el RO BRT ot
- REEREE toos -

z X A
L F B V. BEEG®, EFETr MEA
1. %5 mH V. #® @
I. REEEH, L5
I. & i

%ol s ( diffusion of innovation)s] W3 AFE Ak Bt Salol o2 BHSHH
A4 BEMOE BESY %v. BEIG HFU IANE RS, 1S ENILeS XS B
BRH, 2TUAC MR, MEEHE, LEE, EES WES EXTE 193ty S
12f8 HEF7F skl «E o] BNteBoAE HaMely A2g Hfehmkel #sl: B
@8 FRAD EREAAE AL HRL KIS WIS HE BRI S & HEAA
Bl e H3 BESSc: |

22 & HEAA BAY PR BRSO ) B0 @Ed e 'S'mY e
debdehe A5 EHEe) EBRERO d5l) HEEE Mot EU 59 JES Vel B
Sfn FAAE, BEBM S —E@o] Bl o2t assd & HEH By
RMEAL 19604 hapol S EAR ] AAATLD) e BRINHIN BATHEN B (inter

*  AFPERT BIRA, EEKX PEEK. T3, ’ ‘
1) Engel, J.E., Blackwell, R.D. and Kollat, D.T., Consumer Behavwr 31d ed. (Hinsdale Illm01s The Dryden

Press, 1978) p- 303.

'2) Rogers, Everet M., Diffusion of Innovation, 3rd ed. (New York: The Free Press), p. 38.

3) °l# 3t fﬁrﬂ—?_—-Rogersﬁ’-]- Shoemaker ] Bfgee] = vjeh} gt} Rogers ¢ Shoemaker: 1968 4
747 IR & SHS HEER RS Aeld B £ B, T MR 2EEte] AFY X
Bo] PH oo @EER et ke AS SEEAT T BB 1M0ER, 504EM, 605K, TRk =
L.OREOIg R Zlo] 1965 &Foll A 19684 Abojoll: <&k 2% o]ato = et Ao] w3tk Rogees,
E.M. and Shoemaker, F.F., Communication of Innovations; A Cross-Cultural Approach
(New York: The Free Press, 1971), pp.46~47.
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disciplinary approach )o] 4| Es3 Biflo] RiBgo] FUAxT o3l FRIlole RAEE
o oEEED wdsd s Zo] obd BMMRE FHT EAU Y WHER FiR A
= oleigt MEHE o)2ish ohrtk o

g opolAl e Bl A2 g ) 2] #ﬁﬁoﬂ st PiE= '1960 AR Dl?ﬁ E3] 1970 £ Rl
Soj 44 murs +asglch B el g L FRRCE HME e KEK
BED Al FMAY AHES e = stpsbl vUEhin QAR Crawiord® 8 X
BlaEse] oshd A&, BEES AS 40~80 % KEHEE HolXL Bt WEME 37~80%%
EEFL 20~40 %e] AKEE Holm glord AHT AL MMEM WHEAS RAL AN
S HERs] dFolth THA Hit B AREFAA FESY R X RE
gfre S8 AuEal Pkl Mol dRolth ME WAES MEHMEN ETH =l
REM Kol ES olTdet A% THESE 20 —el BEels D ol® WS 4
% FRoz mimBoz EHTod mksld: @AE o4 HBEE AL FeE
A A2 AR 2 EEES MR + 9t AwY

lolAl el a4 BITS EHO el A% I FRE Ko f¥el 2EAT S
Qons T ML BAZ ARSA 9t Mk QAT leslF A BRI EE D
Bo) JEEIHE T4 ttoblE 4B A kS HERE Fke BEN WRE sk
oF 10%2 Hakot A0 =3 mlollHe] BRE AFIE RS p¥d REAYA 8T,

FEFIERR, 2 5 EEE BUREE Sol 7<) Sokshe atery hebAl® ( Social Marke-

4) # slold 2L, oA &7, [dd SEAAS} 2 'Y | (AN FHT : 1980)

5) “Mﬁﬂ B S8 QoA EFolete MR %?%zcﬁ: =E Holu|2F qie)l wels FRAAE ol 7 A
= Jdik’Rf’ﬂ whabal —iRE9S] IREBE RS 7 2o #gfow, vlola B SEANA ) BHERS WY Al
L oEy EE HEseR R

6) Crawford C. Merle, “Marketing Research and The New Products Failure Rate,” Journal of Marketing
(April 1977), pp. 51-61.

