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“Averager consumers may lead firms astray

1 he problém isTnot unique to David Porter and his
Sinariisox. '

n_emJ m:m stream consumers find it hard to

abandon innovations when those consumers

exhibit preference uncertainty for the innovation
(Christensen 1997).

v AT&T and the cell phone! (Economist 1999)



m Researchers h 2¥ long noted that the average,
mainstieamiconsumer is not that useful in developing
really' new products (Griffin 1996; Hoeffler 2003).

and Moreau 2002; Hoeffler 2003), Visual depiction and animation
(Dahan and Srinivasan 2000), Web based testing (Dahan and Hauser
2002), and conjoint analysis (Green, Krieger, and Vavra 1997),

m But very little research has focused on which consumers
to use in the new product development process,
particularly in the consumer goods industry.
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LeauiUsersApproach in B2B Settings

m [fead userapproach foridea generation:
7ZUse expert customers with an early
aw:wnaJJ of their needs In the idea
generation stage of new product
development, has been applied in a business-
to-busines setting (von Hippel 1986);

m Using particular, as opposed to mainstream,
consumer groups, for developing and testing
radical new products in consumer settings
has not received nearly as much attention.
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m| Problemlis pressing in consumer packaged goods —
theNeEast 'arJ]r*aJ :Jm ong six industries studied

Lehmann and Mazursky 2001) — because most are
incremental? — it’s worth asking:
v Are some consumers better than others when it

comes to developing concepts and improving their
chances for marketplace success?
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“mgn'r” onsumers to help

Whoare the
lop radical concepts?

jdevelo

B EI EHNCONISUIEISE

7~ Consumersiwho)exhibit the ability to process information in a
dominantly/experiential way and that the interactions among such

- Individuals will, in"a new product development context, produce a

rac dical innova "JJIJ at mainstream consumers will find more appealing

and e morelikely to opt lative to one that is developed by

mainstreamoriinfnovative consumers.

B Identifying and using such consumers in the concept
development stage of developing radical innovations in
the consumer goods and services industries can:

v aid in the successful development of radical new product concepts,

v" improve the chances of success in the marketplace for such
innovations,

v help predict their ultimate acceptance by the mainstream customers.
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pals and Reses rch Questions

at "
R oW canpwendentify;:emerc nt consumers
Anisianswenswhetinmsishould talk to first when
testingfnew consumer products that represent really
newideas:
How. rfm AmAUA ponsumers be used at the concept
testing's g0 Improve the subsequent new product
development'process with a firm’s mainstream
CONSUMErs?

v This answers how. firms can extract and incorporate
key feedback from emergent consumers.

m Complements current concept testing methods
mentioned earlier.

m May act as an “early warning system” since some radical
innovations may be disruptive



merzzmr bec firms find it hard to develop
-adicallinnoyat r‘c s, particularly those that may
dctuallysdisrtipt the products being used by

| _oJr alfcustomers (Ahuja and Lampert 2001; Chandy and

= And while it’s clear that firms should adopt a
positive orientation toward emergent customer
segments in order to develop innovations
(Christensen 1997; Govindarajan and Kopalle 2003), it is not
clear how firms can identify such customers.



achies Influence Concept
Development and Testing

m Product-baseditemplates that help specify the final
patteroiianiinnovation and steer the pattern formation

m Trait-based constructs to evaluate the potential success
of an innovation, e.g. innovativeness defined as a
predisposition of consumers to buy new and different
products (midgley and Dowling 1978), Within a population.

m Engineering approaches, e.g. lead users (von Hippel, Thomke,
and Sonnack 1999; Thomke and von Hippel 2002; von Hippel and Katz 2002).



Uy newan rJ o] fifs fnt products (Midgley and Dowling 1978
and SteenkampjiterHofstede, and Wedel 1999).

