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ABSTRACT 
 
 
Many theoretical and empirical studies focused on the diffusion process of high technology 

products and the demographic, psychology, personality and socio economic status differences 

between the groups of Early and Late Adopters. This Master Thesis objective is to go deep in 

the investigation of the two groups differences relatively to the smartphone, for searched 

benefits, favorable features, perception of adoption risks and willingness to pay. In addition, 

this Thesis aims at investigating which product characteristics make the product perception 

complex, and it is eventually successful in finding - independently of the group appurtenance 

- that smartphone users are more willing to buy cutting edge smartphones. 
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1. Introduction 
 
 

Innovation relative advantages are not guarantee of fast and wide diffusion across the 

social system. Geoffrey A. Moore in his book “Crossing the Chasm”, when analysing the 

curve of diffusion, point out that the passages from a category of adopters to another are not 

automatic and easy to achieve, this is because, segments present different level of aversion to 

risks and have different needs. Moreover, Moore spots the biggest “chasm” between the Early 

Adopters (tech enthusiastic and visionaries) and the Late Adopters (the pragmatists). 

Literature widely investigated demographic, psychology, personality and socio economic 

status differences between the groups of Early Adopters and Late Adopters, but there seems to 

be a small number of theoretical and empirical studies around attitudes and behavior of the 

two groups toward high technology products. The first goal of the Master Thesis is to 

investigate if, relatively to the smartphone category, the two groups look for different 

benefits, have different opinions about the most interesting features, have different aversion to 

risk and present a different willingness to pay. 

 For high technology products, Complexity is believed to be one of the most important 

perceived risks. Challenge for the high technology marketers is to reduce the perception of 

this risk to foster diffusion. Big companies understood the importance of this risk and its 

power to define the luck of an innovation; it has been a long time since Apple and IBM tried 

to overcome any perceived complexity of using their computer by advertising their machines 

as user friendly. This Master Thesis aims at investigating how the number of feature, the 

power of characteristics and the innovativeness can affect perceived product complexity. 

According to Rogers and Moore studies, in front of a buying decision the category of 

Early Adopters should be more likely, than the category of Late Adopters, to go for more 

technologically advanced and expensive products. My last hypothesis try to prove that even if 

the two segments present substantial differences, at the moment of purchase of a technology 

product the members of both groups will go for the more technologically advanced products 

focusing on innovativeness and product capabilities rather than price. 
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2. Literature Review 
 

2.1. Diffusion of Innovations 
 

 

Many technologists, and product developers in general, believe that good innovations are 

able to sell themselves thanks to the clear advantage they bring with respect to substitutes and 

existing products. Unfortunately, this does not happen in reality. Most innovations diffuse at a 

very slow rate and sometime they do not even get adopted, forcing the company to withdraw 

them from the market. 

 

In the early days, scurvy killed more sailors than warfare or accidents did. James 

Lancaster, an English sea captain, in 1601, conducted a test to verify his hypothesis 

that lemon juice could prevent scurvy. Commanding four ships that sailed the trade 

England-India, he gave the order to serve to the sailors of one ship a daily ration of 

lemon juice, and nothing to the sailors of the other ships (control group). The results 

of the experiment were fantastically clear: almost half of the sailors not treated died, 

while none of the treated sailors presented any symptom. Unfortunately, even with 

these evident results, the British Army was not responsive in adopting the cure. 

About 150 years later, James Lind, who knew the results of the former experiment, 

carried out a new test treating different patients with different solutions: half pint of 

sea water, six spoonsful of vinegar, a quart of cider, nutmeg, or seventy-five drops of 

vitriol elixir. Only the patients who got the cider recovered. After the clear evidences 

of this second experiment, one would expect the British Army to promptly adopt the 

cure for all the crews of his ships, but that did not happen until 1795, forty-eight 

years after James experiment. It took another seventy years to make the British Bard 

of Trade adopt the treatment and wipe out scurvy from the marine. (Mosteller, 1981) 

 

The historical example here above clearly shows that the relative advantage of an 

innovation is definitely not enough to trigger quick adoption and diffusion (Rogers, 2003). 
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Rogers, in his book “Diffusions of Innovations” defines diffusion as the process in which the 

adoption of an innovation is communicated through certain channels, over time, among the 

members of the social system. 

To better understand the diffusion process of high technology products and verify the 

hypothesis that follow we need an introductory look at the following concepts: 

• the innovation; 

• the nature of adoption; 

• the time of adoption. 
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2.1.1.  The innovation 
 

The Business Dictionary defines innovation as a good or service for which people 

would pay. “To be called innovation, an idea must be replicable at an economical cost and 

must satisfy a specific need” (www.businessdictionary.com). 

From Schumpeter onward, the terms innovation and invention took a different 

meaning. If, as mentioned above, innovation refers to the realization of a new idea into a 

product/service or process for commercial purposes, invention is the idea itself; a new 

scientific development or a new technology that has not been technically or mathematically 

realized yet (Freeman, 1987). The concept of innovation is very wide; we can distinguish 

between radical innovation and incremental innovation, and between innovation of product 

and innovation of process. Generally speaking, incremental innovation consists on the 

improving of a process, a product or a service, while a radical innovation is a breakthrough 

with respect to the former innovation. It is this second kind of innovation that is more likely to 

produce a sustainable advantage deriving from to the creation of new needs and market 

segments (Malerba, 2008). 

 

Innovation characteristics that encourage adoption 
 

Thousands of products are introduced each year and many of them fail. Empirical 

reviews estimate product failure rate as high as 60 to 90 per cent, varying in industries and 

from company to company (Dibb, Simkin, Pride and Ferrell, 2006).  

The nature of the innovation is one of the key elements that facilitate adoption through 

acceptance and subsequent diffusion. Accordingly, Rogers identified five attributes of an 

innovation that help explain most of the variance in the rate of adoption (from 49 to 87 pre 

cent) and thus, if met, have the capability to foster diffusion: Relative Advantage, 

Compatibility, Simplicity, Observablity, Triability (Rogers, 2003).  

 

1. Relative Advantage: It is a relatively simple concept but of extreme importance. It states that 

the consumer adopt the innovation only if it bring an advantage compared to the existing 

supersedes. The degree of relative advantage is often expressed by a pot of sub dimensions 
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(economic profitability, low initial costs, decreases in discomfort, social prestige, saving 

time and effort, immediacy of rewards). 

Obviously, in the communication of the relative advantage, the message covers a crucial 

role; the more clearly the relative advantage is communicated the more probable it is that 

the consumer will adopt the innovation. 

 

2. Compatibility: It is the degree to which an innovation is perceived as consistent with 

consumer needs, values and beliefs, previous ideas and past experiences. It helps give 

meaning to the new idea and regard it as more familiar. However, being too compatible 

with previous ideas or past experience is a pitfall and can retard the rate of adoption; if a 

new idea is too similar to the existing one there is not innovation and the consumer will not 

feel any need of adoption. There is also a set of secondary factors, such as naming and 

positioning the innovation, that are part of the marketing strategy and have a voice in 

increasing the perceived compatibility of the innovation. 

  

3. Simplicity: It refers to the ease in understanding and using an innovation. Simplicity has been 

blamed by many academics to be a minor importance attribute, compared to Relative 

Advantage or Compatibility. However, for some new products (e.s. high tech products) and 

groups of consumers it may be an important barrier to adoption.  

 

4. Observability: it is the easiness the results of an innovation are visible and can be 

communicated to potential consumers. Some products, such as fashion items and cars, are 

highly visible and thus easier to communicate. Others instead, such as hardware aspects of 

a computer, have a very low visibility that makes them difficult for marketers to handle.  

 

5. Triability: it is the degree to which an innovation can be tried before adoption. Divisible 

innovations are generally more rapidly diffused than innovations that are not. Divisibility 

refers to the possibility of by the innovation in small quantities reducing the risk. 

 

We have to remember that the effect of Rogers’ factors upon the potential adopter 

differs on each adopter categories and amongst individual adopters. 

Together with these five factors, academics found another attribute that exercises a deep 

influence over the adoption of technological products (Tellis, 2010). 
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6. Network Externalities: the perceived value of an innovative product or service increase with 

the number of users. A classical example is the telephone network. The benefits of 

possessing a telephone rise with the growing of the network of users (Winer, 2000).  

 

In high-tech markets the effect of this last factor is so important that, if consumers 

cannot distinguish quality prior to purchase, the decision is likely to be mostly based on 

Network Externalities (Tellis, 2010). 

 

Innovation characteristics that encourage rejection 
 

The downside of the five factors plus one can cause rejection or delay in the diffusion 

of an innovation. Ram and Sheth (1989) summarized the barriers that paralyze the desire to 

adopt an innovation into two categories: Functional Barriers and Psychological Barriers. 

Functional Barriers are more likely to arise when the change perceived by the consumer on 

either adopting or not the innovation is significant. This first group includes usage barriers, 

value barriers and risk barriers.  

Usage barriers occur when the innovation is not compatible with consumers’ existing habits; 

innovations that require changes in consumers’ routine belong to this category. Value barriers 

constitute the innovation lack of advantage with respect to substitutes or supersede products. 

Last but not least risk barriers, they represent the uncertainty of the consumer, in front of 

every kind of innovation, of potential side effects. There are four main types of risks 

embodied into an innovation:  

 

• Physical Risk: it is the risk that the innovation may physically harm the consumer, i.e. new 

drugs adoption or insecticides that may damage cultivation etc.; 

• Economic Risk: the higher the cost of an innovation the higher the economic risk that it may 

not worth and that there will be soon an innovation with a better performance-quality ratio, 

i.e. computer market; 

• Functional Risk: known also as risk of performance uncertainty, refers to the possibility that 

the innovation may not have been fully tested and therefore may not function properly; 

• Social Risk: consumer may not adopt an innovation because they are afraid to reduce their 

acceptance in their peer group or being ridiculed. 
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The two Physiological Barriers are: tradition and norm of the consumer, and perceived 

product image. The first one is when the innovation conflicts the culture and traditions of the 

consumer. The second one is when the innovation has a certain identity or set of associations 

that are unfavorable for the consumer. 

 

2.1.2. The nature of adoption 
 

The diffusion of every innovation starts with the decision of the individual on whether 

adopt the innovation or not. Every single adoption decision may influence others to buy, both 

within the reference group and across groups (Assael, 2004). This said, it makes sense to have 

a look at the steps that bring the consumer to the purchasing decision. 

Consumer buying behavior is defined as the degree of consumer involvement and 

extent of perceived differences among brands. It involves elements from psychology, 

sociology, social anthropology and economics, and it tries to understand the consumer 

decision-making process both individually and in groups. The elements of the buyer’s brand-

choice decision are: a set of motives that push the consumer to act (needs), several 

alternatives courses of action (brands), the decision mediators by which the motives are 

matched with the alternatives (rules of the buyer environment and his experiences) (Howar 

and Sheth, 1969). Understand consumer-buying behavior is crucial for marketers to better 

satisfy customers developing suitable marketing strategies. This is particularly true in high-

tech markets where the risk of negative consequences resulting from the purchase, such as 

monetary loss, loss of social status, product performance, loss of future opportunity etc. are 

perceived by the consumer as higher compared to other markets (Ssrin, 2003).  

 

This Master thesis investigate attitudinal and behavioral differences of two adoption 

groups around the Smartphone category. Smartphone are definitely a high-tech product and 

thus the purchasing decision is a complex one (Sahadev, 2004). 

 

Complex Decision Making 
 

Depending on the nature of the product, personal consumer factors and social factors, 

there are two possible buying behavior processes respectively called Complex Buying 
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Behavior and Low Involvement Buying Behavior. In Complex Buying Behavior the 

consumer involvement with the product is high and the consumer perceives important 

differences among brands. In Low Involvement Buying Behavior the consumer do not 

consider the product important and do not identify with it (Kotler and Gary, 2006). 

Given the nature of the innovation we are taking into consideration (high-tech), the Complex 

Decision-Making process is the one that fits the most. 

Assael, 2004 proposes a model of Complex Decision-Making composed of 5 phases: 

Need Arousal, Consumer Information Processing, Brand Evaluation, Purchase, Post-Purchase 

Evaluation. 

 

1. Need Arousal: everything starts with the consumer recognizing a need to fulfill. Such a 

situation gives the consumer the motivation to act to achieve the desired goal; 

2. Consumer Information Processing: the current uncomfortable situation activates the consumer 

who starts absorbing surrounding information on how to fulfill his needs. However, not all 

kind of information touch the consumer, the exposure to stimuli is selective, it is based on 

reference groups, ego, lifestyle, culture and past experience. In Complex Decision Making 

there is a consistent involvement with the product, and the consumer passively receive 

information and actively start seeking for additional one (Matsuno, 1997); 

3. Brand Evaluation: during and after the information gathering and processing phase the 

consumer starts looking at how well the different brands may satisfy his needs. The brands 

part of the consumer evoked set are seen as bundle of attributes with a specific benefit 

proposition; 

4. Purchase: in Complex Decision Making purchase is not likely to be immediate; there may be 

some instrumental actions such as selecting the shop or gathering money that may delay 

purchase. Moreover, it is not totally sure that once the consumer reaches this stage he will 

buy; he may, for example, have some second thoughts about the risks embodied in the 

innovation and change his mind upon the purchase; 

5. Post Purchase Evaluation: once the innovation is purchased the consumer evaluate its 

performance basing on the actual consumption and on former expectation. This produces a 

feedback that will strongly influence the diffusion of the innovation. 
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Type of product 
 

A consumer is more likely to feel involved with the purchase when the product or 

service meet certain characteristics (Assael, 2004):  

 

• is important for the consumer, This is likely to happen when consumer’s self-image is tied to 

the product; it has symbolic meanings tied to consumer values; it is expensive; it as some 

important functional role; 

• has emotional appeal; 

• belongs to a class of products that particularly interest the consumer; 

• entails significant risks; 

• is identified with the norms of a group. 