7) Kotler, Philip, Marketing Management: Analysis, Planning, and Control (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:
Prentice-Hall, 1980), p. 266. : )

§) MERHS BESGES WA HHY BRIt 8 BRT 2,
Wells, Louis T., Jr. The Product Life Cycle and International Trade (Boston: Harvard Univ., 1972).

9) o] 5] Kodake 5 3Bl shid #Hime, =+ kel Uee xRt e g Fgel] of
3 HEES AT M SR vl =2 (+.65) HEEMT ds ALR o2 vebda gl
Dalymple, Douglas J., and Parsons, Leonard J. Marketmg Management: Text and Cases (New York:

John Wiley & Sons., 1976), pp. 233-234.

10) # 3085 4] HHMIE Fold ENHE&FAT T4 (26 %, LFUANADIET ( 12%), HEZHEF 336

B (11 %), Pt AEF 304 #F( 10%) & £22 =of gt 2 wgozs #Ha%, ARRRE ¥ K

WSS, AJEY, HEFY olol  1d ufolAlE AT 1968 7R Y fEtelA = 5.9 %t}

Rogers, E.M., op.cit., p.74.
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WEERS FrEe WEAEE Sk =t MEY Wl MBsls —#o) @EY  —ispol
Bhe 2tk W BEoR sl gt 2°y MESISS SKTo AN oz ww
Bl 4% 0% AN mRel 3 Pt mls EHT Qv st AR
( diffusion process ), #F%( innovativeness )| B, %Ftos EHT SAE NS
(adopter categories ), fHA#) B4 ( personal influence )b 254|o] ARME, BEsLM
# (opinion leader )2 HEIs KK FM 50| vlolle HHA EEsbA Foee) LEo}
Sa g} . - |

AMlAE Bl wE RAK WH Efel Bl B3] vlopn ST B gE
§ EElT Loze) WEAMSE ERsSud voh

. #HO) #EB (diffusion of innovation)
1. B mu
o Fel st HHS) g Aol s DL B
2% 97445 na Be3 2L Ao g
» 1) Mol Ex g RAEM (unit of adoption ) o )54 N2E Aoz T
E oboldle], HT, =t 413
2) BiEel A% Hmoz o AE$ By 8 Y

3) BB x %LITF9 MEBZE KA Y= nE AH B
4) BEMo= A% A =& A Bl

11) » Kotler, Philip, Marketing for Nonprofit Organizations, 2nd ed., (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:
Prentice-Hall, 1982). ‘

12)  Engel, J.E., Blackwell, R.D. and Kollat, D.T., op. cit., p. 304.
13) Rogers, EM., op. cit., p. xviii. _ ‘ _
14) Barnett, H.G., Innovation: The Basis of Cultural Change (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1953).p.7.

15) Lazer, William, and Bell, William E., “The Communications Process and Innovation,” Journal of
Advertising Research, Vol. 6, September 1966, pp. 2-7. )

16) Utterback, J M., “Innovation in Industry and the Diffusion of Technology,” in Michael L. Tushman
and William L. Moore (ed.), Readings in the Management of Innovation (Marshfield, Massachusetts:
Pitman, 1982) p. 30.
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oA sholA AEFAA A Be AAE PR YT AL AA A4 = el REE
g PERO Hopstdl wEol FMEel UL BiECEE M §) el A% SRS A
g9 =R EHw FHG(EF) T 2FT F e el 1)
o) sl Maishel Robertsong Hfel WK Bl PlAE P@el B we}
o oo 3Emo = EASTHY
1) ey #% ( continuous innovations )
AmEEe] WEGEE BT ot AR AL 9FE AT BHE gt oF o BB
B TV, sieh 59 Fizde] olel sk
 2) ity i ( dynamically continuous innovations. )
m i, MRS HA SO 4Dt BRE MBSk BHE YU A o] BEAE,
uo oW, BRI EHEE 5ol old sPas
3) Agiffny % ( discontinuous innovations ) .
PREEE AT AEEAS BEE s S mlEshe WS YT BER 82
A Evbe 5o HERTh
aeiy ol mRHOA mE EFC BESlE e WREAAE FEENL Aol T FE
genz o HEE WEEHAE AL ok |
s Kotler: FMEE hest 2ol HEEHD
1) ﬁgﬂg #3%5 ( real innovation )
Amgel R BRES KRE o EETSIA RE oG WO HES gt}
2) A M ( adaptive replacenent )

mENES REAZE AR slo] ghAR e REFT ohAl 2= ﬁﬁﬂ-‘c— Az 7L Aol
3) BfsLe ( imitative products )

e wdAE FREt s ojul FHESIL v e BT

17) @ Stanton, William J., Fundamentals of Marketing, (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1981), pp“ 163-164.

