
 

 
 
 

EXPLORING THE PROPENSITY TO SHARE 
PRODUCT INFORMATION ON SOCIAL 

NETWORKS 
 
 
 
 

A THESIS  
SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF  

THE SCHOOL OF JOURNALISM & MASS COMMUNICATION 
OF THE UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

BY 
 
 
 
 

Sahana Sen Roy 
 
 
 
 

IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS 
FOR THE DEGREE OF 

MASTER OF ARTS 
 
 
 

Dr. John Eighmey, Adviser, Raymond O. Mithun Chair in Advertising 
 
 
 
 

August 2011 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

© Sahana Sen Roy 2011 
 



 

 i 

Acknowledgements 
 
It is a pleasure to thank the many people who made this thesis possible.  

 

It is difficult to overstate my gratitude to my Adviser, Prof. John Eighmey for his 

continuous support, patience, motivation and enthusiasm. He has provided me relentless 

guidance, encouragement and a lot of good ideas to cope with stressful situations. His 

thirst for excellence and great efforts to explain things clearly and simply helped me in all 

the time of research and writing of this thesis. I could not have imagined having a better 

adviser and mentor for my success in this graduate program.  

 

I would also like to thank my other Committee members - Prof. Jisu Huh, Director of 

Graduate Studies, School of Journalism & Mass Communication and Prof. Carlos Torelli, 

Marketing Department, Carlson School of Management for their immense cooperation, 

understanding and insightful comments during the preparation of the manuscript.  

 

My sincere thanks to my entire faculty at the University of Minnesota, especially Prof. 

Brian Southwell and Prof. Dan Wackman at the School of Journalism & Mass 

Communication for instilling confidence and encouragement throughout my graduate 

school program. I also wish to acknowledge my gratitude to Prof. Albert Tims, Director, 

School of Journalism & Mass Communication for his guidance and support.  

 

Prof. Sanford Weisberg, School of Statistics, Prof. Nora Paul, Director, Professional 

Outreach Center, School of Journalism & Mass Communication and Mr. Jason Miller, 

Social Media Manager, Zoomerang Inc. have been of enormous help in the data 

collection and treatment phase.  

 

Finally, my unbound gratefulness to my family – my parents, my sister and my brother-

in-law, who have been compassionate and supportive throughout all my difficult times.  



 

 ii 

Abstract 

 

The study aims to identify the motivational factors that leverage opinion 

disseminators to share product information in online social networking sites in two given 

conditions – product-specific condition and general condition. The study further makes 

an attempt to discover any new potential motives and investigate their relative importance 

in online social networking context. An online questionnaire survey is viralized through 

social networking websites within personal contacts and network groups for recruitment 

of worldwide users of the same. Drawing on the findings, the study confirms theoretical 

motives found in previous literature as well as discovers some new ones. Both the type of 

samples indicate Dispense Jubilance and Resentment as the most important motives; 

additionally, principal component analysis regenerates Recognition, Sociability and 

Vengeance as other important motives for Product-Specific Sample, and Advocacy and 

Economic Incentives for General Sample. Interestingly, this study finds three new 

motives such as Narcissism for General Sample, and Bandwagon Talk and Time-Pass for 

Product-Specific Sample. Regression Analysis illustrates that a significant part of the 

General Sample population were predisposed by narcissistic motives to share product 

information among users of online social network.  
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INTRODUCTION 
       

 Fairfax M. Cone, the Chairman of the Executive Committee and Creative Director 

of Foote, Cone and Belding agency of 1960s, once made a humble note about his 

experience with advertising “I don’t think anyone would use advertising if he could see 

all of his prospects face to face. It is our belief that advertising is good in ratio to its 

approximation of personal selling. If you believe this, you try to present your advertising 

in the same tone, make the same arguments, and use the same taste you would if you 

called upon people at their homes..”. 1 A challenge that advertising has to meet in an 

increasingly fragmented yet diversified market is to build rapport and resonate with target 

viewers. A content analysis of magazine advertisements published between 1954 and 

1999 showed that advertisers tried to actualize self-generated advertiser-intended 

messages by the consumers themselves with an interactive style in order to engage 

consumers’ attention (Phillips and McQuarrie, 2002). Yet there have been profound 

changes since this content analysis study has been conducted. Now this personal aspect of 

communication has been accelerated by Internet and Social networking services used in 

everyday communication.   

 Another marketing communications leader, Gordon Weaver, Executive VP-

Marketing of Paramount Pictures (Wall Street Journal’84) thought “Word of Mouth is the 

most important marketing element that exists”. The fact that mass media audience obtains 

information about products, services and events from other people, particularly family 

members, friends, peers and neighbors (Katona and Mueller, 1955) is a proven fact since 

                                                
1 The Responsible Ad Man, Chapter 50, Pg 467, Speaking of Advertising, Wright, J.S. and Warner, D.S., 
McGraw-Hill Inc., 1963. 
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the later half of the 20th century. This process of convergence (or divergence) of 

communication messages among two or more individuals was intended to reach a 

common goal of achieving certain effects or events (Rogers and Kincaid, 1981).   

The phenomenon of delineating communication process where consumers may 

create and share information with one another in order to reach a mutual understanding 

was termed as Diffusion of Innovation (Rogers, 1962). This diffusion process brought 

about a “social change” through which alteration (planned or spontaneous) appeared to 

occur in the structure and function of a social system. However, some members from the 

society actively led the initiatives of creating and sharing market information among 

his/her social contacts, termed as Market Leaders (Katz and Lazarsfeld, 1955) or 

“Opinion Leaders” (Rogers, 1962). Research found that greater the range of an 

individual’s social contacts, greater was his /her chance to translate marketing 

dispositions into actual opinion leadership role (Katz and Lazarsfeld, 1955). 

Corroborating Katz et al., Rogers (2003) asserted that opinion leadership can be earned 

by frequency of association with the consumer, conforming to similar group norms 

(Brooks, 1957) and social norms, social status (Katz and Lazarsfeld, 1955), technical 

competency, proximity to an appropriate social outlet that may influence others’ attitude 

and overt behavior. In addition, opinion leader’s ability to influence others required two 

necessary qualifications: 1) knowledge about a particular domain of products, and 2) 

intentions to communicate with others (Sohn and Leckenby 2005).  

 Moreover, opinion leader of one product might tend to be the same for one or 

more related products (Silk, 1966; King and Summer, 1970). For certain products class 

like fashion, however, it would be practical to assume that an early adopter or innovator 
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can also act as an opinion leader because of similarity in profile dynamics (Baumgarten, 

1975).  

 Furthermore, it can be rightly assumed that all satisfied buyers will tell others 

about his / her experience. But, what explanations could possibly run behind such 

information (positive or negative) sharing behavior? In other words, what motivates 

people to talk about their experiences? Very few studies explicitly address this question. 

Dichter (1966) identified four main motivational categories of positive Word of Mouth 

(WOM) communication activity – Product involvement, self-involvement, other 

involvement and message involvement. Engel, Blackwell and Miniard (1993) modified 

Dichter’s typology adding dissonance reduction as the fifth plausible motive. Later 

Sundaram, Mitra and Webster (1998) extended it to a more comprehensive study that 

identified motives behind both positive and negative WOM communication. Sundaram et 

al. (1998) categorized positive altruism, product involvement, self-enhancement and 

helping the company as positive WOM motives while, negative altruism, anxiety 

reduction, vengeance and advice seeking as explanations for negative WOM 

communication.  

With the advent of Internet, ever since the beginning of the new millennium, 

online communication has taken precedence over face-to-face communication. 

Balasubramaniun and Mahajan (2001) contended that consumers derived different kinds 

of utility-based motives from communication in online virtual communities.  

 Burson-Marsteller and Roper Starch Worldwide (1999) coined the term “e-

fluential” to describe those opinion leaders who spread information via computer 

mediated network and Internet. Studies found that e-fluentials represented about 11 
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million Americans, with each potentially influencing up to 14 people (Burson-Masteller, 

2001).   

 With the emergence of electronic communication technology, the dynamics of 

Internet has changed the nature and complexity of media and communication landscape. 

