. 43). We also ensured to avoid leading questions so that we would not 
influence the respondents. For example, we prioritized questions such as: What are the 
reasons that would make you buy Google Glass? Rather than closed-ended question 
like: Would you buy Google Glass?  
 
Moreover, in the end of the interview guide we decided to include a key question that 
would offer the opportunity to the participants to add any additional information they 
find relevant. The question is the following: Is there something I forgot to ask about and 
you think I should know about, regarding what we have been discussing? This enables 
the interviewees to understand that the interview is coming to an end and give a final 
chance to express him about the topic. This interview guide is a very helpful material 
that we used while conducting our interviews. The full copy of the interview guide can 
be found in Appendix 1.  

4.1.3#Conducting#the#interviews##
As mentioned earlier, we decided to question acquaintance that fit our sample profile. 
Thus, we already had a database of people to contact. As we already had a certain bond 
created with the participants, as we knew them beforehand, we decided to run interview 
separately. Indeed, this relation made it easier for respondents to feel at ease and be 
themselves, as they would not have the pressure to feel judged by an unknown person 
that would barely talk and perhaps take notes of their says. Conducting interviews are 
remarkably time consuming (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 175). Thus, equally sharing the 
interviews would enable us to save time and interrogate more people. We are aware that 
conducting interviews separately can entail some drawbacks such as: forgetting to 
mention elements, not having someone taking notes and have different interpretation 
(Mack et al., 2005, p. 33). Nevertheless for the purpose of our research we believe it 
was more pertinent to do it separately so that our interviewees would feel at ease and to 
counter the issue of different interpretation we listened to each others’ recording 
interview and ensured of its validity.  
 
Prior conducting the interviews, we sent out emails to the potential respondents to 
explain them the reasons why we contacted them (research purpose), explained our 
topic, clarified how their participation is important to conduct our study and we gave 
details about the length and process of the interview. We focused as well on the 
voluntary aspect of their participation. Afterwards, we exchanged with future 
participants to agree on a date that would suit us both. Giving prior knowledge to the 
interviewees allowed us to avoid people to terminate their participation in the middle of 
the interview and adjust their expectations.  
 
It is important to establish a good rapport with the respondents to ensure their 
willingness to participate. Otherwise, the interviewees may end the interview because of 
his lengths or the type of questions asked. (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 211).  
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During the interviews, we mentioned again the previous elements (research purpose, 
topic, length etc.). Because it may be the first time that people participate in a 
qualitative research, it is essential to clarify the purpose and the format of the interview. 
To ensure the reliability of the answers, it is necessary to mention that there are no right 
or wrong answers, and that it is the personal opinion and perspective of the interviewee 
that is valued. As it is their vision that is critical, it is relevant to say that interviewees 
have the right not to answer to questions they do not feel comfortable with. (Mack et al., 
2005, p. 41).  
 
Taking the time to explain those elements allow creating a climate of trust from the 
beginning. Afterwards we started to really enter in the subject and ask the relevant 
questions appearing in the interview guide. We followed the question order of the 
guideline to avoid missing important questions. Mixing the questions order may lead to 
omit questions previously skipped (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 213). However, even 
though we followed the main guidelines, we were flexible and asked follow-up 
questions and used probes. Follow-up questions are employed to ensure that participants 
give complete information that were intended in the main question (Bryman et al., 2011, 
p. 477; Mack et al., 2005, p. 43). Probes are used to explain why or how a person gave 
that answer; it is a follow up of the response by direct questioning (Bryman & Bell, 
2011, p. 477; Mack et al., 2005, p. 64). Therefore, we paid close attention to what was 
being said and actively engaged with interviewees to get a deep insight.  
 
Tone can reflect biases or emotions that could impact on the interviewees’ responses. It 
is suggested to use a friendly tone that will not show personal opinion or emotional state 
(Mack et al., 2005, p. 41). Thus, we made sure that we used an appropriate and similar 
tone with all participants interviewed.  
 
Below is a table overview of the interviews we conducted with personal details and 
interview length. Qualitative research may imply variation in the duration of the 
interview between one people to another (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 482). This happened 
during our interviews as they last between 30-59 minutes - as shown in the table 1. All 
interviews were held between May 5 th, 2015 and May 11th, 2015. And they took place 
via Skype; therefore people were located in the area of their choice. Finally, it is 
important to note that the interviews were held in French, as most of the participants 
were not comfortable with speaking in English. Problems with analysing material have 
been identified with translating interview data (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 488). But, 
because interviewees did not have sufficient English knowledge it would have been 
impossible to have a free and honest conversation, as people would have been more 
focused on finding the right words and perhaps shorten the answers because of this lack 
of knowledge.   
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Interviewee Details (Gender, Age, Education, City) Interview Time 

1 Male, 45, Bachelor’s degree, Quimper  36 minutes 

2 Female, 45, No higher education, Quimper  37 minutes 

3 Male, 29, Bachelor’s degree, Rennes 55 minutes 

4 Female, 24, Master’s degree, Nancy 42 minutes 

5 Female, 22, Master’s degree, Paris 47 minutes 

6 Male, 22, Master’s degree, Rennes 59 minutes 

7 Male, 20, No higher education, Brest 35 minutes 

8 Female, 25, Master’s degree, Angers 43 minutes 

9 Male, 36, Master’s degree, Grenoble 47 minutes 

10 Female, 24, No higher education, Grenoble 39 minutes 

11 Female, 26, Master’s degree, Lyon 40 minutes 

12 Male, 27, Master’s degree, Grenoble 30 minutes 

13 Female, 30, Two-year technical degree, Grenoble 34 minutes 

14 Male, 23, Master’s degree, Lyon 38 minutes 

15 Male, 22, A level, Lyon 38 minutes 
Table 1. Table of interviewees 

4.1.4#Transcribing##
Investigating on the attitude of French consumers towards breakthrough innovation, we 
decided to audio-record our interviews.  
 
Recording interviews allow interviewers to concentrate not only on what has been said 
but also on the way it has been said. Our memory has its limits and we tend to form 
intuitive commentaries on what is mentioned during interviews. (Bryman & Bell, 2011, 
p. 481-482).  
 
The ability to listen another time to the interview enabled to correct those issues and 
deeply examine the interviewees’ responses. Besides, it would allow us to actively 
engage with the respondents and not lose focus while taking notes. It goes without 
saying that for ethical reasons we asked all participants if they agreed to be recorded. 
And we reiterate that their answers would be anonymous and transcribed by using 
[Interviewee 1] as a reference. Once again, this action permits to have the respondents’ 
feelings, opinions and perspectives on the subject. We did not take notes during the 
interviews though we did write comments in case there were some obvious non-verbal 
signs that could not be perceived in tape.  Facial expressions can show the respondents’ 
opinion or evaluative stance (Mack et al., 2005, p. 41). Thus, we transcribed the 
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interviews after they had been conducted. To avoid mistakes, and ensure the quality of 
the transcript, we double-checked each other’s transcription. Different factors such as 
tiredness, mishearing and carelessness can intervene in the transcript of interviews 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 484). And finally to guarantee its validity, we sent the 
transcript to the interviewees so that they could evaluate and verify their accuracy.     
     
4.2#Our#analysis#method:#a#thematic#network#analysis#
The analysis of qualitative data can be difficult, especially because of the large amount 
of data collected (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 571). Moreover, the accepted rules 
concerning the analysis of qualitative data are not numerous (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 
571). However, one of the most applied methods is the thematic analysis (Bryman & 
Bell, 2012, p. 571). This method is mainly based on coding and the search for themes 
(Bryman & Bell, 2012, p. 572). 
 
Attride-Stirling (2001) proposes a technique to conduct thematic analysis of qualitative 
data. This technique is based on “web-like illustrations that summarize the main themes 
constituting a piece of text. The thematic networks technique is a robust and highly 
sensitive tool for the systematization and presentation of qualitative analyses (Attride-
Stirling, 2001, p. 385).” See the following figure.  
      

    
 

Figure 11. Thematic Network Analysis (Attride-Stirling, 2001, p. 388) 
 
 
Thus, we think that this kind of analysis will help us to break up text and determine 
different relevant themes in order to go from text to interpretation. 
How to do a thematic analysis can be divided into 3 main steps (Attride-Stirling, 2001, 
p. 390):  

• The first step refers to the fact to reduce or breakdown the text by coding the 
material, identifying themes and constructing thematic networks (Attride-
Stirling, 2001, p. 391). 

• The second step aims to describe, explore and summarize thematic networks 
(Attride-Stirling, 2001, p. 391). 
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• The third step is about interpreting patterns. In other words, this last step is 
about taking the summaries of the thematic networks and brings them back to 
the theoretical framework and the research question (Attride-Stirling, 2001, p. 
402). 