® Engel, J.E., Blackwell, R.D. and Kollat, D.T., op. cit., pp. 224-226.

18) Robertson, Thomas S., “The New Product Diffusion Process,” in B.A. Morin (ed.), Marketing in a Changing
World (Chicago: ‘American Marketing Association, 1969), pp. 80-86.

19) Kotler, Philip, (1980), op. cit., p. 311.
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o 2 Eo]l MEBAY BRA Alod oJd KET Sukd Az 380 e BEEE
BREE YD) F 2R olojrle) "l At BEESE IRV BT &
F Ak ZAUACIdolR 291 T 7 ol Aol s BEmel Bikel dlstd A% B
e B (Et Wht)AZES BEHS whets KR (=: B) @892

WEARS A FUANAFRY —HHos B: BAS KRS WAL ¥ KEEEs
BT MALTH: 2R 49 Heilsd EHE Tolof Yot AL waT ol
WRERES] BIFM BE K% ( relational approach )& fEFI WE&HS) WHMHE ( informa-
tion processing ) Mrhe WEEE Aolo] dolihs Fre 38 ( flow ) WAL T} %
HEo] AL Mgl VI MR BEHKS ElHl R B 3o iten BHE
o] wzl= B&3 44 oW Er] H4T( sociometric analysis ) o 9]3) ihrﬂﬂlﬂ/‘u hea=v
< AL FERAESY RES FE de £512)

webd HEEEE 2UMbsly] AAE REtel = EEER BAEE Rsldol sk
o olB R4 AD, EFR, S S 24 ERE Sl HE S5 ok 129

ool wsle] AMell4 BEMC T thRm Q& BEAE B, EFM S JT: EEN BE
J# (monadic approach ) o2 fEFGEEES AEN, BEAN Kikd WAL Fu

3. £ RiBF ( adoption process )

SRBBE) W "AAC] EFl B AL SUS AyE BHESS AN HEw GRS W
gk U4 BAELS " AA] EHS ME SR BEsE AT 2 @Y £ 9: B
B TEFmo® EFHS £EMOE #A7E 3= 59%"25& =g}

20) Rogers, EM,, op. cit., p. 5.
21)  Ibid., p. 6.
22)  Engel, J.E., Blackwell, R.D. and Kollat, D.T., op. cit., p. 302.

23) Kotler, Philip, Marketing Decision Making: A Model Building Approach (New York Holt, Rinehart &
Winston, 1971), p. 523. : ,

24) Zaltman, Gerald, and Wallendorf, Melanie, Consumer Behavior: Basic Findings and Management Impli-
cations (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1979), p. 543.

25) Rogers, E.M,, op. cit., p. 21.
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Ao AEEsL delviA Y,
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WA A Bae] Hksle AL BAL) (trial )olF o=

e FAse AE wid. REMES o= HRe

Ao Mol WA o8 SBTY ME g ASdle BA] T RELE EESE ¥%

e <H1>¢ BA B BERE Bt e B 1T gme dnys 2E =v 5k
S EERES o RES WOT o8 HRE MESE BEE 243 gt o 2da8
sl 32 FHme &Fel ASE MU Aoln EEM Tt BN LHERY AfdE
BEH TEY —lEde) o WAL Ao A7AR)

Prior conditions

1. previous
practice

2. felt needs/
problems

3. Innovative-

~ ness

4. norms of the’
social
system

<E!> EmBRBRES BN :
Communication Channels
I. Knowledge II. Persuasion III. Decision IV. Implimentation\ V. Confirmation
characteristics of perceived charac-
the decision - teristics of the
making unit innovation l——> 1, adoption —————> continued adoption - -
1. socjo~economic 1. relative advantage N :
characteristics 2. compatibility . = later adoption
. 2. personality 3. complexity \,\/
variables 4. trialability AN o
3. communication 5. observability 7 discontinuance
behavior L33, rejection «————» continued

%%} ) Rogers, EM., op. cit,, p. 165

rejection

26) AL Bl FHES sty E8o) HEE RE EFY RE #el AES HRo R AN x
= Ae wabe] e FHEEME LB JLEGEEEC) #%% ¢ A=k Rogers, EM. and Shoemaker,

"F.F., op.cit. p.l155.