It empowers consumers with free connectivity and vast scope for information availability 

and accessibility. The spread of messages on scale-free networks of websites increases 

the likelihood of message being disseminated online more rapidly that persists over time 

(Barabasi, 2002; Barabasi and Bonabeau, 2003). The unprecedented ability to connect to 

individuals synchronously (through instant messaging) or asynchronously (through 

email), enables new media influencers to access others around the clock (Wellman et al., 

1996). Additionally, distinct characteristics of electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) create 

an opportunity to reach and influence multiple individuals at the same time (Subramani 

and Rajagopalan, 2003; Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh and Gremler, 2004). This extends 

consumers’ option for gathering unbiased product information from other consumers, and 

at the same time provides the opportunity to offer their own consumption related advice. 

Earlier research pointed that eWOM is similar to personal selling in that it 

provides explicit information, tailored solutions, interactivity and empathetic listening 

between the source and the receiver of the message. eWOM also lowers the costs of 

information search, enhancing the navigability (Bart, Shankar, Sultan and Urban, 2005) 

and susceptibility to opinions (Kozinets, 1999), source credibility and bind to the social 

norms (Fox and Roberts, 1999). Thus, group cohesion (strong/weak ties), network 

structures (navigability), and relational motivations (trust, social norms) magnify the 
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effectiveness of eWOM (Bickart and Schindler, 2001; Dellarocas, 2003; Hennig-Thurau 

et al. 2004; Sun et al., 2006).  

 Product review websites (e.g. consumerreview.com), retailer’s websites (e.g. 

amazon.com), brand’s websites (e.g. forums.us.dell.com), personal blogs, message 

boards and social networking sites (e.g. MySpace, Facebook) are typical examples of 

eWOM communication platforms. Online social networks are increasingly being 

recognized as an important source of information, influencing the adoption and use of 

products and services. As a free website, MySpace approached 80 million members 

within 3 years of its launch in 2003 (Bulik, 2006, Rosenbush, 2006). Such exponential 

growth of social networking environments multiplied the effect of online WOM and viral 

marketing stimulating the trial, adoption, and use of products among consumer, thereby 

making “purchasing” a social process (Rosen, 2000).  

 Researchers studying the role of eWOM in purchase behavior hypothesize that 

online social network communication is a way of enhancing social relations that may 

occur between people who have little or no prior relationships with one another (e.g. 

strangers or fellow consumers) and can be anonymous (Dellarocas 2003; Goldsmith and 

Horowitz, 2006; Sen and Lerman, 2007). This anonymity of eWOM can possibly make it 

difficult for consumers to determine the quality and credibility of the information 

(Chatterjee, 2001; Schindler and Bickert, 2003). Therefore, consumers look for a variety 

of cues when determining the quality of online communication (Greer 2003). Recent 

research also found that there can be no significant relationship between strong ties and 

online opinion leadership (Sun, Youn, Wu and Kuntaraporn, 2006). The strength of a tie 

is a function of time, emotional intensity, intimacy, and reciprocity that characterizes the 
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tie (Granovetter, 1973). A strong tie would be always more influential than a weak tie 

when information is being shared in a small group; while vice-versa is true at macro-level 

i.e. flow of communication across group (Brown and Reingen, 1987; Granovetter, 1973).  

 Reinforcing these findings, recent Neilson Survey depicts that 72 percent of 

people trust consumer opinions and recommendations posted online and 90 percent of the 

economy is influenced by personal recommendations (Neilson Global Online Consumer 

Survey, 2009). However, although 83 percent of this online population uses social media, 

only less than 5 percent of these users regularly turn to these sites for guidance on 

purchase decisions (Knowledge Networks, 2009). Only 16 percent of social media users 

say they are more likely to buy from companies that advertise on social media sites. This 

brings back the earlier question of what can then motivate online consumers to actively 

engage in WOM opinions.  

Drawing the basic framework of Dichter (1966), Engel et al. (1993), Sundaram et 

al. (1998) and Balasubramanian et al. (2001) studies, Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh 

and Gremler (2004) operationalized the typology of motives for consumers’ online 

articulations in a German web-based opinion platform. Categorizing 11 potential 

motivational explanations behind eWOM behavior, Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) 

identified the relative importance of these motives. Results suggested that social benefits, 

economic incentives, concerns for others and self-enhancement were primary reasons 

when consumers publish opinions in online platform.  However, one of the major 

drawbacks this study had was that it focused mainly on German sample population, 

consequently making it difficult to generalize the result.  
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 Taking into considerations the above studies on opinion leadership and the 

typology of motives behind sharing the opinions, this study aims to investigate the 

motivational factors that leverage e-fluentials to share information in social networking 

sites and its relative importance. Using Hennig-Thurau et al.’s (2004) study as one of the 

basic framework, the study is an effort to explore and extend the motives of online 

consumers’ articulations in social media platform with a larger variety of sample.  
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

   Research on Word-of-Mouth effects provided plenty of evidence that a satisfied 

customer will tell some people about his / her experience with a company, and a 

dissatisfied customer will tell everyone. King and Summers (1967) found that nearly two-

thirds of those interviewed told someone else about new products they had purchased or 

tried.  

Ernest Dichter (1966) was first among WOM scholars to develop a understanding 

of the psychological mechanisms behind such informal channels of communication. He 

professed that a speaker is likely to choose “such product”, “such listeners” and “such 

words” in WOM phenomena that roots from his / her latent psychological needs 

comprising one or a combination of four main involvement categories: Product 

Involvement, Self Involvement, Other Involvement and Message Involvement. 

 Product Involvement, as Dichter (1966) described, is the experience with the 

product (or service) that produces a tension, which is not eased by its usage alone. It 

needs to be further channelized through a talk or a recommendation to others to restore 

the enthusiasm and excitement aroused by it. The study findings reported that the speaker 

often talked about his / her joy in the product ownership or just a mere discovery of its 

new attribute.  

 Self-Involvement was a major part in motivating consumer talks, and often played 

as a self-confirmatory catalyst. Here the experience with the product is immediately put 

to use for self-confirmation and reassurance in front of others. For e.g. the product could 

be employed as a vehicle to carry him safely or victoriously through his self-doubts and 

insecurity. Most consumers use these techniques occasionally and involuntarily to gratify 



 
 

  

9 

9 

certain emotional needs. Gaining attention by having something to say, showing 

connoisseurship, portraying oneself as a more clever customer or having inside 

information, asserting superiority or social status, preaching for a “good cause” or 

establishing oneself as dependable or a confidante – are potential explanations of self-

involvement motive.  

 Dichter (1966) found in his study that 20 percent of all the talking events were 

induced by Other Involvement motives, where the prevailing attitude is the need and 

intent to help another person. Product, in this case, mainly served as an instrument, that 

helped to express sentiments of neighborliness, care, friendship and love. Further, 

sometimes consumer talk was simply stimulated by the way the product is presented in 

the mass media channel. They tell each other about the “clever ads” or quote playfully 

and apply verbally ad lines and slogans in conversations to gain sarcastic pleasures. 

Dichter (1966) categorized such type of motivation as Message Involvement.  

 Hirschman and Wallendorf (1982) contended that highly knowledgeable 

consumers would dispense information about a product to others as well as acquire 

knowledge for their own use. Referring to McClelland’s achievement motivation theory, 

Hirschman et al. (1982) posited that consumers transfer product knowledge to others in 

order to attain upward social mobility. Since knowledge, of any kind, is a valued resource 

in our society, the transmission might help to obtain goodwill. Hirschman et al. (1982) 

also indicated that motive for sharing product information could be to create an 

obligatory relationship with those receiving the knowledge, compelling them to provide 

reciprocal information to the dispenser. Furthermore, the motivation for an attempt to 

transfer product information, independent of whether it is acquired by the potential 
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receiver, might stem from the notion of proselytization – an act to convert people to 

another opinion.  

 However, Hirschman et al. (1982) study lacked empirical evidence for the above 

propositions of the possible motives behind transmission of product knowledge from 

consumers to the other. Almost a decade later, Engel, Blackwell and Miniard (1995) 

asserted that people would only share experience with products (and services) if the 

conversation produced some kind of gratification. Extending Dichter’s model, Engel et 

al. (1995) re-categorized the motivations as:  involvement, self-enhancement, concern for 

other, message intrigues and dissonance reduction. Where ‘involvement’ corresponded to 

Dichter’s ‘product involvement’ factor, ‘message intrigues’, ‘concern for others’ and 

‘self-enhancement’ corresponded to latter’s ‘message involvement’, ‘other involvement’ 

and ‘self-involvement’ factors respectively. Engel et al. (1995) premised that word-of-

mouth is sometimes used in order to reduce cognitive dissonance during a major purchase 

decision. In other words, when a consumer confronts a conflict in the process of decision-

making, he/she tries to justify his/her behavior by adding new knowledge, thereby 

acquiring new product information. 

