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The success of a new product largely rests 

on how enthusiastically it is embraced by its 

target audience immediately following its launch. 

Although companies adopt a number of different 

marketing methods, word-of-mouth [WOM] 

has been considered one of the most effective 

methods of customer acquisition (Villanueva, 

Yoo & Hanssens 2008). Today, WOM often 

has shifted forms from physical interactions to 

online due to the increasing use of social media 

such as Facebook, Twitter, blogs, and other 

online channels (Berger & Iyengar 2013; 

Dellarocas 2003; Schäfer & Taddicken 2015). 

Online word-of-mouth, which is also known as 

electronic word-of-mouth [eWOM], is any 

comment made by past, present, and future 

customers regarding a product or company in 

an online platform or forum (Hennig-Thurau 

et al. 2004). 

Opinion leaders are the epicenter of word of 

mouth information dissemination. They influence 

the information that other individuals interested 

in purchasing a new product receive (Vernette 

2004). This influence now extends to the online 

environment. Schäfer and Taddicken (2015) 

note that today’s opinion leaders operate in the 

online environment, referring to them as 

mediatized opinion leaders. Besides, opinion 

leaders have been shown to adopt new products 

faster than other consumers (Childers 1986; 

Flynn, Goldsmith & Eastman 1996; Goldsmith 

& De Witt 2003). Thus, to effectively disseminate 

information regarding new products to an 

audience, it is essential for firms to identify the 

characteristics of these opinion leaders if they 

are to be able to approach and target them 

effectively (Iyengar, Van den Bulte & Valente 

2011). Previous research by Im, Bayus, and 

Mason (2003) sought to discover innovative 

personal factors that lead to adoption of new 

consumer electronic products that were considered 

fairly new at the time of their research. The 

authors found that consumers’ age and income 

as well as their innovative predispositions 

influence their new product adoption behavior. 

This study thus implies that the sophisticated 

innovative predispositions of consumers lead to 

new product adoption behavior by addressing 

their values as guiding principles of their 

behavioral patterns.

This study explores the factors that influence 

online opinion leadership and how it affects 

new product adoption behavior for new products. 

Wearable technology was chosen as the new 

product category for this study because it is 

currently undergoing rapid advances, with a 

continuous stream of new products being 

introduced to the public. Wearable technology 

refers to devices that provide personal experience 

across various activities via the Internet to 

those who wear them (Jellicorse 2015). 

There are four major limitations within the 

current research stream. First, some researchers 

have determined that values are related to 

consumer innovativeness (Goldsmith, Heitmeyer 

& Freiden 1991; Madrigal & Kahle 1994; 
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Rogers 1983; & Scheufele 2006; Steenkamp 

& Baumgartner 1992; Steenkamp, Hofstede 

& Wedel 1999; Summers 1970) whereas other 

researchers have found positive relationships 

between innovativeness and opinion leadership 

(Grewal, Mehta & Kardes 2000; Janjua & 

Shahjahan 2015; Myers & Robertson 1972; 

Ruvio & Shoham 2007). However, there has 

been limited research that examined the 

mediating role of consumer innovativeness 

between values and opinion leadership. Second, 

although the relationships between innovativeness 

and opinion leadership (Grewal, Mehta & 

Kardes 2000; Janjua & Shahjahan 2015; 

Myers & Robertson 1972; Ruvio & Shoham 

2007) and between opinion leadership and the 

actual innovative behavior (Childers 1986; Flynn, 

Goldsmith & Eastman 1996; Goldsmith & De 

Witt 2003) have been explored, to the best of 

our knowledge, few researchers have sought to 

verify the mediating effect of opinion leadership 

between consumer innovativeness and new 

product adoption behavior. Third, several studies 

have looked at online opinion leadership (Park 

2013; Schäfer & Taddicken 2015; Sun et al. 

2006), but they represent an inchoate research 

stream that merely verifies the existence of 

opinion leaders in the online environment (Schäfer 

& Taddicken 2015), with limited expansion on 

the diverse applications of opinion leaders 

(Park 2013; Sun et al. 2006). Finally, despite 

the growing attention it is receiving from both 

businesses and consumers, wearable technology 

has not been widely studied in academia. Thus, 

this paper attempts to address the following 

research questions: 

1. Of the values that could potentially affect 

consumer innovativeness and online opinion 

leadership, which values influence the 

consumers’ new product (wearable technology) 

adoption behavior?

2. Does consumer innovativeness have a 

mediating effect between values and 

online opinion leadership? 

3. Does online opinion leadership have a 

mediating effect between consumer 

innovativeness and new product (wearable 

device) adoption behavior?

