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Abstract: According to Hofstede’s theory of cultural dimensions, cultures differ in cultural values 13 
and norms; values and norms that may influence differences in trendsetting, creative traits and 14 
behaviors, and pro-environmental behaviors. Further, because men and women have been 15 
socialized within particular cultures, gender differences may exist in trendsetting, creative traits 16 
and behaviors, and pro-environmental behaviors. Trendsetters have characteristics that are 17 
interrelated with creative traits and behaviors, perhaps inclining them to endorse 18 
pro-environmental behaviors. However, the interrelationships among these variables remain 19 
unexplored. Thus, the purpose of this study was to examine these three variables among college 20 
students in South Korea and the United States, specifically looking at cultural and gender 21 
differences. Participants were 225 Korean college students and 221 U.S. college students. 22 
Questionnaires included demographic items and scales measuring trendsetting, creative traits and 23 
behaviors, and pro-environmental behaviors. Data analyses included descriptive statistics, 24 
Cronbach’s alpha reliability, MANOVA, ANOVA and SNK posthoc test. Results show that U.S. (vs 25 
Korean) students indicated greater trendsetting and creative traits and behaviors but not greater 26 
pro-environmental behaviors. Fashion trendsetting groups in both Korea and the U.S. differed in 27 
creative traits and behaviors and pro-environmental behaviors. Among Korean trendsetting 28 
groups, reluctant adopters scored lowest on creative traits and behaviors and pro-environmental 29 
behaviors. Among U.S. trendsetting groups, trendsetters scored highest on creative traits and 30 
behaviors and pro-environmental behaviors; reluctant adopters scored lowest on 31 
pro-environmental behaviors. Theoretical and practical implications are provided for researchers 32 
and marketers. 33 

Keywords: fashion trendsetting; creativity; pro-environmental behaviors; gender; Korea; U.S.  34 
 35 

1. Introduction 36 

Globalization links countries, markets, and societies around the world. Creativity and 37 
pro-environmental behaviors are essential to address environmental problems and promote 38 
sustainability worldwide. However, fundamental questions remain unanswered: which consumers 39 
are among the first to adopt creative innovations and which consumers possess pro-environmental 40 
attitudes? One group of consumers, that is, fashion trendsetters can be projected to play a role in 41 
developing creative ecological communities [1, 2] by helping to increase the likelihood that 42 
community members will pursue pro-environmental activities [3]. Because fashion trendsetters 43 
actively use social media (i.e., fashion blogs, Facebook, Instagram, Pinterest, Twitter, etc.) to 44 
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disseminate their fashion preferences and influence others [4, 5, 6], trendsetters may be persuaded to 45 
extend their influence by making known their preferences for pro-environmental behaviors. College 46 
students in the U.S. and Korea are advanced in adoption of social media, for example, 67% of 47 
Internet users in the U.S. and Korea use social networking sites [7, 8] not only to share information 48 
but to search for information about particular topics [9].  49 

Individuals vary in time of adoption of innovative products (such as fashion) and ideas (such as 50 
pro-environmental attitudes). Various groups accept and implement innovative products and ideas 51 
at different times: a trendsetting group that leads innovation adoption, groups that adopt 52 
innovations sooner or later, and a group that is resistant to adoption of innovations. Creative traits 53 
and pro-environmental attitudes will affect the process of innovation adoption and diffusion. 54 
Because trendsetters have characteristics that are interrelated with creative traits and behaviors, the 55 
trendsetting group seems likely to participate in more pro-environmental behaviors than groups 56 
that adopt later or resist adopting innovations. However, no research has analyzed the relationships 57 
among trendsetting, creative traits and behaviors, and pro-environmental behaviors. Understanding 58 
the relationships among these variables within the younger generation will provide guidance for 59 
overcoming environmental issues in the future. Analysis of similarities and differences in these 60 
variables in different countries may provide information about how pro-environmental behaviors 61 
can be encouraged in the future.  62 

This study compares male and female Korean and U.S. college students in fashion trendsetting, 63 
creative traits and behaviors, and pro-environmental behaviors. The purpose of this study was to 64 
examine these three variables among college students in South Korea and the United States, 65 
specifically looking at cultural and gender differences. First, the literature on fashion trendsetting, 66 
creativity, and pro-environmental behaviors is summarized and hypotheses are proposed. Second, 67 
measures, data, and analysis methods are provided for variables used in the study. Third, results of 68 
empirical analyses are presented for verification of 12 research hypotheses. Finally, the key points of 69 
this study are summarized and discussed. In addition, theoretical and practical implications of this 70 
study are discussed and further research projects are suggested. 71 

2. Relevant Literature Review and Theoretical Framework 72 

An individual’s traits and behaviors are shaped by gender roles and cultural norms. In most 73 
societies, boys and girls are socialized differently and encouraged to pursue gender appropriate 74 
activities [10]. Hofstede’s theory of cultural dimensions [11] proposes that cultures differ in cultural 75 
values and norms; differences that may influence differences in innovation adoption, creative traits 76 
and behaviors, and pro-environmental behaviors between members of different cultures. For 77 
example, trendsetters (i.e., those who are the earliest to adopt an innovation) are socialized to think 78 
in culturally traditional ways that can affect acceptance or rejection of innovations [12]. Further, 79 
individuals from individualist and egalitarian cultures may develop more creative traits and 80 
behaviors than individuals from collectivist and hierarchical cultures [13]. Appreciation of variety 81 
and a future orientation are psychological motivations for environmentally friendly behaviors [14]. 82 
Cultures with a future orientation and a concern for quality of life may display more 83 
pro-environmental behaviors. 84 

