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5. DATA ANALYSIS 

This Chapter is divided into two parts. The first part discusses the descriptive statistics 

about the study subjects. It is used to present quantitative descriptions in a 

manageable form. Descriptive statistics are used simply to describe the sample 

considered for the study. They are used to get a feel for the data (Gaten 2000). 

Furthermore, it enables to simplify large amounts of observations in a sensible way.  

The second part presents the results of several statistics methods that were used to 

examine hypotheses. Reliability analysis was performed using Cronbach‟s Alfa 

method and it was discussed in detailed manner in Chapter Four under the heading of 

reliability analysis. 

5.1 Descriptive Analysis 

Frequency distributions were obtained from various perspectives. These statistics 

were obtained to get a feel for data before going in to analysis stage. Among 254 

responses received, 47 responses were discarded due to various errors and 

incompleteness bringing down the number of completed responses to 207.  

5.1.1 Gender  

Among the 207 responses 60 of them were female and 147 of them were males. 

 Table 5.1 Frequency analysis – Gender 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Female 60 29.0 29.0 29.0 

Male 147 71.0 71.0 100.0 

Total 207 100.0 100.0   

 

 

Above Table 5.1 shows the summary of the gender frequencies. According to this 

Table higher percentage was from male category (71 percent) and the rest were 

females (29 percent). 
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5.1.2 Age   

The Table 5.2 given below shows the distribution of respondents according to the age.  

 Table 5.2 Frequency analysis - Age 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 18-24 16 7.7 7.7 7.7 

25-34 108 52.2 52.2 59.9 

35-44 26 12.6 12.6 72.5 

45-54 27 13.0 13.0 85.5 

55-64 21 10.1 10.1 95.7 

65 or over 9 4.3 4.3 100.0 

Total 207 100.0 100.0   

 

 

Highest numbers of respondents were from middle aged categories. According to the 

above Table 5.2, 52.2 percent respondents were from the group of 35-44. Later for the 

analysis purposes entire sample was categorized in to three groups. Those groups are 

as younger (18-24, 25-34), middle-aged (35-44, 45-54) and Older (55-64, 65 or over).  

Table 5.3 shows the frequencies according to the above mentioned categories.  

 Table 5.3 Frequency analysis - Age groups 

  Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Younger 124 59.9 59.9 59.9 

  Middle 

aged 

53 25.6 25.6 85.5 

  Older 30 14.5 14.5 100.0 

  Total 207 100.0 100.0   
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After this grouping was done nearly 60 percent (59.9) respondents were accounted for 

younger category, 25.6 percent for middle aged category and 14.5 for the older 

category. 

5.1.3 Level of Education 

The Table 5.4 below shows the frequency analysis of the sample for different levels 

of education.  

Table 5.4 Frequency analysis – Level of education 

  Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Below or up to 

GCE(A/L)/GCE(O/L) 

12 5.8 5.8 5.8 

  Diploma 23 11.1 11.1 16.9 

  Bachelors degree 91 44.0 44.0 60.9 

  Post graduate 

diploma/Degree or 

higher 

81 39.1 39.1 100.0 

  Total 207 100.0 100.0   

 

 

Level of education variable was used without any modification for the analysis. Since 

the analysis level is not so deep, the author could use the categories as it was used in 

the questionnaire.  According to the Table 5.4 respondents were more skewed towards 

having higher level of education. 

5.1.4 Household Income 

During the survey, monthly income was captured into nine categories.  These results 

are shown in the Table 5.5 below. 

Table 5.5 Frequency analysis - Income categories (before recoding) 

 Monthly Income Level in 

Rs 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative 

Percent 
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Valid less than 20,000 4 1.9 1.9 1.9 

20,000-39,000 11 5.3 5.3 7.2 

40,000-59,000 25 12.1 12.1 19.3 

60,000-79,000 28 13.5 13.5 32.9 

80,000-99,000 28 13.5 13.5 46.4 

100,000-119,000 35 16.9 16.9 63.3 

120,000-139,000 21 10.1 10.1 73.4 

140,000-159,000 15 7.2 7.2 80.7 

160,000 or more 40 19.3 19.3 100.0 

 

 

Under income level variable, received responses were ordered and then divided in to 

five sub categories. In other words it was dived into five quintiles approximately. 