97) Engel, J.E., Blackwell.R.D, and Kollat, D.T,, op.cit,, p.3ll.
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. %ﬁ%ﬁﬁ%/ FHFME (adopter categories
/ innovativeness ) »
e gEde]l ST FMES FEEEO HHS T o BABRE vlebild W
EAA 2 BHES Adv. REKY WEES SHK0S HEos Eosy 259 K s 5298
e AL TheT 2 WA HBHCL2)
A, Bl AT e A RAC ol 2r749 FERMo] WK e oac
A, SHREEY BRVAMLS £ %H] A AEM KMos Eam - 1
AR, THREE BEMOE FRY + 9b HEMA FBo| HAERT
M, REIRAES WREWEH (opinion leader ) ol wo] BEST weld o5
of BEREN S BHHE Aol HRMolc

=t

1. 2RE9 %EE&%J’F

Rl o] = %ﬁ»ﬁ‘” | BME FRERC dehin <E2 >9f 2o fmige) BREE u

o]x:].
ZRE REEHE mig

<@2> ,
- 1
PEERETPUES

A H g 30)
' EEPEES)

A4

o R

%% ) Reynolds, F D, and ‘Wells, WD, Consumer Behavlor
(New York: McGraw-Hi 11 1977) p.307.

28) EFrikolat “ fAAC]l 27k 43 HAMEIPIY e BRAS u)§ /‘Hi-‘v’- otele]e] (#H) & Z&s)h
+ EE} W BE”E Ta

29) Kotler, Philip (1980)op.cit., p.342.

30) fad & WA A, #AT( fashion) 2o} HEgikd (56 ) o ol we] ks o st 255 F=R
sz Ae] SAolek L

31) MATE FEBEEN oA —BRY W17 ( fad ) Brhs vl m—E Ee ok w2 e}

32) fEHEETYREE Y SR SEMY) ddE &4 2x)28mEs ch2e} o) R MRS B
2 Fourt®}Woodlock® ZEFFH BFgeelA BEZ H vl Q) =u B35 R ( ceilingpenetration)&{K
FEIIL BmE = BESY 2/ HEKEZR Q) 3L A HFIgitT v Holth =3 Kel ly:= A
Bd RO di3 EEelA o] #ie ek ﬁ‘tlﬂ“]-ﬁ\:]- Reynolds, F.D.and Wells, W.D, Consu-~
mer Behavior, (NewYork McGraw-Hill, 1977), p. 308. :
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o Tl WG, fE, WE st SO TEM FRAA A% —HH B HY

o o] EAsuAdeSD of dife] FHe AL g W REXM AT e o
et 0 Ane BEREAT TEE BOBRE) A7 EEL R 2 % oA
BemEas A9 2T BASAA WEL B3 whte Aol oo Al vehie 2
o myel BEGEBEAA ES GHs FHRES @S2 B + 95

EE Fiel 95d BAS A2E B, 4, IS BEEE ( learning process ) ol 3
ol S EREEG e AHEE 2dvd ERATHROE Jehith BT Kol
A Me HEe EERE A ASdE $e ¥RE Y =32 —Wel Mg ¥R 3A F

Col s BEAR FEE W] ERAHE o5 o) REERHR 2 Jehid 2
e8] Bore Aoln) ols) REA 99 BESE Be o7 BET R BB LA
A8 e Aol Ko

e we RS BEGOR ( diffusion effect )7} REHATE BRAHLLTE 1%
AR EATEPA BB R ol 20T SRS Mol oI Hisle RE AT
e wad 5 Bk AuEel B4 RS BAT ek ol RENA ge AVE 2
saes EmEgEe] BRI BHP] SEAT, |t B BMES #2057 ZEAAE o
il AR SR A2 BEKE] FREK Y2 Asiel o ol Y HEE
27 987 Aol )