 

Type of Person 
 

Many different personal factors have the power to influence purchasing decision. 

 

Demographic factors, i.e. age, sex, race, income, family size, occupation etc., are objective 

characteristics.  These individual characteristics may shape behavior during a specific stage of 

the decision process (a young person may have more time than an adult to search 

information), they may affect the way product are consumed, affect store choice, brand 

preferences and timing of purchase (Kotler, 2006). 

Situational Factors, lifestyle factors and personality factors, compared to Demographic 

factors that tell who is taking a certain decision, are particularly good at explaining the reason 

why. Situational factors are external circumstances or condition that exist when a consumer is 

making a purchase decision. For Example, employment uncertainty may delay the purchase, 

or a schoolteacher usually going to work by car is forced to use public transportation because 

its vehicle is out of service. 

Lifestyle Factors consist of consumer’s modes of living as a reflection of activities, interests 

and opinions. During the last 20 years the lifestyle trend generated particular interest. 

Marketers understood the important influence it has over the consumer purchasing decision 

and consumer research companies started focusing on the field. In Italy, GfK Eurisko, 
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company under the Italian division of the GfK Group, developed 14 different lifestyle groups 

to map the Italian population basing on their way to think, work, live and consume.    

Personality Factors includes all those internal enduring traits and behaviors that make a 

person unique. Over the years marketing research tried to find a link between personality 

traits and buying behavior, but tragically failed or found very weak associations (Lastovika 

and Joachimsthaler, 1988). Consumer personality strongly affects the purchasing decision, but 

his unique nature makes it difficult to apply in marketing. 

 

Social Factors  
 

The costumer social environment - family, reference groups, social class, culture and 

sub-culture - is another important source of information able of influencing the buying 

behavior, especially for high-tech products. First, the social environment has the power to 

model the information about the brand before they reach the consumer. Second, it influences 

consumer motives and goals. Third, it may affect the Evoked Set of products, especially when 

the consumer lack of experience on the product category (Howar and Sheth, 1969). 

 

Family exercises an important influence over purchase decisions; the family has the power to 

influence people attitudes in such a deep way to influence forever their personality.  

Reference Groups are groups of people that the consumer identifies himself with, taking on 

values, attitudes and behaviors of the group members. The more common are: friend, work 

colleagues, family, religious organizations. Usually, in most reference groups there are one or 

more subjects that stand out as opinion leader because of his being well informed about a 

particular area, his ability to influence other members and define the general group 

inclination. 

Social Classes are the result of marketers’ to combine three socioeconomic factors: 

occupation, income and education. Social classes are used to rank people into three groups, 

upper, middle and low, which take substantial different purchasing decision. 

Culture and Sub-Culture. If culture represents everything that surrounds the human being, 

subculture include instead every norm, value and behavior that are shared only by a part of the 

society i.e. ethnicity, religion or nation. As a result people that share the same culture have 

similar buying behavior (share a similar state of mind, like similar brands, read similar 
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magazines, shop in similar stores), people that share the same sub-culture have even stronger 

similarities. 

 

2.1.3. The time of adoption 
 

Diffusion research traces the spread of product acceptance across its life cycle (Assael, 

2004).  
 
 
 
 

Consumer Time of Adoption 
 

Consumers tend to react differently to innovations; some are prudent, some are 

skeptic, some others seem to understand its relative advantages earlier. These differences 

make clients adopt new technologies at different time.  

Diffusion research was able, first to find a model that traces the spread of innovation 

acceptance across the Product Lifecycle, and second picture psychographic and behavioral 

characteristics of the groups of clients that adopt at different timing (see appendix 1 for 

picture). 

Substituting in the Product Lifecycle curve the cumulative number of sales (y-axis) with the 

number of adopters, the shape of the curve stays exactly the same (on the hypothesis that 

every client will not purchase the innovation more than once). Rogers diffusion curve, is 

nothing but the frequency of the PLC curve. Theoretically speaking, the normal shape of 

Rogers’ curve can be explained looking at the adoption of a new idea as a result of the 

information exchange through interpersonal networks (Rogers, 2003) and the network 

externality effect. If every adopter of the innovation exercises some adoption influence over 

the other members of the social system, the initial small number of adopters would start to 

grow quite fast. Moreover, the growth is accelerated by the network effect, central in the 

diffusion of most high-tech innovations. When the product enters the mature phase and 

subsequently the decline phase of the Product Lifecycle, most of potential clients already 

adopted the product and each new adopter finds increasingly difficult to communicate the 
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product to peers that haven’t yet adopted. For such reason the number of new adopters starts 

decreasing until it gradually reaches zero.  

 

Rogers’ crucial contribution to diffusion research has been to identify the five different 

groups that adopt the innovation at different time. These segments of adopters, differing on 

socioeconomic status, personality values and communication behavior, give marketers the 

possibility to develop tailored strategies over the PLC. 

 

 

Innovators:  

Innovators are the first adopter category and represent only the first 2.5% of all adopters. This 

group of clients is usually interested by technological products and is marked by the strong 

willingness to be on the cutting edge of the social system; this makes them insensible to price 

(Winer, 2000). The control of substantial financial resources together with the capacity to 

cope with a higher degree of uncertainty, are the main characteristics of this segment. 

 

Early Adopters: 

This segment represent on average the second 13.5% of all those who adopt. Generally 

speaking this second category of adopters is not interested to the technology per se, but is 

quite good at identifying the benefits that a new product can offer (Winer, 2000).  

Rogers, whereas defined innovators as “cosmopolites”, define the segment of Early Adopters 

as “localities”; this category in fact, because of its involvements in groups, presents the 

highest degree of opinion leadership.  

Their contribution to the trigger of the critical mass is crucial. 

 

Early Majority: 

They are the following 34% of adopters. They adopt the innovation just before the average 

number of the system. Presenting a very high level of pragmatism, they are those that, to 

avoid the risk that the new technology is just a trend, wait a while before adopting. Even if 

they interact frequently with their peers, they rarely hold Opinion Leadership positions. 

 

Late Majority: 

The Late Majority segment is as big as the Early Majority segment. The members of these 

two groups present quite similar characteristic. Also this group of people is quite skeptical 
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about new technologies and wait it becomes a standard before adopting. However, differently 

from the previous group, these adopters seem to buy because most of their friends have 

already done so (Assael, 2004). 

 

Laggards: 

Laggards are the last adopting segment and constitute the final 16% to adopt. This group 

tends to be suspicious about innovation and very traditionalist. Many of them are isolated in 

the social system, and when they interact they do it with others that share similar values.  

Their precarious economic position forces them to be resistant and cautious about new 

expensive technologies. 

 

Early Adopters vs. Late Adopters  
 

The segments of Innovators and Early Adopters, representing the first 2.5% of 

adopters and the second 13.5%, constitute two very small groups that, from a marketing 

standpoint, need to be combined in order to be targeted (Assael 2004).  

The size is not the only reason behind the need to combine the two groups into a bigger one 

(conventionally taking the name of Early Adopters or Innovators); Rogers identifies 25 

Generalization grouped into three heading that discriminate between the two macro groups of 

Early Adopters (Innovators and Early Adopters) and Late Adopters (Early Majority, Late 

Majority and Laggards): Socioeconomic Status, Personality Variables and Communication 

Behavior. 

 

Some of the most important generalizations are: 

 

• Early Adopters have more years of formal education than do Later Adopters; 

• Early Adopters have higher social status than Later Adopters; 

• Early Adopters have greater empathy than do Later Adopters; 

• Early Adopters may be less dogmatic than are Later Adopters; 

• Early Adopters have greater rationality than do Later Adopters; 

• Early Adopters are better able to cope with uncertainty and risk than are Later Adopters; 

• Early Adopters have more social participation than do Later Adopters; 

• Early Adopters seek information about innovation more actively than do Later Adopters; 
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• Early Adopters have a higher degree of Opinion Leadership than do Later Adopters. 

 

Rogers’ five adopter categories are based on observation of how in reality diffusion 

spread across consumers; it is a model designed to make comparison possible (Rogers, 2003). 

According to Rogers, the degree of innovativeness is the essential differentiation of the five 

groups. It is a continuous variable that entails no sharp brakes or discontinuities in adoption 

between categories. However, not everyone see eye to eye. 

 

2.1.4. High-tech product diffusion “Crossing the 
Chasm” 
 

Geoffrey A. Moore in his book “Crossing the Chasm”, when analysing the curve of 

diffusion of high-tech products, point out that the passages from a category of adopters to 

another are not automatic and easy to achieve. This is because segments have a unique 

“psychographic” profile, a combination of demographics and psychology that make them 

respond differently to innovations and marketing strategies. Moore contribution is based on 

empirical research and highlight a more attitudinal and behavioural picture of the five 

segments that adopt high technology products: 

 

Techies (innovators): this group appreciate the technology per se. Techies are the first to take 

the purchasing decision and are triggered by the potential of the new technologies. They are a 

sort of “gatekeepers”; they have the interest to learn about the new technology, they are those 

everyone else deem competent even if they do not always have enough power to influence 

others buying decision. They may try the new technology only to see if it works.  To give 

some examples, they are the one that bought Mini CDs or spent a thousand euro in a DVD 

player. This group do not mind, and actually may even like, to spend hours trying the get 

products to work.  There are three main issue to meet in order to catch them: 1) they want the 

true about the product, they are going to discover it anyway; 2) if they have technical problem 

they want to speak with the most knowledge person; 3) they want to be the first to get the new 

technology. This segment is very important for the company both because of their 

“gatekeeper” position, and because they give the final feedback on product correct operation. 
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Visionaires (Early Adopters): this group have the capabilities to match an emerging 

technology to a strategic opportunity; in addition they have temperament and charisma to get 

peers to buy the product. What they look into the product is not a technological improvement 

but a fundamental breakthrough that enable them to reach a business goal. It is very important 

to work properly on their expectations because they do not buy a product but a dream of 

success. This characteristic makes them very difficult to please, however they are not price-

sensitive and give the company the possibility to partially cover R&D investments.  

 

Pragmatists (Early Majority): They represent the market volume segment for technology 

products. If the goal of Visionaires was to get a radical improvement, Pragmatists’ goal is to 

get an incremental improvement. The are not willing to run any sort of risk, and because of 

this they prefer to buy from market leaders, even if they have to pay a bit more. It is very 

though to get them because they tend to be vertical orientation (they communicate more with 

other similar to them), however they are very loyal once win over. 

 

Conservatives (Late Majority): this group believe much more in tradition than in progress and 

as the Visionaires are very stubborn around their beliefs. They are often scared about high-

tech products and decide to invest only when the product is mature and reached a strong 

installed base. Even adopting quite late in the PLC they constitute a segment of enormous 

value for the high-tech industry. First because the constitute 34% of adopters, and second 

because they extend the market of the product when it is no longer state-of-the-art. A 

company that aim at hitting this segment has to work hard to be cost efficient, they presents a 

quite high sensitivity to price. 

 

Skeptics (Laggards): During the introduction of a high-tech product this group can constitute 

a real threat. Fortunately, they tend to interact with people that share similar ideas; hence their 

negative influence over the market is limited. 

 

The chasm 
 

Moore’s long experience as consultant of Silicon Valley companies brought him to the 

belief that the diffusion of innovation across adoption groups is not fluid, but filled with gaps. 

Companies want to maintain momentum all over the process of product diffusion, but 



20	   	  

“Cracks” are present every time the innovation jumps from a group of adopters to the 

following. “Cracks symbolize the difficulty any group will have at accepting a new product if 

it is presented in the same way as it was to the group to its immediate left” (Moore, 2006). 

There is one particular Crack that is very dangerous and where most of start up fall. It is 

known under the name of Chasm (see appendix 2 for picture).  

The Chasm is a particularly difficult Crack to spot due to the size of the orders. At the point 

where the gap appears we are into a moment of strong growth, but the expectations of the two 

groups are radically different: Early Adopters look for a breakthrough that makes them jump 

ahead the competition; Early Majority wants to jump ahead the competition with an 

improvement of the present product, nothing too revolutionary and disruptive. For this reason, 

marketers have to keep eyes wide open to understand the actual position of the product in the 

diffusion curve and develop strategies to hit clients and not lose momentum. It is evident that 

first step to achieve this goal is identifying users with first adopter traits and users with second 

adopter traits. 

 

Consumers Innovativeness 
 

Time of adoption is an important factor that differentiates the 5 adoption categories, it 

helps marketers to compare the diffusion curve to the product lifecycle curve, and employ 

marketing strategies tailored to different type adopters.  However, time of adoption is not the 

characteristic upon which the segments are built on. Innovativeness, defined by Bayus (2008) 

as “the individual inherent innovative personality, predisposition, and cognitive style toward 

innovations that can be applied to consumption domain across product classes”, is the 

essential factor upon which all segment characteristics come from. It refers to the 

predisposition to adopt an innovation earlier than most other people do. 