Starting from lower end, going on ascending order those categories were named 

category 1, category 2 likewise. Table 5.6 below depicts the categories and their 

percentages. 

Table 5.6 Frequency analysis - Income categories (after recoding)  

 Income Category Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Category 1 40 19.3 19.3 19.3 

Category 2 56 27.1 27.1 46.4 

Category 3 35 16.9 16.9 63.3 

Category 4 36 17.4 17.4 80.7 

Category 5 40 19.3 19.3 100.0 

Total 207 100.0 100.0   

 
 

5.1.5 Household Size  

The Table 5.7 below depicts the frequency of household sizes of the sample.  
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Table 5.7 Frequency - Household size 

 Household size Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1-2 33 15.9 16.0 16.0 

3-4 98 47.3 47.6 63.6 

5-6 70 33.8 34.0 97.6 

7 or more 5 2.4 2.4 100.0 

Total 206 99.5 100.0   

Missing System 1 .5     

Total 207 100.0     

 

 

According to the Table 5.7 the category having highest frequency is the one with the 

households having 3-4 family members, accounting for 47.6 percent of the valid 

responses. 

5.1.6 Marital Status  

 

From the total sample 60.9 percent were married as shown in the Table 5.8 below. 

Therefore, the sample was skewed towards married category.  

 Table 5.8 Frequency - Marital status 

  Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Unmarried 81 39.1 39.1 39.1 

  Married 126 60.9 60.9 100.0 

  Total 207 100.0 100.0   
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5.1.7 Ownership of Technologies 

The Table 5.9 exhibits the frequencies of the technology products respondents own. 

According to the percentages respondents were more familiar with technologies like 

mobile phones, DVD player, personal computer and Internet. Ownership of PDAs and 

HDTV was relatively low compared to home theatre systems. 

Table 5.9 Frequency - Ownership of other technologies 

Technology Frequency - Owner Frequency – Non owner Owner % 

Mobile phone 194 5 93.7 

PDA 32 166 15.5 

DVD player 142 56 68.6 

Home theatre system 64 131 30.9 

Personal Computer 184 14 88.9 

Internet/Broadband 155 43 74.9 

HDTV 33 163 15.9 

 

5.1.8 Mass Media Use 

Table 5.10 shows the mass media use levels of the selected sample. According to the 

Table a respondent reads nearly for 3 hours of news papers per week. They read 

nearly one hour of magazines, view more than 9 hours of TV per week and listen to 

radio for over four hours. They spend nearly twenty hours of time per week surfing 

the web. Single respondent watch DVDs average 3 times per week and go out for 

movies only once per month.    

Table 5.10 Statistics - Mass media usage  

  N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Variance 

Newspaper reading 

(hours/week) 

198 .00 14.00 2.9798 2.71293 7.360 
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Magazine reading 

(hours/week) 

198 .00 10.00 .9758 1.34637 1.813 

TV watching 

(hours/week) 

198 .00 30.00 9.2374 6.40821 41.065 

Radio listening 

(hours/week) 

198 .00 40.00 4.2172 5.94482 35.341 

Internet surfing 

(hours/week) 

198 .00 90.00 19.835

9 

17.72533 314.187 

DVD watching 

(times/week) 

194 0 25 3.13 4.344 18.869 

Movie-gong 

(times/week) 

193 0 7 .97 1.248 1.557 

 

 

5.1.9 Satellite TV Characteristics  

Table 5.11 depicts the statistics of constructs that comprises the perceived satellite TV 

characteristics.  

Table 5.11 Statistics - Satellite TV characteristics 

 Construct Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Relative advantage 1 5 3.74 .748 

Compatibility 1 5 3.43 .809 

Complexity 1 5 3.63 .639 

Perceived 

resources 

1 5 3.08 .761 

 
 

According to the Table 5.11, respondents perceived satellite TV slightly better than 

their existing media. Compatibility was again slightly over the average indicating 

above average compatibility. Respondents did not perceive satellite TV is very 

complex to use in day today life. Moreover, respondents do have the resources to own 

satellite TV equipment. 
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5.1.10 Perceived Needs 

Table 5.12 shows the statistics of respondents in terms of their needs or the benefits 

they expect from the technology.  

