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Abstract 

The unprecedented abundance of choice and retail outlets creates a massive array of choice 
for consumers most especially students. Innovative consumers are an important market 
segment. This paper seeks to investigate whether consumers’ innate innovativeness is 
associated with their shopping styles. Specifically, it aims to explore the relationship between 
two types of innovativeness (sensory innovativeness and cognitive innovativeness and 
consumer shopping styles). Indeed, the unprecedented abundance of choice and retail outlets 
creates a massive array of choice for consumers. Despite these significant changes in the 
commercial environment, very little is known about the decision making processes of 
consumers in developing countries, most especially in Botswana. Ostensibly, the paucity of 
research in this area hinders our understanding of consumer decision making processes. The 
paper integrates the consumer innovativeness and consumer shopping styles literature. A 
structural equation model was used to test the relationship between cognitive and sensory 
innovativeness and various shopping styles. Cognitive innovators are inclined to show 
shopping styles such as quality consciousness, price consciousness, and confusion by 
overchoice, while sensory innovators are inclined to have shopping styles such as brand 
consciousness, fashion consciousness, recreational orientation, impulsive shopping, and 
brand loyalty/habitual shopping. The research is based on a convenience sample of young 
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consumers in Botswana. The findings of this research would hopefully help managers to 
develop a deeper insight into product development and marketing. Furthermore, since the 
youth market in Botswana represents an enormous opportunity for marketers, the paper 
provides valuable insights into this key market segment. It thus provides new insights into the 
shopping patterns of consumers who belong to different innovativeness types. It also makes a 
new contribution to the shopping styles literature by explicating potential antecedents to the 
various shopping styles among the largest private tertiary institution students in Botswana. 

Keywords: Consumer behaviour, Innovation, Shopping, Decision making, Limkokwing 
University students, Botswana 
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1. Introduction 

Consumer decision making style can be defined as a mental orientation characterizing a 
consumer’s approach to making choices (Sproles and Kendall, 1986). Innovative consumers 
are an important market segment for marketers. Revenue from new products adopted by 
innovative consumers is an important market segment for marketers. Revenue from new 
products adopted by innovative consumers play a pivotal role for many firms (Cowart et al., 
2008). Although consumer decision making style represents a relative consistent pattern of 
cognitive and affective responses (Bennett and Kassarjian, 1972), national culture has been 
proven to impact significantly on individual values and attitudes (Hofstede, 1980). Thus, 
culture is expected to have a significant influence on consumer decision making style. In 
particular, this paper examines and adds evidence to the specific culture of Botswana, most 
especially among Tertiary students. This could help consumer behaviour researchers gain a 
deeper understanding of consumers’ shopping behaviour and assist marketing managers in 
approaching consumers more efficiently by targeting specific consumer clusters or segments 
(Lysonski et al., 1996). 

In the face of a rapidly changing competitive environment characterized by overchoice, 
excessive marketing communications, sophisticated and complex products, decreasing 
interbrand difference, and increasing counterfeiting and look-alike products, some consumers, 
most especially University students, feel overwhelmed and find it difficult to decide. A 
particular study that has increasingly received attention is the differentiation between 
cognitive and sensory innovativeness made by Venkatraman and Price (1990). Cognitive 
(sensory) innovativeness is the preference for engaging in new experiences with the objective 
of stimulating the mind (senses). Although researchers have showed interest in such a 
differentiation (Im et al., 2007), there is little empirical research on shopping patterns of 
consumers who belong to these two innovativeness types. A rare example is a study by 
Hirunyawipada and Paswan (2006), who investigated high-tech products adoption behaviour 
using the cognitive and sensory innovativeness constructs. This study, however intends to 
investigate the effective cognitive and sensory innovativeness on decision making styles of 
Limkokwing University of Creative Technology (LUCT), students in Botswana. As would be 
discussed in detail later in this paper, understanding potential differences in shopping styles 
between these two types of innovative consumers would be an important part of successful 
marketing strategy when innovative consumers are the primary target segment. Thus, the 
main goal of this research is to gain deeper understanding into potential differences in 
shopping styles of these two different types of innovative consumers in the largest private 
tertiary institution in Botswana. 