The objectives of this study are therefore to 

(1) identify the specific types of values that 

influence consumer innovativeness and online 

opinion leadership, and (2) empirically explore 

the relationships between values, consumer 

innovativeness, online opinion leadership, and 

new product adoption behavior. Both the direct 

and indirect relationships between the constructs 

are examined to verify the mediating effects 

of consumer innovativeness and online opinion 

leadership between values and new product 

adoption behavior. A structural equation model 

approach is adopted to investigate the direct 

effects; according to Anderson and Gerbing 

(1988). This approach facilitates the simultaneous 

exploration of the underlying relationships 

between multiple constructs (e.g., Im, Bayus 
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& Mason 2003, p. 62). A bootstrapping approach 

is then utilized to explore the indirect effects 

between the constructs, as recommended by 

Preacher & Hayes 2008. 

Ⅰ. Theoretical Background and 
   Model Development

1.1 Defining Opinion Leadership 

Opinion leadership is defined as an individual’s 

ability to influence others’ attitudes or behaviors 

in a specific area (Grewal, Mehta & Kardes 

2000; Rogers 2003; Summers 1970). Ever since 

the 1950s, opinion leadership has consistently 

been the focus of attention for sociologists, 

especially in the United States. Early research 

conducted by Katz and Lazarsfeld (1955) 

provided the foundation for many follow-up 

studies of precisely how opinion leaders receive 

information and disseminate information to 

other individuals (as cited in Vernette 2004, p. 

90). Overall, researchers consider opinion leaders 

a valuable media target because they are a 

quintessential source of information within various 

interpersonal communication contexts (Vernette 

2004). 

Opinion leadership research has primarily 

focused on the general opinion leaders who 

express their opinions face-to-face or via 

interpersonal media such as telephone calls, 

text messages, and e-mail (Flynn, Goldsmith 

& Eastman 1996; Goldsmith & De Witt 2003; 

Iyengar, Van den Bulte & Valente 2011; King 

& Summers 1970; Summers 1970), with little 

consideration of the role of the online opinion 

leaders who have emerged as important players 

due to the changing worldwide media environments 

(Schäfer & Taddicken 2015). Schäfer and 

Taddicken argue that opinion leaders, who 

they refer to as mediatized opinion leaders, 

definitely exist in contemporary media environments, 

contending that compared to regular opinion 

leaders, mediatized opinion leaders exhibit a 

stronger usage of media and communication 

channels, including online media. These online 

opinion leaders share a propensity to disclose 

their thoughts and beliefs in a more honest 

and forthcoming way because of the greater 

anonymity offered by the Internet (Sun et al. 

2006). While few studies have examined the 

direct relationship between the usage of social 

media and opinion leadership, several studies 

have supported the existence of a link between 

the two (Vraga et al. 2015). For example, Sun 

et al. (2006) measured online word-of-mouth 

with opinion leadership and opinion seeking in 

the online environment, while Park (2013) 

revealed the role of opinion leadership on Twitter 

in the political process. Based on the previous 

research, this study defines online opinion 

leadership as an individual’s ability to influence 

others’ attitudes or behaviors in some given 

topic area (Grewal, Mehta & Kardes 2000; 
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Rogers 2003; Summers 1970), particularly through 

online media (Schäfer & Taddicken 2015).

This study draws upon the innovation diffusion 

theory conceptualized by Rogers (1995). The 

theory categorizes adopters of an innovation 

into five groups, namely innovators, early adopters, 

early majority, late majority, and laggards 

(Agarwal et al. 1998; Rogers 2002). Among 

these five groups, the early adopters are considered 

as the opinion leaders, who seek to persuade 

others of the benefits of adopting an innovation 

by providing a significant amount of information, 

tending to adopt and utilize innovations even 

when the consequences of doing so are highly 

uncertain (Agarwal et al. 1998). 

1.2 Research Model 

Based on innovation diffusion theory, it is 

evident that a deeper understanding of the 

characteristics of opinion leaders may be a 

useful tool for those seeking to promote the 

adoption of new products by the majority. In 

particular, understanding the traits of online 

opinion leaders is of critical importance because 

today’s consumers are not only spending a 

significant amount of time online, but are also 

actively interacting with and being influenced 

by online opinion leaders. Hence, this study 

aims to empirically investigate the relationship 

between values, consumer innovativeness, online 

opinion leadership, and new product adoption 

behavior. Figure 1 demonstrates the conceptual 

model guiding this research.