Table 5.12 Statistics – Perceived needs 

Indicator Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Need of picture quality 1 5 4.07 .798 

Need of audio quality 1 5 3.62 .801 

Need of bigger screen size 1 5 3.56 .876 

Need of program guides 1 5 3.39 .895 

Need of program types 1 5 3.84 .870 

Need of program choices 1 5 3.83 .917 

 

 

By looking at the Table 5.12, it is clearly visible that the picture quality is the main 

benefit the respondents were looking for which is having the highest mean (M=4.07) 

among all. Having a variety of program types and more choices were the next most 

desirable features for the respondents while having electronic program guide being 

the least preferred. 

5.1.11 Influencing Factors of Buying Decision  

In the questionnaire respondents were asked to rank the given options in the order of 

importance which will influence the actual buying decision. Summary of the answers 

are shown in Table 5.13. 

Table 5.13 Factors influencing the buying decision 

 Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Importance of price 0 6 4.30 2.003 

Importance of video quality 0 6 4.19 1.559 

Importance of audio quality 0 6 3.32 1.403 
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Importance of EPG 0 6 3.25 1.595 

Importance of customized contents 0 6 3.39 1.530 

Importance of more choices 0 6 3.75 1.918 

 

 

By looking at the Table 5.13, it is evident that price is the most influential among all. 

Ordering of the rest of the factors was consistent with the benefits that they expects 

from the satellite television technology as presented in the Table 5.13. 

5.1.12 Adoption 

After recoding the adoption categories into three segments, new frequencies are 

shown in Table 5.14. 

Table 5.14 Frequency - Satellite TV adoption 

  Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Non adopters 33 15.9 16.1 16.1 

Potential adopters 108 52.2 52.7 68.8 

Adopters 64 30.9 31.2 100.0 

Total 205 99.0 100.0   

Missing System 2 1.0     

Total 207 100.0     

 

 

According to the descriptive statistics, there are nearly 16 percent of non adopters, 

52.7 of potential adopters and 31.2 of adopters. 

5.2 Inferential Analysis  

Apart from descriptive analysis, inferential analysis was performed to derive 

conclusions that extend beyond the immediate data alone. Therefore, the presented 

conceptual framework (Figure 3.1) was tested against the ten hypotheses.  
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With reference to the Figure 3.1, the independent variables were assumed to be 

directly affecting satellite TV adoption. Therefore, the relationships between 

independent variables were not tested.  

5.2.1 Hypothesis Testing  

When comparing the two groups regarding categorical variables, Chi-Square tests 

were used. Analysis of variance was employed whenever the independent variable is 

measured in likert scale. To accomplish the objective of determining the factors that 

affect the adoption of the satellite TV technology, multiple logistic regression analysis 

was performed. 

 

5.2.1.1 Age  

The first hypothesis tested was the relationship among age and the satellite TV 

adoption. 

H10: Satellite television adopters are not younger than potential adopters and 

non adopters. 

H1a:  Satellite television adopters are younger than potential adopters and non 

adopters. 

Table 5.15 Chi-Square test between age and adoption 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 11.106(a) 4 .025 

Likelihood Ratio 10.225 4 .037 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

2.361 1 .124 

N of Valid Cases 205   

a.  1 cells (11.1%) have expected count less than 5. 

The minimum expected count is 4.67. 
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According to the Table 5.15, since a single cell has expected count less than five, 

likelihood ratio was selected. Significance of the likelihood ratio was less than 0.05. 

This indicates that there is relationship between age groups and adoption categories. 

To determine the type of relationship that exists between two variables, cross 

tabulation of the variables was considered. According to the Table 5.16, percentages 

of younger category along the different adopter groups (non-adopters, potential-

adopters and adopters) respectively are 11.4 percent, 56.9 percent and 31.7 percent. 

According to this finding, there is a clear difference of percentages between non-

adopters and adopters which relate to younger age group having less percentage in 

non-adopter category. However, there is a significant difference between potential-

adopters and adopters in terms of younger age group having high percentage of 

younger people in potential-adopter category. Therefore, considering these findings 

alternate hypothesis is rejected. The null hypothesis is accepted. 

