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ABSTRACT 
 

 

In extending the theories of opinion leadership and seeking to the online environment, 

this study sought to explore whether the established theories for the offline environment would 

also help us understand opinion leadership in the online world. The tests of hypotheses revealed 

consistent patterns of opinion leadership and seeking behaviors across the online and offline 

environments. However, these tests resulted in insignificant relationships between online opinion 

seeking and offline opinion leadership levels. Furthermore, the hypothesized negative 

relationship between online opinion leadership and offline seeking was not only not supported, 

but was contradicted. That is, those who had a high level of opinion seeking in the offline 

environment also displayed high levels of opinion leadership in the online environment. 

The current study also demonstrated that some psychological characteristics such as 

consumer expertise, domain-specific innovativeness and media habits, as well as attitudes toward 

online brand communities, were significant predictors for opinion leadership in the online 

environment. In addition to opinion leadership, the current study explored traits of opinion 

seeking, suggesting that people with a high level of opinion seeking may exhibit different 

characteristics and behaviors from what opinion leaders exhibit. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 

Opinion leaders act “not only as channels of information but also as a source of social 

pressure toward a particular choice, and of social support to reinforce that choice once it has been 

made” (Glock and Nicosia, 1963, p. 24). Because of its importance, opinion leadership has long 

been of profound interest to marketers and researchers. 

Rogers (2003) defines opinion leadership as the “degree to which an individual is able 

informally to influence other individuals’ attitudes or overt behavior in a desired way with 

relative frequency” (p. 300). And Rogers and Cartano (1962) define opinion leaders as 

“individuals who exert an unequal amount of influence on the decisions of others … those 

individuals from whom others seek advice and information” (p. 435). Stern and Gould (1988) 

also describe a consumer opinion leader as a person who informally influences the attitudes or 

behaviors of other people by means of word-of-mouth communication. The followers view the 

opinion leaders’ advice or information about products and services, to be more credible and 

persuasive than either mass advertising or a maker’s personal sales force. 

Goldsmith and his colleague (2003) claim that opinion leaders are critical to the success 

of new products since they influence others’ search, purchase and use of products and services by 

directly giving recommendations and verbal directions. In addition, opinion leaders are often 

among the earliest adopters. Marketers can work through these opinion leaders to “close the 

heterophily gap between themselves and their clients” (Rogers, 2003, p. 318). Since opinion 

leaders do not represent commercial interests, their opinions are considered more reliable than 

those directly coming from marketers (Rogers, 2003). They are critical to the success of new 

products because of their interpersonal, informal and verbal influence (Flynn, Goldsmith, and 

Eastman, 1996). Therefore, marketers often deliver communication strategies tailored for 

identifying and influencing opinion leaders (Stern and Gould, 1988; Dye, 2000).  

Despite the acknowledged significance of opinion leadership in general, its role in an 

online environment has received limited scrutiny. Nevertheless, it is important for marketers to 

understand how communication in the online environment differs from the offline environment, 

so that they may develop strategies targeted at opinion leaders.  
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Against this backdrop, this present study aims to examine opinion leadership in the 

online environment and compare it with that in the offline environment, using the context of 

online brand communities.  

Muniz and O’Guiin (2001) define a brand community as “a specialized, non-

geographically bound community, based on a structured set of social relationships among 

admirers of a brand” (p. 412). “These communities are mostly likely to form around brands with 

a strong image, a rich and lengthy history, and threatening competition” and “Things that are 

publicly consumed may stand a better chance of producing communities than those consumed in 

private” (Muniz and O’Guiin, 2001, p. 415). 

The participants in brand communities are involved in the process of creating and 

consuming information, thus playing a part in distributing information about products and 

services in the marketplace. In addition, in brand communities new products often become the 

dominant conversation topic. Therefore, in the process of communicating and adopting the new 

products, the members of brand communities come to play the role of opinion leaders among 

peer consumers (Oh and Kim, 2004).  

While acknowledging the role of opinion leadership, the current study sheds light on the 

properties of opinion seeking. Opinion seeking has been paid little attention, despite its 

importance in consumer pre-purchase information gathering (Claxton, Fry and Portis, 1974). 

Opinion seeking happens when individuals pursue advice from others when about to make a 

purchase decision, while opinion leadership occurs when individuals try to influence other 

consumers’ purchasing behavior (Flynn, Goldsmith and Eastman, 1996).  

In essence, the current paper is geared to extending the established opinion leadership 

studies to the online environment and finding similarities or differences in online and offline 

contexts. This study also explores opinion-seeking behaviors. Specifically, this study addresses 

the following questions: (1) Do offline opinion leaders and seekers exhibit similar behavior in the 

online environment? (2) Which, if any, of the factors differentiating opinion leaders and seekers 

in the offline environment also apply to online environment?  

For this purpose, after reviewing the literature on brand communities and opinion 

leadership and seeking, this paper will formulate hypotheses, and propose a research design to 

examine them. The findings and discussions will follow along with the implications of the 

findings, limitations, and some suggestions for future research.  
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CHAPTER 2 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 

 

Opinion leadership 

 

The discipline of opinion leadership study has its roots in the work of Lazarsfeld, 

Berelson, and Gaudet (1944), which investigated the 1940 presidential election (Goldsmith et al., 

2003). They demonstrated that voting choices were primarily influenced by face-to-face 

communication rather than mass media. Following this, Katz and Lazarsfeld (1955) dedicated an 

entire volume to personal influence in the consumption process, concluding that communication 

flows from the source to the opinion leaders, who pass it on to the others in the social system. On 

the marketers’ front, the concept of opinion leaders stemmed from the “diffusion of innovation” 

perspective developed by Everett Rogers, who investigated the speed and pattern of the spread of 

new farming techniques across the United States (Marshall and Gitosudarmo, 1995).   

Rogers (2003) claims that opinion leaders serve as the external linkage delivering new 

ideas from the outside to their system. They may obtain the new ideas via mass media channels, 

by their cosmopoliteness, or by contact with change agents. They are socially accessible, which is 

indicated by greater social participation, and have higher socioeconomic status than their 

followers.  

For many years, a scale developed by King and Summers (1970) had been widely 

used to measure global or general opinion leadership, until Childers (1986) provided evidence 

that the King and Summers scale was questionable. Researchers found that an individual is not 

usually simultaneously an opinion leader in several areas. An individual who is an opinion leader 

for computers, for instance, will rarely be an opinion leader for films (Marshall and Gitosudarmo 

1995). As an alternative, Childers (1986) revised the opinion leadership scale to have a uniform 

five-point construct. However, Flynn, Goldsmith and Eastman (1994) demonstrated that 

Childers’s self-report scale is more likely a measure of the tendency to engage in social 

communication than a measure of influence on others. Consequently, Flynn, Goldsmith and 

Eastman (1996) developed a self-report scale to measure opinion leadership for specific product 

or service domains (Goldsmith and DeWitt, 2003).  

Meanwhile, Rogers (2003) suggests four main methods of measuring opinion leadership: 
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goniometric technique, informant’s ratings, self-designating techniques, and observation. The 

sociometric techniques consist of asking respondents to name the persons whose advice they 

seek; those members cited most often are regarded as the opinion leaders. Informants’ ratings 

involve polling key informants in a system. Self-designating techniques involve directly asking 

respondents to indicate the degree of their own opinion leadership. Observation involves an 

investigator’s recording the communication behavior in a system and identifying leaders. 

Findings suggest that all four techniques are equally valid. Therefore, the choice of method often 

depends on convenience (Rogers, 2003). 

More recently, by examining the messages posted by newsgroup participants, Tsang and 

Zhou (2005) demonstrated that self-reporting attitudinal measurements are efficient and effective 

in revealing respondents’ perceived opinion-leading and –seeking features. 

Characteristics of opinion leaders 

Past studies have revealed several properties that are useful in identifying opinion leaders. 

Rogers (2003) considers opinion leadership to be earned and maintained by social accessibility, 

technical competence, and conformity to system norms. However, traits of opinion leadership are 

considered to vary by the type of product and situation, and not to have generalized 

characteristics (King and Summers, 1970; Myers and Robertson, 1972).  

Several hundred opinion leadership studies have attempted to characterize opinion 

leaders in terms of demographic and socioeconomic variables (gender, education level, social 

class), media exposure, social position, and personality traits (motivation, anxiety, responsibility, 

conformity) (Weimann, 1991, p. 28).  

Domain-specific innovativeness.  Even though opinion leaders and early adopters are 

not synonymous, opinion leaders tend to be more innovative than their followers (Gatignon and 

Robertson, 1985; Myers and Robertson, 1972) and commonly show higher levels of 

innovativeness than nonleaders (Weimann, 1994). Innovative consumers are knowledgeable, 

somewhat price insensitive and likely to be heavy users (Goldsmith, 2001). Research literature 

suggests that opinion leadership may be an indicator of innovativeness and that opinion leaders 

may come from early adopters. However, the degree of innovativeness of opinion leaders varies 

depending on the system’s norms. In a social system where changes are favored, an opinion 

leader may be quite innovative. On the contrary, when the system norms are opposed to change, 

opinion leaders may not be especially innovative (Rogers, 2003). 
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There are two types of consumer innovativeness: general and domain-specific. A general 

innovativeness describes general reactions to the new and different (Goldsmith, Flynn and 

Goldsmith, 2003). That is, innovators in general are thought to be innovative across a wide range 

of goods and services. In contrast, domain-specific innovativeness, which is conceptualized by 

Goldsmith and Hofacker (1991), refers to the tendency to learn about and adopt a new product 

within a specific product category. That is, innovative consumers in one field may be laggards in 

another (Gatignon and Robertson, 1991; Goldsmith and Goldsmith, 1996). Goldsmith, Eastman 

and Freiden (1996) show that domain-specific innovativeness has greater influence on innovative 

purchasing within a specific product category than general innovativeness does.  

 Research has posited hypothesized relationships between consumer innovativeness and 

several types of consumer characteristics and behaviors. Particularly, domain specific 

innovativeness has been reported to be positively correlated with measures of product 

involvement and product knowledge (Goldsmith and Flynn, 1995) and positively correlated with 

opinion leadership (Goldsmith et al., 2003), but not correlated with opinion seeking measures 

(Flynn, Goldsmith and Eastman 1996). 

Enduring product involvement.  Opinion leaders also display higher levels of 

enduring product involvement and product familiarity (Bloch and Richins, 1983; Chan and Misra, 

1990; Goldsmith et al., 2003). Therefore, they frequently talk about product-related issues (Feick 

and Price, 1987) and are highly motivated to seek product knowledge (Myers and Robertson, 

1972). Consequently, opinion leaders tend to be more knowledgeable about a relevant product 

class and show more enduring involvement with it than followers do (Richins and Root-Shaffer, 

1988; Riecken and Yavas, 1986; Venkatraman, 1988). As it relies on an accumulation of 

information and experience, opinion leadership goes beyond simply giving information to 

followers, and strongly suggests influence (Black, 1982).  