1.3 The Antecedents: Values (Stimulation, 

Hedonism and Achievement)

This study centers on three value factors 

that are known to be antecedents to consumer 

innovativeness: stimulation, hedonism, and 

achievement. The Schwartz Value Survey 

(Schwartz 1992) utilized for the analysis is 

comprised of 57 single values representing 10 

<Figure 1> Conceptual Model of Hypothesized Relationships
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value types (Schwartz 1992). These 10 value 

types are themselves categorized into four 

broader and higher order types that compose 

two bipolar axes (Schwartz 1992). Interestingly, 

Schwartz organized these values into a circular 

structure (see Figure 2) that not only reveals 

the continuum between the value types, but 

also schematically represents the notion that 

these value types can be either consonant or 

dissonant, contingent upon the proximity of 

the value types (Steenkamp, Hofstede & Wedel 

1999; Kark & Van Dijk 2007; Schwartz 1992).

According to Williams (1979), these values 

tend to explain and influence human behavior 

as standards or criteria of conduct (as cited in 

Homer & Kahle 1988, p. 638; Kamakura & 

Mazzon 1991, p. 208). In particular, various 

prior studies have revealed the correlation 

between values and innovative traits possessed 

by consumers (Rogers 1983; Steenkamp & 

Baumgartner 1992; Steenkamp, Hofstede & 

Wedel 1999; Peck & Childers 2003; Cho & 

Workman 2011). 

Stimulation. Consistent with Schwartz (1996), 

we define stimulation as excitement, novelty, 

and challenge in life. Prior studies have revealed 

positive relationships between stimulation value 

and consumer innovativeness (Steenkamp & 

Baumgartner 1992; Steenkamp, Hofstede & 

Wedel 1999). Steenkamp and Baumgartner 

(1992) showed that the stimulation level 

positively correlates with innovativeness and 

<Figure 2> Theoretical Model of the Relationships Between Motivational Value Types, 

Higher Order Value Types, and Bipolar Value Dimensions (Schwartz 1992, p. 45)
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involves an inclination to accept challenges 

and search for solutions to consumption issues. 

Steenkamp, Hofstede, and Wedel (1999) went 

on to demonstrate that resultant conservation 

– the term used by Feather (1995) to represent 

the increased weight that a consumer attributes 

to conservation compared to openness to change 

(as cited in Steenkamp, Hofstede & Wedel 

1999, p. 58) – has a negative effect on consumer 

innovativeness, which implies that personal 

value towards openness to change will have a 

positive effect on consumer innovativeness. Thus, 

our study anticipates the value stimulation to 

positively influence consumer innovativeness that 

is measured by domain-specific innovativeness. 

Stated formally,  

H1a: People who value “stimulation” as the 

guiding principle in their lives possess 

stronger domain-specific innovativeness.  

Hedonism. Hedonism is defined as seeking 

pleasure and sensuous gratification for oneself 

(Schwartz 1996). Prior researchers have examined 

the relationship between hedonism value and 

the innovative characteristics of consumers (Cho 

& Workman 2011; Goldsmith, Heitmeyer & 

Freiden 1991). Cho and Workman (2011) argue 

that consumers who possess fashion innovativeness 

tend to engage more in experiential shopping, 

which Peck and Childers (2003) argue is 

stimulated by an aspiration towards pleasure 

and sensory gratification. Furthermore, Goldsmith, 

Heitmeyer and Freiden (1991) have verified 

positive relationships between fun and enjoyment 

and excitement values from Kahle’s List of 

Values (1983) and fashion leadership. Hence, 

we expect the value hedonism to positively affect 

consumer innovativeness as measured by 

domain-specific innovativeness. Stated formally, 

H1b: People who value “hedonism” as the 

guiding principle in their lives possess 

stronger domain-specific innovativeness.

Achievement. Achievement is defined as an 

individual’s success gained by the display of 

his or her capability according to social standards 

(Schwartz 1996). A number of researchers 

have demonstrated a significant relationship 

between the achievement value and innovativeness 

of consumers (Madrigal & Kahle 1994; Rogers 

1983; Shah & Scheufele 2006; Steenkamp, 

Hofstede & Wedel 1999; Summers 1970). For 

example, Rogers (1983) claimed that early 

adopters tend to be higher in achievement 

motivation, rationality, ability, and intelligence 

(as cited in Steenkamp, Hofstede & Wedel 

1999, p. 56). Moreover, Steenkamp, Hofstede 

and Wedel had expected “resultant self- 

enhancement (i.e., the importance attached to 

self-enhancement minus the importance attached 

to self-transcendence; Feather 1995)” (1999, p. 

58) to positively influence consumer innovativeness. 

This result proved to be insignificant, however: 

the authors discovered that consistent with 
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their expectations, “the effect of resultant self- 

enhancement is smaller in absolute magnitude 

than the effect of resultant conservation (p < .01)” 

(Steenkamp, Hofstede & Wedel 1999, p. 64). 

Therefore, we anticipate the value achievement 

to positively influence consumer innovativeness 

as measured by domain-specific innovativeness. 