Innovators play a major role in the diffusion and ultimate adoption of a new product. 

Therefore, it is not surprising the effort that academic research put on to identify variables 

useful at spotting this category. Reviewing the literature that covers the profiling of Early 

Adopters, it is possible to identify three major academic streams. The first stream was 

successful at relating consumer personal characteristic to new product adoption behavior, 

suggesting that Innovators are likely to be younger, have higher levels of incomes and 

education, have greater social mobility, favorable attitudes toward risk, have social 
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participation and higher opinion leadership (Dickerson and Gentry 1983; Gatignon and 

Robertson 1991; Rogers 2003; Uhl, Andrus, and Poulsen 1970; Kavak and Demirsoy, 2007). 

The second stream, known under the name of “innate innovativeness” (Hirschman 1980), 

claims to identify innovators thank to their innate consumer innovativeness; that is 

segmenting consumer based on their way of processing information and creativity on solving 

problems (Foxall 1988; Kirton 1976; Midgley and Dowling 1978). The last and probably the 

less successful stream, is based upon the notion of learning or experience acquisition process 

(Kasulius, Lusch and Stafford 1979; McFall 1969). Heavy users of products similar to the 

innovation present prior knowledge or experience with the product class, this experience may 

lead to greater ability to detect superior new products within the class, and hence increase the 

likelihood that they will be between the first to adopt (Zaltman and Stiff 1973). Correlation 

has also been found between consumer innovativeness and exposition to media treating that 

specific class of product (Goldsmith and Flynn, 1992). 

 

 

Opinion Leaders 
 

Multiple studies have shown that, across adopter categories, innovators tend to be 

opinion leader (Lambert, 1972; Rogers, 2003; Brittingham, 1989; Eck, Jager and Leeflang, 

2011). 

The opinion leader is an individual who have a large influence over attitudes, opinions 

and behaviors of others, such individuals are the ones to whom others turn to for advices or 

information (Dacko, 2008). Chau and Hui (1998) Identified three main ways how opinion 

leaders can influence peers: 1) they act as role models who inspire imitation; 2) they inform 

via word-of-month; 3) they give advice and verbal direction for search, purchase and use. The 

identification and the following communication with this kind of adopters is crucial to 

increase the speed of product adoption and thus the diffusion of an innovation (Chan and 

Misra 1990). Flynn, Goldsmith & Eastman, (1996) noted in fact that it seems consumers trust 

the opinion of their peers much more than conventional marketing sources. 

Most studies have found that there is no general opinion leader – that is, if someone is 

opinion leader about a certain category of product, he is not considered to be an opinion 

leader in general (Flynn, Goldsmith & Eastman, 1994; Schiffman & Kanuk, 1999; Grewal, 

Mehta & Kardes, 2000). Translated to business language, this means that companies aiming at 
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launching different categories of product must go every time through the tedious process that 

involves complex statistical analysis and extensive research to spot opinion leaders. 

Fortunately, more recent studies are contradicting this diffused belief. For example, Merwe 

and Heerden (2009) successfully verified the hypothesis that domain-specific opinion 

leadership is strongly related to general opinion leadership. This means that companies do not 

need to look for opinion leaders in every specific product category, but they have to look for 

people that are leaders within a certain community. 

 

Two categories of consumers are more likely to be opinion leaders across different 

product categories: 

 

• Influentials. Influentials are those people active in community and social activities. They 

attend town meetings, and one-third has made a speech. They usually are upscale and well 

educated, they buy new to the market products and they are likely to be asked for opinion 

about restaurants, shops, movies, books etc. (Assael, 2004). 

• Market Mavens. Market Mavens are subject that are opinion leaders or “gatekeeper”, in many 

product categories. They initiate discussions with customers and respond their requests 

passing on product information (Feick & Price, 1987). They are heavy media consumers 

and therefore they are easily reached through advertising (Williams and Slamal, 1995).  

 

Some general traits have been associated with opinion leaders (Chan and Misra 1990): 

 

• product category knowledge; 

• socially active; 

• with a greater number of connection; 

• greater media exposure; 

• educated and upscale; 

• self-confident; 

• interested in new products. 
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2.2. Differentiation strategy: capability vs. 
usability? 
 

 

Three of the most important nowadays trends are: a greater fragmentation of the 

marketplace, a greater value orientation, an increased competition (Assael, 2004).  

One of the strategies that companies employ to face these marketing challenges is 

enhance and differentiate their product increasing the number of embodied features 

(Goldenberg, Horowitz, Levav and Mazursky, 2003). This solution presents two strategic 

advantages for the company: 

 

• Cost Advantage – It is cheaper for a company to produce a feature-rich product able to satisfy 

the needs of a wide number of heterogeneous consumers, than produce multiple products 

with different feature specification narrowly targeted (Thompson, Hamilton and Rust, 

2005). 

• Appeal Advantage – Each additional feature constitute a reason for the consumer to purchase 

the product (Brown and Carpenter, 2000). Thompson et al. (2005) states that this theory is 

supported first by Economic Theory Models, which in the utility function link product 

attributes to consumer demand (Lancaster, 1971). And Second by Market Research 

techniques, such as conjoint analysis, that modeling the product as a bundle of attributes, 

estimates that the value of each attributes positively increase product market share 

(Srinivasan, Lovejoy and Beach, 1997). 

 

Even if this strategy is widely diffused amongst many companies it presents its 

downside. Empirical evidence indicate that too many features, all in one product, can make 

the product overwhelming for consumer that may experience negative emotional reactions to 

product complexity (Mick and Fournier, 1998). However, this is not the case for every kind of 

consumers. Experts, for example, are more successful in solving task related to their expertise 

field (Ziefle, 2002), better able to handle complex products and, as Thompson et al. (2005) 

verified, they give higher usability rating to each additional product feature compared to 

novices. According to Thompson et al. (2005) a greater number of features added to the 

product have the double effect. First, increase consumer perceived capability. Second, reduce 
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consumer perceived usability of the product. However, the relative weight of these two factors 

differs from before and after usage. These findings have strong managerial implications; If on 

one side many feature are good at encouraging product purchase - at the moment when the 

consumer make the decision on which product to buy, capability constitute a driver with 

greater weight compared to usability – after a certain period of use, there is the “feature 

fatigue” manifestation. Too many feature are not looked any longer as favorable, and 

costumer satisfaction with the product over time decrease. 
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3. The Smartphone Category   

 

3.1. Smartphone Definition 
 

Within the mobile phone category, there is a sub-class of phones known as 

smartphones. A precise definition of the category of smartphone does not exist, however in 

this thesis we will identify the smartphone as a handheld device that matches cellular voice 

and data capabilities with one of the following mobile operating systems: Symbian OS, 

Windows, WP7 (Windows Phone 7), Palm OS (Access), webOS, BlackBerry, bada, MeeGo, 

iOS, Android, or Mobile Linux; operating systems specifically designed to run in mobile 

devices. The key characteristic of the operating system is the inclusion of middleware and 

user interface support, which has been tailored to a mobile computing environment and allows 

for the installation of native third-party applications (ABI Reseach, 2011).  

The term smartphone is commonly used to distinguish devices with a more advanced 

computing capabilities and connectivity compared to non-smartphone (pcmag.com). 

Smartphones are not defined by their components, which usually include a portable media 

player, a more powerful microprocessor, a large memory, a web browser, or by its optional 

features, such as touchscreens, Wi-Fi, GPS, etc.. Rather, smartphones are generally 

distinguished for their highly functional and customizable experiences, and their ability to 

deliver functions that come from the combination of a mobile phone and a personal digital 

assistant. 

The core applications of smartphones consist of cellular voice, data, and PIM 

(personal information management) applications such as calendars, contact managers, tasks, 

notes, e-mail. These applications must work together seamlessly and with the features of the 

phone. For example, pictures taken with the camera are linked to the address book so that 

users can see who is calling. Navigation software uses addresses stored in the address book in 

combination with GPS data to facilitate data entry. E-mail clients are integrated with address 

books.  
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Similar to the Smartphone category is the featured phone category. This category, as 

the smartphone one, combines the function of a mobile phone and a personal digital assistant. 

As mentioned above, no official definition exist to distinguish the devices, however generally 

speaking, featured phone is used to make reference to low-end devices while smartphone is 

for high-end devices (phonescoop.com). The ever-increasing functionality of featured phones 

is not helping the effort of border identification. Many of the tasks that could be accomplished 

only on smartphones can now be performed also on featured phones.  

  

The Smartphone History 
 
 

It as been just few years, and exactly from the introduction of the first iPhone (2007), 

since the smartphone became a mass consumption product, though smartphones have been 

around for many years. 

The first device able to combine voice, data and PIM applications was an IBM product 

known under the name of “IBM Simon” (see appendix 3 for picture). The IBM Simon, was 

first presented in 1992 at the CONDEX, the computer industry trade show that takes place in 

Las Vegas, and was launched into the market the following year by a company called 

BellSouth (Schneidawind, 1992). This device had less powerful function of the cheapest 

smartphone marketed today; it was targeted to enterprises, and had a prohibitive price for 

most consumers. However, besides being a mobile phone, the IBM Simon contained a 

calendar, an address book, a calculator, an e-mail client and the ability to send and receive 

fax, all these with no physical buttons, but a touchscreen with a stylus (pcworld.com). The 

second attempt to develop a smartphone was made by Nokia, which in 1996 launched Nokia 

9000 Communicator (see appendix 4 for picture). This device, whose design resembles a mix 

of a personal digital assistant and a mobile phone, was the result of the collaboration with 

Hewllett-Packard. The phone appeared large and heavy (397g), it was driven by an Intel 

24MHz Processor and had an 8 MB memory. The operating system was GEOS 3.0. Nokia 

9000 Communicator was the first of the Nokia’s Communicator series, whose last model was 

introduced in 2007 under the name of Nokia E90 Communicator (i-Symbian.Com, 2005). In 

2002, the Canadian company Research In Motion (RIM), entered the mobile phone market 

with its BlackBerry 5810, a phone with the ability to get e-mail and surf the web. RIM 

entrance into the smartphone market was shortly followed by Palm, which in 2003 launched 
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Treo 600, a color display smartphone with 32 MB of RAM and a 144MHz processor 

(pcworld.com). 

Nowadays smartphones look totally different from the first models and their 

computing power increased so much to approach the category of Laptop. This enables them to 

run a variety of sophisticated applications unthinkable until few years ago. To maximize the 

access to the impressing computing power, applications originally developed for devices such 

as television, laptop and gaming consoles are finding new life inside smartphones (ABI 

Research, 2011). 

 

3.2. Relevance of the Topic 
 

In the last few years, a mobile phone changed its nature and functions. From being a 

tool to conduct a voice conversation the mobile became a device able to replace many other 

devices such as digital camera, video recorder, personal navigation device, portable gaming 

console, and even laptop. With over 5 billion people owning a cellphone, 0,7 phones every 

person, the phones business is a huge one (In-Stat, 2011). 
 

High-Technology Markets 
 

The high-technology market is a particular kind market that follows different rules 

with respect to traditional markets; this is clearly observable through empirical evidences, 

which show failure rate of fully commercialized new products around 40-50 per cent 

(Cierpicki, Wright, and Sharp, 2000). In high-tech markets, the usual difficulties encountered 

by firms in the commercialization phase of innovations are increased by the volatility, the 

interconnectedness of the market itself, and the proliferation of new technologies (Chiesa and 

Frattini, 2011). 

 

-‐ Volatility: high-tech markets exhibit significant volatility; this phenomenon is due to the high 

turn over of industry players and the bases of the competition (Mohr, 2001; Shikhar et al. 

2003). Sales can rise or drop in a short bit, companies may have a life lasting just few 

weeks (Winer, 2000). 
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-‐ Interconnectedness: the interconnectedness of high technology markets concern both the 

industry and the single consumer. The industry, because decision about development, 

market introduction and adoption are distributed among many interrelated organizations 

(Chiesa and Frattini, 2011). The consumer because the adoption is influenced by the 

behavior of the adoption network; the user switches to a new technological platform only if 

he is convinced that most other users will (Chakravorti, 2004).  

-‐ Proliferation: the product Proliferation has two important side effects, first it increases 

competition inside the market, and second it reduces the length of the Product Lifecycle. 

However, the link between product proliferation and the reduction of PLC is not that 

obvious and needs some explanation. It refers to the situation when the constant 

introduction of new versions of the product into the market makes some of the incumbent 

products become outdated very quickly. 

 

Last but not least, there is another important characteristic that distinguish between 

high-tech and not high-tech markets: the Uncertainty. Winer (2000) identifies two kind of 

Uncertainty: Market Uncertainty and Technology Uncertainty. Market Uncertainty is 

essentially due to question mark around the market needs; when launching an innovative 

high-tech product is very hard for the company to forecast market size and the speed of 

innovation diffusion, this because clients do not know the benefits and the different uses of 

the product. Technology Uncertainty instead is the uncertainty around: 1) the performance of 

the product; 2) the reliability of the new technology; 3) the obsolescence rapidity. 