According to Hofstede's [11] theory of cultural dimensions, individuals socialized in different 85 
cultures differ in endorsement of six broad cultural values. Values are “the ideas one considers 86 
important in life; an individual’s set of principles for behavior” ([15], p. 431). Hofstede’s six cultural 87 
dimensions are [16]: individualism (Korea—18; U.S.—91), indulgence (Korea—29, U.S.—68), 88 
long-term orientation (Korea—100; U.S.—26), masculinity (Korea—39; U.S.—62), power distance 89 
(Korea—60; U.S.—40), and uncertainty avoidance (Korea—85; U.S.—46). 90 

Compared with the U.S., Korea ranks lower in individualism, indulgence, and masculinity but 91 
higher in long-term orientation, power distance, and uncertainty avoidance. Hofstede’s theory of 92 
cultural dimensions [16] was used as a framework to help explain the role of culture in U.S. and 93 
Korean students’ trendsetting, creative traits and behaviors, and pro-environmental behaviors. 94 
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2.1.Trendsetting and Innovation Adoption  95 

Rogers' (2003) adoption-diffusion model depicts a normal distribution curve illustrating 96 
consumers’ adoption of innovations over time [12]. Workman and Lee [17] adapted Rogers’ 97 
diffusion of innovations model to depict a timeline of fashion adopters: consumer change agents 98 
(first 20%), early adopters (next 30%), late adopters (next 30%) and reluctant adopters (final 20%). 99 
The model was tested and found to be a useful framework for studying fashion adoption. 100 

“Trendsetting refers to individuals who are among the first to adopt an innovation and then 101 
communicate this effectively to others” ([14], p. 88). An important role for trendsetters (aka 102 
consumer change agents) is noticing an innovation’s potential early in its life cycle and 103 
communicating this potential to others. Trendsetters play an important part in the 104 
adoption-diffusion process for new products (i.e., innovations). According to Batinic et al, 105 
trendsetters are on the alert for new trends and possess a wide-ranging interest in innovations [14]. 106 

“An innovation is an idea, practice, or object perceived as new by an individual” ([12], p. 12). 107 
An individual’s reaction to an idea, practice, or object is determined by his or her perception of its 108 
newness; it can be labeled an innovation if an individual perceives it as new. Understanding the 109 
adoption process for an innovation can be enhanced by understanding the characteristics of the 110 
earliest adopters (i.e., trendsetters). 111 

2.1.1. Trendsetting and Culture  112 

Chiu and Kwan stated that successful innovation involves three stages: (a) creation of new 113 
ideas; (b) choosing, editing, and promoting new ideas; and (c) acceptance of new ideas by consumers 114 
([18], p. 447). Culture influences all three stages, for example, cultural norms affect the likelihood of 115 
an innovation being accepted. An innovative product must be novel and useful, however, a 116 
product’s novelty is relative to what is common in a culture and its usefulness is relative to needs 117 
and wants of prospective users in a culture [19]. Trendsetters are socialized to think in culturally 118 
traditional ways that can affect their acceptance or rejection of innovations.  119 

Strict adherence to cultural norms may lead to rejection of innovative ideas or products. 120 
Consumers are highly uncertain concerning innovations that are ground-breaking discoveries and 121 
find it easier to adopt an incremental innovation with confidence [18]. High scores on uncertainty 122 
avoidance (Korea 85/100) indicate resistance to innovation and intolerance of nontraditional 123 
behavior and ideas while low scores (US 46/100) indicate a tolerance for freedom of expression and a 124 
willingness to accept innovative products and new ideas [11, 16, 20]. Trendsetters socialized in an 125 
indulgent society, may be more willing to accept innovations than trendsetters socialized in a 126 
restrained society. Korea (29/100) is a restrained society with relatively strong control over impulsive 127 
behavior and the U.S. (68/100) is an indulgent society with citizens who anticipate instant 128 
gratification from work or leisure activities. Further, compared with the U.S. (91/100), Korea (18/100) 129 
ranks lower in individualism. Trendsetters, at least fashion trendsetters, have a greater need for 130 
uniqueness than later adopters [21, 22]. Being among the first to adopt an innovation is one method 131 
of establishing uniqueness, a value important in cultures high in individualism but not in collectivist 132 
cultures. Thus, cultural values influence the adoption-decision process[23]. 133 
 H1: U.S. students will score higher in trendsetting than Korean students. 134 

2.1.2. Trendsetting and Gender 135 

Gender impacts the diffusion of innovations process whether or not researchers analyze it as a 136 
variable. Evidence of gender differences in trendsetting is inconsistent [24, 25]. Some studies report 137 
women are more likely to be earlier adopters than men ([26, 27, 28, 29, 30]. Others find no difference 138 
[31, 32]. How adoption of innovations is operationally defined may account for some of the 139 
inconsistencies in results. Some inconsistencies may be due to type of innovation (e.g., fashion, 140 
mobile internet, computer technology); however, within any one type of innovation such as fashion, 141 
inconsistencies exist. 142 
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 H2: Women will score higher in trendsetting than men. 143 

