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ADOPTION AND INTENSITY OF INNOVATION IN THE LOW-INC OME MARKET

ABSTRACT

The paper analyzes the interaction between sympotiduction and cultural reproduction in
low-income market. This effect influence purchaseision regardingthe characteristic of
innovation intensity.The theoretical background oives: culture and consumption are
represented by symbolic production and culturataépction, the innovation adoption that is
categorized into early and late and the innovaitibensity that is categorized into radical and
incremental. A total of 390 low-income consumersevgurveyed and the data was analyzed
using Structural Equation Modeling. The resultsvshibat early adopters prefer radical
innovations instead of incremental, favoring thpseducts that have higher sophistication
and technology. On the other hand, late adopt@fepincremental innovations, because they
are more cautious and uncertain about the risksrthavation can cause.

KEYWORDS: Innovation Adoption; Innovation Intensity; SymbolRroduction; Cultural
Reproduction; Low-Income Market.



1. INTRODUCTION

Traditionally, the concept of innovation is relatedissues associated with technology,
modernity, electronics and high-tech products (&hrisen, 1997; Kuczmarski, 2003;
Prahalad, 2011). Therefore, often associated withdoncept is the idea of high production
costs, research and development, reflecting highiees to the end consumer.However,
researching and managing innovation in the acad@etitand in the market goes beyond the
work in R&D laboratories spread across universjtigge companies and technology centers.

In relation to innovation, two perspectives are radded.Firstly, the adoption of
innovation suggests that people can be at diffestages of adoption, which ranges from the
earliest to the latest(Christensen, 1997; RogeB032 Nakata and Weidner, 2012,
Rai,HarindranathandLiebenau, 2013). The secondoappris the intensity of innovation, in
the product, process or organization, which vaai®gvhere along a scale between radical and
incremental.Yet, the empirical object of all thisetretical apparatus is the low-income
market, which also has its theoretical peculiaitiegarding buying behavior and choice of
products (Prahalad, 2005; Billouand Anderson, 200aradarajan, 2009; BarkiandParente,
2010; Barki, DelaneandParente, 2013).

With respect to the low-income market, anotablémege of the size of this market
globally is given by the sum of the consumptiongodial of the low-income population from
nine emerging countries (Argentina, Australia, BraZhina, India, Mexico, Russia, South
Africa and Turkey) and the comparison with that foe developed countries (France,
Germany, Italy, Japan and UK) (D’Andrea, Ring, AlsmandStengel, 2006).The market of
these nine countries totals US$ 12.5 trillion, vhig greater than the sum of the market of the
five powers. Another estimate of the market sizebglly involves the projection of the
population in emerging regions.According to the tddiNations and the World Resources
Institute, the expectation for 2015 is Asia, Afriaad Latin America will have more cities
with over one million people (Prahalad and HammoBR@02; Prahalad andHart, 2002;
Simanisand Hart, 2008).

Still ina global context, regarding geographic segtation, it is possible to identify
four large macroregions that concentrate the loweiime population in the world:Africa
(12.3%), Asia (72.2%), Eastern Europe (6.4%) antihLAmerica and the Caribbean (9.1%)
(Hammond; Krammer; Katz, Tran,and Walker, 2007)Africa and Asia, these people live
predominantly in the countryside; in Eastern Eurapd Latin America and the Caribbean,
the phenomenon known as rural flight has increakedshare of population in the urban
area.This social and economic context makes thearels studies in this segment more
attractive (BarkiandParente, 2010; Prahalad, 20EbdosioandComini, 2012).In a market
perspective, this paper seeks to contribute inftionabout knowledge of innovation in low-
income market business guidelines for product dagpreent, pricing, distribuition and
promotion.This knowledge will provide competitivedvantage for companies to its
competitors, both in manufacturing companies indpod development as companies in the
retail distribution and sale of products, mainlyeimergent markets (BarkiandParente, 2010;
Barki, DelaneandParente, 2013).

Considering these theoretical and market premitdes,purpose of this paper is to
investigate the interaction between the symboladpction and the cultural reproduction of
consumers in the low-income context, affectingtadiés towards the adoption of innovation
(early vs. late) which consequently influences thechase of the innovation attribute
acquired (radical vs. incremental).For that, thenboappliance market, represented by
household goods such as refrigerator, stove, wgshachine and microwave, was chosen for



this research.No studies were found involving thibsee elements:culture and consumption,
innovation and low income.Thus, this study aim8lkohis theoretical-empirical gap.