Table 5.16 Age groups * adoption cross tabulation 

       Adoption Total 

 Non 

adopters 

Potential 

adopters 

Adopters 

Age 

groups 

Younger Count 14 70 39 123 

% within 

Age groups 

11.4% 56.9% 31.7% 100.0% 

Middle 

aged 

Count 9 29 15 53 

% within 

Age groups 

17.0% 54.7% 28.3% 100.0% 

Older Count 10 9 10 29 

% within 

Age groups 

34.5% 31.0% 34.5% 100.0% 

Total Count 33 108 64 205 

% within 

Age groups 

16.1% 52.7% 31.2% 100.0% 
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5.2.1.2 Level of Education 

The second hypothesis was about relationship between level of education and 

adoption. Developed hypothesis is stated as below. 

H20: There is a positive relationship between level of education and satellite 

television adoption. 

H2a: There is no positive relationship between level of education and satellite 

television adoption. 

 

Table 5.17 Chi-Square test between level of education and adoption 

  Value df Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 20.941(a) 6 .002 

Likelihood Ratio 16.519 6 .011 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

8.744 1 .003 

N of Valid Cases 205     

a. 3 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5.  

The minimum expected count is 1.93. 

 

 

Since three cells have expected value less than five, likelihood ratio was considered. 

Likelihood ratio was below 0.05 indicating there is a relationship between age levels 

and adoption categories. For further analysis percentages were inspected. 

Table 5.18 Level of education* adoption cross tabulation  

    Adoption Total 

     Non 

adopters 

Potential 

adopters 

Adopters 

Education 

level of the 

respondents 

  

Below or up 

to 

GCE(A/L)/G

CE(O/L) 

  

Count 7 4 1 12 

% within Education 

level of the 

respondents 

58.3% 33.3% 8.3% 100.0

% 
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Diploma 

  

Count 5 10 8 23 

% within Education 

level of the 

respondents 

21.7% 43.5% 34.8% 100.0

% 

Bachelors 

degree 

  

Count 11 54 25 90 

% within Education 

level of the 

respondents 

12.2% 60.0% 27.8% 100.0

% 

Post graduate  

diploma/degr

ee or higher 

  

Count 10 40 30 80 

% within Education 

level of the 

respondents 

12.5% 50.0% 37.5% 100.0

% 

Total Count 33 108 64 205 

  % within Education 

level of the 

respondents 

16.1% 52.7% 31.2% 100.0

% 

 

 

The relationship with education level is strictly linear, with adopters indicating the 

greatest affluence level, followed by potential adopters and finally non adopters. 

According to the Table 5.18 as the level of education increases across the measured 

categories the rate of adoption increases. This confirms the second hypothesis that 

was tested. Therefore, the alternative hypothesis was accepted. 

5.2.1.3 Income  

The third hypothesis that was tested is stated as below. 

H30: House hold income is not positively related to the satellite television 

adoption. 

H3a: House hold income is positively related to the satellite television 

adoption. 

According to the Table 5.19 Pearson Chi-Square test was significant. The significance 

level was below 0.05. 
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Table 5.19 Chi-Square test between level of income and adoption 

  Value df Asymp. Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 28.894(a) 8 .000 

Likelihood Ratio 29.513 8 .000 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

19.115 1 .000 

N of Valid Cases 205     

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5.  

The minimum expected count is 5.63. 

 
 

Therefore, we can conclude that a relationship exist among the income level and 

satellite television adoption. 

To find out if there is a positive relationship among income and adoption percentages 

were considered. As shown in the Table 5.20 rate of adoption increases up to income 

category four. However, there is a significant drop of adoption rate in category five 

which is the highest income category. According to the findings we reject the 

alternative hypothesis and accept the null hypothesis. 

Table 5.20 Level of income* adoption cross tabulation 

     Adoption Total 

     Non 

adopters 

Potential 

adopters 

Adopters 

Income 

levels 

Category 

1 

Count 14 20 6 40 

    % within Income 

levels 

35.0% 50.0% 15.0% 100.0% 

  Category 

2 

Count 12 29 14 55 

    % within Income 

levels 

21.8% 52.7% 25.5% 100.0% 

  Category Count 3 21 11 35 
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3 

    % within Income 

levels 

8.6% 60.0% 31.4% 100.0% 

  Category 

4 

Count 3 14 19 36 

    % within Income 

levels 

8.3% 38.9% 52.8% 100.0% 

  Category 

5 

Count 1 24 14 39 

    % within Income 

levels 

2.6% 61.5% 35.9% 100.0% 

Total Count 33 108 64 205 

  % within Income 

levels 

16.1% 52.7% 31.2% 100.0% 

 

 

5.2.1.4 Innovativeness 

The fourth hypothesis that was tested is about the relationship of innovativeness. The 

tested hypothesis is stated below.  