2.2. Creative Traits and Behaviors 144 

Gough (1979) defined a creative personality as a collection of separate personality traits related 145 
to creativity [33]. Some studies have found that personality traits such as self-confidence, 146 
self-efficacy and broad interests are related to creativity [34, 35, 36]. Creative individuals are flexible, 147 
able to cope with change, willing to overcome obstacles, take sensible risks, and tolerate ambiguity 148 
[37]. Feist (1998)[35] conducted a meta-analysis and found that artists (vs. non-artists) were less: 149 
cautious, conscientious, controlled, orderly, reliable, conventional, rigid, and socialized. However, 150 
they were more: aesthetic, creative, curious, imaginative, open to experience, sensitive, and original. 151 
Traits and behaviors of creative individuals were summarized as follows: low on 152 
socialization-control scales, impulsive, nonconformist, rule-doubting, skeptical, independent, 153 
unconcerned with obligations or duties, in search of change, easily bored, autonomous, introverted, 154 
self-confident, self-accepting, and ambitious.  155 

2.2.1. Creative Traits and Behaviors and Culture  156 

Cultures differ in how much they value individualism and egalitarianism [11, 16, 20]. Korea 157 
(18/100) is a collectivist society with self-image characterized as “we” reflecting the interdependence 158 
among society’s members and the U.S. (91/100) is an individualist society with self-image 159 
characterized as “I.” Power distance refers to unequal distribution of power. Korea (60/100) is a 160 
slightly hierarchical society and the U.S. (40/100) is an egalitarian society. Individuals from cultures 161 
that are individualist and egalitarian (vs. collectivist and hierarchical) may have more creative traits 162 
and behaviors [38]. According to Morris and Leung [39], Western norms consider originality and 163 
novelty more important than usefulness and appropriateness; Eastern norms consider usefulness 164 
more important than originality. 165 
 H3: U.S. students will score higher in creative traits and behaviors than Korean students.  166 

2.2.2. Creative Traits and Behaviors and Gender  167 

Feist [34] found no gender differences in a meta-analysis of creative personality traits. Many 168 
studies have found no gender differences in creativity; differences that have been found did not 169 
show any consistent pattern [40, 41]. According to Abraham [42], females display a slight advantage 170 
in creativity over males from preschool through college. Abraham concluded that differences 171 
between men and women in creativity may reflect gender-dependent strategies or cognitive style 172 
when performing creative tasks. According to Baer and Kaufman [41], women tend to score higher 173 
on creativity tests than men. Women scored higher than men on Openness to Aesthetics, Feelings, 174 
and Actions while men scored higher than women on Openness to Ideas [43]. 175 
 H4: Women will score higher in creative traits and behaviors than men. 176 

2.2.3. Creative Traits and Behaviors and Trendsetting. 177 

Amabile [44] defined a creative product as novel and appropriate. Sarkar and Chakrabarti [45] 178 
declared that a creative product must be original and functional. Individuals with creative traits and 179 
behaviors may be primed to look for, and assess the potential of, new ideas, practices, or products 180 
[14]. There is no research to support the idea that trendsetters may display creative traits and 181 
behaviors to a greater degree than later adopters. However, an important facet of trendsetting is 182 
noticing an innovation and its potential early in its life cycle, thus, it is logical to predict that, within 183 
any particular culture, earlier adopters will score higher in creative traits and behaviors than later 184 
adopters. 185 
 H5: Earlier adopters will score higher in creative traits and behaviors than later adopters. 186 
 H6: Among Korean students, earlier adopters will score higher in creative traits and behaviors 187 
 than later adopters. 188 

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 1 October 2017                   doi:10.20944/preprints201710.0001.v1

http://dx.doi.org/10.20944/preprints201710.0001.v1


 5 of 15 

 H7: Among U.S. students, earlier adopters will score higher in creative traits and behaviors than 189 
 later adopters. 190 
 191 
2.3. Pro-environmental Behaviors. 192 

According to environmental sociologists, a new environmental paradigm emerged among U.S. 193 
citizens in the late 1960s and early 1970s [46, 47, 48]. This paradigm emphasized limits to growth, 194 
belief in a future eco-crisis, belief in the fragility of nature, and rejection of the idea that humans are 195 
the most important element of existence and, thus, are exempt from the laws of nature. Belief in the 196 
new environmental paradigm was positively related to pro-environmental behavior [48, 49]. 197 
Corral-Verdugo et al ([50], p. 34) conceptualized affinity towards diversity as an “individual 198 
predisposition to appreciate the dynamic variety of human–nature interactions in everyday life 199 
situations.” Appreciation of variety is considered to be a psychological impetus or motivation for 200 
pro-environmental behaviors. Corral-Verdugo et al [50] concluded that affinity toward diversity, 201 
along with other psychological variables (e.g., future orientation), was a foundation for a 202 
pro-sustainability orientation which, in turn, predicted pro-environmental behaviors. 203 