 In another study, Sundaram, Mitra and Webster (1998) reported that consumers 

who engage in product information exchange, could also be provoked by negative 

motives beside the positive ones. Grouping the motivations for engaging in negative 

word-of-mouth communication, Sundaram et al. (1998) found the following: Negative 

altruism, anxiety reduction, vengeance, and advice seeking. Results indicated that almost 

23 percent of the respondents explained their act of engaging in negative WOM 

communication was to prevent others from experiencing similar problems which they had 
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encountered during the product use. The purpose was to help others by warning them 

about negative consequences of a particular action.  

 Further, Sundaram et al. (1998) reported that a considerable number of the 

respondents engaged in conversations to vent their anger, anxiety or frustration. About 

36.5 percent retaliated against the company associated with negative consumption 

experiences. These respondents warned others from patronizing the brands or the 

company, which they perceived did not care about the customer or listen to customer 

complaints. Such vengeance guided the product information talks by dissatisfied 

customers. There were also some consumers who had encountered negative consumption 

experiences and were unaware of the means to seek redress. They tended to share their 

negative experiences to obtain some advice in order to resolve their problems.   

Apart from these mentioned negative motives, Sundaram et al. (1998) classified 

the positive WOM motives into four categories: Positive altruism, product involvement, 

self-enhancement, and helping the company. Sundaram et al. (1998) defined altruism as 

an act of doing something for others without anticipating any reward in return. 

Respondents here had the intention to aid and guide people with their positive 

consumption experiences such that the receiver can make a satisfying purchase decision. 

Further, about one-third of the sample in Sundaram et al.’s (1998) study claimed 

that they verbalized their feelings about their positive experiences or excitement resulting 

from product ownership or personal interest in the product. The authors termed such 

motive as product involvement.  

 Some consumers used positive WOM communication as a means to enhance their 

self-image among others by projecting themselves as intelligent shoppers or showing 
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their connoisseurship or expertise or superior status or explicitly seek appreciation. 

Sundaram et al. (1998) named the final motive as ‘helping the company’ although the act 

seemed to be very similar to that of altruism. However, in this case, consumers’ message 

explicitly suggested the receiver to patronize a particular company, thus supporting and 

building the goodwill of a company that they were happy with.  

 Additionally, the authors also analyzed the relationship between the consumption 

experiences and the above motives, and indicated that the latter was directly related to 

product performance, employees’ behavior, price-value perception, and post-purchase 

customer relationship. For e.g. Sundaram et al. (1998) suggested that while altruistic 

motives (helping the receiver or company) was catalyzed mainly from firm’s responses to 

problems and employee behaviors, the self-oriented motives (self-enhancement and 

product involvement) were triggered mainly due to superior product performances. 

Similarly, for negative motives, inadequate responses to customer’s problems and 

unsatisfactory employee behavior were found related to negative WOM communication 

activity, where as, unsatisfactory product performance gave rise to vengeance motives.  

 Advances in electronic communication technology have popularized the use of 

viral marketing through virtual communities, online forums, electronic newsgroups, blogs 

and social networks. Virtual communities especially have become a social phenomenon 

and changed the way people communicate and relate to one another (Rheingold, 1993). 

By definition, virtual community (VC) is a social aggregate that emerges “when enough 

people carry on those public discussions long enough, with sufficient human feeling, to 

form webs of personal relationships in cyberspace” (Rheingold, 1993). VC has extended 
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the two-way exchanges between close relations into multi-way exchanges among 

strangers across cyberspace.  

 In 2001, Balasubramanian and Mahajan provided a utility-based motive typology 

framework that described the economic and social activities of members of virtual 

communities. They proposed three types of social interaction utilities: focus-related 

utility, consumption utility and approval utility.  

 Focus-related utility suggested that consumers “added value” to the virtual forums 

by providing their valuable reviews and commentaries about the products (and services) 

of interest for others in the community. Such utility may delineate sub-motives like 

concern for other consumers, helping the company, social benefit and / or exerting power. 

While concern for other consumers and helping the company is deduced from previous 

literature, social benefits represented social integration and identification with the 

specific community and its objectives that encourage eWOM participation in the same. 

On the other hand, the growing popularity of online forums increased the number of 

individual articulations on consumption problems, resulting in exertion of collective 

power over companies.  

 Balasubramanian et al. (2001) added that some individuals read the product 

reviews and comments written by others, which tend to motivate the former to write 

comments describing their own experience with the product. Writing and / or soliciting 

information in online consumer opinion platforms allowed contributors to gain post-

purchase advice, thus defining consumption utility. Furthermore, the authors associated 

two concrete motives – self-enhancement (Engel, Blackwell & Miniard 1995) and 

economic rewards with Approval utility. The first is driven by one’s desire for positive 
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recognition from others as defined in previous literature in the context of web-based 

platform. Economic reward, on the other hand, included any kind of remuneration that 

the consumer might have received in trade of sharing information about product (or 

service) in online platforms. These economic incentives were usually given by the 

company that owns and / or moderates the virtual community, as a sign of appreciation 

for his / her knowledge sharing behavior.  

 With the growing competition and increasing complexity of commercial exchange 

of information, Walsh, Gwinner and Swanson (2004) identified that it is not always the 

opinion leaders who spread their expert comments about a product (or service). Walsh et 

al. (2004) argued that market mavens (or consumers with general product knowledge) 

may also act as disseminators of product information and play a central role in 

influencing others’ purchase decisions. They developed three potential motives that 

stimulate mavens to pass on information to other consumers – obligation to share 

information, pleasure in sharing information and desire to help others. Walsh et al. (2004) 

hypothesized that like any other consumer, market mavens, as members of social 

networks (Bender, 1978), magnified his / her sense of duty or obligation to the 

community (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). Some mavens might gain indirect benefits from 

sharing information with others because it helped to solidify their social position. Based 

on the sense of duty, market mavens exhibited higher obligation to share information to 

those who were not mavens (Walsh et al., 2004).  

 Walsh et al. (2004) also contended that some consumers pass on information 

because they found it intrinsically satisfying (Bloch, 1986) and pleasurable; from 

previous literature the authors found that some market mavens enjoyed providing others 
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with market place information, spanning many different product categories (Feick & 

Price, 1987); those who possessed gregarious personalities derived pleasure out of 

assisting other people (Slama, Nataraajan & Williams, 1992).  Drawing from Engel et 

al.’s (1995) “concern for others” motive and Sundaram et al.’s (1998) “altruistic” motive, 

Walsh, Gwinner and Swanson (2004) suggested that market mavens use the same motive 

while responding to others requests and tell them about places to shop, sales, and brand 

names across a wide variety of product categories.  

 In the same year, Phelps, Lewis, Mobilio, Perry and Raman (2004) examined the 

consumer motivations to pass along commercial emails that aggravated viral marketing 

and electronic word-of-mouth advertising. They found that viral mavens experienced 

positive emotions when they passed along emails. They felt excited, helpful, happy or 

satisfied in this course of activity. Additionally, viral mavens thought that the email 

message passed along might be of importance or simply appreciated by the receiver. 

However, good mood, sense of duty and quality or relevance of the passing email 

message were also key motivational factors behind their participation.  

 Another group of contemporary scholars Gruen, Osmonbekov and Czaplewski 

(2005) claimed that customer-to-customer eWOM communication can also be justified 

with simple motives like “the topic of discussion in the forum were generally relevant to 

him / her”, “he / she is always interested in the issues being discussed on the forum” or 

“being on the forum energized him / her”.  

 The current study uses the Hennig-Thurau et al.’s (2004) article on “Electronic 

Word-of-Mouth via Consumer Opinion Platforms” as the basic framework of literature to 
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identify the major motives and their relative importance regarding sharing product 

information in online social media platforms.  

 Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh, Gremler (2004) empirically assessed the 

structure and relevance of 11 motives namely concern for other consumers, desire to help 

the company, social benefits received, exertion of power over companies, post-purchase 

advice-seeking, self-enhancement, economic rewards, convenience in seeking redress, 

hope that platform operator will serve as a moderator, expression of positive emotions, 

and venting of negative feelings. They used 2063 consumer sample population who 

actively participated in a German Web-based opinion-platform to exchange and share 

product-related information.  