This study also seeks to contribute academicallyotimer ways.Firstly, the use of
quantitative methods in studies involving cultuned aconsumption, which are not very
conventional.In-depth interviews, group intervieasd ethnography are the most common
gualitative techniques to study such phenomenaitting to involve elements produced
symbolically and reproduced culturally in a struattequation modeling is a way to seek the
interaction between theoretical content and reseaxethod, which apparently do not interact,
and in this way we intend toachieve academic pssyne the area.Secondly, with regard to
innovation, the theoretical contribution referstb@ study of innovation in the low-income
market.The term ‘innovation’ is directly associatedth advancement, technology and
modernity.However, these elements are not dirdotind in the concept of innovation for the
low income segment.Therefore, it was possible tidysttoncepts of innovation and identify
them in the low-income market, theoretically cdmiting to the academic advancement.

Thus, in addition to this introductory contextuatibn, this paperincludes a review of
the literature that underlies the theoretical fraumk of symbolic production and cultural
reproduction; adoption of innovation and intengifyinnovation, with the presentation of the
corresponding research hypotheses.Subsequentlychidm@acteristics of the methodological
procedures are presented, including a survey fbeatimg data and the structural equation
modeling as treatment and analysis of the resédreh, the results and verification of the
hypotheses are presented and discussed in twadtistctions.Finally, the final comments
conclude this paper including appropriate constitema and suggestions for future research.

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

2.1  Symbolic Production

Symbolic production can be perceived through symbaiticulations, which express
meanings of decision in interpersonal and inteanigational relationships between peers
and within hierarchical structures in society amd the market (McCracken, 1986;
McCracken, 1990). In other words, symbolic artitiolas are not direct representations of
reality,they are symbolizations of how individualsderstand themselves and relate within a
culturally constituted society (Trondman, Lund,dndd, 2011), these aspects influence the
way people buy embedded in society.

Thus, the material forces of production alone dbdebermine social dynamics, because
they would be articulated to a cultural order (8&h11976). It is the relationship between
cultural context and the material values of produrctthat allows construction of the
meanings of uses for the products and serviceshenntarket.These phenomena can be
understood symbolically from within the social cexit of the practice of consumption
(Wattanasuwan, 2005). Thus, goods are elementsctratrepresent all these symbols in
consumer relations.Goods are a way to shape cudnhdellow people to visually distinguish
cultural categories.Thus, the innovative approatcipessons may vary from early and late
depends on these cultural attributes.

The symbolic meaning given toproducts also has ftimetion of delimiting some
behavior involving consumption (McCracken, 1986;nBter and Hogg, 2004; Pettigrew,
2006). The anthropological notes on symbolic megsiare related to the recent literature
onconsumer behavior because consumers share meamipigpducts that reflect their cultural



values.The symbolic use of the productslies incthresumer’s ability to decode the meanings
of the products and assign their own values tadbatity sought to them(Belk, 1988; Belk,

2005; Tsai, 2005; Trondman, Lund,and Lund, 201J}r&fore, symbolic production can be
considered aantecedent to the adoption of innavatio

2.2 Cultural Reproduction

Considering that the symbolic production of consurgeods is configured as the
production of cultural representations in the mawked society, the meanings attributed to
consumer goods can be culturally reproduced by viddals, groups and
organizations.Therefore, it is appropriate to defioulture from the perspective of
consumption.Culture is an ongoing process of canstm, deconstruction and reconstruction
of meanings, that is, it has the connotation obatiauous cycle of “re-production”, hence
cultural reproduction (Jenks, 1993; Sahlins, 1976hnsumption based on culture is
symbolic representations that form a set of belafd values affecting the existence and
social behavior of individuals (Wattanasuwan, 20Dndman, Lund,and Lund, 2011).Thus,
culture is the formation of the relations of humantions, understood as symbolic
articulations that produce symbolic meanings caoweséd collectively in society and
culturally reproduced in the market (Tsai, 2005, 083and Street, 2009), consequently
affecting the level of innovationadoption.