Another goal of this study is therefore to bring more clarity to the understanding of consumer 
decision making styles by examining its additional antecedent, specifically the impact of 
consumer innovativeness (Hirschman, 1980). Testing the relationship between a more 
parsimonious version of the early original instrument developed by Sproles and Kendall 
(1986) called Consumer Style Inventory (CSI) and consumer innate innovativeness could 
provide rich information that facilitates the understanding of consumers’ motivation in their 
consumption choice as well as profiling University consumer segment in Botswana. 
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2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development 

The Consumer Style Inventory (CSI) developed by Sproles and Kendall (1986) has been the 
most tested instrument currently available to measure decision making styles. Sproles and 
Kendall (1986) view this construct as basic consumer personality analogous to the concept of 
personality in psychology. Research on this construct can be categorized into three main 
approaches: the consumer typology approach (Darden and Ashton, 1974; Moschis, 1976); the 
psychographics lifestyle approach (Lastovicka, 1982); and the consumer characteristics 
approach (Sproles, 1985; Sproles and Kendall, 1986; Sproles and Sproles, 1990). The 
unifying theme among these three approaches is the tenet that all consumers engage in 
shopping with certain fundamental decision making modes or styles including rational 
shopping, consciousness regarding brand, price and quality among others. Among these three 
approaches, however, the consumer characteristics approach seems to be the most powerful 
and explanatory since it focuses on the mental orientation of consumers in making decisions. 
As such this approach deals with cognitive and affective orientations of consumers in their 
process of decision making. It assumes that decision making styles can be determined by 
identifying general orientations towards shopping and buying. It is useful to marketers since 
it provides a quatitative instrument for classifying heterogeneous decision making styles 
among consumers into discrete categories of orientation. Such knowledge is also useful in 
terms of identifying segments or clusters of consumers sharing similar orientations to 
shopping. 

Many studies of CSI have focused on replications of the Sproles and Kendall (1986) study in 
various countries most especially developed countries, however, few studies attempt to 
explore the antecedents and consequences of CSI styles (Wesley et al., 2006). Consumer 
innovativeness is viewed as the predisposition to search for and buy new and different 
products and brands rather than simply adhering to accepted consumption patterns 
(Hirschman, 1980; Venkatraman, 1991; Venkatraman and Price, 1990). Whereas consumer 
innovativeness is generalizable across a variety of product and service categories (Steenkamp 
et al., 1999). Midgley and Dowling (1978) cautioned that consumer innovativeness may be 
influenced by a variety of factors, such as marketing efforts, characteristics of innovation 
itself and consumer demographics. Moreover, Venkatraman (1991) has argued that consumer 
innovativeness is linked to the desire for new and different experiences rather than new 
product adoption behaviour. Venkatraman and Price (1990) concluded that both cognitive 
and sensory stimulation are relevant to consumer innovativeness captured through cognitive 
and innate components respectively. Innovativeness has been conceptualized and measured in 
a number of ways. Extant literature has defined consumer innovativeness in several ways. 
Most researchers in consumer innovativeness have investigated commonality of early 
adopters. Several investigators have considered this willingness to try new products or 
services to be a generalized readiness that cuts across a number of product or service classes 
(e.g., Alkinet et al., 1998; Rangaswamy and Gupta, 1999). Such a dimension of 
innovativeness that is generalized across several domains has been found, however, to have 
rather limited association with the adoption of a specific innovation.  
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Consumer innovativeness is considered as the tendency to willingly embrace change and try 
new things (Cotte and Wood, 2004), the degree to which an individual is relatively earlier in 
adopting an innovation than others (Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971), and buying new products 
more often and more quickly than others (Roehrich, 2004). Owing to inconsistent findings in 
the literature of consumer innovativeness, a hierarchical perspective of consumer 
innovativeness is proposed by Hirunyawipada and Paswan (2006); global (personal trait): 
domain-specific (narrowly defined trait toward products category), and innovative behaviour. 
Global innovativeness, which is a construct of interest in this paper is a personality trait at the 
highest level of abstraction and independent of domain or product specific category. 
Consumer innovativeness is therefore a useful variable to divide value based segments in 
order to accurately direct marketing efforts. This paper, thus contributes, to that 
understanding. Although many researchers have theorized global innovativeness trait as a 
single construct, others suggest it to be multidimensional, including sensory and cognitive 
traits (i.e., Venkatramana and Price, 1990). Cognitive innovators enjoy thinking, problem 
solving, puzzling over issues and other mental exertions, and they seek new experiences that 
stimulate these mental activities. Sensory innovativeness in contrast, is the preference for new 
experiences that stimulate the senses. Some innovative people have a preference for either 
cognitive or sensory stimulation, but others may seek both (Hirschman, 1984; Venkatraman 
and MacInnis, 1985). 

