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Abstract

Successful commercialization of new technologies is the riskiest and most rewarding form of new product development activity. New
technologies are often commercialized using innovative interfaces that determine how consumers interact with a new product to obtain its
functionality. Consumers’ perception of uncertainty about the performance of a novel interface is a key issue in the acceptance of new
products involving new interfaces. Specifically, when firms commercialize a new interface, they face two major challenges: First to identify
the optimal functionality for the new interface, and second, to effectively communicate with consumers in order to reduce uncertainty about
the performance of the new interface and increase adoption intentions. Despite the theoretical and managerial importance of research on
consumers’ response to a novel interface, very little empirical research has been conducted in this area. Building on prior research on new
product development, human-computer interaction, and consumer decision-making, this article examines the factors that influence
consumers’ judgments of uncertainty about the performance of a new interface and consumers’ adoption intentions. Specifically, we
conducted an experiment to investigate the effect of the newness of the functionality of a new product and the effect of imagery on
consumers’ uncertainty about the performance of a novel interface and consumers’ adoption intentions. Our results show that consumers
perceive lower uncertainty about the performance of a new interface and higher intentions to adopt a new product when the new interface
is introduced with a new (vs. pre-existing) functionality. Furthermore, our results suggest that when a new interface is introduced with a
new functionality, imagining the product in use increases consumers’ uncertainty about the performance of the new interface and decreases
their intention to adopt the new product. In contrast, when a new interface is introduced with a pre-existing functionality, imagining the
product in use decreases consumers’ uncertainty about the performance of the new interface and increases their intention to adopt the new
product. Our findings provide valuable guidelines for marketers in formulating new product development and communication strategies for
new products involving a new interface. © 2002 Elsevier Science Inc. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

In the last decade, rapid and radical technological devel-
opments in the computer and telecommunications industries
have spurred the emergence of new technologies. Speech
recognition, handwriting recognition, and motion tracking
are examples of such technologies. Successful commercial-
ization of new technologies is the riskiest and most reward-
ing form of new product development activity [18]. A new
technology is essentially a new ‘capability’ that can be used
in a variety of products and its ultimate value lies in the
applications in which it gets incorporated [17]. For firms
commercializing new technologies, considerable uncer-
tainty characterizes the type of consumer needs that can be
satisfied by a new technology. As a result of such high

levels of uncertainty, marketers face two major challenges:
First, the need to identify the optimal functionality for the
new technology, and second, the need to effectively com-
municate with consumers in order to reduce performance
uncertainty and increase adoption intentions [17,19,41,42].
Despite the theoretical and managerial importance of re-
search on consumers’ response to new technologies, very
little empirical research has been conducted in this area [10,11].

Prior research suggests that new technologies are often
commercialized using innovative interfaces that determine
how consumers interact with a new product to obtain its
functionality [16]. By interface we refer to the means by
which the consumer interacts with the product to obtain a
particular functionality [14]. Byfunctionality we refer to
what the product does for the consumer [4]. For example,
consider a wireless handheld device that incorporates
speech recognition technology and allows the consumer to
access local news (i.e., up to the minute hometown news on
any topic, any time). In this case, speech recognition is the
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interface, and local news-on-demand is the functionality of
the product.

A great deal of uncertainty is associated with the perfor-
mance of new interfaces since such interfaces are likely to
imply novel tasks for the consumer [11,38,39]. In our ex-
ample of a wireless handheld device described above, the
device implies a novel interface (i.e., speech recognition)
for the consumer. In order to obtain the functionality of the
new product (i.e., local news), consumers need to perform a
certain task (i.e., speaking to the device and being under-
stood) that is prescribed by the novel interface (i.e., speech
recognition). A question that naturally arises is: What fac-
tors drive consumers’ assessment of uncertainty regarding
the performance of a new interface, and as a result, con-
sumers’ adoption intentions? The goal of this research is to
explore two factors that influence and moderate consumers’
response to a new interface. An understanding of these
factors can help managers to design better their marketing
strategies so as to reduce uncertainty and improve the
chances for customer adoption [41].

