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AABSTRACT 
 

WHO ARE THE INFLUENTIALS? 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN OPINION LEADERSHIP AND NEW PRODUCT ADOPTION 

Eda Ökten & Serdar Özkan 

Blekinge Institute of Technology 

February 2015 

This study examines innovativeness and self-construal as antecedents to self-
reported and sociometric opinion leadership, both of which may affect new product 
adoption. In addition, innovativeness is proposed to be associated with new product 
adoption. First, this thesis shows that self-reported and sociometric measures of opinion 
leadership tap into different constructs. This current thesis proposes that sociometric 
measures reflect opinion leadership better. In addition, sociometric opinion leaders are 
true experts (Iyengar et al.  2011). Second, this study examines the relationships among 
innovativeness, self-construal, opinion leadership and new product adoption in order to 
clarify the relationships among these concepts. Thus, this study provides a unique 
framework to explain how opinion leaders should be identified.  

 

Keywords: New Product Adoption, Opinion Leadership, Innovativeness



Page 2 of 54 

 

AACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

This thesis brings our studies at MBA program of Blekinge Institute of Technology to 
an end. As much as the thesis has been a deep study and needed a huge amount of time 
utilization, it has also been pleasure learning how theory can go into practice in an 
academic methodology and structure. 
 

Before the process of conducting this research, we had received tremendous help 
from the instructors. Therefore, we are very grateful for their support and interest for 
students and we strongly believe that the outcome of this thesis would not have been the 
same without their guidelines and recommendations during our whole study at BTH. 
 
      Last, but not least, our most sincere thanks to our family and friends for their great 
support and encouragement during the development of this thesis. Without them, none of 
this had been possible. 
 

           Eda ÖKTEN & Serdar ÖZKAN 

 
 

  



Page 3 of 54 

 

TTABLE OF CONTENTS 
1 Introduction .................................................................................................................................... 6 

2 Literature Review .......................................................................................................................... 10 

2.1 Opinion Leadership ............................................................................................................... 10 

2.1.1 Self-reported Opinion Leadership and New Product Adoption .................................... 12 

2.1.2 Sociometric Opinion Leadership and New Product Adoption ...................................... 13 

2.2 Antecedents to Opinion Leadership...................................................................................... 15 

2.2.1 Innovativeness and Opinion Leadership ....................................................................... 16 

2.2.2 Innovativeness and New Product Adoption ................................................................. 18 

2.2.3 Self-construal and Opinion Leadership ......................................................................... 19 

3 Theoretical Framework ................................................................................................................. 22 

3.1 Antecedents to Self-reported and Sociometric Opinion Leadership .................................... 22 

3.1.1 Innovativeness and Opinion Leadership ....................................................................... 22 

3.1.2 Self-construal and Opinion Leadership ......................................................................... 24 

3.2 Innovativeness and New Product Adoption ......................................................................... 25 

3.3 Opinion Leadership and New Product Adoption .................................................................. 26 

4 Research Methodology ................................................................................................................. 28 

4.1 Questionnaire Development ................................................................................................. 30 

4.2 Determination of Sample Size and Target ............................................................................ 31 

4.3 Method of Data Collection ..................................................................................................... 32 

4.4 Response Rate ....................................................................................................................... 32 

4.5 Reliability & Validity .............................................................................................................. 33 

5 Results ........................................................................................................................................... 34 

5.1 Measures ............................................................................................................................... 34 

5.1.1 Self-reported Opinion Leadership ................................................................................. 34 

5.1.2 Sociometric Opinion Leadership ................................................................................... 34 

5.1.3 Innovativeness .................................................................................................................. 35 

5.1.4 Self-construal ................................................................................................................ 36 

5.1.5 New Product Adoption. ................................................................................................ 36 

5.2 Innovativeness, Self-construal and Opinion Leadership ....................................................... 37 

5.3 Innovativeness, Opinion Leadership and New Product Adoption ........................................ 38 

5.4 Alternative Explanations ....................................................................................................... 39 

6 Discussion ...................................................................................................................................... 40 

6.1 Discussion of Results ............................................................................................................. 40 



Page 4 of 54 

 

7 Conclusion ..................................................................................................................................... 43 

7.1 Theoretical Implications ........................................................................................................ 43 

7.2 Practical Implications ............................................................................................................ 45 

7.3 Limitations and Future Research .......................................................................................... 46 

8 Selected Bibliography .................................................................................................................... 47 

9 Appendices .................................................................................................................................... 50 

9.1 APPENDIX A: Self-reported Opinion Leadership ................................................................... 50 

9.2 APPENDIX B: Sociometric Opinion Leadership ...................................................................... 51 

9.3 APPENDIX C: Innovativeness................................................................................................. 52 

9.4 APPENDIX D: Self-construal .................................................................................................. 53 

9.5 APPENDIX E: New Product Adoption .................................................................................... 54 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Page 5 of 54 

 

LLIST OF FIGURES: 

Figure 1: Conceptual Model ................................................................................................................... 8 
 

LIST OF TABLES: 

Table 1: The Difference Between Qualitative and Quantitative Methods ........................................... 29 
Table 2: Descriptive Profiles of Demographic Characteristics .............................................................. 31 
Table 3: Reliabilities .............................................................................................................................. 33 
Table 4: New Product Adoption Frequency .......................................................................................... 37 
Table 5: The Effects of Self-construal and Innovativeness on Self-reported OL, Prestige and Out-
group Membership ............................................................................................................................... 39 
Table 6: The Effects of Self-reported OL, Prestige and Out-group Membership on NPA .................... 39 
 

  



Page 6 of 54 

 

11 INTRODUCTION 
Identification of opinion leaders is a major concern for businesses because they have 

outstanding impacts on various stakeholders including the company, customers, and society 
in general. In order to speed up the adoption of new products, marketers search for ways to 
determine and target opinion leaders; they are highly connected to information sources, 
and they are constantly exposed to innovations (Goldenberg et al., 2009). Secondly, they 
rarely ignore the information that others have (Iyengar et al., 2011) which results in 
knowledgeability about a particular product (Grewal et al., 2000). Lastly, they are more 
involved in new products than others (Goldenberg et al., 2009). Due to these, opinion 
leaders are more likely to adopt early. 