 

Smartphone Market Demand 
 

Although smartphones only made up 23.3 per cent of all mobile phones shipped in 

2010, that number is growing and by 2015 it is expected that it will reach 45.3 per cent of all 

handsets shipment. Moreover, from 2009 to 2010 the shipment undertook a growth of 63,5 

per cent with a total number of around 289.000.000. A massive increase driven mainly by the 

demand for data services, falling prices and the increased comprehension of smartphone value 

proposition (AdMob, 2010).  The astonish shipment numbers are of course closely followed 

by adoption numbers. In Q2 2010, Nielsen identified that in Italy the smartphone penetration 

amongst connected device owners to be 25 per cent, the data were even higher in Q1 2011 

analysis. In the Italian market 50 million people own a mobile phone, 40 per cent of these 
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have a smartphone. Within the age range 25 – 34 smartphones already overtook traditional 

phones, and Nielsen forecasts the general overtake before the end of 2011 (see appendix 5 for 

picture).   

 

Consumer Focus 
 

High user engagement with the device is undeniable. AdMob Mobile Metrics (2010), 

beside highlighting the increase in visits of the website generated by smartphones, 40 per cent 

in May 2010 compared to 22 per cent of the previous year, pointed out that across platforms, 

users spend 79-80 min per day using applications. Ourmobileplanet.com - a web site that 

contains a study conducted by three partners: Google, Ipsos and the Mobile Marketing 

Association - pointed out that consumers perceive the smartphone as their best friend. They 

say that it is very personal, and is a sort of backup due to the capacity to give the needed 

information wherever you are. 

When it comes to the purchasing drivers, Nielsen verified the marketers diffused belief 

that tie smartphones to laptops. It appears that smartphones are looked more and more as 

compute devices and not only for voice and text messaging uses. Performance and battery life 

are amongst the top concerns. 

Obviously, the use consumers make of the device changes a lot from a normal mobile 

phones to a smartphone. Even though text messaging remains the most used function, 82 per 

cent of users do it in both kinds of phone, the use of the rest of the functions strongly differs. 

Some examples are, the use of Internet, the use of e-mail, the application download and the 

use of GPS. In smartphone these features are used respectively 27, 19, 22 and 21 per cent 

more than in featured phones (Nielsen Mobile Media – Q1 2011).  

 

3.3. Smartphone Market Stakeholders  
 

Such a big and fast growing market must attract many stakeholders who fight to stand 

for their own interests. 
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Original Equipment Manufactures 
 

The smartphone category was once left to only play of manufacturers and the largest 

handset vendors. However, with the device becoming a mass consumption product the 

competition increased, and Smartphones can now be found in the portfolio of nearly every 

major handset vendor; smaller players are following suit (Raythattha, Moore, Lu, and Yang 

(2009). Since smartphones, unlike mobile phones, are high-end devices that offer high 

margins, they allow new companies to become profitable very quickly, needlessly large 

volumes for achieving economies of scale necessary to drive down costs. 

Amongst the main Original Equipment Manufactures ABI Research names six main 

competitors: Nokia, HTC, Motorola, Apple, Samsung, RIM. 

 

Nokia: Nokia is the long-standing global leader in Featured Phone shipments. Nokia‘s 

smartphone portfolio is divided into three key segments: 

N Series: This Series is considered the most technologically advanced and often highest 

priced smartphones produced by Nokia. E Series: These smartphones are targeted towards 

enterprise users through form factor design and corporate email integration. These corporate-

focused devices are positioned against competitors like RIM or, to a lesser extent, Windows 

Mobile smartphones. Numbered/X Series: Devices in this series are consumer-focused and 

low price. 

 

HTC: Taiwanese company that started as pure smartphone vendor now became a top ten 

producer in the smartphone worldwide market. HTC unlike Nokia and like some other OEM 

do not own its own operating system and run on its devices Android or Window. 

 

Apple: is the actual market leader (Gfk). It is the company that made the smartphone a mass 

consumption product, and the company set the bar for the smartphone design and capabilities. 

Apple is the largest smartphone original equipment manufactures in terms of profits generated 

with only 4% of the mobile phone shipments and 17.5% of smartphone shipments in 3Q 

2010. Apple smartphones run iOS, the Apple designed operating system. 

 

Motorola: Once this American multinational communication company was one of the 

undisputed leaders of the smartphone market but after 2006 its shipment started declining. In 
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response to this difficult situation, recently the company took the difficult decision to become 

a smartphone focused company. 

 

Samsung: Samsung portfolio includes all most important operating system while exploiting its 

own one “bada”. Samsung introduction of the Galaxy S series has the aim of contrasting 

Apple market leadership. 

 

RIM: RIM‘s smartphone roots are in developing devices targeted towards enterprise 

smartphone users. Lately, suffering an important migration of its business costumers to 

Apple, the company intensified its advertising campaigns and tried to refresh its image 

targeting a younger market segment. 

 

Operating System 
 

The operating system is probably the most important smartphone component; it 

constitutes the phone itself being what the user deal with every time he uses the phone. User 

interface is sometime used as synonymous for operating system. The challenge for user 

interface producers is not an easy one. Smartphone are incorporating an increasing number of 

technologies risking to become more and more complex, the goal of developers is to leverage 

these technologies to simplify human-machine interaction. 

Within the smartphone category, insiders distinguish between vertical devices and 

horizontal devices. Vertical devices are those devices such as the iPhone or the BlackBerry, 

which run their own operating system. Contrariwise horizontal devices are those devices such 

as HTC or Samsung Galaxy, which run third parties operating systems like Window or 

Android. This distinction is very important if we think that every operating system enhance its 

product with complements that give, due to their importance, top of mind association to the 

device. Examples of these enhances are: Apple that provides iTunes music and fast 

synchronization with other Apple products; RIM that provides Microsoft Office and 

Exchange Server; Google that provides a totally open-source software. 

When speaking about operating systems, one of the first things that come to mind is 

the now more then ever trendy distinction between open and closed operating system 

platform. It seems to me that a little clarity on the issue is due. iOS, the Apple operating 

system has been widely blamed to be a close operating system platform, but this definition is 
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not totally correct. Closed operating systems, as touched above, are those platforms that do 

not give users the possibility to download application produced by third parties. Apple allows 

user to do it, the only restriction that puts, and this differentiate them for example from 

Android, is the ultimate right of veto over the diffusion of the application for iOS users. 

Obviously, this restriction gives Apple the valuable capability of controlling innovation of 

others. This is what the world of developer blames Apple for. 

 

Service Providers 
 

Generally speaking price is believed to be one of the most important purchase drivers. 

Therefore, the position covered by Service Providers must definitely be crucial.  

In order to tie the user to the service provider, these companies give the possibility to 

buy, after the subscription of a contract of 12 to 24 months, the device for a lower price 

compared to the market price; this option seems to be very popular. This service, together 

with the device exclusivity that service providers usually receive, pushes the provider to 

commit to high spending for the advertisement of the product. However, consumer researches 

see service providers losing ground as main purchase driver in favor of manufacturers and 

operating systems (AdMob, 2010). This trend is confirmed by the gradual disappearance of 

phone branding. 

 

Processor 
 

Processor, basing on the consumer most searched benefits, should constitute a first 

important characteristic, but due to market ignorance this does not seem to be the case. From 

marketing communication activities we can see that processors most of time are not even 

mentioned in the product specification. However, capabilities such as multitasking, speed and 

HD quality are very important for consumers. 
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3.4. Smartphone Marketing In the GUFIS 
countries 
 

Earlier this year the researcher conducted a smartphone marketing campaign analysis, 

on how the device is marketed in five European countries: Germany, UK, France, Italy and 

Spain. This research produced many insights on the marketing mix strategy of various 

stakeholders (SPs, OEMs, OSes), and drove to the conclusion that a quite strong competition 

characterized the smartphone market. 

The media mix employed to advertise the smartphone category ranges to all traditional 

media: TV, Print, Out of Home and Online are a must. Across countries and producers, we 

cannot find constant pattern on the total spending and on the percentage invested in different 

media. However, what we can see is the tendency of service providers to use mainly print, and 

manufacturer to spend the most on TV.  

Common is the use of Unique Selling Proposition strategies, partnership or co-

branding, Ambush and Guerrilla Marketing, and social media to increase buzz. Rosser 

Reeves, of Ted Bates advertising agency, firstly introduced the concept of Unique Selling 

Proposition in the 1950s. The idea behind this strategy is that advertising should give 

consumers a compelling reason to buy the product different from the one of competitors. First 

to differentiate the product from competitors; second to be amongst the few points of 

difference consumers are able to recall (Keller, 2008). The intense and fast moving 

technological race, see today as most used Unique Selling Proposition the following features: 

8 Megapixel camera, scree size and screen resolution, battery life, and more than anything 

else, the Operating System and its applications. Partnership and co-branding are usually used 

to pursue a Complementarity or Commonality strategy. Complementarity strategy is when the 

partner’s brand associations are used as a point of departure for the entity to change its own 

associations; examples are Acer development of a Ferrari branded phone (see appendix 6 for 

picture) or BlackBerry sponsoring gigs to become appealing to a non-business market. On the 

other way, Commonality strategy refers to the partnership between two similar brands to 

strength entities’ actual associations. Both strategies are critical to deliver the desired position 

(Keller, 2008). Ambush Marketing is defined as the attempt of a brand to exploit the visibility 

of an event or a team without buying the right to do so (Chadwick and Burton, 2010). An 

example of Ambush Marketing in the smartphone market are the 30 Nokia girls with as many 

red balloons exploiting HTC visibility at the presentation HTC Sense (see appendix 7 for 
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picture). Though, this is just one of many cases. Jay Conrad Levinson, who is claimed to be 

the inventor of Guerrilla Marketing, defines it as an unconventional, engaging and provoking 

way to do advertisement and generate buzz, which eventually turns into Viral Marketing 

(gmarketing.com). In the smartphone market many are the cases of Guerrilla Marketing. For 

the sake of completeness two examples are given here. The first one is the launch of Window 

Phone 7 in Paris. For this occasion people were stopped in the street to take a leaflet with a 

bar code that an assistant was reading just few miters ahead. If it said “WIN” they had the 

possibility to participate to the game whose task was to brake a huge ice cube containing 

Window Phone 7 (see appendix 8 for picture). Moreover, the same night there were 

projections of phone images on Paris touristic nightlife sights. The second example is about 

Android launching a smartphone with its own operating system on the space to control a 

30cm long satellite and take pictures of the earth. When it comes to the use of social media, 

all manufactures, in order to create buzz around the product, are very active on Facebook, 

Youtube and Twitter (see appendix 9 for pictures). 

Marketing campaigns empirically suggest that operating systems are a crucial 

purchase driver. However, they do not make any direct campaign. Manufacturers and service 

providers put a strong effort on advertising them as the key mean of differentiation. The only 

exception is Window, which made a strong but apparently unsuccessful marketing effort to 

challenge iOS and Android leadership. 

One curios trend is original equipment manufacture creation of the so called “Fashion 

Devices”. Fashion Devices, such as LG Prada, Armani Samsung Galaxy S or Jalou by Dolce 

& Gabbana, are nothing more but the headset with the fashion brand name on it. Sometime 

they are even simpler models (see 11 for picture). Two more differences are the usually 

higher price and the only availability on fashion boutiques.  

 

3.5. Market trends 
 

The most important trade show for mobiles is the Mobile World Congress that takes 

place every February in Barcelona. In term of brand, this year the trade show was largely 

dominated by Android, reflecting Android momentum. Instead, when it comes to the feature a 

lot of attention was drawn by the possibility to use the phone as a paying method. 
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Coherent with the strong consumer association of smartphones with laptops, there is 

the trend that sees the purchase drivers of smartphone quickly becoming the same of laptops, 

if they have not gotten there already. The primary thing to notice here is that performance is 

emerging as a strong driver of selection, and the second one is that battery life became a key 

pain point amongst smartphone users (Nielsen). 

Raythattha et al. (2009) identified the possibility of a shakeout in the next few years 

with the rise of a dominant platform. Behind Raythattha et al. (2009) judge there are four 

factors: the highly competitive atmosphere, the advances in hardware that reduced the barriers 

to entry, the trend toward standardization and the soon introduction of cheaper models by the 

largest companies. 
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4.  Research Questions 
 

Differences between adoption groups 
 

Rogers and Moore, making research on the field of diffusion of innovation, identified 

some consumer traits that give the ability to describe five groups of clients that adopt the 

innovation at different time. Rogers explains the differences in innovativeness of the five 

groups basing on socio-economic status, personality variables and communication behavior. 

He sates that the five groups of adopters, and the description of the characteristics of the 

members of each group, are applicable to the adopters of every kind of new product.  Moore’s 

research instead, even adopting the diffusion schema proposed by Rogers, has the smaller 

ambition to explain the diffusion process of the only category of high-tech products. 

Moreover, Moore description of the five groups of adopter, unlike Rogers’ description, is 

based on Psychographic traits. The traits, that Rogers and Moore used to identify the members 

of the five groups of adopters, are nothing but a more detailed version of the traits that years 

of consumer behavior research come up with to identify two bigger groups of consumers: the 

Innovators and the Late Adopters. Nevertheless, Rogers and Moore diffusion model is based 

on consumer innovativeness differences.  

It is here believed that the differences on innovativeness, and precisely on time of 

adoption, trend setting, opinion leadership, experience/self-confidence, social class and age, 

between the two groups of adopters influence the sought benefits and lead the consumer to 

have different preferences on the most interesting features to have on the Smartphone. 