Stated formally,

H1c: People who value “achievement” as the 

guiding principle in their lives possess 

stronger domain-specific innovativeness.  

1.4 The Mediating Effects: Domain- 

Specific Innovativeness and 

Online Opinion Leadership

Innovativeness is defined as the degree to 

which any unit of adoption, such as an 

individual or organization, is comparatively 

faster in accepting new ideas than other 

members in the society (Goldsmith & Hofacker 

1991; Rogers 2002). 

Innate innovativeness, which is also referred 

to as global innovativeness (Goldsmith, Freiden 

& Eastman 1995), is an unobservable predisposition 

towards an innovation in a generalized way, 

which could be applied across different product 

categories (Im, Bayus & Mason 2003). Thus, 

it can also be defined as the degree to which 

an individual can make certain self-reliant 

decisions without communicating with others 

(Goldsmith, Freiden & Eastman 1995; Midgley 

& Dowling 1978). 

Several researchers have pointed out that 

because innovativeness rarely overlaps between 

product categories (Gatignon & Robertson 1985), 

examining the effects of innate innovativeness 

may be of no value for those curious about 

innovative tendencies within particular domains 

(Goldsmith & Hofacker, 1991). For this reason, 

domain-specific innovativeness is measured 

instead in some studies. Goldsmith and Hofacker 

(1991) define domain-specific innovativeness 

as the propensity to embrace new products 

within a specific domain (Grewal, Mehta & 

Kardes 2000). In this study, domain-specific 

innovativeness is utilized to measure consumer 

innovativeness, focusing specifically on the 

wearable technology product category. Aside 

from consumer innovativeness, both online 

opinion leadership and new product adoption 

behavior are also measured for wearable 

technology oriented scales.  

Prior research in this area has revealed a 

significant relationship between innovativeness 

and opinion leadership (Grewal, Mehta & 

Kardes 2000; Janjua & Shahjahan 2015; 

Lyons & Henderson 2005; Ruvio & Shoham 

2007). For instance, Grewal, Mehta and 

Kardes (2000) confirmed the positive influence 

of innovativeness on opinion leadership, while 

Ruvio and Shoham (2007) also found opinion 

leadership to be one of the outcome concepts 

arising from consumers’ innovative tendencies. 

In terms of opinion leadership in the online 
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environment, Lyons and Henderson (2005) 

demonstrated a significant positive relationship 

between opinion leadership in computer-mediated 

environments and innovativeness. Thus, we 

expect domain-specific innovativeness to positively 

influence online opinion leadership. Stated 

formally,

H2: Consumers with domain-specific 

innovativeness possess a higher level of 

online opinion leadership. 

1.5 The Outcome: New Product 

Adoption Behavior 

New product adoption behavior is defined as 

the actual adoption of novel information, ideas, 

and products; therefore, it can also be referred 

to as “actualized innovativeness” (Hirschman 

1980). When defining new product adoption 

behavior, some researchers have focused on 

how fast the novel information, ideas, and 

products are actually acquired (Im, Bayus & 

Mason 2003; Rogers & Shoemaker 1971).

As explained earlier, wearable technology 

was chosen as the new product category for this 

empirical research study. However, notwithstanding 

the fact that wearable devices have been 

gaining the increasing popularity across the 

world, the number of people who possess them 

is by no means overwhelming and people 

owning more than one wearable device are 

few and far between. For this reason, it was 

not possible to utilize the “cross-sectional” 

method, which is simply counting the number 

of personal possessions in a certain product 

category at the time the survey is conducted 

(Im, Bayus & Mason 2003; Midgley & 

Dowling 1978; Rogers 1995). Instead, time of 

adoption was measured by counting the months 

between the new product’s release date and 

the actual adoption date for each consumer as 

proposed by Midgley and Dowling (1978). 

Consumer innovativeness and new product 

adoption behavior. In addition to the expectation 

that domain-specific innovativeness does indeed 

affect online opinion leadership, it seems likely 

that domain-specific innovativeness affects 

new product adoption behavior as well. Past 

studies appear to predict a significant positive 

relationship between domain-specific innovativeness 

and new product adoption behavior (Midgley 

& Dowling 1978, 1993; Rogers & Shoemaker 

1971). For example, Midgley and Dowling (1993) 

discovered that “Innovative Communicators”, 

whom prior researchers (Baumgarten 1975; 

Kotler & Zaltman 1976) had regarded as a 

more quintessential consumer segment of 

diffusion than mere “innovators” or “opinion 

leaders” (as cited in Midgley & Dowling 1993, 

p. 614), have shorter elapsed times to adoption 

across various innovations. Furthermore, Midgley 

and Dowling also drew attention to the operational 

definition of innovativeness proposed by Rogers 

and Shoemaker (1971), claiming that defining 

innovativeness in terms of “the degree to which 
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an individual is relatively earlier in adopting an 

innovation than other members of his system” 

(Midgley & Dowling 1978, p. 230) directly 

indicates a way to measure innovativeness, 

namely in terms of the time to consumers’ 

actual adoption of products. It therefore seems 

likely that domain-specific innovativeness will 

positively influence new product adoption 

behavior. Stated formally,

H3: Consumers with domain-specific 

innovativeness are inclined to adopt 

new products faster than others. 