Cognitive consumers monitor a greater number of mass media vehicles, have a greater 
tendency to read package information, newspaper and magazines advertisements and do more 
exploration through shopping such as browsing at window displays (Hirschman, 1984; 
Venkatraman and MacInnis, 1985). Extant literature however explicate that consumer 
innovativeness demonstrates that cognitive and sensory consumers differ in their ethnic 
backgrounds, demographic profiles, information search behaviours, and the way of attitude 
formation. Sheth et al. (1991), concluded that consumption value theory can be applied to 
understanding consumer choices for a wide range of product categories. Therefore, this study 
investigates interaction effect of consumer innovativeness as a personal characteristic and 
consumption value so that an in-depth understanding of consumption value and its 
relationship to purchase intentions can be established. 

One of the consequences of differentiating cognitive and sensory innovativeness is that 
consumers who have these different predispositions may have different decision-making 
styles (Venkatraman and Price, 1990). Following this argument, we hypothesize that different 
innate innovation characteristics styles. According to Sproles and Kendall (1986), their 
empirical study identified eight mental characteristics describing a consumer’s decision 
making style from 40 CSI statements. These eight styles (quality conscious, brand conscious, 
fashion conscious, recreational and hedonistic orientation, price consciousness, impulsive and 
careless tendencies, confused by overchoice, and brand loyalty) describe the most basic 
mental characteristics of a consumer’s decision making, which are directly linked to 
consumer choice behaviour. Such knowledge is also essential in identifying segments of 
consumers sharing similar attitudes to shopping (Lysonski et al., 1996). Accordingly, we 
propose that consumers with the higher tendency of cognitive innovativeness will show 
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quality and price consciousness and confusion by overchoice in their shopping styles. We 
thus hypothesize that: 

H1: Consumers who have predispositions toward cognitive innovativeness are inclined to 
have decision making styles of quality, price consciousness and confusion by overchoice. 

Sensory innovators enjoy novelty, tend to have a light-hearted and easy going attitude 
towards life, take risks and do things that give them pleasure without too much thinking or 
deliberation (Zuckerman, 1979). Accordingly, we propose that consumers with the higher 
tendency of sensory innovativeness will show brand consciousness, fashion consciousness, 
recreational orientation, impulsiveness, and habitual/brand loyal orientation in their shopping 
styles. Such a description matches well with the other five shopping styles from CSI. 
Consumers scoring high on the novelty and fashion consciousness shopping styles are likely 
to gain excitement and pleasure from seeking out new things through shopping (Zuckerman, 
1979). Sproles and Kendall (1986) concluded that consumers with recreational and hedonistic 
shopping consciousness style possess the trait to find shopping pleasant, and shop just for fun 
of it and they consider shopping for recreation and entertainment. We thus hypothesize that: 

H2: Consumers who have predispositions toward sensory innovativeness are inclined to have 
decision making styles of brand consciousness, fashion consciousness, recreational 
orientation, impulsiveness and habitual/brand loyal orientation. 

3. Methods 

The consumer decision making style was measured by the purified CSI scales to measure the 
eight consumer decision making styles (Sproles and Kendall, 1986),innovativeness scales to 
measure cognitive and sensory innovativeness (Venkatraman and Price, 1990).The scales 
used here are seven point Likert scales from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The 
parsimonious version of the scale items consist of 39 items from the original Sproles & 
Kendall study of the CSI and 16 items from the Venkatraman and Price study of consumer 
innovativeness. Botswana is one of the fastest growing markets with increasing purchasing 
power and diversity of market segments has necessitated the need for this study, even though 
most studies were conducted in developed economies. The statistics of Cronbach alpha and 
item to total correlations was undertaken to assess the internal consistency of the instrument. 

To examine the applicability of the instrument, the analysis investigated the psychometric 
properties of the CSI. First, the dimensionality of the consumer styles inventory was 
examined by examining the factor solution (Gerbing and Anderson, 1988). In essence, the 
amount of variance explained by the extracted factors (i.e., their Eigen values) was recorded. 
Additionally, item-factor correlations (i.e., factor loading) and other indices of model 
adequacy were examined. Principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation was 
used to obtain the factor solution which is consistent with the analytic procedure used by 
Sproles and Kendall (1986). The final sample consisted of 330 usable responses and there are 
207 females and 123 males. Student samples are especially appropriate for this study for 
several reasons. First, people with college degrees are among the most affluent consumers in 
Botswana. They live in urban areas, and they will soon be part of an important group of 
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consumers that marketers are eager to satisfy. Secondly, most of the past studies that used the 
CSI including the original Sproles and Kendall,(1986),have relied on student samples. The 
current study, thus explicate insightful comparisons with past research in this area. 