 

H1: The category Early Adopters look for different benefits and have different preferences 
around the most interesting features of the Smartphone with respect to the category of Late 
Adopters. 
 
 

As Rogers stated, one of the 26 generalizations that discriminate between 

Innovators and Late Adopters is Aversion to Risk. However, Rogers is not the only 

researcher that detected the link between Aversion to Risk and Innovativeness. More 

recently, Steenkamp, ter Hofstede and Wedel (1999) were able to identify the connection 
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that binds innovativeness and the predisposition to buy new products and brands, rather 

than stick with usual choices and consumption patterns. When it comes to new high-

technology products, the risk of adoption is such a key factor to cause delay, defer or 

even cancel product purchase (Dhebar, 1996; Mohr, 2001). Then, it is not surprising that 

when crossing the “Crack” from a certain category of adopters to another, marketers do 

their best to develop marketing strategies or even partially change product structure 

(Langerak, Hultink and Robben, 2004; Ryans, 1988) to reduce the perceived risk 

(Easingwood, Moxey and Capleton 2006). 

Consumers typically link a certain price to a perceived value of a product or 

service (Zeithaml, 1998). As Rogers and Moore clearly stated, Innovators, with respect to 

Late Adopters, tend to give a different value to innovative and top quality high-

technology products because of their interest in the category; thus, they should associate 

and be ready to pay a higher price for these products.  

It is here believed that the differences on innovativeness, and precisely on time of 

adoption, trend setting, opinion leadership, experience/self-confidence, social class and 

age, between the two groups of adopters can discriminate over risk of adoption feelings, 

and influence price perceptions. 

 
H2: The category of Early Adopters presents different feelings around the risk of adoption 
(particularly on complexity risk) and is more willing to pay an higher price for high tech product 
with respect to the category of Late Adopters. 
 

Smartphone complexity origins 
 

Complexity, identified by Rogers as “the degree to which an innovation is perceived 

as relatively difficult to understand and use", is one of the six risks of adoption responsible for 

the slow diffusion of a product. More recently, Cestre and Darmon (1998) discovered that 

perceived complexity lower the probability of early adoption.  Complexity risk was generally 

identified of being relatively less important than the others at affecting diffusion, however, 

this is definitely not the case for high-tech products (Assael, 2004). Devis (1989), analyzing 

the acceptance of information technology, verified that ease of use and usefulness are not only 

theorized to be fundamental determinant of use, but also strongly correlated (Schultz and 

Slevin, 1975; Robey, 1979). Mukherjee and Hoyer (2001) found some evidence that 
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consumer perceive higher learning costs when features are added to the product, every 

additional feature constitute a thing that can be misunderstood, and one more thing to search 

through when looking for what you want (Nielsen, 1993). In this direction, Thompson et al. 

(2005) successfully hypnotized a relation between the increase in number of feature and the 

decrease of product usability. 

It is here believed that, regardless of the group of adopter the consumer belong to, he 

or she perceives a positive relation between perceived product complexity and both 

number/power of features and innovativeness of the product. 

 
H3: There is a positive relation between the perceived product complexity (and thus higher risk 
of adoption) and the number of features, the power of characteristics and innovativeness of the 
product itself. 
 

The purchase situation behaviour 
 

As comprehensively explained above, the groups of Innovators and Late Adopters 

present differences on the way and on the motives that drive to the adoption decision. Relying 

on the theoretical research on the topic, in front of this kind of decision the category of Early 

Adopters should be more likely, than the category of Late Adopters, to go for more 

technologically advanced and expensive products.  

The last hypothesis, in line with Thompson et al. (2005), aim to prove that even if the 

two segments present substantial differences, at the moment of purchase when they are put in 

front of products with different prices and specifications, the members of both segments will 

go for the more technologically advanced products. This because, when taking a purchase 

decision on this particular category products, capably remain the strongest driver. 

 

H4: when the two groups of adopters are called at choosing between several kind of products which to 
buy, both groups will choose for the more compelling and technologically advanced products.
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5. Methodology 
 
 

This section of the thesis explains the research design, that is the framework used for 

conducting the research project (Malhotra, 2010). It contains detailed information on the 

procedures employed for obtaining the information needed to solve the research problem. The 

following lines will highlight the information needed, the data collection procedures, the 

characteristics of the study sample and the methods employed to analyze the gathered data. 

The undertaken research, exploratory in nature, is used to give a clearer understanding 

over: the consumer segment perception of the product field, the product usage patterns and 

behavior, and finally the purchasing behavior. Due to the lack of secondary data it was 

decided to apply two different approaches to gather a comprehensive set of primary data: First 

a qualitative research to explore attitudes and behaviors, and second a quantitative research to 

measure how widespread these attitudes and behaviors are. 

 

5.1. Two different ways to see the world 
 

Marketing and consumer research are dominated by two paradigms that have an 

opposite view of the world is like: the Logical Positivism and the Existential-Phenomenology. 

These paradigms lead to two totally different research methodologies (Thompson, Locander 

and Pollio, 1989). 

The Logical Positivism also known under the name of “Cartesianism” or 

“Rationalism”, is the dominant paradigm in marketing and consumer research (Anderson, 

1983, 1986; Arndt, 1985; Borgdan and Taylor, 1975); its epistemological focus seeks to 

determine the true value of statements (Pepper, 1942) and its natural methodology is 

quantitative research. The tenets of this approach are substantially two: first, the separation 

between body and mind, and the second, the belief that reality can all be rendered in 

mathematical terms (Thompson et al., 1989). These two tenets can be explained by as many 
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metaphors: the Machine Metaphor and the Container Metaphor. The Machine Metaphor 

depicts a theoretical system in which all the dynamics are restricted by constraints, taking the 

form of principles and laws (Kohler, 1969). Pepper (1942) notes few assumption around this 

metaphor: 1) Properties of the machine can be measured. 2) The machine is composed of 

independent components that can be isolated and studied separately. The Container Metaphor 

see the body as the container of mind, and thus separate the body, the “physical world”, from 

the mind, the symbolic representation of contextual structures (Lakoff and Johnson, 1980). 

This implies that external events are objective, while experience, that is internal, is subjective 

(Churchland, 1985). 

The Existential-Phenomenological, views as a paradigm to study consumer experience 

(Thompson et al. 1989), blends the philosophy of existentialism with the method of 

Epistemology (Valle and King, 1978), resulting in a holistic psychology that sees the 

Metaphor of Figure/Ground and the Metaphor of Pattern as examples of the human as a all in 

one being “non-dualistic” (The Figure/Ground Metaphor) (Giorgi, 1983) and life as a 

contextualized experience (The Pattern Metaphor) (Kohler, 1947). The Figure in the appendix 

11 offers a good example of The Figure/Ground Metaphor. The point of the figure is that 

certain parts of the drawing stand out while others pull back into the ground. According to 

Thompson et al. (1989), this symbolize that experience emerge as contextual setting and 

therefore cannot be locate totally inside or outside the person as a subject free objectivity. The 

Pattern Metaphor states that the pattern do not exists as a separate entity from the surrounding 

(Kohler, 1947), and this is why Existential-Phenomenology seeks to study the individual as a 

member of the surrounding because life is a contextualized experience. The natural used 

methodology for Existential-Phenomenology is qualitative research. 

 

 

5.2. Qualitative research 
 

Qualitative research is unstructured, exploratory in nature and based on small samples. 

Although research undertaken in this way may not be conducted in formal ways and the data 

produced are not quantifiable and statistically valid, it can provide deeper and more 

penetrating insights of the problem setting (Malhotra, 2010); “The aim is to develop the 

knowledge of a market attitude through the collection and the analysis of non-structured 
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qualitative data (textual data)” (Wilson, 2006). Thompson et al. (1989) states that Existential-

Phenomenologists often use this research method because it fits well the following beliefs: 

experience is a pattern that emerges form the context; experience should be described from a 

first person view; patterns are apprehended as they emerge; specific experiences of different 

people are related to each other and to the overall context, to finally give a thematic 

description of the experience. 

 

Semi-Structured in-depth interview 
 

Cost and time constraint drove the decision toward the use of in depth-interviews 

instead of Focus Groups. However, the researcher believes that the loss of informant 

interaction due to the not utilization of focus groups will be replaced by the gain of a deeper 

understanding of consumer attitudes and reasons behind specific behaviors (Wilson, 2006). 

This deep understanding of respondent’s attitudes and behaviors is achieved through 

responding to individual’s comments with extensive probing.  

 

The key characteristics of the held in-depth interview are here listed: 

 

• Structure: Semi-Structured in-depth interview. The presence of an interview leader, a list of 

predefined topics, new question generated during the interview, the researcher adaptation 

of the strategy to the way the conversation is occurring and the answers emerging.  

• Number: 8 Semi-structured in-depth interviews, 4 to Early Adopters and 4 to Late Adopters.  

• Length: lasting in the region of 35 to 50 minutes.  

• Information collection: the interviews were tape recorded to enable the conversation to flow 

and to allow the moderator to take notes on verbal and not-verbal reaction of the informant. 

• Topic List: A topics list that outline the agenda of issues to be covered were developed. 

However, in line with the nature of Semi-Structured depth interview, this list of topics was 

flexible and evolutionary. Meaning with flexible that some topics were explored further in 

some interviews than in others, depending on the discussion flow. Evolutionary, because 

depending on information gained from precedent interviews the list of topics raised 

changes as the level of understanding increased. 

• Location: all the 8 interviews were conducted in respondent convenient locations; home or 

office. This sometime resulted in interruption of the conversation caused by external 
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factors, but ensured a higher level of openness of the respondent thanks to the familiar 

environment. 

• Interviewer: “the role of the interviewer is to provide a context in which the respondents 

freely describe their experiences in detail. The interviewer does not begin an interview 

feeling that he or she knows more about the topic than the respondent” (Thompson et al., 

1989). The interview follows the course of a dialogue with the aim to disclose experiences 

(Thompson et al., 1989). 

 

Discussion Road Map 
 

Here can be found a list of the most used questions with reference to the specific 

hypothesis they try to give an answer to. 

 

 
1. Introduction and Presentations 
 
 
2. Smartphones in General (to get confortable and break the ice) 
- How would you define a smartphone? 
- What do you think about smartphones? What are your feelings and associations? Word 
association 
 
 
3. Smartphone consumption, fears and sought benefits 
 
This section helped the researcher investigate the differences between the 2 groups in term of 
sought benefits, importance of specific features (camera, screen, sound,), purchasing drivers, 
expertise on the field, doubts and fears. 
- What is the use you make of your smartphone? 
- What are the benefits you look for when you buy a smartphone? What features are important 
for you (even specific one)? 
- What is important for you when you have to buy a smartphone, what are the key drivers that 
influence your decision (not only features)? Do you look for a breakthrough or an 
improvement of what you already have? 
- OS do you have any preference about it? Why? 
- Do you have any doubts and/or fears around the category of smartphones (features, design, 
usage situation, complexity). Things that you don’t want your smartphone to have. 
 
This question helped the researcher identify the kind of features that make the consumer 
perceive the product is technologically advanced. 
-‐ What are the features that make you perceive the product as technologically advanced, 
innovative and powerful? And complex? 
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4. Adoption risks and Product complexity 
 
Investigate the differences between the 2 groups around the risk of adoption.  
- Do you perceive any risk of adoption? 
-‐ Do you think that people less confident than you would perceive this risk? 
- What would you do to reduce the risk of adoption (some hint are given)? 
- Tell a number from 1 to 10 that represents the importance you give to the following 
characteristics of a smartphone, basing on how they would increase your willingness to buy: 
Relative advantage with respect to existing substitutes; Compatibility with your needs and 
attitudes; Simplicity of use; Observability of the positive effects; Triability prior purchase. 
 
H3: There is a positive relation between the perceived product complexity (higher risk of 
adoption) and the number/power of features and the innovativeness of the product itself. 
- Have you ever been in the situation when the tech device you own has so many features that 
you never used plenty of them? Did it bother you? ----Did you take it into consideration at the 
moment of your following purchase? (To give me a first hint to verify hypothesis 3) 
- Do you perceive any relationship between product capability (number of features) and 
product complexity? 
- Do you perceive any relationship between product capability (power of features) and 
product complexity? 
 - Do you perceive any relationship between product innovativeness and product complexity? 
if there is a positive relation, would the complexity reduce your willingness to buy it? 
 
 
5. Real life Product Selection 
 
This section helped the researcher investigate if the prices users are ready to pay for a given 
technology differs between the 2 groups.  
- What is the price you perceive reasonable for a top quality smartphone? For a middle one? 
And for a low quality one? In what bracket you would buy? 
 
This section helped the researcher investigate if the group of Early Adopters is more willing 
to go for an advanced and more expensive product than the group of Late Adopters. 
- Fishbain: Three aspects that make the consumer feel that the product is powerful, 
innovative, capable and advanced were identified. The informants were then asked to state 
the importance of these three aspects plus the price.  
 
E.S. 

   not important      Camera Quality                        very important 
 
 

• Camera 
• Display quality  
• Best Navigation experience  

and Applications 
• Price  
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- SHOPPING LIST: The specifications of six made-up smartphones with a little description 
and the market price were shown to informants. Afterwards, the informant was asked what 
he/she thinks about these products, which are the preferred one and why, which they think are 
more consistent with their needs, and eventually, which of these smartphone he/she would 
buy. 
 