Revealing the mechanisms underlying the relationship between opinion leadership 
and new product adoption is an interesting venue for both marketers and academics. 
Companies attach great importance to maximizing the speed of new product adoption 
(Kotler and Zaltman, 1976). Some companies have very successful practices of identifying 
and benefiting from opinion leaders. For instance, the toymaker Hasbro used the power 
of opinion leaders when launching its new videogame called Pox in 2001. Marketers 
found the “coolest” kids in Chicago to spread out the new game and within a few weeks 
Hasbro managed to sell one million units (Godes and Mayzlin, 2004). Another example is 
Vocalpoint a website initiated by P&G, which consists of a network  of  influential  mothers  
who  are  targeted  with  having  a  central  network position  (Iyengar  et  al.,  2011).  
Through sharing their experiences using P&G products, P&G gained twice the total 
revenue compared to those markets without Vocalpoint (Ang, 2011). 

To  maximize  the  profit  that  leverages  their  marketing  spending,  marketers  
must identify and target the opinion leaders. Opinion leaders play an important role in the 
diffusion of innovations. Diffusion is defined as “the process by which an innovation is 
communicated through certain channels over time among the members of a social system” 
(Rogers, 2003: 5). As Keller and Berry (2003) note, opinion leaders are the people whom 
you call when you are seeking to get up to speed on something. They keep up with things 
that are new and have wide social networks for learning about new things and talking to 
people about these new things. Accordingly, social networks provide an appropriate context 
in order to identify influential consumers. As a result, social networks among consumers 
receive much attention from managers and marketing academics nowadays (e.g., 
Goldenberg et al., 2009; Iyengar et al., 2011; Van den Bulte and Lillien, 2010). 

Moreover, today’s  marketers face an environment  in which the rapid  changes  
in communications technology create communities of consumers rather than a multitude of 
isolated consumers. This complex business environment has generated new opportunities 
and challenges for firms. For example, online technology has a game- changing impact on 
consumer behavior. The companies must be well aware that their new prospective 
customers live on their smartphones and tablets, networking with friends; they support 
businesses in mobile and social networks.  
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In other words, consumers are becoming interconnected through various sorts of 
social networks, a trend that is facilitated by recent advances in electronic media and 
telecommunication (i.e., Facebook and Twitter) (Wuyts et al., 2010). As more and more 
people explore social media, social networks have become one of the key elements for 
learning about products, organizations, and world events. Hence, it is very crucial to 
identify the opinion leaders that accelerate adoption of innovations. 

Considering the significant impact of opinion leaders, a great deal of theoretical and 
empirical scholarly work has been devoted to advance the understanding of opinion 
leadership.    More specifically,  there exists extensive  research on the relationship 
between  opinion  leadership  and  new  product  adoption  that  reflect  the  above- 
mentioned  business  practices.  However, while some of these studies point out a positive 
relationship between opinion leadership and new product adoption (e.g., Hirschman and 
Adcock, 1978; Kotler and Zaltman, 1976), others express a negative relationship (e.g., 
Becker, 1970; Watts and Dodds, 2007; Iyengar et al., 2008, 2011) suggest that these 
contradictory results might be due to measurement or moderators or mediators between 
opinion leadership and new product adoption. For instance, most opinion leadership studies 
are based on self-reports (e.g., Grewal et al., 2000; Myers and  Robertson,  1972;  Midgley  
and  Dowling,  1993;  Summers,  1971);  therefore, opinion leadership is identified by the 
extent to which individuals think of themselves as influential. In contrast, sociometric 
techniques identify influential consumers through their central position in networks. These 
opinion leaders are selected as being central in their social groups. This centrality is due to 
the large number of ties an individual has (Goldenberg et al., 2009). Using sociometric 
techniques to identify opinion leaders has recently gained popularity (e.g., Goldenberg et 
al., 2009; Iyengar et al., 2011; Valente, 1996). Surprisingly, the studies that integrate self-
reported opinion leadership and sociometric opinion leadership are limited (i.e., Iyengar et 
al., 2008, 2011; Molitor et al., 2011). 
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Figure 1: Conceptual Model 

The purpose of this thesis is to show how self- reported and sociometric measures of 
opinion leadership may influence product adoption. Since the findings of the studies examining 
the link from opinion leadership to new product adoption might be inconclusive due to 
measurement of opinion leadership, this study integrates self-reported and sociometric 
measures of opinion leadership and examines their relationship to new product adoption 
(Figure 1). The use of both self- reported and sociometric opinion leadership in a single 
study explores whether self- reported opinion leadership differs from sociometric opinion 
leadership in terms of predicting new product adoption.  

Innovativeness and self-construal are identified as antecedents of opinion 
leadership. First, innovativeness appears to be an important driver of self-reported opinion 
leadership in the literature (Baumgarten, 1975; Darden and Reynolds, 1974; Grewal et al., 
2000; Hirschman and Adcock, 1978; Katz, 1962; Midgley and Dowling, 1973; Myers and 
Robertson, 1972; Robertson and Myers, 1969; Summers, 1971; Valente, 1996). In addition, 
earlier studies highlight the overlap between innovativeness and self-reported opinion 
leadership. In these studies, some indicate strong or intermediate overlap (Darden and 
Reynolds, 1974; Gatignon and Robertson, 1985; Goldsmith et al., 2003; Grewal et al., 2001); 
whereas others note moderate or small overlap (Myers, 1969; Myers and Robertson, 1972; 
Robertson and Myers, 1969; Summers, 1971). However, the relationship between 
innovativeness and sociometric opinion leadership has not been extensively investigated. 
There are only a few studies on this relationship and they show a positive relationship 
between them (Becker, 1970; Valente, 1996).   
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Thus, innovativeness and sociometric opinion leadership relationship needs further 
investigation to better explain the relationship between innovativeness and opinion 
leadership, this thesis relates innovativeness to self-reported and sociometric opinion 
leadership.  