2.3.1. Pro-environmental behaviors and culture 204 

Cultures differ in cultural values that are important for pro-environmental behaviors, for 205 
example, future orientation and masculinity [11, 16, 20]. Low scores on long term orientation (U.S. 206 
26/100) indicate normative societies whose citizens have strong opinions about social issues, an 207 
emphasis on quick results, and a suspicious view of societal change while high scores (Korea 208 
100/100) point to a culture with a future orientation. Further, a high score (U.S. 62/100) on 209 
masculinity indicates a society driven by competition, achievement and success whereas a low score 210 
(Korea 39/100) indicates a society that values caring for others and quality of life. Pro-environmental 211 
behaviors may be more prevalent in a society that values a future orientation and quality of life. 212 

H8: Korean students will score higher in pro-environmental behaviors than U.S. students. 213 

2.3.2. Pro-environmental Behaviors and Gender.  214 

Hunter, Hatch, and Johnson [51] used the 1993 International Social Survey to examine gender 215 
differences in environmentally-oriented behaviors across 22 nations. Women engaged in more 216 
pro-environmental behaviors than men in many nations. Authors concluded that gender differences 217 
in pro-environmental behaviors reflected traditional gender socialization such that individual 218 
behaviors are shaped by gender expectations and cultural norms. Traditional gender socialization 219 
encourages females to take on roles as caregivers and nurturers, to be cooperative and display 220 
compassion leading to concern for the maintenance of life and relationships while males are 221 
socialized to be involved in the public sphere. In most societies, boys and girls are socialized 222 
differently and encouraged to pursue gendered activities [52]. These general gender roles exist 223 
cross-culturally and predispose women to display more environmental concern than men 224 
cross-culturally [53]. This gender difference in environmental attitudes and behaviors was 225 
supported across 14 countries in Europe, Latin America and the U.S., and was consistently stronger 226 
for behaviors than for attitudes [53]. Chen et al. [54] found that females practiced more 227 
pro-environmental behaviors than men. Women reported stronger environmental attitudes, concern 228 
and behaviors than men (e.g., [55, 56, 57]). Women, then, are more likely to engage in 229 
pro-environmental behavior due to cultural and social practices. 230 

H9: Women will score higher in pro-environmental behaviors than men. 231 
 232 

2.3.3. Pro-environmental Behaviors and Trendsetting 233 
Trendsetters are individuals who are among the first to adopt an innovation [14]. Trendsetters 234 

have a greater need for variety than later adopters [58]. Trendsetters have a greater future 235 
orientation than later adopters [59]. These traits may lead trendsetters to practice more 236 
pro-environmental behaviors than later adopters. 237 

H10: Earlier adopters will score higher in pro-environmental behaviors than later adopters. 238 
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2.3.4. Pro-environmental Behaviors, Trendsetting, and Culture. 239 

Korean and U.S. students may differ in trendsetting because of cultural values such as 240 
uncertainty avoidance (Korea 85/100; U.S. 46/100). Trendsetters have a future orientation and a 241 
future orientation is a strong cultural value in Korea (100/100) but a weak value in the U.S. (26/100). 242 
Therefore, within a culture, in both Korea and the U.S., trendsetting groups will be likely to differ in 243 
pro-environmental behaviors. 244 

H11: Among Korean students, earlier adopters will score higher on pro-environmental 245 
 behaviors than later adopters. 246 

H12: Among U.S. students, earlier adopters will score higher in pro-environmental behaviors 247 
 than later adopters. 248 

3. Research Method 249 

3.1. Survey Instruments 250 

A questionnaire was compiled that contained demographic items, a 9-item trendsetting 251 
questionnaire [14], a 9-item creative traits and behaviors scale [60] and a 13-item pro-environmental 252 
behavior scale [50]. In order to conduct a survey in South Korea and the US, first an English version 253 
of the questionnaire was developed. The questionnaire was then translated into Korean by experts 254 
who were fluent in both English and Korean; then the questionnaire was back-translated into 255 
English and reviewed by a native English speaker. 256 

   257 
3.1.1. The Trendsetting Questionnaire  258 

Batinic, Wolff, and Haupt [14] conducted a multiple group confirmatory factor analyses that 259 
supported the unidimensionality of the trendsetting questionnaire. Four samples yielded coefficient 260 
alphas of .85, .87, .88, and .91 indicating adequate reliability. Batinic, Wolff, and Haupt [14] noted 261 
that trendsetting will be more evident in domains of personal interest (e.g., fashion, technological 262 
devices). An example of an item from the trendsetting questionnaire as adapted for this study is “I 263 
like trying something new in fashion.” A Likert-type scale (1 = not true at all; 5 = completely true) 264 
accompanied each item. 265 

3.1.2. The Creative Traits and Behavior Scale 266 

To measure creative traits and behaviors, nine items were selected from Factor 5: Creativity and 267 
imagination subscales [60]. Goldberg reported reliabilities of .81 for the creativity scale and .78 for 268 
the imagination subscale. Some items were re-worded to reflect a positive direction. Students used a 269 
5-point rating scale (5 = very accurate; 1 = very inaccurate) to indicate how accurately each statement 270 
described them in relation to other people of the same sex and age. Examples of traits and behaviors 271 
in the scale include doing things that others find strange or unexpected, thinking up new ways of 272 
doing things, and being interested in abstract ideas [60].  273 