 
 
CAMERA: 2 camera, one 8 megapixel and one 4 megapixel 
DISPLAY: 840x1280 pixel, 16.7M, 218 pixel per inch. 
CAPACITY: 16GB 
PROCESSOR: 1.2 GHz 
CONNETIVITY: Wi-Fi, 2G/3G/4G, Bluetooth, USB, HDMI, DLNA  
PRICE: 649 
 
CAMERA: 2 camera, one 5 megapixel and one 4 megapixel 
DISPLAY: 800x960 pixel, 16M colors, 326 pixel per inch. 
CAPACITY: 16GB 
PROCESSOR: 1 GHz 
CONNETIVITY: Wi-Fi, 2G/3G/4G, Bluetooth, USB, HDMI, DLNA 
PRICE: 599 
 
CAMERA: 2 camera, one 5 megapixel and one 2 megapixel 
DISPLAY: 800x1280 pixel, 16M Colors, 395 pixel per inch. 
CAPACITY: 16Gb 
PROCESSOR: 1 GHz. 
CONNETIVITY: Wi-Fi, 2G/3G/4G, Bluetooth, USB, HDMI, DLNA 
PRICE: 599 
 
CAMERA: 5 Megapixel 
DISPLAY: 680 x 320 pixel, 600.000 colors, 210 pixel per inch. 
CAPACITY: 912 MB 
PROCESSOR: 600 MHz 
CONNETIVITY: Wi-Fi, 2G/3G, Bluetooth, USB 
PRICE: 399  
 
CAMERA: 2 camera, both 2 Megapixel 
DISPLAY: 400x380 pixel, 500.000 colors, 150 pixel per inch. 
CAPACITY: 712MB 
PROCESSORE: 600 MHz 
CONNETIVITY: Wi-Fi, 2G/3G e Bluetooth, USB.  
PRICE: 349 
 
CAMERA: 3 Megapixel 
DISPLAY: 280 x 220 pixel, 300.000 colors, 110 pixel per inch. 
CAPACITY: 512 MB 
PROCESSOR: 400 MHz 
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CONNETIVITY: Wi-Fi, 2G, Bluetooth, USB 
PRICE: 199  

 

 
 

Recruitment of Participants 
 

A recruitment questionnaire was used to check the presence of informant sought 

characteristics in the sample. Precisely, thank to a screening questionnaire, asking information 

around personal characteristics and time of adoption, participants were divided in two groups, 

Early Adopters and Late Adopters. Moreover, the screening questionnaire was used to screen 

out non-users, and people that work in or have some connection with the smartphone 

manufacturers or the marketing research industry. 

 

Here below the screening questionnaire and the reason behind the use of each question. 

 

Name: 
 
Phone/Mail: 
 
I am a Bocconi University student and I am organizing interviews about a specific topic that 
will be revealed at the moment of the interview. 
 

1. Would you be interested at participating to the interview that will take place the ……. 
in road …., ……? 

Yes   No, Questionnaire terminated 
 

2. Do you have a Smartphone? 
Screen out non-users. 
 
Yes   No, Questionnaire terminated 
 

3. Do you work or have some business connection with smartphone manufactures or the 
marketing research industry? 

Screen out the professional group from the sample. 
 
Yes   No, Questionnaire terminated 
 

4. Usually I am between the first of my friends to try new high tech products. 
Time of adoption within the own Social Group 
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Strongly  Disagree  Neighter  Agree  Strongly 
Disagree           Agree nor Disagree   Agree 
 
 
 

5. People are often impressed with my high tech products. 
Trend setting capabilities. 
 
Strongly  Disagree  Neighter  Agree  Strongly 
Disagree           Agree nor Disagree   Agree 
 
 
 

6. I have influenced some people about smartphones. 
Researches show a higher presence of Opinion Leaders amongst Early Adopters than late 
adopters 
 
Strongly  Disagree  Neighter  Agree  Strongly 
Disagree           Agree nor Disagree   Agree 
 
 
 

7. I can easily decide which high tech products to buy without much help. 
A higher level of self-confidence in decision taking process is believed to be more present 
amongst Early Adopters. 
 
Strongly  Disagree  Neighter  Agree  Strongly 
Disagree           Agree nor Disagree   Agree 
 
 
 

8. How long ago did you buy your first smartphone?   
Time of adoption. 

before 2009 
2009 – 2010 
2011 
 

9. Year of birth? 
Young people are more likely to be Early Adopter than old people.  

19 . . . 
 
 

10. Please indicate your highest education level. 
A higher Education level may be related to a better understanding of the functions and result 
in an earlier adoption. 



47	   	  

Secondary School 
High School 
Studi Addizionali 
Degree 
PhD 
 

11. What is the gross income bracket of your family unit (all members included)? 
A higher income may reduce the risk associated with the purchase; the adoption may take 
place earlier. 
 

Less than 18.000 EUR   
18.001 – 27.000 EUR 
27.001 – 36.000 EUR 
36.001 – 54.000 EUR 
54.001 – 72.000 EUR 
More than 72.001 EUR 
  
 
 
Thank you for your helpfulness, in case you would like to participate to the interview and you 

are selected, you will be contacted in the next days. 

 

Employed projective techniques 
 

“A projective technique is an unstructured, indirect form of questioning that 

encourages respondents to project their underling motivations, beliefs, attitudes, or feelings 

regarding the issues of concern.”  (Malhotra, 2010) 

During the In-Depth Interviews four different projective techniques were used: Association 

test, Notness, Projective Questioning, Fishbain, Shopping list. 

 

-‐ Association test: this projective technique implies the request of attributing a bunch of 

adjectives, words or images to a given object (a product, a brand, a given consumption 

experience). This is due to the fact that human mind stores information within associative 

clusters. In this specific case respondents were asked first what do they associate to the 

category of smartphone, and second what words. 

-‐ Notness: these are punctual questions aiming at investigating what consumers do not want the 

product to be. On the specific, the informant was asked what he/she does not want the 

product to be. 
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-‐ Projective Questioning: it involves putting the respondent in somebody else shoes (Wilson, 

2006). This technique is generally used when is thought would be hard to get a first person 

answer, but easier to project the information in another subject. Here the Early Adopters 

were asked what they think are the perceived risks around product adoption of less expert 

users. 

-‐ Fishbain: This method is not really known under the projective technique category. Martin 

Fishbain and Icek Ijzen (1975), developed a theory called Theory of Reasoned Actions that 

help understand attitudes and predict behaviors (Spring, 2002). This theory relies on the 

fact that there is a close correspondence between the way a person behave toward some 

objects and his attitudes defined as beliefs, feelings and intentions over that object 

(Fishbain et al. 1975). In this research the respondent was asked to state with an X, in a 

line that ranges from “not important” to “very important”, his perceived importance around 

three characteristics of the product. Moreover, he/she was also asked to do the same with 

the price. 

-‐ Shopping List: the informant was asked to say which product or brand he/she would buy.  

 

5.3. Quantitative research 
 

Thompson et al. (1989) states that Cartesianismts often use this research method 

because it fits well the following beliefs: human being exists independently of the physical 

world (dualism); the research focus is on the structures and should be described from a third-

person view; the logic of the research is predictive; the research strategy seeks to understand 

phenomena through the analysis of its components; the ultimate research purpose is to reduce 

phenomena to an essential set of quantitative laws and principles.  With a much more applied 

orientation approach, Wilson (2006) defines the Quantitative research as a structured method 

that uses large samples of the target population, with results more easily replicable and with 

an analysis process that tend to be statistical. 
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Survey Method 
 

The surveying method refers to the process of questioning participant and recording of 

responses (Wilson, 2006). For this project the online survey was chosen as research method. 

Online survey enables to reach respondents through desktop PC, portables, digital televisions, 

tablet and smartphone with Internet access. In this specific case respondents were sent an 

invitation e-mail to participate to the questionnaire. The questionnaire was hosted by a web 

site called www.surveymonkey.com, which allows researchers to design questionnaire 

without loading any design software.  

Wilson (2006) identifies several advantages of this survey method: 

 

-‐ respondents have to complete all the questions correctly before they are allowed to proceed; 

-‐ the data gathering costs are considerably reduced.; 

-‐ the surveys are distributed and the results are transferred to the computer for the analysis in a 

very fast way; 

-‐ for researches that aim to reach specific target groups, such as technology users, this is a very 

convenient way to do it. 

 

The Questionnaire 
 

The great weakness questioner designing is the lack of theory. Unfortunately there are 

no scientific principles that guarantee the optimal questionnaire design; designing 

questionnaires is rather a skill acquired through experience (Malhotra, 2010). First step of 

designing a questioner is to identify the needed information (Malhotra, 2010). In this Master 

Thesis the purpose of the questionnaire was to divide the respondents in two groups and 

eventually investigate whether there are differences over the decision of what smartphone 

they buy. In order to achieve this goal the questionnaire was divided in two parts. The first 

part is nothing but the repetition of the screening questionnaire, this, both to screen out non-

smartphone users and divide the respondents in two groups, the Early Adopters and the Late 
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Adopters. The second part of the questionnaire was constituted by a multiple-choice question 

where the respondent was asked to choose amongst 6 mobile phones, with different 

characteristics and prices, which he/she would buy. The list was developed on a way to have 

three top quality and high priced smartphones and three lower quality and much cheaper 

smartphones. 

 

CAMERA: 2 camera, one 8 megapixel and one 4 megapixel 
DISPLAY: 840x1280 pixel, 16.7M, 218 pixel per inch. 
CAPACITY: 16GB 
PROCESSOR: 1.2 GHz 
CONNETIVITY: Wi-Fi, 2G/3G/4G, Bluetooth, USB, HDMI, DLNA  
PRICE: 649 
 
CAMERA: 2 camera, one 5 megapixel and one 4 megapixel 
DISPLAY: 800x960 pixel, 16M colors, 326 pixel per inch. 
CAPACITY: 16GB 
PROCESSOR: 1 GHz 
CONNETIVITY: Wi-Fi, 2G/3G/4G, Bluetooth, USB, HDMI, DLNA 
PRICE: 599 
 
CAMERA: 2 camera, one 5 megapixel and one 2 megapixel 
DISPLAY: 800x1280 pixel, 16M Colors, 395 pixel per inch. 
CAPACITY: 16Gb 
PROCESSOR: 1 GHz. 
CONNETIVITY: Wi-Fi, 2G/3G/4G, Bluetooth, USB, HDMI, DLNA 
PRICE: 599 
 
CAMERA: 5 Megapixel 
DISPLAY: 680 x 320 pixel, 600.000 colors, 210 pixel per inch. 
CAPACITY: 912 MB 
PROCESSOR: 600 MHz 
CONNETIVITY: Wi-Fi, 2G/3G, Bluetooth, USB 
PRICE: 399  
 
CAMERA: 2 camera, both 2 Megapixel 
DISPLAY: 400x380 pixel, 500.000 colors, 150 pixel per inch. 
CAPACITY: 712MB 
PROCESSORE: 600 MHz 
CONNETIVITY: Wi-Fi, 2G/3G e Bluetooth, USB.  
PRICE: 349 
 
CAMERA: 3 Megapixel 
DISPLAY: 280 x 220 pixel, 300.000 colors, 110 pixel per inch. 
CAPACITY: 512 MB 
PROCESSOR: 400 MHz 
CONNETIVITY: Wi-Fi, 2G, Bluetooth, USB 
PRICE: 199 
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Sampling method 
 

Determine the sample means specify the type of respondent that will be included in the 

research (Wilson, 2006). A sample is defined as subset of the census of the target population 

(Malhotra, 2010). The main purposes of sampling are: cost control, collect information in a 

short time, extend the results of the sample to the entire population.  

The target population of the research includes all smartphone users; therefore, the only 

screening question was about whether or not the respondent owns a smartphone. The use of 

online survey and the distribution of surveys to known contacts would imply the adoption of a 

Convenience Sampling technique. However, due to the two following reasons the results 

seem closer to a Random Sampling than the Convenience Sampling: 1) The target population 

is made up by technology users. The researcher assumption is that all technology users have 

Internet access. 2) The questionnaires were first distributed to contacts of the researcher, but 

they eventually reached clients of an architecture office, clients of a technology company and 

some Intel employees. Moreover, it was adopted the snowball sampling technique: each of the 

respondents was encouraged to spread the questionnaire to its contacts. Before starting the 

distribution the questionnaire aimed at a minimal sample of 200 respondents, however, thank 

to motives mentioned here above, it eventually reached 364 people. 
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6. Data Preparation 
 

6.1. Early and Late adopters division 
 

The purpose of the screening questionnaire was, both for the qualitative and for the 

quantitative research, to screen out non-users and divide the sample in Early and Late 

Adopters. Specifically, it was decided that to be an Early Adopter respondents have to present 

the following traits:  

 

• being amongst the first of his group of friends to adopt new technologies; 

• possess trend-setting capabilities; 

• be able to influence other people about smartphone; 

• be able to choose between different models of tech products without much help; 

• have bought the first smartphone before 2011; 

• be between 17 and 40 years old; 

• have an instruction level higher than High School; 

• have a family income higher than 36.000 EUR per year. 

 

6.2. Qualitative data interpretation 
procedure 
 

The qualitative research goal is to examine, decipher and interpret patterns from the 

gathered data. 