Online opinion leadership and new product 

adoption behavior. Prior studies have revealed 

significant positive relationships between opinion 

leadership and the actual innovative behavior, 

which in this case is new product adoption 

(Childers 1986; Flynn, Goldsmith & Eastman 

1996; Goldsmith & De Witt 2003). Flynn, 

Goldsmith, and Eastman (1996) emphasized 

the roles of opinion leaders as both information 

transmitters and first adopters (as cited in 

Goldsmith & De Witt 2003, p. 28). In addition, 

Midgley and Dowling (1978) emphasized the 

role of the communication network created 

during the diffusion of innovation, contending 

that the network is a critical determinant of 

consumers’ time of adoption. Hence, in this 

study online opinion leadership is postulated to 

positively influence new product adoption 

behavior. Stated formally,

H4: Consumers who possess a higher level 

of online opinion leadership will be 

inclined to adopt new products faster 

than others. 

Ⅱ. Methods

2.1 Sample 

The survey data were obtained from the 

Macromill Embrain Company, Seoul, S. Korea. 

The study participants were owners of one or 

more wearable watches or bands who also 

used social network services. After deleting 

incomplete responses, a total of 206 complete 

and usable responses were available for the 

analysis. Table 1 presents the demographic 

information for the participants. 

2.2 Measures 

The measurement items are listed in full in 

Appendix A. The values of interest for this 

study (stimulation, hedonism, and achievement) 

were assessed using 3-item Likert-type scales 

(Schwartz 1992), as was the domain-specific 

innovativeness (Goldsmith, Freiden & Eastman 

1995). To measure online opinion leadership, a 

4-item Likert-type scale was adapted from 

Huddleston, Ford and Bickle (1993) and modified 

to measure opinion leadership in the online 
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environment (Schäfer & Taddicken 2015). 

All measurement scales were verified for 

reliability and validity. In terms of reliability, 

Cronbach’s alphas greater than .80 indicated 

that all the measures maintained good internal 

consistency (see Table 2). The confirmatory 

factor analysis performed to test the overall 

validity of the measurement scales revealed 

good convergent and discriminant validities for 

all the measurement scales. As recommended 

by Hair et al. (1998), all positive and significant 

factor loadings greater than .50 are considered 

to support significant convergent validity (as 

cited in Hunter 2010, p. 297). The t-values for 

Demographics Items N %

Gender

Male 104 50.5

Female 102 49.5

Total 206 100

Age

20s 86 41.7

30s 80 38.8

40s 29 14.1

50s 8  3.9

60s 3  1.5

Total 206 100

Education

Under 6 years 7  3.4

7-10 years 150 72.8

11-15 years 37 18

16-20 years 12  5.8

Total 206 100

Monthly Income (KW)

1,000,000-4,900,000 98 47.6

5,000,000-9,900,000 87 42.2

10,000,000-14,900,000 15  7.3

Above 15,000,000 6  2.9

Total 206 100

Wearable Device Type

Apple Watch Series 31 15

Samsung Gear Series 104 50.5

LG G Watch Series 10  4.9

Xiaomi Band Series 36 17.5

Fitbit Series 18  8.7

Others 7  3.4

Total 206 100

<Table 1> Descriptive Statistics for Demographic Variables
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all the items are above 1.97 and the values for 

composite reliability are above .70, thus also 

demonstrating good convergent validity. Following 

the recommendation of Anderson and Gerbing 

(1988), discriminant validity was tested by 

“examining whether the confidence interval 

around the correlation between any two latent 

constructs includes one” (as cited in Hunter 

2010, p. 297); none of the confidence intervals 

includes one. The results of the confirmatory 

factor analysis are shown in Table 3, and the 

results of the exploratory factor analysis 

performed to confirm the unidimensionality of 

all the factors included in the value construct 

Items
Standardized Regression

Coefficient
t-value P SMC CR

Stimulation 1 .823 .678

.829Stimulation 2 .886 14.002 *** .786

Stimulation 3 .793 12.538 *** .629

Hedonism 1 .740 .548

.785Hedonism 2 .717  9.102 *** .514

Hedonism 3 .812  9.771 *** .660

Achievement 1 .864 .747

.818Achievement 2 .785 11.867 *** .616

Achievement 3 .735 11.067 *** .540

Domain-specific Innovativeness 1 .768 .589

.737Domain-specific Innovativeness 2 .820  9.500 *** .673

Domain-specific Innovativeness 3 .673  8.683 *** .453

Online Opinion Leadership 1 .676 .458

.798
Online Opinion Leadership 2 .825  9.980 *** .680

Online Opinion Leadership 3 .789  9.667 *** .622

Online Opinion Leadership 4 .804  9.802 *** .646
aSMC, squared multiple correlation; CR, composite reliability.