One of the major challenges for managers commercial-
izing a new interface is to find the optimal functionality this
new interface will provide the consumer. Prior research
suggests that when firms commercialize a novel interface,
new product development teams may opt for introducing
this interface for a pre-existing functionality, or for a new
functionality [25,37]. In the first case, the consumer can
obtain the same functionality from an existing product,
while in the latter case, products that provide the same
functionality are not available [2]. In our example of a
wireless device incorporating speech recognition technol-
ogy, the device could provide the consumer with a variety of
functionalities such as voice-dialing or local news-on-de-
mand. In the case of voice-dialing, consumers are familiar
with the functionality of the new product (i.e., a phone call)
since they generally obtain this functionality from an exist-
ing product category (i.e., telephone), via an existing and
familiar interface (i.e., dialing mechanism). In the case of
local news-on-demand, the functionality of the new product
(i.e., up to the minute hometown news on any topic, any
time) is relatively new to the consumers. We suggest that
the newness of the functionality introduced with a new
interface is likely to influence consumers’ uncertainty about
the performance of the new interface.

The second important challenge for firms introducing
products that involve a novel interface is to communicate
effectively with consumers such that performance uncer-
tainty regarding the interface is reduced [17]. In this re-
search, we examine the role of imagery (i.e., asking con-
sumers explicitly to imagine the product in use) on
consumers’ judgments of uncertainty and adoption inten-
tions. Prior research in consumer behavior suggests that the
use of imagery is likely to be critical to consumers’ percep-
tions of performance uncertainty and adoption intentions for
new products [21,32,38]. When faced with an innovative
concept, consumers may find it difficult to form their own

evaluative criteria concerning the new product [33]. Con-
sequently, managers may have the opportunity to shape the
judgment process by educating consumers about the appro-
priate evaluative criteria through the use of imagery [32].

In this research, we employ prior theorizing and research
in the areas of new product development, human-computer
interaction, and consumer decision making to investigate
consumers’ response to a novel interface. We argue that the
effects of imagery on performance uncertainty of a new
interface and consumer adoption intentions of the new prod-
uct are moderated by the degree of newness of the particular
functionality that is delivered by the new product. We con-
clude with a discussion of the theoretical and managerial
implications of this research.

2. The effect of functionality newness

When consumers encounter a technology-based new
product, they encode information on both the interface and
the functionality [44]. First consider a new product that
incorporates a new interface and provides the consumer
with a new functionality. Such new products are more likely
to offer a compelling advantage over existing products [37].
Because the functionality of such products is perceived to
be valuable and cannot be obtained, at least as efficiently, in
any other way, consumers are likely to focus on the func-
tionality and ignore the novel task resulting from the new
interface [7,29,45]. The first spreadsheet, Visicalc, for ex-
ample, was very successful despite its novel and complex
interface. As Norman [29] points out its success was attrib-
uted to the compelling advantage of its functionality (i.e.,
analyses could be done over and over again and the results
of the analysis could be seen immediately). Conversely,
when a new interface is introduced with a pre-existing
functionality, a different type of process is likely to be
triggered. Specifically, existing product categories that pro-
vide a similar functionality are likely to be cued [35,39].
Further, consumers are likely to compare the new interface
with known and familiar interfaces that are associated with
current products that deliver the same functionality. As a
result, consumers should give considerable attention to the
interface itself because it is discrepant from existing product
category schemas [15,20]. As a consequence, they are likely
to question whether it will work as intended, and thus
perceive higher uncertainty [40,45]. We hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 1: When a new interface is introduced with a
new (vs. pre-existing) functionality, consumers will per-
ceive less uncertainty about the performance of the new
interface.

3. The effect of imagery

Research on mental imagery suggests that an individual
asked to imagine a particular event, may use that evoked
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scenario as a basis for subsequent judgments (see [21] for a
review). Specifically, findings from psychological research
indicate that imagining a hypothetical future event may
render this event more likely. For example, Caroll [6] found
that subjects who were asked to imagine themselves expe-
riencing the occurrence of a social event (i.e., the election of
a political candidate) come to believe more strongly that the
event will take place. Specifically, subjects who were asked
to imagine Carter winning perceived a higher likelihood of
the event occurring than did subjects who did not imagine
the future event. In a similar vein, Gregory, Cialdini, and
Carpenter [13] found that homeowners who were induced to
imagine themselves using cable television were more likely
to subscribe to such a service in the future. But what if an
outcome is difficult to imagine? Sherman et al. [36] exam-
ined this question. Specifically, Sherman et al. [36] demon-
strated that imagining a hypothetical outcome might in-
crease its subjective likelihood, but only if the images can be
arrived at easily and without a great deal of conscious effort.
In contrast, if an outcome is difficult to envision, the attempt
to imagine it may actually reduce the perceived likelihood
that it will occur. In their study, subjects were told about a
new disease that was becoming increasingly prevalent on
campus. In the easy-to-imagine condition, the symptoms of
the disease were concrete and probably experienced by most
students (e.g., severe headaches). In the difficult-to-imagine
condition, the symptoms were less concrete (e.g., a mal-
functioning nervous system). The results of this study sug-
gest that difficult to imagine events are difficult to retrieve,
and as a result subjects may infer that such events must be
more unlikely. Specifically, compared to a group that was
not asked to imagine a particular event, those who were
given the difficult-to-imagine symptoms judged the likeli-
hood of contracting the disease as smaller than any other
group. In contrast, those given the easy-to-imagine symp-
toms actually increased their perceived likelihood of con-
tracting the disease.