Thus, cultural reproduction is expressed through éhgagement and interaction of
individuals and organizations, in society and ia tharket.This engagement is represented by
consumption, based on representations of physmchkgmbolic aspectswhich society and the
market reproduce according to their cultural ld@ouglas and Isherwood, 1996; Trondman,
Lund,and Lund, 2011).Through these representaaodscultural reproductions, acquisitions
indicate the opinions of individuals and organiaasi (Belk, 2005; Tsai, 2005).Because in
today’s world, consumer goods represent what pdugple, do and are (Belk, 1988).

Jenks (1993) suggests that cultural reproductitersdo the quality emerging from the
experience of everyday life, through interpretatiocor interpretations of interpretations.Thus,
cultural reproduction enables the process of caotis change which represents
continuity.Bringing this concept to the Marketirigldl, specifically with respect to the task of
communication, it is possible to note that advergdirms work cultural content directly into
their campaigns, with the intention of transformingn-economic actions intoeconomic
actions (Slater, 1993).As a result, the reprodustiof symbolic constructions of social
groups become materialized in consumer relationshl(®, 1976; McCracken, 1986;
McCracken, 1990; Douglas and Isherwood, 1996), dh&intecedent to the adoption of
innovation.

2.3 Innovation Adoption

Since this is astudy focused on the low-income etarthe meaning of innovation
transcends the connotation of technological det@em and includesrelations with social
constructionism.This is where the social charadkrinnovation differs most from the
perspective of technological determinism, becansevation with social character assumes a
certain degree of relativism.The social validity inhovation does not involve only social
aspects, but also cultural, human, political andyanizational, turning away from



technological determinism and approaching multi andnterdisciplinary
characteristics(PrajogoandAmhed, 2006; AndersorBilod, 2007; Nakata and Weidner,
2012). Therefore, a phenomenon may be considerguhagation in a region, environment or
organization but may not be considered as innowatoother places.Thus, the concept of
innovation relevant to products for high-income siamers is different from the concept of
innovation in products for low-income consumerstHar reinforcing the variability of this
concept (Anderson andMarkides, 2007; Varadaraj@®92 Prahalad, 2011; Viswanathan
andSridharan, 2012).Therefore, adoption and diss#ion should follow the concept of
innovation in this socio-cultural context (SlowikskiandJarrtt, 1997; Prahalad, 2011; Nakata
and Weidner, 2012).

Creation of innovation is shown by Rogers (2003ji®-step process, which is not
essentially sequential and need not necessariliaicoall the steps proposed.However, these
six steps are arranged in a logical and plausibtzquural scheme:Recognition of the
problem, Research, Development, CommercializatiDissemination and Adoption and
Consequences.The fifth step, specifically,is ofaawn to this session because it involves the
adoption of innovation.Innovation is disseminatedda on the characteristics of consumers,
product attributes, social context and the markeginvironment.Therefore, dissemination can
be defined as the process in which innovation mroanicated through certain channels over
time among members of the social system (Roge3;2dtiocoandKleijnen, 2010;Nakata
and Weidner, 2012; Viswanathan andSridharan, 20IBg communication channels of
innovation are the processes by which the partdgpareate and share information with the
other party to reach a mutual understanding, warelimot necessarily those of the media.

It is also worth being aware of the fivecategoonésadopters of innovation: innovators,
early adopters, early majority, late majority aaddards.Among the factors that may drive
the adoption of innovation among consumers argdbpect among peers and the influences
of opinion leaders in the social environment (Rege2003; AntiocoandKleijnen, 2010;
Nakata and Weidner, 2012), as well as the symipoduction and cultural reproduction that
the individual performs within society (Tsai, 2008attanasuwan, 2005).Finally, the rate of
innovation, which is defined by the relative spedth which innovation is adopted by the
members of the social system.Preciselybecausespleisd is relative, it is necessary to know
what is the social system in the related contexaly, the innovation adoption affects the
innovation intensity chosen, there is a dependeslegyionship between these two constructs.

2.4 Innovation Intensity

The meaning of innovation as well as its intens#tydirectly related to the wayof
measuring innovation, which measures how new thewuation is.In the product or service, it
is related to the user of innovation, which maythee organizational or end consumer of the
chain.Therefore, innovation has a close connectiath the Marketing area in the
organizations, within the areas of product develepiand research and development (Levitt,
1983; Prahalad, 2011, Xiao,SarkerandRai 2011; iisean andSridharan, 2012).