EABE A BErt e AL EAS BREE( perceived risk ) o 2 = FRife] wrAESIEL

WEETES falrfa ( risk taking) olhE BmEol A fuiEsl7] Al =g AL 1960 %ol Ray -
mond Bauer® 23e] u|£3th o] Hgol Eshe A2 s 2k

BERE BEASY BREE BEERdE ¢ T T RFoR & 5 Q7] Aol HEREE BES
sy oA u) RN 5 folel HESH] wow o Jeh  olel ¥ EREES WERKAA AN F

33) @ Mahajan, Vuay, and Muiler, Eitan, “Innovation Diffusion and New Product Growth Models in Market-
ing,” Journal of Marketing, Fall 1979, pp. 55-68.

® Webster, F.E. Jr., Industrial Marketing Strategy, (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1979), p. 118.

34) Rogers, EM., op. cit., p. 244.
35) Ibid., p. 245.

36) Bauer, Raymond A., “Consumer Behavior as Risk Taking,” in Donald F. Cox (ed.), Risk Taking and Infor-

mation Handling in Consumer Behavior (Boston: Harvard University, 1967), pp. 23-33.
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BfE Re BEFHIE o KM > ol S WS el Beid Al RS
23 G 4+ gk FREEES Ao, SAL BV ueb ¥ FROE ke Bkel 4.3”

ol fasol WSt ] AN WEHE AN, To KML BEE TolA KBS MRE 4
thd 4 BEE Solt 7E, $4, BEIL Mol no} o} o) 4 MAE Fksh
=HoR B AW, foEd B A, ke TEE BERE 5 B AP azn
ol HERUES ANA Wt WRE Toho WERRR £HL BARE] 5% AmenD
BREMS Ol 9T WELRS BErel A 2540

olsh Ro] MRl W} falpel WASHE Hikol thasl Wl ARG ol 2E BME 3ol
U o] BEE oHE B @IS o] 2ALE Amige) AEE A |

2. moaol gt

AWM e REH HHE PHRME FLO2 EEHHHRE 2901 AT B
of BERT ESAAT FH% BERETC 2AE Ao Rk he HENY 4 dold
3 Hedol obF RIS |

ol R BEE AT S Ffsl] BEKS WHLIE vt 3511 MEEG HED.

S, 2N WEE EALT AN T | |

A, & o) @AY BAEHY RS 4ok ¥ AT

37) Taylor, James W., The Role of Risk in Consumer Behavior, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 38 (April 1974),
p. 54. o )
Taylor & &R XRE-Z LB/ a8 Hh3 #EE /5N B2 0Bt = Rosel iust= B
%k, BEFREL BRELX SHIRKT XS5k Roselins, Ted., Consumer Rankings of Risk Reduction
Methods, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 35, January 1971, p. 56.

38) Roselius & ol2iat f7@mel o3 ehi: A0 F42 O AY RE O BWEEE © H4
BEBA, @ BAK] H&E, @ AR/EHHE, © ESASES, @ BHERE, © BIRRE O M
BRele] B, O SffiER, @ Bmel FMikE 52 3k Ibid., pp.57~ 58. ‘ -

39) Cunningham, Scott M.;'Perceived Risk and Brand Royalty;in Donald F. Cox (ed.), Risk Taking and Infor-
mation Handlmg in Consumer Behavior (Boston: Harvard University, 1967), pp. 507-523. )

40) Cox, Donald F., Synthesis - Perceived Risk and Informatxon Handling] in Donald F. Cox (ed.), Risk Taking
and Information Handling in Consumer Behavior (Boston: Harvard Umversny, 1967), p. 606.