Media habits.  Maintaining leadership requires commitment to acquiring the extensive 

knowledge necessary. Related to this trait, opinion leaders may have different media habits from 

their followers aside from being more exposed to mass media, preferring information-oriented 

over entertainment-oriented magazines or newspapers (Chan and Mirsa, 1990). This idea is 

supported by empirical evidence (Baumgarten, 1975; Summers, 1970). Danko and MacLachlan 

(1983) attribute this to the fact that opinion leaders enjoy an intellectual challenge.  

Demographics.  Generally, opinion leaders are in the center of interpersonal networks, 
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which are composed of interconnected individuals who are linked by patterned flows of 

information (Rogers, 1995; Goldsmith, 2003). Available literature shows that opinion leaders 

tend to be younger, with a higher level of education, earning higher income, and showing greater 

social mobility, as well as enjoying a better employment status (Gatignon and Robertson, 1985; 

Midgley and Dowling, 1978; Myers and Robertson, 1972; Piirto, 1992). Furthermore, opinion 

leaders in the area of computer products are more likely to be male than female (Morahan-Martin, 

1998). 

 

Opinion seeking 

 

Opinion seeking has received less attention by researchers than opinion leadership has. 

The existence of opinion leadership, however, posits that opinion seeking also exists (Flynn et al., 

1996). The theory of the two-step flow of communication advocated by Katz and Lazarsfeld 

(1955) suggests that the leaders obtain information from the mass media and pass it on to their 

followers. The followers at the end of the two-step influence flow are opinion seekers (Flynn et 

al., 1996). Opinion leaders and followers can be differentiated by the levels of their activities in a 

social network (Piirto, 1992). Leaders must express “authoritative” opinions to be influential 

(Chan and Misra, 1990). Flynn, Goldsmith and Eastman (1996) depict opinion seekers as 

follows: 

They imitate purchase and consumption behavior they admire, gather 

information from other consumers in the process of social communication, 

and seek advice from others who have greater knowledge and experience 

(p. 137). 

 

In the meantime, opinion seeking is viewed as an element of external information search 

by consumers who are motivated to make more need-satisfying purchase decisions (Punj and 

Staelin, 1983). Opinion seeking is motivated by a desire to obtain information in order to aid 

purchasing decisions. Those who are influenced by opinion leaders use opinion seeking as a risk-

reduction practice in making decisions (Engel et al., 1993). Assael contends that “friends and 

relatives are credible sources of product information ... information from personal sources 

facilitate the purchase task… [and] information reduces risk” (p. 428). Another motivating factor 

of opinion seeking is a desire to be a member of a group by adopting the values and beliefs of the 
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group’s leader (Katz and Lazarsfeld, 1955).  

While one may view opinion leading and seeking as opposite concepts, it is more apt to 

view them as two separate but related constructs (Flynn et al., 1996). In fact, a person can be an 

opinion leader in one communication setting and an opinion seeker in another (Tsang and Zhou, 

2005, p. 1187). In part, opinion leaders are information seekers whose product knowledge helps 

reduce their search costs (Feick and Price, 1984; Johnson, 1979). Price et al. (1987) elaborate:  

Perhaps more importantly, opinion leaders’ motivations for search differ 

from those of other consumers. Opinion leaders do not search just to make 

optimal purchase decisions. Rather, they find search and information 

transmission to be intrinsically satisfying activities (Block 1986; Bloch, 

Sherrell, and Ridgway 1986; Feick and Price 1984). Hence, while 

information search is viewed as a cost to most consumers, opinion leaders 

derive personal satisfaction from search and communication of 

information about the product (p. 332). 

 

 

 

Online communities 

 

The widespread use of the Internet has enabled consumers to easily access an abundance 

of information about a variety of products and services. Leveraging the enhanced information-

gathering ability, “smart consumers” have taken the initiatives in negotiating in the market away 

from marketers (Huh, 2002). Furthermore, moving forward from simply gathering and comparing 

information, smart consumers have changed cyberspace into a meaningful place of interaction, 

where their interests and experiences with products are shared and aggregated. The spontaneous 

interactions of consumers on the Web have evolved to form online consumer communities, which 

create a “shared focus to aggregate customers together who have similar concern and 

requirements” (Hagel, 1999, p. 57).  

These online communities have helped shift passive consumers into an active economic 

entity in the marketplace (Oh and Kim, 2004). This was demonstrated in the case of a Korean 

distributor of Cannon digital cameras, who initially ignored sporadic complaints by Korean 

consumers, only to face a massive boycotts led by online consumer communities. 

The primary question related to online communities is whether they are legitimate 
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communities or are literally “virtual” entities. To answer this, it is necessary to define a 

“community” and identify the prerequisites for an online community.    

The term community originated from “communis” in Latin, a compound of “cum” 

(together) and “munus” (obligation); or a combination of “cum” (together) and “unus” (one). 

Scholars have used the word “community” to refer to various concepts such as geographic units, 

social units and interactive connections (Kang, 2004). Poplin (1972) defines a community as “the 

subsystem which can potentially meet the full range of man’s physiological, psychological and 

social needs” and “a chain of input-output relationships in which each subsystem receives needed 

inputs from other subsystems and, in turn, contributes to the other subsystems and to the total 

community system” (p. 15). Meanwhile, Hillery (1955) characterizes a community as a social 

rather than a purely physical phenomenon and designates three essential traits: interaction among 

community members, common ties and mutual satisfaction of needs.  

The traditional definitions of communities commonly stimpulate geographical 

accessibility. The development of the Internet and info-communication technologies, however, 

has liberated the concept of community from the restriction of time and space, thus creating the 

new idea of online community (Bae, 2003). In fact, the notion of community has continued to 

widen throughout the twentieth century (Wilson, 1990), due primarily to the new communication 

technologies, which integrate geographically dispersed individuals with a commonality of 

purpose and identity (Muniz and O’Guiin, 2001, p. 413). Mass media demonstrate that all of the 

indications of geographic community could be simulated (Muniz and O’Guiin, 2001), and 

computer-mediated communication plays the same role with the mass media in this context 

(Fischer, Bristoer, and Gainer, 1996; Jones, 1995; Rheingold, 1993). Therefore, based on the 

extended concept of community, Bender (1978) suggests a new definition of community as “a 

network of social relations marked by mutuality and emotional bonds” (p. 145).  

For the three core components or markers of community, Muniz and O’Guiin (2001) 

suggest shared consciousness, rituals and traditions, and a sense of moral responsibility (p. 413). 

First, consciousness of kind is shared consciousness, a collective sense that differentiates one 

community from another. Second, rituals are defined as “conventions that set up visible public 

definitions” (Douglas and Ishwerwood, 1979, p.65) and social solidarity (Durkheim, 1965). 

Traditions are sets of “social practices which seek to celebrate and inculcate certain behavioral 

norms and values” (Marshall, 1994, p. 537). Muniz and O’Guiin (2001) consider that these rituals 
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and traditions “perpetuate the community’s shared history, culture, and consciousness” (p. 413). 

McWilliam (2000) extends the idea of rituals and traditions and suggests the concept of a sense of 

place with codes of behavior as a component of community. Members of an online community, 

therefore, act as if they belong to a physical public place with shared rules, values and codes of 

behavior. For instance, in online neighborhoods on the website Geocities, terms such as 

townships and suburbs are used.  FortuneCity.com, another online community, has district 

ministers who are "citizens of FortuneCity who offer themselves to be of service to the 

community" (McWilliam, 2000, p.46). Finally, a sense of moral responsibility is “a felt sense of 

duty or obligation to the community as a whole, and to its individual members” (Muniz and 

O’Guiin, 2001, p. 413). McWilliam (2000) also argues that participants in online communities 

gradually get to know one another, develop ideas about who is credible and responsive, and over 

time begin to develop a sense of shared values and responsibilities (p. 47). 

Meanwhile, Bae (2003) proposes four conditions required for online communities: 

shared interests and goals, sustained interactions, emotional ties between members, and a stable 

social network or relationship network. Shared interests and goals would presumably be the 

catalyst to form an online community. Sustained interactions enable the participants to recognize 

other members’ identities and to develop mutual trust, even though their interactions are 

computer-mediated rather than face-to-face. Therefore, chat websites where meetings are 

transitive and temporal may not be regarded as communities. Emotional ties between members 

are a natural result of the sustained transactions between participants. Finally, a stable social 

network that facilitates participants’ socialization and role assignments within the group, is 

necessary for an online community to function as a social entity.  

 
 

 

Online brand communities 

 
In particular, a concrete and advanced form of the online consumer communities is 

“brand communities” (Oh and Kim, 2004).  

Brand communities are different from subcultures or marginal subcultures. According to 

Muniz and his colleague (2001), the subculture displays a significant degree of marginality, and 

alters brand meanings from context to context, consumer to consumer in opposition or 

indifference to the accepted meanings of the majority. Brand communities, on the contrary, form 
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around brands and do not stand in opposition to mainstream culture as subcultures do. Brand 

communities socially negotiate brand meanings, rather than changing them, and respect the 

surrounding culture’s ideology.  

Extending the concept of Muniz and O’Guinn (2001), which envisions a brand 

community as a customer-customer-brand triad, McAlexander, Schouten and Koeing (2002) 

broaden the conceptualization of brand communities by adding the relationship with the products 

and marketing institutions to the customer-brand relationship. On the other hand, Oh and Kim 

(2004) identify three factors comprising brand communities: a brand, which provides the source 

for the establishment of brand communities; relationships among members gathering around the 

brand; and the aggregation of the members. In addition to these internal elements of brand 

communities, Sung and Lim (2002) add external factors to be considered such as the government 

and marketing activities of the makers. 

Brand communities serve as an important information resource for consumers. 

Community members can more readily turn to one another for information on the brand. In 

addition, brand communities represent a form of consumer agency (Muniz and O’Guinn, 2001). 

By virtue of their collective nature, and enhanced by interactivity of computer-mediated 

communication, consumers come to have a greater voice than those who are isolated (France and 

Muller, 1999).  

From marketers’ perspectives, brand communities create an excellent marketing tool by 

“connecting the brand site and the social aptitude of community participants” (Williams, 2000, p. 

45). First of all, brand communities can serve as a good market tentacle for businesses. By tracing 

interactions among consumers and the free flows of their ideas and opinions in online brand 

communities, marketers can get insights of what their customers need and how they feel toward 

the brand. As Williams (2000) perceptively notes, brand communities can be an accurate and 

efficient research tool that overcomes today’s one-way research method, with the aid of the 

interactivity of computer-mediated communication.  

Second, brand communities can promote consumer loyalty to the brand by establishing a 

relationship between the brand and consumers at negligible costs (Oh and Kim, 2004). Brand 

communities are the aggregate of active loyalists who display passionate commitment to the 

brand. In addition, based on their attachment to the brand, community participants may have 

positive attitudes towards the sub-elements making up brand equity such as perceived quality, 
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brand loyalty, brand awareness and brand association (Kang, 2004). They are more tolerant of 

failures of products or services (Berry, 1995), show less rate of brand shift, suggest fair opinions 

to marketers, and form a market useful for brand extension (Lee, Kim and Kim, 2004).   