With regard to intensity, innovation is customariiassified into incremental and
radical.Radical innovation is a product, processoanization that presents performance
features, unprecedented or already known, that @®nsignificant improvements in
performance or cost (Lee and Na, 1994; Leifer, @@o and Rice2001; Im, Bayus,and
Mason, 2003).Radical innovations transform the ti@b@hip between consumers and



organizations, restructure the economic aspedtseoiarket, destabilize existing markets and
gives rise to a category of completely new proddiats Bayus and Mason, 2003).

At the other extremeis incremental innovation, whiincludes modifications,
refinement, simplification and consolidationof timprovement of products, processes and
existing organizations (Abdul, 1994; Rai,HarindridwaadLiebenau, 2013).Incremental
innovations represent low intensity of rupture witle existing practices and activities of an
organization.Levitt (1983) conceptualizes as intieea imitation the one that has the
incremental innovation characteristics, that i® #udaptations that make a difference tothe
product, process and organization, but that are radical innovations.The concept of
incremental innovation is related to the conceptanftinuity, in other words, the incremental
innovation may occur gradually and periodicallythwiiong-term purpose (Abdul, 1994; Lee
and Na, 1994; Leifer, O’Connor and Rice 2001; Visathan andSridharan,
2012).Considering that a radical innovation ocand creatively destroys a product, process,
organization or market, the incremental innovatgives continuity to the concept initially
inserted byradical innovation, and therefore, inmatal innovation occurs with greater
frequency and lower impact than radical innovafitmus, one can consider that the
innovation intensity (newness) is arranged in atioomm where the extremes consist of
incremental and radical innovation.

3. CONCEPTUAL MODEL AND HYPOTHESES

Based on the review of literature and theoreticaiework, it was possible to build a
conceptual model.The models are an attempt to septeand explain how the phenomena
occur and behave in reality, and the scientifieagesh is responsible for verifyingwhether the
models actually reproduce the reality.The concépn@del can be seen in Figure 1, which
outlines the model according to the theory studieds, the method chosen to verify this
model is that of structural equation modeling (Bagp2010; Byrne, 2010).
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Figure 1

Source: Developed by the authors.

Whereas the symbolic production is represented/mpslic means and articulations
that express meanings in the interpersonal andanganizational relationships (McCracken,



1986; McCracken, 1990; Sahlins, 1976; Cross anek§tR009), this construct, therefore,
positively affects the consumer’s adoption of inatban, both the early (H1a) and the late
adoption (H1b).Considering the need for promoting eepresenting itself in society through
consumption, an additional hypothesis is that iatdhd H1b are confirmed, the coefficient of
SP>1A.EA is larger than the coefficient SBIA.LA (H1c).Therefore:

H1: The elements of symbolic production positively efféhe early adoption of innovation
(a) and the late adoption of innovatioh) (being the early adoption stronger than the late
adoption ¢).

Regarding cultural reproduction, the ongoing precet construction, deconstruction
and reconstruction of culture is a cyclical movemtérat is in the market and in society,
influenced by a set of symbols, beliefs and vathes affect the existence and social behavior
of individuals (Sahlins, 1976; Douglas and Isherdj04996; Cross; Street, 2009).This
construct, therefore, also positively affects tlasumer’s adoption of innovation, both the
early adoption (H2a) and the late adoption (H2b)psidering the need to promote and
represent itself within society through consumptian additional hypothesis is that if H2a
and H2b are confirmed, the coefficient ®RA.EA is larger than the coefficient GRIA.LA
(H2c).Therefore:

H2: The elements of cultural production positivelfeat early adoption of innovatiom) and
late adoption of innovatiorby,in that early adoption is stronger than late didop(c).

Based on the literature on innovation, with regarthe early adopters of innovation, it
is expected that the intensity thereof will be catliH3a) and that the relationship withthe
incremental intensity will be negative (H3b), sirmensumers who buy innovative products
initially seek radical innovations in the marketb@ul, 1994; AntiocoandKleijnen, 2010;
Nakata and Weidner, 2012).Likewise, with respectlat® adopters of innovation, it is
expected that the intensity thereof will be incretaé(H4a) and the relationship with radical
intensity will be negative (H4B) since consumersowhuy innovative products late
alreadybuy incremental innovations, with adaptati@amd adjustments in relation to those
launched in the market a priori (Karahanna, 1998kdta and Weidner, 2012; Viswanathan
andSridharan, 2012).Therefore:

H3: Early adopters have a positive relationship with tadical intensity of innovationsy)(
and negative relationship with the incrementalnsigy of innovationsk).