Since consumer innovativeness correlates positively
with personality traits such as extraversion, risk
taking, and tolerance for ambiguity (Steenkamp et al.
1999), it makes sense to consider using consumers
high on innovativeness in developing and evaluating
new product concepts.
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Jsers

pach suitable for industrial
EFJIJJ; wrwrg the J:—rchJ Users are experts among the

SLOEIAGroup ol IRter nd able to articulate both
2ds and e JJSJJ fo) i Iutlons (Lilien, et.al. 2002).

1=

i)
0

ead LB;; GEeNnItion (Lilien, et.al. 2002; Morrison, Roberts, and von
Hippel 2000): -

v conscious awareness of their needs,

v are motivated to innovate to satisfy those needs, and

v experience those needs earlier than most in the market.

m The lack of studies of lead users in consumer settings
suggests:

v" hard to identify lead users in a consumer market,
v lead user status may not be trait-based.
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ERDUAINNOC ;;JIJJ tREOrY (Chaiken 1980; Epstein 1994;
Slomanriogercan berused to understand consumer
L J]nmru yles

/ prb use 'twr distinct, but interacting modes of
hinking'and evaluation: experiential vs rational.

N There re also individual differences in thinking
styles, with consumers having a relative
tendency to engage In rational versus

experiential thinking (Epstein, Pancini, Denes-Raj, and Heier
1996; Pancini and Epstein 1999; Norris and Epstein 2003a, 2003b).
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worlihinking Styles
Rational Thinking

High effort

ower processing

 Logical

Controlled

Analytic

Abstract symbols, words, numbers
'm. - Reason oriented

Rational inking

lt*:

Experiential Thinking

Low effort

More rapid processing

Associative

Automatic

Holistic

Concrete images, metaphors, narratives
Affective

T \‘i !‘ ,I
Expeg

ai'Th nking

Adapted from Epstein (2002, ACR) (Epstein 1994; Pacini & Epstein 1999; Sloman
1996; Smith and DeCoster 2000).



Sty Ie.ﬁorrelates with a
numberoiimeasures of creativity, while
ational 'EIIJ]IJK‘mS tyle does not.

suggests that experiential consumers
are more creative, have more imagination,
and are more holistic processors relative to

average consumers.
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ng Systems

SOV e U OYiSAY M ONC experiential consumers, is

d PIOCESSIYAWhichipatterns at an aggregate level emerge

pased on nunerous interactions among the individuals:

/4 r%}v specitying the interactions are executed using
oJf / locall information, i.e., information from the

actions (Camazine, I_Deneubourg, Franks, Sneyd, Theraulaz,
and Bonabeau 200°

m Experiencing the process and outcome of interactions

with others in the group guides further actions (Camazine,
et.al. 2001).

m Self-organizing theory suggests that the members rely on
local information because of the difficulty of obtaining
complete global information in a reasonable amount of
time (Camazine, et. al. 2001; Johnson 2001).
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ynsumers

FamaAneretali (200 others - establish the
Scienuncinature of t ant property among individuals,
Where undersapearidic ~ conditions a global pattern
Elferges overtime:

pmct development process, we

-

it “global pattern” is a radical innovation
ieam (or average) consumers will be likely

to adopt.

v The “particular set of conditions” under which the
radical innovation develops is brought about through
the various interactions among emergent consumers.



Emergent sumers...Definitions

= VWe argue that | -; onsumers develop an intuitive,
alimoest - Instinc fJ\/J*'LJ nding of a radical innovation
threughia sequenc Scale, affective, and
daSSociativVeNnteractions:

/ T / rw rwJA to do thls because they possess a high
Xperientialiprocessing ability.

posse most expertise:

v However, they are the consumers best able to develop a
“global pattern” of the radical innovation via
experiential, holistic processing and interaction with
other such consumers.

m The interactions among emergent consumers are based on
simple rules of thumb requiring only limited access to
global information, e.g. . the extent to which a radical

innovation may eventually diffuse through the mainstream
consumers.