H40: Satellite television adopters do not exert the highest innovativeness when 

compared to non adopters and potential adopters. 

H4a: Satellite television adopters exert the highest innovativeness when 

compared to non adopters and potential adopters. 

Table 5.21 Analysis of variance - Innovativeness 

 

ANOVA 

 

 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

Between 

Groups 

8.854 2 4.427 9.978 .000 

Within Groups 85.629 193 .444     
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Total 94.483 195       

 

  

 

 

 
Table 5.22 Innovativeness – multiple comparisons 

 (I) 

Adoption 

(J) Adoption Mean 

Difference (I-

J) 

 

Std. 

Error 

 

Sig. 

 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Upper 

Bound 

Lower 

Bound 

Non 

adopters 

Potential 

adopters 

-.620(*) .142 .000 -.95 -.29 

Adopters -.579(*) .152 .001 -.94 -.22 

Potential 

adopters 

Non 

adopters 

.620(*) .142 .000 .29 .95 

Adopters .041 .106 .923 -.21 .29 

Adopters Non 

adopters 

.579(*) .152 .001 .22 .94 

Potential 

adopters 

-.041 .106 .923 -.29 .21 

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
 

 

According to the Table 5.21 there is a relationship among innovativeness and 

adoption of satellite television with a significance of below 0.05.  To test the stated 

hypothesis post hoc test was carried out.  Tukey HSD test was selected as the method 

of analysis. When adopter‟s mean is compared with non adopter‟s mean (Table 5.22), 

difference was significantly positive indicating higher mean with adopters. 

Comparison of mean differences of potential adopter‟s and non adopters also revealed 

a positive significant mean difference indicating higher mean with potential adopters. 

However, comparison of those mean differences showed highest difference is with 

potential adopters. Therefore, the alternative hypothesis was rejected and the null 

hypothesis was substantiated. 
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5.2.1.5 Media Ownership 

The fifth hypothesis that was tested is about ownership of media related other 

technologies with satellite television adoption. Total number of technologies were 

summed together and used in the analysis.   

H50: There is no difference in ownership of technology products 

(entertainment oriented, information based) among non adopters, 

potential adopters and adopters. 

H5a: Non adopters of satellite television own less number of technologies 

(entertainment oriented, information based) than adopters and potential 

adopters.   

Table 5.23 Analysis of variance – Media Ownership 

 

ANOVA 

 

 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

Between 

Groups 

38.421 2 19.211 9.748 .000 

Within Groups 384.286 195 1.971     

Total 422.707 197       

 

 

According to the Table 5.23 the relationship the significance level is below 0.05. 

Therefore, further analysis was carried out to test the hypothesis.  Table 5.24 shows 

the mean differences and their significance levels. 

According to the Table 5.24, comparison of non adopters with potential adopters 

revealed that the relationship is significant at 0.005 indicating more than 95 percent 

confidence level. Mean difference of above said two categories was 0.937. 

Comparison of means of non adopters and adopters was significant and mean 

difference was 1.395. 
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Table 5.24 Media Ownership – multiple comparisons 

 (I) 

Adoption 

  

(J) 

Adoption 

  

Mean 

Difference (I-J) 

 

Std. 

Error 

Upper 

Bound 

Sig. 

Lower 

Bound 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Upper 

Bound 

Lower 

Bound 

Non 

adopters 

  

Potential 

adopters 

-.937(*) .294 .005 -1.63 -.24 

Adopters -1.394(*) .316 .000 -2.14 -.65 

Potential 

adopters 

  

Non 

adopters 

.937(*) .294 .005 .24 1.63 

Adopters -.457 .224 .105 -.99 .07 

Adopters 

  

Non 

adopters 

1.394(*) .316 .000 .65 2.14 

Potential 

adopters 

.457 .224 .105 -.07 .99 

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
 
 
 

When these mean differences were taken into consideration non adopters were having 

the least mean indicating they own the least number of technologies than other two 

adopter categories. Hence, the alternative hypothesis was substantiated.   