We now extend these results to examine the effect of
imagery on consumers’ uncertainty about the performance
of a novel interface and adoption intentions. Prior research
suggests that an individual asked to imagine a product in use
is likely to use that evoked scenario as a basis for subse-
quent judgments [21]. Individuals, however, may have dif-
ficulty in imagining themselves using a novel product for
which they do not have adequate stored knowledge struc-
tures [32, see also 27]. In that case, asking individuals
explicitly to imagine a product in use is likely to elicit an
unfavorable response about the new product [43].

When a new product involves a new functionality, this
functionality cannot be related to existing knowledge struc-
tures [35], and therefore it will be difficult for an individual
to imagine him/herself interacting with the new interface
and obtaining this new functionality. Because a new func-
tionality is difficult to imagine, individuals may infer that it
is unlikely that the new interface will perform as promised
and deliver the particular functionality, thereby increasing

uncertainty about the performance of the new interface.
Furthermore, because of higher levels of uncertainty about
the performance of the new interface, consumers’ intention
to adopt the new product will be lower in the imagining
condition.

In contrast, when a new interface is introduced with a
pre-existing functionality, consumers are familiar with this
functionality since they generally obtain this functionality
from an existing product category (i.e., an easy-to-construct
outcome). The ease of imagining the product in use is likely
to increase individuals’ estimated likelihood that the new
interface will perform as promised and provide the partic-
ular functionality, thereby decreasing perceived uncertainty
about the performance of the new interface. In addition,
because of lower levels of uncertainty, consumers’ intention
to adopt the new product will be higher. Based on the
preceding arguments, it is proposed that:

Hypothesis 2: When a new interface is introduced with a
new functionality, imagining the product in use will
increase consumers’ uncertainty about the performance
of the new interface. Conversely, when a new interface
is introduced with a pre-existing functionality, imagin-
ing the product in use will decrease consumers’ uncer-
tainty about the performance of the new interface.

Hypothesis 3: When a new interface is introduced with a
new functionality, imagining the product in use will
decrease consumers’ intention to adopt the new product.
Conversely, when a new interface is introduced with a
pre-existing functionality, imagining the product in use
will increase consumers’ intention to adopt the new
product.

4. Method

4.1. Study design and subjects

The hypotheses were tested in an experiment with a 2
Functionality (Pre-Existing vs. New) � 2 Imagery (No
Imagery vs. Imagery) factorial design. Subjects were 146
undergraduate students majoring in business. Subjects were
randomly assigned to one of the experimental conditions.
Participation was part of a course requirement.

4.2. Stimuli development and independent variables

In all conditions, the new product was described as a
wireless device that enabled users to access information.
The nondescriptive name “S-100” was used across condi-
tions. Speech recognition technology was the new interface
selected for this study. Products using speech recognition
technology recognize every sentence spoken by the user,
parse the sentence into grammatical elements, understand
the meaning, and act on it [46]. Speech recognition has
already seen some dramatic breakthroughs in recent years
and is the interface most ready to explode for practical
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applications. The description of the functionality was fol-
lowed by a brief description of how the new interface
provides this functionality. This brief description was de-
veloped based on existing literature on speech recognition
technology [9,46]. The new interface was the same in all the
experimental conditions.

