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Abstract

The study assessed the Impact of Personal CharacteristicConsumer’s Purchase of Innovative Durable
Electronics Products in Kano Metropolis. The ohbjext d the study is to ascertain the extent to which
personal characteristics of gender, age, incomeedundation affect consumer’s purchase of innovadiveable
electronic goodsThe study populationwas the entie consumers that purchases electronic products tihend
local governments areas selected for the stuthe reseachea used samplesize of 500 respondents and data
were obtained using questionnairBsita pesentation and dcussons were suppated with chat and table to
make thewhole work easy to read and undstand by all andsundy. The study showed that out of the four
consumer’s personal characteristics of age, sexanie and education examined, only age is foundatee h
significant impact on consumer’s purchase preferefar innovative durable electronic goods of TV,
refrigerator, DVD players, and satellite receivetdis is basically supported by previous researclaesl
especially Roger’s innovation diffusion theory, wainiforms the theoretical basis of this study. Témearchers
recommend that marketers should take cognisanageofn new product diffusion. Importantly, opini@aders,
being younger should be targeted tv advertorialsntke innovations more sellable. Invariably, custeah
advertising can equally evolve. In addition, as $taan (2015) reiterates, such could be given soipensts to
encourage them perform the opinion leadership refieetively.

Keywords: Personal Characteristics, Consumer, Consumer Rinch®ower, Innovation, Durable Electronics
Products

1. Introduction
There is the need for product adoption once iiffsised, otherwise, such efforts have become aavast

or total failure; this is why, most often, most guats become extinct in the early stages of thedyct life
cycles, yet innovation is a crucial aspect of maniad efforts required and demanded for organizaticurvival
and growth (White et al., 2007; Boddy, 2008, Hausni2014). The increasing levels of sophisticatain
individuals and firms in their tastes and choicas hecome fertile ground for investors in theieegsh efforts
and entrepreneurial creativity (Guerzoni, 2007; gaja, 2009; and Yomere, 2009). Consumer Socio-emino
factors of income, age, gender, cultural, sociafspnal and psychological characteristics are dymammature
and have strong impact on their shopping patte®nsith & Taylor, 2002). Given the truism that aniindual’s
motivation is influenced by his/her life experieadg&chiffman & Kanuk, 2003), marketers of espegiakw
electrical durable products indisputably have todiet research of consumer goods to address tlagisdies to
ensure adoption of their new products. Any innavathat does not plan for adoption and diffusiohasind to
fail (Hausman, 2014).

2. Statement of the Problem

Valent (2003) indicate that over the years, mankgtpractitioners have relegated the centrality of