 Since there were no established scales to measure eWOM communication motives 

prior to this, Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) used five-point rating scale items for each 

proposed motives. Respondents were asked to indicate the extent of agreement and 

disagreement, with “5” as “strongly agree” and “1” as “strongly disagree”; higher motive 

scores were translated to strong motive agreement and vise-versa. Applying principal 

component analysis (PCA) with Kaiser’s eigenvalue criterion and Varimax rotation, eight 

factors were extracted with strong reliability. Out of these eight factors, six of them 

corresponded exactly to theoretically derived motive categories: venting negative feelings 

(Factor 2), concern for other consumers (Factor 3), social benefits (Factor 5), economic 

incentives (Factor 6), helping the company (Factor 7), advice seeking (Factor 8). The 

remaining two factors represent a combination of previously posited motives: Factor 1 

combined “problem-solving through platform operator” and “convenience of 

articulation”; Factor 4 combined “self-enhancement” and “to express positive feelings”. 
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The authors labeled Factor 1 as platform assistance (not so relevant for the current study) 

and Factor 4 as extraversion / positive self-enhancement.  

 However, the validity of Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) study was limited as there 

was no previously existing scale of measurement for eWOM communication motives. 

Hence the authors suggested for future research challenges using similar measuring 

scales for motive identification. Second limitation was the difficulty in detecting the 

findings with relevance to different kinds of goods and services. The final limitation of 

the Hennig-Thurau study left a bigger scope for future research. The study was based on 

German sample pool of respondents that made it difficult to generalize the empirical 

results for other countries or in different cultural context.  

 Accordingly, the current study is an attempt to examine the limitations listed in 

the Hennig-Thurau study, and to extend the research into the social networking arena.  

 By meaning, social networking sites allow a user to build and maintain a network 

of friends for social and professional interaction (Trusov, Bucklin and Pauwels, 2009). 

The core of social networking site consists of personalized user profiles. These individual 

profiles are usually a combination of users’ image, list of interests and music, books, 

movie preferences, and links to affiliated profiles. According to comScore Media Metrix 

(2006), every second Internet user in the United States visits at least one of the top 15 

social networking sites. Approximately there are 50 social networking Websites, each 

with more than one million registered users. According to Digitalbuzz blog (2011), there 

are more than 500 million active users of Facebook, 200+ million users of Twitter, 100+ 

million users of LinkedIn. Almost 72 percent of all US Internet users are on now 

Facebook, while 70 percent of the entire user base is located outside of the US. Royal 
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Pingdom (a Web hosting company) reported that there were 30 billion pieces of content 

(e.g., links, photos, notes) shared on Facebook each month in 2010; 25 billion tweets 

were sent on Twitter in the same year and 200 million viewed YouTube via mobile per 

day (Source: Google, 2011).  

 The recently launched social network by Google – Google Plus (or Google+) has 

reached a stupendous growth rate in less than one month. Launched in the market on July 

7th 2011, Google+ has already crossed 10 million users. 

 A new analytic site - www.findpeopleplus.com (2011) reported the following 

usage statistics of this new social networking site, based on their data collection of over 

4.5 million profiles (Refer: Table 1 and Figure 1).  

  Figure 1: Google Plus Bar Chart 
  
 

 

  

  

  

 

        Table 1: Google Plus Distribution 
                           Chart  

  
Although the country representation statistics resonate with the usual trend of 

social media market data, with the U.S. being the leader followed by India and Brazil, 

Google+ has contrastingly shown more male users than female. The occupation 

distribution statistics illustrate dominance of engineering “techies” who account for most 

of the online activities, worldwide. However, it is still very early to draw fair conclusions 

about its kind, popularity and success based on its pre-mature statistical findings.  
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

 From the above literature it can be concluded that there is a conceptual closeness 

of traditional WOM communication and eWOM communication, where the latter occurs 

in a computer mediated online environment. So, it will be fair to assume that the motives 

behind the information-sharing phenomenon are similar or at least relevant in either 

condition.  

 Dichter (1966), Engel, Blackwell & Miniard (1995) and Sundaram, Mitra & 

Webster (1998) study findings were based on “offline” or “face-to-face” WOM 

communication, where consumers usually exchanged product information with friends, 

family and neighbors. On the other hand, Balasubramanian & Mahajan (2001) and 

Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh and Gremler (2004) articles demonstrated empirical 

observations on word-of-mouth communication in electronic media or online platforms.  

 Compared to traditional word-of-mouth activity, online WOM was found to be 

more influential due its speed, convenience, one-to-many reach and the absence of face-

to-face human pressure (Phelps, 2004). Additionally, Marshal McLuhan (as cited in 

Griffin, 2003) contended that written communication had more logical sequence than oral 

communication. Thus, the Internet not only provided opinion leaders with efficient ways 

to disseminate information, but also greatly facilitated information searching for opinion-

seekers.  

Table 2 below describes the typology of motives that was identified in the 

previous literature. It explains each motives and its significance in WOM behavior at 

different situations.  
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Table 2: Motive Typology Description Chart from previous literature 
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The above Motive Typology Description Chart is an adaptation from the typology 

chart cited in Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) article.2  

To simplify the above Table 2 into a cross-tabulation of authors and the key 

motive findings, the following summary chart (see Table 3) was drawn. This chart 

illustrates the overlap of findings across authors since last four decades.  

 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
     Table 3: Summary Chart of the Findings from previous literature 

                                                
2 Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh and Gremler (2004), Electronic Word-of-Mouth via Consumer Opinion 
Platforms: What motivates consumers to articulate themselves on the Internet? 
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Treating the above Tables as the basic framework for the research, this study aims to: 

 

RQ 1: Identify the key motives behind propensity to share product information among a 

population of online social network users under two given conditions:  

 

RQ1 a) Situation I: Product-cue is given - The subject is asked to recall his or her 

product-information sharing behavior with others in the network with a particular 

product in mind in an online social networking site.  

 

RQ1b) Situation II: Product-cue is not given – The subject is asked to recall his 

or her product-information sharing behavior with others in the network in general 

circumstances in an online social networking site.  

 

RQ 2: The second objective is to investigate for any new potential motives that may 

control the eWOM activities of e-fluentials in the context of online social networking 

site.   

 

RQ 3: What is the relative importance of the motive structure found from RQ 1 and how 

does it affect the perceived influential capacity of the e-fluentials on others in online 

social network?  
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METHODOLOGY 

The 16 distinct motives that were theoretically derived from previous empirical 

studies viz., Product Involvement, Self-Involvement, Other Involvement, Message 

Involvement, Self-Enhancement, Concern for Others, Message Intrigues, Dissonance 

Reduction, Altruism (Positive), Helping the company, Altruism (Negative), Anxiety 

Reduction, Vengeance, Advice-seeking, Social Benefits, Exerting power over company, 

Consumption utility, Economic Incentive, Venting Negative Feelings, Extraversion – 

were examined in the context of online social networks.  

Questionnaire sample was developed that consisted of twenty-seven closed-

ended, multiple-choice and rating-scale questions measuring online consumer behavioral 

motives and patterns for product information sharing activities, one descriptive question 

and five demographic questions. 26 motive-item questions were constructed and 

measured through 6-point Likert rating scale3 ranging from 1 (Not at all likely) and 6 

(Highly likely).  

Additionally, the questionnaire was divided into four main parts. All 224 

participants answered the first section till they were led to a binary question “Have you 

purchased a product which you have talked about recently in online social network?”. If 

the respondent answered “YES” to this, they were grouped as “Product-Specific Sample” 

eligible to continue with rest of the section one followed by section two. If the respondent 

answered “NO”, they were directed to section three and grouped as “General Sample”. 

                                                
3 A Likert scale, invented by psychologist Rensis Likert, is a psychometric scale commonly used in survey 
research questionnaires,. When responding to a Likert questionnaire item, respondents specify their level of 
agreement or disagreement on a symmetric agree-disagree scale for a series of statements. Thus the scale 
captures the intensity of their feelings. 
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However, both the Samples answered the last section that included Demographic 

questions.  

The average time of completing the whole survey was less than 10 minutes. Data 

was collected over a period of 24 days starting from June 18th 2011 to July 11th 2011. A 

sample copy of the Survey Questionnaire is attached as Appendix I (Page 55). 