JIJIJJ\/MJJIJ OF assoO ive connectlons the innovation
INVOKES|In Consu '

m The reqaired condition for pattern emergence (i.e. an
innovation desired by the mainstream) is interaction among
consumers who possess the ability to process information
experientially, not typical, mainstream consumers.

m The pattern of the radical innovation developed by emergent
consumers emerges or evolves in such a way that the
innovation has a higher likelihood of success with the
mainstream consumers.
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Emergent Con S fm- e‘rs Possess An
IEXPErier u- hinking Style

heNnterpiay - amol mergent consumers in a new product
gdevelopment zontext WJJJ a radical innovation that will be
more attractivelitolmainstream customers relative to one that is
produced eithertioy:
i S

onsumers’ self-guided, experiential nature is ideal for
developing radical innovations (as opposed to incremental
innovations), which might, over time, even replace the products that
mainstream customers currently use.

m Pursuing innovations in conjunction with emergent consumers could
help firms solve the puzzle of how to develop innovations that
mainstream consumers might initially reject but will eventually find
attractive (Christensen 1997).
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EmengentiConsumers Drive Innovation
Toward Mainstream Acceptance

B Emergenticonsumers, due to their creativity,
Imaginationiielistic and experiential thinking, can
1elp drivelan'innoyvation in a direction that
ainstream customers will value in the future:

v As a corollary, radical innovations may cause new
behaviors to emerge, such that the mainstream
consumer then sees the corresponding benefits of the
new emergent behavior, and adopts the behavior.

m So, firms need a way to identify emergent
consumers, elicit their ideas, and develop the
innovation accordingly.
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Emergent Cons are Not Lead Users

B Emengent consumers: ‘ 2ad user status:
7 Experiential - v Experts among the user group
/Do notihave to be experts /- Product-category specific, not trait-
Inftherproduct category, based,
Helprdevelopiie Clearly goal-directed, as lead users
ini ion Via; sil are highly motivated to find solutions

to their unmet needs (Lilien, et. al.
2002).

Do not differ significantly from non-
‘c nJ/ 3 lead users on the Myers Brigg’s
for consumer settings. scales of “sensing/intuition,”

v The corresponding “thinking/feeling,” or
interaction results in an judging/perceiving.” (Lilien, et.al.
innovation that mainstream 2001).
consumers would like in v" Do not appear to possess a unique
the future - might even be thinking style that underlies their
harder to predict up front “lead user-ness.”
what the final “pattern” v/ Approach is engineering-oriented
might look like. suitable for industrial settings (von

Hippel and Katz 2002; von Hippel et
al. 1999),



Viethod oJ_c,;c y Overview

Somprenensivercel JB"JHJIJ and validation phase to

SUpperiour underst z JJJ‘ g of the emergent consumer

anameélated construce '

/Zscale development, construct measurement, and structural
equation chJ 11 ’

[ mergent, lead user and innovative consumers
to a set of radical and incremental innovation concepts;

and

v whether emergent consumers are more effective in
developing radical innovations that are more desired by
mainstream consumers.

m A pilot test demonstrates preliminary support for our
theoretical framework.
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PJJ@!T est
m NE9giconsumers di a\jm from the eLab panel.

m lVeasured sets offconstructs related to:
Ziannovauvenesst(exploratory acquisition of products,
exploratoryfintformat jon seeking, dispositional
Innoyvativeness, impulse buying, and market
mavenismj, ;Jm -
v  informationrprocessing style (experientiality,
rationality, and visual/verbal processing).

m Concept test to evaluate the relationship between the
constructs and adoption.

m Research Questions:
v Are constructs independent?
v'Does thinking style relate to adoption?
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Innovativeness | .852 | Steenkamp and Gielens (2003)
(DI)
I B“V('I’I‘Bg; 926 | Rook and Fisher (1995)
Market Steenkamp and Gielens (2003)
Mavenism | .573 | Market mavenism was measured by four items, adapted from

(MM)

Feick and Price (1987). Original scale has 7 items.