We conducted a pretest with a group of 20 subjects
drawn from the same student population as the main study
to assess familiarity with products incorporating speech
recognition technology. The familiarity scale was adapted
from previous research [31]. Three nine-point items were
averaged (� � 0.94): (1) How familiar are you with prod-
ucts that incorporate speech recognition technology? (1 �
Not familiar at all to 9 � Very familiar), (2) Would you
consider yourself informed or uninformed about products
that use speech recognition technology? (1 � Not at all
informed to 9 � Highly informed), (3) Would you consider
yourself knowledgeable about products that use speech rec-
ognition technology? (1 � Know nothing at all to 9 �
Know a great deal). The overall familiarity for products
using speech recognition technology was 2.46 suggesting
that the technology was relatively unfamiliar to the subjects.

4.3. Manipulation of functionality newness

In all conditions, the functionality of the new product
was chosen to be relevant to the student population. Fur-
thermore, in all conditions, the functionality was described
in terms of four specific benefits for the consumer. The
pre-existing functionality was labeled “Library Informa-
tion.” Specifically, the user was able to: (a) Access and
search the library catalogues by author, title, subject, or
keyword, (b) Access and search course reserves, (c) Access
library information such as library hours, circulation loan
rules and so forth, and (d) Access his/her circulation record.

The new functionality was labeled “Entertainment and
Local Information.” The user was able to access: (a) A
combination of recent magazine and newspaper articles on
various topics of interest to students, (b) Information on new
stores, new products, new trends, upcoming events, (c)
Detailed directions to various venues, for example, best type
of transportation to use, bus stops, overview maps for route
display, (d) Interactive games to play alone, with friends, or
against S-100 (see Figs. 1A and 2A).

In a pretest with a separate group of 40 subjects drawn
from the same student population as the main study, we
asked them to indicate the degree to which the functionality
was novel to them. Functionality newness (pre-existing vs.
new) was manipulated as a between-subjects factor. Sub-
jects’ ratings of the perceived newness of the functionality
were elicited on a 9-point scale by asking the following
question: “How would you rate the functionality provided
by this product? (By functionality we refer to what the
product does for the consumer) (1 � Not at all novel to 9 �
Very novel). The results of this pretest confirmed that respondents
perceived the ”Library Information“ functionality as much less

novel than the ”Entertainment and Local Information“ function-
ality (M � 4.05 vs. 7.05, t(38) � 4.90, p � .0001).

We conducted another pretest with a separate group of
20 subjects to verify that the pre-existing and the new
functionality were both relevant for the subjects. Half of the
subjects were presented with a description of the new prod-
uct concept that provided “Library Information” and the
other half were presented with a description of the new
product concept that provided “Entertainment and Local
Information.” Specifically, subjects were asked to indicate
the degree to which S-100’s functionality was desirable to
them. Subjects’ ratings were elicited on a 9-point scale (1 �
Not at all desirable to 9 � Very desirable). The results
confirmed that subjects did not perceive any differences in
desirability between the two functionalities (M � 5.9 vs.
5.8, t(18) � 0.11, p � .91).

4.4. Manipulation of imagery

After reading the new product description, subjects in the
imagery conditions were asked to imagine themselves using
the product. Imagery instructions were based on the sce-
nario used by Gregory, Cialdini, and Carpenter [13] (see
Figs. 1B and 2B).

We conducted a pretest with a group of 24 subjects to
assess the effect of the imagery instructions (adapted from
McGill and Anand [24]). These subjects participated in a 2
(Pre-Existing vs. New Functionality) x 2 (No Imagery vs.
Imagery) study. After reading the description of the new
product concept, subjects were asked to “please write down
what you were thinking as you were looking over the new
product description.” Subjects were instructed to list what-
ever thoughts came to mind. We expected subjects in the
imagery conditions to list a greater number of attributes and
provide more detailed descriptions [24]. Subjects’ open-
ended responses were content analyzed by a judge who was
blind to experimental conditions. The results of the pretest
indicated that subjects in the imagery conditions described a
greater number of attributes than subjects in the no imagery
conditions (M � 3.30 vs. 0.45, F(1,22) � 31.39, p � .0001).
Furthermore, subjects in the imagery conditions provided
more detailed descriptions than did subjects in the no im-
agery conditions, as indicated by the total number of words
used (M � 59.93 vs. 21.54, F(1,22) � 17.30, p � .0005).