Zoomerang survey tool was deployed to set-up the questionnaire in online survey 

format. Personal account contacts and online interest (or fan) groups in Facebook and 

LinkedIn were primarily used to recruit subjects worldwide. Online ads in Minneapolis / 

St. Paul Craigslist were used as a secondary avenue to avail bigger number of subjects. 

Three to five follow-ups (online messages, posts and event announcements) were made in 

the above-mentioned social networks to reach 1351 prospective participants in 24 days. 

Out of these, only 359 took the survey and 241 completed it. However, only 224 fully 

completed responses were considered as valid data. The remaining 17 cases were 

excluded because the responses were nullified as “Deny to participate” or “No, I do not 

use Social networking websites”. The total number for Product-Specific Sample was 65 

and 159 completed the General Sample questionnaire.  

Accordingly, this study was based upon a reasonable convenient sample of adults 

who are users of social network services such as Facebook. The following Infographic 

charts illustrate the distribution of demographic data, viz., Age, Gender, Occupation and 

Ethnicity of Product-Specific Sample and General Sample.  
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Infographic I: Age Distribution of Product-Specific Sample & General 
Sample 

     
 

Figure 2 
 

 
 
 
 

Figure 3 
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Infographic II: Gender Distribution of Product-Specific Sample & General 
Sample 

 
 

Figure 4 
 

 
 
 
 
     Figure 5 
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Infographic III: Occupation Distribution of Product-Specific Sample & 
General Sample 

 
 

Figure 6 
 

 
 
 
 

Figure 7 
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Infographic IV: Ethnicity Distribution of Product-Specific Sample & General 

Sample 
 
 

Figure 8 
 

 
 
 
 

Figure 9 
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DISCUSSION 
 
Analysis of Motive Structure:  
 
Product-Specific Sample: 
 

The 26 motive items were evaluated with principal component analysis (PCA) to 

examine the dimensionality of the entire set of items. Based on the Kaiser’s eigenvalue 

criterion, seven factors with eigenvalues greater than one were extracted using the latent 

roots criterion and a Varimax rotation. Items with factor loadings ≥ 0.600 was considered 

valid for grouping and naming each seven factors separately. Five of the seven factors 

were derived from different item scale motives mentioned in previous literature as well as 

newly included in the study. They were renamed as Dispense Jubilance (i.e. “happy so I 

want others to experience it”, “share my great experience”, “express joy about a good 

buy”, “want to help others with my positive experience”, and “feel good when I tell 

others about buying success”), Resentment (i.e. “save others from having same negative 

experience as me”, “unhappy with post-purchase customer care” and “warn others from 

unhappy product performance”), Recognition (i.e. “show others that I am a clever 

customer” and “get rewarded for sharing expert comments”), Bandwagon Talk (i.e. 

“everyone is talking about it”), and Time-pass (i.e. “since I have nothing else to talk 

about”). The remaining two factors corresponded to previously found motive categories: 

Sociability (i.e. “like talking to people with similar interest” and “discover new friends”) 

and Vengeance (i.e. “company harmed me, so I want to harm back”). Table 4 contains the 

Eigenvalues and percentage of variance for each seven factors for Product-Specific 

Sample. 
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Product-Specific Sample 
 

Initial Eigenvalues Components 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 6.870 26.422 26.422 

2 3.186 12.255 38.677 

3 2.161 8.313 46.990 

4 1.671 6.428 53.417 

5 1.469 5.649 59.066 

6 1.405 5.403 64.469 

7 1.135 4.367 68.836 

 
Table 4: Eigenvalues and Variance Chart for Product-Specific Sample 

  

 

Factor 6 or Bandwagon Talk and Factor 7 or Time-pass were two newly found 

motives from this study. Table 5 provides each factor loadings of items with reliability 

scores calculated for first four factors.  
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Table 5: Factor-Structure and Item Stability for Product-Specific Sample 
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General Sample: 
 

Similarly, identical 26 motive-items rated by the General Sample population were 

treated with PCA examine the dimensionality of the entire set. Based on the Kaiser’s 

eigenvalue criterion, five factors with eigenvalues greater than one were extracted using 

the latent roots criterion and a Varimax rotation. Items with factor loadings ≥ 0.600 was 

considered valid for grouping and naming each five factors separately. Three of the five 

factors were regenerated from different item scale motives mentioned in previous 

literature. They were renamed as Dispense Jubilance (i.e. “want to help with my positive 

experience”, “express joy about a good buy”, “share my great experience”, “feel good 

when I tell others about buying success”, “happy so I want others to experience it”, “have 

fun in exchanging information” and “discovering something new about the product”), 

Resentment (i.e. “warn others from unhappy product performance”, “unhappy with post-

purchase customer care”, “save others from having same negative experience as me”, and 

“company harmed me, so want to harm back”), Advocacy (i.e. “happy with the company, 

so help it to be successful”, “bring goodwill to the company” and “good companies 

should be supported”). The fourth factor or Economic Incentive corresponded to one of 

the theoretically derived motive categories that were previously found. Factor 4 or 

Narcissism that combined “nothing else to talk about” and “show others that I am a 

clever customer” was the third newly found motive. 
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General Sample 

 

 
Table 6: Eigenvalues and Variance Chart for General Sample 

 
 

Table 6 above contains the Eigenvalues and percentage of variance for each five 

factors for General Sample. 

 

Factor 1 or Dispense Jubilance and Factor 2 or Resentment were found to be 

common in both the samples. However, for General Sample, Factor 1 included two 

additional motive items e.g. “have fun in exchanging information” and “discovering 

something new about the product”, and Factor 2 included one additional motive item e.g. 

“company harmed me, so want to harm back”. Although these two mentioned factors 

were slightly differently constructed in each sample, they accounted for very little 

deviations in totality. Table 7 provides each factor loadings of items with reliability 

scores calculated for all five factors.  

Initial Eigenvalues Components 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 10.639 40.919 40.919 

2 1.860 7.152 48.071 

3 1.765 6.787 54.859 

4 1.530 5.885 60.744 

5 1.181 4.543 65.287 
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Table 7: Factor-Structure and Item Stability for General Sample 
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Inter-Sample Comparison of motive structures:  

Similarities:   

From the principal component analysis, both Product-Specific and General 

samples produced similar factor results, like Factor 1 and Factor 2. Respondents from 

both the samples considered helping others by sharing positive product experiences, 

expressing joy and fun in the product ownership, telling others about buying success, 

discovering a new attribute of the product and sharing it might facilitate fellow online 

consumers to make a better purchase decision and / or choice. The second important 

intention for propensity to share product information among his / her social network was 

to warn and save others from negative experiences already encountered by them. The 

negative experiences included unhappiness with the product or the company. Some 

respondents also talked about their dissatisfaction with company employee and after-sale 

services.  

Secondly, it was interesting to note that some item motives like “nothing else to 

talk about”, “get rewarded for sharing expert comments” and “show others that I am a 

clever customer” were found to exist in both the Sample motive structures with different 

loading values. However, these motive items fell under different components in PCA 

model that facilitated new taxonomy of the explanatory variables.  Product-Specific 

Sample indicated “getting rewarded” was equally important as portraying him / her as 

“clever customer”, thereby introducing Recognition as an important motive.  On the other 

hand, General Sample respondents indicated that bragging about their expertise on 

products and / or portraying themselves as “clever and intelligent shoppers” among 
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fellow consumers was relevant when they found nothing else to do in social networking 

websites. This originated the Narcissism motive.  

The above similarities in the motive structure between Product-Specific Sample 

and General Sample can be explained by their congruency in demographic distributions.  

The Infographics on Age (refer Page 26), Gender (refer Page 27) and Occupation 

(refer Page 28) of Product-Specific (P-S Sample) and General (G-Sample) samples 

illustrated negligible variance in the sample population. Majority of the respondents 

ranged from 18 to 44 years of age group (P-S Sample: 80.0% ; G Sample: 75.%); more 

than half the population of both the samples were women  (P-S Sample: 58.5% ; G 

Sample: 61.0%); people in managerial positions and students tended to engage in product 

information sharing behavior more heavily than others in the category (P-S Sample: 

55.4% ; G Sample: 44.0% 4). Other significant occupational demographics included 

office staffs (P-S Sample: 12.3% ; G Sample: 12.6%) and self-employed businessman (P-

S Sample: 10.8% ; G Sample: 10.7%). 

Additionally, both the Samples constituted of highly qualified population. 