consumer satisfaction to the background in favdwrganizational benefits. Interfirm linkages piae’ several
benefits to firms such as partnership deals fohrieal and other resource needs, increased mahket s
objectives through product development and innowafLi and Atuahene-Gima, 2002). Others are corazkrn
with the time-span for innovation diffusion in thearket place with the likelihood of increased utamiaty in
sales response, among others (Van-Herde, Mela, &hitada 2003; Bstieler, 2006; and Iwu 2010). Au&tin
Macauley (2000) observe that few organisationsgaaaed towards customer-oriented benefits (demiaig]. s
A work that is indigenous to Kano and consumersdgd is that of Garga (2010), which examined gemder
consumer purchase of durable household goods. AGAES) argues that individual beliefs of the atités of
an innovation significantly predict most of the iaace in future adoption and use. Yet, relativiliel effort is
devoted to analyzing the attributes of an innovatiad its impact on diffusion. Miles & Green (2008ijterate
that research into people’s tastes and prefereisceital in shaping new products and services, ibig often
excluded from firms’ R & D schedules. AccordingN&STA (2010), this observed neglect of consumeghtu
for benefits has long term negative consequenaesmfarganisation. This is the gap the study pdsifill.
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3. Objectives of the Study
The general objective of this study, which equédlyhe specific objective is to ascertain the eixten
which personal characteristics of gender, age,nmecand education affect consumer’s purchase ofvatine
durable electronic goods.
4, Research Question
The basic research question which serves as goiidbi$ study is:
3. To what extent does consumer’s socio-economic ffacib gender, age, income, and education affect
his purchase of new durable electronic goods?
5. Research Hypotheses
To provide additional guide for this study, thelrylpotheses have been formulated is that:
Ho: Consumer socio-economic variable of gender, agmme and education have no significant impact on
purchase decision for new durable electronic goods.
6. Scope of the Study
The study area of this research is restricted tooKidetropolis. The study is also limited to consumersonal
characteristics of gender, age, income and edurcatigain, the study limited itself to the followinggw durable
electronic goods: TV, Refrigerators, DVD playersd aBatellite TV receivers. The concept of innovation
definition and types of innovation; innovation di$fon, and innovation adoption: process, categagbsrate,
speeding adoption and diffusion form the basishef teview. The findings from this study are limiteg the
number of copies of questionnaire distributed ®ridspondents (500 in all). A more broad genetidizavould
require a wider coverage, and extension to othgommmmmercial cities in the country such as Lagtsija,
and Ibadan among others. Furthermore, inherenbnelgmts’ biases typical of a survey research capaouled
out. Selected durables in this study are only féW, (Refrigerators, DVD players and Satellite TV ea@rs) out
of a host of the total durables which are normafigd by the consumers.

7. Literature Review
Literatures relevant to the study are reviewedjdadly, conceptual issues on innovation, defimtend types;
innovation diffusion, innovation adoption: procesategories and rate and socio-economic variardsmpact
on frequency of purchase on innovative products
The Concept of Innovation and its Influence in Prodict Adoption
According to Daghfous, Petrof & Pons (1999), ecoistenhad earlier dominated the study of the spmafad
innovation in the late 1950s. During the 1960s, rwewceptual approaches appeared which had beatietses
and more relevance to marketing. Daghfous, PetroPdhs reiterate that Rogers (1962) and Bass (1969)
pioneered the first analytical models in marketthgory of the diffusion of innovations. Rogers’ nebdn
succession approaches the individual process opfteshp variables likely to affect such a processl dhne
classification of the adopters according to theaations toward new products. This results in titegorization
of innovation adopters as innovators, early adsptearly majority, late majority and laggards. Tineovators
are the youngest, early adopters are younger, whéldaggards are the oldest of all other adoftersDigital
Marketing, 2015). Sahin (2006) describes Rogdmsodty as a widely used theoretical framework inafrea of
technology diffusion and adoption. ASME (2008), tkn(2008), Miles & Green (2008), Vishwanath &
Goldhaber (2003) among others successfully usekiRbtheory as a foundational root. It thus serasghe
theoretical basis for this study.
Definition and Types of Innovation
Innovation has been variously conceived from dieatgriews, taking into cognisance variables of iiceince
to the industry/market in question. Despite theispatities, there are common variables used torithesthe
level and/or extent of innovation such as the matirthe organization, type of product/service wiffg, market,
consumer perspectives and the like. Dwyer & Tan@2€02) indicate that innovation can be said to impl
innovative marketing strategy, innovative corporstieicture, or innovative manufacturing procesgéhell
(1995) posits that innovative firms tend to focus apportunity risk, while noninnovative firms focum
investment risk. This could be the reason behirdféict that entrepreneurs are described as rigkgathat is
individuals who take measurable risks that coulghuit yielding (Akinsola, 2015; Itodo, 2011). Cataghan
(2006) posits innovation from two angles: innovati@s a management process and innovation as aebssin
process. As a management process, innovation ®ntehtifying, designing, developing prototypesdan
launching a new product, widespread adoption, siiffiu to other areas, as well as the socio-econonpact of
innovation. Innovation as a business process im@@arching, selecting, implementing and learritegvkins,
Best & Coney (2001) as well as Fregene (2008) ddfinovation from a behavioural perspective to emzass
‘an idea, a practice, or an object perceived as Imgwan individual or other unit of adoption’. Inration from
the entrepreneurial perspective projects drivingoiration and championing change: newness - in tpdu
methods, market, organizational structure; abttityake advantage of opportunities and/or innovataeative
thinking (Boddy, 2008; Abdullahi 2009; Nemati, Khahalftikhar, 2010). Greenhalgh, Robert, MacFarlaBate
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& Kyriakidou (2004) define innovation in servicelidery and organisation as: “a novel set of behasso
routines and ways of working ... directed at impngv health outcomes, administrative efficiency, tcos
effectiveness, or users’ experience and that apeimnented by planned coordinated actions”. Fronchdaer
perspective innovation is viewed, the very essasder creativity to good advantage, both from preducer
and consumer perspectives. However, a long lasfifegt is achieved if the driving force is basigatbnsumer
oriented. Thus, an innovative organization wouldvengproper structure (i.e. abundant resources, high
communication between work units, cultural inclinedth low external controls, tolerance of risks,eop
systems, focus, and positive feedback. In additibrwould have effective human resource policieghh
committed, creative workforce, and high job seguifgoddy, 2008; Lynch, 2008).