After eliminating items which represents non-significant factor loadings, high modification 
indices and high residuals, convergent validity was evident by all items significantly loading 
on their respective constructs, and the Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) produced 
respectable fits: X2 = 2.098, X2/df scale reliabilities exceeded recommended thresholds and 
ranged from 0.66-0.87. The analysis provides evidence for the hypothesized relationships 
among all the variables of interest. All of the hypothesized relationships between constructs 
are statistically significant, supporting both HI and H2. Cognitive innovativeness is positively 
related to shopping styles of quality consciousness (β=0.54, p<0.001), price consciousness 
(β=0.61, p<0.001) and confusion by overchoice (β=0.59, p<0.001) in support of H1a, H1b, 
and H1c. The data also provide evidence that sensory innovativeness is positively related to 
brand consciousness (β=0.64, p<0.001), fashion consciousness (β=0.57, p<0.001), 
recreational orientation (β=0.51, p<0.001), impulsiveness (β=0.59, p<0.001), and 
habitual/brand loyal orientation (β=0.74, p<0.001) supporting H2a, H2b, H2c, H2d, and H2e. 

4. Conclusions and Managerial Implications 

Researchers in consumer behaviour tend to focus on the cognitive aspect of consumer 
innovativeness (Bagozzi and Foxall, 1996; Im et al., 2007). The insights from this research 
have important managerial implications. Bloch (1995) concluded that those who are more 
cognitively oriented may feel more strongly about the product’s attributes and performance, 
as well as the degree of incongruity with existing products. On the other hand, the design and 
sensory properties of the product rather than its performance and functional attributes would 
help elicit aesthetic responses from the sensory consumer. While sensory innovator customers 
are inclined to show hedonic shopping styles such as brand consciousness, recreational 
orientation, fashion consciousness, impulsive shopping and habitual/brand loyal orientation. 
The cognitive innovators are inclined towards utilitarian aspects. Marketers therefore need to 
have a good understanding about how their products appeal to these different innovators, and 
come up with marketing plans to facilitate these plans. Cognitive innovators are most likely 
to focus on the utilitarian features of products, whereas sensory innovators may put more 
emphasis on the aesthetic aspects of products. Thus, one of the implications of our research is 
that, if consumers are indeed different in the extent to which they have cognitive and sensory 
dispositions, then we should have a closer look at how this could be related to their 
behavioural patterns as consumers. 
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Table 1. Results of the hypotheses testing  

Independent 
Variable 

Dependent 
Variable 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

Hypotheses 

Cognitive  
Innovativeness 

Quality Conscious 
Price conscious 
Confused by overchoice 

0.54* 
0.69* 
0.60* 

HIa Supported 
H1b Supported 
H1c Supported 

Sensory 
Innovativeness 

Brand 
Fashion 
Recreational 
Impulsiveness 
Habitual/Brand Loyal 

0.64* 
0.62* 
0.55* 
0.59* 
0.71* 

H2a Supported 
H2b Supported 
H2c Supported 
H2d Supported 
H2e Supported 

Fit statistics �2      2.098 
�2/df    3.54          
RMSEA  0.063 

NNFI     0.91 
CFI       0.92 
NFI       0.89 

 

Note: Standardized solutions are reported: *p<0.001 

 

5. Limitations and Future Research 

The first limitation explicated in this study is the issue of generalizability of findings. This is 
because college student sample could be seen as a major limitation for this study even though 
most related studies have used students’ samples. Student samples may be different from non 
students in the context of demographics such as income or social class and other 
socio-psychological variables (e.g., alienation, dogmatism, conservatism, status 
consciousness, cosmopolitanism, social responsibility, etc). Such differences might, in turn 
affect decision making styles and purchase preferences. Hence, it is also necessary that the 
CSI be tested on samples other than students if the instrument is to be used on the general 
population. Student samples as suggested in other studies (Douglas & Craig, 1983; Andrews 
et al., 1991) are appropriate because they can be matched with respect to factors such as age, 
sex, education, etc. Secondly, the hypotheses need to be tested in different product categories. 
In the same sense, the shopping styles included in the CSI are also not product specific. 
Goldsmith et al. (1995) concluded that there have been calls for examining consumer 
innovativeness in different product categories. Furthermore, replication of this model in the 
context of other country settings would help determine if the proposed model as explicated 
among tertiary students in Botswana has universal application or is culture specific to 
Botswana. The limitations identified in this study could thus serve as fertile grounds for 
future research. Perhaps a more parsimonious version of the inventory with fewer scale 
dimensions that exhibits greater internal consistency could be developed and validated using 
confirmatory factor analysis. The abbreviated version of the original instrument reported in 
this article is a step in that direction. It is therefore necessary that the CSI be tested on 
samples other than students if the instrument is to be used on the general population. Thirdly, 
the study was cross-sectional as it was done at one point in time. This is a limitation and also 
an avenue for future research as future studies may examine longitudinal study. 
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