Third, brand communities provide the brand makers with competitive superiority by 

developing long-term consumer-marketer relationships. Brand communities allow participants to 

share information on the brand and retain the history and culture of the brand (Kang, 2004). 

Brand communities are “participants in the brand’s largest social construction and play a vital 

role in the brand’s ultimate legacy” (Muniz and O’Guiin, 2001, p. 412).  

Types of brand communities 

Yoo and Jung (2004) classify brand communities into three different types according to 

how they form. First, marketers can provide a gathering place for community members as a 

service. Marketers often lead and support community activities of core consumers in a move to 

raise consumers’ brand loyalty. Second, consumers can spontaneously form communities in order 

to share their common interests and brand-related experiences with other like-minded people. In 

the process of interacting with makers, passive consumers in the communities can become active 

ones who deliver their experiences and demands to makers. Third, consumers can form 

communities led by core consumers. These kinds of communities are run from the perspectives of 

the core consumers, and the relationships amongn brand, marketers and other consumers are 

configured according to the core consumers’ perspectives.  

Similarly, Kang (2004) classifies brand communities into two categories: customer-led 

and marketer-led. In customer-led communities, members’ activities are centered on the 

expression of their attachments to brands, other members, brand makers and society; effective 

exchange of reliable information; trade of used products and collective purchase; and activities to 

promote human relationships. These consumer-led communities can evolve into maker-

sponsoring communities, or more rarely, into business entities. Markerter-led communities are set 

up by brand makers in order to build a brand-consumer relationship. In these communities, 

makers provide information about products, usage and upgrades. Sometimes they offer brandfests 

or a variety of events.  

Reasons of participation in brand communities 

Sung and Lim (2002) conducted interpretive analysis of messages on bulletin boards of 

12 car brand communities. As a result, they classified activities of brand community members 
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into six categories: attachment to the brands; buying, selling and exchanging of product; 

exchanging information; social relationship; investigation of consumer rights and interests; and 

service to society.  

First, brand community members express their attachment to the brand through 

community activities. In the process, they sometimes show tendencies to dismiss flaws of the 

brand’s products or to exaggerate trivial strengths. They also talk negatively about the 

competition’s brands.  

Second, community members share information related to the brand of interest. The 

exchange of information is the major reason for joining brand communities. The information-

sharing activities can be divided into information-giving and information-seeking activities. 

Notably, consumers tend to believe that brand communities provide the most abundant 

information about specific brands and that the information provided in the communities is 

trustworthy. They regard experience-based product information presented by consumers as the 

most reliable. Therefore, brand communities are considered an important source for consumers 

seeking product information.  

Third, community members pursue economic benefits through trading or exchanging 

products or components, and collective purchasing. The members trust other members in their 

communities more than other sources on the Internet. In particular, the more actively members 

participate in the community activities, the more they are regarded as reliable by other members.  

Fourth, community members build their relationships with other members through not 

only online activities but also offline meetings. Extending human relationships becomes another 

reason for one’s participating in brand communities. When the number of members increases to 

the point where they can no longer develop personal intimacy, they build sub-communities.  

Fifth, based on their aggregated power, community members seek to protect their 

consumer rights against the brand makers or the government. Since the members within a brand 

community are bound to each other by the common interest of a specific brand, they reach 

consensus with ease, and leverage their collective power to wield influence over the government 

and makers.  

Finally, the community members tend to participate in activities for the public good and 

volunteer to help people in need. These activities are not directly related to the brand. Volunteer 

aid for flood victims and public services are just some examples.  
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The result of Sung and Lim’s (2002) analysis of bulletin boards in brand communities 

corroborates Bae’s (2003) analysis result: emotional reasons along with utilitarian reasons explain 

a major portion of consumers’ participation in brand communities. The two studies suggest that 

any analysis of message posting in online communities should include the emotional approach as 

well as the utilitarian approach, even though the main purposes of the communities are utilitarian.    

Research trends on brand communities 

The significance of brand communities was first mentioned by McWilliam (2000) in an 

attempt to utilize brand communities as a strategic tool for brand promotions (Sung and Lim 

2002). Ever since, researchers have zeroed in on the effects of brand communities. Studies show 

that brand communities have positive effects on brand attitude, loyalty and attachment to the 

brand, consequently contributing to building strong brand equity (Choi, Kwon, Lee and Lee, 

2004; Lee, Kim and Kim, 2004; Kim, Choi and Han, 2002; McAlexander, Schouten and Koening, 

2002; Suh and Kim, 2003; Yoo and Jung, 2004).  

McAlexander, Schouten and Koening (2002) demonstrated that the effort to establish a 

brand community through a brandfest, an offline event or fair for brand community members, has 

positive effects on consumers’ repurchasing rate and customer retention. In that, through building 

relationships among members and enhancing the relationships, participants in a brandfest have a 

high chance to participate again in brandfests and tend to maintain the brand community. Lee et 

al. (2004) suggest that brand communities may play a vital role in maintaining brand-consumer 

relationships by promoting members’ sense of belonging and loyalty to the communities. Suh and 

Kim (2003) also propose that members’ loyalty to communities may affect their loyalty to the 

brand through frequent visits to the communities, active participation and contribution.  

From a study on supporter activities for professional soccer teams, Yoo and Jung (2004) 

showed that supporter members come to have emotional connection to the communities through 

their activities within those communities; and this helps increase the members’ affinity to the 

soccer teams and their players.  

Furthermore, researchers have examined the effect of community loyalty and community 

commitment on behaviors of the members. Han (2001) found that commitment to brand 

communities has a positive effect on the community members’ intentions of purchasing, words-

of-mouth activities, and participation. In a study of early-adopter online communities, Choi, 

Kwon, Lee and Lee (2004) also confirmed Han’s findings and further showed that characteristics 
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of communities affect the members’ community commitment, which in turn influence their 

community participation, word-of-mouth activities and purchasing. In addition, Park and Yoo 

(2003) demonstrated that the members’ identification and loyalty to a brand community, which 

have a significant relationship to perceived community membership, influence their intention to 

purchase.    

Researchers have also focused on the sense of community. For instance, McMillan and 

Chavis (1986) view that the sense of community may be an expression of summing up four sub-

categories: membership, influence, integration and fulfillment of needs, and shared emotional 

connection. Jung (2002) views the sense of community as a factor affecting the loyalty to online 

brand communities and suggests that the sense of community may enhance community loyalty, 

therefore influencing brand attitude or intention of purchase.  

To summarize, researchers have made attempts to explain the predictors of brand 

community participation using psychological elements of community members such as 

community sense, loyalty or commitment, and have focused on the effects of brand community 

activities such as consumer attitude and behaviors.     
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CHAPTER 3 

 

HYPOTHESES 

 

 

 

From researchers’ suggestion that brand communities may work as opinion groups, it is 

assumable that participants in brand communities may overall show a higher level of opinion 

leadership than seeking. However, it is also assumed that hierarchies between core opinion 

leaders and their seekers may exist within brand communities. Huh (2002) gives a brief 

description of core opinion leaders who may influence the other members of brand communities. 

According to Huh, a considerable portion of smart consumers who lead brand communities are 

“category maniacs.” Based on expertise of a specific product category, they show keen insight of 

the brand. They purchase whatever interests them regardless of price, and they have high interest 

in new products. They also tend to readily give information on products to other people around 

them. Most of them are male, are in their twenties, and are managers or students. These ‘smart 

maniacs’ play the role of opinion leader for other smart consumers (Huh, 2002, p. 20).  

If this description accurately reflects the reality, we could assume an information flow 

that starts with the core opinion leaders in brand communities, streams into other community 

participants, and again trickles down to people outside the community via word-of-mouth. If this 

is the case, after gleaning information that comes from the core opinion leaders inside brand 

communities, the opinion seekers inside the communities may participate in distributing the 

information to other people outside of the communities, therefore changing their roles from 

opinion seekers inside the communities into opinion leaders outside.  

In addition, by comparing opinion leading and seeking level in the online newsgroup and 

offline environment, Tsang and Zhou (2005) argue that, due to the abundance of information and 

the frequent introduction of new insights, even those who show high opinion leadership in the 

offline environment may seek information and consumer advice in newsgroups more often than 

in offline environments. They have demonstrated this through online survey research.  

Considering the foregoing literature review, the current paper establishes hypotheses as 

follows:      
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H1a: There will be a positive relationship between online leadership and offline 

leadership (i.e., those who have a high level of opinion leadership in the online 

environment would show a high level of opinion leadership in the offline 

environment). 

H1b: There will be a positive relationship between online seeking and offline seeking 

levels (i.e., those who have a high level of opinion seeking in the online 

environment would show a high level of opinion seeking in the offline 

environment). 

H1c: There will be a positive relationship between online seeking level and offline 

leadership (i.e., those who have a high level of opinion seeking in the online 

environment would show a high level of opinion leadership in the offline 

environment). 

H1d: There will be a negative relationship between online leadership and offline 

seeking levels (i.e., those who display a high level of opinion leadership in the 

online environment would show a low level of opinion seeking in the offline 

environment). 

 

Meanwhile, the literature reviewed suggests that some psychological elements of 

community members such as sense of community, loyalty and commitment, may predict brand 

community participation, consequently affecting consumer intention and behaviors. The present 

study assumes that those psychological factors may serve as determinants of role changes in 

opinion leadership and seeking inside and outside of brand communities.     

 

H2a: Community sense will be a significant predictor of online/offline leadership and 

seeking levels.    

H2b: Community loyalty will be a significant predictor of online/offline leadership 

and seeking levels. 

H2c: Community participation will be a significant predictor of online/offline 

leadership and seeking levels. 

 

According to the literature reviewed, opinion leadership implies an influence on others 
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individuals’ attitudes or behavior by definition. Opinion leaders are domain-specific innovative, 

knowledgeable about the relevant products and apt to display high levels of enduring product 

involvement and familiarity. They are viewed as competent and trustworthy experts by their 

followers. They are also socially accessible and active in giving advice to their followers. 

However, they don’t display global opinion leadership. An opinion leader in one situation can be 

an opinion seeker in another situation. In addition, demographic factors are also regarded as 

determinants of opinion leadership and seeking. These notions suggest the following hypotheses:  

 

H3a: Consumer expertise will be a significant predictor of online/offline opinion 

leadership and seeking levels.  

H3b: Enduring product involvement will be a significant predictor of online/offline 

opinion leadership and seeking levels. 

H3c: Domain-specific innovativeness will be a significant predictor of online/offline 

opinion leadership and seeking levels. 

H3d: Media habits (i.e., technology usage, major information source preferred, hours 

spent on information searching and Internet surfing) will be a significant 

predictor of online/offline opinion leadership and seeking levels. 

 

H4a: Age will be a significant predictor of online/offline opinion leadership and 

seeking levels. 