3.1.3. The Pro-environmental Behaviors Scale 274 

Corral-Verdugo et al. [50] verified the unidimensional structure of the pro-environmental 275 
behaviors scale and found reliability of .76 in study one and .75 in study two. The scale’s validity 276 
was verified by its positive correlation with affinity toward diversity and sustainability orientation. 277 
Items were accompanied by 5-point response categories (5 = strongly agree; 1 = strongly disagree). 278 
An example of an item from the pro-environmental behaviors scale is “I bring empty bottles to a 279 
recycling bin.”  280 

3.2. Survey Participants 281 

Participants in this study represent two cultures that vary in cultural values, that is, compared 282 
with the U.S., Korea ranks lower in individualism, indulgence, and masculinity but higher in 283 
long-term orientation, power distance, and uncertainty avoidance. The U.S. at 14% and Korea at 13% 284 
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are similar in percentage of individuals aged 20-29 [61, 62]. During the previous 12 months, 71.7% of 285 
U.S. and 83.8% of Korean individuals had used information and communication technologies [63]. 286 
U.S. and Korean college students are very interested in fashion and actively use technology such as 287 
social media to broadcast and advocate their preferences and influence others [7, 8]. Therefore, it is 288 
valuable to examine this age group within two cultures as a means to further understand their 289 
similarities and differences in characteristics such as trendsetting, creativity, and pro-environmental 290 
behaviors. 291 

Participants were 225 Korean college students (90 women, 135 men) from a large university in 292 
Seoul, South Korea and 221 U.S. college students from a large Midwestern university (112 women, 293 
107 men; 2 missing data). Korean students ranged in age from 18 to 30 (mean age = 23.29); U.S. 294 
students ranged in age from 18 to 30 (mean age = 21.36). Class status for Korean students was: year 1 295 
(n = 39); year 2 (n = 71); year 3 (n = 32); year 4 (n = 42); and year 5 (n = 41). Class status for U.S. 296 
students was:  year 1 (n = 11); year 2 (n = 23); year 3 (n = 102); year 4 (n = 74); and year 5 (n = 11). For 297 
Korean students, marital status included: single (n =216) and married (n = 9). For U.S. students, 298 
marital status included: single (n = 211), married (n = 4), and otherwise classified (n = 6). 299 

3.3. Survey Procedure and Analysis 300 

Questionnaires were distributed and collected in large lecture classes. Participants completed 301 
the questionnaires in about 20 minutes. Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, Cronbach’s 302 
alpha reliability, MANOVA, ANOVA and SNK posthoc test. 303 

4. Empirical Results 304 

Descriptive statistics and reliability for the trendsetting questionnaire, creative traits and 305 
behaviors scale, and pro-environmental behaviors scale are displayed in Table 1. Reliability was 306 
acceptable for all scales for both countries. Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .75 to .96. 307 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and reliability for measures. 308 

Participants Mean (SD) Observed Range Cronbach's α reliability 
Trendsetting questionnaire 
All 24.11 (9.46) 9-45 .95 
US 25.37 (10.27) 9-45 .96 
KN 22.87 (8.43) 9-44 .95 
Creative traits and behaviors 
All 30.24 (6.02) 11-45 .79 

US 32.21 (6.10) 11-45 .81 

KN 28.31 (5.37) 11-45 .75 

Pro-environmental behavior 

All 40.66 (9.80) 13-65 .85 

US 40.45 (10.43) 13-65 .87 

KN 40.86 (9.13) 13-65 .85 

H1, H2, H3, H4, H8 and H9 were tested with a MANOVA, with country and gender as 309 
independent variables and trendsetting questionnaire, creative traits and behavior, and 310 
pro-environmental behaviors as dependent variables. MANOVA was significant for country [F (3, 311 
435) = 9.87, p < .000] and gender [F (3, 435) = 22.61, p < .000]. There was no significant interaction 312 
between country and gender on the dependent variables. 313 

ANOVA (see Table 2) revealed that men and women differed in trendsetting (H2) and 314 
pro-environmental behaviors (H9) but not in creative traits and behavior (H4). Women indicated 315 
greater trendsetting and more pro-environmental behaviors than men did.  316 
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ANOVA (see Table 2) revealed that Korean and U.S. students differed in trendsetting (H1), and 317 
creative traits and behavior (H3), but not pro-environmental behaviors (H8). U.S. (vs Korean) 318 
students indicated greater trendsetting and creative traits and behavior. Korean and U.S. students 319 
did not differ in pro-environmental behaviors.  320 

Therefore, H1, H2, H3, and H9 were supported; H4 and H8 were not supported. 321 
 322 

Table 2. ANOVA results of country and gender on trendsetting, creative traits and behaviors, and 323 
pro-environmental behavior. 324 

Scale Mean (SD) 
d.f. Mean 
Square 

F p< 

Trendsetting questionnaire 
Country 1, 437 477.55 5.71 .000 
  US M = 25.37 (SD = 10.27) 
  KN M = 22.90 (SD = 8.49) 
Gender 1, 437 2072.59 24.79 .000 
  Men M = 22.03 (SD = 9.31) 

  Women M = 26.72 (SD = 9.11) 

Creative traits and behaviors 

Country 1, 437 1631.48 49.88 .000 

  US M = 32.21 (SD = 6.01) 

  KN M = 28.32 (SD = 5.39) 

Gender 1, 437 2.02 0.06 .80 

  Men M = 29.99 (SD = 6.12) 

  Women M = 30.62 (SD = 5.90) 