Notes: χ² (df) = 199.744 (105), p = .000, IFI = .94; TLI = .92; CFI = .94; RMSEA = .066

<Table 3> Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results for All Measurement Instrumentsa

Number of Items Cronbach's α

Stimulation 3 .87

Hedonism 3 .80

Achievement 3 .83

Domain-specific Innovativeness 3 .80

Online Opinion Leadership 4 .86

<Table 2> Cronbach’s Alphas for All Construct Measures
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are presented in Table 4. Taken together, 

these results confirm that all measures maintain 

good convergent and discriminant validity, 

reliability, and unidimensionality. 

The overall model’s fit indices indicate a 

favorable model fit (χ² = 199.744, df = 105, 

p = .000, Incremental Fit Index [IFI] = .94; 

Tucker-Lewis Index [TLI] = .92; Comparative 

Fit Index [CFI] =.94; root mean square error 

of approximation [RMSEA] = .066), as shown 

in Table 3.  

Ⅲ. Analysis and Results

The connections in Figure 1 are empirically 

examined in two ways. First, the main effects 

between the constructs are examined to 

measure the direct effects (H1a, H1b, H1c, H2 

to H4 in Figure 1) utilizing a structural equation 

model. The indirect effects between the constructs 

are then explored through bootstrapping, as 

recommended by Preacher and Hayes (2008). 

3.1 Main Effects 

This study was designed to assess the 

estimation of the coefficients of the model 

(H1a, H1b, H1c, H2 to H4 in Figure 1); all 

three factors of value (stimulation, hedonism, 

and achievement) were expected to influence 

domain-specific innovativeness. The results 

indicate that stimulation (β = .27, p = .007) 

and hedonism (β = .25, p = .036) are indeed 

significant at the .05 level, whereas achievement 

(β = -.05, p = .670) is insignificant. Thus, 

Hypotheses 1a and 1b are supported, while 

Hypothesis 1c is rejected. Second, the domain- 

specific innovativeness was expected to have a 

positive effect on online opinion leadership. The 

estimation result reveals that this relationship 

Items
Factors

1 2 3

Stimulation 1 .883 .189 .19

Stimulation 2 .839 .243 .157

Stimulation 3 .799 .293 .153

Achievement 1 .169 .884 .185

Achievement 2 .248 .818 .114

Achievement 3  .34 .708   .2

Hedonism 1 .102 .096 .878

Hedonism 2 .201 .133 .857

Hedonism 3 .211  .43  .64

<Table 4> Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for the Value Construct
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is highly significant at the.001 level (β = .39, 

p < .001), so Hypothesis 2 is supported. Third, 

domain-specific innovativeness was expected 

to influence new product adoption behavior. 

However, as the estimation results show that 

domain-specific innovativeness has no effect 

on new product adoption behavior (β = .07, 

p = .869), Hypothesis 3 is rejected. Finally, 

online opinion leadership was expected to 

influence new product adoption behavior. Here, 

the estimation results show that the path from 

online opinion leadership to new product adoption 

behavior (β = 1.25 p = .008) is positive and 

significant at the .05 level. Thus, Hypothesis 4 

is supported. The estimation results are shown 

in Figure 3, along with the standardized 

estimates, t-values, and significance probabilities. 

3.2 Indirect Effects 

The next step was to examine whether 

indirect effects exist for the constructs. Following 

Preacher and Hayes (2008), we used a 

bootstrapping estimation to test mediation effects 

(with bootstrap sample size of 1000, confidence 

interval of 95%). The bootstrapping estimation 

results indeed confirmed that stimulation has 

an indirect effect through domain-specific 

consumer innovativeness on online opinion 

leadership (effect size = .10, LLCI = .02, 

ULCI = .17), while neither hedonism (effect 

size = .06, LLCI = -.02, ULCI = .16) nor 

achievement (effect size = .04, LLCI = -.03, 

ULCI = .15) has an indirect effect on online 

opinion leadership through consumer innovativeness. 