Innovation Diffusion

Kotler & Keller (2007), among several authors, hadepted Rogers’ (1995) definition of innovatiofffuion
process as “the spread of a new idea from its soofdénvention or creation to its ultimate usersadopters.”
Fregene (2008), indicate that it is a special tygpeommunication concerned with the spread of ng=ssahat
are perceived as new ideas. Today's world of mtion technologies aids the rapid diffusion ofanation
through the Internet, cell phones, a combinationradévant aspects of the mass media and interparson
channels. The innovator must be able to induceattapter to perceive his product offering as newubgh
different promotional tactics. This is imperative Zikmund & D’Amico (1996) reiterate that promotomoves
the customer seven steps to the ‘Hierarchy of Conication’ (that is from brand ignorance, awareness,
knowledge, liking, preference, conviction to purehdehavior).

The diffusion of innovations offers three valualesights into the process of social change: the
qualities that make an innovation spread succdgsfiile importance of peer-peer conversations aeer p
networks, and lastly, understanding the needsftdrdint user segments (Robinson, 2009). Four dretéments
in Everett Rogers’ diffusion are an innovation, coumication, time and social system. The theory sdek
explain why, and at what rate new ideas and tedgyospread through cultures. Talukdar, Sudhir & i
(2002) argue that a better understanding of therdéhants of market potential and diffusion speetbss
different countries is of particular relevance tomk deliberating their market expansion strategigss is
significant in that the attractiveness of a maiked function of the eventual market potential dmel speed at
which the product diffuses through the market. Ikéters and diffusionist researchers have the géal o
shortening the time lag between introduction ofidea or product and its widespread adoption, facsssive
groups of consumers who adopt the new technologydu® delays often result in loss of market share to
‘smarter’ pirating firms who are noted for sideking the copyright organisations through “me toabguct
imitations.

The definition of the diffusion process given byhBtnan & Kanuk (2003) portrays the diffusion
process as four-dimensional: the innovation, thenokls of communication the social system and tifie
channel must be perceived as credible. Althought mo®vations are inclined towards organisatioredfits,
yet the consumers primarily seek the benefits dues derivable from a new product offering. Henae,
individual and wider social levels, the organisatinust be seen as positively contributing to aaagystem.
Also, wrong or delayed timing usually lead to untadéde costs, or the total failure of a product watton.