Furthermore, self-construal is defined as how individuals perceive themselves to be 
linked with other people (Markus and Kitayama, 1991). This is an uncovered personality 
dimension that is related to opinion leadership. Although, prior literature discusses social 
identity (Grewal et al., 2000) and social participation (Rogers and Cartano, 1962) as drivers of 
opinion leadership, this study explains the relationships  among  innovativeness,  self-construal,  
opinion  leadership  and  new product adoption in order to clarify the confusions about the 
relationships between innovativeness and opinion leadership as well as to examine what other 
personality factors (i.e. self-construal) may influence opinion leadership and explicate how 
opinion leaders should be identified. 

The following chapters are structured as follows: firstly, a review of the literature on 
innovativeness, opinion leadership and new product adoption is provided. Secondly, the 
conceptual framework of the current study is presented. Next, methodological procedure, 
hypotheses, and findings are explained. The paper concludes by discussing its theoretical 
contributions, managerial and academic implications, as well as limitations of the study and 
future research directions. 
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22 LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 OPINION LEADERSHIP 
 

The process dynamics of acceptance of new ideas, products and tastes, in addition to 
their spread through a society, has been of concern to social scientists. In a social structure, 
there are individuals who contribute to the opinion formation of their peers on a particular 
subject. These influential people are the kind of people you turn to when you need help 
with what to buy, where to eat, and for whom to vote (Keller and Berry, 2003).  In recent 
decades, the channel to person-to-person word of mouth among friends and family has 
gained importance. Individuals perceive their so-called peers (e.g., friends, relatives) as 
more credible and trustworthy than commercial information sources (Busch and Houston, 
1985). Indeed, earlier marketing studies indicated that the more favorable information 
from peers, the more likely that an individual is to adopt (Arndt, 1967).  

This personal influence is named as opinion leadership in the adoption and 
diffusion of innovations studies.  Rogers and Cartano (1962:  435) explain the function of 
opinion leadership as follows: 

 “Before making decisions, individuals often seek to reinforce their opinions through 
“consensual validation” with certain others. Among these certain others are individuals who 
exert an unequal amount of influence on the decisions of others: they are called opinion 
leaders. Opinion leaders are defined as those individuals from whom others seek advice and 
information.” 

There are two main criteria to derive opinion leadership: expertise/knowledgeability 
and connectivity/connectedness (Wuyts et al., 2010).  First, opinion leaders are considered 
to be the source of information due to their expertise about a certain topic (Childers, 1986).  
For example, in the case of new products, consumers seek out information from people 
who have expert knowledge in the field. This information is not only technical 
understanding but also product conceptualizations, risk factors, compatibility and 
procedural knowledge related to that particular product; therefore opinion leaders convey 
very useful information to mainstream consumer (Wuyts et al., 2010). 

Second, opinion leaders do not only have a great deal of knowledge but also they 
also transfer it to the others in their network (Wuyts et al., 2010). Connectivity indicates 
the degree to which an individual is in relationship to others. A study by Katz (1960) shows 
that opinion leaders play a fundamental role in connecting the members of a network by 
managing the information inflows and outflows among them. Indeed, the term opinion 
leader originated with a study of the 1940 American presidential election (Lazersfeld et al., 
1944) and focused on the connectedness of individuals.  
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Their main finding was that ideas flow from mass media to opinion leaders and 
from opinion leaders to other less influential members of the society. This breakthrough 
finding convinced the diffusion of innovation researchers that social relations are 
fundamental in the spread of ideas.  This is also consistent with Rogers and Cartano’s 
(1962) argument that opinion leaders connect to others by their personal influence. For 
example, in a study of the diffusion of drugs among medical practitioners, Coleman, Katz 
and Menzel (1966) demonstrated that the diffusion of drugs spread through 
professional and friendship networks. Since then, opinion leadership has been utilized in a 
wide range of research areas such as marketing, public opinion, communications, health 
care, education, and agriculture. Among these disciplines, there is an agreement that 
opinion leaders have a tremendous impact on the opinion formation of other people. 

Specifically,  in  marketing,  many  strategies  are  rooted  in  the  assumption  that 
companies need to and should be able to identify and target opinion leaders. Rogers and 
Cartano (1962) discuss three ways to identify these influentials.  The first technique is 
self-reports which ask survey respondents the extent to which they perceive themselves to 
be opinion leaders. In this method, individuals are confronted by an opinion leadership 
scale to assess their self-reported opinion leadership. The level of opinion leadership is 
determined by the scores on the opinion leadership scale. Self-reports have been the most 
popular technique among marketing researchers. The second identification method is 
sociometric technique, which is usually attained through the centrality of an individual in a 
particular social system. For instance, sociometric opinion leaders can be identified as 
individuals in a social system whom others go to for advice on a certain topic (Rogers and 
Cartano, 1962). The individuals who receive the most nominations are considered to be 
opinion leaders (Valente and Pumpuang, 2007). The third method of identification is key 
informant technique in which selected people are asked to report their opinion about who 
the opinion leaders are. Although the self-report is the most frequently used technique 
among marketing scholars, the sociometric technique is becoming more popular among 
social network academics. 

The link between opinion leadership (self-reported and sociometric) and new 
product adoption has been widely investigated in the literature.  Findings of some earlier 
studies indicate that self-reported opinion leadership and new product adoption are 
positively related to each other (i.e., Baumgarten, 1975, Burt, 1987, Iyengar et al.,2008, 
2011, Kotler and Zaltman, 1976, Rogers, 1983, Summers, 1971, Van den Bulte and Lillien, 
2001). In addition, there are studies that show a positive relationship between sociometric 
opinion leadership and new product adoption (Burt, 1987, Coleman et al., 1966, 
Goldenberg et al., 2009, Granovetter, 1983, Iyengar et al., 2008, 2011, Valente, 1996). 
However, Becker (1970) shows a negative relationship between sociometric opinion leaders 
and new product adoption. In addition, Watts and Dodds (2007) indicate in their simulation 
study that opinion leaders are less important than it is generally supposed in the adoption 
of innovations process. A non-significant relationship between sociometric opinion 
leadership and new product adoption was demonstrated by Van den Bulte and Lillien 
(2001).  
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These conflicting results raise doubts about the value of self-reported and 
sociometric measures. It is debatable whether the results of these studies identify the 
opinion leaders that speed up innovation adoption process or not and whether both 
opinion leadership constructs have the same relationship with new product adoption 
(nomological validity).  