Pro-environmental behavior 

Country 1, 437 55.29 0.58 .45 

  US M = 40.45 (SD = 10.43) 

  KN M = 40.86 (SD = 9.13) 

Gender 1, 437 576.78 6.06 .01 

  Men M = 39.66 (SD = 9.80) 

  Women M = 41.88 (SD = 9.67) 

Note: US n = 221; Korea n = 220; men n = 243; women n = 198. 325 

 326 
As specified by Workman and Lee [17], the mean and standard deviation from the trendsetting 327 

questionnaire were used to divide participants into four trendsetting groups: 16.33% trendsetters (n 328 
= 72; m = 38.50; SD = 3.59); 33.1% early adopters (n = 146; m = 28.99; SD = 2.45); 31.52% late adopters 329 
(n = 139; m =19.87; SD = 2.80) and 19.05% reluctant adopters (n = 84; m =10.45; SD = 1.76). To test 330 
hypotheses H5 and H10, MANOVA was conducted, with trendsetting groups as the independent 331 
variable and creative traits and behaviors and pro-environmental behaviors as dependent variables. 332 
MANOVA was significant for trendsetting [F (6, 874) = 7.35, p < .000]. There was no significant 333 
interaction between country and gender on the dependent variables.  334 

ANOVA (see Table 3) revealed that trendsetting groups differed in both creative traits and 335 
behaviors (H5) and pro-environmental behaviors (H10). The SNK post hoc test showed that 336 
trendsetting groups differed significantly (p < .05) from each other in creative traits and behaviors 337 
and pro-environmental behaviors.  338 

 339 
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Table 3. ANOVA results of trendsetting on creative traits and behaviors and pro-environmental 340 
behavior. 341 

Scale Mean (SD) 
d.f. Mean 
Square 

F p< 

All participants 
Creative traits and 
behavior 

3, 437 402.48 11.91 .000 

  Trendsetters M = 33.18 (6.50) 
  Early adopters M = 30.12a (5.08) 
  Late adopters M = 30.53a (5.90) 
  Reluctant adopters M = 27.63 (6.22) 
Pro-environmental 
behavior 

3, 437 776.38 8.51 .000 

Trendsetters M = 44.03 (11.62) 

Early adopters M = 40.72 a (8.79) 

Late adopters M = 41.35 a (8.90) 

Reluctant adopters M = 36.51 (9.92) 

US participants 3, 215 258.27 7.79 .000 

Trendsetters M = 35.58a (5.26) 

Early adopters M = 31.93b (5.75) 

Late adopters M = 32.18b (5.69 

Reluctant adopters M = 29.59b (6.24) 

Pro-environmental 
behavior 

3, 215 362.74 3.44 .018 

Trendsetters M = 44.35a (12.17) 

Early adopters M = 40.53ab (10.23) 

Late adopters M = 39.89ab (9.17) 

Reluctant adopters M = 37.28b (9.90) 

Korean participants 

Creative traits and 
behavior 

3, 218 88.54 3.10 .028 

Trendsetters M = 29.69a (6.05) 

Early adopters M = 28.49a (4.59) 

Late adopters M = 28.97a (5.30) 

Reluctant adopters M = 26.32b (6.09) 

Pro-environmental 
behavior 

3, 218 375.56 4.73 .003 

Trendsetters M = 42.97a (10.08) 

Early adopters M = 41.27a (8.77) 

Late adopters M = 42.43a (7.43) 

Reluctant adopters M = 36.53b (9.99) 

Note: Means sharing the same superscript did not differ significantly from each other. 342 

 343 
Because Korean and U.S. students were found to differ significantly in trendsetting, the Korean 344 

mean and standard deviation from the trendsetting questionnaire were used to divide Korean 345 
participants into four trendsetting groups: 16.22% trendsetters (n = 36; m = 35.33; SD = 2.86); 27.48% 346 
early adopters (n = 61; m = 26.96; SD = 2.52); 36.94% late adopters (n = 82; m = 19.12; SD = 2.18) and 347 
19.37% reluctant adopters (n = 43; m = 10.28; SD = 1.61). To test H6 and H11, MANOVA was 348 
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conducted with Korean trendsetting groups as the independent variable and creative traits and 349 
behavior and pro-environmental behaviors as dependent variables. MANOVA was significant for 350 
trendsetting [F (6, 436) = 2.78, p < .012]. There was no significant interaction between country and 351 
gender on the dependent variables. 352 

ANOVA (see Table 3) revealed that Korean trendsetting groups differed in creative traits and 353 
behaviors and pro-environmental behavior. The SNK post hoc test showed that trendsetting groups 354 
differed significantly (p < .05) from each other in creative traits and behavior (H6) and 355 
pro-environmental behaviors (H11). Reluctant adopters scored lowest on creative traits and 356 
behaviors and pro-environmental behaviors. Reluctant adopters differed significantly from all other 357 
trendsetting groups who did not differ significantly from one another.  358 