Robins (2009) reiterates that Everett Rogers’ theaf innovation diffusion clearly map out five
attributes which help to predict when and whereptida occurs under given social circumstances elative
advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialabilignd observability. According to Hausman (2014¢sthfactors
are indispensable for speedy and diffusion of imtiow. In essence, consumer beliefs or perceptafns
innovation attributes, along with external socicemmic and media exposures, influence the decisi@dbpt an
innovation (Vishwanath & Goldhaber, 2003). Cate&r&raham (2005) observe that the rate of diffusion
positively related to relative advantage, compbbitrialability, and observability, but negatiyerelative to
complexity. Marketers therefore require adequatewtedge of values sought for in product, how corilybat
such product/services are with social norms/behavipatterns, e.g. peers, social class, and so .forth
Furthermore, provisions should be made to clearmptexties associated with product use such ast lighage
level required for operating certain electronic getd. Financial considerations and special offetddcserve as
baits to encourage purchase. Appropriate ReseardhDevelopment (R & D) and Marketing Intelligence
System (MKIS) and proper networking to monitor aomer’s degree of perceived newness of productiatfer
Effective diffusion of innovation depends on theusture and quality of social network, the existeraf a
homophily, the harmonisation of the opinion leaderifluence, effective boundary spanners and ofrsmu
formal dissemination programmes by the marketimggnisation. When individuals have similar socioenuit,
educational, professional and cultural backgroufodsinstance, the homophily factor is the diffusitwol at
work (Greenhalgh, Robert, Macfarlane, Bate, & Kiidmu, 2004). This could be said to be the casKaifo
metropolis with individuals having similar socio@omnic traits, and so they display similar tendescie
Husbands and wives can now be found shopping tegathshopping malls, sometimes with their children
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Some working class women and other housewives teoseen examining diverse new durable electronics
hardwares in retail stores like Jifatu Superstaiepnlabu, Shopwell, and so on.

Innovation Adoption: Process, Categories and Rate

Innovation adoption is an individual’'s decisionltecome a regular user of a product (Kotler & Kel#007).

This decision is often influenced by his/her pesdity traits, socioeconomic influences; interperal channels
and mass media use as well as the perceived &filfithe innovation. For instance, the innovaswesof high
social class, have great financial lucidity, areiygest in age, vast in information sourcing (Hausn2d14).
This agress with the view of Daghfous, Petrof & ®¢1999), that the adoption process have psychzdbgind
sociocultural dimensions because they are sigmifita its success or failure. Kotler & Armstrongo94)

categorise the adoption process into five: awasgniegerest, evaluation, trial, and adoption. Parle Jr. &

McCarthy (2005) conceptualise the process as dik-fawareness, interest, evaluation, trial, deaisémd

confirmation. At the adoption stage identified bgtker & Armstrong (1994), the consumer decides akenfull

and regular use of the innovation. This adopti@yestis expanded into decision and confirmationdrrdault,
Jr. & McCarthy’s (2005) classification.

The steps to the new product adoption process mnéas to the problem-solving process. A
distinguishing feature is that learning and proowdi efforts are more prominent in the former. Henc
marketers of product innovations often make uselitferent forms of advertisements to help consumer’
adoption of new products, especially high purchas®lvement ones. This aids in reducing or elimimgt
purchase dissonance, i.e. tension caused by umtgrédoout the rightness of a decision. At the amass stage,
pioneering advertisements are used to build prindgmand. Informative advertisement at the intesesge to
inform, describe and demonstrate benefits of the peduct. Competitive advertisement is used toetgy
selective demand for a specific brand at the evialuand trial stages. Direct-action retail adwethents, point-
of-purchase advertisements and price deal offexrsuaed at the decision stage. Marketers also mséeoi
reminder advertisements and informative ‘why’ adigements to reinforce previous promotion (Perre&ul
McCarthy, 2005). Marketers need to do this for joslaconsumers are significantly more and more
sophisticated, inquisitive and adventurous in tpeirchase decisions.