H4b: Gender will be a significant predictor of online/offline opinion leadership and 

seeking levels. 

H4c: Education will be a significant predictor of online/offline opinion leadership and 

seeking levels. 

H4d: Employment will be a significant predictor of online/offline opinion leadership 

and seeking levels. 

 

 

 

 

 

  17



CHAPTER 4 

 

METHODS 

 

 

 

Overview 

 

To investigate its hypotheses, this paper employed the survey method. The brand 

communities examined should meet certain conditions required of a community, such as shared 

interests and goals, and sustained interactions; and should not be marginal subculture groups. 

Feick and Price (1987) suggest that “opinion leaders are more likely in product categories in 

which pleasure or satisfaction is derived from product usage or association with the product 

provides a form of self-expression” (p. 95). As a consequence, there is substantial opinion 

leadership about products such as automobiles, personal computers, and food, but little opinion 

leadership on refrigerators or dehumidifiers (Bloch, 1986). In addition, Lee, Kim and Kim (2004) 

also point out that products such as sports cars or digital cameras allow for greater opportunity 

for shared experiences through community activities than other product categories do. They argue 

that the more experiences are shared, the more effect community activities will have on brand 

attitudes. With these prerequisites in mind, this study chose to examine Korean digital cameral 

online brand communities.  

Selection of target brand communities was based on factors including the number of 

members, the number of messages posted on community bulletin boards, frequencies of updating 

messages, and a researcher’s accessibility to the bulletin boards or to the list of community 

members. As the result, six digital camera brand communities were arbitrarily selected, with the 

bulk of the participants being from four of these communities, since each of the remaining two 

communities consisted solely of one couple.  

The survey questionnaire was posted on the bulletin boards of the communities. Then 

respondents downloaded the questionnaire and e-mailed back their responses. In addition, e-mail 

inquiries requesting participation in the survey were sent to each member of a brand community. 

To encourage participation in the survey, incentives worth US$1.50 in the form of cyber money 

used on the Internet or a personalized report of data analysis were provided to every respondent. 

After the survey, the results of the survey were analyzed and reported to respondents as feedback.  
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Measurements 

 

Opinion leadership and seeking 

This paper employed self-designating techniques to identify opinion leaders and seekers. 

To measure respondents’ self-designated opinion leadership and seeking level, the opinion 

leadership-seeking scales of Flynn et al. (1996) were adopted. Developed by reflecting a domain 

specific feature of opinion leadership, the opinion leadership-seeking scales demonstrated their 

reliability and validity (Flynn, Goldsmith and Eastman, 1996). The scales’ predictive validity was 

also shown by Goldsmith et al. (2003). The opinion leadership-seeking scales are expected to be 

“either uncorrelated or weakly correlated, reflecting their theoretical descriptions” (p. 138). 

The scales employed here are composed of six items each. Opinion leadership scale 

items include (1) “My opinion on (digital cameras) seems not to count with other people”; (2) 

“When they choose (a digital camera), other people do not turn to me for advice”;  (3) “Other 

people rarely come to me for advice about choosing (a digital camera)”; (4) “People that I know 

pick (a digital camera) based on what I have told them”; (5) “I often persuade others to buy (the 

digital camera) that I like”; (6) “I often influence people's opinions about (digital camera).” 

Opinion seeking scale items consist of (1) “When I consider buying (a digital camera), I ask other 

people for advice”; (2) “I don't like to talk to others before I buy (a digital camera)”; (3) “I rarely 

ask other people what (digital camera) to buy”; (4) “I like to get others' opinions before I buy (a 

digital camera)”; (5) “I feel more comfortable buying (a digital camera) when I have gotten other 

people's opinions on it”; (6) “When choosing (a digital camera), other people's opinions are not 

important to me.” 

All the items are scored on 7-point scales ranging from strongly disagree to strongly 

agree. Item scores are summed for each scale. Items 1 through 3 of the opinion leadership scale, 

and items 2, 3, and 6 of the opinion seeking scale require reversing. This paper asked the opinion-

leading and seeking items twice, respectively: one for opinion leadership or seeking in the inside 

of community and the other for those in those outside of the community.  

Sense of community 

The present paper used Lee, Kim and Kim’s (2004) scale without revision, to measure 

the sense of community. The scale is composed of eight items and is regarded as reliable, since 

the Chronbach α for the scale recorded .9241 in the findings of Lee et al. (2004). They clarify 
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that their scales are based on McMillan and Chavis’s (1986) research, and include four sub-

categories: identification with other members, the degree of having influence on other members, 

the degree that one’s opinions are reflected, and emotional attachment.  

The scale items include (1) “I feel that I am a member of this community”; (2) “I feel the 

sense of ‘us’ in the relationships with other members in this community”; (3) “I feel that I 

influence this community and also receive influence from this community”; (4) “There are many 

opportunities to represent my opinions in the activities in this community”; (5) “I feel that I and 

other members of this community share similar needs”; (6) “This community satisfies the needs 

and desires of mine and other members to some degree”; (7) “I consider the pleasure and joy of 

other members in this community to be my pleasure and joy”; (8) I feel a sense of closeness with 

other members in this community.” All the items are rated on a 7-point range with “1” 

representing strongly disagree and “7” representing strongly agree. 

Community loyalty and participation 

The method of measuring loyalty on the Web may differ from that in an offline context. 

In the previous studies, the loyalty in the online context has been measured by the time of staying 

on the website and the frequency of visiting the site (Park, 2003, p.6). Park, Choi and Lee (2000) 

measured the value of an online community with both quantitative and qualitative values. The 

quantitative values consisted of the number of visits and the hours of staying in the community 

website. The qualitative values contained such items as the degree of participating in word-of-

mouth activities, creating content and providing solutions to other members’ problems; and the 

level of tacit commitment to maintain membership in the community.  

This paper adopted the qualitative values of loyalty to measure community loyalty, and 

modified and used the quantitative loyalty items to measure the level of participation in 

community activities. The items to measure community loyalty include (1) “I promote this 

community to people around me or recommend them to participation in this community”; (2) “I 

will continue to retain my membership in this community, even though new communities of 

similar kind are established”; (3) “I will continue to share information with other members in this 

community.” The items to measure the level of participation are (1) “I visit this community's 

website _____ times per week, on average”; (2) “I stay on this community's website for ____ 

hour(s), on average, once I visit it”; (3) I post _____ messages per week, on average.  
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Consumer expertise 

Alba and Hutchinson (1987) define consumer expertise as “the ability to perform 

product-related tasks successfully” (p. 411). Adopting this view of consumer expertise, Kleiser 

and Mantel (1994) propose a multidimensional scale, which consists of four constructs: cognitive 

effort/automaticity, analysis, elaboration, and memory. This paper adapted the Kleiser and 

Mantel’s (1994) scales to measure consumer expertise. The items of the scales are as follows: (1) 

“I enjoy learning about digital cameras”; (2) “I will search for the latest information on digital 

cameras before I purchase a brand”; (3) “I keep current on the most recent developments in 

digital cameras”; (4) “I consider myself knowledgeable on digital cameras”; (5) “My knowledge 

of digital cameras helps me to understand very technical information about the product”; (6) “I 

use my knowledge on digital cameras to verify that advertising claims are in fact true”; (7) “I can 

recall almost all existing brands of digital cameras from memory”; (8) “I can recognize almost all 

brand names of digital cameras”; (9) “I can recall product-specific attributes of digital cameras”; 

(10) “I can recall brand-specific attributes of the various brands of digital cameras.” All items are 

scored on a 7-point range from strongly disagree to strongly agree.  

Enduring product involvement  

Bloch, Sherrell and Ridgway (1986) consider involvement as enduring in character, 

representing a continuing interest in a product rather than temporary. To measure the degree of 

enduring product involvement, the scale developed by Bloch et al. (1986) was used. The first 

three items, which ask “how important knowledge of the product is to (1) the quality of social life, 

(2) present job or career, and (3) future job or career plans,” are rated on a 7-point range from 

“not important at all” to “extremely important.” The fourth item asking “how interested in the 

subject of the product” is rated on a 4-point range from “not at all interested” to “very interested.” 

The fifth item is about the frequency of thinking about the product, which is scored on 5-point 

range from “never or almost never” to “very frequently.” All five items are summed to form an 

overall enduring involvement index.   

Domain-specific innovativeness 

 Domain-specific innovativeness reflects the tendency to learn about and adopt 

innovation within a specific domain of interest (Goldsmith and Hofacker, 1991, p. 211). 

Goldsmith and Hofacker (1991) developed the domain-specific innovativeness (DSI) scale, 

which consist of six items. The present paper asked the following questions in the context of DSI: 
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(1) “In general, I am among the last in my circle of friends to buy a new (digital camera) when it 

appears”; (2) “If I heard that a new (digital camera) was available in the store, I would be 

interested enough to buy it”; (3) “In general, I am the first in my circle of friends to know the 

titles/brands of the latest (digital camera)”; (4) “I will buy a new (digital camera) if I haven't 

heard/tried it yet”; (5) “I do not like to buy (digital camera) before other people do.” The item 

asking “I own a few (a lot of) _____” was dropped because the digital camera is expensive 

compared to other products, which would undermine the predictive power of this question. In 

addition, even though the original items were scored on the 5-point rangess, this paper used 7-

point ranges for consistency with other question items. The first and fifth items require reversing.  

Miscellany 

To find out media habits, three items were presented: the number of hours spent on 

searching for information related to digital cameras, major resources of information, and the 

number of hours using the Internet. The length of time retaining community membership was 

also asked. In addition, demographic items such as gender, employment, education level and age 

were presented.  
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CHAPTER 5 
 

RESULTS 

 

 

 

An online survey was conducted for the present study. A total of 124 individuals, who 

belong to at least one of the Korean online digital camera communities, replied to the survey. Of 

all the respondents, 74 were replying to the posting on the website of their communities, and the 

remaining 50 were responding to e-mail requests. By gender, 94 were male and 30 were female. 

The range of participants’ ages was from 16 to 52, and its arithmetic mean was 25.5. By 

education, current undergraduates comprised the largest group of 46.8%, followed by people with 

a Bachelor’s degree (27.4%) and Graduate students or beyond (18.5%).  

For the survey research, nine different scales were used. Four scales were employed to 

measure opinion leadership/seeking level both online and offline. The reliabilities of the four 

scales were acceptable, with a Cronbach’s Alpha ranging from 0.72 to 0.92. The scales measuring 

community sense and loyalty were also reliable, with a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.90 and 0.77, 

respectively. The reliabilities of the consumer expertise and enduring product-involvement were 

also acceptable with the Cronbach’s alpha of 0.92 and 0.82, respectively. However, the reliability 

of domain-specific innovativeness was problematic, with a low Cronbach’s alpha of 0.55, 

requiring a cautious interpretation of the result. All the scales were measured on or adjusted to the 

7-point range with 1 being lowest and 7 being highest. Descriptive statistics and reliabilities of 

the scales are reported in Table 1. 