41) KE) WAL e BRe) glow = oS WS BEI A,

@ Rogers, EM. and Shoemaker, F.F., op. cit., pp. 179-190.
@ Rogers, EM,, op. cit., pp. 243-252.
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A, & BEK WS EHT B TE ST K mE Sojo :

REH WBHLS) %O 2 BHE ( innovativeness ) & Flfshou] EFikol FA0] o
REMAPIS 8 43E Be) e BRGE R UE BES 290 o) HIHL oE A
3t AR MY KT MBS ( continuous variable ) ol b o] B EEB(HOE i (dis-
crete categories ) fhsle] #Fahs Ho AT EEEFol ot |

AF I HEY Aol 2, B, S, WIS A, HERES —E So] 2E
St ol fAs) BEH WAL T (3 ) T EMERE ( sd ) ool SAe) HEHE ( stati-
stic )& FATS &, thg <B4 > o] ERATERC o5 Fr3 EERELY BEE
€ 20} & WY HEE BT 294 FHRERN (F) S298 2sd MBu Al
B3l RS %HE ( innovators ) 2 #iEstn ~1sd ol ~2sd Afolo] 231 @HES ByD
/8 ( early adopters), Fgogne £flon 1sdpye] £5}: fBE RS BREE (ear-
ly majority ) o2 fisqict =8 Fgoene $308 | sdiye] 9= WHS BREWRAR
(latemajority ), 7213 1 sd #fllo] 45Hs @S T5 HRRER ( laggards ) o2 S
She Aol —fol o) | - D

|l BHHEE LT T HEHES ADoA Gl FRU HE T U R L) fx
© BHEkE DEUREL EHS 9 < 95 ‘ o

<B4 > EFMES BEOR o SRERE

REIREE

13.5% |

%¥t) Ibid, p.182,

12) FR2Y BE FREEL MR B0 mREo) Hekss o
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A 3R S PRI HEAR & BEF WES M B3 3 |

© HHF: TR

B BHe HRDo] 25H A2 ololHlol & WokBelx Aol MEMCIE Rolt 7]
T SEEES B Hold 1o REY EREEG HOWEE #HTD.  EBHRE Aeld ¥
% e 2r Alkslo] YA THUAA B BAMMKIIE ATl AL EFES
o R AT REb BAe HBE EMN] I MR K ae BET BT
2 QE o] glolok ATh BT RAER] RS £ FHERES) BEsE BHE el
B,

olgo] i by FHT MEHS FROCD 4TI A9 AL Tohus ol B % @
BEPA BB BRI BE S5 9o BHY BEGERAA BB AHE Bk AR
o Rl A A2e oholclol B MAMNE BASE E4719) &EE B}

@ SRER: BUUER

S0l HRZRN MRS Moo 8 BURARS 2ok Rl sl B ol
B Easel Uk AHA) HEMEHOIA WALEH ( opinion leader ) 242 it 7HY M
Sho webA el REHELS Bl Astod ol Bl mi) WEE M A0 5, B 4
dso] EHe A Aol )5S FHE BEY LES LAt dud FRES MKA A dE
o] MRMES A5 BEE EReIs BiRo] Aok ol B EFbkl olA I ALE
Beh YT BAARNE 2T UF HARAE 9] AEol Be AEe] FHEY ( role model o]
0 = 250 EEEH AZE ooltield FEiel T AT MY EANY o S e
o mehA o) B 2ol S TRUACIY BELIA A% BOM WHE AN FESY
o EEE W) AL EERE kEe MO A3H dok YOt AE UL AT PHT
B BATOEA Be AgEel Bel disl Lot FREES ol 289 TR HHEE 7
e FESAA AR BEAEEE B9 MED,

HEERF) Aol MRS HEES SHRARS At THRAE IR mEsed o Be
WEA EEA 2 S0 Yehiw gtk 1 i MEU T sl SE BEES 44 B
G & 9T ke Y BEHE 20 RBRES BB B5 EABET ¥ %) ok KE
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SUFWMHARE FHRERM 2 Aol EFE TRV o) 5L AHES} Us HWeA L
BRSEE fB 95 A9 SEYL BEREG) o4 B AE 97 AT AR
EEEC 2 BERES Beted
o] B0l S BENE MEE 1S REsI] WAL whx 2L Ashn ms wHE 3 Do
@ SPHEBTRIE B ' | |
THRERME ol RESHE SHoI D), o §9 REEM: WY LENES AEZYHY 2
BB ol ok Efel T R WEST 2423 e ASKA BasA Aol BaEe
A enh  pEEel 2 HHe FEMe R YolBoly AL WA o Bo] BES A
ek BRI AT Wl MBS ARARY Bl slolot ol 5e REY +
® HHTER : WHEA |
A 5 e RS RE o %ﬁﬂbﬁﬁdj— A 9u i@l A Wazsle] 5747
WEOA S BG AT 250 olES BEREN 22 @XE Soluw e 9w i
@ wrsld ST RS AGER U v5Y BEBS A9 ALBel o o Eo] AT Wl
T EFL ol e Ao RESD JE TolT EFEIAL AL AL BAT Lt A,
o) BL Eiol He) MIERE U FOSlT WHE niel BAGEAA Y Bl Wy ATk
£ FRI EEHAT] RAC D A Hk Asho ol HenE BAUEN) MR AT K
REEPES A2 223 BEshd s, Bl T BREAE 2oltd ok o]BY wigeld xa =
T3] AEM Aole B 4 Aok |