Several factors determine an individual's decisiorbecome a regular user of a product. Kotler &
Keller (2007; Swanson, 2015; On Digital Marketi215 and Hausman, 2015). identify them as: diffeesrin
individual readiness to try new products; the dffet personal influence; differing rates of adoptiand
differences in an organisation’s readins$ry new products. These disparities in valuemstions and motives
in new product adoption led to the grouping of Wdiials into five adopter categories as: innova{@r§%),
early adopters (13.5%), early majority (34%), laigjority (34%), and laggards (16%) (Kotler & Arntatg,
1994). Innovators are venturesome and try newsidéaome risk. This perhaps explains why theyewe The
early adopters are early but cautious in their #dowf new ideas. They are opinion leaders inrthemmunity.
The early majority adopt new ideas before the aye@erson. Scepticism is a characterising futurtheflate
majority. They adopt an innovation only after ajondy of people have tried it. They are price Jtws,
technology shy, and risk averse. The laggards madition bound, suspicious of changes and adopt the
innovation when it has become something of genmaadtice. For instance, in the purchase of tv, setevators
would have long forgotten about buying coloured dvseven the latest brands of the plasma versidrlew
laggards might still be purchasing black-and-whitadels for the first time. Marketers need to foonghe early
adopters/the opinion leaders, whose behaviourenftes others. This will help reduce dissonanceeterids
associated with the purchase of a totally new prbdancept or high-value item.

Schiffman & Kanuk (2003) reiterate that many consunesearchers have observed that the classic five
adopter categories in innovation adoption do nfdecereal marketing experience. Hence it becologgal to
introduce a non-adopter category which reflectsemufr market place realities for not all potentiahsumers
adopt a particular product or service innovatiouctBcategories range from two or three categohigsdompare
innovators or early triers with late triers or ndners. Schiffman & Kanuk emphasize that the ktadoption
implies how quickly it takes a new product to beegted by those who will ultimately adopt it. Altigh the
coloured TV took about five years to penetrate dapad several more years for Europe, yet it tambusl2
years longer for black and white TV in Europe, dagan, as in the US. In contrast, the penetratiosid for the
compact disc players in Europe, Japan and US waoateeven after only three years, (Shiffman & Kanuk
2003). There is a clear indication then that adwoptif TVs is slower than that of the compact disyers.

Socioeconomic variables and impact on frequency plirchase on innovative products

The innovation diffusion model clearly indicatestlivariables of income, age, social interactiorhsas peer
influence do affect decision to purchase an innggaproduct. Smith & Taylor (2002) similarly suppdhis
view and indicates that personal characteristicagef, income, education, experience with the prodakegory
and gender factors may also affect acceptancejectian of innovation. In terms of age, the innmratare
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youngest in age, the early adopters are typicallynger, while the laggards tend to be advancedén they are
the oldest of all other adopters (On Digital Mankgt 2015); the innovators are high social class, lsave great
financial lucidity, worldier, and more active ineih community; early adopters rely more on groupmmand
values and are active inside their community andtwéher’s respect. They are regarded as the apie&ders.
The early majority collect more information, weighos and cons before taking a decision, listenpimion
leaders. Late majority adopt new product mainlyduse friends have adopted them and they want torcoro

the older. They listen to word-of-mouth communioatiover mass media, since they trust friends more.
Laggards do no rely on group norms and values. Hneyusually the last to try their hands on newdpots,
probably, when such have become obsolete.

Hawkins, Best and Coney indicate (2001) that thesamer’s perceptions are driven by the individual’'s
lifestyle, and current situation. Marketers needute interesting and value-driven advertisementsitb
consumer’s perception of a problem, hence desir¢ghsir new products. New product and developméotts
should particularly focus the benefits sought as portrays more the demand side of innovation. Uise of
specific media and relevant distribution channatsiel equally aid rapid innovation diffusion.