The means of the online leadership- and seeking-level variables were 3.88 and 5.6, 

respectively, on the 7-point range with a standard deviation of 0.9 and 1.1, respectively, while the 

means of the offline leadership- and seeking-levels were 5.01 (S.D.= 0.9) and 5.2 (S.D. = 1.2), 

respectively. The sample distributions of these variables formed negatively-skewed curves. These 

statistics are summarized in Table 2.  

 
 

 

Online/offline opinion leadership and seeking level 

 

To test H1, four separate simple regressions were run, with online opinion leadership and 

seeking level as independent variables and with offline opinion leadership and seeking level as 
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dependent variables. (Refer to Table 2.) Except for the regression analysis of the online 

seeking/offline seeking relationship, no apparent outliers were identified. For the online/offline 

seeking regression analysis, however, the largest negative Δβ for the coefficient, a change in the 

coefficient caused by deleting the specific outlier, was -0.04, a minute change relative to the 

corresponding estimated coefficient of 0.618. Therefore, no observations had an excessive 

influence on any of the regression coefficients.  

Visual inspection of plots of model residuals versus predicted outcomes did not suggest 

any violations of the regression assumptions of correct fit, constant variance, or normality. 

Furthermore, there were no conditions suggesting the violation of the independence assumption.  

For the test of H1a (i.e., the relationship between online opinion seeking and offline 

seeking level), the R2 of 0.132, reflecting the overall strength of relationship between the two 

variables, was statistically significant at the 0.05 level (F=18.33, F[.05; 1, 121] = 3.92, p < 

0.0001). Therefore, the H1a was supported. The adjusted R2, compensating for the positive bias 

in R2, was 0.124, reflecting a relatively modest overall strength of relationship. Therefore, this 

hypothesis test demonstrated that those who have a high level of opinion leadership in the online 

environment also show a high level of opinion leadership in the offline environment.  

H1b states that there will be a positive relationship between online opinion seeking level 

and offline seeking level. For the regression test of this hypothesis, the R2 of 0.305 was 

statistically significant at the 0.05 level (F=53.23, F[.05; 1, 121] = 3.92, p < 0.0001). The 

adjusted R2, compensating for the positive bias in R2, was 0.30, representing a relatively modest 

overall strength of relationship. Therefore, H1b was also supported, reflecting that those who 

have a high level of opinion seeking in the online environment also show a high level of opinion 

seeking in the offline environment.  

For the test of H1c (i.e., the relationship between online opinion seeking level and offline 

leadership), the R2 of 0.011 was statistically insignificant at the 0.05 level (F=1.417, F[.05; 1, 

122] = 3.92, p > 0.05). Therefore, the hypothesis was not supported, reflecting that the 

relationship between online opinion seeking level and offline leadership is negligible.  

For the test of H1d (i.e., a negative relationship between online opinion leadership and 

offline seeking level), the R2 of 0.04, reflecting the overall strength of relationship between the 

two variables, was statistically significant at the 0.05 level (F=4.944, F[.05; 1, 120] = 3.92, p < 

0.05). The adjusted R2 was 0.032, reflecting a relatively weak overall strength of relationship 
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indicates that those who show the higher level of opinion seeking in the offline environment 

display the high level of opinion seeking in the online environment.  

The present study included the following statistical tests that were beyond the scope of 

its hypotheses: the test of the relationship between online opinion leadership and online seeking 

level, and that between offline opinion leadership and offline seeking level.  

For the test of the relationship between online opinion leadership and seeking level, the 

R2 of 0.04, reflecting the overall strength of relationship between the two variables, was 

statistically significant at the 0.05 level (F=5.086, F[.05; 1, 121] = 3.92, p < 0.05). The adjusted 

R2 was 0.032, reflecting a relatively weak overall strength of relationship, suggesting that those 

who display a high level of opinion leadership in the online environment may also show a high 

level of online opinion seeking level.  

For the test of the relationship between offline opinion leadership- and seeking-level, the 

R2 of 0.003 was statistically insignificant at the 0.05 level (F=0.335, F[.05; 1, 121] = 3.92, p > 

0.05). Therefore, the relationship between offline leadership and seeking level was negligible.  

The correlations between online/offline opinion leadership and seeking level appear in 

Table 3.  

 
 

 

Characteristics of online/offline opinion leaders and seekers 

 

To test H2 through H4, a series of simple regression analyses were run, with 

online/offline opinion leadership- and seeking-level as dependent variables. When investigating 

scatterplots, no apparent observation of outliers or excessive influence on any of the regression 

coefficients was detected.  

Visual inspection of plots of the model residuals versus the predicted outcomes did not 

suggest any violations of the regression assumptions of correct fit, constant variance, or normality. 

Furthermore, there were no conditions suggesting the possibility of a violation of the 

independence assumption. 

Sense of community 

For the test of the relationship between sense of community and online opinion 

leadership, the R2 of 0.197, reflecting the overall strength of relationship between the two 

variables, was statistically significant at the 0.05 level (F=28.998, F[.05; 1, 118] = 3.92, p < 
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0.0001). The adjusted R2, compensating for the positive bias in R2, was 0.190, representing a 

weak relationship. The relationship between community sense and online opinion seeking was 

also significant at the 0.05 level (F=4.469, F[.05; 1, 119] = 3.92, p < 0.05) with an R2 of 0.036 

and an adjusted R2 of 0.028. The community sense variable also showed a significant relationship 

with offline opinion leadership at the 0.05 level (F=6.694, F[.05; 1, 119] = 3.92, p < 0.05) as the 

R2 and the adjusted R2 were 0.053 and 0.045, respectively. Meanwhile, the relationship between 

community sense and offline opinion seeking was not significant at the 0.05 level. These 

hypothesis tests showed that sense of community has significant relationships with online opinion 

leadership and seeking, and with offline leadership. But the relationship between community 

sense and offline seeking level was not significant.     

Community loyalty 

For the test of the relationship between community loyalty and online opinion leadership, 

the R2 of 0.137 was statistically significant at the 0.05 level (F=19.182, F[.05; 1, 121] = 3.92, p < 

0.0001). The adjusted R2, compensating for the positive bias in R2, was 0.130, representing a 

weak relationship. The relationship between community loyalty and online opinion seeking was 

also significant at the 0.05 level (F=21.977, F[.05; 1, 122] = 3.92, p < 0.0001) with an R2 of 

0.153 and an adjusted R2 of 0.146. The community loyalty variable also had a significant 

relationship with offline opinion leadership at the 0.05 level (F=13.620, F[.05; 1, 122] = 3.92, p 

< 0.0001) as an R2 and an adjusted R2 were 0.10 and 0.093, respectively. The tests indicated that 

sense of loyalty has significant relationships with online opinion leadership and seeking, and with 

offline leadership, but not with offline seeking level. 

Consumer expertise 

Simple regression analyses found consumer expertise to have significant relationships 

with online opinion leadership and offline opinion leadership at the 0.05 level. But its 

relationship with online opinion seeking or offline seeking was not statistically significant. For 

the test of the relationship between consumer expertise and online opinion leadership, the R2 of 

0.163 was statistically significant at the 0.05 level (F=23.415, F[.05; 1, 120] = 3.92, p < 0.0001). 

The adjusted R2, compensating for the positive bias in R2, was 0.156, representing a weak 

relationship. Consumer expertise also had a significant relationship with offline opinion 

leadership at the 0.05 level (F=81.404, F[.05; 1, 121] = 3.92, p < 0.0001) as the R2 and the 

adjusted R2 were 0.402 and 0.397, respectively, representing a strong relationship between the 
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two variables. From the test results, it is inferred that those who have a higher level of opinion 

leadership both in the online and offline environments would display a higher level of consumer 

expertise than others.    

Enduring product-involvement 

The regression analyses of the effect of enduring product-involvement showed that this 

variable has significant relationships with both offline opinion leadership and seeking at the 0.05 

level. But its relationship with online opinion leadership or seeking was not statistically 

significant. For the test of the relationship between enduring product-involvement and offline 

opinion leadership, the R2 of 0.132 was statistically significant at the 0.05 level (F=18.614, 

F[.05; 1, 122] = 3.92, p < 0.0001). The adjusted R2 was 0.125. Product-involvement also had a 

significant relationship with offline opinion seeking at the 0.05 level (F=6.251, F[.05; 1, 121] = 

3.92, p < 0.05) as the R2 and the adjusted R2 were 0.049 and 0.041, respectively, representing a 

strong relationship between the two variables. From the test results, it is inferred that those who 

have a higher level of opinion leadership and seeking in the offline environments would display 

higher level of enduring product-involvement than others. 

Domain-specific innovativeness 

A series of simple regression analyses showed that domain-specific innovativeness had 

significant relationships with online opinion leadership and offline opinion leadership at the 0.05 

level. But its relationship with online opinion seeking and offline seeking were not statistically 

significant. For the test of the relationship between domain-specific innovativeness and online 

opinion leadership, the R2 of 0.079 was statistically significant at the 0.05 level (F=10.429, 

F[.05; 1, 121] = 3.92, p < 0.001). The adjusted R2, compensating for the positive bias in R2, was 

0.072. Offline opinion leadership also had a significant relationship with innovativeness at the 

0.05 level (F=16.052, F[.05; 1, 122] = 3.92, p < 0.0001) as the R2 and the adjusted R2 were 0.116 

and 0.109, respectively. The test results represent that those who have a higher level of opinion 

leadership in both the online and offline environments display a higher level of domain-specific 

innovativeness than others. 

Media habits 

Data analyses also showed that media habits were significantly related with online 

opinion leadership and online/offline seeking. But media habits were not a significant factor in 

explaining offline leadership.  
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First, perceived importance of information sources were significant factors in predicting 

online opinion leadership. Such sources as newspapers and magazines (F=4.936, F[.05; 1, 120] = 

3.92, p < 0.05), trade magazines (F=5.398, F[.05; 1, 118] = 3.92, p < 0.05), showcase/events 

(F=8.997, F[.05; 1, 119] = 3.92, p < 0.01), online newsletters (F=6.945, F[.05; 1, 117] = 3.92, p 

< 0.05), and online newsgroup/forum (F=5.716, F[.05; 1, 119] = 3.92, p < 0.05) had significant 

effect on online leadership at the 0.05 level. The R2’s and adjusted R2’s for the test were 0.040 

and 0.032 (for newspapers/magazines); 0.044 and 0.036 (trade magazines); 0.070 and 0.062 

(showcase/events); 0.056 and 0.048 (online newsletters); and 0.046 and 0.038 (online 

newsgroup/forum), respectively. Technology usage was also significant in explaining online 

opinion leadership at the 0.05 level (F=5.312, F[.05; 1, 120] = 3.92, p < 0.05).  