5.2.1.6 Relative Advantage and Compatibility 

The sixth hypothesis under analysis was the relationship of relative advantage and 

compatibility of satellite television with different adopter categories. The tested 

hypothesis is stated below. 

H60: There is no difference in relative advantage and compatibility of satellite 

television among different adopter groups (non adopters, potential 

adopters and adopters). 

H6a: There is a difference in relative advantage and compatibility of satellite 

television among different adopter groups (non adopters, potential 

adopters and adopters). 
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According to the Table 5.25, F value (8.99) is significant (p<0.001). Therefore, we 

can conclude that there is a significant relationship among adopter categories and 

perceived relative advantage. Compatibility is also significant (p<0.001) having F 

value at 8.103.  Hence the above stated alternative hypothesis is accepted while 

rejecting the null hypothesis. 

 
Table 5.25 Analysis of variance – Relative Advantage and Compatibility 

 

 ANOVA 
 

    Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

Relative 

advantage 

Between 

Groups 

9.321 2 4.661 8.999 .000 

  Within Groups 100.475 194 .518     

  Total 109.797 196       

Compatibility Between 

Groups 

9.893 2 4.947 8.103 .000 

  Within Groups 118.432 194 .610     

  Total 128.325 196       

 

 

Further analysis of the variables is shown in Table 5.26. According to the table 

values, Non adopters are significantly different from potential adopters and adopters 

in terms of relative advantage. However, there is no difference of potential adopters 

and adopters. In relation to compatibility, again non adopters are different from 

potential adopters and adopters. Again there is no difference among adopters and 

potential adopters in relation compatibility. 

Table 5.26 Relative Advantage and Compatibility - multiple comparisons  

Dependent 

Variable 

(I) 

Adoption 

(J) 

Adoption 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 

Sig. 

 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval 
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        Upper 

Bound 

Lower 

Bound 

Relative 

advantage 

  

  

  

  

  

Non 

adopters 

  

Potential 

adopters 

-.578(*) .151 .001 -.93 -.22 

Adopters -.655(*) .162 .000 -1.04 -.27 

Potential 

adopters 

  

Non 

adopters 

.578(*) .151 .001 .22 .93 

Adopters -.077 .115 .781 -.35 .19 

Adopters 

  

Non 

adopters 

.655(*) .162 .000 .27 1.04 

Potential 

adopters 

.077 .115 .781 -.19 .35 

Compatibility 

  

  

  

  

  

Non 

adopters 

  

Potential 

adopters 

-.603(*) .164 .001 -.99 -.22 

Adopters -.668(*) .176 .001 -1.08 -.25 

Potential 

adopters 

  

Non 

adopters 

.603(*) .164 .001 .22 .99 

Adopters -.065 .125 .863 -.36 .23 

Adopters 

  

Non 

adopters 

.668(*) .176 .001 .25 1.08 

Potential 

adopters 

.065 .125 .863 -.23 .36 

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
 

5.2.1.7 Complexity 

The seventh hypothesis that was tested is the relationship of complexity of the 

technology to the adoption. The developed hypothesis is stated below.  

H70: There is no difference in perceived complexity of satellite television 

among different adopter categories (non adopters, potential adopters and 

adopters). 
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H7a: There is a difference in perceived complexity of satellite television 

among different adopter categories (non adopters, potential adopters and 

adopters). 

 

Table 5.27 Analysis of variance – Complexity 

ANOVA 

 

 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

Between 

Groups 

4.079 2 2.039 5.212 .006 

Within Groups 75.918 194 .391     

Total 79.997 196       

 

 

According to the Table 5.27 the F value (5.212) is significant at 0.006.   

Table 5.28 Complexity - multiple comparisons  

 (I) 

Adoption 

  

(J) 

Adoption 

  

Mean 

Difference (I-

J) 

Lower Bound 

Std. 

Error 

Upper 

Bound 

Sig. 

Lower 

Bound 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Upper 

Bound 

Lower 

Bound 

Non 

adopters 

  

Potential 

adopters 

-.272 .131 .099 -.58 .04 

Adopters -.451(*) .141 .005 -.78 -.12 

Potential 

adopters 

  

Non 

adopters 

.272 .131 .099 -.04 .58 

Adopters -.179 .100 .175 -.42 .06 

Adopters 

  

Non 

adopters 

.451(*) .141 .005 .12 .78 

Potential 

adopters 

.179 .100 .175 -.06 .42 

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
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This indicates that there is a significant difference in complexity among different 

adopter categories. Hence, the alternative hypothesis is substantiated.  