Gender differences in brain functioning are useatplore differences in information processing of
advertising messages. Marketers of high technofwggucts such as the personal computer, microweteg,
now recognise the growing importance of women asorners for such products. It would seem fair suase
that differences in cognitive functioning, learnisgyles and judgement criteria could result in gzad
differences in consumer decision making for tecbgimal innovation. It is now common place to seenga
dressed in northern indigenous clothing used faiskbold durable product advertisements, amongsther

Kotler & Keller (2003) identify that buying rolesange with evolving consumer lifestyles, with rebar
to cultural gender. In the U.S., the wife is thaditional buying agent. Men are more prone to doskbold
purchases in northern Nigeria, because of religiocignations. This is gradually frizzling out withe impact of
western education and its embedded culture. Tatlaye women are liberated from the ‘purdah’ systdmay
take up paid employments, and are seen in stragegged in household shoppings for their familidgs Tight
explain why marketers now use women for adverteirmhome appliances, and other consumer durables.

Ma (2010) establishes that product choice is ##fibdy a person’s economic situation. As such,
consumers have a higher willingness to pay wherptbduct quality is high. Hence, it is logical ®ason that
the higher the disposable income, savings, andsadeecredit, the higher the willingness to purehdarable
products.

The consequences of diffusion of an innovation rbayfunctional or dysfunctional, depending on
whether the effects on the social system are d#sitar otherwise. The marketer’'s major concern ith \the
perceived functional consequences, that is, th&ip®denefits of product use. Most situations ihiet the
marketer purposely sets out to gain cultural arem@ record minimal, if any, dysfunctional consemes
(Cateora, Graham & Salwen, 2008). This by implmathows that innovation indeed contributes to gncand
may inadvertently remodel the very fabric of a abaystem. Therefore, marketers need to have atkequa
knowledge of the consumer’s socio-economic varighkat influence his/her purchase decision forctiffe
innovation diffusion and adoption.

8. Research Methodology
Survey design, using the multistage sampling tepiiwas used to select the sample size from thelgtom.
The study population is Kano Metropolis, (which negents the commercial nerve centre of northerreniiy
made up of 6 local government areas, plus two amfjgilocal government areas, making 8 in all. Tfeee the
population of this study was made up of all conssntleat purchased new durable electronic produsctB\s,
refrigerators, DVD players and satellite receiveard are either working or resident in the seledtedal
Government Areas. Furthermore, the sample usedhirstudy are those literate enough to comple¢e th
guestionnaire. The population size of the respectiGAs, as given by the National Population Comiuiss
(2006), are as follows: Tarauni — 221,367, Fagdi98,828, Nassarawa — 596,669, Gwale — 362,059, DPala
418,777and Kano Municipal — 365,525, Ungogo - 36986d Kumbotso — 295,979. The multistage sampling
technique is used to select the sample size. Téieument of data collection was structured questine
Firstly, the local governments were geographically stratjfiessing the geographical stratification given bg t
National Population Commission (2006) viz: TarauRagge, Nassarawa, Gwale, Dala, Kano Municipal,
Ungogo and Kumbotso. Secondly, the determinatiothefnumber of respondents chosen from each stratum
(local government) was done using proportional damgptechnique. Thirdly, the convenience sampling
techniqgue was adopted to select the required relgms from each stratum for ease of administratind
collection of the administered research instrunfdrg.administered questionnaires were personallyiradiered
and retrieved with the assistance of few sociaassh experts.

The research questions and hypothesis were usddhtibthe questions in the instrument to keep the
content and focus of the research in view. Thearh instrument designed for this study was stdjieto both
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face and content validity. Hence, the instrumens sereened and critically examined by social s@enerts
in the field of behavioural and social sciencethatBayero University Kano, as well as the Fed€xllege of
Education, Kano. The comments and suggestions frempilot study conducted were incorporated inte th
construction of the final instrument to enhancertimbility of the instrument.