In addition, domain-specific innovativeness does 

not directly influence new product adoption 

behavior (effect size = -.05, LLCI = -.72, 

ULCI = .63) consistent with the result from 

<Figure 3> Estimation Results for the Direct Effects
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structural equation modeling, but does indirectly 

influence new product adoption behavior through 

online opinion leadership, as expected (effect 

size = .44, LLCI = .08, ULCI = .93). Hence, 

we confirmed that domain-specific innovativeness 

positively affects new product adoption behavior, 

mediated through online opinion leadership. 

Ⅳ. Discussion

This study examined the links between 

values, consumer innovativeness, online opinion 

leadership, and new product adoption behavior. 

As the new product category, we chose wearable 

technology. The Schwartz Values Scale (Schwartz 

1992) was used to unveil which value types 

affect consumers’ innovative characteristics 

and their online opinion leadership, which shed 

new light on precisely how consumer innovativeness 

and online opinion leadership affect consumers’ 

new product adoption behavior. As the results 

show, consumers who value stimulation and 

hedonism as guiding principles in their lives 

are more likely to be innovative, and these 

innovative consumers are more likely to assume 

roles as online opinion leaders. These online 

opinion leaders are again more likely to adopt 

new products faster than others. The mediating 

effect of consumer innovativeness between the 

value of stimulation and online opinion leadership, 

as well as the mediating effect of online opinion 

leadership between consumer innovativeness and 

new product adoption behavior were confirmed. 

The positive significant direct effects of 

stimulation and hedonism on consumer 

innovativeness suggest that researchers and 

marketers should focus on consumers who 

maintain lifestyles built around these two 

types of values when tasked with disseminating 

information on new products. The results of 

this study are in agreement with those 

reported by previous researchers investigating 

the relationships between the value stimulation 

and consumer innovativeness (Steenkamp & 

Baumgartner 1992; Steenkamp, Hofstede & 

Wedel 1999) and between the value hedonism 

and innovative characteristics of consumers 

(Cho & Workman 2011; Goldsmith, Heitmeyer 

& Freiden 1991). The results of the current 

study also reinforce the validity of the Schwartz 

Values Scale (Schwartz 1992) in that its value 

measuring openness to change – stimulation 

– indeed proved useful in the context of 

innovativeness research and opinion leadership 

research. In this regard, this study extends the 

usefulness of the Schwartz Values Scale to the 

domain of new product adoption behavior 

research.

Marketers can identify those consumers who 

value stimulation and hedonism in their lives 

as the ones who are likely to possess stronger 

consumer innovativeness. These consumers are 

more likely to be online opinion leaders, who 

would buy new products in early stage of product 
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launch. This suggests that the marketers of 

wearable technology should incorporate elements 

of stimulation and hedonism into their marketing 

communication materials in order to enhance 

online opinion leadership that eventually leads 

to new product adoption behavior. For example, 

introducing photos and videos of celebrities 

who are not only seeking exciting activities 

and adventures, but also enjoying pleasant 

lives while wearing wearable watches or bands 

may be an effective approach. For example, 

the advertising campaign conducted by the 

Samsung Russia marketing team on Instagram 

showed models wearing Samsung gear series 

while kayaking, biking, and indulging in coffee 

breaks. Images such as these that incorporate 

the two target values – stimulation and hedonism 

– will be far more likely to appeal to potential 

innovators and online opinion leaders than 

static photos that only depict the product 

itself. Recently, it has become easier for the 

companies to showcase their wearable watches 

or bands worn by celebrities enjoying stimulating 

and hedonic activities, due to the increasing 

popularity of videos in social media. For instance, 

Instagram not only introduced a new function 

called “stories” where people can share their 

live videos in real time, but also promoted their 

business customers to use this function for 

advertising products and services. Companies 

may benefit from taking this new feature as it 

helps marketers identify target consumers with 

stimulation and hedonism tendency, who will 

help promote their products thorough online 

opinion leadership.

In addition, managers will benefit from planning 

and implementing co-branding strategy that 

helps consumers perceive different values 

permeated into their lives from the co-branded 

product. In particular, co-branding through 

active collaboration between multiple brands 

that can bring the value of stimulation and 

hedonism to consumers may be a viable strategy 

to motivate consumers to purchase new 

products through consumer innovativeness and 

opinion leadership. For example, Apple Watch 

Nike Plus, a wearable watch launched by 

Apple along with the leading sport brand Nike, 

is a wise creation in that the product is desired 

by consumers who pursue stimulation and 

hedonism through outdoor activities. According 

to Chuah et al. (2016), wearable watches 

should fulfill both functional and hedonic needs 

of users because they contain both technology 

and fashion components. In order to address 

the stimulation and hedonism values, it is 

suggested that managers can collaborate with 

popular luxury brands (e.g., Louis Vuitton, 

Goyard, etc.) that are actively promoting 

customization for stimulation and hedonism.  