Rational
Favorability
(RATF)

No.r{ism Epstein (2003a)

Verbal
Processing
(VERBAL)

Childers, Houston, and Heckler (1985)




@r
Conference

ess and Processing
S 'r/J 'Iales

Component:
1 2 3
~ Innova- Rational- Experien
tiveness ity -tiality
- DLDiSpesitional Innovativeness (DI)  .808 126 133
io roducts .800 136
rﬁ (EAP)
EIS "'rmatMSeekmg (EIS) .748 A77
MM Market Mavenism (MM) .634 254
v ~IB Impulse Buying (IB)  .591 -.310 169
RATF Rational Favorability (RATF)  .111 .892
RATA Rational Ability (RATA) .844 133
VERBAL Verbal Processing (VERBAL) .428 .591
VISUAL Visual Processing (VISUAL) .315 -.382 .381
EXPF Experiential Favorability (EXPF) 901

EXPA Experiential Ability (EXPA) .150 136 .887



Annual Conference

Innoyvativenessiandithe Thinking Styles
drerindependent Constructs

B Previeusiresearchl(Pancinifand Epstein 1999) has demonstrated that
rationalfandiexperiential processing represent orthogonal
dimensions:

AS far as\we know, this is the first empirical evidence that
- additionally’shiews, that'experiential and rational processing
styles are bothlindependentof innovativeness.

m Thus, experiential processing style, which we theorize is a
strong correlate with the construct of a consumer’s emergent
nature, is a separate dimension from innovativeness as defined
by the five innovativeness scales.

m Note that verbal and visual processing both correlate with
innovativeness, and, consistent with prior theory, verbal
processing correlates with a rational processing style and
visual processing with an experiential processing style.
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Factor 2 Factor 3
!-Rationality) (Experien-
tiality)
p- p-
value Beta value

072 .264~ .010

Woﬂdy

cost of ins ny 18 237 -.133 .185 291~ .004
more L ETEE $10

What if the cost of i
wasn't any more than
What if the cost of mstallatlon
wasn't any more than $257?

Use, conditional on product adoption:

Assuming you had such a box,
please estimate whether you
would be more likely to order
home-delivered goods (laundry,
groceries, goods bought on the
Internet, anything).

at'°“ 207  -127 .216  .210*  .042

A72 .095 -.023 .820 217* .036

.263" .008 077 430 .306* .002
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: Ility has a significant effect

Of)trle e Hichiconsumers state they want the new
product. k

hand, was only significant for
one of thesive cJLJeé?]on:‘ use conditional upon adoption),
' mmcant for any of the five.

t study'thus shows that the consumers most likely to
i BWD) od'pct concept are indeed experiential

m In the context of developing radical innovations that have the
potential to disrupt products that mainstream customers
use, an emergent set of experiential consumers would
initially like the concept more than average, mainstream
users.
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galibration and Validation

4 Annual Conference

al relationships among
tructs.

=it,a series of confirmatory factor analysis
modelsto further refine the measurement of
the emergent nature, lead user and
Innovativeness constructs.

m Predict preference for radical and
incremental innovations from emergent
nature, lead user status and innovativeness.



PrOCESSI | '1 |veness measures from the
OJJJE, J'

1995))
SUSC aorJ oJJJr to normative influence (Steenkamp and
Gic

trospectlon (Fenigstein, Scheier & Buss, 1975),

v lead user status (Morrison, Roberts, and von Hippel, 2000)

v creativity (e.g. Christensen, Guilford, Merrifield, & Wilson,
1960; Christensen, Merrifield, & Guilford, 1958; Lawshe &
Harris, 1957),

v product category involvement, and
v expertise (e.g. Kopalle and Lehmann 2001).
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easures...

e [ rowded with descriptions of
ation(the SmartBox will be used in

pendent variables include interest level and
new product novelty (Moorman 1995).




H AWEead user S'EaEL 5

CONSUmer conte

therroliowing *rmr'r
von Hippel, et. al. 1

v expects that adoption of the innovation will address
their needs and provide clear benefits, and

v experiences these needs ahead of the general
population.
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gspondents willfve J’ﬂﬂ‘JJH pled from the eLab Online Panel
Achieve N=1000:and randoml ..spllt into calibration and validation
‘subsamplesiofi500 respondents each.