Table 8.1: Determination of Sample Size

Local Government Area LGA Population (X) Sample Sie {X/YxN }
Tarauni 221,367 39

Fagge 198,828 35

Nassarawa 596,669 106

Gwale 362,059 64

Dala 418,777 74

Kano Municipal 365,525 65

Ungogo 369,657 65

Kumbotso 295,979 52

Source; Data Compiled by the Researcher, 2015
Key: X =Stratum (LGA) Population; Y = Population of Study Area = 2,828,861,
N = Target Sample Size = 500

9. Data Analysis
The completed copies of the questionnaire weréeketd from the respondents, assembled and editeel. T
editing involved checking for completeness of tmdoimation supplied legibility, comprehensibilitync
consistency. Consequently, the usable copies ajukstionnaire were serially numbered and numdyicalded
for computer processing. Both descriptive and miéal statistics were used to accomplish datayaizal
Specifically, the Pearson Correlation Coefficient and the Linear Regression were the statisteahniques
employed to test the research hypotheses. Thetgtatitests were at 95 per cent confidence ldvekcriptive
statistics such as the percentages, frequency, wlece used. The Statistical Package for Social nfisis
(SPSSV.16) was used to analyse the data collected.
Discussion of Findings
A total of 500 copies of the questionnaire wergritisted. Only 443 copies (representing 88.6%)eweturned,
while 57 or 11.4% were not returned. Out of thenber returned, 413 (82.6%) were found usable faiyais,
while 30 (6%) were not usable. First, the respotslerre classified on the basis of sex. Analysigaked that
288 or 69.7 per cent of the total respondents weake, while 125 or 30.3 per cent were female. Toweet
percentage of female to male may not be unconneatédhe religious and cultural values inherenthia study
area.
The respondents were further classified in termags. Analysis also showed that 195 or 47.2 peraené
youths (30 years and below). 168 or 40.8 percemé weunger adults (31 — 45 years) while 50 or 1&em
were older adults (46 — 60 years). Regarding thethtpincome of the respondents, the data analyseehled
that 197 or 47.6 percent eaen N 75, 000 or lesk;d&8.9 per cent earn within the range-of N T8 6N 150,
000 and 55 or 13.4 per cent are earn within thgeasf 151, 000 =N201, 000 and above. The respasiden
income thus spread within the low, medium and maigdy high income earnings. Regarding the highest
educational qualification of the respondents, 571818 per cent are of low level education whicteither
primary or secondary school leaving certificate4 10 25.2 per cent are of medium-level educatiofckvis
either NCE/ND, and 252 or 61 per cent are of higheel education which includes B.Sc. degree/HNID an
above. This shows that the respondents have vadggrees of educational attainment.
Effect of Socio-Economic Variables on Consumer Prefence for New Durable Electronic Goods
Key issues in this study is to ascertain the exti@nthich such consumers’ socio-economic variabeS&ender
(sex), age, income and education has effect ondlesire for new durable electronic goodgpothesis 1 which
states that: “Consumer socio-economic variable® mavsignificant effect on consumer’s purchasedi@eifor
new durable electronic goods” was tested usingg@eaCorrelation Coefficient. Furthermore, LineagRession
analysis was effected for each of the socio-ecooorhiaracteristics and the consumer preference dar n
durable electronic goods. The results obtained apparently similar to that of correlation analysis
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Table 4.1: Test of Relationship between Each of SoeEconomic Variables: Sex,
Age, Income and Education and Consumers’ Dies for New Durable
Electronic Goods