Some research identifies potential reasons that opinion leaders adopt early. First, 
as Iyengar et  al. (2008) suggest, sociometric opinion leaders are the true sources of 
influence   because  they  are  people  whom  others  turn  to   for  their  expertise. 
Furthermore, opinion leaders are greatly exposed to innovations due to their 
connectedness to others. These motivate opinion leaders to adopt early. Second, self- 
reported opinion leadership shows the extent to which one perceives her own opinion 
leadership status. This may be an important signal of opinion leadership, even more 
important than the true status. For example, if a person considers herself/ himself an 
opinion leader, she/he will consider adopting a new product a necessity in order to continue 
her perceived status.  Finally, both self-reported and sociometric opinion leaders may 
adopt early because they do not want to be outpaced and fear status erosion (Iyengar 
et al., 2010). Considering these reasons, opinion leaders are supposed to adopt early. 
However, the contradictory results on the relationship between opinion leadership and 
adoption might stem from the use of self-reports because self-reported opinion leaders 
may have an exaggerated self-importance so that they may not care about adopting new 
products to remain in their status of opinion leadership (Berger and Heath, 2007; Van den 
Bulte and Joshi, 2007). 

In addition, it is very surprising that there is only a limited number of studies that 
integrate self-reported and sociometric opinion leadership (i.e., Iyengar et al., 2008, 
2011; and Molitor et al., 2011). Although these studies demonstrate a positive relationship 
between self-reported and sociometric opinion leaders and clarify the validity of these 
constructs, how they have not been investigated in a nomological network. Hence, this 
current thesis investigates the relationship between different measurements of opinion 
leadership and examines their role in new product adoption.  

22.1.1 Self-reported Opinion Leadership and New Product Adoption 
 

Many marketing researchers have attempted to assess the relationship between 
opinion leadership and adoption behavior (Gatignon and Robertson, 1985). The link 
between opinion leadership and new product adoption has been investigated in the 
literature; however there are contradictory results. Findings of earlier studies indicate that 
opinion leadership and adoption are positively related to each other (e.g., Baumgarten, 
1975; Iyengar et al., 2008, 2011; Kotler and Zaltman, 1976; Rogers, 1983; Summers, 
1971; Van den Bulte and Lillien, 2001). However, some studies debate about the influence 
of opinion leaders on new product adoption (Becker, 1970; Goldenberg et al., 2009; 
Leonard-Barton, 1985; Watts and Dodds, 2007; Van den Bulte and Lillien, 2001).  
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Valente and Pumpuang (2007) even argue that opinion leaders are not necessarily 
the earliest adopters although they are the first ones that accept an innovation before the 
majority. 

This study examines self-reported opinion leadership and the link to new product 
adoption. The substantial similarity between the empirically specified characteristics of 
opinion leaders and early adopters raise the question of the extent to which opinion 
leaders are adopters. 

Self-reported opinion leaders may be more or less sensitive to adoption than the 
others in their social groups. Many studies of social identity and status argue that 
individuals with a high sense of self-importance may not be concerned about whether the 
low- status individuals adopt or not (Berger and Heath, 2007; Van den Bulte and Joshi, 
2007).  Conversely, the status competition implies individuals may adopt early when they 
see the low status adopting and fear they are falling behind. According to Burt (1987),  high  
status  individuals  adopt  early  in  order  not  to  preserve  their  status advantage. 
Therefore, there is no conclusive answer to whether self-reported opinion leadership is 
positively related to new product adoption. Hence, this study intends to offer an adequate 
explication to this inconclusive question. 

22.1.2 Sociometric Opinion Leadership and New Product Adoption 
 

Until recently, sociologists and social network analysts mainly used the sociometric 
method to discover influential opinion leaders in social networks (e.g., Valente et al., 2003; 
Coleman et al., 1966). A social network, “the pattern of friendship, advice, communication 
or support which exists among the members of social system”, is needed to be identified 
for sociometric analysis (Valente, 1996: 70). Social network analysis provides a strong 
framework to understand social differentiation in a network that involves social relational 
patterns among actors (Burt, 1980).  Actors in the network interact with each other and 
build a structure (Wasserman and Faust, 1994). Furthermore, they are tied to each other 
with social ties consisting of evaluation of one individual by another, transfer of material 
resources, affiliation such as belonging to the  same  club  and  behavioral  interaction  
such  as  talking  together  and  sending messages (Wasserman and Faust, 1994). 

In this study, an ego-centered network approach is used. An ego-centered network 
can be defined as “the subset of overall network that exists among the partners in an 
individual’s network” (Monge and Contractor, 2003:39). Ego-centered networks record the 
relations among a focal individual named ego and its social circle (Wasserman and 
Galaskiewicz, 1994). Specific communication roles such as opinion leadership can be 
extrapolated through heterogeneity which is one of the individual determinants of ego-
centered networks. Sociometric opinion leaders utilize a greater number of outside 
sources to get information about new products than non-opinion leaders (e.g., Becker, 
1970; Coleman et al., 1966; Rogers, 1962).   In addition, heterogeneity is used to identify 
sociometric opinion leaders in the literature (Iyengar et al., 2011).  
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Since this study utilizes ego-centered networks rather than complete networks, 
common heterogeneity measures that needs complete network data cannot be used.  
Therefore, a new construct called out-group membership is established for the purpose of 
identifying heterogeneity. In other words, to evaluate to what extent an individual has 
different information sources; out-group membership is used in this study. 