Demographic distribution illustrated respondents in either Sample population earning an 

Advanced Degree in their career (P-S Sample: 63.1% ; G Sample: 59.1%).  

 

Differences:  

 Product-Specific Sample acknowledged Sociability or curiosity to find new 

friends in online social network as an important factor that may determine their 

information sharing behaviors; whereas the General Sample respondents “advocated” for 

                                                
4 The percentage figures reported here are aggregate values of percentage of managerial positions and 
percentage of students in each Sample.  
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good companies and their products (or services) as a result of positive experiences, thus 

building goodwill for them.  

 Bandwagon Talk stood to be a prominent distinction between the two types of 

Samples. The Product-Specific respondents indicated that although they had the desire to 

help others with purchase decisions, they would hardly volunteer for initiating a 

conversation regarding the same. Yet they participated very actively when others talked 

about products (or services), and shared their valuable opinions. Thus, it can be inferred 

that they were more influenced by the bandwagon effect than their latent altruistic drives.  

There can be two types of explanations for such variations in the factor analysis of 

the motive structures: Specificity and Ethnicity distribution. Respondents grouped as 

“Product-Specific Sample” were more objective-oriented by their knowledge sharing 

characteristics than the same for General Sample. They talked about a product that they 

had recently purchased and voluntarily shared their positive or negative opinions after its 

use with their online social network. Whereas, those in the larger segment, grouped as 

“General Sample”, demonstrated their behavioral patterns based on how they would 

generally share information about any product (or service) in online social networking 

sites.  

Furthermore, the demographic distribution of Ethnicity (refer Page 29) of the two 

types of Samples revealed that there was almost ten-point scale difference in the 

proportion of White Americans (P-S Sample: 52.3% ; G Sample: 42.8%) in aggregate; 

whereas, the difference in the proportion among other ethnic groups such as South 

Asians, Europeans, East Asians and Hispanic / Latino were found to be almost negligible. 

Therefore, the disparity in the motive structure between Product-Specific and General 
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Samples can be significantly rationalized by such racial or ethnic diversity in the 

population groups. This leaves us with a scope to further investigate on the relevance and 

importance of cultural backgrounds on motivation to share online product information in 

social networking context.  

The above Similarities and Differences between the motive structures of the 

Product-Specific Sample and General Sample were summarized through the following 

Inter-Sample Comparative Chart.  

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 8: Inter-Sample Comparative Chart 

 

Factors Product-
specific 
Sample 

General 
Sample 

Dispense 
Jubilance 

√ √ 

Resentment √ √ 

Recognition √  

Sociability 
 

√  

Vengeance √  

Bandwagon 
Talk 

√  

Time-pass 
 

√  

Advocacy  √ 

Narcissism  √ 

Economic 
Incentive 

 √ 
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Table 3 (in Page 21) that portrays all the empirical findings on motivation behind 

word-of-mouth communication in face-to-face and online sequences can be now 

extended with the current study findings. Table 9 below demonstrates all the motives that 

were found relevant in the Word of Mouth communication research occurring at different 

situations from 1966 to 2011 time period.  

 

 
 

Table 9: Summary Chart of All Findings 
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To answer the second research question, principal component analysis depicted 

strong loadings for two new factor motive items “everyone is talking about it” and 

“nothing else to talk about” for both the samples. Factor structure inferred Bandwagon 

Talk and Time Pass as new explanations for propensity to share product information for 

Product-Specific Sample users of social networking sites; besides it originated 

Narcissism as new motive for General Sample.  

 

Relationship between Knowledge Shared and Knowledge Asked for:  

The correlation between the amount of information one likes to “Share” about a 

product in online social network and amount of product information one is likely to be 

“Asked_for” in online social network was significantly strong for both types of samples 

(P-S Sample: r = 0.69, t-value = .584; G-Sample: r = 0.256, p < .01). Therefore, the 

population sample indicated that they usually shared more knowledge and expert 

comments about a product (or service) with their friends in online social network when 

they thought that they were perceived as “Opinion Leaders”.  

 

 

 

 

Table 10: Correlation Matrix between Knowledge Shared & Knowledge 
Askef_for for Product-Specific Sample 
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Table 11: Correlation Matrix between Knowledge Shared & Knowledge 
Askef_for for General Sample 

 

 

Furthermore, the Product-Specific Sample particularly believed that the general 

perception about their expertise on a topic led others in the network to ask for more 

information. (Correlation between Knowledge Known and Knowledge Asked_for was 

significantly high, r = 0.29, t-value = .822). Thus, not only did they perceive themselves 

as Opinion Leaders, but were also perceived the same by fellow consumers in online 

social networks.  

 

Perceived Influence Index:  

A new variable called Perceived Influence Index was computed by adding the 

scores of Knowledge Shared and Knowledge Asked_for for each sample. The variable 

indicated the social network users’ self-perception about their possible influential 

capacity over others in the network. Knowledge Shared was translated from the perceived 

knowledge base of the e-fluential and Knowledge Asked_for was the perception of how 

likely others would seek knowledge from them about a product.  
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Correlation was drawn between the Perceived Influence Index and each Motive-

items for both types of samples separately. Table 12 shows a summary of the correlation 

values for Product-Specific and General Samples that were statistically significant.  

 

 
Table 12: Perceived Influence Index Comparative Chart 

 

Although not considered as central motives behind eWOM communication (as 

found in the earlier section by PCA), many motive-items had positive influence on 

perceived persuasiveness of the e-fluentials. For e.g. in Product-Specific Sample, 

“discovering new attribute of the product”, “fun to exchange information” and “good 

companies should be supported” were found relevant in shaping the influence level of the 

disseminator; whereas, in General Sample, “find people with similar interest”, “discover 

new friends”, “share elements of new advertisement”, “solve my own problem” “receive 
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tips in return”, “discover new attributes”, “have fun in exchanging information” and 

“give others opportunity to buy right product” were found relevant.  

The dissimilarities in the above findings for the two Samples can be allotted to the 

Specificity condition and / or Ethnic disparity in sample distributions. Additionally, it can 

be assumed that the General Sample is more likely to invest time in making new friends 

with similar interest or talk about the new advertisement or talk un-objectively about a 

product (or service) during their “good mood” or “relaxation” with friends in online 

social network.  

 

Analysis of Motive Importance in Social Network eWOM: 

To determine the ability of the different motives in predicting eWOM behavior in 

online social network, Multivariate Regression Analysis was conducted with Perceived 

Influence Index as the dependent variable and five Factor motives as independent 

variables for the General Sample population. It is fair to mention here that because of the 

larger sample size, results showed statistically significant results for this part of analysis.  

As described in the earlier section, Perceived Influence Index or the rate of 

persuasion perceived by each respondent was operationalized by adding the ordinal 

values of “how much knowledge they shared” and “how much knowledge they were 

asked for”.  

 

The following Table 13 shows the regression coefficients of five Factor motives 

of the General Sample.  
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Table 13: Factor Score Regression Result Chart 
 

 

The regression function was statistically significant and explained 14.2% of the 

perceived influential capacity. Standardized regression coefficient values were also 

significant for two out of five motive factors. The strongest positive impact on Perceived 

Influence Index was Dispense Jubilance (Factor 4, β = .254, p < .05) followed by 

Narcissism (Factor 4, β = .0.183, p < .05).  

Interestingly, there was a negative impact from Factor 5 or Economic Incentive 

(Factor 5, β = - .076) suggesting that those e-fluentials driven by this motive could hardly 

persuade the fellow online opinion-seeking consumers in social networking sites. A 

plausible reason behind such observation can be that opinion seekers presumed the 

profitable intentions of exaggerating / overtly promoting the brand by these e-fluentials.  
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Other relevant findings:  

  The following graphical chart illustrates all the types of Social Networking 

websites cited by the 224 respondents.  

 
Figure 10: Types of Social Network Bar Chart 

 

 

 

In the above Figure 9, Miscellaneous* is defined as a collective variable that 

includes the following online social networks: hi5, Caraplace, Untapped, Zanga, Digg, 

GelGlue, Geni, Multiply, Renren, Friendster, Plaxco, Diigo, Gmail, NaszaKlaca, Rotten 

Tomatoes, Shelfari, Pinterest, BrazenCareerist, xt3, Meetup, Google+, Devianrt, Stityle. 