As to online opinion seeking, the online café/community as an information source of 

perceived importance showed a significant effect at the 0.05 level (F=10.81, F[.05; 1, 119] = 3.92, 

p < 0.01). The R2 and adjusted R2 for the test were 0.083 and 0.076, respectively. In addition, 

hours using the internet was also significantly related with online opinion seeking at the 0.05 

level (F=5.876, F[.05; 1, 122] = 3.92, p < 0.05). The R2 and adjusted R2 for the test were 0.046 

and 0.038, respectively, representing a weeak relationship.  

Meanwhile, such sources as TV/radio, newspapers and online newsletters had significant 

relationship with offline opinion seeking at the 0.05 level. Their R2’s were 0.06 (F=7.561, F[.05; 

1, 119] = 3.92, p < 0.01), 0.046 (F=5.876, F[.05; 1, 119] = 3.92, p < 0.05), and 0.058 (F=5.876, 

F[.05; 1, 117] = 3.92, p < 0.01), respectively.  

Demographics 

To test whether demographic variables are significant in explaining online/offline 

opinion leadership and seeking, simple regression analyses were run for such variables as age, 

gender, education and employment. None of these factors showed significant relationship with 

opinion leadership or seeking at the 0.05 level. 

 

Table 6 shows the significant relationships among the variables tested. The test results of 

hypotheses proposed in this paper are summarized as follows: 

H1a: A hypothesized positive relationship between online leadership and offline 

leadership was supported. 

H1b: A hypothesized positive relationship between online seeking and offline seeking 
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level was supported. 

H1c: A hypothesized positive relationship between online seeking and offline 

leadership was not supported. 

H1d: A hypothesized negative relationship between online leadership and offline 

seeking was not supported. In contrast, the two variables were related positively.  

 

H2a: A hypothesized relationship between community sense and online/offline opinion 

leadership and seeking was partly supported. Community sense had significant 

relationships with online leadership/seeking and offline leadership, but not with 

offline seeking level.  

H2b: A hypothesized relationship between community loyalty and online/offline 

opinion leadership and seeking was partly supported. Community loyalty had 

significant relationships with online leadership/seeking and offline leadership, 

but not with offline seeking.  

H2c: A hypothesized relationship between community participation and online/offline 

opinion leadership and seeking was not supported. 

 

H3a: A hypothesized relationship between consumer expertise and online/offline 

opinion leadership and seeking was partly supported. Consumer expertise had 

significant relationships with online and offline leadership, but not with online 

and offline seeking. 

H3b: A hypothesized relationship between enduring product-involvement and 

online/offline opinion leadership and seeking was partly supported. Enduring 

product-involvement had significant relationships with offline leadership and 

seeking, but not with online leadership and seeking level. 

H3c: A hypothesized relationship between domain-specific innovativeness and 

online/offline opinion leadership and seeking was partly supported. Domain-

specific innovativeness had significant relationships with online and offline 

leadership, but not with online and offline seeking.  

H3d: A hypothesized relationship between media habits and online/offline opinion 

leadership and seeking was partly supported. Media habits had significant 
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relationships with online leadership/seeking and offline seeking, but not with 

offline opinion leadership.  

 

H4a – H4d: None of the hypothesized relationships between demographic variables 

(i.e., age, education, gender and employment) and online/offline opinion 

leadership and seeking level were supported. 

 
 
 

Validity check 

 

For the validity check, a series of t-tests were conducted to see if there are any 

differences between the respondents who replied to e-mail inquiries and those who on their own 

initiative responded to the survey after reading messages posted on the community bulletin 

boards. No significant variables indicated any difference between the two groups.  
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CHAPTER 6 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

 

 

In extending the theory of opinion leadership and seeking to the realm of online 

environments, this study seeks to explore whether established theories for the offline environment 

would also help us understand opinion leadership in the cyber communication world.  

When looking at the means of the online/offline leadership and seeking levels, it is 

noticeable that the mean of online leadership (M = 3.88) was far lower than those of other factors 

(i.e., 5.6 for the mean of online seeking level, 5.0 for offline leadership and 5.2 for offline seeking 

level. This warrants examination, even considering the small sample size involved. One possible 

explanation may be the fact that the online brand communities tend to attract persons exhibiting 

high opinion leadership, thus raising the opinion leadership bar. Therefore, the level of opinion 

leadership that one feels within online communities may be lower than the leadership level that 

he/she feels in the offline environment. 

Meanwhile, the tests of hypotheses showed that there were consistent patterns of 

opinion leadership and seeking behaviors between the online and offline environments. That is, 

opinion leaders in the offline environment also tended to be leaders in the online environment, 

while opinion seekers in the offline circumstances showed a high level of opinion seeking in the 

online environment. This finding implies that the opinion leadership/seeking scales used in the 

offline environment may also be useful in identifying opinion leaders and seekers in the online 

environment.  

This finding suggests that opinion leaders in the online environment may display similar 

behaviors and characteristics to those of opinion leaders in the offline environment. The 

hypothesis tests in this study demonstrate that such characteristics as consumer expertise and 

domain-specific innovativeness, which have been considered representative traits of opinion 

leaders in offline environments, were also present in those who show a high level of opinion 

leadership in online environments. However, these psychological traits (i.e., consumer expertise 

and domain-specific innovativeness) may not be useful in explaining opinion-seeking levels in 

the online or offline environments.  

On the other hand, the enduring product involvement variable was a significant 
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predictor of opinion leadership in the offline environment, but not in the online environment. This 

finding suggests that psychological properties of opinion leadership in the offline environment 

would not be exactly applied to those in the online environment, thus arousing the necessity of 

further examination of the traits of online opinion leadership. 

In the meantime, drawing upon the relevant literature, this paper hypothesized that those 

who have a high level of opinion seeking in the online environment would also show a high level 

of opinion leadership in the offline environment, whereas those who display a high level of 

opinion leadership in the online environment would show a low level of opinion seeking in the 

offline environment. However, the hypotheses test resulted in insignificant relationship between 

online opinion seeking and offline opinion leadership. Furthermore, the hypothesized negative 

relationship between online opinion leadership and offline seeking not only failed to be supported, 

but was contradicted. That is, those who had a high level of opinion seeking in the offline 

environment also displayed a high level of opinion leadership in the online environment. 

So far, no literature provides proper explanations for this result. One possible 

explanation would be the anonymous nature of communication in the online environment. The 

dominant communication tool in online brand communities is text-based, and this type of 

communication provides participants anonymity (Parks and Floyd, 1996). Anonymous 

communication, along with the absence of any central monitoring authority, encourages “shy” 

participants to feel more comfortable interacting with other people online than they do in face-to-

face communication (Tsang and Zhou, 2005). Therefore, people who are passive in expressing 

themselves in the offline environment might actively post messages on community websites, thus 

having more influence than in the real world. Another possibility is that people could seek 

information from others surrounding them about products and services in the offline environment, 

and bring this acquired information into the brand communities, therefore playing a role as 

opinion leaders in the online communities.  

In addition to opinion leadership, the current study explored traits of opinion seeking, 

suggesting that people with a high level of opinion seeking may be detected by different 

characteristics and behaviors. In particular, attitude toward communities (i.e., community sense 

and loyalty) and the perceived importance of different information sources were significantly 

related to opinion seeking level. As of this writing, far less efforts has gone into the study of 

opinion seeking than into opinion leadership. However, the results of the present study 
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demonstrated that the opinion seeking trait has its own distinguishing characteristics; further 

study of this may enrich our understanding of human communications and influences.     

Meanwhile, the current study made an attempt to explain opinion leadership and 

seeking by exploring their relationships with community attitudes and behaviors. It was found 

that community sense and loyalty have significant relationships with opinion leadership and 

seeking in the online environment, as well as with opinion leadership in the offline environment. 

Therefore, a higher community sense or loyalty implies a higher level of opinion leadership both 

in the online and offline environments, as well as a higher level of opinion seeking in the online 

environment. This finding suggests that inclusion of community sense and loyalty may be useful 

in identifying opinion leaders and seekers in brand communities. 

In addition, media habits of respondents were examined to see whether these variables 

would be useful predictors in distinguishing opinion leaders from seekers. As the result, it was 

found that opinion leadership and seeking showed differences in terms of information sources to 

achieve knowledge related to products and services. For instance, the higher someone scores on 

opinion leadership in the online environment, the more they rely on such information sources as 

newspapers and magazines, trade magazines, showcases/events, online newsletters, and online 

newsgroups and forums to acquire knowledge of products and services. However, TV and radio, 

company websites, and online café/communities were not a significant explanation in identifying 

opinion leadership in the online environment. Opinion seeking level in the online environment 

also had significant relationships with the perceived importance of such information sources as 

online café/communities; whereas TV/radio, newspapers and online newsletters were significant 

in explaining opinion seeking in the offline environment. On the other hand, no information 

sources were useful in distinguishing opinion leadership in the offline environment.  

These findings are inconsistent with literature. For instance, it has long been known that 

opinion leaders may be more exposed to print media to TV or radio (Baumgarten, 1975; 

Summers, 1970). In the current study, this notion was consistent with the media habits of opinion 

leaders in the online environment, but not with those in the offline environment. Due to the lack 

of previous studies on this issue, it is unclear why opinion leadership/seeking in the online and 

offline environments displayed an inconsistent pattern of media habits. Further investigation is 

indicated.  

In the meantime, the present study found that no demographic factors (i.e., age, gender, 
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education, and employment) were useful in explaining differences between opinion 

leadership/seeking in the online and offline environments. The survey respondents were relatively 

technology-savvy – they are using digital cameras and participating in online communities. 

Perhaps this homogeneity explains why demographic factors did not distinguish opinion leaders 

from seekers in this study. In addition, some studies suggest that opinion leaders may not differ 

from nonleaders in terms of the major demographic factors (Berkman and Gilson, 1986; Mayers 

and Robertson, 1972; Tsang and Zhou, 2005).  

 
 
 

Limitations 

 

Despite some important findings in this study, the use of voluntary samples combined 

with the small sample size dictate caution in generalizing the results. Use of random and 

representative samples should provide more precise estimates.  

Another limitation of this study is its employing the scales established in English and 

translating them into Korean without any further investigation of possible cultural differences. 

There is a chance, for instance, that the concept of opinion leadership that Americans feel could 

be different from that of Korean. Or, even though the concepts are similar, the patterns in which 

the concepts are used in the real world could be different. Therefore, further consideration of 

these cultural differences is required in translating the existing scales of one language into another.  

In addition, mainly due to lack of previous studies, the current paper included fewer 

characteristic variables for opinion seeking than for opinion leadership. Measuring opinion 

seeking using the trait variables of opinion leadership inhibits further understanding of opinion 

seeking. Inclusion of more factors that reflect the properties of opinion seeking will deepen our 

understanding of this variable.     

 
 
 

Implications 

 

Despite these limitations, the present study has some important implications for both 

researchers and marketers.  