H4: Late adopters have a positive relationship with itftigementalintensity of innovations
(a) and negative relationship with the radical intgnsf innovations Ip).

Finally, one last research hypothesis to be veriiwolves a model correlation between
symbolic production and cultural reproduction.Beagyclical and continuous phenomenon,
it is not possible to determine which is the antecd and which the consequent for these two
concepts.They are simultaneously occurring reptatiens of reality.While symbols in
society and the market are represented by meaadicaflations and representations between
individuals and organizations, there is an ongoimgpcess of cultural construction,
deconstruction and reconstruction(Douglas and vebed, 1996; Trondman, Lund,and Lund,
2011).Therefore, we expect to find a significarsefor the curved arrow in Figure 1.

H5:There are statistically significant correlationveeen the constructs symbolic production
and cultural reproduction.



4. METHOD

We applied 390 questionnaires in 6 points of coresioonvergence in the
surveyedcity where there was a large concentratioatail stores, metro/bus stops, banks and
other elements that characterized the area as rd pbiconcentration and circulation of
people.In addition, these spots were establishegdan the consumersincomes, since the
study focuses on low-income.The factor used tondethe sample wasanannual household
gross income between US$3,700.00 and US$13,00Bd3iple with income lower than US$
3,700.00, belonging to class E were not intervieagdheir buying needs are mainly limited
to home and food. The sample comprised 32.8% mdr6@r2% women;41.5% elementary
school, 46.7% high school and 11.8% higher educat6.1% class C1, 29.5%class C2and
14.5%Class D.

The questionnaire was developed based on thetliterand interviews (2 focus groups)
during previous stages of this research, which migolved investigation of the phenomenon
on symbolic production, cultural reproduction, atiimp of innovation and intensity of
innovation.So it was possible to create variablesnfthe public itself researched. The
language, size, order and approach of the questiers thoroughly planned, since collecting
information from low-income consumers is more d@ifft, sensitive and complex, as they
have lower levels of education and tend to reasl Témis, the questionnaires were applied on
the street in a non-self-administered way (forrhpttis, all questions were stated to the
respondents, to ensure greater data reliability.

This option, despiterequiring more time and effttvan sending the questionnaires
online, allows greater control over the sample segpko reduce random error and allows
greater reliability of data collected.On the otlmrand, because it involves greater financial
efforts, time and especially complexity of admirasibn for each questionnaire, we sought to
reduce the number of questions to achieve a largerber of valid questionnaires, as the
survey was conducted on the street.Thus, we coedlctee pre-tests until we came upwith a
suitable questionnaire.However, the approach osttieet has limitations: the respondents are
usually in a rush, interference of cars and motdesy and the excitement of the outdoor
environment.Therefore, the pre-tests were usededmce the number of questions in the
questionnaire.This low number of variables hindesethe analyses, giventhe low values of
Cronbach’s alpha, average variance extracted (AArte) composite reliability. The statistical
tests of validity and reliability will be presentkder, along with the research results.

As for the products chosen to comprise the surveschose refrigerators, washing
machines, stoves and microwaves.These productsoasedered essential home appliances,
being present in the surveys conducted by the IBB&fzilian Institute of Geography and
Statistics).These products were also chosen foingawore than 10 different brands in the
market, because the more competitive the marketgtbater the likelihood for developing
innovations (Levitt, 1983), which is one of the maubjects of the study.

5. RESULTS

Before starting the data analysis, whose processiag done in AMOS (covariance
based data), it is important to check the parameatethe measurement model with respect to
the validity and reliability.First, we analyze Chach’s alpha coefficients, the average
variance extracted (AVE) and the composite religbih order to create a model with the



most appropriate adjustments and indexes with theatgst parsimony, 5 rounds of
purification were necessary to conclude that madélas better adjustment.Table 1 below

shows these parameters for each purification.
Table 1: Parameters of the Measurement Models

