
Australian Journal of Basic and Applied Sciences, 5(12): 833-839, 2011 
ISSN 1991-8178 

Corresponding Author: Hossein Nezakati (Ph.D.), Department of Management and Marketing, Faculty of Economics an 
Management, University Putra Malaysia, (UPM). 

 E-mail: hossein@econ.upm.edu.my, dr.nezakati@gmail.com 
833 

Adoption and Diffusion of Innovations in Fast Food Industries 
 

1Hossein Nezakati, 2Noor Azman Ali, 3Shaheen Mansori and 4Amirhossein Taebi Noghondari 
 

1,2Department of Management and Marketing, Faculty of Economics and Management, University 
Putra Malaysia (UPM). 

3,4Ph.D. Candidate, Graduate School of Management, Universiti Putra Malaysia (UPM). 
 

Abstract: Intensive completion in fast food industry force the companies to develop new recopies as 
well as implement the innovative marketing and business strategies to capture the higher market share 
in industry. However, the large numbers of innovative ideas and products have failed in market because 
they could not find the right channel to approach the customers. To get the better perspective regarding 
this issue, this study tested the model, which can explain the reasons why sometime customers are not 
keen to purchase from particular brand or location. The proposed model explains that how the four 
product/service characteristics 4As (affordability, awareness, acceptability, accessibility) can influence 
various groups of consumers by different level of innovativeness. The objective of this study is to study 
the relationship between individual characteristics and new 4As (availability, awareness, accessibility, 
acceptability). According to the results for affordability of product in fast food industry is one of the 
main factors for customers in among Malaysian. In addition, the results indicated that availability of 
information on product package is one the concern for customers and can influence their shopping 
behavior. In contrast, respondents did not show any serious interest for other factors of 4As. Results 
showed that acceptability and compatibility of food with local food is not the main concern for them to 
consume the fast food products. Moreover, results did not indicate any significant relationship between 
innovativeness and advertisements about the products.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 
 Ranking the elements that are part of market value coverage model according to adoption and diffusion of 
innovations provides two main distinct groups: innovators as the first group and first of adaptors and laggards as 
last group who accept innovation. Rogers (1995) mentioned that innovation as new idea by a person while 
diffusion as the process where an innovation spreads out. At the same time, he explained  
“the degree to which an individual is relatively earlier in adopting new ideas than other members of the social 
system” as innovativeness. Innovation is the process that including the creation of new ideas into products or 
processes which are marketable (Schumpeter, 1939; Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 1997). Besides consumer, 
innovativeness has been considerably studied in marketing and associated fields (Goldsmith, Moore and 
Beaudoin, 1999; Hirschman, 1981; Im, Mason and Houston, 2007; Mansori, 2010; Nezakati, 2003; Roehrich, 
2004). 
 The world of fast food business has becoming competitive where there are a lot of fast food chain operators 
(e.g. McDonald, KFC, Pizza hut, Domino) expanding into new areas daily, emergence of various new players, 
new menu and new type of cuisines. Few elements contribute to the success of fast food restaurants (FFR) and 
make it appeared well known internationally and preferred choice of fast food restaurants. Those elements are 
local adaptation, customer-added values, innovative integrated marketing mix, quality, services and dining 
environment. The main priority of this study is to investigate and the rank the influence of four elements of 
marketing value coverage model consists of Awareness, Acceptance, Affordability and Accessibility (4A’s) on 
subgroups of social system in adoption of new products/services new in Malaysia market.  
 