   
Moreover, as you can see in the figure above, a thematic network is composed of three 
different kinds of themes: Basic themes are the lowest-order theme. They are derived 
from the text and do not give a lot of information if they are taken alone. It is only after 
being grouped together that they form organizing themes (Attride-Stirling, 2001, p. 
389). Thus, organizing themes are “clusters of signification that summarize the principal 
assumptions of a group of Basic Themes” (Attride-Stirling, 2001, p. 389). Those themes 
start to reveal more information about the texts, but again, they are parts of a bigger 
type of theme that is called a Global theme. A global theme is the theme that 
encompasses the entire data and shows a real opinion, assertion or position (Attride-
Stirling, 2001, p. 389). They represent the final interpretation of the texts. Attride-
Stirling (2001, p. 392) mentions that a thematic analysis network must contain at least 4 
Global themes to appreciate data. Thus, we came up with the following global themes: 
the self, the motivation, the social influence, the attitude and the willingness to buy. 
You can find the full report of the thematic network analysis in Appendix 2. 
 
4.3#Ethical#considerations#
In every research, it is very important to talk about the ethical aspects taken into account 
during the data collection process. A good research must avoid some unethical issues 
that we are going to discuss. For each of the four main areas of ethical considerations in 
business research theorized by Diener and Crandall (1978; cited in Bryman et al., 2011, 
p. 128), we are going to show how, in our study, we have followed those recommended 
guidelines. 

4.3.1#Harm#to#participants#
The first ethical issue to consider is the harm to participants. As mentioned by Bryman 
et al., (2011, p. 128), harm can take different forms: “physical harm, harm to 
participants development or self-esteem; stress; harm to career prospects or future 
employment; and “inducing subjects to perform reprehensible acts”” (Bryman et al., 
2011, p. 128). As far as our research is concerned, the only kind of harm that seems 
relevant is the stress. To overcome this potential problem, we made sure that talk to our 
respondent in a relaxed way, by starting to talk about familiarities at the beginning and 
by adopting a conversational style when doing the interviews.  
 
This ethical consideration deals as well with the confidentiality and anonymity of the 
respondents. Therefore, we ensured participants before doing the interviews that they 
will not risk anything since it will be impossible to recognize their answers since they 
will be coded. Their names will not be revealed in any case. 

4.3.2#Lack#of#informed#consent#
We talk about the lack of informed consent when an interviewee does not get enough 
information to be able to decide to participate in the interview or not (Bryman et al., 
2011, p. 133). In order to avoid this issue, we clearly stated the purpose of our research 
when contacting them the very first time by e-mails and we did it again before starting 
the interview on Skype. We also told them why they were useful for us, why their 
contribution was needed. Thus, it was clear for the participants why they were part of 
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the study and they all had the same amount of information. Obviously, some 
respondents were more curious than others and asked more questions before deciding to 
be part of our study. (Maybe we can mention that we did not completely state the 
research question in order not to give them too much information and orientate their 
answer). 

4.3.3#Invasion#of#privacy##
The third ethical consideration refers to “the issue of the degree to which invasions of 
privacy can be condoned” (Bryman et al., 2011, p. 133). Whatever the objective of a 
study is, researchers cannot intrude on the interviewee’s privacy. According to Saunders 
(2012, p. 241), it is important to make sure that the participants do not feel pressure and 
they should always have the right to refuse to answer any question or withdraw if they 
feel uncomfortable or estimate that the answer is too private to be shared.  
Also, similarly to the harm to participants, anonymity and confidentiality must be 
respected. In addition to not revealing the interviewees’ names, we asked for their 
permission to record them and we ensured that the recording we will have from them 
will only help us to transcribe their interview and will be deleted at the end of the 
research.  

4.3.4#Deception##
Finally, the last area of ethical consideration is called Deception. It occurs when 
“researchers represent their research as something other than what it is” (Bryman et al., 
2011, p. 136). We think that no one of our respondent have been deceived since the 
research question has been well explain to all participants on two occasions. Also, we 
made sure not to lie or hide things. Bryman et al. (2011, p.137) explains that sometimes, 
researchers limit participants’ understanding on purpose in order to have more natural 
responses. Yet, as we knew the respondents personally, we did not have to do that. 
Indeed, the conversational style that we adopted and our friendly proximity made that 
did not feel observed and answered frankly.  
 
Another way of deceiving the interviewees could have been by lying about the duration 
of the interview in order to increase their chance to participate when we ask them. Here 
again, we did not do that because we have both already been parts of some interviews 
and we know how irritating it is when the interviewer say the interview is going to last 
10 minutes when it last 30. 
 
4.4#Reliability#
Reliability and validity allow establishing the quality of a research (Bryman & Bell, 
2011, p. 394). Reliability refers to the possible replicability of a research, and validity 
deals with the accuracy of the findings (LeCompte & Goetz, 1982, p. 32). 
 
4.4.1#External#reliability##
External reliability refers to “the degree to which a study can be replicated” (Bryman & 
Bell, 2011, p. 395). Replication is generally not the main objective of a qualitative study 
since it is about having a deeper understanding of an object, in our case, attitude. 
However, we followed the five recommendations of LeCompte and Goetz (1982, p. 37) 
in order to enhance this criterion. First, the role and position of the researcher must be 
considered (LeCompte & Goetz, 1982, p. 38). We did our best to minimize the impact 
that we could have had as researchers and have well defined our roles before doing the 
interviews. Second, the researcher must give as much information as possible to the 
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interviewees (LeCompte & Goetz, 1982, p. 38). We explained very well the subject of 
our research and did not hide any information. Third, conditions and social situation 
must be considered (LeCompte & Goetz, 1982, p. 38). We described the environment 
and surroundings of our study - the fact to use Skype for example - that can have an 
impact on findings. Fourth, qualitative researchers must define clearly the concepts 
studied and the assumptions behind the choice of theory (LeCompte & Goetz, 1982, p. 
39) and finally, they have to explain their choice in terms of data collection and analysis 
employed (LeCompte & Goetz, 1982, p. 40). We increased the external validity as 
much as possible by showing links between our concepts in the theoretical framework 
part and by explaining how we analysed the data especially with the thematic network 
analysis. 

4.4.2#Internal#reliability#
Internal reliability refers to “whether or not, when there is more than one observer, 
members of the research team agree about what they see and hear” (Bryman & Bell, 
2011, p. 395). To comply with this criterion, we opted for an open dialogue while doing 
the empirical findings and discussion/conclusion parts in order to agree on things such 
as data categorization and interpretation of the text. 
 
4.5#Validity#
4.5.1#External#validity#
External validity refers to “the degree to which findings can be generalized across social 
settings”. Qualitative findings are hardly generalizable in other settings than the one 
studied, which means than external validity is weak. (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 395).   
 
However, as the goal of our research is not to generalize - because it is a qualitative 
research - we do not consider this low external validity as a problem. 

4.5.2#Internal#validity#
Internal validity refers to “whether or not there is a good match between researchers’ 
observations and the theoretical ideas they develop” (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 395). 
Moreover, LeCompte and Goetz argue that one of the strengths of qualitative research is 
internal validity (LeCompte & Goetz, 1982, p. 43). By adopting a semi-structured 
interview style, we were able to ask follow up questions in relation with the ideas that 
we developed in the theoretical framework and that we had in mind. If we had to assess 
the internal validity of our research, we would say that it is pretty high.  
 

#

#

#

#

#
#
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5.#Empirical#findings##
This chapter presents the findings obtained from the interviews. We provide the results 
by following the interview guide structure. This part is the basis for the thematic 
analysis network that follows in chapter 6. 
 
5.1#The#self#
When asking them their opinion about new technology in general many respondents 
emphasis on its utilitarian aspect. They mentioned things like “The goal of an 
innovation is to increase the comfort of people” (13), “I buy innovative product to 
facilitate my daily life and make it the simplest possible (6), “I use my phone as a small 
personal assistant to keep me posted about things I need to do and I do not need to go 
through billion notes anymore” (4).  
 
Concerning self-esteem, we asked the following question: How do you think others 
would describe you? However, as it is difficult for them to assess, we decided to look at 
the answers of other questions that were not aiming to show their self-esteem. Here are 
the quotes that will enable us to determine if it is low or high: “I am not at organized at 
all and I am lazy. I do not do much of my life” (10), “I tend not to ask people, and I do 
not trust others. I am a stubborn person so I do not want to be influenced, I decide by 
myself” (12), “Not sensitive to word of mouth. I have my ideas, I do my own searches, 
and word of mouth is not a criterion that is going to push me to buy.” (13), “I would not 
like to buy Google glass if my friends had a pair because I like to feel different” (14), “I 
am always looking for the best” (14), “The attractiveness of the product is its 
exclusivity so if everybody has it, I would not buy it.” (11). 
 