Having access to different “out-groups” provides the individual better sources of 
information from people having different demographic attributes, intellectual backgrounds, 
occupational and international experiences.  Greater heterogeneity allows for transfer of 
different knowledge through access to diverse groups of individuals. Out-group contacts 
are essential because individuals who have high out- group membership play a key role in 
the information flow.  They have relationships that bridge the gap between groups that may 
otherwise have no contact. 

 An individual may be a sociometric opinion leader not only because people within 
his group seek for advice but also because of whom he/she knows outside the group. For 
example, Weimann (1982) proposes a model in which less-connected marginal provide 
information to sociometric opinion leaders and then opinion leaders influence others. 
These marginal individuals can be thought as “weak ties” because they are the people 
whom the opinion leader interacts less frequently compared to “strong ties” such as 
family and friends (Granovetter, 1973).  

Identification of the “most important” actors in a network is one of the primary uses 
of social network theory. Such actors are called “central” or “prestigious”. Central actors in a 
network are extensively involved in relationships with other actors. The direction of the 
relation is not important in centrality, in other words, what matters is the involvement 
of the actor with others through many ties. Whereas prestige is a more refined concept 
than centrality in which the directionality is important. A prestigious actor  is  an  individual  
who  is  the  object  of  the  relationship.  Therefore, prestige increases as the ties directed 
to that individual increases. Centrality and prestige are used in the literature to identify 
sociometric opinion leaders (Becker, 1970; Valente, 1996; Goldenberg et al., 2009).  

Social network analysis has gained popularity among marketing researchers due 
to new insights into social structures of potential consumers (e.g., Goldenberg et al., 
2009; Kratzer and Lettl, 2009; Nair et al., 2008; Van den Bulte and Lilien, 2001). The role of 
sociometric opinion leadership in new product adoption has been examined in numerous 
studies (e.g., Burt, 1987; Coleman et al., 1966; Goldenberg et al., 2009; Granovetter, 1983; 
Iyengar et al., 2008; Leonard-Barton, 1985; Valente, 1996; Van den Bulte and Lillien, 
2001). 
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Opinion leaders are exposed to specific media content and are informed of new 
things by outside sources and selectively pass the related information along to their peers 
(Katz, 1957). Sociometric method determines the opinion leaders from whom individuals 
get the information about the innovative product. Since they rarely ignore the information 
or user experience others have, they are said to be true experts. Furthermore, 
sociometric opinion leaders adopt early because they are constantly exposed to an 
innovation compared to non-central actors in the social network (Goldenberg et al., 2009). 
On the other hand, opinion leaders do  not  need to  be early adopters of relevant 
innovation  because  there  are  sources  other  than  personal  experiences  of  opinion 
leaders that motivate consumers to buy products (Leonard-Barton, 1985). In addition, it is 
not certain whether the information taken from opinion leaders leads to the adoption 
of an innovation. Besides, opinion leaders need not to be opinion leaders because factors 
such as the norms of the surroundings (Rogers and Svenning, 1969). Therefore, “not all 
opinion leaders need not be adopters and all adopters need to be opinion leaders” 
(Leonard- Barton, 1985: 915). 

Thus,  there  is  need  to  examine  the  relationship  between  sociometric  opinion 
leadership and new product adoption in order to demonstrate whether self-reported 
and sociometric opinion leaders may differ in terms of their new product adoption 
behavior. 

22.2 ANTECEDENTS TO OPINION LEADERSHIP 
 

Some research has been conducted to identify social characteristics of opinion 
leaders (e.g., Myers and Robertson, 1972; Summers, 1970).  Earlier studies either 
identified the typology of individual predispositions or profiled individuals according to 
their characteristics in the adoption process (Baumgarten, 1975; Midgley and Dowling, 
1993). A number of personal self-description factors (e.g., impulsiveness, intellectual 
interest) have been investigated in the literature (Baumgarten, 1975). In addition to these, 
individual predispositions (e.g., experimentation) and interpersonal communication 
characteristics (e.g.,   social   participation, gregariousness) are examined and found to be 
central to the diffusion process (Midgley and Dowling, 1993). 

In spite of these efforts, the concept of opinion leadership has still been related to a 
lingering theoretical and methodological debate. Hence this study analyzes the theoretical 
linkage from innovativeness and self-construal to opinion leadership. Firstly, 
innovativeness that is defined as “the desire to seek out the new and different” does 
appear to be an important antecedent to opinion leadership (Hirschman, 1980: 285). 
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Various studies indicate a positive relationship between innovativeness and self-
reported opinion leadership (e.g., Baumgarten, 1975; Becker, 1970; Darden and Reynolds, 
1974; Gatignon and Robertson, 1985; Goldenberg et al., 2009; Grewal et al., 2000; 
Hirschman and Adcock, 1978; Midgley and Dowling, 1993; Myers and Robertson, 1972; 
Robertson and Myers, 1969; Summers, 1971; Valente, 1996). However, the extent to which 
opinion leadership relates to innovativeness is subject to some confusion (King, 1963; 
Robertson and Rossiter, 1968).  Results generally support previous findings by showing a 
significant but rather moderate relationship between opinion leadership and innovative 
behavior; therefore, opinion leaders, while higher on innovativeness, may not be 
innovators (Myers and Robertson, 1972). Secondly, self-construal that refers to how 
individuals perceive themselves to be linked with other people (Markus and Kitayama, 
1991) is an uncovered antecedent to opinion leadership.  Although  some  studies  
investigated  opinion  leadership  while profiling  national-level  cultural self-construal’s 
(i.e.,  individualism/collectivism)  on opinion leadership (Dutta-Bergman and Wells, 2002; 
Wang, 2000), surprisingly, there are no studies on the relationship between self-construal 
(individual-level) and opinion leadership.  Hence, this current thesis reveals the personal 
antecedents to opinion leadership to better understand the opinion leadership and new 
product adoption phenomena in a comprehensive manner. 