Alpha 1 2 3 4 5 Models 1 2 3 4 5
SP 0.444) 0.498 0.734 - - PNFI 0.590 0.638 0.634 39.6 0.613
CR 0.569| 0.585 0.604 0.571 0.6}CFI 0.768| 0.871| 0.900 0.93p 0.940
II.IN 0.359 | 0.433 - - - GFI 0.893 0.930 0.941 0.953.958
II.RA 0.774| 0.809 - - - AGFI 0.864 0.900 0.909 (192 0.926
IA.EA 0.444| 0.604 - - - NFI 0.681 0.80p 0.849 0.884.899
IA.LA 0.545 | 0.594 - - - IFI 0.773 0.874 0.902 0.9330.941
CR 1 2 3 4 5 | TU 0.732 | 0.837| 0.866 0.90% 0.912
SP 0.50| 0.61] 0.74 074 0.7 DF 200 95 618 56 45
CR 055| 058] 0.61 0.61 0.6by° 536.9| 236.9| 1724 123.0 101.4
I1.IN 0.37 | 0.45| 0.45| 0.45 0.41 XZ/DF 2.685| 2.495| 2.539 2.197 2.254
II.RA 079 | 081 0.81| 0.81 0.8 RMSEA 0.066 0.062 063.| 0.055| 0.057
IA.EA 0.49 | 0.57| 0.58] 058 0.5] 4 Alpha:Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (empty celisan
IALA | 055 | 0.60 | 0.59| 0.59 0.59 thatthe construct had only 2 variables)

AVE 1 2 3 4 5 | b. CR:Composite Reliability

SP 0.30| 0.40, 0.59 0.59 0.599c. AVE:Variance Extracted

CR 0.20| 0.24| 0.29 0.36 0.4pd. Satisfactory indexes greater than 0.9 (PNFI, GHI,
I1.IN 0.20 | 0.29| 0.29] 0.29 0.29 AGFI, NFI, IFI, TLI).

I.RA 056 | 0.68] 0.68] 068 0.6§ e-x:: Lowest possible

IAEA | 029 | 0.40| 0.41] 041 0.4]f x/DF:lowerthan3

IALA | 0.30 | 0.44 | 0.43] 0.43] 0.49 9- RMSEA:lower than 0.08

The process of modeling in this study can be camsi as being accurate for several
reasons.To improve the indexes of the constructsaich purification step, the following
criteria were applied:First, when the P value wesgnificant, the variable was removed from
the model.Second, if the P value was significant, the coefficient o3 was less than 0.7
within the construct, the variable was also remoleild, the variables removed from the
model were compared with their respective factadings per construct, effectively resulting
in the removal of the lowest factor loadings.Ndtanstructs indicated desirable rates for
Cronbach’s alpha, for composite reliability and variance extracted, but for the accuracy of
the processing, these indexes are acceptable.All glocedures was necessary because
despite having anadequated sample, the numberiables per construct was low, given the
difficulties in the field research.

Improvements to the parameters can be seen aftbrpeaification, however, from the
fourth to the fifth purification, these improvemsrare no longer as representative, and some
important parameters worsen, such as PNFI, RMSKEAalative.Despite not presenting all
the parameters of adjustments and parsimony amloegdésirable rates, in view of the
accuracy of the model and method of analysis,niiexes are satisfactory.

Continuing the analysis of the results, the distrant validity between constructs was
calculated by Fornell and Larcker (1981) method. thts method the quadratic correlation
between the constructs has to be lower than thange extractedof the respective constructs,
thus, according toanalizes, there is no discrintinaadidity between the constructs Late
Adoption of Innovation and Incremental Intensitylmfiovation only.

Theoretically, this is not a problem, it is possildb infer that consumers who obtain
innovations at a later time, tend to chose forenwntal innovations, in other words, these
consumers are more traditional, do not like to tais&ks and expect others to buy the



innovation to make an evaluation with more informatabout the new product (Simanisand
Hart, 2009; Prahalad, 2011; AntiocoandKleijnen,@04akata and Weidner, 2012). Still, this

positive relationship between the two constructs ais hypothesis of the research

(H4a).Moreover, the pricing is also crucial to ghase decision of low-income consumers in
relation with innovation. Given that radical (diptive) innovations adhere to the skimming

price strategy, incremental innovations adhere @oefration pricing strategy (Prahalad,

2005).Table 2 below shows the coefficients betwiberconstructs, as well as the result of the
hypotheses confirmation.