In another pretest, a group of 34 subjects were asked to
indicate how easy it was to imagine the product in use.
Subjects were randomly assigned to the two functionality
newness conditions. They were asked to indicate how easily
they could imagine themselves using the product and ob-
taining the particular functionality (1 � Not at all easily to
9 � Very easily; adapted from Sherman et al. [36]). The
results of this pretest revealed that using the new product
and obtaining the expected functionality was easier to imag-
ine in the pre-existing (vs. new) functionality condition
(M � 7.05 vs. 4.60, t(32) � 3.59, p � .001).
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Fig. 1.
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Fig. 2.
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4.5. Procedure

Subjects were informed that a major (anonymous) man-
ufacturer was planning to introduce a technology-based
product into the market and was interested in consumers’
reactions to its product. No brand names were provided so
that subjects could not search internally for brand-specific
information [34]. Subjects were then handed out booklets
that included the new product description as well as the
questionnaire with all dependent measures. The first page of
the booklet stated that on the next page they would find the
new product description. After reading the new product
description in a self-paced manner, subjects completed the
dependent measures. About 20 min were required to com-
plete the study. Subjects were debriefed by the experi-
menter. Before beginning the debrief, the experimenter
asked subjects several questions to determine if they sus-
pected the true nature of the study. None of the respon-
dents guessed the true nature of the study. Subjects were
then debriefed and thanked for their participation in the
study.

4.6. Dependent variables

Subjects’ uncertainty about the performance of the new
interface was measured using two nine-point scale items:
(1) How likely do you think it is that the speech recognition
technology used in this product will work as promised?
(1 � Very likely to 9 � Very unlikely), and (2) How certain
are you that the speech recognition technology used in this
product will perform as described? (1 � Very certain to 9 �
Very uncertain). The dependent variable was the average of
the ratings on the two items (r � 0.78, p � .0001). These
items were adapted from previous research [30]. Subjects’
intentions to adopt the new product were measured by
asking the question: How likely are you to buy S-100? (1 �
Very unlikely to 9 � Very likely). The coefficient of cor-
relation between the summated uncertainty scale and the
intention measure was negative and statistically significant
(r � -0.72, p � .0001).

5. Results

We predicted that when a new interface is introduced
with a new (vs. pre-existing) functionality, consumers are
likely to perceive less uncertainty about the performance of
the new interface (H1). Our results support this hypothesis.
Consumers’ uncertainty about the performance of the new
interface was significantly lower when the new interface
was introduced with a new (vs. pre-existing) functionality
(M � 3.55 vs. 4.80, t(142) � 3.38, p � .005). These results
support H1. Table 1 shows the mean values for the depen-
dent variables.

We also predicted a significant functionality newness by
imagery interaction. The results of a MANOVA supported
the hypothesized interaction (F(1,142) � 5.85, p � .003). We
followed up the significant interaction by using ANOVAs in
order to examine if our results hold equally for both depen-
dent variables. As predicted, the results revealed a signifi-
cant functionality by imagery interaction in regard to con-
sumers’ uncertainty about the performance of the new
interface (F(1, 142) � 4.26, p � .006). Follow-up contrasts (t
tests) confirmed that when the new interface was introduced
with a new functionality, imagining the product in use
increased subjects’ uncertainty about the performance of the
new interface (M � 3.55 vs. 4.38, t(142) � 3.20, p � .005).
In contrast, as anticipated, when the new interface was
introduced with a pre-existing functionality, imagining the
product in use decreased subjects’ uncertainty about
the performance of the new interface (M � 4.80 vs. 3.95,
t(142) � 3.28, p � .005). These results offer support for H2.
In the case of this dependent variable, none of the main
effects were significant (p’ s � 0.20).

H3 predicted a significant functionality by imagery in-
teraction in regard to consumers’ intention to adopt a new
product incorporating a new interface. The results of the
ANOVA confirmed the predicted interaction between func-
tionality and imagery in regard to adoption intentions
(F(1,142) � 5.82, p � .01). Follow-up contrasts revealed that
imagining the product in use decreased consumers’ inten-
tions to adopt the new product when the new interface was
introduced with a new functionality (M � 5.02 vs. 4.30,

Table 1
Means and cell sizes categorized by independent variables

New Functionality Pre-Existing Functionality

No
Imagery
n � 37

Imagery
n � 36

t-value No
Imagery
n � 37

Imagery
n � 36

t-value

Uncertainty about the performance of
the interface

3.55 4.38 3.20* 4.80 3.95 3.28*

Adoption intention 5.02 4.30 1.71** 3.18 3.91 1.73**

* p � .005.
** p � .05.
NOTE: Higher means indicate higher uncertainty and higher intention to adopt. Theoretical scales ranges for both variables were 1 to 9.
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t(142) � 1.71, p � .05). In contrast, imagining the product in
use increased consumers’ intentions to adopt the new prod-
uct when the new interface was introduced with a pre-
existing functionality (M � 3.18 vs. 3.91, t(142) � 1.73, p �
.05). These data offer support for H3. The analysis also
revealed a significant functionality newness main effect,
such that respondents expressed a higher intention to adopt
the new product when the new interface was introduced
with a new (vs. pre-existing) functionality (M � 4.66 vs.
3.55, F(1,145) � 13.75, p � .0003).