Marketing Mix: 4As: 
 Companies use the four fundamental factors ( product, price, place, promotion) of marketing mix in their 
strategy to increase their market share (Ehmke, Dobbins, Gray, Boehlje and Miller, 2004). The marketing mix 
management paradigm appeared as a creator of differentiation since it was introduced in 1940s.  
 However, new competitive era need more accurate approach compared those fundamental factors; therefore 
this research regards one of newest method of marketing mix (4A’s; Affordability, Awareness, Acceptability, 
Accessibility) to examine relationship between 4A’s and adoption of innovation. The focus of 4A’s is on events 
that ultimately make marketing activities directed at final consumers more successful considering all tools 
available to the promoters.In other word. 4A’s are aimed at objectives compared to 4P’s that focus on 
“implications” (Sheth and Shah, 2003). Marketing as a collection of value detection, development and 
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transformation processes does not fit on its own within 4P’s concept. 4P’s reflect suppliers’ point of view rather 
than consumers. The transformation of 4Ps to 4As can be described as follows: 
 
Acceptability: 

(Product→ Customer Value→ Object→ Acceptability) 
 

 Acceptability is changed from product to customer value and object. Product can be defined as the complex 
combination of tangible and intangible elements which distinguishes it from other entities in the marketplace 
(M.R. Czinkota and Ronkainen, 2010). How good the offerings and how well the organizations are able to 
differentiate its offer from their competitors will determine the success of the organizations. As according to 
Lauterborn (1990), organization is exist to serve everything concerned with customers’ needs. Value is the key 
point that customers focus on. Object is something that purchased by the customer to satisfy a particular need 
(M. CZINKOTA and RONKAINEN). Therefore, the following hypothesis can be developed: 
 
Hypothesis 1: 
 There is a difference in acceptability level of fast food products among five different groups of customer 
(innovator, early adaptor, early majority, late majority and laggard). 
 
Affordability: 

(Price→ Cost→ Objectives→ Affordability) 
 
 Affordability is changed from price to cost, objectives. Basic economy theory of supply and demand 
suggests that when prices drop, consumers will buy more and generate stronger demand (Casassus, Liu and 
Tang, 2009). A price should be set at the level where it is able to generate profit to the organization itself and 
should be able to cover the objectives and cost of the organization; while most important is that it is within the 
affordable range of the consumers. The price to be paid for a service is determined by the level of quality to be 
demanded in the customer’s mind (Teboul, 1991). A cost is something that is given up due to a particular 
decision. From the customer point of view, cost is the amount of money that they need to pay in order to acquire 
the products/services; while from the organization’s perspective, cost is what they charge for the offerings. 
Objectives explained the motivations behind the acquisition of the offerings. Therefore, the following 
hypothesis can be developed:  
 
Hypothesis 2: 
 There is a difference in importance of affordability of fast food products among five different groups of 
customer (innovator, early adaptor, early majority, late majority and laggard). 
 
Accessibility: 

(Place→ Convenience→ Organization→ Accessibility) 
 

 For extent to which customers are able to readily acquire and use a product or service. Distribution channels 
in markets can be fragmented or non-existent and the task of simply getting products to people can be a major 
hurdle to overcome. Companies need to explore alternative methods of delivering their products and services to 
even the most isolated of communities (Anderson, Chatterjee and Lakshmanan, 2003). Therefore, the following 
hypothesis can be developed: 
 
Hypothesis 3: 
 There is a difference in importance of accessibility to fast food products among five different groups of 
customer (innovator, early adaptor, early majority, late majority and laggard). 
 
Awareness: 

(Promotion→ Communication→ Operation→ Awareness) 
 

 According to Kotler and Armstrong (2010), promotion is a process that involved business, individuals and 
organization who interested with the products of business. Promotion includes the use of advertising, sales 
promotions, publicity, events, experiences and personal selling. Communication requires a give and take 
between the buyer and seller (Lauterborn, 1990; Wray-Bliss, 2003). The organization need to ensure that the 
complete communication is delivered to the audiences in order to make sure that the intended audiences 
understand and interpret their messages in the right way. This should be carefully plan as the market now is 
saturated with all kinds of advertisement and noise. The audiences are easily getting distracted from the exact 
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message that the organization intends to communicate to them. Therefore, the following hypothesis can be 
developed:  
 
Hypothesis 4: 
 There is a difference in importance of awareness (Information Availability) about fast food products among 
five different groups of customer (innovator, early adaptor, early majority, late majority and laggard). 
 