Variable Correlation coefficient (r) | Significant level | Comment

Sex 0.008 0.878 Ns

Age -0.149 0.002 S

Income -0.038 0.442 Ns

Educational qualification -0.062 0.207 Ns
N=413

Source:; Field survey (2015)
Ns = not significant
S*=dignificant at P < 0.05
The above results show that each of (i) sex (ifpme and (iii) educational qualification has nongfigant
impact on consumers’ preference for new durabletr@ric goods. However, a significant relationshipsts
between age and consumer preference for new duedatronic goods. The result of the test of Hipets 1
based on Pearson Correlation r = -0.149, df = khwig statistically significant at P<0.05. Hypotises is thus
partly supported. Likewise, Linear Regression asialyshows similar results. Thus, there is no sicgit
relationship between sex, income and educationalifgpation and consumer preference for new durable
electronic goods. However, a significant relatiopsexists between age and consumer preference ear n
durable electronic goods. Specifically, it exhititie coefficient of determination f{R= 0.222. This shows that
age explains 2.2 per cent of the variation in thaek of reason for change. Thus, age is a goodgioedf
consumer preference for new durable electronic godbe researcher sought to examine the effeqiersbnal
characteristics on consumer’s purchase of innogatiwable electronics products. The selected elsictigoods
are TV, Refrigerator, DVD players and Satellite &eers. The data analysed have revealed that g@dyis
realised to have significant bearing on consumpusthase behaviour for new durable electronic godtss
correlates with rivulet of literature that innowati adopters tend to be younger. The research fisdof
Browning, Crossley & Luhrmann (2012), for instancdicate that demand for consumer electronics ngés
age. Conversely, sex, income and education havefbead with less significant bearing. The reshdidings
of Pandey & Pandey (2012), with regard to income sex, indicate that India consumers are very npride
sensitive in their selection of TVs. Although thpyefer highly priced products, they do not go éostly
product selection without taking into consideratierpert opinion. In addition, durable goods puratgs
decisions are not male dominated; female countepaaticipation is equally significant. Schupp &llE€spie
(2001) identify at least three reasons why incomd aducation have insignificant impact on consumers
willingness to purchase imported goods over homdemdurable goods. Firstly, the “Animosity Model” in
which consumers exhibit negative/positive attituttegards products produced by countries for whiythave
a strong negative/positive feeling. Secondly it ttado with ethnocentrism tendency. This meansctdrsumers
want to support the country or group to which th®sjong. Thirdly, the “halo” effect which implies &h
reputation the country has gained for product dyaind innovation.

11. Conclusions, Recommendations and Suggestion for Rher Studies
Conclusion
On the basis of the research findings the studglodes that out of the four consumer’s personatastaristics
of age, sex, income and education examined, ondy iagfound to have significant impact on consumer’s
purchase preference for innovative durable ele@irgoods of TV, refrigerator, DVD players, and $iate
receivers. This is basically supported by previmsearches, and especially Roger’s innovation sldfutheory,
which forms the theoretical basis of this study.
Recommendations
Based on the research findings and conclusions,résearchers recommend that marketers should take
cognisance of age in new product diffusion. Impatita opinion leaders, being younger should bedteg tv
advertorials to make innovations more sellable.atiably, customized advertising can equally evolire.
addition, as Hausman (2015) reiterates, such cbaldjiven some stipends to encourage them perfoem th
opinion leadership more effectively.
Suggestions for Further Research
This study has primarily focused attention on tkenednd side of innovation. As clearly shown, thigeas has
been grossly neglected over the years in favougairfis organisations derive from innovations. Muehn te
achieved on efforts to unearth other factors afram socio-economic variables of sex, age, incomd a
education, sources of information and product festiexamined in this study. Also the range of ebedit
goods could be expanded from four to say six onteighis study has focused only on the effectmabvation
on durable electronic goods. Comparative analysekide conducted between durable and non-duralddsy

55



Journal of Marketing and Consumer Research www.iiste.org
ISSN 2422-8451 An International Peer-reviewed Jalurn E-L,!ll
Vol.16, 2015 NS'E

between product quality through innovation and @omr involvement; between product quality through
innovation and improvement in product promotiongrtikermore, to enhance the prospect of generalitting
findings of the current study, it is pertinent tepand the scope in terms of the sample size. Tinystan
therefore be replicated using a larger sample pzdhaps one that covers additional commerciakesiin other
states of the federation.
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