Then, we asked for information concerning their self-efficacy and most of the 
participants assessed their self-efficacy as high: “I adapt myself more easily than others 
to new technology, compared to the one of my age” - 36 years old – (9), “I am in the 
generation into technologies. For me it is intuitive because I grew up with it” (4), “I 
easily adjust to new technologies. I keep myself informed about new upcoming 
products and I think doing so enable me to get myself prepared for these new tools and 
facilitate my adaptation” (6). Also, certain respondents used a comparison with other 
people to evaluate their self-efficacy. For example, someone said “I do not feel like I am 
the best at using new technologies but I am not dumb I could use it as anyone else” (3).  
Only one person expressed her fear in using new technologies “I want to make sure I 
understand how the product works, it needs to be easy. Most of the time it looks so hard 
to use.” (1). One respondent mentioned the fact to be disappointed in case of low self-
efficacy: “When things are too hard to understand there is a kind of frustration that can 
block you in the access to innovation and make you think that it is not for you, too bad.” 
(11). 
 
5.2#Motivation#
We asked the interviewees how they took their purchase decision. A lot of them 
answered that they seek for information by answering things like “I do search on the 
Internet to know the ratio performance, quality, price.” (14), or “I use a lot of 
specialised websites and a little bit the opinions of other users, specially the negative 
ones.”(9). However, some other explained that they are more sensitive to word of 
mouth. For example, interviewee number 15 argued that “I function more thanks to 
word of mouth, if someone tells me there is something cool, I am going to have a look 
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at it, otherwise no. I do not look for information about new product by myself”  (15) or 
the interviewee 10 said: “I ask people their opinion before a purchase. However, if I 
have a precise interest in buying something for me, I do not need their opinion. 
Afterwards, it can be people that talk to you that give you the envy to buy, or people 
that know more than you.” (10).  
 
When asking them why they buy innovative products, a lot of answers were about 
utility. Someone said, “I buy innovative products because if they are innovative, by 
definition it means that there is something that I do not know and that can be useful.” 
(15), one respondent said “The ease of use make me buy new product because it is more 
agreeable, comfortable.” (13). Another mentioned the struggle against boredom by 
saying “Personally I need to get new products because I am a person that get bored 
easily” (11).  
 
We also asked the respondents about the exciting aspect of Google Glass, one said that 
“Google Glass is not exciting for me because I think it would be very disruptive and I 
think it can be even dangerous to concentrate on the screen of the glasses and not on 
what you’re doing. The possibilities that it offers, you can have it with your phone or 
your computer so why would you have it on your face?” (12), some were mitigated: “I 
think it could be exciting and I would enjoy using it. But at the same time, I am afraid 
of being addicted. I know that I am already a lot on Facebook and that I could do 
something more interesting so if I have something on my face... You do not have the 
world in front of you anymore” (15) or “It is exciting but worrying” (11). Few were 
really excited: “It is exciting because some crazy apps can be developed to help you to 
calculate stuff for example and once you have tried them, it is going to be very difficult 
to go back”. (14) 
 
Afterwards we questioned participants if and how they collect online data about 
products. Some people do not collect online data at all and solely rely on their relatives: 
“If all my friends are telling me it is good I trust them. I will not double check on the 
Internet” (1). Some respondents answered that they do pre-purchase search: “I do a lot 
of search before. I make my choice according to the price and the quality. I make 
comparisons.” (13). Or “I look at opinions, comparison on the Internet. I take into 
account but with a step back because there is not a certain reliability on their opinion.” 
(11) 
 
5.3#Social#influence#
We questioned respondents to understand if they refer to peers before taking a purchase 
decision. Most of the participants mentioned that they regularly ask others their opinion. 
Some consult others because they have better knowledge: “I completely trust my friends 
or acquaintances about new technologies. I do not check online what others say. Some 
of my friends know a lot about new technologies” (3) or “I often ask my boyfriend 
before making a purchase because he likes everything that is about high technology so I 
tell myself that he knows more about it.” (15). It can be as well because they share the 
same tastes: “I always refer to people of my age who already have the product I want to 
buy. I ask them because I think we have the same tastes” (7). Others ask to their friends 
because they do not want to make the wrong choice and feel different from the group. “I 
do not like to be different and have people noticing me. It would make me embarrassed 
to have a pair of Google Glass and be the only one having it. If my friends make me 
comments about it I may never wear them in public again” (1). A few participants said 
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that their friends made them discover the existence of products. “I form an opinion 
mostly because of my friends. They are actually the ones that make me discover new 
things.” (1)  
 
Then we questioned if context of consumption can have an importance in asking others’ 
opinion. Some respondents did not mind of the context and asked others solely for the 
quality of their information. “I ask my friends’ opinion no matter of the context of 
consumption. Whether it is a public or private purchase I want to make sure that I am 
buying a good product and I trust their opinion” (2); whereas others gave it importance. 
“My friend's opinion is particularly important regarding Google Glass because I have to 
wear them. It is like clothes you do not want to publicly wear clothes that others find 
bad looking. It is part of you” (7).  
 
To emphasis even more on the importance of the group, we asked respondents if they 
ever made a purchase they regretted. All respondents said that it was due to a lack of 
information that lead to buy a product that did not meet the needs it aimed to satisfy. “I 
regretted purchasing a tablet. I took the decision too fast and the features it offered did 
not match my requirements. I should have asked for opinions.” (4).   
Following that same direction, we asked participants to imagine how their relatives 
would react if they had Google Glass. Most respondents said that they would be 
surprised and curious because Google Glass is not a commonly used product. “If I had 
Google Glass I think my relatives and friends would be amazed. They would ask me to 
try it. But most of all they would be curious to know how much I spend for it” (7), “If I 
had Google Glass I think my relatives would like to try it but at the same time they 
would find it completely useless. But I am a compulsive buyer so they would not be 
surprised coming from me” (4).  
 
Some felt that it would not fit with their self: “I do not see a connection between me and 
Google Glass. If I would see one of my friend who is into technologies wearing them I 
may be like “Really?” but that will stop there because I would expect him more to be 
the kind of person wearing it” (3) or “My friends would probably make fun of me cause 
they know I hate that kind of stuff” (9). 
 
We also asked participants who are the people they believe would use Google Glass. 
They appeared to have a strong idea of it. All of them agreed that it is meant to be a 
product for rich people. “Google Glass is a product for people who are rich and do not 
know what to do with their money” (8). Some associate it to technologies lovers. 
“Consumers who would buy it are just geeks and want to show that they are early 
adopters” (7). By having such strong assumptions, it appears that participants did not 
want to be associated to Google Glass users. That is to say rich people and they do not 
feel similarly do them. “People owing Google Glass might be the ones that love new 
technologies. I do not know how to use technologies in general so I could not be like 
them” (1).  “It looks like some people are just made for new technologies. Every time 
that there is something new that comes out they buy it. Most of the time you can clearly 
identify them and expect them to purchase new products and talk to you about it. I am 
not one of them” (7).  
 
Nevertheless, we observed that some participants do not ask once or ever friend’s 
opinion or approval. “I never ask others like my friends or relatives their opinions. On 
that domain I only trust myself and the websites I refer to” (4). “I like to receive high 
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quality information. I do not want to ask my friends their opinion because I do not think 
that they may have used all the products I have selected. Therefore, their feedback could 
only be about one product which is the one they possess” (6).  
 
5.4#Attitude##
We asked the respondents their general opinion about Google Glass. Some respondents 
were a bit confused: “I am not convinced with this product. After all I do not know it 
very well, I have never seen it in real life or shops, never wear it. I just saw some ads. It 
seems to be virtual, strange.” (15), “Overall Google Glass sounds like an interesting 
product. I would like to know more about it because it remains unclear” (8). “Google 
Glass from what I have seen on advertising and on the design of the product seems to be 
an interesting product” (2).  
 
Some had a negative attitude: “I do not see the product very positively. I think it can 
have a dissocialising role, people are going to confine themselves in their own vision, 
view, sharing.” (11).  
 
Some mentioned a physical danger due to its use: “Google Glass seems to be 
dangerous. You may be absorbed by the product and completely forget about your 
surrounding. “On the long term you may even have a lazy eye” (8), “Google Glass is 
useless, it is dangerous, maybe you can even have a blind spot because of the icons on 
the screen, for the health, it must be painful for your eyes and painful by sight. I am not 
really positive about it” (12).  
 
Two had a positive attitude: “I think Google Glass is a gem. It is very connected and 
can bring a maximum of information. It is practical and independent. Google Glass has 
an amazing and spectacular potential ” (6), “It is exciting because some crazy apps can 
be developed to help you to calculate stuff for example and once you have tried them, it 
is going to be very difficult to go back” (14). 
 
Another was strongly against Google Glass. “I am absolutely not interested by Google 
Glass. I would even say that it disgusts me. I will not give a part of my body for a 
product” (5). 
 