First, this study demonstrated that the opinion leadership scales used in the offline 

environment can also be useful in the online environment. By utilizing the opinion leadership 
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scale, marketers can more effectively reach opinion leaders for a given product category. This 

would be valuable because opinion leaders can be encouraged to spread positive word-of-mouth 

(Goldsmith and DeWitt, 2003). In addition, once marketers can identify opinion leaders, they will 

be able to tailor their strategies and messages accordingly. For this purpose, this current study 

recommends that marketers apply the existing scales used in the offline environment for detecting 

opinion leaders in the online environment. In addition, since opinion leaders in the online 

environment are also distinguished in terms of such psychological factors as consumer expertise 

and domain-specific innovativeness, marketers will be able to use these features to identify and 

influence opinion leaders not only in the offline but also online environment.  

Second, the current paper added the examination of opinion seeking. The findings of 

this study imply that further investigation of the features of opinion seeking would help us find 

missing pieces of the puzzle in understanding human relations and influence, which so far have 

been mainly explained by opinion leadership alone. From a marketer’s viewpoint, the study of 

opinion seeking is also meaningful. By identifying market segments consisting of these two types 

of consumers, marketers will be able to funnel their marketing efforts into the right consumers 

using the right strategies. 

Third, the present study unearthed a new aspect of online brand communities. This 

study demonstrated that members’ attitudes toward communities were significantly related to 

their opinion leadership and seeking level. In addition, inclusion of community sense and loyalty 

in identifying opinion leaders and seekers in brand communities holds great potential for 

marketers. By measuring community sense or loyalty, marketers will easily identify opinion 

leaders in the brand community, and use these features in influencing them.  

Finally, this study showed that people with different opinion leadership and seeking 

choose different information sources to acquire knowledge of products and services. This finding 

suggests that by further investigation of these media habits, marketers may find more valuable 

and accessible channels to reach and influence their target opinion leaders.  

 
 
 

Conclusions 

 

The present study is meaningful in that it draws attention to new directions with its 

attempt at comparing the opinion leadership and seeking between the online environment and 
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offline environment, and illuminating differences in behaviors and properties of opinion 

leadership and seeking in these environments.  

For future research, this paper proposes further investigation of opinion leadership and 

seeking in the online environment. Although opinion leadership in the online environment 

displays very similar characteristics with that in the offline environment, some differences 

warrant further examination. Those questions would include why those differences occur in the 

leadership and seeking between the online and offline circumstances, what other factors will be 

useful in distinguishing online and offline leadership and seeking behaviors. The same questions 

would be applied to the differences between opinion leadership and seeking. As mentioned before, 

the lack of the existing literature places limitations on the study of opinion seeking. Therefore, 

more attention needs to be directed toward this behavior to enrich our understanding of human 

communication and influences. 

In addition, inclusion of group attitudes in the study of opinion leadership and seeking 

will provide new and valuable opportunities for future research. Little research has been done to 

connect group attitudes such as community loyalty and community sense with opinion leadership 

and seeking level. However, as this present study demonstrates, these variables are very useful in 

explaining opinion leadership and seeking level. Therefore, such questions as what other factors 

related to group attitudes and behaviors affect opinion leadership and seeking – and why – are 

worthy of further investigation.  

In conclusion, further studies on opinion leadership and seeking not only in the offline 

environment, but also in the online environment, will surely provide a new avenue for future 

communication and marketing research.  
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APPENDIX A 

 

 

 

<Table 1> Survey scale and reliabilities 

 
Scale Mean S.D. α 

Online leadership level 3.88 0.90 0.7246 
Online seeking level 5.60 1.08 0.8757 
Offline leadership level 5.01 0.91 0.7978 
Offline seeking level 5.20 1.21 0.9199 
Community sense 4.62 1.13 0.9012 
Community loyalty 5.01 1.17 0.7687 
Consumer expertise 5.12 0.96 0.9173 
Enduring product involvement 4.81 1.10 0.8198 
Domain-specific innovativeness 4.09 0.89 0.5481 

           * All scales are seven-point scales (1=lowest, 7=highest) 
 
 
 
 

<Table 2> Descriptive statistics of online/offline leadership/seeking level 
 

 N Mean S.D. Skewness Kurtosis 

ONLEAD 
a 123 3.88 .904 -.102 -.313 

ONSEEK b 124 5.60 1.08 -.621 -.303 
OFFLEAD c 124 5.01 .905 -.047 -.159 
OFFSEEK 

d 123 5.20 1.21 -.558 -.399 
a ONLEAD = online opinion leadership 
b ONSEEK = online opinion seeking 
c OFFLEAD = offline opinion leadership 
d OFFSEEK = offline opinion seeking 

 
 
 
 

<Table 3> Summary of regression analysis on online/offline leadership and seeking level 

 
ONLEAD ONSEEK  

β 95% CI ΔR2 β 95% CI ΔR2

OFFLEAD 0.365** 0.196, 0.533 0.124 0.09 -0.060, 0.240 0.003 
OFFSEEK 0.264* 0.029, 0.499 0.032 0.618** 0.450, 0.786 0.30 

 

ONLEAD  

β 95% CI ΔR2

ONSEEK 0.239* 0.029, 0.449 0.032 

 

OFFLEAD  

β 95% CI ΔR2

OFFSEEK -0.070 -0.309, 0.169 - 

* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
** Significant at the 0.01 level. 

  37



 

<Table 4> Summary of correlations between online/offline leadership and seeking levels 
 

 ONLEAD ONSEEK OFFLEAD OFFSEEK 

ONLEAD 1.000 - - - 
ONSEEK .201* 1.000 - - 
OFFLEAD .363* .107 1.000 - 
OFFSEEK .199* .553* -.053 1.000 

* Pearson Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 

 

 

 

 

<Table 5> Summary of regression analysis on opinion leading and seeking traits 
 

ONLEAD ONSEEK OFFLEAD OFFSEEK 
Variables 

B ΔR
2 B ΔR

2 B ΔR
2 B ΔR

2

Community sense 0.35** 0.190 0.18* 0.028 0.18* 0.045 - - 
Community loyalty 0.29** 0.130 0.36** 0.146 0.25** 0.093 - - 
         
Consumer expertise 0.38** 0.156 - - 0.60** 0.397 - - 
Product involvement - - - - 0.30** 0.125 0.25* 0.041 
Innovativeness 0.29** 0.072 - - 0.348** 0.109 - - 
         
Technology 0.08* 0.034 - - - - - - 
         
Source of information 

   TV/Radio - - - - - - 0.13** 0.052 
   Newspapers/magazines 0.07* 0.032 - - - - 0.10* 0.038 
   Trade magazines 0.06* 0.036 - - - - - - 
   Showcases/events 0.08* 0.062 - - - - - - 
   Online newsletters 0.08* 0.048 - - - - 0.10** 0.05 
   Online café/ 

communities 
- - 0.18** 0.076 - - - - 

   Online news groups/ 
   forums 

0.07* 0.038 - - - - - - 

         
Hours using Internet - - 0.07* 0.038 - - - - 
Number of community 
membership 

- - -0.16** 0.051 - - - - 

Variables that are not significant in explaining the dependent variables are not reported here.  
* Significant at the 0.05 level. 
** Significant at the 0.01 level. 
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<Table 6> Summary of hypothesis tests 
 

 ONLEAD ONSEEK OFFLEAD OFFSEEK 

ONLEAD  O O O 

ONSEEK O  - O 

OFFLEAD O -  O 

OFFSEEK O O O  

Community sense O O O - 

Community loyalty O O O - 

Community participation - - - - 

Consumer expertise O - O - 

Enduring product-involvement - - O O 

Domain-specific innovativeness O - O - 

Media habits O O - O 

Age - - - - 

Gender - - - - 

Education - - - - 

Employment - - - - 

* The O mark means that there is a significant positive relationship between two variables. The direction of all the 
relationships is positive.  
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APPENDIX B 

 

Quest ionnaire 
  

 
I  am  a graduate student  in the Departm ent  of Com m unicat ion at  Flor ida 

State University. I  am conduct ing a research study to explore the “characterist ics 
of opinion leadership and seeking in online brand communit ies.”  Your part icipat ion 
in this study is voluntary. You may choose not  to part icipate, or to withdraw from  
the study at  any t im e. The results of the research study may be published, but  
your nam e will not  be used. Return of the quest ionnaire will be considered your 
consent  to part icipate. The inform at ion obtained during the course of the study will 

rem ain confident ial, to the extent  allowed by law .  Risk of involvement  in this study 
is m inimal. The results of this survey study will help deepen the understanding of 
internet  brand communit ies and characterist ics of their members. I t  will take 15 to 
20 m inutes to com plete this quest ionnaire.  

I f you have any quest ion, please feel free to contact  to the researcher (Sohn, 
Youngju T. 850-878-8093)  or supervisor (Dr. Felipe Korzenny T. 850-644-8766) . Or 
if you have a further quest ion, you can contact  to the Chair of the Hum an Subjects 
Commit tee, I nst itut ional Review Board (T. 850-644-8633) . 

After com plet ing this form , please return it  to forte0927@empal.com .  The 
results of the survey will be sent  back to you direct ly via e-m ail. 

 
 
 
 

[ Guide to how  to fill in]  

 
 
For each quest ion, please m ark “V” at  the blank w hich best  pertains to your beliefs 

or  thoughts.     
 
[ Exam ple]  I f you very strongly agree  w ith the statem ent , “Dokdo is a  part  of 

Korean terr itory,” you can m ark as follow s:   

 Very 
St rongly 

Dis-
agree 

St rongly 
Dis-

agree 
Dis-

agree Neut ral Agree 
St rongly 

Agree 

Very 
St rongly 

Agree 

1. Dokdo is a  part  of Korean 

terr itory.       V 

 

 

*  The survey quest ions are started ( go to next  page)  
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Q1 . Please type in the blank the nam e of the online brand com m unity to w hich you 

belong. 

 

Com m unity nam e  

 
Q2 . For each quest ion, please m ark “V” at  the blank w hich best  pertains to your 

beliefs or  thoughts.  ( “This com m unity” refers to that  you reported in Q1 .)  
 Very 

St rongly 
Dis-

agree 

Strongly 
Dis-

agree 
Dis-

agree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

Very 
St rongly 

Agree 

(1)  I  feel that  I  am  a m em ber of this 
com m unity. 

       

(2)  I  feel the sense of "us" in the 
relat ionships with other m em bers in 
this com m unity. 

       

(3)  I  feel that  I  influence this 
com m unity and also receive influence 
from  this com m unity. 

       

(4)  There are many opportunities to 

represent my opinions in the activities in 

this community. 
       

(5)  I  feel that  I  and other m em bers of 
this com m unity share sim ilar needs. 

       

(6)  This com m unity sat isfies the 
needs and desires of m ine and other 
m em bers to som e degree. 

       

(7)  I consider the pleasure and joy of 

other members in this community to be 

my pleasure and joy. 
       

(8)  I  feel a sense of closeness with 
other m em bers in this com m unity. 

       

 
 

Q3 . For each quest ion, please m ark “V” at  the blank w hich best  pertains to your 

beliefs or  thoughts. ( “This com m unity” refers to that  you reported in Q1 .)    