  

1) The first step is to transcribe the tapes. The transcription represents the output of the 

qualitative research. This phase, include the process of data reduction, where the researcher 

chooses which data should be emphasized, minimized and set aside (Malhotra, 2010). 
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However, it is crucial here that the researcher do not contaminate the data with his personal 

point of view incorporating hypothesis, inferences or conjectures (Thompson, 1989). The 

tape should be copied down and treated as an autonomous body of data, although a totally 

neutral view is impossible to gain (Merleau-Ponty, 1962). 

2) Once the transcript is ready, the following step is to create a visual display of the data to 

facilitate the interpretation. The goal of phenomenological investigation is to describe 

experiences in lived rather than conceptual abstract terms (Thompson et al., 1989), and the 

Cut and Paste Method is believed to be the best way to stick with respondent schemes. 

This method plans a process called “Codification”, where the parts of the transcript are 

extrapolated and put into a big grid; the columns represent the various respondents while 

the lines the different “Codes”.   

3) “Triangulation” is the step that follows; Codes are analyzed across each interview.  

4) “Thematization” is the result of the Triangulation process. In this phase the various Codes 

are summarized into sentences called “themes”, whose purpose is to address the research 

questions.  

 

6.3. Quantitative data interpretation 
procedure 
 

Completed questionnaires may have small errors or missing parts. Moreover, not all 

the data are ready for the process of analysis, some need to be transformed and adapted. 

Hence, the need of a data preparation phase.  

The six steps that follow explain all the procedures adopted to go from the raw database to the 

final one. 

 

1. Transfer all the data gathered from the online server to an excel file to facilitate the editing 

phase. 

2. Screen out all the questionnaires whose response to the question “do you have a smartphone?” 

was “No”.  

3. Reviewing the questionnaires with the purpose of identifying incomplete or inconsistent 

responses. Since users submitted the questionnaire through an online platform, it was 
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impossible for the database to contain illegible or missing cells. Each respondent was in 

fact forced to answer all the questions in order to proceed to the following page of the 

survey. However, amongst the 317 questionnaires of respondents owning a smartphone, 

only 282 were completed toward the end. The decision taken here was to eliminate all 

cases of abandoned survey. For what concern the inconsistent responses, it was found that 

1 respondent when specifying the year of birth typed “2011”. Unfortunately, the 

inconsistency of this answer forced the researcher to eliminate this questionnaire as well, 

letting the research with a final number of 281 analyzable cases. 

4. The following step, which can be considered as part of the editing phase, consisted in the 

transformation of two variables to make possible the data analysis. On the specific the first 

variable to be transformed was “Age”. Two ranges of ages were developed, the first 

including all respondents 17 to 40 years old, and the second containing all the respondents 

older than 40. No cases under 17 years old were found. The other transformed variable was 

called “ProductChoice” and represents the answer to the question “which of the following 

products would you buy?”. Again, the answers were divided in two classes. The first class 

included the cases that chose product 1, 2 or 3, the top products in term of technology, 

power and price. The second class included the rest of the cases, which are products 

number 4, 5 or 6, less advanced and much cheaper. 

5. Transferring the data from excel to SPSS. 

6. Last step of the data preparation procedure was to create a new variable called EA (Early 

Adopter). This bivariate variable is a combination of the 8 independent variables employed 

to divide the respondents in Early Adopters and Late Adopters. On the specific, the 

variable has the value of 1 if the respondent is an Early Adopter (he/she answered agree or 

strongly agree to questions 1, 2, 3 and 4; he/she has bought his first Smartphone before 

2011; he/she has an age between 17 and 40 years old; he/she has an instruction level higher 

than high school and a yearly family income higher that 36.000 EUR), and the value 0 if 

the respondent is a Late Adopter. 

 

On SPSS two calculations were executed to verify the hypothesis. 

 

1. Frequency distribution and pie chart. This was done to see how many respondents decided to 

buy a top quality smartphone and how many decided to buy a low quality one. 

2. The Connection between the variable “EA” and the variable “ProductChoice”. However, 

before performing this calculation, a cross-tabulation was constructed to check the 
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presence of at least 5 cases for every absolute contingency frequency, requirement to 

ensure validity of the results (Malhotra, 2010) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



7. Results 
 

7.1. Qualitative Results 
 
 

The analysis of the transcript brought toward the development of the following Codes 

and Themes: 

 

THEMES  CODES  CODES EXPLENATION 

 

Yes, it is 1.1 The Smartphone Smartphone definition 

 1.2 OS Matter  OS Knowledge 

 

Me and my 

Smartphone 2.1 Do it me  Consumption behavior 

 2.2 Life easy  Searched benefits/and research of a breakthrough innovation 

 2.3 Purchasing drivers Purchasing drivers 

 2.4 SP Matters  Importance of the SP as a purchasing driver 

 2.5 No thanks  Things respondents don't want the smartphone to have or be 

 

 

2.6 

 

You are innovative 

 Features or characteristics that make the device perceived as innovative 

Risk of Adoption 3.1 Relative Advantage  

 3.2 Compatibility  

 3.3 Complexity   

 
3.4 

 

Observability 

 

 

(Combination of network externality and visibility of consumption results) 

 3.5 Triabiliy   

Feature Fatigue 

 

 

 

4.1 

 

Useless I know you 

 

Have you ever been in the situation when an high tech product has many features that 

you don't use? 

 4.2 Too Many too complex 

Do you perceive a relation between number of features and complexity of the 

product? 

 4.3 Too power too complex Do you perceive a relation between power of the features and complexity of the 
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product? 

 
 

4.4 

 

Too innovative too 

complex 

 

Do you perceive a relation between innovativeness of the product and complexity of 

the product? 

 4.5 Too complex, not thanks Reluctance toward too complex products 

Cutting Edge 5.1 Quality costs Reasonable prices 

 5.3 You do what you think Fishbain, the relation between attitudes and behavior 

 5.4 Tempt me  Which product would you buy? 

  

The Themes 
 

YES, IT IS: 

 

A precise definition of the category of smartphone does not exist. As mentioned 

above, the smartphone is not definable by its components, but through the usage experience it 

provides. The unsecure face of respondents asked to define a smartphone reflects the faint 

border between smartphone and featured phones. The first difference that emerge between the 

groups of Early Adopters and Late Adopters is around the importance of the device, even 

though the product appears to be important for both segments, it seems to be essential for 

Early Adopters “it is essential” Melissa EA.  

In order to understand the level of expertise and familiarity with this class of product, 

during the interview informants were asked what do they know about smartphone operating 

systems. Early Adopters claimed knowledge and experience with various operating systems, 

on the contrary, Late Adopters were not even able to name any of them “are you referring to 

the telephone brand” Federica LA. What came out is in line with Rogers and Moore 

statements; Early Adopters seek information more actively and have more interest in learning 

about new technologies (Rogers, 2003). 

 

ME AND MY PHONE: 

 

All informants were asked about the use they make of their smartphone. Calls and 

messages are at the top, the smartphone is in fact firstly a phone. Although, it allows users to 

perform usual activities in new ways “the main use is calling, but you call in a new 

way….Skype, Viber etc” Melissa EA.  
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The smartphone is strongly associated with Internet surfing, from here it comes the 

diffused viewpoint that the device is crucial to keep the user updated and informed about 

whatever interests him/her.  

More than calls, messages and all applications related to the web, such as e-mail and 

browsing facilities, informants see the Smartphone as a convenient device able to totally 

substitute Camera, Video Camera, GPS and partially the Computer. 

Searched benefits were supposed to be an important point of difference between the two 

groups, but at a first glance, this does not seem to be the case. Convenience is the main 

searched benefit and it constitutes an important purchase driver as well “mainly I look for 

convenience in use” Marco LA. The other mentioned purchase drivers are discriminator 

between the two groups: design and price, are noted as particularly important by Late 

Adopters, but on the contrary Early Adopters would focus on technological specification and 

Service Provider contracts to ensure a complete use of all device capabilities. “The price is a 

key driver because I often brake it” Paola LA; it has to be beautiful…. of course the first 

impression come from the design” Simone LA; “I look at technical specification such as 

processor, battery….Other things are minor…if tech specification are good the phone will 

respond accordingly….I also checked the Service Providers contracts” Davide EA. It is also 

believed that the unaided service provider importance for three Early Adopters out of four is 

an indicator of fully conscious and expert use of the device.  

In accordance with Moore’s theory, it was verified here that a technology 

breakthrough is only searched by Early Adopters “personally I look for totally new things” 

Davide EA, and is not seen in a good light by Late Adopters, which would rather prefer an 

incremental improvement “it is most important to improve quality in the things I do” Marco 

LA.  

Complexity is the common enemy of all smartphone users, even assigning different 

weights, all informants agreed on the fact that the device must be easy to use. Another point 

of agreement amongst all respondents, are the characteristics that make the device innovative. 

In the matter of this, informants believe that perceived innovativeness can derive from two 

aspects: 1) the power of technological specification. 2) The applications. “Quality of 

pictures…Quality of sound….Screen resolution…The possibility to have many interesting 

applications” Paola LA. 
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ADOPTION RISKS: 

 

Innovators are believed to have more favorable attitudes toward risk than Late 

Adopters. (Dickerson et al. 1983). In line with the literature around the adoption risks, the 

interviewed Early Adopters present a lower perception of risks with respect to Late Adopters, 

for all the six specified risks (Observability was explained as a combination of network 

externality and visibility of consumption results). 

 

• Relative Advantage risk is defined, as the advantage that the new product can bring with 

respect to the existing supersedes (Rogers, 2003; Winer, 2000, Assael, 2004). This risk is 

generally perceived by both groups, but is not crucial for Early Adopters. 

• Compatibility is defined, as the degree to which an innovation is perceived as consistent with 

consumer needs, values, beliefs, previous ideas, past experiences and other tech products 

(Rogers, 2003; Winer, 2000, Assael, 2004). Usually, high-tech products do not function in 

isolation, they need complementary products to operate effectively and the buyer may then 

be affected by worries about availability of complementary products (Sarin et al., 2003). 

Compatibility is perceived as a key risk by Early Adopters and it is not perceived as 

relevant for Late Adopters, which do not think about compatibility with other products and 

believe every new technology would easily be compatible with their common needs. 

• Complexity is believed to be a crucial risk that strongly affects the diffusion of high 

technology products (Moore, 2006). According to the interviewed Early Adopters the 

product must be easy to use. However, this is not such an important risk to not be easily 

overcame “I never though about it” Melissa EA; “it is a risk but is not a problem to learn” 

Elena EA. On the contrary Late Adopters give very high rates of importance to this risk “I 

think is crucial” Simone, Marco, Federica LA. 

• Observability is perceived as a very important factor able to reduce Late Adopters risk of 

adoption “if many people have it I can ask how to use it” Paola LA; “it would make my 

decision much easier” Federica LA. Instead, just one of the four Early Adopters gives 

some importance to this factor. 

• Around Triability there are many discording opinions in and between the groups of adopters. 

On one side one Early Adopter states that it is very important “it is crucial” Davide EA, on 

the other side another states that he never thought about it as important “it is not very 

important because it is interesting to discover the product over time” Gianluca EA. The 
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same situation is present in the Late Adopters group, where Simone states that he would 

never lose time to try tech products before purchase, and Marco states that this possibility 

would greatly reduce his risk of adoption. 

 
FEATURE FATIGUE: 
 

Do consumers look in good light products with too many features? NO. 

According to the interviews, all individual experienced situations when a tech product they 

possessed had many features they did not use. Moreover, all respondents but two found this 

situation unpleased and said they were more conscious in their future purchases. These 

findings seem to disagree with Brown and Carpenter (2000) theory - each additional features 

constitute a reason to buy the product - and agree with Thompson et al. (2005) “I always take 

into consideration utility in my purchases” Gianluca EA; “You pay for something that you 

don’t use….you are forced to buy this products because they have all this issue” Paola LA. 

Insights were gathered investigating the relationship between product complexity and 

number of features, power of characteristics and innovativeness of the product it self. Results 

are pretty clear for the first two relations; all respondents agree on the positive relation 

between number of features and product complexity “too many features make the product 

redundant and it get harder to find what you look for” Gianluca EA; “I look for product able 

to adapt to my specific needs” Simone LA; “power is not related to product complexity” 

Gianluca EA, and on the nonexistence of a relation between power of the characteristics and 

product complexity. Specifically to the second one, someone even saw a negative relation 

“The more is powerful the more is easy to use” Simone LA. When it comes to the relation 

between innovativeness of the product and product complexity, most of users do not see any 

relation “there are some innovative products very easy to use” Federica LA, some state that it 

depends on the producer abilities “it depends on the OS, DOS was very difficult to use and 

was not good, technology reduce complexity” Davide EA, and finally someone see a positive 

relation “I definitely see this relation” Paola LA. 

Do consumers want complex products? NO. As mentioned above in this chapter, no 

one wants complex products; ease of use is a strong purchase driver and a favorable attribute. 

However, Early Adopters differently from Late Adopters do not have any frustration if the 

product requires the use an operating manual “If you are not able to use it you can anyway 

learn it, nowadays people are flexible on this” Davide EA. 
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CUTTING EDGE: 

 
Literature describes Innovators as less price sensitive and more likely to buy 

innovative and technologically advanced products (Dickerson and Gentry 1983; Gatignon and 

Robertson 1991; Rogers 2003; Uhl, Andrus, and Poulsen 1970). 