We also asked what is for the respondents the most important elements of the Google 
Glass product. Some respondents mentioned that it is the novelty of the product: “The 
most important thing is that it is the first firm to do that – to show you things in a glass” 
(9), “The product goes beyond all the concept that we have today in terms of 
technology” (11). Some mentioned the design: “the most important thing is that Google 
Glass is part of your clothes, does not shock anybody, fade into the background. The 
design should be adequate and to make it appear as a trendy indispensable accessory, 
like phones” (14).  
 
And when we asked what could be the role of Google Glass many expressed their 
feelings that Google Glass could serve professionals. “In my domain, as a student, 
everything I need is already offered by my phone. I think this is a very specific product 
for professional use” (5). “Google Glass are useful for professionals and not for private 
individuals. If you think about it the possibilities that Google Glass can offer to 
professionals are amazing. Look at what hairdressers can do using Google Glass” (6). 
And various said it might be value expressive and not match their self-image. “I think it 
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is very much of a gadget and also a way to show off that you have money” (1). “People 
would buy Google Glass to show their social status. In few years it will be more 
considered as a gadget and in about 10 years it will be a useful product. It would be 
better in a decade because we are moving towards smart cities and everything will 
really be connected” (6). “I think people who would buy Google Glass are young. They 
would buy it just because they are trendy. Nevertheless some older people may use it 
too, but in that case I think they would buy it to show their social rank” (2). “I think rich 
business men cannot wait to buy Google Glass to show to everybody that they have 
enough money to afford them” (3).  
 
5.5#Willingness#to#buy#
Concerning the willingness to buy, we asked this question: What are the reasons that 
would make you buy Google Glass? Some respondents said that they would not buy it 
for various reasons. “I would not like to purchase Google Glass. I already struggle to 
see with my regular glasses, I absolutely do not need a screen so close to my eyes to 
give me an even worse sight” (2), “I would never buy Google Glass because I am not so 
much into technologies. I find them really useless, at least to me. I may understand 
people that find it cool” (3) “I will never buy Google Glass! I told you I hate Google 
ethics” (5). 
 
Others said that they currently do not have reasons to buy Google Glass. In the majority 
of the case, the answers looked like “I would not buy Google Glass because I do not 
have the utility” (15), “I would not like to buy it, and I would not risk to worsen my 
sight problem” (12). “At the moment I think Google Glass does not bring me anything 
new or not good enough to make me want to buy it” (8), “The biggest issue with Google 
Glass for me is the price. This prevents me from buying it” (7),  “I would eventually 
buy Google Glass if the design was better and everything was interconnected. I think at 
the moment it is not well implemented yet and cannot provide 100% of his capacities in 
terms of information about every place I may encounter. Besides, I may not have a 
perfect Internet connection everywhere (6)”. “I would easily be influenced to buy them 
if all my friends were owning it” (1). “I would be very much willing to buy Google 
Glass if I would try them and it would turn out to be a good experience” (4), “If 
someone explained and showed me how it works, I may be more interested in buying it” 
(1). “Maybe in 5 years when I will have few time for myself Google Glass could 
interest me. By then I will be a professional” (4). “My friends know more about new 
technologies than me. So if they all have Google Glass and tell me it is good, I trust 
them!” (7) 
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6.#Analysis#and#discussion#
In this part, we are going to analyse the findings by using the thematic network 
analysis. This analysis will be put in relation with the theories presented in the 
theoretical framework and finally, this part will end up by a discussion to assess if our 
findings match our model. 
 
6.1#Thematic#Network#analysis#
Having the findings enabled us to uncover the reasons of respondents’ answers. It 
allowed us to have a starting point in interpreting their words and clustering them into 
different themes: the self, motivation, social influence, attitude and willingness to buy.  

6.1.1#The#Self#

!
!

Figure 12. Thematic Network for “The Self” 
!
The first organizing theme is around self-esteem.  
 
To determine the self-esteem of our respondents as mentioned before in the empirical 
findings, we only asked one direct question to try to evaluate this notion (How do you 
think others would describe you?) and above all, we tried to use our common sense and 
see in other answers what could be used to evaluate their self-esteem. One respondent 
answered, “I am not at organized at all and I am lazy. I do not do much of my life” (10). 
We can see clearly that this person is not ambitious and therefore has a low self-esteem 
since people with low self-esteem try to avoid difficulty and defeat. They do not think 
they are going to be successful. (Solomon et al., 2013, p. 152). 
On the contrary, we received answers such as: “I am flamboyant” (12), “I tend not to 
ask people and I do not trust other people. I am a stubborn person so I do not want to be 
influenced, I decide by myself” (12), or “I am not sensitive to word of mouth. I have my 
ideas, I do my own searches, and word of mouth is not a criterion that is going to push 
me to buy.” (13), we can consider that those people have a high self-esteem since 
people that have a high self esteem have the tendency to take more risks, they expect to 
behave well and usually want to draw attention to themselves (Solomon et al., 2013, p. 
152). That is what we analysed in those quotations. 
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The second organizing theme that came up is about self-image. 
Several times, Google Glass was defined as a wearable product, and therefore is part of 
the appearance of consumers. One interviewee said, “Google glass is part of your 
clothes. It has not to shock anybody, fade into the background. The design should be 
adequate and to make it appear as a trendy indispensable accessory, like phones” (14). 
Participants therefore consider and expect Google Glass to be a fashion, trendy product. 
This can be put in relation with the extended self and confirm the findings of Kulviwat 
(2009, p. 706) that show that people love those gadgets because they represent a 
personal electronic augmentation of themselves.  
A participant said “I like to be the first one to have things. I am an early adopter” (5), 
“When I had my first smartphone all my friends were still using normal phones” (5). 
Therefore having a first relation with Google Glass would be a way to show his 
innovativeness and his social status as an early adopter. His vision is linked with the 
fact that individuals tend to buy products to boost their social status and self-image (Lee 
et al., 2013, p. 142; Dholakia and Talukdar, 2004, p. 780). Google Glass is therefore a 
product that can be viewed as a reflection of one’s self.  
We observed that most of the participants see Google Glass as a highly value expressive 
product. “I think rich business men cannot wait to buy Google Glass to show everybody 
that they have enough money to have them” (3).  It is strongly associated with a product 
for geeks, rich people and early adopters. Most of them do not believe these adjectives 
correspond to the way they see themselves, and do not want others to categorize them in 
inadequate social rank.  
 
The third organizing theme that came up is about self-efficacy. We noticed that one 
respondent was worried not to be able to use this innovative product. Putting into doubt 
her skills in using new products was a barrier “I really need to ensure that the new 
product is easy to use before purchasing it. I feel like all these technologies are hard to 
use”  (1). Previous research said that; People have a tendency to perform only the task 
for which they believe they have the abilities to perform successfully (Lunenburg, 2011, 
p. 1-2). From this theory we could conclude that self-efficacy can have an impact on 
actions taken by consumers towards a product.  
 
Moreover, from our observations, we seem to have found the reasons why people 
estimate their self-efficacy as high. Certain interviewees explained that they do believe 
that they have predispositions in using new technologies, because they look for 
information on a regular basis, that enable them to anticipate, to prepare themselves for 
the arrival of a new product. They do that voluntarily, sometimes by pleasure that 
makes their learning process more efficient. 
 
Overall most respondents expressed their feeling to have a “normal” self-efficacy. That 
is to say, they associate innovative products to easiness and simplicity and therefore 
easy to use. When asked to compare themselves to others, they do not take position and 
feel like they can use it as good as anyone else.  
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6.1.2#Motivation#
!

!
Figure 13. Thematic Network for “Motivation” 

!
!
The first organizing theme that we found is around the need to satisfy by adopting the 
product. The first step of the decision making process is recognition of a need (Mitchell 
& Boustani, 1994, p. 57). However, all our respondents mentioned that there is no need 
to satisfy when we talk about the Google Glass product. For example, one respondent 
said, “I am not certain it revolutionize something. It does not bring a lot. You can avoid 
using your hands or having a bit of augmented reality. For me it is useless, especially 
for the price. There is no need at all to satisfy” (9). It appears that satisfying a need is 
one of the key elements in the purchase decision for new technologies. Utilitarian need 
is the purpose that respondents mostly want to fulfil. The utilitarian need emerges when 
people want to replace previous product. Either because they are broken “I would 
change my phone if it breaks or if I realise that something much better is out and fulfil 
in a better way my needs” (8) or because they are obsolete “My phone can only call and 
text message people. It does not have the capability to connect on the Internet or else 
because it is a very old basic phone. It is not compatible anymore with my needs to keep 
in touch with relatives via various Apps” (3).  
 
We also observed that a need could differ throughout a person’s life. For example, 
many participants expressed that Google Glass is an adequate product for professionals. 
As such, they see a need for that product when it will facilitate their routine. “Maybe in 
5 years when I will have few time for myself Google Glass could interest me. By then I 
will be a professional” (4).  
 