Because Korean and U.S. students were found to differ significantly in trendsetting, the U.S. 359 
mean and standard deviation from the trendsetting questionnaire were used to divide U.S. 360 
participants into four trendsetting groups: 18.26% trendsetters (n = 40; m = 40.38; SD = 3.29); 32.88% 361 
early adopters (n = 72; m = 30.25; SD = 2.61); 27.85% late adopters (n = 61; m = 20.56; SD = 3.09) and 362 
21.0% reluctant adopters (n = 46; m = 11.11; SD = 2.26). To test H7 and H12, MANOVA was 363 
conducted with U.S. trendsetting groups as the independent variable and creative traits and 364 
behaviors and pro-environmental behaviors as dependent variables. MANOVA was significant for 365 
trendsetting [F (6, 430) = 4.06, p < .000]. ANOVA (see Table 3) revealed that U.S. trendsetting groups 366 
differed in creative traits and behaviors, and pro-environmental behaviors. The SNK post hoc test 367 
showed that trendsetting groups differed significantly (p < .05) from each other in creative traits and 368 
behaviors (H7) and pro-environmental behaviors (H12). Trendsetters scored highest on creative 369 
traits and behaviors and differed significantly from all other trendsetting groups who did not differ 370 
significantly from one another in creative traits and behaviors. Trendsetters also scored highest on 371 
pro-environmental behaviors but they did not differ significantly in pro-environmental behaviors 372 
from early and late adopters. Reluctant adopters scored lowest on pro-environmental behaviors but 373 
they did not differ significantly in pro-environmental behaviors from early and late adopters.  374 

Therefore, H5, H6, H7, H10, H11, and H12 were supported. 375 

5. Discussion and Implications 376 

Based on Hofstede’s theory of cultural dimensions, differences were predicted between U.S. 377 
and Korean students’ trendsetting, creative traits and behaviors, and pro-environmental behaviors. 378 
Further, because men and women have been socialized within particular cultures, gender 379 
differences were predicted in trendsetting, creative traits and behaviors, and pro-environmental 380 
behaviors. And, because trendsetters have characteristics that are linked to creative traits and 381 
behaviors and might make them more likely to endorse pro-environmental behaviors, differences 382 
were predicted among trendsetting groups in creative traits and behaviors and pro-environmental 383 
behaviors. Ten out of 12 hypotheses predicting cultural, gender, and trendsetting differences were 384 
supported. 385 

5.1. Summary of Results and Discussion 386 

Reliability was acceptable for all scales for both countries. U.S. (vs Korean) students indicated 387 
greater trendsetting and creative traits and behaviors but not greater pro-environmental behaviors. 388 
Women, compared to men, indicated greater trendsetting and more pro-environmental behaviors 389 
but equivalent creative traits and behaviors. Trendsetting groups differed in both creative traits and 390 
behaviors and pro-environmental behaviors. Korean trendsetting groups differed in creative traits 391 
and behaviors, and pro-environmental behaviors; reluctant adopters scored lowest on creative traits 392 
and behaviors and pro-environmental behaviors. U.S. trendsetting groups differed in creative traits 393 
and behaviors, and pro-environmental behaviors; trendsetters scored highest on creative traits and 394 
behaviors and pro-environmental behaviors; reluctant adopters scored lowest on pro-environmental 395 
behaviors. 396 

Based on Hofstede’s theory of cultural dimensions, future orientation and femininity (values in 397 
Korean culture) were expected to result in more pro-environmental behaviors among Korean 398 
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participants than U.S. participants (socialized in a culture lower in future orientation and high in 399 
masculinity). However, Korean and U.S. participants did not differ in pro-environmental behaviors 400 
which might be attributed to the new environmental paradigm that emerged among U.S. citizens in 401 
the late 1960s and early 1970s [50, 51, 53]. Environmentalism is a social issue about which U.S. 402 
citizens have strong opinions (a characteristic associated with low scores on long term orientation). 403 
Regarding trendsetters practicing more pro-environmental behaviors, trendsetters have a greater 404 
future orientation than later adopters [59], which is consistent with concern for quality of life. 405 
Trendsetters also have a greater need for variety than later adopters [58], a need that may extend 406 
beyond the domain of fashion to a general appreciation for variety, including variety in 407 
environmental elements such as animals and plants. 408 

This study showed that earlier adopters had more creative traits and behaviors and engaged in 409 
more pro-environmental behaviors than later adopters, indicating a possible link between creativity 410 
and pro-environmental behaviors. Identifying solutions to environmental problems depends on 411 
creative ideas as well as ecological knowledge. Creativity may affect the degree to which 412 
pro-environmental messages and behaviors emerge [64]. Trencher et al. [65] conceptualized 413 
'sustainability co-creation' to encourage sustainability activities as a means of transforming society. 414 
Tran and Park [66] proposed a co-creative framework for redesigning a product service system. 415 
Findings from the current study support Chen et al.’s [67] idea of a relationship between creativity 416 
and environmentally friendly innovations and between creativity and proactive environmental 417 
management. 418 

Within the U.S. and Korea, gender affected pro-environmental behaviors. Compared with men, 419 
women were more likely to engage in pro-environmental behavior. According to Hunter et al. [51], 420 
because of gender-role socialization, women are more aware of the connections between causes and 421 
consequences of damage to the environment. 422 

5.2. Theoretical Implications 423 

Results confirm the influence of culture on U.S. and Korean college students’ trendsetting and 424 
creative traits and behaviors. Hofstede’s theory of cultural dimensions offered insight into 425 
differences between Korean and U.S. students regarding trendsetting, creative traits and behaviors 426 
and pro-environmental behaviors. Support was found for 10 of 12 hypotheses formulated on 427 
cultural differences in the values of individualism, indulgence, masculinity, long-term orientation, 428 
power distance, and uncertainty avoidance. No previous research has explored the relationship 429 
among these three variables. These findings can contribute to research using Hofstede’s theory to 430 
investigate cultural differences. 431 