3. BHHES Hklcle B

3 (2o} EshA wobd EHie) HEF ) o vl nul EEEY o] 159 Ax BEYG
RN, 5 FPEE/)HRE o3¢ HEstn Bis e Bk AR shizt w9
ol FES FRE o Bie] darelol o] Foid frkdd) A Ehikolete AL HE
BRE F7 o LEEE X3 gt P LS BHolSE Rolx, SAE FaolAd HiEsha s

43). Webster, F.E. Ir., op. cit., pp: 119-120.

4) 4714 EBHBEECL slv B BEV e BV ol 789 &S Fihs Aol

45) Midgley, D.F. and Dowlmg G.R., “Innovativeness: The Concept and Its Measurement,” Journal of Con-
sumer Research, Vol. 4, March 1978, p.229. :

..8]..



14 E % W %=

Aol BtZ o] Pk o] KHelek L she Aelvh 74 H#E o BEL A FHEW BE &K
HE2A o ARbEs T 5 e AL Wi webd WP B KA FE K] o] 2
= #%8 ( continuum) Leo|q jBE= o] of qet

wae (%EE ) S RHRSE £3 &% (EHERE ) LHE BREEES Hel EEsl e
MERO 2 o] SolA] Bt Aol ALY wehy EEto] BRI MRSl FERISE VBt

U ol ehe BTl HEES #FE FEHFCS MAE & v BT BRI g
"n%ﬁl BEFEEmE, vlolAlB AL, HERE %o!l @RS = o] oleld Hgeel EER Hivel Aok

## A ( innovation proneness)g Xyl A5 HEHIQ BHS RAsHE e B2 B
%o o3 RESGUE ©]F F ulolARSH HEE v Aou2pFuche WRENEHAKF
H93 S &S, T, SRIXEFE S BRYS BEY @] R MM Rh=a= E5
MM BN BEA 12+ S il Mool sith

EE D el slo] HHTEE BCE I IR K, MR, RERBBNS SERZ S
FEe o e <E1 >L o] F ERo] HEFtkyl 2t BifRel A HEE HAT Aolth 2B HE
5> & o] £E EHT Aol

74 uw BEEE, EHEHRS EFES T MRS S O 27E B EY R
= o BRAAEMES EFEchE RHRERIA wol BRA

<E5> ZRREEWA BIBH

%
s BEEE
S _EhEE i
NG
B .
| o Bt
~ \\
\\
e \
P ~
4
Ly Ensw S EsERAR TWREE LR
e EEY ()

%%l ) Rogers, E_M,, op.cit, p.262.

46) Green, R.T. and Langeard, Eric, “A Cross-National Comparison of Consumer Habits and Innovator
Characteristics,” Journal of Marketing, Vol. 39, July 1975, p. 34.
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A Percentage ©i
Support for the Generalization ReséarchbSt:J(llies

Direction in which th
irection in which the (Number of Research Studies) Supporting the