Some people want to satisfy a hedonic need. In the case of Google Glass no respondents 
found it appealing, seducing. They found the design to be a little bit nerdy and some 
said that if it would change they would be more attracted by the product. Also Google 
Glass high price is a major drawback for a hedonic consumption. Indeed, Google Glass 
is considered as a gadget, highly superficial, we can say that it is not something needed 
in the interviewees’ daily life. 
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We believe this inability to determine a real need concerning Google Glass is due to its 
association with mobile phone. In fact, most of the respondents said that they did not 
need Google Glass because they have everything they are looking for in their 
smartphones. This can be in relation with the product categorization theories. 
Categorizing the product in an already existing category can be beneficial or damaging 
for the new product (Solomon et al., 2013, p. 356). Our findings enabled us to see that 
for Google Glass case, product categorization is a barrier for adoption process.  
Likewise, we deduced that the most important part of motivation is the extrinsic one 
because the need that is looked for with this innovative product is its utility - that is 
unfortunately lacking - and not the playfulness (the intrinsic motivation) while using the 
product. 
 
The last kind of need that we determined is a need created by the society. Interviewees 
said they are motivated to look for information because it is a requirement of today. It 
seems to be inevitable as it is part of people’s environment. As such, we believe that 
people feel the pressure to get informed about the product so that they are conscious of 
what is happening, as everyone else.  
 
After analysing in more details the motivation, we pointed out that motivation strengths 
is highly connected to the self. We believe another organizing theme emerging from our 
findings is around curiosity. 
Some respondents showed that they were curious: “Personally I need to get new 
products because I am a person that get bored easily” (7). Curiosity here is provoked 
because of a natural boredom present in this interviewee. Thus, she explains that she 
sometimes finds an interest for a product because she is curious by nature. 
Also, we analysed that the exclusivity of a new product can increase the will of 
consumers to own it. Indeed, interviewee number 7 said that “The attractiveness of the 
product is its exclusivity so if everybody has it, I would not buy it.” (7). 
 
Their curiosity to know more about the product can also come from passion or centre of 
interest. “We are a generation which is connected so everyone use technologies. For me 
it is an area of interest. I gain interest at a very early age to new technologies because I 
used them when I was very young” (5). “I subscribed to a website for Nokia’s fan 
because I want to be aware of new products before it even starts to be commercialized.” 
(5).  
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6.1.3#Social#influence#

#
Figure 14. Thematic Network for “Social influence” 

!
The first organizing theme of the global theme “social influence” deals with 
Networking. First, we noticed that some participants were scared to be excluded. When 
we asked them if there were more chances that they buy Google Glass if lots of their 
friends had one, some answered that yes, they would probably buy it. A respondent 
mentioned the connectivity with others in the sense that when a group of friends have 
the same product, the one who does not own it feels excluded. This appears to follow 
the words that say; People may conform because they want to belong to the group 
(normative influence) (Dholakia & Talukdar, 2004, p. 780). There are two types of 
normative influence: identification and compliance. So we believe that in this case, the 
person is complying following an identification process. In fact it matches the definition 
given by Kelman: People make changes not solely to satisfy the others, but for their 
own role performance. Thus, they conform and believe in their new actions, as it is part 
of their socialization in the group. (Kelman, 1961, p. 64-65).  
 
Also, we noted that a lot of interviewees argued that the Google Glass product goes 
with geeky, with people that do not know their priority in terms of money etc. When we 
asked if they would be one of those persons, they disagree by saying “I am not like 
that”. We can interpret this reaction by a fear to be judged by their peers and so, by 
changing their opinion because of this pressure. This can be put in relation with the fact 
that opinion changes happen because the person wants to gain reward or avoid 
punishment from others (Burdwell, 2006, p. 50).  A person learns to say or behave as he 
feels he is expected to, in order to satisfy the group, and this in spite of his own beliefs 
(Kelman, 1961, p. 63). 
 
Group pressure, as shown by Solomon Asch experiment (1956; cited in Kundu & 
Cummins, 2012, p. 269), is influential enough to make people do things that apparently 
do not necessarily make sense. In the case of Google Glass, we noticed that its price 
seems to be too high to lead to inattentive behaviour. An interviewee mentioned for 
example that even if the need for a product does not really exist, if this product is 
accessible in terms of price, it is possible to create the need thanks to seduction. 
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Therefore, if participants change their behaviour it is thoughtful as they see it as a way 
to identify or “fit in” the group.  
 
The second organizing theme is source of information. 
We pointed out that friends were widely used as a source of information. In uncertain 
situations, people use others as evidence of reality (Bearden & Etzel, 1982, p. 184). This 
was particularly relevant for the case of Google Glass because people referred to others’ 
behaviours. We also saw that the influence is even stronger if the person they consulted 
is considered as knowledgeable. This is in line with: Informational influence is 
particularly applicable if the influence comes from a person that is considered credible 
and knowledgeable about the subject (Kelman, 1961, p. 65-66). “I often ask my 
boyfriend before making a purchase because he likes everything that is about high 
technology so I tell myself that he knows more about it.” (15).  
 
It appeared that friends exerted a power over respondent. In fact, many participants 
confessed that they often asked others their opinion about new technologies. They do so 
because they believe that they are more knowledgeable. Thus, we believe that they have 
both information and expert power. This is relevant with what has been defined: Two 
sources are exerting social power; they are reference groups and opinion leaders 
(Lantos, 2011, p. 247 & 297; Solomon et al., 2013, p. 398). 
Google Glass has often been compared to a product that has to be fashion as it is seen as 
a wearable product that everyone can see. Most of the respondents cared about the 
opinion and judgment of others. This confirmed: Reference groups have a very strong 
influence on the product purchase and the brand selected in public luxuries consumption 
(Bearden & Etzel, 1982). 
 
Even though the majority of the respondents refers to friends, some occasionally consult 
opinion leaders as well: bloggers, YouTubers. In our study they exert the power of 
knowledge. “I like following YouTubers because they enable me to save time and gain 
lots of information. I do not need to read about everything; in few minutes I have the 
general idea about a topic. And sometimes they talk about things I had no idea they 
existed like Google Glass. Through YouTubers I discover new things” (3).  
 
Few participants said that they do not refer to friends at any circumstance, and solely 
rely on themselves. They think that their friends do not have sufficient knowledge. 
Therefore, they browse on the Internet to find information and have a set of websites 
they systematically refer to. They use it as a source of information to form their opinion. 
This is very close to the description of opinion leader. An opinion leader is described as 
a person who is frequently able to influence others’ attitudes or behaviours; he is 
knowledgeable and his advice is taken seriously (Schiffman et al., 2008, p. 422). So we 
can consider that opinion leaders influence these people. Nevertheless, they also 
confessed that they are aware some of the websites can be corrupted by brands. Thus, 
they also read consumers’ comments left on the site and follow electronic word of 
mouth. Via the Internet, the social influence is actually different in the sense that 
information may come from people that are not friends or colleagues, but just someone 
who has had an experience with the product; this results in an electronic word of mouth 
(eWOM) (Lee et al., 2011, p. 185).  
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6.1.4#Attitude#
!

 
Figure 15. Thematic Network for “Attitude” 

!
The first organizing theme that we found is around the attitude formation. There were 
no clear trends of people holding strong attitudes. Only one person was strongly against 
Google Glass. “I am absolutely not interested by Google Glass. I would even say that it 
disgusts me. I will not give a part of my body for a product” (5). And another one, on 
the opposite, was highly in favour of Google Glass. “I think Google Glass is a gem. It is 
very connected and can bring a maximum of information. It is practical and 
independent. Google Glass has an amazing and spectacular potential.” (6). 
 
We believe that they have form their attitude based on cognitive response. This follows 
the basic model of consumer decision-making following cognitive learning. In cognitive 
learning people are seen as problem solvers and energetically look for information. 
(Belch et al., 2008, p. 62).  
 
We believe their attitude serves a knowledge function. Attitude is based on a person’s 
desire of having a goal to organize him and deal with the new product. There is a need 
for more information. (Katz, 1960, p. 170-176). 
 
The others seemed to have formed their attitudes based on affect. We believe so because 
the definition of affect matches our observations. Affect is presented as the feelings or 
emotions a person can have toward the attitude object (Solomon et al., 2013, p. 294). 
Some people said: “Google Glass from what I have seen on advertising and on the 
design of the product seems to be an interesting product” (2). Numerous respondents 
said that very few information were available to clearly evaluate the product. “Overall 
Google Glass sounds like an interesting product. I would like to know more about it 
because it remains unclear” (8).  
 
 
The second organizing theme is unfavourable attitude. We analysed that there was only 
one person who formed a negative attitude based on cognitive knowledge. This attitude 
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was entirely due to the brand reputation that is negative for him. “I will never buy 
Google Glass! I told you I hate Google ethics” (5).   
 