=
R
LO)

‘Hoffman and Yung 2000).

m Structural equation'modeling to formally test the fit of confirmatory
factor analysis models, and further refine the measurement of

emergent nature, lead user, and innovativeness constructs (Andersen
and Gerbing 1988).

m Fit of the final structural model, using reduced item sets across the
relevant scales, will be assessed in the validation sample.

m The outcome will be individual level scores on the construct of
emergent nature (there may possibly be subscales for this
construct), as well as scores on additional constructs including
innovativeness, lead user status, and rationality.




ol

Study

m Innovativeness will be predictive of the incremental innovation
concept, but not the radical innovation concept.

m Will test for lead user effects. Lack of in-depth examination of the
characteristics of and identification of lead users, particularly in the
consumer market (Morrison et al. 2000) makes prediction difficulit.

v We expect that lead user status will relate to innovativeness and
rationality — potentially defining an additional independent construct .
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St ch Two: gojxv- pt Development

u Fourdiiierentc ill be instructed to further develop the
SINABeX cConcel onsumer would like it.

Lead User
Innovativeness

Status

Average Average

High Average

Average Average High

Group i

- Average Average Average
(control)

m Each group will meet in'a moderated electronic chat room with discussion
board for four 45-60 minute sessions over 4 weeks.

m Goal: generate innovative and distinctive descriptions and use of the
concept using basic creativity tasks (Goldenberg and Mazursky 2002) and
structured Web-based user design exercises (Dahan and Hauser 2002).
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gan Emergent Consumers
lopiSuccessful Concepts?

Arelemergent consumers more e' ctive relative to the other groups in
developing radicallinnovations that mainstream consumers find

dappealing?

N rm}fﬁuo ectidesign willluseithe four modified new product concepts
~ from eack f oUl groups.
-

N 250 mainstream consumers (i-e., within one standard deviation of the
mean on emergent nature, lead user status, and innovativeness)
drawn from the original 1,000 respondent combined calibration and
validation sample will rate the likelihood of adoption of each of the
four new product concepts.

m Key hypothesis: Emergent consumer concept most closely represents

the “global pattern” that mainstream consumers would be most likely
to adopt.

m Multivariate model to test.
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supstantive Contributions

u Draws onpsycholc JJJf al theories of human information
Proc ;;JIJJ and| selfforganizing theory in biological
Systems toniieulce the idea offemergent consumers:
]rm'f/ theirimportantirole in the new product
development H ocess for radical innovations in
consumer markets.

Develop a new methodology for the identification of
emergent consumers and show how such consumers
can be used in the concept development phase of new
product development for radical innovations:

v improve targeting of the broader mainstream consumer

and improve opportunities for new product success in
the marketplace.



@lp

004 Annual Conference

ientialifvianagerial Impact

ESIV m/ m.gj; ;KJJJ g0 not'seek input first from its average,
veloping radically new products.

ts developed and modified in conjunction with
tually have a higher likelihood of

mainstream customer base.
>

m Distinguishes emergent consumers from lead users, Roger’s (1962;
2003) classic innovation adopter categories, and distinguishes the
emergent consumer construct from the construct of dispositional
innovativeness (Steenkamp and Gielens 2003).

m David Porter’s SmartBox concept presents the opportunity for a
unique and exciting application of our proposed methodology.

m More generally, we expect this methodology may influence
business practice where radical innovations are concerned.
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glz19 Pziglg) #&g racting Panelists

B Primany panelistiecritingsSources:

/Sliinks onsites that provide directories of surveys and contests.

/ Em fuJ JJ citations fromlists provided by corporate partners.

/" C 5sion group postings.
) links from the eLab site.
nd” program (word of mouth).