It is important to note here that Google+ had almost no effect on this study because of the 

overlap of its launching date and the data collection period of the study.  
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Data findings reported that people accepted more positive information than 

negative or balanced (mixture of positive and negative) opinions in online social 

networks. Correlation matrix showed negative relationship between types of information 

shared and acceptance level of the information (r = -0.020, t-value = .874). Zero response 

answers for the “Reject” option can be held accountable as a plausible cause for such 

relationship.  

 Furthermore, data revealed that most people shared information with everybody 

in their network ranging from 100 to 700+ people. Yet, the feedback rate to opinion 

shared was quite low ranging from 1 to 60 only.  

 43 percent of the population discussed about electronic goods and 21.5 percent 

about apparels and fashion products. Other relevant product categories fell under movie-

tickets, holiday deals, books, FMCG, consumer durables and restaurants.  Almost half of 

the population (49.2 %) exchanged information about high-priced products (or services).  

 The degree of overlap (Silk, 1966) of topics in eWOM communication among e-

fluentials comprised information about electronics, apparels and consumer durable items. 

Nevertheless, many opinionated about variety of other topics such as social media, 

political news, current affairs and health issue.  
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LIMITATIONS 

The study had few limitations. First, the growing popularity of social media 

resulted to the vagueness of the definition of “online social networking sites”. Some 

respondents ignored LinkedIn and craigslist as social media platforms. Furthermore, 

YouTube had a market share of 73.2 percent in 20085, and almost 110 million active 

users of MySpace6 around the globe logged-in to share music and likewise in the same 

year. Yet, out of 224 samples only 6 cited YouTube and 13 for MySpace. Those using 

everyday smart phone applications like Four-Square, GetGlue, Digg, etc. also did not 

make any impact in this study. It was an interesting observation that despite using social 

media platforms as the only advertising mechanism for subject recruitment, there were 

almost 14 responses that indicated “No, I do not use social networking websites”.  

The study used convenient sampling method for recruiting subjects. This can be 

assigned as the second limitation. Although the survey demographics included worldwide 

ethnic groups of population of more than two hundred respondents, the study did not 

depict a fair representative sample population in either condition.  

Another drawback in the research methodology of this study was the lack of 

qualitative research. A primary research with in-depth interview about what intrigues a 

social network user to share and exchange information online would have added strength 

to this study. More possible new motive items in the context of social network could be 

examined. This leaves us with further scope of extending the current field of research.  

 

                                                
5 Source: Hitwise, a traffic analyst company, March 2008.  
6 Source: Altimeter Group, a research based advisory firm, Silicon Valley, San Fransisco, 
November 2008.  
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CONCLUSIONS 

 
This was an exploratory study that investigated the motivations behind 

information sharing behavior using a sample population of 224 online social network 

users. The study indicates the key motives structure associated with eWOM 

communication that was fundamentally very similar to those of previous WOM-motive 

literature. Interestingly, these were also found to have significant relevance on 

persuasiveness of the information sharer.  

This study calls attention to the circumstantial predispositions of human 

psychological needs that may be latent rooted or pre-determined.  The study explores the 

relative importance of these psychological drives that lead the study participants to 

engage in electronic word-of-mouth communication about a product or service.  

Two types of sample population was under investigation – first, those who 

objectively talk about a particular product with their online network of friends; second, 

those who likes to talk about products or services in general with their online network 

contacts.  

Results suggested that in both cases, the key factor motives were dispensing 

jubilance of either buying success, good product experience, satisfaction with the 

company or its employees, get fun out of information exchange or a mere feel of good 

after helping others; and resentment that revealed their dissatisfaction, unhappiness or 

anger from negative experience.  

However, the product-specific sample respondents acknowledged the need for 

recognition, sociability, vengeance, bandwagon talk and time-pass as other principal 
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motives that manipulated their eWOM participation. Likewise, the general sample 

indicated advocacy, narcissism and economic incentive as other important factors.  

Although most of these above motives were a mere confirmation of those found 

in previous research, the individual motive-items appeared as different factors (as named 

above) through principal component analysis. This facilitated in relabeling them the 

factor motives and also finding three distinct new motives – Bandwagon Talk and Time 

Pass for Product-Specific Sample and Narcissism for General Sample.  

The overall analysis of the findings represented that although people deployed 

different psychological mechanisms while sharing product information in online social 

networks, their primary drive was to satisfy their inner narcissistic pleasures.  In other 

words, when e-fluentials could perceive their shared opinions as an important 

contribution among his / her network, their propensity to share more information about 

product (or service) accelerated.  
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APPENDIX I 

QUESTIONNAIRE SAMPLE 

EXPLORING THE PROPENSITY TO SHARE ONLINE PRODUCT 
INFORMATION 

	  

SECTION I 
 

[The Questionnaire is about the information that you have shared with friends in 
ONLINE SOCIAL NETWORKS] 

 
1. A) Do you use social networking website such as Facebook, MySpace, Twitter, etc.?  

   Yes    No 
B) Please list the social networking sites that you use: 
 
 

2. In general, do you talk about products (or services) with your online network 
community? 
(*Note: The “Product” can be a grocery item/pair of jeans/electronics/new 
Movie/financial company/new insurance plan, etc.) 

Yes   No 
 

3. A) Have you purchased a product which you have talked about recently in online social 
network? 

Yes   No 
 
B) If YES What was the product?    ______________ 
C) If YES, When did you buy the product?   ______________ 
D) If YES What is the price of this product?   ______________ 

 
4. A) Were you satisfied with the product that you shared the information about? 

Yes   No  Don’t Know 
 

B) Rate your level of satisfaction in the following scale: 
• Very Much Happy 
• More or less Satisfied 
• Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied 
• Not Satisfied 
• Totally disappointed 
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NOW PLEASE KEEP THIS PRODUCT IN MIND AS YOU RESPOND TO THE 
FOLLOWING:  

 
5. According to you how much information do you think you know about the product that 

you shared with your online network community? 
• Very Little Information 
• Some amount of Information 
• Good amount of information 
• Everything about the product 

 
6. What kind of product information did you share? 

• Positive Information 
• Negative Information 
• Both 

 
7. Did the receiver accept or reject your knowledge shared? 

• Accepted 
• Agreed as somewhat True, but not sure whether to follow 
• Reject 

 
8. Describe briefly the information about the product you shared in your online social 

network?  
 
 
 

9. How many people received the above information about the product?  ____________ 
 

10. Please identify these people in the following category? (Choose more than one if 
applicable) 

• Good Friend 
• Friend 
• Family / Spouse 
• Relative  
• Peer / Colleague  
• Acquaintance 
• Have not met but online friend 
• Friend’s friend met online 
• Others (please specify): ______________________________________ 

 
11. How many people Commented, Liked or Responded to the product knowledge you 

shared? 
______________________ 
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12. A) Did you feel that people with whom you shared your knowledge with (your 
ANSWER#8) will come back to you for more information about another product or 
topic? 

Yes   No 
 

13. If YES, what topic(s) would those be? Please LIST specifically.  
 
 
 

SECTION II 
 

NOW PLEASE CONSIDER TO KEEP THAT SPECIFIC PRODUCT IN MIND WHICH 
YOU REFERRED IN THE PREVIOUS SECTION AS YOU ANSWER THE 
FOLLOWING QUESTIONS.  

 
14. What amount of information do you like to share about a product with someone in online 

social network?  
• Very Little Information 
• Some amount of Information 
• Good amount of information 
• Everything about the product 
 

15. Compared with others in your online social network, are you less likely, about likely or 
more likely to be asked for advice? 