22.2.1 Innovativeness and Opinion Leadership 
 

Innovativeness is the degree to which an individual is relatively earlier in 
adopting new ideas than the others in a system (Rogers, 2003). Adopter categories-
innovators, early adopters, early majority, late majority and laggards- classify members of a 
social system based on their level of innovativeness (Rogers, 2003). In these categories, 
marketing studies have largely focused on developing a greater understanding of the 
characteristics of innovators, the first adopters of a product, and opinion leaders, who are 
characterized  as early adopters, to  clarify the process of how new  ideas and products 
diffuse in a social system. In addition, innovativeness shows the degree of openness to 
experience which is one of the Five Factor Personality Traits. Openness to experience 
represents an individual’s receptivity to new ideas and experiences (Korukonda, 2007). 

Opinion leadership has been shown to be essential in identifying innovators (Chan et 
al., 1990). In addition, members of these two adopter categories have a great deal in 
common. For example, both groups are highly exposed to media and their social 
environment and both have expertise about their particular product/topic of interest 
(Rogers, 2003).  
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A concept that combines these two constructs, the innovative communicator, coined 
by Baumgarten (1975), shows an above average score in both innovativeness and opinion 
leadership. In innovative communicator studies, the relationship between innovativeness 
and opinion leadership is analyzed and found to be positive (e.g., Baumgarten, 1975). In 
addition, Kotler and Zaltman (1976) argue that  innovative  communicators  play  a  more  
critical  role  in  the  diffusion  of innovations, because focusing only on opinion leaders 
may not be enough to capture all of the adopter categories. They indicate that diffusion of 
innovations theory lacks the capability to identify the relationship between adopter 
categories. 

Empirical evidence of overlap between innovators and self-reported opinion leaders 
has  been  demonstrated  in  the  literature  (Midgley  and  Dowling,  1993;  Summers, 
1970). Numerous studies point out a positive relationship between innovativeness and self-
reported opinion leadership (i.e., Darden and Reynolds, 1974; Gatignon and Robertson, 
1985; Grewal et al., 2000; Hirschman and Adcock, 1978; Midgley and Dowling, 1993; Myers 
and Robertson, 1972; Robertson and Myers, 1969; Summers, 1971). In addition, some 
studies indicate positive relationship between innovativeness and sociometric opinion 
leadership (e.g., Becker, 1970; Valente, 1996; Goldenberg et al., 2009). In some studies, 
innovativeness and opinion leadership terms are used interchangeably (e.g.,  Baumgarten,  
1975).   However, some studies find moderate effect between these constructs (King, 
1963; Robertson and Rossiter, 1968). 

There are disappointing results on the relationship between opinion leadership and 
innovativeness. King (1963) claimed that there is not a statistically significant difference 
between those who adopt early and late. Furthermore, Myers and Robertson (1972) and 
Robertson and Myers (1969) found moderate/small overlap between self- reported opinion 
leadership and innovativeness. 

Researchers claim that opinion leaders may not always be innovators (Becker, 1970; 
King, 1963; Myers and Robertson, 1972; Valente, 1996). One reason is that opinion leaders 
are conservative and they need to adhere to group norms (Homans, 1950). Therefore, 
sociometric opinion leaders are more receptive to innovations and adopt early when group 
norms support that specific innovation (Becker, 1970; Valente, 1996). Another reason is 
that sociometric opinion leaders might have their status not because  they  are  innovative  
but  rather  because  they  are  exposed  earlier  to  an innovation (i.e. due to high 
connectivity) (Goldenberg et al., 2009). Earlier studies lack the ability to utilize 
sociometric opinion leadership (Hirschman and Adcock, 1978; Midgley and Dowling, 1993). 
The conflicting results between aforenamed constructs might be a result of this. This 
study presents and integrates both opinion leadership constructs and provides an 
extended framework to resolve the confusion about the relationship between 
innovativeness and opinion leadership. 
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22.2.2 Innovativeness and New Product Adoption 
 

Earlier studies demonstrated innovativeness as a generalized trait with a high 
abstraction level. Innovativeness can be defined as the willingness to change or an inherent  
desire  for  novelty  and  creativity  (Hirschman,  1980;  Hurt  et  al.,  1977; Manning et al., 
1995; Im et al., 2003). In other words, innovativeness is the desire to try new ideas and 
experiences. In this regard, it highly corresponds to openness to experience which is one of 
the Five Factor Personality Traits (Shavinina, 2003; Wells and Foxall, 2012). Innovativeness 
has received considerable attention from consumer researchers (e.g., Hirschman, 1980; Im 
et al., 2003; Midgley and Dowling, 1978; Rogers, 1983). It is demonstrated in different 
conceptualization levels of generality/specificity or abstract/breadth (e.g., innate 
innovativeness, domain specific innovativeness, actualized innovativeness, dispositional 
innovativeness) (Clark and Watson, 1995; Goldsmith et al., 2003). 

Firstly, innate consumer innovativeness is defined as a “generalized unobservable 
predisposition toward innovations applicable across product classes” (Im et al., 2003: 62) 
Goldsmith and Hofacker (1991) and Goldsmith et al. (1995) named this global 
innovativeness. Marketing researchers focused on this generalized trait to segment 
individuals according to their personality and cognitive style, such as processing 
information or approach to problem solving (Foxall, 1988; Kirton, 1976; Midgley and 
Dowling, 1978). 

Secondly, domain specific innovativeness tries to explain consumer behavior in one’s 
specific interest domain (Midgley and Dowling, 1978). It aims to figure out the extent to 
which one has a tendency to purchase new products or related information about a specific 
category (Goldsmith and Hofacker, 1991). 

Thirdly, another stream of research is actualized innovativeness which is the actual 
acquisition of new information, ideas, and products (Hirschman, 1980; Midgley and 
Dowling, 1978).   In this stream, new product adoption is defined as the degree to which 
an individual adopts innovations earlier compared to other members in his or her social 
system (Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971).  Here, there is a great overlap between new 
product adoption and actualized innovativeness. Numerous indirect measures are used to 
identify this behavior, including the number of products owned (e.g., Foxall, 1988; Rogers, 
1955), ownership of a particular product (e.g., Dickerson and Gentry, 1983) and relative 
time of adoption for a particular product (e.g., Midgley and Dowling, 1993; Rogers and 
Shoemaker, 1971). 