Further analysis about complexity is shown in the Table 5.28. According to the 

findings, only significant relationship is among adopters and non adopters. No other 

relationship is significant. While inspecting the mean differences it can be seen that 

complexity is negatively related to the adoption where adopters have the least mean 

and non adopters have the highest mean. 

5.2.1.8 Perceived Resources 

The last hypothesis that was tested is as below. It was developed to test the 

relationship among perceived resources and satellite television adoption. 

H80: There is no difference of perceived resources among adopters, potential 

adopters and non adopters. 

H8a: There is a difference of perceived resources among adopters, potential 

adopters and non adopters. 

According to the Table 5.29 the F value is significant (p<0.001). Hence, the 

alternative hypothesis is substantiated and null hypothesis is rejected.  

Table 5.29 Analysis of variance – Perceived Resources 

 

ANOVA 

 

 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

Between 

Groups 

47.689 2 23.844 70.622 .000 

Within Groups 65.163 193 .338     

Total 112.852 195       

 

 

Further inspection (Table 5.30) shows that perceived resources are significantly differ 

among three adopter categories. Moreover, adopters have the least perceived resource 
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mean and it increases for potential adopters and non adopters respectively. Therefore, 

we can conclude that perceived resources have negative relationship with the satellite 

television adoption.  

 

Table 5.30 Perceived Resources - multiple comparisons 

 (I) 

Adoption 

  

(J) 

Adoption 

  

Mean 

Difference (I-

J) 

Lower Bound 

Std. 

Error 

Upper 

Bound 

Sig. 

Lower 

Bound 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Upper 

Bound 

Lower 

Bound 

Non 

adopters 

  

Potential 

adopters 

.568(*) .122 .000 .28 .86 

Adopters 1.426(*) .131 .000 1.12 1.74 

Potential 

adopters 

  

Non 

adopters 

-.568(*) .122 .000 -.86 -.28 

Adopters .858(*) .093 .000 .64 1.08 

Adopters 

  

Non 

adopters 

-1.426(*) .131 .000 -1.74 -1.12 

Potential 

adopters 

-.858(*) .093 .000 -1.08 -.64 

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

 

 

5.2.1.9 Perceived Needs 

Under the category of needs fulfilment there were many number of sub variables. For 

the easiness of analysis this viable was presented as a research question. The 

developed question is stated below. 

RQ1:  How does various needs fulfillment differs among non adopters, 

potential adopters and adopters of satellite television? 
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Table 5.31 shows six sub components of needs fulfilment main variable. All these six 

indicators are the benefits consumers can expect from the technology. Questions were 

developed to measure those indicators individually.  

  

 

Table 5.31 Analysis of variance – Perceived needs 

 

ANOVA 

 

    Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

Need of picture 

quality 

Between 

Groups 

18.898 2 9.449 17.392 .000 

  Within Groups 103.226 190 .543     

  Total 122.124 192       

Need of audio quality Between 

Groups 

8.523 2 4.262 7.060 .001 

  Within Groups 114.699 190 .604     

  Total 123.223 192       

Need of bigger screen 

size 

Between 

Groups 

8.331 2 4.166 5.689 .004 

  Within Groups 139.109 190 .732     

  Total 147.440 192       

Need of program 

guides 

Between 

Groups 

4.604 2 2.302 2.931 .056 

  Within Groups 149.251 190 .786     

  Total 153.855 192       

Need of program 

types 

Between 

Groups 

9.919 2 4.959 6.958 .001 

  Within Groups 135.418 190 .713     

  Total 145.337 192       

Need of program 

choices 

Between 

Groups 

9.026 2 4.513 5.629 .004 
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  Within Groups 152.331 190 .802     

  Total 161.358 192       

 
 

F values of five indicators among all six indicators were significant. The only near 

significant variable is the need for EPG.  Need for picture quality has the highest 

significance (p <.001) and apart from the need for EPG, the need for bigger screen 

size and the need for program choices have the next least significance. 

5.2.1.10 Mass Media Use 

The last research question was developed to find out the differences in media usage 

among different adopter categories.  Developed question is stated below. 