 Very 
St rongly 

Dis-
agree 

Strongly 
Dis-

agree 
Dis-

agree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

Very 
St rongly 

Agree 
(1)  I  prom ote this com munity to 
people around m e or recom m end 
them  to part icipat ion in this 
com m unity. 

       

(2)  I  will cont inue to retain m y 
m em bership in this com munity, even 
though new com m unit ies of sim ilar 
kind are established. 

       

(3)  I  will cont inue to share 
inform at ion with other mem bers in 
this com m unity. 
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Q4 .  Direct ly fill in the blank ( in blue color)  as to each quest ion.  

( “This com m unity” refers to that  you reported in Q1 .)  

(1)  The num ber of t im es that  you visit  this com m unity’s 
website per w eek ,  on average 

 Times/ week 

(2)  The num ber of hour(s) , on average, that  you stay on this 
com m unity’s website, once you visit  it  

 
Hour(s) / one-

t ime visit  

(3)  The num ber of m essages that  you post  per w eek ,  on 
average. 

 Messages/ week 

 

 

 

 

Q5 . The quest ions below  are about  you w ithin the com m unity you m ent ioned in Q1 . For 

each quest ion, please m ark “V” at  the blank w hich best  pertains to your beliefs or  

thoughts.     
 Very 

St rongly 
Dis-

agree 

Strongly 
Dis-

agree 
Dis-

agree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

Very 
St rongly 

Agree 

(1)  My opinion on digital camera 
seem s not  to count  with other 
people in this community.  

       

(2)  When they choose a digital 
camera, other people in this 
com m unity do not  turn to m e for 
advice.  

       

(3)  Other people in this 
community rarely come to me for 
advice about  choosing digital 
camera.  

       

(4)  People in this community that  I  
know pick digital camera based on 
what  I  have told them .  

       

(5)  I  often persuade others in this 
community to buy the digital 
camera that  I  like.  

       

(6)  I  often influence people's 
opinions in this community about  
digital camera.  
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The quest ions below  are about  you w ithin the com m unity you m ent ioned in Q1 . 

 Very 
St rongly 

Dis-
agree 

Strongly 
Dis-

agree 
Dis-

agree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

Very 
St rongly 

Agree 

(7)  When I  consider buying a 
digital camera, I  ask other people 
in this community for advice.  

       

(8)  I  don't  like to talk to others in 
this com m unity before I  buy 
digital camera.  

       

(9)  I  rarely ask other people in 
this com m unity what  digital 
cam era to buy  

       

(10)  I  like to get  others' opinions 
in this community before I  buy a 
digital camera. 

       

(11)  I  feel more comfortable 
buying a digital cam era when I  
have got ten other people's 
opinions in this community on it .  

       

(12)  When choosing digital 
camera, other people's opinions in 
this com m unity are not  important  
to m e.  

       

 

Q6 . The quest ions below  are about  you in your real life , outside the com m unity. For each 

quest ion, please m ark “V” at  the blank w hich best  pertains to your beliefs or  

thoughts.     

 Very 
St rongly 

Dis-
agree 

Strongly 
Dis-

agree 
Dis-

agree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

Very 
St rongly 

Agree 

(1)  My opinion on digital camera 
seem s not  to count  with other 
people around me.  

       

(2)  When they choose a digital 
camera, other people around me 
do not  turn to m e for advice.  

       

(3)  Other people around me rarely 
com e to m e for advice about  
choosing digital camera.  

       

(4)  People that  I  know pick digital 
camera based on what  I  have told 
them .  

       

(5)  I  often persuade others around 
me to buy the digital camera that  
I  like.  

       

(6)  I  often influence people's 
opinions about  digital camera.  
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The quest ions below  are about  you in your real life , outside the com m unity.  

 Very 
St rongly 

Dis-
agree 

Strongly 
Dis-

agree 
Dis-

agree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

Very 
St rongly 

Agree 

(7)  When I  consider buying a 
digital camera, I  ask other people 
around me for advice.  

       

(8)  I  don't  like to talk to others 
around me before I  buy digital 
camera. 

       

(9)  I  rarely ask other people 
around m e what  digital cam era to 
buy.  

       

(10)  I  like to get  others' opinions 
around me before I  buy a digital 
camera. 

       

(11)  I  feel more comfortable 
buying a digital cam era when I  
have got ten other people's 
opinions on it .  

       

(12)  When choosing a digital 
camera, other people's opinions 
are not  important  to me.  

       

 

Q7 . For each quest ion, please m ark “V” at  the blank w hich best  pertains to your 

beliefs or  thoughts.   
 

 Very 
St rongly 

Dis-
agree 

Strongly 
Dis-

agree 
Dis-

agree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

Very 
St rongly 

Agree 

(1)  I  enjoy learning about  digital 
cameras.  

       

(2)  I  will search for the latest  
informat ion on digital cameras 
before I  purchase a brand.  

       

(3)  I  keep current  on the m ost  
recent  developments in digital 
cameras.  

       

(4)  I  consider myself 
knowledgeable on digital cameras.  

       

(5)  My knowledge of digital 
cameras helps me to understand 
very technical inform at ion about  
the product .  
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 Very 
St rongly 

Dis-
agree 

Strongly 
Dis-

agree 
Dis-

agree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

Very 
St rongly 

Agree 

(6)  I  use my knowledge on digital 
cameras to verify that  advert ising 
claim s are in fact  t rue.  

       

(7)  I  can recall almost  all exist ing 
brands of digital cameras from  
memory.  

       

(8)  I  can recognize almost  all 
brand names of digital cameras.  

       

(9)  I  can recall product -specific 
at t r ibutes of digital cam eras.  

       

(10)  I  can recall brand-specific 
at t r ibutes of the various brands of 
digital cameras.  

       

 
 
 
Q8 . How  im portant  is know ledge about  digita l cam eras to you? Rate the im portance on the 

scale ranging from  1  ( not  im portant  at  a ll)  to 7  ( very im portant )  and m ark “V” at  the blank 

accordingly.    

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

(1)  The quality of your social life?        

(2)  Your present  job or career?        

(3)  Your future job or career plans?        

 
 

Q9 . For each quest ion, please m ark “V” at  the blank w hich best  pertains to your 

beliefs or  thoughts.    

 Not  at  all 
interested 

Slight ly 
interested 

Moderately 
interested 

Som ewhat  
interested 

Very 
interested 

9. How interested are you in the 
subject  of digital cam eras? 
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Q1 0 . Rate on the scale ranging from  1  ( never or  a lm ost  never)  to 5  ( very frequent ly) , and 

m ark “V” at  the blank accordingly.   

 1  2  3 4 5 

10. How frequent ly do you find 
yourself thinking about  digital 
camera? 

     

 
 

Q1 1 . For each quest ion, please m ark “V” at  the blank w hich best  pertains to your 

beliefs or  thoughts.    

 Very 
St rongly 

Dis-
agree 

Strongly 
Dis-

agree 
Dis-

agree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

Very 
St rongly 

Agree 

(1)  I n general, I  am  among the 
last  in my circle of fr iends to buy a 
new digital camera when it  
appears.  

       

(2)  I f I  heard that  a new digital 
camera was available in the store, 
I  would be interested enough to 
buy it .  

       

(3)  I n general, I  am  the first  in m y 
circle of fr iends to know the 
t it les/ brands of the latest  digital 
cameras.  

       

(4)  I  will buy a new digital camera 
if I  haven't  heard/ t r ied it  yet .  

       

(5)  I  do not  like to buy digital 
cameras before other people do.  

       

 

 

 

Q1 2 .  How  long has it  been since you joined this com m unity?  

 

 Year(s)  Month(s) 
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 Q1 3 . The quest ions below  are about  your m ajor resources w hen obtaining inform at ion of 

digita l cam era. Rate on the scale ranging from  1  ( not  im portant  at  a ll)  to 1 0  ( very 

im portant ) , and m ark “V” at  the blank accordingly.   

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

(1) TV/Radio           

(2) Newspapers/magazines           

(3) Trade magazines           

(4) Showcases or other events           

(5) Online publications specialized in digital 

cameras 
          

(6) Online newsletters           

(7) Makers’ websites           

(8) Online café/ communit ies           

(9) Online newsgroups/forums           

(10) Private homepages/blogs           

(11) I nternet -search using search engines           

(12) Others*  

( I f you cannot  find proper answers, 
direct ly write down the answer in the 
blank below and rate the im portance 
accordingly. 
(                                       ) 

          

 
Q1 4 . Direct ly w rite dow n the answ ers in the blue blanks to each quest ion. 

(1) The num ber of hours per w eek ,  on average, spent  on 

searching for inform at ion related to digital cam eras 
 Hour(s) / week 

(2) The num ber of hours spent  on using the I nternet  per 

day ,  on average 
 Hour(s) / day 

(3) The number of other digital camera- related online 

com m unit ies than this com m unity, in which you are 
part icipat ing 

 Com m unit ies 

(4)  The num ber of digital cam era you own  cam eras 

(5)  How long has it  been since you first  used digital 
cam eras?  

 Year(s)  Month(s) 
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Q1 5 . W hich of the follow ing technologies do you current ly have? For each one please check 

“YES” if you have it , or  “NO” if you do not .  

 

 Yes No 

(1)  TV   

(2)  VCR (video player)    

(3)  DVD player   

(4)  DVD burner ( for TV)    

(5)  Cable TV   

(6)  Pay cable TV channel (e.g., HBO)     

(7)  Satellite TV   

(8)  Cellular phone with cam era feature   

(9)  Laptop computer   

(10)  Wireless connect ivity for PC/ I nternet    

(11)  MP3 player   

(12)  PDA (personal digital assistant :   
e.g., Palm  Pilot )  

  

(13)  Photo pr inter   

(14)  Web cam era (cam era for com puter use)    

 

 

Q1 6 . Direct ly w rite dow n the answ ers in the blue blanks to each quest ion. 

 

Your current  job  

The year when you were born  
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 Q1 7 . W hat  is your educat ion level? ( Please m ark “V” at  the blank w hich best  pertains 

to your status.)  
 

(1)  Som e 
high school 

(2)  High 
school 

diploma 
(3)  Som e 

college 

(4)  College 
degree  

(B.A., B.S.)  
(5)  Graduate 

or above (6)  Refusal 

      

 
 
 
 

Q1 8 . W hat  is your gender? ( Please m ark “V” at  the blank w hich best  pertains to your 

status.)     
 (1)  Male (2)  Fem ale 

  

 
  
 
 

Q1 9 . For each quest ion, please m ark “V” at  the blank w hich best  pertains to your 

status.     
  

 Yes No 

(1)  I have been contacted by a digital maker.   

(2) I have participated in the pilot-product (beta-product) testing of a 

digital camera model. 
  

 
 
 
 
 

 Thank you for  your cooperat ion. Please w rite your e- m ail address in the space below , 

to w hich the results of this survey w ill be sent . The e- m ail address w ill not  be used 

for  any purposes other than to provide you w ith feedback to the survey.  

 

E-mail address for feedback 
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