Consistent with Rogers’ (1995) innovation 

diffusion theory, early adopters of new products 

appear to be those opinion leaders who persuade 

others to adopt new products by providing 

information (Agarwal et al. 1998). In this study, 

consumers with domain-specific innovativeness 
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possessed a higher level of online opinion 

leadership. Furthermore, this study also revealed 

that consumers who possess a higher level of 

online opinion leadership will also have the 

inclination to adopt new products faster than 

others. These results are congruent with the 

findings of prior research exploring the relationship 

between innovativeness and opinion leadership 

(Grewal, Mehta & Kardes 2000; Janjua & 

Shahjahan 2015; Lyons & Henderson 2005; 

Ruvio & Shoham 2007) and the relationship 

between opinion leadership and new product 

adoption behavior (Childers 1986; Flynn, 

Goldsmith & Eastman 1996; Goldsmith & De 

Witt 2003). This study not only extends Rogers’ 

innovation diffusion theory (1995), but also 

the abovementioned existing research streams 

in that it extends the relationships to the online 

context by adapting the existing measurements 

used for measuring opinion leadership (Huddleston, 

Ford & Bickle 1993). 

In addition to these direct effects, the indirect 

effects between the constructs were also 

explored in this study. Interestingly, domain- 

specific innovativeness had no direct influence 

on new product adoption behavior, however it 

did have an indirect effect. This suggests that 

consumers’ innovativeness for a certain product 

category does not directly lead to the adoption 

of new products, but rather indirectly leads to 

the adoption through online opinion leadership. 

This finding emphasizes the importance of 

online opinion leadership as a mediator between 

consumer innovativeness and new product 

adoption behavior. 

The value achievement did not affect consumer 

innovativeness in the current study. Nor did it 

have indirect effects on online opinion leadership. 

Hence, at least for wearable devices, these 

findings do not support Rogers’ (1983) argument 

that early adopters tend to be higher in 

achievement motivation (as cited in Steenkamp, 

Hofstede & Wedel 1999, p. 56). Instead, these 

empirical results clarify the insignificant 

relationship between “resultant self-enhancement 

(i.e., the importance attached to self-enhancement 

minus the importance attached to self-transcendence; 

Feather 1995)” and consumer innovativeness 

found by Steenkamp, Hofstede, and Wedel 

(1999, p. 58). 

Ⅴ. Limitations and Conclusions

As with any study, this study suffers from 

several limitations. First and foremost, the 

generalization of the findings across product 

categories other than wearable technology may 

be limited. This study utilized the wearable 

watch/band as the unit of analysis. This type 

of wearable technology also falls into the 

electronic product category, where consumers 

have the propensity to conduct in depth 

information searches and to be highly involved 

in making purchasing decisions because of the 
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relatively high cost of product acquisition (Im, 

Bayus & Mason 2003). 

Second, the results may be relatively unstable 

due to the sheer number of types of wearable 

device that the participants own, which included 

diverse types of wearable watch/bands, including 

the Apple Watch series, the Samsung Gear 

Series, LG’s G Watch Series, the Mi Band 

series from Xiaomi, and the Fitbit series, 

among others. Even though half the survey 

participants used Samsung Gear Series devices, 

it is very possible that the results could differ 

depending on the types of wearable watch/ 

band the participants own. For example, 

achievement value could have exerted a 

significant effect on the dependent variables if 

the majority of the participants had possessed 

one of the Apple Watch series. To Apple 

consumers, an Apple product is expected to be 

a way to express themselves and their lifestyle. 

Owning a Mac, for instance, represents that 

they are mainstream, independent thinkers, 

innovators and the ones who are ahead of the 

crowd (Kotler et al. 2015). If the majority of 

participants had been the Apple buyers, such 

unique consumer characteristics could have 

affected the results of the study in a different 

way.

Lastly, other motivational type values among 

the Schwartz Values Survey (Schwartz 1992) 

may have significant effects on consumer 

innovativeness, online opinion leadership, and 

new product adoption behavior. The current 

study was restricted to an examination of only 

three motivational value types, namely stimulation, 

hedonism, and achievement. In particular, 

although Schwartz categorized self-direction 

value as one of the lower order type of values 

under openness to change (Schwartz 1992), 

this was not included in this empirical analysis 

because the sub factor values of the self- 

direction value – self respect, choosing own 

goals, creativity, curious, freedom, independence 

– appeared to lack convergence in this 

context. By refining these sub factor values, 

self-direction value may become a useful part 

of future research into innovation, opinion 

leadership, and new product adoption behavior. 
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<Appendix> Measurement Items