INL me game.
engine’optimization to direct targeted Web searchers to our

panel sign-up page.

m Panelist incentives:
v" Monthly $250 prize drawing for all registered panelists.

v Additional minimum $100 prize drawings for participation in
experiments.

v Panelists can earn additional chances of winning prizes by
completing experiments and referring new panelists. One panelist
has increased their chances of winning by a factor of 37!
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slbapEanel’—rAttracting Panelists

Panel Registration

v.  Must be age 18+.

After yaud submitthe information below, you will have 3 chance to
reviewy and confirm it [fyou are already a member of the eLahb Panel,

do not re-register. Instead, go back to sign in.
|tnm.nnva+<@yannn.mm reguired v Nery regiStel’ed
i . | i panelists must respond
!" / asmemustbeatlsastonarae: to our confirmation
. | i email to become an
Enter your email address: ' ‘ !This T mri[:i:fjize Active Panelist.

communications with you. [fwill not be uzed for
lagin purposes.

Please Select One || required 91% do respond and
confirm their email
address. The 9% who
do not confirm their
email address are
dropped from the
panel.

Do wou have an eLab Panel
password?

Please Select One |w

Mo, I'd like to join the panel
iy

Flease Select One w

fv YBE, My password is:

" Iwe forgotten my password!

Choose Your State/Province | s

A iR Souky | We collect very limited
W. Cl'feck hare to join eLab's mailing list optional demog raphic
(periodic nemslettar about elab ewents) !

data at signup. 97%
provide this data.




o

CPBIS

-

Almost 70% of our panelists are
women. Women tend to be more
willing to cooperate with Web surveys
than men.

Education Categories

v Panelists tend to be well educated.
Still, 25% have a high school degree or
less.

v Somewhat young age skew, ages 25-
34 most prevalent. (Not “college
kids”). Still, one-third of sample is
over age 40.

o
o

0
18 26 34 42 50 58 66 74 82
22 30 38 46 54 62 70 78

Age



@nr
al Conference

g Panel — Demographics
5
Panelists come:from s d
majprtyrarerirom Englisin

J

f“#;u countries, but the vast
I'Speaking countries:

U

79%
7%

0)
4%

All other countries are .2% or less.

Albania, Algeria, Angola, Antigua, Argentina, Aus
Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, China, Croatia, Denmark
Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Hong Kong
Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Korea (South), K
Malaysia, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Moldova, Nep
Oman, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portu
Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, §
Tunisia, Turkey, Turks and Caicos, Ukraine, Unite
Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zambia.

Belarus, Belgium, Bosnia, Brazil,

, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany,
donesia, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Italy,

uania, Macau, Macedonia, Malawi,

s Antilles, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway,
Russia, Saudi Arabia, Singapore,

n, Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago,

gdom, United States, Uruguay,
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icipation Rates

"-. uaConference

eLLab Panel Al
-y

ERCooperationfrates;over all studies average 53%.

mWithin ]'n dividualstudies, cooperation rates have
- rangedirom J‘, of 31% to a high of 74%.

Cooperationfincreases with education level (47%

less than'high school vs. 57% postgraduate
degree).

m To achieve these cooperation rates, we use up to
three email notifications over a one week period.
65-75% of all responses, however, arrive within 2
days after the first email notification.
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i Respondents are y elected from the eLab
H—JIJAJ gaie emaile ition to participate in an
oRlinerexpermer £
v"Responder re randomly assigned to experimental

~con JJFJJIJJ, ,JJ ns can be quite complex.

M Exbeﬁ |

v Take 1-3 weeks to program, depending upon complexity.
Each is custom-built drawing on template components.

v’ Collect rating scales, checklist, multiple choice, open

ended questions. Can collect timing and browser/OS
data.

v Web-based experiments can also be conducted in our
computer lab as appropriate.
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ualflLaly*="Experiment Screen
=] %] S h ots €leLab - Our Online Experiments and Surveys Panel -

Shopping Scenario

Web pages
are
dynamically
generated for
the specific
combination
of experiment
conditions for oy
a given
consumer.

131415
[0 [ 11121314 [15]16

Card: 112134
9110 (11]12]
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