5.1. Conclusions and implications

Successful commercialization of new technologies is the
riskiest and most rewarding form of new product develop-
ment activity [18]. But despite the growing stream of re-
search on high-technology markets in the marketing litera-
ture, our understanding of consumer decision making in
such markets is limited [10,11]. Glazer [10] highlights the
fact that, in the consumer behavior literature, both theoret-
ical and empirical work have mainly involved product cat-
egories that have essentially remained unchanged for many
years with respect to their underlying technologies. This
research attempts to address this gap by investigating con-
sumers’ response to a novel technological interface.

In this research, we integrate concepts from the human-
computer interaction literature (see e.g., [4,8,37]), the new
product development literature (see e.g., [25,41,42]), and
the decision-making literature (see e.g., [6,13,36]) for ex-
amining the effect of imagery and the effect of the newness
of the functionality of a new product on consumers’ uncer-
tainty about the performance of a novel interface and con-
sumers’ adoption intentions. Overall, our results were con-
sistent with our predictions. Specifically, our findings
suggest that consumers perceive lower uncertainty about the
performance of a new interface and higher intentions to
adopt the new product when the new interface is introduced
with a new (vs. pre-existing) functionality. This finding is
consistent with previous research on human-computer in-
teraction suggesting that the nature of the functionality of a
new product is a critical determinant of consumers’ reaction
to it [4,37].

Furthermore, prior research has suggested that the use of
imagery is likely to be critical to perceptions of uncertainty
and adoption intentions for new products [21,32,38]. We
argue that for products involving a new interface, the benefit
of imagery is contingent upon the newness of the function-
ality of the new product. Specifically, our results suggest
that when a new interface is introduced with a new func-
tionality, imagining the product in use increases consumers’
uncertainty about the performance of the new interface and
decreases intentions to adopt the new product. In contrast,
when a new interface is introduced with a pre-existing
functionality, imagining the product in use decreases con-
sumers’ uncertainty about the performance of the new in-
terface and increases intentions to adopt the new product.

5.2. Managerial implications

This research provides valuable guidelines for firms
commercializing new technologies that result in a novel
interface for consumers. An understanding of the factors
that influence consumers’ performance uncertainty about a
novel interface can help managers to design better their
marketing strategies so as to reduce uncertainty and to
improve the chances for customer adoption [41]. From a
managerial perspective, it is important to understand how
consumers form judgments about the performance of a
novel interface. Instead of treating consumers’ uncertainty
as fixed and defining the role of marketing as devising
programs to reduce such uncertainty, a constructive view of
consumer learning will allow firms to influence perceptions
of uncertainty, thereby creating a source of competitive
advantage [5,33].

Conceptually, as Capon and Glazer [3] point out, a single
technology can map onto multiple products. These products
may differ in the degree to which they provide a new
functionality or a pre-existing functionality through a novel
interface. Our results suggest that to the extent that uncer-
tainty associated with the performance of a new interface
varies with the newness of the functionality, new product
development teams should consider the novelty of the func-
tionality introduced with the novel interface.

Consider for example speech recognition. Wireless de-
vices incorporating speech recognition technology have
been introduced recently into the market. Examples of such
devices include: Philips’ Genie mobile voice dial phone,
IBM’s Via Voice dictation system, VOS’s Intelavoice that
allows consumers to turn on and off lights and electrical
appliances, and Dragon Systems’ NaturallySpeaking mobile
organizer that allows consumers to schedule meetings. Our
results suggest that introducing speech recognition with a
new functionality is likely to reduce consumers’ uncertainty
about the performance of the new interface and increase
adoption intentions for the new product.