The trendsetting theory [14] regards trendsetting as a dispositional construct. Korean and U.S. 432 
participants differed in trendsetting; however, regardless of culture, trendsetters differed from later 433 
adopters in creative traits and behaviors and pro-environmental behaviors. The trendsetting 434 
questionnaire, which has not previously been tested in Korea, showed nominological validity within 435 
both U.S. and Korean cultures. 436 

Workman and Lee’s model [17] of fashion adoption worked well to identify trendsetters. The 437 
percentage of participants found in each group was similar to the proposed model. Overall, the 438 
model produced 16.33% trendsetters, 33.1% early adopters, 31.52% late adopters, and 19.05% 439 
reluctant adopters. The slight variations from the proposed 20%/30%/30%/20% conceptual model 440 
can be explained by individual variation in participants. Additionally, Workman and Lee found that 441 
among U.S. college student participants, the model was slightly skewed toward early (vs. late) 442 
adopters.  443 

Among Korean participants, there were 16.22% trendsetters, 27.48% early adopters, 36.94% late 444 
adopters, and 19.37% reluctant adopters. Among U.S. participants, there were 18.26% trendsetters, 445 
32.88% early adopters, 27.85% late adopters, and 21.0% reluctant adopters. Among Korean college 446 
student participants, the model was slightly skewed toward late (vs. early) adopters. There were 447 
fewer trendsetters and early adopters among Korean participants than among U.S. participants 448 
which can be attributed to cultural differences in uncertainty avoidance and individualism. This was 449 
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the first time to test the model with participants from a culture other than the U.S. Testing within 450 
other cultures will verify if the model can be applied cross-culturally with confidence.  451 

 452 
5.3. Practical Implications  453 

These results are beneficial for international fashion retailers or marketers to understand 454 
trendsetting and gender differences in young consumers within a cultural setting. Trendsetters play 455 
an important role in the fashion adoption-diffusion process. The traits and behaviors of trendsetters, 456 
within a cultural setting, are powerful influences in regard to innovation adoption. Trendsetters act 457 
as gatekeepers (i.e., individuals who control access to innovations) for other potential end-users. 458 
Trendsetters either accept or reject an innovation and then the diffusion process begins or stagnates. 459 
Even though trendsetters may have grown up and been socialized to think in culturally traditional 460 
ways (e.g., collectivism, uncertainty avoidance), their personal traits and behaviors interact with 461 
cultural values in their reaction to innovations. Therefore, identifying and targeting trendsetters 462 
within a particular culture would be a wise course of action for international marketers and retailers 463 
of new products. 464 

A powerful promotional tool that can be useful to marketers is word-of-mouth including social 465 
network systems (SNS) because SNS include trendsetters. Among fashion consumers, trendsetters 466 
have greater influence than other groups. Promotional techniques targeted to fashion trendsetters 467 
might be successful regardless of culture because trendsetters in both cultures shared common traits 468 
(i.e., creative traits and behaviors). Businesses may want to target fashion trendsetters via social 469 
media as women (who are more likely to be fashion trendsetters) are more likely to use social media 470 
than men in both the U.S. and Korea [7, 8]. Fashion trendsetters can use their influence to spread not 471 
only fashion information, but also information about pro-environmental behaviors, to other 472 
members of their social network. 473 

5.4. Limitations and Further Research 474 

This study was limited to data from Korean and U.S. college students. A survey of the general 475 
population would provide a more complete picture of innovation adoption, creative traits and 476 
behaviors, and pro-environmental behaviors. Further research is recommended to examine other 477 
countries with regard to cultural differences in innovation adoption, creative traits and behaviors, 478 
and pro-environmental behavior. Using a scale to measure individual endorsement of cultural 479 
values (e.g., [16]) would provide insight into the relative power of cultural values and individual 480 
values. Workman and Lee’s fashion adoption model [17] would be strengthened by testing it with 481 
other types of innovative products, for example, technological devices or mobile phones. According 482 
to Batinic, Wolff, and Haupt [14], trendsetting will more readily manifest itself in domains of 483 
personal interest. Therefore, individuals who were not trendsetters in the current study (which 484 
measured fashion trendsetting) might be trendsetters in a study that measured, for example, mobile 485 
internet trendsetting. Recent innovative concepts such as ecopreneurship, ecopreneurs, and 486 
sustainable entrepreneurship illustrate how environmental issues can be progressively integrated 487 
into entrepreneurship [64, 65, 66], but the links among them are unclear, especially in terms of 488 
institutional and cultural contexts across various countries. Trendsetters, compared to later 489 
adopters, are likely candidates to provide creative thinking to environmental challenges facing 490 
business, industry, and civic sectors. In addition, further research topic on whether or not 491 
trendsetters have a high risk taking consumption is valuable to understand brand relationships and 492 
risk [73]. Further study is also useful to identify an unrevealed relationship between trendsetters 493 
and brand phenomena, including brand awareness, brand attachment, brand trust, brand love, and 494 
brand loyalty [73, 74].  495 
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