Hypothesis 5: 
 There is a difference in importance of awareness (Advertisement) about fast food products among five 
different groups of customer (innovator, early adaptor, early majority, late majority and laggard). 
 
Methodology: 
 Current research is quantitative based study. The framework of this study is developed according to 
deductive approach. As sample size can have high impact on the statistical power of the significance testing, 
there is a need to carefully access (J. Hair, Black, Babin and Anderson, 2010). This study applied convenience 
sampling and the participants are selected according to their enthusiasm to contribute to the research. The unit of 
analysis is at individual level (above 18 years old). To select the participants, no restrictions such religion, 
gender, race, education and income is consider. The only criterion is the willingness of people that are requested 
to participant in the current research. The different areas of Selangor and Kelang Valley (two main metropolitan 
regions in Malaysia) are considered for distributing of questionnaires. As this study seeks to accurate high 
response rate; the self distribution technique is applied. For the aim of this study totally 580 questionnaires are 
distributed by researchers.  
 This research has used the composited measurement scales, as the variables are varied in their concepts and 
have different operationalisations. By using 5-Likert scale, the participants rate their perceptions about 
innovativeness, awareness, accessibility, affordability and acceptability from either strongly disagree to strongly 
agree or strongly important to strongly unimportant. For ranking the most popular fast food brands the 6-Likert 
scale is considered, from Not at all to very important. The Numerical answers referred to choices involving 
numbers.  
 
Result Analysis: 
 The questionnaires were collected from universities, transportation hubs and shopping malls. Overall, 400 
questionnaires (around 70 percents) were completed and return by respondents. This respond rate is considered 
quite well among South-East Asian countries such as Malaysia.  
 Almost 46 percents of respondents are male, which shows that women were participated more in this study. 
Majority of respondents are single, about 65 percent. Out 400 respondents, 174 of them are between 18-23 years 
old that constitute almost 44 percent of participants. The lowest percentage, 2.8 percent, belongs to above 50 
years old respondents. Forty two percent of sample has bachelor degree (biggest group); whereas, only a little 
bit more than one percent hold PhD (smallest group). The level of income of majority of people is below the 
2000 RM, 65 percent. From the perspective of race, half of respondents were Malay, 39 percent were Chinese, 
10 percent were Indian and only one percent was from other races 
 Normality of data is one of the most fundamental assumptions for running the structural models (Byrne, 
2009). The results of normality test are presented in the Table 1. according to the results, all of the items had 
absolute values of Skewness and Kurtosis statistics smaller than 2; therefore fitted well to normal distribution. 
Therefore, it can be concluded that all the items making up the constructs had have normal distribution (Kline, 
2005). 
 
Table 1: Descriptive statistics of Variables. 

 Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
 Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Statistic Std. 
Innovativeness 2.0842 .71688 .478 .122 -.057 .243 
Awareness  Information 3.2905 .64758 .249 .122 -.078 .243 
Awareness  3.4088 .70408 -.132 .122 .098 .243 
Accessibility 3.9113 .63813 -.481 .122 .475 .243 
Acceptability 4.2088 .58665 -.727 .122 .998 .243 
Affordability 3.7600 .64342 -.189 .122 .240 .243 

 

 The validity tests were conducted for acceptability, accessibility, affordability and awareness. The principal 
component extraction and varimax rotation method were applied. The constructs were extracted based on the 
following criteria: (i) factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0, (ii) the total variance explained was equal or 
greater than 50% of the common variance and (iii) Cronbach's coefficient alpha for each factor extracted was 
equal or greater than 0.60 (at least 0.50).  
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Validity Analysis: 
 Validity tests have been included to the test and the load showed the acceptable level of validity for this 
variable (Table 2). 
 
Table 2: Exploratory Factor Analysis, acceptability. 