Other respondents’ negative attitude was based on affect.  
Some respondents were a little bit dubious because they believe Google Glass could 
represent a danger. “Google Glass seems to be dangerous. You may be absorbed by the 
product and completely forget about your surrounding. On the long term you may even 
have a lazy eye” (8). Participants associate Google Glass as a way to show social rank. 
The respondent’s attitude can thus serve a value expressive function in the sense that it 
could express people’s value. The consumer will evaluate a product and form an 
opinion with the aim of showing his social identity (Katz, 1960, p. 170-176). On the 
contrary it can be associated with something untrendy due to the design. This results in 
a negative feeling towards the object because they may associate it to an unappealing 
gadget. “I think it is very much of a gadget and also a way to show that you have 
money” (1). Respondents mostly did not want to be linked to rich people, as it did not 
match their social identity.  It served an ego-defensive function, as it did not fit with the 
self-image that they want to portray.  
 
Many participants said that their attitude towards Google Glass would be more 
favourable if the product was dedicated to Business-to-Business (B2B). “In my domain, 
as a student, everything I need is already offered by my phone. I think this is a very 
specific product for professional use” (5). “Google Glass are useful for professionals 
and not for private individuals. If you think about it the possibilities that Google Glass 
can offer to professionals are amazing. Look at what hairdressers can do using Google 
Glass” (6).  Similarly, they could change their attitude if their friends owned the 
product. “My friends know more about new technologies than me. So if they all have 
Google Glass and tell me it is good, I trust them!” (7).  In this case, the person level of 
commitment to the attitude is identification. It means that the person is not particularly 
involved and is easily influenced. Therefore, he forms an attitude based on others’ 
actions. (Kelman, 1961, p. 63-65). So we analysed that the attitude hold is not that 
strong and subjected to changes.  
 
Our last organizing theme is favourable attitude. Only two persons had a positive 
attitude based on the information they gathered. This favourable attitude was due to all 
the possibilities Google Glass offers.  
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6.1.5#Willingness#to#buy##
!

!
Figure 16. Thematic Network for “Willingness to buy”!

!
The first organizing theme is absence of willingness to buy. A few participants 
maintained their position and had no willingness to buy at any circumstance. The 
reasons for no purchase intention was due to danger, brand reputation or no interest. “I 
would not like to purchase Google Glass. I already struggle to see with my regular 
glasses, I absolutely do not need a screen so close to my eyes to give me an even worse 
sight” (2), “I would never buy Google Glass because I am not so much into 
technologies. I find them really useless, at least to me. I may understand people that find 
it cool” (3) I will never buy Google Glass! I told you I hate Google ethics” (5). These 
people do follow the assumption that attitude predicts purchase intention. Their negative 
attitude resulted in no willingness to buy. This corresponds to the fact that: A construct 
of consumers’ purchase intention is consumers’ attitude, evaluation and external 
components (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975; cited in Raza et al., 2014, p. 3). 
 
The second organizing theme is postponement. Others said that they do not wish at the 
moment to purchase Google Glass because external components such as: price, design, 
usefulness or wrong timing. “At the moment I think Google Glass does not bring me 
anything new or not good enough to make me want to buy it” (8), “The biggest issue 
with Google Glass for me is the price. This prevents me from buying it” (7). Thus, it 
enabled us to see that their negative attitude could change, as they would evaluate the 
product differently if some attributes could change. In turn, they would evaluate the 
product favourably and be willing to buy the product.  
 
The third organizing theme is influence. Some people said that friends might influence 
them “I would easily be influenced to buy them if all my friends are owning it” (1).  
The product may interest some respondents after a successful trial. “I would be very 
much willing to buy Google Glass if I would try them and it would turn out to be a good 
experience” (4), “If someone explained and showed me how it works, I may be more 
interested in buying it” (1). And finally a couple of respondents mentioned that they 
would be willing to purchase Google Glass in another context. “Maybe in 5 years when 
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I will have few time for myself Google Glass could interest me. By then I will be a 
professional” (4).  
 
6.2#Discussion#
After analysing our findings, we made some amendments in our conceptual model. As 
you can see on the new model below, our empirical findings did not support the direct 
relation of the social influence and the self on the willingness to buy.  
This new model can be seen below, and we are going to discuss those new relations. 
 

 
Figure 17. Revised conceptual model 

 
To start with, concerning the self, our findings show that self-efficacy plays a major role 
in the level of motivation. Indeed, our respondents expressed their feelings about their 
ability to master the Google Glass product and we clearly saw that the ones who had a 
low self-efficacy had a low motivation to learn more about the product. On the contrary, 
respondents with a high self-efficacy were the ones highly motivated to seek 
information. They are two reasons: they want to maintain their high level of self-
efficacy and they want to boost their self-image and self-esteem. However, we want to 
raise the fact that it does not mean that people who have a low self-efficacy necessarily 
have a low self-esteem. It is just that they do not believe that this product is going to 
improve their self-image and/or self-esteem. 
 
Similarly, we observed that self do have a direct effect on attitude as respondents 
mentioned several times that owning Google Glass is a way to express themselves, 
show social rank, values or lifestyle. In other words, it serves the value-expressive 
function.  Thus, values of each individual are determinants of attitude. Also, self-
efficacy has a direct impact on attitude since people believing they are lacking the 
abilities to master the product assess the product negatively because they cannot clearly 
evaluate the benefits of the products.  
 
We observed that the self do not have a direct effect on willingness to buy. In fact, 
every time we noticed that all participants systematically evaluated the product and thus 
formed an attitude before having a purchase intention. Therefore, the self has an effect 
on willingness to buy via attitude. That is why we changed a part of our conceptual 
model. 
 
We realized that motivation is not an independent variable and is preceded by the self. 
Indeed, the fact to be motivated depends on personal factors. The level of involvement 
is determined by curiosity that in turn determines the intensity of information search. 
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From the knowledge they gather, people form their attitude. Therefore, motivation is 
directly linked to attitude.     
 
Also, it seems that people with a low curiosity level have a lot of uncertainties, that 
make them more likely to be sensitive to word of mouth and therefore socially 
influenced. Our findings are in line with the one of Katz & Tushaman (1979; cited in 
Kim et al., 2011, p. 1190-1191) that says that uncertainty may lead consumers to 
communicate with others in their social network to confer with them about adoption 
decision. On the contrary, people that look for information - on specialised websites for 
examples - reduce their uncertainty and are less inclined to exchange with their 
network. We observed that generally people who got their information deliberately have 
a stronger and more definitive attitude than the ones who receive their information by 
chance (‘accidental’ search). The impact of social influence on motivation is therefore 
different according to the level of involvement. If the level of involvement is low people 
will be more socially influenced than if it is high.  
 
On the top of it, social influence also has an effect on the self (self-esteem, self-efficacy 
and self image) especially if this one is not pronounced. We figured out that social 
influence do not have a direct effect on willingness to buy. For such an innovative and 
luxurious product as Google Glass, the price is a barrier to make people want to directly 
buy the product. It makes them step back and evaluate the product before taking a 
decision. Thus, social influence has an indirect effect on willingness to buy through 
attitude. That is why we removed in our model the connection between social influence 
and willingness to buy. This comes back to a study that have shown that social 
influence does not have a direct effect on adoption intention, it is indirect by passing 
through attitude (Kulviwat et al., 2009, p. 710).  
 
From our empirical findings and analysis, we saw that the following variables: 
motivation, social influence and the self have an indirect effect on willingness to buy 
via attitude. However, we noticed that the attitude does not predict the willingness to 
buy. In fact, people may hold positive attitude but this does not mean that their 
willingness to buy will be favourable. The explanation of this observation is that people 
have specific reasons not to buy Google Glass. As Claudy et al., (2014, p. 13) argued, it 
becomes apparent that consumers, despite their favourable values and attitudes, are 
unlikely to adopt a product because of strong reasons against adoption. We analysed 
that these reasons are mostly linked to product attributes: price, danger of use, lack of 
usefulness.  
 
Another element that we did not take into account but that came up several times during 
the interviews is related to memory. Indeed, product categorization plays a role in the 
sense that people tend to associate Google Glass with smartphones and this prevent 
them from seeing an added value. Also, brand reputation has an impact when it is 
associated to bad reputation.  
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7.#Conclusion#and#contribution#
The goal of this part is to answer the research question that guided our study. We are 
also going to provide managerial implications and our contribution to knowledge. 
 
7.1#Conclusion##
The objective of this study has been to gain a better understanding of the attitude of 
French consumers towards breakthrough innovation. To do so, we conducted a 
qualitative research by taking into account the following variables: the self, motivation, 
social influence, attitude and willingness to buy. In order to make the research more 
reliable and clearer, we chose the Google Glass product. This enabled us to ensure that 
interviewees clearly understood what we meant by breakthrough innovation.  By 
making this research, we acquired greater knowledge of our topic and we can now 
answer our research question that is:  
 

How do the self, motivation, and social influence affect the attitude developed 
towards Google Glass?  