In order to investigate willingness to pay respondents were asked to report what they perceive 

are reasonable prices for a top quality, a middle quality and a low quality product. Generally 

speaking, results across the eight interviews show higher prices for the group of Early 

Adopters.  The same results emerged from the application of Fishbain theory. The group of 

Early Adopters seem to be more likely to give high weight to the three specified 

characteristics and low weight to price, this suggest a higher willingness to pay and a buying 

decision toward “cutting edge” products “All these features are very important for me…price 

is not essential because I am likely to spend a lot on a product that totally fulfill my needs” 

Melissa EA.  

As a final question, respondent were asked to choose what product they would buy. 

All Early Adopters decided for the top three products, focusing on product characteristics; 

three out of four Late Adopters instead decided for one of the low quality product mentioning 

the price as an important purchase driver.  

 

More Insights 
 

The in-depth interviews gave other important insights not considered in the scope of 

the research - around the smartphone and the adoption groups - that are anyway worth 

mentioning. 

Smartphone are perceived by consumers as very personal devices 

(Ourmobileplanet.com); accordingly, respondents gave high importance to the product and 

expressed strong affinity and intimacy with it “I do not like when other people take my 

phone” Malissa EA.  

The use and the searched benefits are strongly affected by the brand of the owned 

device. Users that do not have high level of experience with the product category perceive as 

important only the features actually possessed. 

Smartphone purchase drivers are getting close to computer purchase drivers (Nielsen 

Mobile Media – Q1 2011). The battery life and the power are key characteristics “the battery 
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life is crucial….I am thinking to change my phone because of the battery….processor power 

is essential” Davide EA.  

According to Rogers personality explanation of the various segment of adopters, Late 

Adopters compared to Early Adopters tend to rely much more on peers opinion “I base my 

purchasing decision basing on what I hear about it” Simone LA.  

Last but not least it was found that Late Adopters seem to perceive usage barriers 

much more than Early Adopters do “I bough this brand because I always used it and I know 

how to use it” Paola LA. 

 

7.2. Quantitative Results 
 

The frequency distribution table and the pie chart show us a total number of 281 valid 

questionnaires and 0 missing cases. Moreover, they picture the number of respondents that 

chose to buy one of the top quality smartphones. The results indicate a total of 70.5% of 

respondents that decided for a first class smartphone. 

 
 

Statistics 
 
N Valid 281 

Missing 0 

 
 

quale di questi Smartphone comprerebbe? 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 
Percent 

Valid 1 198 70.5 70.5 70.5 
2 83 29.5 29.5 100.0 
Total 281 100.0 100.0  
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Afterwards it was performed a cross-tabulation, the chi-square test (X2) and the 

Cramer’s V test. 

 
 
 
 
 
quale di questi Smartphone comprerebbe? * EA Crosstabulation 

 
EA 

Total 0 1 
quale di questi Smartphone 
comprerebbe? 

1 Count 181 17 198 
% within quale di questi 
Smartphone comprerebbe? 

91.4% 8.6% 100.0% 

% within EA 70.2% 73.9% 70.5% 
% of Total 64.4% 6.0% 70.5% 

2 Count 77 6 83 
% within quale di questi 
Smartphone comprerebbe? 

92.8% 7.2% 100.0% 
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% within EA 29.8% 26.1% 29.5% 
% of Total 27.4% 2.1% 29.5% 

Total Count 258 23 281 
% within quale di questi 
Smartphone comprerebbe? 

91.8% 8.2% 100.0% 

% within EA 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 91.8% 8.2% 100.0% 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 

 Value df 
Asymp. Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (2-
sided) 

Exact Sig. (1-
sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square .143a 1 .705   
Continuity Correctionb .020 1 .889   
Likelihood Ratio .146 1 .702   
Fisher's Exact Test    .815 .455 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 

.143 1 .706   

N of Valid Cases 281     
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.79. 
b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 
 
 
 

Symmetric Measures 
 Value Approx. Sig. 

Nominal by Nominal Phi -.023 .705 
Cramer's V .023 .705 

N of Valid Cases 281  
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From the cross-tabulation it is possible to see that the slipping of the 281 respondents 

in two groups leave us with 23 Early Adopters and 258 Late Adopters. Moreover, we can see 

that each absolute contingency frequency is at least 5. 

The index X2 measures the degree of statistical connection between two variables. The 

result of the index is .143. The number of observations or the dimension of the contingency 

table may affect the X2 index; it was then decided to calculate the Cramer’s V index, which is 

based on the X2 statistics and ranges between 0 (statistical independence) and 1 (perfect 

dependence). The result of the Cramer’s V index would imply some dependence, but the 

Approx. Sign. is .705. This result means that the hypothesis of statistical dependent relation 

between the two variables is not verified. 
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8. Conclusion and Implication 
 

Differences between adoption groups 
 

Literature widely investigated demographic, psychology, personality and socio 

economic status differences between the groups of Early Adopters and Late Adopters (Roger, 

2003; Moore, 2006; Bayue et al., 2008; Goldsmith et al., 1992). Nevertheless, there is low 

number of theoretical works and empirical studies on the effect of these differences over 

attitudes and searched benefits toward high tech products. 

 

H1: The category Early Adopters look for different benefits and have different preferences around the 
most interesting features of the Smartphone with respect to the category of Late Adopters. 
 

Differences between Early and Late Adopters lead to different searched benefits?. All 

respondents expressed the same key searched benefit: “Convenience in Use”, defined as ease 

of use and efficiency. However, going deeper in the interpretation some differences have been 

spotted. First of all, it seems that the physical aspect of the product is important for Late 

Adopters, while Early Adopters consider it an ephemeral component; they are more interested 

in the power of technological specifications. Moore’s theory would explain Early Adopters 

technological focus suggesting that this group of adopters is interested in the technology per 

se. On the contrary, the Late Adopters interest in design aspects may imply a less conscious 

use of the product and a closer connection to its social meaning. 

Again in line with Moore theory respondents were asked what do they look in a new 

technology. Answers suggest that Early Adopters are attracted by innovation breakthrough, 

while Late Adopters would rather prefer incremental innovations.  

When it comes to the preferred features no differences were detected between Early 

and Late Adopters. What stuck the researcher was instead the presence of similar feature 

preferences in people having the smartphone of the same brand. This result, together with the 

high satisfaction expressed by all respondents around the smartphone the own, may imply 

preferences biased by available features. Accordingly, Franke and Piller (2004) brushed up 

the concept of tacit knowledge and connected it to the fact that respondents are generally not 
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aware of their needs and even if they are, they are not able to formulate them explicitly. “If a 

manufacturer conducted a market research on the need for new products, the most frequent 

answer received probably would be: I want the same product, only better and cheaper” 

(Franke et al., 2004).  

Another insight around preferred features was uncovered investigating the usage 

situation. Both Early and Late Adopters see the smartphone as a device whose primary use is 

to make phone calls and send text messages. However, amongst the interviews of the group of 

Early Adopters, Melissa noted that these functions are performed through the smartphone in 

new ways. Accordingly, other Early Adopters when asked around the use they make of the 

smartphone, mentioned applications such as Skype and Viber. This pattern, that was not 

present in Late Adopters interviews, may suggest a less advanced use of the device.  

 
 
H2: The category of Early Adopters presents different feelings around the risk of adoption 
(particularly on complexity risk) and is more willing to pay an higher price for high tech product with 
respect to the category of Late Adopters. 
 
 

Generally speaking, the results are in line with the literature around the adoption risks. 

The interviewed Early Adopters present a lower perception of risk with respect to Late 

Adopters. However, the results are strongly affected by the investigated risk. For example, 

both groups perceive the risk of Relative Advantage, but it concerns more the segment of Late 

Adopters. For Compatibility it is the opposite, Late Adopters differently from Early Adopters 

do not see this risk as crucial, and believe that any smartphone would easily satisfy their 

needs. This result can be explained by the Lead-User Theory proposed by Hippel (1986) and 

tested by Franke, von Hippel and Schreier (2006). The Lead-User theory exclude Early 

Adopters from the Lead-Users group, and picture this special category of users as precursor of 

needs that will later be experienced by the rest of the population. Around the Complexity risk 

there are considerable differences between the two groups. Early Adopters, like Late 

Adopters, think that it is important that the headset is easy to use; however, they do not 

perceive this as a risk, and they do not think about it when they purchase a new technology. 

This result seems to be consistent with Moore’s picture of the adoption groups.  

Observability is able to reduce the risk of adoption only for Late Adopters. Even 

though consumer network is believed to play a major role in the value creation of mobile 

services (Moreno and Besson, 2009), the perception of the importance of this factor by the 

only Late Adopters can be tied to pragmatism of later consumers, generally believed to be 
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more concerned about improvement that the technology can bring in their life – here the 

importance of network externality. Early Adopters instead are believed to buy technology just 

for its own sake (Chiesa et al. 2011). The importance of the Triability factor is probably the 

one that vary the most amongst the interviewed people, independently from the group of 

membership. Some think that it is very important to reduce adoption risks, some think that it 

would reduce the willingness to buy and try something new, some other instead express a 

total indifference toward this factor. 

The different elasticity to price of the two groups is nothing new (Rogers, 2003; 

Moore, 2006), one the purposes of this Master Thesis was to verify the presence of different 

price sensitivity amongst groups. The results provided by three different research tests lead to 

the same conclusion. The first of the three results is reached analyzing interview tonality and 

some specific passages. It was found that most Late Adopters stated the importance of price 

as a purchasing driver, while Early Adopters seem to not consider it at all. The second result 

derives from the direct question around the perceived reasonable price for the device. Looking 

at the comments, it is clear that Early Adopters tend to give higher reasonable prices for top 

quality, middle quality and low quality Smartphone. Last but not least, employing the 

Fishbain theory, respondents were asked to state the importance of some product attributes, 

and eventually price. Results see all Early Adopters giving a lower importance rate to the 

price and, in most cases, higher importance rate to other attributes, with respect to the Late 

Adopters group. Early Adopters favorable attitudes toward cutting edge and expensive 

products are believed to eventually lead to a buying behavior toward top quality products. 

Consumers are not all the same and cannot be addressed with the same marketing 

messages. According to Moore (2006), the results of the hypothesis 1 and 2 lead to the 

conclusion that marketers should employ different marketing and communication strategies to 

hit the segments of Early and Late Adopters. Differences were found in: product usage, 

product meaning, purchasing drivers, Adoption Risk perception and elasticity to price. 

For what concern product development have to be highlighted the incapacity of users 

to express their needs. This leads to the importance of employing other techniques, 

substantially different from consumer enquiry, for new product development. 
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Smartphone complexity origins 
 
 
H3: There is a positive relation between the perceived product complexity (and thus higher risk of 
adoption) and the number of features, the power of characteristics and innovativeness of the product 
itself. 
 
 

All respondents found them selves in the situation when they bought a product that has 

many unutilized features, however this experience did not produce hard feelings to everyone. 

As explained in the previous chapter it is possible to see: 

 

1. A positive relation between Number of features and product complexity. 

This result, together with the respondent willingness to buy easy to use products, leads 

marketers toward the creation of less feature rich products focusing on few features able to 

empower consumer satisfaction.  

 

2. The absence of a relation between power of characteristics and product complexity.   

This result pushes marketers to compete on the development of powerful products. Power is 

perceived as positive attribute by consumer and is definitely not affecting in any way 

perception around product complexity. 

 

3. The presence of contrasting opinions around the relation between innovativeness of the 

product and product complexity. Early Adopter tends to see less this relation. 

High technology consumers are different and should be addressed with different marketing 

strategies (Moore, 2006). These results imply that when launching an innovation it should be 

communicated to the segment of Early Adopters in all its revolutionary capacity. On the 

contrary Late Adopters, which might see innovation as a complexity holder, should be 

reassures in a comprehensive way around the advantages that the innovation can bring to 

them.  
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The purchase situation behaviour 
 
 
H4: when the two groups of adopters are called at choosing between several kind of products which to 
buy, both groups will choose for the more compelling and technologically advanced products.  
 
 
 

The fact that 70.5% of respondents decided to buy one of the top quality Smartphone 

is a signal that for this category of products buyers are more likely to go for top quality 

devices focussing on innovativeness and capabilities rather then risk of adoption and price. 

Moreover, the absence of significance for the Cramer’s V index lead us to the conclusion that 

there is not a dependent relation between the membership of a certain group of adopters and 

the purchasing decision. These results seem to go against the In-depth interviews results, 

where Late Adopters appeared to be more concerned about price that Early Adopter, and 

where 3 out of 4 Late Adopters decided to go for a second-class device. The inconsistency 

may be explained by the fact that during the interviews respondents were pushed to focus 

around risks of adoption and the importance of each driver. On the contrary, in the 

questionnaire respondents were not asked to think about possible issues, and a more natural 

and instinctive response was tracked. Another possible explanation of the results 

inconsistency is the intrinsic limitation of the questionnaire technique in investigating 

purchasing decisions. When respondents are asked to choose which product they would buy, 

they tend to give less weight to the price than they would give in real life. This is because they 

are aware that their decision will not imply the pay out of any sum; what is measured is 

therefore biased by the hypothetical and not actual willingness to pay (Miller, Hofstetter, 

Krohmer, Zhang 2011). 
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