• Less Likely 
• About Likely 
• More Likely 

 
16. Why do you think that your online advise-seekers would come to you for product 

information? (Choose as many if applicable) 
• You’re an Intelligent shopper 
• You’re an Expert in the field (product/service) 
• You are his/her/their Well-wisher  
• You share out of love, care and affection 
• You’re a friend who is always there for help 
• You’re a brand loyal of the company of the talked about product 
• You work for the company that the product belongs to 
• You’re the first among your network to know about the new product 

information 
• You’re the first one in the network to experience the product 
• Others (please specify): 

_______________________________________ 
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17. How likely are you to share product information for each of the following reasons? 
Please RATE your response from scale 1 = NOT AT ALL LIKELY to 6 = HIGHLY 
LIKELY  

 
A) Because I like talking to people with similar interests in my online social 

network. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

B) Because I discover new friends and like-minded people in the process of 
sharing information.  
1  2  3  4  5  6 

C) I share my knowledge about the product because there was nothing else to talk about. 
1  2  3  4  5  6  

D) I wanted to share the new advertisement about the product that I saw/heard/read 
recently. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

E) Because I want to share my great experience.  
1  2  3  4  5  6 

F) Because everyone else around you is talking about it. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

G) Because this is a way to express joy about a good buy. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

H) Because I feel good when I can tell others about my buying success.  
1  2  3  4  5  6 

I) Because I genuinely want to help my fellow consumers with my positive experiences. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

J) Because I am so happy with the product performance that I want others to 
experience it? 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

K) Because I want to give others the opportunity to buy the right product. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

L) Because the company harmed me and now I want to harm the company. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

M) Because my contribution as comments help me to shake off my frustration about bad 
buys.  
1  2  3  4  5  6 

N) Because my contribution shows others that I am a clever customer.  
1  2  3  4  5  6 

O) Because I was excited about discovering something new about the product. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 
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P) Because I am so happy with the company and its product that I want to help 
the company to be successful.  
1  2  3  4  5  6 

Q) Because I want to bring goodwill to the company? 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

R) Because I get rewarded for sharing my expert comments.  
1  2  3  4  5  6 

S) Because, according to me good companies should be supported.  
1  2  3  4  5  6 

T) Because the company gives me economic or valuable incentives for talking good 
about them. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

U) Because I want to save others from having the same negative experiences as me.  
1  2  3  4  5  6 

V) Because I wanted to warn others about your unhappy product performance. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

W) Because I was unhappy with post-purchase customer-care assistance. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

X) Because I want complain about the product and take my anger off.  
1  2  3  4  5  6 

Y) Because I wanted to take vengeance upon company. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

Z) Because I enjoy the fun in exchanging information (positive/negative) about 
the product or company? 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

AA) Any other reason (please specify): _____________________________________ 
 

18. What kind of feedback from the advice-seeker did you receive after you shared your 
expert comments about the product? 

• Will buy the product 
• Might consider a Trial pack 
• “You solved my problem” 
• “You reduced my fear/anxiety/dissonance” 
• Will NOT buy the product 
• Others (Please specify): ______________ 

 
19. Does your  product ownership arouse any of the following: (Please choose more than one 

if applicable) 
• Pride 
• Self-esteem  
• Confidence 
• Self-achievement 
• Safety / Security 
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• Joy  
• Surprise 
• Better Self-Image 
• Superior 
• Shame  
• Fear  
• Anger 
• Deceit 

 
20. How did you feel about yourself after sharing the product knowledge in online social 

network? 
• Good that I could help  
• Not so good – “I had little to share!” 
• Leader in the group 
• More Popular than others in the network 
• Revenge sought for unsatisfied experience with product or company 
• Powerful 
• Others (please specify): __________________ 

 
 
SECTION III 
 

NOW FOR EACH OF THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS, PLEASE THINK IN GENERAL 
TERMS ALL THE PRODUCTS THAT YOU HAVE SHARED YOUR KNOWLEDGE 
ABOUT TILL NOW ON ONLINE SOCIAL NETWORKS. 

 
21. What amount of information do you like to share about a product with someone in online 

social network?  
• Very Little Information 
• Some amount of Information 
• Good amount of information 
• Everything about the product 
 

22. Compared with others in your online social network, are you less likely, about likely or 
more likely to be asked for advice? 

• Less Likely 
• About Likely 
• More Likely 

 
23. Why do you think that your online advise-seekers would come to you for product 

information? (Choose as many if applicable) 
• You’re an Intelligent shopper 
• You’re an Expert in the field (product/service) 
• You are his/her/their Well-wisher  
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• You share out of love, care and affection 
• You’re a friend who is always there for help 
• You’re a brand loyal of the company of the talked about product 
• You work for the company that the product belongs to 
• You’re the first among your network to know about the new product 

information 
• You’re the first one in the network to experience the product 
• Others (please specify): 

_______________________________________ 
 

 
24. How likely are you to share product information for each of the following reasons? 

Please RATE your response from scale 1 = NOT AT ALL LIKELY to 6 = HIGHLY 
LIKELY 
  
a) Because I like talking to people with similar interests in my online social 

network. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

b) Because I discover new friends and like-minded people in the process of 
sharing information.  

1  2  3  4  5  6 
c) I share my knowledge about the product because there was nothing else to talk about. 

1          2  3  4  5  6  
d) I wanted to share the new advertisement about the product that I saw/heard/read 
recently. 

1  2  3  4  5  6 
e) Because I want to share my great experience.  

1  2  3  4  5  6 
f) Because everyone else around you is talking about it. 

1  2  3  4  5  6 
g) Because this is a way to express joy about a good buy. 

1  2  3  4  5  6 
h) Because I feel good when I can tell others about my buying success.  

1  2  3  4  5  6 
i) Because I genuinely want to help my fellow consumers with my positive experiences. 

1  2  3  4  5  6 
j) Because I am so happy with the product performance that I want others to 
experience it? 

1  2  3  4  5  6 
k) Because I want to give others the opportunity to buy the right product. 

1  2  3  4  5  6 
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l) Because the company harmed me and now I want to harm the company. 

1  2  3  4  5  6 
m) Because my contribution as comments help me to shake off my frustration about bad 
buys.  

1  2  3  4  5  6 
n) Because my contribution shows others that I am a clever customer.  

1  2  3  4  5  6 
 

o) Because I was excited about discovering something new about the product. 
1  2  3  4  5  6 

p) Because I am so happy with the company and its product that I want to help the 
company to be successful.  

1  2  3  4  5  6 
q) Because I want to bring goodwill to the company? 

1  2  3  4  5  6 
r) Because I get rewarded for sharing my expert comments.  

1  2  3  4  5  6 
s) Because, according to me good companies should be supported.  

1  2  3  4  5  6 
t) Because the company gives me economic or valuable incentives for talking good about 
them. 

1  2  3  4  5  6 
u) Because I want to save others from having the same negative experiences as me.  

1  2  3  4  5  6 
v) Because I wanted to warn others about your unhappy product performance. 

1  2  3  4  5  6 
w) Because I was unhappy with post-purchase customer-care assistance. 

1  2  3  4  5  6 
x) Because I want complain about the product and take my anger off.  

1  2  3  4  5  6 
y) Because I wanted to take vengeance upon company. 

1  2  3  4  5  6 
z) Because I enjoy the fun in exchanging information (positive/negative) about 
the product or company? 

1  2  3  4  5  6 
aa) Any other reason (please specify): _____________________________________ 
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25. What kind of feedback from the advice-seeker did you receive after you shared your 
expert comments about the product? 

• Will buy the product 
• Might consider a Trial pack 
• “You solved my problem” 
• “You reduced my fear/anxiety/dissonance” 
• Will NOT buy the product 
• Others (Please specify): ______________ 

 
26. Does your product ownership arouse any of the following: (Please choose more than one 

if applicable) 
• Pride 
• Self-esteem  
• Confidence 
• Self-achievement 
• Safety / Security 
• Joy  
• Surprise 
• Better Self-Image 
• Superior 
• Shame  
• Fear  
• Anger 
• Deceit 

 
27. How did you feel about yourself after sharing the product knowledge in online social 

network? 
• Good that I could help  
• Not so good – “I had little to share!” 
• Leader in the group 
• More Popular than others in the network 
• Revenge sought for unsatisfied experience with product or company 
• Powerful 
• Others (please specify): __________________ 
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DEMOGRAPHICS 
 
 

A) Your Age:     
• 18 – 30 old    
• 30 – 40 old    
• 40  and above  

 
B) Your Gender :    

• Male    
• Female 
 

C) Education:    
• Some High School  
• High School Diploma  
• Some College   
• Associate Degree    
• Bachelor Degree    
• Advanced Degree   
• Other 

 
D) Your Occupation:    

• Laborer  
• Office Staff                
• Managerial Position 
• Blue Collar Job 
• Government Employee 
• Self-employed businessman  
• Student  
• Homemaker  
• Unemployed 
• Others: _____________ 
 

E) Ethnicity:    
• White American 
• African American / Black 
• Hispanic or Latino 
• Hawaiian / Pacific Islander 
• European 
• East Asian  
• South Asian (India-Bangladesh-Pakistan-Sri-Lanka) 
• Middle-Eastern 
• African 