Table 2: Hypotheses Verification

Hypothesis Structural Relationship b B Standard error| p Result

Hla IAEA | € SP 0.277 0.269 0.070 .000**F Confirmed
Hilb IALA | € SP 0.031 0.041 0.052 547 Not confirmed
Hic B of Hla greater thap of H1b Confirmed

H2a IAEA | € CR 0.319 0.315 0.079 .000**1 Confirmed
H2b IALA | € CR 0.066 0.087 0.058 .262 Not confirmed
H2c B of H2a greater thaf of H2b Confirmed

H3a IILRA |€| AD.IN 0.859 0.681 0.149 .000** Confirmed

H3b I1.IN €| AD.IN -0.126 | -0.192 0.071 .075* Confirmed
H4a I1.IN €| AD.TA 0.533 0.602 0.137 .000** Confirmed

H4b ILRA | €| AD.TA -0.581 0.342 0.128 .000**% Confirmed

H5 Significant correlation between SP and CR (r = 8)24 .000*** | Confirmed

Note.*** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10.

According to Table 2, it can be seen that somethgses have been confirmed, others
have not been confirmed, and while two of them hagt been fully confirmed, they do
indicate a trend towards the hypothesis proposed,wes considered them as partial
confirmation.The results of each hypothesis, as agetheir parameters, are discussed in more
detail below.

6. DISCUSSION

According to Table 2, it is possible to notice thHta is confirmed (p<.001), but H1b is
not confirmed. Thus, it is concluded that the htites produced symbolically in society and
in the market influence the consumer to be earlpptets, that is, considering the
interpersonal and inter-organizational symbolicicatations, it makes more sense that
consumers express and position themselves beforety@s innovative consumers, who are
aware of the novelty and willing to take the riskparchasing a new product early (Cross and
Street, 2009; AntiocoandKleijnen, 2010; Nakata #Wwidner, 2012).Moreover, by observing
the values fof is possible to deduct that the relationofBIA.EA is greater than the relation
of SP>IA.LA, confirming Hlc.

The same analysis can be performed for the thresesuent hypotheses, once H2a is
confirmed (p<.001), but H2b is not confirmed.Thiis,is concluded that the attributes
culturally reproduced in society and in the markdluence the consumer to be an early
adopter in view of the process of cultural condtor; deconstruction and reconstruction, in
other words, the existence and social behaviondif/iduals make them choose to be a bold
consumer, willing to take risks in the acquisitiohnew products (Cross andStreet, 2009;
Anderson andBillou, 2007; Varadarajan, 2009; Predha?011).



On the other hand, this influence does not occurttie late adoption, this cultural
context does not affect the process of late adoptimwever, an analysis conducted by other
cultural variables may better explain how the aaltweproduction affects the late adoption,
since the cultural aspects are very influentialtib® buying behavior of people (Prahalad,
2011; Nakata and Weidner, 2012).Moreover, by olisgrthe values fo} is possible to
deduct that the relation of GRIA.EA is greaterthan the relation of @RA.LA, confirming
H2c.

Analyzing the hypotheses related only among innowatonstructs, it is possible to
note that all of them are confirmed.First, H3aasfaemed, indicating that the early adopters
opt for radical innovations, that is, those whoéavhigher rate of innovation, sophistication
and technology.This sophistication in home appksnis often reflected in bold design and
finishing with details of modernities.Next, H3bakso confirmed, because in addition to being
significant, the value off is negative, that is, early adopters do not optiferemental
innovations, which have few innovations and onlglude adaptations to what already existed
as a differential in the product (Anderson andMdeki, 2007; Nakata and Weidner, 2012;
Viswanathan andSridharan, 2012).

By analyzing the hypotheses related to late adopiit is also possible to note the
confirmation of H4a, that is, late adopters pref@mremental innovations, as they are more
cautious and insecure when it comes to innovatie ot by chance that the valuepofor
H4a is the highest value found in the measurememtem since according to the proposal of
Fornell and Larcker (1981) about validity, theresw validity between these two constructs,
but these are issues that theoretically make senkeing well connected.Also, H4b is also
confirmed since late adopters do not buy radicabwations (Nakata and Weidner, 2012).
This is easily justified, because if the consunarsose to buy innovation later, they show
signs of caution and traditionalism, in additiohem consumers buy the innovative product
in question, this innovation is no longer radicsihce the skimming strategy period has
elapsed, innovative products no longer have so nmrasvation.