 
The self has an impact on attitude towards Google Glass through its value expressive 
function. People see Google Glass as a tool to show social rank, values, lifestyle. Also 
the self has an effect on attitude via self-efficacy. Indeed, people having a low self-
efficacy tend not to be able to accurately assess the benefits of a product. Motivation 
plays a role on attitude in the sense that the more someone is motivated and looks for 
information, the more the attitude hold is permanent. Finally, social influence is a 
powerful factor affecting the attitude developed towards Google Glass. It affects people 
via friends or opinion leaders and can push them to act, sometimes against their will, to 
fit into a desired group. Social influence power is even more influential when the self 
and the motivation are low. 
 
To go further, the reason why the consumers’ attitudes are shaped this way is mostly 
experiential. In other words, people face punishment, reward, pain, and pleasure 
throughout their life that enabled them to anticipate and expect the outcome of their 
actions. It appears to be a life long learning process that shape who we are and define 
the attitudes we hold.  
 
Another question that we wanted to answer by doing this research is the following: 

Which function of attitudes does Google Glass serve?  
 
We found that Google Glass can serve more than one function. In fact, it serves 
utilitarian, value-expressive and ego-defensive functions. Given the respondents 
answers it appears that Google Glass serve a utilitarian function. Indeed, consumers do 
not see a benefit, utility in using the product. Then, the participants mentioned that they 
see Google Glass product as untrendy, ugly and ridiculous. Thus the attitude hold serves 
an ego-defensive function, as they do not want to comprise their self-image. Finally, for 
others, Google Glass is value-expressive because it seems to be a way to show and 
strengthen their self-concept.  
 
The reason why we argue that is because we noticed that most of the time regardless of 
the function of attitudes, consumers behave as they do to ensure and comfort themselves 
in their choices. They want to feel confident in their choices because it is a way for 
them to get closer to their ideal selves. As such, it is very important in their eyes to hold 
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the appropriate attitude. For instance, some respondents said that they do not envisage 
themselves to have a product like Google Glass as it does not correspond to them, and 
who they want to be. Besides, it does not provide them any benefits. 
 
Our final question is: 

Does attitude towards Google Glass predict its willingness to buy?  
 
Globally, in our research, attitude did predict willingness to buy. Most of our 
participants were holding a negative attitude that in turn lead to no willingness to buy.  
Though, it is not a universal truth. We noticed that an attitude does not always lead to 
willingness to buy. In fact two of our respondents held a positive attitude but did not 
have the willingness to purchase. This was due to the fact that they believe that it is still 
a prototype. It means that Google Glass need some product changes in term of attributes 
to make them willing to buy.  
 
Consumers think and act this way as a logical thought. For example, people mostly hold 
a negative attitude, and every time we asked them if they wanted to buy Google Glass, 
they said no because they previously mentioned that they did not like the product, so 
obviously the purchase was out of the question.  So in that specific case, attitude did 
predict willingness to buy. However when the attitude is in contradiction with the 
willingness to buy, consumers act and think this way because of various minor reasons.  
 
7.2#Contribution#
7.2.1#Theoretical#Contribution#
It is important to know that most of the researches focus on product attributes as 
determinants of technology adoption. Product attributes are composed of complexity, 
relative advantage, compatibility, triability and observability (Rogers, 1995, p. 207). In 
pretty much all the articles we read about consumers’ reaction towards innovation it 
included the model of RAM that takes into account product attributes, consumers 
characteristics and propagation mechanism (Claudy et al., 2014; Cornescu & Adam., 
2013; Kleijnen et al., 2009). Yet, as mentioned very recently by Claudy et al. (2014, p. 
14), further research could be done focusing on the consumer dimension. Moreover we 
pointed out that most research on attitude towards innovation is conducted for 
workplaces such as schools and hospitals, and not for private individuals. We saw that 
there were a literature gap and that is where we concentrate our research on. Our 
research enables to fill that gap and give some more insight of consumers’ 
characteristics on attitude strictly applied to private individuals.  
 
We contributed in the field of technology acceptance by seeing the different attitudes 
towards breakthrough innovation through the eye of the French consumers. Thanks to 
our revised conceptual model we manage to illustrate in a more in-depth manner the 
construct of attitude. Our research allows having another perspective on the antecedents 
of attitudes. Which is beneficial for theoretical contribution as it uncovers new elements 
focusing on breakthrough innovation.  

7.2.2#Managerial#Contribution#
The findings enabled us to see that social influence should be taken into account more 
seriously in developing launch strategies. Social influence widely impact on consumers, 
in his self, motivation and attitude. Having this knowledge enables marketers to focus 
their launch strategies upon social influence and focus on creating a communication that 
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will make people to talk to one another and therefore enhance the chances of a 
commercial success. While analysing the motivation, we realized that companies could 
appeal to motivation and more particularly the curiosity for the creation of successful 
communication campaigns. Companies should inspire consumers’ curiosity.  Indeed, 
motivation fastens information acquisition that is an essential objective of a 
communication campaign during product launch.  
 
Communication is very important at the early stage of diffusion where information 
about the product is very light, and therefore it does not help the consumer to fill their 
uncertainties. Consumers need to be educated to clearly understand the product and how 
it works to see its benefits.  
 
Thanks to our study, we noticed that breakthrough innovation can serve different 
functions. We identified the value expressive, utilitarian and ego-defensive functions. It 
is therefore important to know that in order to understand which kind of message to 
communicate during the launch strategy. For the case of Google Glass, the most 
dominant function to use in the communication strategy would be the utilitarian 
function since most of the respondents, if not all, did not see any utility in this product. 
 
Also, consumers tend to use their memory to place new product in an existing product 
category and this is particularly true if the information available about the product is 
low. Thus, our research shows that the consumers must perceive a new product as a 
completely new product. In other words, a new category must be created for a company 
to gain the benefits and advantages of first movers. Indeed, when the new product is 
placed into an existing category, as it is the case for Google Glass, consumers tend to 
associate to another product and not see the added value the product offer. 
 
This enables us to see that creating a need in consumers’ mind is critical for the 
commercial success of an innovation.  
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8.#Limitations#and#further#research##
We now understand the importance of understanding psychology in marketing. 
Analysing the self was challenging and given the required information needed and the 
short amount of time provided, we feel like we included too many sub-variables. We 
believe it would have been more beneficial if we had focused only on one or two sub-
variables because it would have enabled us to be more specific. The reason why we say 
that is that a lot of components of the self have a different role and can impact on 
attitude differently.  
 
For further research, we believe that the variables should be analysed separately.  
Another limitation is the fact that the respondents have never seen, either they have had 
a physical contact with Google Glass, which make it hard for them to clearly think and 
form an attitude toward the product.  
 
Further research can be to conduct the same kind of research for Apple Watch to 
perceive the impact brand identity can have on consumers’ attitude towards the product. 
Even if Google is one of the biggest and more innovative companies in the world, there 
is no real brand identity. The reason of this is probably because of the intangibility of 
what it offers (software).  
 
Finally we think that it would be beneficial to adopt an experimental research design 
around new product adoption. Thus, this would allow researchers to test the variables of 
our model in isolation. We suggest more particularly to control stimuli received by the 
subjects. This way we would ensure that all participants start with the same level of 
information. This experimental research design could help managers to clearly identify 
which element is the most important to take into account for launch strategies.  

#
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9.#Alternative#criteria#
Unlike quantitative research, qualitative research requires another standpoint than 
reliability and validity to ensure of the quality of the study (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 
395). A suggested alternative possibility to evaluate the quality of the qualitative 
research is by using trustworthiness as main criteria. It includes four elements: 
credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability. Using alternative criteria 
enable to illustrate the fact that there could be more than one account of social reality. 
(Guba and Lincoln, 1994; cited in Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 395).  
 
9.1#Credibility#
There can be several considerations of an angle of social reality. It is essential to ensure 
that the researcher accurately understood the social world of the participants. It is 
suggested to be certain that the research is conducted in best practice and send transcript 
of the findings to respondent for confirmation. This second point is commonly 
mentioned as respondent validation technique. (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 395).   
 
To validate our findings we thus made a respondent validation. We submitted to every 
participant the draft of our findings from the interview we conducted with them. Doing 
so offered the respondents the chance to change their words and make amendments 
before we finalize our findings transcript. Out of the 15 people we interviewed none of 
them asked to make amendments, they were all satisfied with our transcripts. Thus, 
respondents have accepted all our findings.     
 
9.2#Transferability#
Qualitative research implies to collect data from a limited number of person sharing 
common characteristics (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 398). The in depth aspect of the 
qualitative research can prevent from generalizing the findings (Bryman & Bell, 2011, 
p. 398; Côté & Tugeon, 2002, p. 87). To ensure that our findings can apply to other 
context we followed thick description (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 398). Thick description 
allows evaluating the transferability of findings in another context (Bryman & Bell, 
2011, p. 398). As we can see in our interview guide we began conducting interviews by 
asking general questions about new technologies and tried to understand in which 
circumstance they may use it. As we did not solely asked questions about Google Glass, 
it allowed us to broaden the findings and understand if the responses were applicable in 
other contexts.  
 