Lastly, Midgley and Dowling (1978) and Hirschman (1980) argue that the distinction 
between the underlying predisposition of consumer innovativeness and the time of 
adoption for an innovation must be made because time of adoption is not an individual 
characteristic  and  varies  from innovation to  innovation  (Steenkamp  et  al.,  1999).  
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Therefore, differentiation between innovativeness and adoption behavior was 
widely accepted in marketing studies (e.g., Manning et al., 1995; Steenkamp et al., 
1999; Venkatraman and Price, 1990). The most recent approach which makes the 
distinction between adoption and innovativeness is dispositional innovativeness, which is 
defined as “the predisposition to buy new and different products and brands rather than 
remain with previous choices and consumption patterns” (Steenkamp et al., 1999: 56). A 
good understanding of the process of adoption of innovations requires a detailed 
investigation of innovativeness because it is an essential trait in diffusion and adoption 
processes (Gatignon and Robertson, 1991). The success of new consumer products lies 
behind the construct of innovativeness, which introduces the product (innovation) to the 
social system (Rogers, 1995). Therefore, those early adopters are considered to be more 
innovative than those who adopted later (Leonard-Barton, 1985). Although consumer 
innovativeness has been argued to differentiate early adopters from general consumers 
(Manning et al., 1995; Steenkamp et al., 1999), many studies raised concerns that 
innovativeness may not discriminate early adopters from late adopters (e.g., Robertson et 
al., 1984; Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1992). Some studies claim that individuals high in 
innovativeness may not adopt early (Foxall, 1988; Goldenberg et al., 2009; Steenkamp and 
Baumgartner, 1992; Steenkamp et al., 1999; Roehrich, 2004). 

This study reexamines the basic concepts of adoption process to overcome 
confusing conceptualizations and provides an advanced framework of innovativeness, new 
product adoption and opinion leadership in order to reach a better understanding about 
the adoption of innovations, to untangle confusion on the relationship among these 
constructs. 

22.2.3 Self-construal and Opinion Leadership 
 

The crucial role of opinion leadership in the adoption of innovations process makes 
it obligatory to understand its antecedents. Opinion leaders’ influence on others is direct 
and develops from their informal status such as being highly informed, respected, or simply 
connected (Watts and Dodds, 2007). Because opinion leadership is influenced by the 
connectedness among network members, self-construal is viewed as a relevant personality 
factor that may have an effect on opinion leadership. Self-construal is a constellation of 
thoughts, feelings, and actions concerning one’s relationship to the self, such as being 
distinct from others or connected to others (Singelis, 1994). In other words, self-
construal is about how individuals perceive themselves to be linked with   others.   
Therefore,   self-construal   may   affect   opinion   leadership   through influencing to what 
extent opinion leaders are connected to others. 
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In the literature, certain personal antecedents of opinion leadership have been 
investigated. These previous research findings indicate that opinion leaders have been 
shown to be more gregarious, cosmopolite, socially active (Baumgarten, 1975); and well 
integrated into peer social groups (Baumgarten, 1971; Summers, 1970). Earlier studies 
demonstrated idiocentrism (person-level individualism) (Dutta-Bergman and Wells, 2002), 
cultural-level self-construal and connectedness (Wang, 2000) as drivers of opinion 
leadership. In addition, opinion leaders are different from others in terms of information 
sources, cosmopolitanism, social participation, and social status (Rogers and Cartano, 1962). 
Furthermore, opinion leaders tend to be more effective in their social relationships and their 
communications with others.  

For Markus and Kitayama (1991), an individual with an independent self-
construal acts according to their own thoughts rather than others’ thoughts, feelings and 
actions. In addition, self-achievement and being unique is important for them. 
Independent self-construals tend to behave independently from the group decisions. 
Markus and Kitayama (1991) argue that self-construal of an individual influences 
cognitions, emotions and motivations. Accordingly, independent self-construals are less 
sensitive to other group members’ ideas and decisions compared to those who are 
interdependent. Moreover, independents are not interested in seeing themselves as a part 
of the group. For independents, self-actualization and their personal independence are very 
important. They are likely to emphasize their internal abilities, thoughts and feelings, 
uniqueness and self-expression. Furthermore, they pay importance to promoting their 
goals and they are direct in communication. They evaluate others and events through their 
individual achievements and properties. On the other hand, individuals with an 
interdependent sense of self are focused predominantly on their relationships with in-
group members.     An  interdependent  self-construal  values external,  public  features  
such as  statuses,  roles,  and  relationships;  belonging  and fitting in; occupying one's 
proper place and engaging in appropriate action.  

These two concepts of the self are not mutually exclusive; any one person can have 
both independent and interdependent self-construals that are different in strength of 
emphasis. 

This thesis explicates how and why self-construal is related to opinion leadership. 
Individuals with independent self-construal have a strong emphasis on being unique. In 
addition, high levels of competition and achievement are highly valued by independent 
self-construals.  More importantly, expression of self is essential for independents. 
Opinion leaders are likely to be independents since opinion leaders’ degree of exposure and 
connectivity are affected by uniqueness, self-expression and competition because they 
provide higher status.  
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Consequently, although some studies examined opinion leadership while trying to 
find out lifestyle characteristics and values of cultural self-construals (i.e., 
individualism/collectivism), (Dutta-Bergman and Wells, 2002; Wang, 2000), there are no 
studies on the relationship between self-construal (individual-level) and opinion leadership.  
Therefore, this study identifies the personal and sociological antecedents to opinion 
leadership to discover opinion leadership phenomena in a more complete frame. 
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33 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