Finally, one last research hypothesis to be veriinwolved a model that competes with
the initial model.The rival model considered thdastence of an interaction (covariance)
between the constructs symbolic production andutalltreproduction, for being a cyclical
and continuous phenomenon, that is, it is not péssio determine which one is the
antecedent and the consequent for these two can¢8ptet and Cross, 2009). They are
representations of the reality that occur simultasséy.In other words, while symbols in
society and in the market are represented by meératiculations and representations
between individuals and organizations, the ongoprgcess of cultural construction,
deconstruction and reconstruction occurs at theedane.

By verifying H5, we found the statistically sigméint correlation between the
constructs symbolic production and cultural repatdun(p <.000), so this hypothesis was
also confirmed.Regarding the fit indices of the naadel (with correlations), it was found
that some parameters had their values improvedtmsis did not, however, these differences
were very sensitive (PNFI = 0.637; CFI = 0.919; GH).948; AGFI = 0.917; NFI = 0.871;
IF1 =0.921; TLI = 0.889; DF = 5%7 = 136.4;*/DF = 2.393; RMSEA = 0.060).

Both attributes of symbolic production and the ilatttes of cultural reproduction
positively affect the attitude of early adoption iohovation by low-income consumers of
home appliances.With regard to late adoption, eeithf these two constructs indicated
statistically significant indexes.On the other handnstructs involving innovation had all
indexes statistically significant, confirming theypotheses between the attitude in the



adoption of innovation with the buying behavior r@lation to the attribute intensity of
innovation.

7. CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this paper was to investigate theraction between the symbolic
production and cultural reproduction of consumarshie low-income context, affecting the
attitude towards the adoption of innovation (easy late), which consequently influence the
purchase regarding the attribute of the innovasioguired (radical vs. incremental).By using
the structural equation modeling, it was possildeathieve the objective of the study
confirming the hypotheses developed based on #@yhused.In addition, this paper sought
to fill an academic gap related to the study of tomcepts of culture and consumption,
innovation and low-income consumers.Within the tations inherent in all academic studies,
this paper contributes by filling this gap, espigisegarding the issue on how to try to make
low-income consumers adopt innovations in the nagkdier, through cultural and symbolic
elements.This contribution can provide supportdecisions in the market both for retailers
that sell home appliances to the end consumer andnanufacturers that develop and
produce these products (Viswanathan andSridha€dr2)2

Among the 11 research hypotheses proposed, 9 warBrroed and 2 were not
confirmed.Whereas the model was fairly accuratemithe choice of the software used to
perform the structural equation modeling, as welhaving rigid criteria for the adjustment
and purification of the model, it is possible toxclude with the parameters of parsimony that
the structural model and the measurement modedageguate.In other words, what has been
theoretically proposed was empirically observethestudy.

The managerial implications of paper points out lsanecessary to understand the
cultural and symbolic relationships of low-incomensumers that affect the innovation
consumption. Product development needs to focus reomple products that are easy to
handle, usually incremental innovations, the pmeeds to be affordable and offered in
installments along with the adequacy of the proslwceation, prices may be reduced. The
distribution must be broad and arrive in areas ififcdlt access, where most of the low-
income population lives and promotion also needset@mbracing, easy to understand with
high involvement.Moreover not only private compansbould be aware of the characteristics
of innovation in low-income market, but also sodisiness since his practice has grown
worldwide and is fundamental to the human developgnwé the population in emerging
markets (Comini, BarkiandAguiar,2012).

As the audience surveyed was the low-income papulata further research
comparing the results with a high-income audienoeld be relevant, since the results found
in this study may be similar when performed withigh-income audience and for not having
discrimination in attitude and behavior betweerséhvo audiences for the variables studied.

Conducting a pilot study with a larger number ofialales and removing those that have low
commonality within the construct or low factor laags may be a way to find few variables
that better measure the concept and thus imprav@dhameters of adjustment of the model
as well as the coefficients ffand the levels of significance.Finally, experinastudies that
seek to study stimuli that encourage low-incomesoarers to adopt innovations early rather
than late, as well as choose radical innovatioherathan incremental innovations may
contribute greatly to the academic field as welt@sompanies working in the low-income
market.
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