RQ2: How does level of different media and internet service use differ among 

non adopters, potential adopters and adopters of satellite television? 

 

Table 5.32 Analysis of variance - Mass Media Use 

ANOVA 

 

    Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

Newspaper reading 

hours/week 

Between 

Groups 

16.305 2 8.152 1.109 .332 

  Within Groups 1433.615 195 7.352     

  Total 1449.919 197       

Magazine reading 

hours/week 

Between 

Groups 

1.469 2 .734 .403 .669 

  Within Groups 355.635 195 1.824     

  Total 357.104 197       

TV watching 

hours/week 

Between 

Groups 

118.574 2 59.287 1.450 .237 
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  Within Groups 7971.269 195 40.878     

  Total 8089.843 197       

Radio listening 

hours/week 

Between 

Groups 

128.652 2 64.326 1.836 .162 

  Within Groups 6833.509 195 35.044     

  Total 6962.162 197       

Internet surfing 

hours/week 

Between 

Groups 

59.704 2 29.852 .094 .910 

  Within Groups 61835.21

1 

195 317.104     

  Total 61894.91

5 

197       

DVD watching 

times/week 

Between 

Groups 

185.363 2 92.681 5.122 .007 

  Within Groups 3456.416 191 18.096     

  Total 3641.778 193       

Movie-going 

times/week 

Between 

Groups 

1.182 2 .591 .377 .686 

  Within Groups 297.688 190 1.567     

  Total 298.870 192       

 

 

Above Table 5.32 shows the analysis for seven indicators that were selected under 

mass media use main variable. As shown in the Table 5.32 DVD watching is the only 

significance (.007) sub variable among all seven.    

5.2.1.11 Logistic Regression  

In order to consider the effect of independent variables in presence of other 

independent variables logistic regression procedure was selected. Due to the nature of 

dependent variable multiple logistic regressions was the most suitable since the 

dependent variable had more than two categories. 
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The results shown in Table 5.33 depicts when classifying adopters, potential adopters 

and non adopters only the age showed near significance in demographic terms. 

Neither income nor the level of education was significant. In terms of satellite 

television attributes only complexity showed near significance (.061). 

 

 

 

Table 5.33 Logistic Regression 

Effect Model Fitting 

Criteria 

Likelihood Ratio Tests 

  -2 Log Likelihood 

of Reduced Model 

Chi-

Square 

df Sig. 

Need of picture quality 186.076 11.229 2 .004 

Needs of audio quality 178.342 3.495 2 .174 

Need of screen size 177.763 2.916 2 .233 

Need of program guides 175.285 .438 2 .803 

Need of program types 177.128 2.281 2 .320 

Need of program choices 175.616 .769 2 .681 

Relative advantage 174.942 .095 2 .954 

Compatibility 178.338 3.492 2 .174 

Complexity 180.440 5.593 2 .061 

Innovativeness 181.736 6.889 2 .032 

Perceived resources 238.943 64.096 2 .000 

Newspaper reading 177.469 2.622 2 .269 

Magazine reading 176.877 2.031 2 .362 

TV watching 178.446 3.600 2 .165 

Radio listening 177.873 3.026 2 .220 

Internet surfing 177.413 2.566 2 .277 

DVD watching 183.138 8.291 2 .016 

Movie-going 175.441 .595 2 .743 
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Technology ownership 174.921 .075 2 .963 

Age group 183.024 8.177 4 .085 

Level of income 187.072 12.225 8 .141 

Education 180.092 5.245 6 .513 

 

 

Other characteristics such as relative advantage and compatibility showed no 

significance. Innovativeness and perceived resources were significant predictors of 

satellite television adoption.  In terms of perceived needs only the need for picture 

quality was the only significant predictor and surprisingly no other need became 

significant enough. Under the category of mass media use, only DVD watching was 

significant, no other use of mass media such as television watching, radio listening 

and Internet surfing became significant for satellite television adoption. This was an 

alarming finding where disseminating information about the satellite television 

services via these media types is not happening effectively.  

The regression equation could correctly discriminate almost 74 percent of adopters, 

potential adopters and non adopters as shown in the Table 5.34.    

Table 5.34 Logistic Regression – Prediction power 

Cox and Snell .631 

Nagelkerke .739 

McFadden .518 

 

 