9.3#Dependability#
To validate qualitative research, researches use “auditing” approach (Bryman & Bell, 
2011, p. 398). Thus, throughout the whole research process we kept track of all the data 
we gathered (transcript, the use of thematic network, sample criteria). Thus, we ended 
up with 25 pages of transcript (can be sent upon request).  
 
9.4#Confirmability##
Being entirely objective is rarely possible in business research, thus the researcher has 
to act in good faith (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 398). To certify that we did not let our 
judgement and theories influence us while conducting our qualitative research, we 
conducted semi-structured interviews. The flexibility of this technique allowed us to be 
guided by theories but also enabled to remain detached and objective in our questions 
set that emerge during the interview. 
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Appendix#1.#Interview#guide#

Themes Questions Literatures 

The self [In general] 
*Is it recurrent for you to try new things?  
*Would you consider yourself as a self-
conscious person?  
*Would you say you are socially 
outgoing? 
*Do you easily get upset?  
*Do you easily get along with others?  
-How do you think others would describe 
you?  
 
-What do you think about new 
technologies? 
 
-Do you consider yourself easily 
adaptable in using new technologies?  
-Do you think you are better than others 
using new technologies?  
 

-People love those gadgets because they 
represent a personal electronic augmentation 
of themselves (Kulviwat, 2009, p. 706) 
 
-Individuals tend to buy products to boost 
their social status and self-image (Lee et al., 
2013, p. 142; Dholakia and Talukdar, 2004, 
p. 780) 
 
-The more individuals have confidence in 
their abilities to master or using 
technological innovations, the more they 
will perceive and reap the benefits from such 
technology.” (Kulviwat et al., 2014, p. 193) 
 
-People have a tendency to perform only the 
task for which they believe they have the 
abilities to perform successfully (Lunenburg, 
2011, p. 1-2). 
 

Motivation -How do you make your purchase 
decision? (e.g. personal interest, word of 
mouth etc.)  
 
-Why do you buy innovative product? 
 
-Would you say that the Google Glass is 
an exciting product? 
 

-Extrinsic motivation plays a lesser role than 
intrinsic motivation in favoring adoption” 
(Cocosila et. al, 2009, p. 349). 
 
-The awareness of a knowledge gap provoke 
a feeling of irritation, displeasure that can be 
relieve only by closing this gap by searching 
for information (Menon and Soman, 2002, 
p. 3). 
 

Social influence 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

- Do you ask others’ opinions/advices 
before making a purchase? (e.g. relatives, 
opinion leader)  
Sub questions: Why? How often? Does it 
vary in accordance to the context of 
consumption (public/private 
consumption)?  
 
-Have you ever made an expensive 
purchase that you regretted?  
Sub questions: Why? How did it happen?  
 

- Uncertainty may lead consumers to 
communicate with others in their social 
network to confer with them about adoption 
decision (Katz & Tushaman, 1979 ; cited in 
Kim et al., 2011, p. 1190-1191).  
 
-  People may be willing to behave in a way 
in which they are not personally favourable 
to be accepted and belong to a referent 
group (Kulviwat et al., 2008, p. 707).  
-The influence of the reference groups is 
even stronger depending on the context of 
consumption (Bearden & Etzel, 1982).  
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Social influence 

 

-Do you happen to browse on internet to 
find product information?  
Sub questions: Could you name sources 
of information you refer to? Why do you 
consult these sites/YouTubers?  
 
-How do you think your (friends/family) 
circle would react if you had a pair of 
Google Glass?  
Sub questions: How is that so? -if 
negative- How would you feel about it (if 
your circle disapprove your choice)?  
 
-Who are the people expected to use 
Google Glass?  
Sub questions: Why? Would you be one 
of them (users)?  

- Group pressure, as shown by Solomon 
Asch experiment (1956; cited in Kundu & 
Cummins, 2012, p. 269), is influential 
enough to make people do things that 
apparently do not necessarily make sense.  
 
-Two sources are exerting social power; they 
are reference groups and opinion leader. 
Their power can be: expert power, 
knowledge power, legitimate power and 
referent power. (Lantos, 2011, p. 247 & 297; 
Solomon et al., 2013, p. 398-413).  
 
- People may conform because they want to 
belong to the group (normative influence) or 
because they think that the group is better 
informed (informational influence) 
(Dholakia & Talukdar, 2004, p. 780)  
 

Attitude -What do you think about Google Glass?  
Sub questions: What makes you think 
that? Is there anybody who told you that?  
 
-What is for you the most important 
elements of the Google Glass? (e.g. 
Design, features etc.)  
Sub question: Could you explain why?  
 
-In your opinion, which role Google 
Glass could serve you? (e.g. utility, 
gadget/bring pleasure, status) 
 

-Gordon Allport gave the formal description 
“attitude are learned predispositions to 
respond to an object” (Belch et al., 2008, p. 
69).  
-Attitude is defined as “a lasting, general 
evaluation of people (including oneself), 
objects, advertisements or issues” (Mooiji, 
2014, p. 122). 
 
-Attitude has three components: Affect, 
Behaviour and Cognitive. Affect is 
presented as the feelings, emotions a person 
can have toward the attitude object. 
Behavior is the intention someone can have 
to the attribute object and Cognition is the 
beliefs, knowledge a person has toward the 
attribute object. (Solomon et al., 2013, p. 
294-295). 
 
-Katz distinguished four functions that 
attitudes operate for the personality and 
these are clustered and based on motivation 
(Katz, 1960, p. 170). (Utilitarian, value-
expressive, ego-defensive and knowledge).  
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Willingness to buy 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

-What are the reasons that would make 
you buy Google Glass?  
 
-Would you be more inclined to buy the 
Google Glass if all your friends had a 
pair?  
 
Do you think/find Google Glass easy to 
use?  
Sub questions: Explain. -(if not easy: is 
that a barrier for intention to purchase the 
product?) Would you be willing to buy 
Google Glass if someone explained you 
how it works?  
 

-Purchase intention is said to be a 
measurement of willingness to buy (Irshad, 
2012, p. 3; Raza et al., 2014, p. 1). 
 
-A construct of consumers’ purchase 
intention is consumers’ attitude, evaluation 
and external components (Fishbein and 
Ajzen, 1975; cited in Raza et al., 2014, p. 3).  
 
-According to TPB model, subjective norms, 
attitude and perceived behavioural control 
are determinants of behavioural intention 
(Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975; cited in Raza et 
al., 2014, p. 3).  
 
 
 
 

 
• Golden question: Is there something I forgot to ask about and you think I should 

know about, regarding what we have been discussing? 

#

! #
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Appendix#2.#Thematic#Network##

Global Theme 1 - THE SELF 
Organizing Theme – Self-esteem 

Basic Themes 
• People with low self-esteem 
• People with high self-esteem 

 
Organizing Theme - Self-image 

Basic Themes 
• The extended self 
• Value expressive 

 
Organizing Theme - Self-efficacy 

Basic Themes  
• Lack of abilities 
• Social comparison 
• Expectation of ease 
• Information search 

 

Global Theme 2 - THE MOTIVATION 
Organizing Theme – Need to satisfy  
 Basic Themes   

• Need recognition 
• Broken or obsolete 
• Product categorization 
• Today’s requirement  

 
Organizing Theme - Curiosity 

Basic Themes   
• Struggle against boredom  
• Exclusivity  
• Passion 

 
 
Global Theme 2 - SOCIAL INFLUENCE 
Organizing Theme - Networking 
 Basic Themes   

• Scared to be excluded 
• Fear to deviate 
• Fit in the group 

 
Organizing Theme - Source of Information 

Basic Themes   
• Friends 
• Opinion leaders: YouTubers, bloggers 
• Websites testing products  
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Global Theme 3 - ATTITUDE 
Organizing Theme – attitude formation 
 Basic Themes   

• Attitude based on cognitive response 
• Attitude based on affect 

 
Organizing Theme - Negative attitude 
 Basic Themes   

• Cognitive knowledge: Brand reputation 
• Affect: Danger, Show social rank, Not trendy 
• Wrong context 
• Social influence 

Organizing Theme – Favourable attitude 
 Basic Themes   

• Functionalities 
 
Global Theme 4 – WILLINGNESS TO BUY 
Organizing Theme – Absence of willingness to buy 
 Basic Themes   

• Danger 
• Bad reputation  
• No interest 

 
Organizing Theme – Postponement of the willingness to buy 
 Basic Themes   

• Price 
• Design 
• Wrong timing 

 
Organizing Theme – Influence 
 Basic Themes   

• Friends 
• Successful trial 
• In another context 

#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
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