Based on your opinion, in selecting fast food restaurant, which one of the following factors are important? Load 
The favorable environment of fast food outlets  
The taste of food  
Well-balanced diet of food  
Freshness of ingredients and materials  

.808 

.786 

.772 

.716 
Based on your opinion, in selecting fast food restaurant, which one of the following factors are important?  
Distance from my house  
Distance from my office  
Be reachable, on my way  
Parking lot availability  
The average time getting to outlet. 
Free delivery service  
The numbers of staffs are available during busy times.  
The convenient hours of operation time 

.829 

.793 

.691 

.623 

.625 

.725 

.786 

.643 
Based on your opinion, in selecting fast food restaurant, which one of the following factors are important?  
Distance from my house  
Distance from my office  
Be reachable, on my way  
Parking lot availability  
The average time getting to outlet. 
Free delivery service  
The numbers of staffs are available during busy times.  
The convenient hours of operation time 

.829 

.793 

.691 

.623 

.625 

.725 

.786 

.643 
Awareness  
My nutrition information about fast food is high  
I would like to receive additional nutritional information about fast food.  
I usually pay attention to nutrition information when I see it in an advertisement or elsewhere.  
I always refer nutrition information on the label when making most of my fast food selections.  
I don't I don't spend much time reading nutrition information.  
 In general, my knowledge about various types of fast food is high 

.633 

.690 

.838 
  
.757 
 
.532 
.592 

Advertisement about fast food 
provides me 

Reliable information  
Relevant information  
On time information  
Useful information about new products  
Useful information about available discounts 

.765 

.796 

.830 

.714 

.684 
Based on your opinion, in selecting fast food restaurant, which one of the following factors are important?  
Price of fast food  
Payment methods ( e.g credit card, debit card,...)  
Portion (quantity) of food compare to its cost  

.808 

.719 

.671 
Innovativeness   
When I hear about a new product, I try to know more about at the first occasion 
I am the kind of person who tries every new product at least once 

.769 

.731 
I never buy something I don’t know anything about with the risk of making a mistake (r) 
I’d rather choose a brand that I usually buy rather than try something I am not confident in (r) 

.536 
 
.743 

I seek out the opinion of those who have tried new products or brands before I try them (r) 
Before trying a new product, I try to learn what friends who possess this product think about it (r) 

.598 
 
.583 

 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy :.7 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity p-value:.001 

 

 
Reliability Test: 
 According to Raykov (1997) Cranach’s α may over or underestimate reliability. Cranach’s α is usually 
interpretable as a lower bound for reliability (with uncorrelated errors). Calculated α is reliable if the variables 
are unidimensional and the error terms are uncorrelated. Because in this study both of these fundamental 
assumption were violated; therefore, a method is needed that would allow the researcher to evaluate more 
accurately reliability. To overcome to this problem Composite reliability (CR) and Average variance extracted 
(AVE) were used (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The results showed that acceptable level as the CRs of all 
variables are more than.7 (J. F. J. Hair, Wolfinbarger, Money, Samouel and Page, 2011)and the value of AVEs 
are more than.5 except innovativeness (Table 3). 
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Table 3: Results of Reliability Test. 
 Composite Reliability AVE 
Innovativeness  0.825 0.444 
Awareness  
(information) 

.874 .528 

Awareness  
(Advertisement) 

.85 .59 

Affordability  0.778 0.540 
Accessibility  0.823 0.540 
Acceptability  .85 .60 

 
Structure Equation Modeling: 
 The presented structure equation-model (Figure 1) analysis was conducted to test the causal relationships 
established in the hypotheses.  
 
Model’s Test of Goodness of Fit: 
 The results in Figure 1 and Table 4 indicate that the causal model was very well fitted With Root Mean 
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) = 0.051 < 0.08 and root mean square residual (RMR) =.048<.10 the 
structural model met the Absolute of Goodness of Fit and the Badness of Fit criteria. The Goodness of Fit index 
(GFI) = 0.92 and both the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = 0.92 and Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) = 0.91 greater 
than 0.90, the model meet the Incremental-Fit-Index and Goodness of Fit Index criteria (by Hair, Black, Babin 
anderson and Tatham, 2010). Collectively, the SEM results indicated that the causal model was adequately fitted 
to the data. 
 