Our findings also suggest implications for designing
communication strategies. Advertising practitioners often
encourage imagery on the part of consumers, in the reason-
able belief that imagery enhances the effectiveness of an
appeal [32]. Consider, for example, a recent ad that ap-
peared in various business magazines where Bellsouth pro-
motes “ Interactive Messaging” provided to the consumers
via a wireless palm-sized device. This ad explicitly asks
consumers to imagine themselves using the product with
sentences such as “ Imagine a palm-sized wireless device
that can access the Web, send and receive e-mail and inter-
active messages, and can now keep you organized with a
calendar, address book and task list that can sync up with
your PC.” Another recent TV ad campaign from AT&T uses
imagery to reduce uncertainty about the performance of its
Internet business services. Viewers are induced to imagine
how AT&T will help them solve a particular problem [1].

372 P. Ziamou / The Journal of Product Innovation Management 19 (2002) 365–374



The question of interest here is, does imagery help when a
new product involves a novel interface?

This research suggests that from a managerial standpoint
one needs to be sensitive to the nature of the functionality
when determining whether to use imagery. Our findings
suggest that when a new interface is introduced with a
pre-existing functionality, consumers can easily imagine the
new functionality, and as a result, imagery can be used to
reduce consumers’ uncertainty about the performance of the
new interface and increase adoption intentions. However,
the use of imagery is likely to increase consumers’ uncer-
tainty about the performance of the new interface in the case
of a new functionality, since the new functionality is diffi-
cult to imagine, and therefore should not be used.

5.3. Future research directions

This study suggests several avenues for future research.
First, future research could examine how the use of analo-
gies can affect consumers’ learning about a novel interface.
The central focus in analogical learning is on the compari-
son of one domain to another and, more specifically, on
what can be learned as the result of this comparison [12].
Previous research suggests that the use of analogies in
advertisements is likely to enhance consumers’ ability to
process the information in the ad and influence consumers’
judgments [22,23]. Future research could examine, for ex-
ample, the effect of ads containing analogies between a
novel interface and something more familiar on consumers’
uncertainty and adoption intentions. For example, it is pos-
sible that the acceptance of a new interface can be promoted
by relational comparisons that educate the consumer on how
the interface works, thereby producing analogical learning.

Second, prior research also suggests that when consum-
ers encounter a new product for which prior knowledge is
unavailable, it is possible to increase consumers’ ability to
process novel information by using concrete words as op-
posed to more abstract information [23]. An area for future
research of interest to both consumer researchers and ad-
vertising practitioners is to examine the effect of different
types of information regarding a new product interface on
consumers’ uncertainty about the performance of the new
interface and adoption intentions. Furthermore, prior re-
search shows that when a novel interface is introduced with
a new functionality, providing high levels of information on
the interface increases consumers’ uncertainty about its per-
formance [45]. Future research may reveal important in-
sights on the issue of quality versus quantity of information
in regard to reducing performance uncertainty of new prod-
ucts involving a novel interface.

Third, future research could also investigate order of
entry effects for a novel interface. Research on order-of-
entry effects on consumers’ judgments suggests that the
positioning decisions of pioneering brands in a new cate-
gory define a context, which systematically affects con-
sumer preferences for all brands in the new category [5]. In

the case of a novel interface, the functionality defines a
context in which the new interface will be evaluated. Spe-
cifically, the novelty of the functionality initially introduced
with a novel interface is likely to influence the evolution of
consumer preferences for the interface.

Fourth, future research could also examine the psycho-
logical implications of using a novel interface. For example,
Mick and Fournier [26] suggest that new technologies can
facilitate feelings of intelligence or efficacy but can also
lead to feelings of ignorance or ineptitude. Future research
could investigate how the nature of the functionality intro-
duced with a novel interface is likely to affect consumers’
psychological reactions to the new interface. For example,
our research suggests that when a new interface is intro-
duced with a new (vs. pre-existing) functionality, consum-
ers are likely to focus on the functionality and ignore the
novel task resulting from the new interface. As a result, they
may be less likely to experience feelings of ignorance or
ineptitude when interacting with the novel interface.

Fifth, prior research suggests that interacting with a
novel interface is likely to have social implications as well.
For example, Nardi and O’Day [28] point out that in a work
environment, the introduction of a new product involving a
novel interface is likely to create anxiety and tensions. This
is likely to happen when the novel interface addresses the
needs of only a few specialists at the expense of others. The
authors suggest that in order to avoid tense situations at
work, prospective users should have the opportunity to offer
their opinions on a novel interface and their suggestions on
how to improve the design of the new product involving the
new interface before the product is actually introduced.
While the focus of this article was on individual processes,
future research could examine how the social context mod-
erates our findings.
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