Independent Variable is

Related to Innovativeness Supporting - Not Supporting Generalization
1. Socioeconomic Characteristics
Age (not related) 108 120% 48
Education (positive) 203 72 74
Literacy (positive) 24 14 63
Higher social status (positive) 275 127 68
Upward social mobility (positive) 5 0 100
Larger-sized units (positive) 152 75 67
A commercial, rather than a sub- )
sistence, economic orientation
(positive) 20 8 71
A more favorable attitude toward
credit (positive) 19 - 6 76
More specialized operations
(positive) 9 6 60
1. Personality Variables
Empathy (positive) 9 5 64
Dogmatism (negative) 17 19 47
Ability to deal with abstractions
(positive) 5 3 63
Rationality (positive) 11 3 79
Intelligence (positive) 5 0 100
A more favorable attitude toward
change (positive) ] 43 14 75
Ability to cope with uncertainty : .
- (positive) 27 10 73
A more favorable attitude toward
education (positive) 25 6 81
A more favorable attitude toward
science (positive) 20 7 74
Fatalism (negative) C 14 3 82
Achievement motivation (positive) 14 9 61
Higher aspirations for education, .
occupations, etc. (positive) 29 10 74
III. Communication Behavior .
Social participation (positive) 109 40 73
Interconnectedness with the social
system (positive) 6 0 100
Cosmopoliteness (positive) 132 42 , 76
Change agent contact (positive) 135 21 87
Mass media expcsure (positive) 80 36 69
Exposure to interpersonal com- )
munication channels (positive) 46 14 77
More active information seeking
(positive) 12 2 86
Knowledge of innovations (positive) 61 19 76
Opinion Leadership (positive) 42 13 76
Belonging to highly interconnected
systems (positive) 8 : 7 53
* Of these 120 studies, 44 show that earlier adopters are younger, and 76 show that earlier
E adopters are older.
) Rogers, EM., op. cit., pp. 260-261.
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47) Feldman, L.P. and Armstrong G.M., “Identifying Buyers of a Major Automotive Innovation,” Journal of
Marketing, Vol. 39, January 1975, p.47. . )

48) Robertson, T.S. and Myers, J.H., “Personality Correlates of Opinion Leadership and Innovative Buying
Behavior,” Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 6,May 1969 , pp. 164-168.

49) Arndt, Johan, “Profiling Consumer Innovators,” in Johan Arndt (ed.), Insights into Consumer Behavior
(Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1968), pp. 71-83.

50) (@ Robertson, T.S. and Myers, J.H., op. cit., pp. 164-168.

. and #, “Personality Correlates of Innovative Buying Behavior: A Reply,”
Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 7, 1970, p. 260.

(® Bruce, G.D. and Witt, RE., “Personality Correlates of Innovative Buying Behavior,” Journal of Market-
ing Research, Vol. 7, p. 259.

(@) Blake, B., Perloff, R. and Heslin, R., “Dogmatism and Acceptance of New Products,” Journal of Mar-
keting Research, Vol. 7, 1970, pp. 483-486.

®) Jacoby, J., ‘“Personality and Innovation Proneness,” Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 8, pp. 244-
247. :

51) @ Ostland, L.E.,“A Study of Innovativeness Overlap,” Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 9,1972,

pp. 341-343.

, ““A Further Caution: ks Innovativeness Overlap,” Journal of Mafketing Research, Vol.

10, 1973, pp. 225-226.

® Tatham, R.L. and Dornoff, R.J., A Cautionary Note on Innovative Overlap,” Journal of Marketing
Research, Vol. 10, 1973, pp. 224-225.

52) @ Feldman, L.P. and Armstrong, GM., op. cit,, pp- 54-62.
@ and ___,““A Reply to Deat, Gentry, and Brown,” Journal of Marketing, Vol. 39,
3

®

1975, pp. 63-64.
(3 Peat, N.C., Gentry, J.W. and Brown, T.L., “A Comment on Identifying Buyers of @ Major Auto-

motive Innovation,” Journal of Marketing, Vol. 39, 1975, pp. 61-62.
53) Engel, J.F,, Blackwell, R.D. and Kollat, D.T., op. cit., p. 312.
54) Robertson, T.S., Innovative Behavior and Communication (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,

1971),p. 111.
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55) Cancian, Frank, “Stratification and Risk-Taking: A Theory Tested on Agricultural Innovation,”
American Socxologlcal Review, Vol. 32 (1967), pp. 912-927.

56) @ Rogers, E.M,, op. cit., pp. 15-16.
® Zaltman, Gerald, and Wallendorf, Melanie., op. cit., pp. 469-470.
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57) Rogers, EM. and Shoemaker, F.F., op. cit., p. 180.

58) Midgley, D.F. and Dowling, G.R., op. cit., pp. 229-242.
59) ololl &k Summers, Darden 3 Reynolds, Green, Langeard$} Favell, Green} Langeard

King 3} Sproles, Baumgarten o FEE Ll BHEXRC g AR Avhv mastert st A
o2 FIFESHE FMAFTEE WEHES #rstg e Ibid., p.230.
60) (EQ1 > R
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