Testing of Hypotheses: 
 The summary of parameter estimates and hypothesis testing are presented in Table 4. These results show 
that one of the hypotheses has been rejected and the rest have been supported. The details of the results are 
discussed in the following sections: 

 
Table 4: Structural equation model. 

Relationship Estimate S.E C.R P  

Innovativeness H1 Acceptability .055 .154 .358 .721 Rejected 

Innovativeness H2 Affordability -.482 .237 -2.037 .042 Accepted 

Innovativeness H3 Accessibility -.140 .158 -.888 .375 rejected 

Innovativeness H4 
Awareness 
Information 
Availability 

-.461 .121 -3.795 *** 
 

Accepted 

Innovativeness H5 
Awareness by 
Advertisement 

.112 .079 1.417 .157 Rejected 

 

 
 
Fig. 1: Structural Model. 

 
 Regarding to the structural equation model out of 5 factors, information availability about the product and 
affordability have the significant relationship with the level of innovativeness of customers in Malaysia (p-
value<.05).However, accessibility, acceptability and advertisements did not show any significant relationship 
with innovativeness in fast food industry in Malaysia (p-value> 0.05).  
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Conclusion: 
 The objective of this study is to study the relationship between individual characteristics and new 4As 
(availability, awareness, accessibility, acceptability). According to the results for affordability of product in fast 
food industry is one of the main factors for customers in among Malaysian. In addition, the results indicated that 
availability of information on product package is one the concern for customers and can influence their 
shopping behavior. 
 Findings of current study can help marketers and managers of advertisement development companies to 
identify the best strategy to increase the effectiveness of the marketing campaigns to create brand image among 
the customers for fast food among Malaysian customers. This finding can be more useful for companies when 
they want to open the branches or launch the new product to the market. 
 According to these findings affordability and price related factor is one of the most important factor for 
Malaysian for fast food products. Therefore, companies in their communication policies should emphasize more 
on affordability of products to get the attention of customers to their companies. Moreover, these results showed 
that the information content on packing about the ingredients of food is one of concern for a group of customer. 
Therefore, it would be advisable for companies to decimate information among customer via the suitable 
communication channels to convince the customer to choose their outlets and brands.  
 The result of study showed that may direct advertisements are not effective for companies and specially for 
the costumer with the high level of innovativeness. Thus, to introduce the new products, companies may 
consider other type of marketing channels such as viral marketing or tribe marketing to get the attention of 
customers with higher degree of innovativeness instead spending the high budget on mass advertisements which 
may not have the high rate of investment for company.  
 
Limitation and Recommendations: 
 Each research project has some limitations in terms of generalization and implication of findings, which this 
one is not an exception. For the purpose of this study, Samples were taken from the locations in Selangor and 
Kelang Valley such as transportation hubs, universities and shopping malls to cover the wider range of people 
who consume fast food products. Samples were collected based on convenience sampling. This approach was 
chosen due to budget and time constrains. Thus, the finding of this study cannot be truly representative of the 
whole population especially rural and less developed region of Malaysia. Thus, further study should go for in 
dept investigation of this phenomenon by applying more qualitative method such as focus group and observation 
to get broader perspective of this issue. 
 Due to the time constrain, data of this study were collected at a single point of time (cross-sectional) to 
study the relationship between the dependant variable and independent variables. However, consumers’ personal 
traits can be change trough the time and the consumer’s attitude toward a particular issue might be change over 
the time and in different stage of product life cycle. Thus, the finding of this research might outdate after long 
period. Therefore, it seems worth that the future study can apply longitude data collection method to study the 
different attitude toward a company’s brand before and after displaying or broadcasting the new advertisements. 
 In addition, data collection of this study was based on the self-report of participants that can facilitate the 
data collection process; however, this method can increase the chance of over or under reports by participants in 
different cases. Thus, the study might also suffer from the limitation of the potential prejudice in respondents’ 
response whereby the respondents were trying to provide the most acceptable and favorable answers. Thus 
future study can study this phenomenon from broader view by including wider geographical area to the future 
studies.  
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