3.1 ANTECEDENTS TO SELF-REPORTED AND SOCIOMETRIC OPINION LEADERSHIP 
 

A number of studies have investigated personality variables as antecedents of 
opinion leaders in the literature (e.g., Baumgarten, 1975; Midgley and Dowling, 1993; Myers 
and Robertson, 1972; Summers, 1970). Social characteristics (e.g., sociability, social 
participation, gregariousness, dating frequency) and psychological self-description factors 
(e.g., experimentation, impulsiveness, and intellectual interest) have been investigated in 
the literature (Baumgarten, 1975; Midgley and Dowling, 1993). In order to identify the 
underlying motives of opinion leadership, this study proposes personal (i.e., innovativeness, 
self-construal) antecedents to opinion leadership. These constructs are chosen for the 
purpose of explicating the basic components of opinion leadership, expertise and 
connectivity. Innovativeness has been investigated to be an antecedent to opinion 
leadership (e.g., Gatignon and Robertson 1985; Midgley and Dowling 1993). Innovators’ 
desire to seek out what is new leads to a considerable accumulation   of k n o w l e d g e    
and   expertise   about   a   particular   subject/product. Therefore, innovativeness is claimed 
to affect opinion leadership. Self-construal is about how people perceive themselves to be 
linked with others. This is proposed to explain the “connectedness” component of opinion 
leadership. The degree of connectedness is highly related to whether one is an independent 
self-construal or not. This is the first study to analyze these constructs in a conceptual 
framework, and therefore, it is essential for increasing the understanding of the opinion 
leadership phenomenon. 

3.1.1 Innovativeness and Opinion Leadership 
 

In adoption of innovations research, it is important to identify the relationship 
between innovativeness and opinion leadership. Some studies have used these terms 
interchangeably (e.g., Baumgarten 1975) because they are thought to be similar constructs. 

Opinion leaders are among the early adopters of an innovation. They are said to 
be less dogmatic, more innovative and more venturesome (Weimann, 1994). Innovators 
continuously search new ideas and practices and through this search they have a great deal 
of knowledge and expertise about their product of interest. Both innovators and opinion 
leaders are knowledgeable, enthusiastic and influential (Goldsmith et al., 2003). This 
study makes an attempt to further explain the relationship between innovativeness and 
self-reported opinion leadership and offers a positive relationship between the two 
constructs. 
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A number of studies indicate a positive relationship between innovativeness and 
self-reported  opinion  leadership  (e.g.,   Darden  and  Reynolds  1974;  Gatignon  and 
Robertson 1985; Grewal et  al. 2000; Hirschman and  Adcock 1978; Midgley and 
Dowling 1993; Myers and Robertson 1972; Robertson and Myers 1969; Summers 1971). 
Some studies found  moderate effect  between these constructs (King 1963; Myers  and  
Robertson  1972;  Robertson  and  Myers  1969;  Robertson  and  Rossiter 1968). For 
example, Robertson and Myers (1969) indicate that innovativeness and self-reported  
opinion  leadership  may  overlap  but  the  degree  of  overlap  is  small because  
correlation  between  these  constructs  are  around  .60.  Although these constructs 
correlate each other in certain product categories (i.e., appliance and clothing), they do not 
correlate in other categories (i.e., food). 

Consistent with the literature, innovativeness is expected to enhance opinion 
leadership because opinion leadership necessitates being open to new ideas and practices 
(Midgley and Dowling, 1978; Robertson et al., 1984; Rogers, 1983). 

Hypothesis 1: Innovativeness is positively related to self-reported opinion leadership. 

Most of the earlier studies lack the capability to utilize sociometric opinion 
leadership. Hirschman and Adcock (1978) and Midgley and Dowling (1993) advocated the 
use of network analysis to demonstrate the relationship between innovativeness and 
opinion relationship more accurately. 

There are a limited number of studies utilizing sociometric opinion leadership. 
Earlier studies  claim  that  prestige  may  not  be  related  to  innovativeness  because  of  
the structure and norms of the network and nature of the opinion leadership (i.e., fashion, 
medical) (Valente, 1996). Moreover, Goldenberg et al. (2009) indicate that having many 
connections does not necessarily make an individual an innovator. They further argue that 
the prestige of opinion leaders does not stem from their innovativeness but their 
connections. Even though they are not innovative, they are constantly exposed to an 
innovation; therefore, they have the necessary knowledge to be an opinion leader through 
innovative individuals they are connected to.  

In Valente (1996) sociometric opinion leadership is measured by the number of 
network nominations received. This can be associated to prestige that the individual has 
in the network. For example, prestige in a medical community that has a highly hierarchical 
structure is less affected by innovativeness compared to rural women community because 
certain important standards such as excellence of the medical school a t t e n d e d  a r e    
more   important t h a n    being   innovative.   In r u r a l  w o m e n  community, opinion 
leadership on modern family planning is associated with innovativeness because it depends 
on the degree of wealth and modernity. Thus, it is hypothesized that innovativeness affects 
prestige positively. 

Hypothesis 2.A: Innovativeness is positively related to prestige. 
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Sociometric opinion leaders utilize a greater number of outside sources to get 
information about new products and ideas (e.g., Becker, 1970; Coleman et al., 1966; 
Rogers, 1962). This shows the level of out-group membership an individual has. To what 
extent an individual benefits heterogeneous information sources is associated with 
sociometric opinion leadership (Iyengar et al., 2011). Out-group membership refers to 
having access to multiple out-group sources of information through communicating with 
individuals with different backgrounds, occupations and demographic attributes.   In 
addition, out-group membership is associated with the transfer of different knowledge 
through access to diverse groups of individuals. Innovative individuals  are reactive to 
new and different.  They are eager to get different and new information from diverse 
sources of information. Hence it is hypothesized that innovativeness affects out-group 
membership positively. 

Hypothesis 2.B:  Innovativeness is positively related to out-group membership. 

33.1.2 Self-construal and Opinion Leadership 
 

Both self-reported and sociometric opinion leaders are known to be highly informed, 
respected, or simply connected (Watts and Dodds, 2007). This study untangles an 
underlying motive of opinion leadership by examining the concept of self-construal. Self-
construal is a constellation of thoughts, feelings, and actions concerning one’s relationship 
to the self, such as being distinct from others or connected to others (Singelis 1994). 

Independent self-construals are identified to be unitary, unique, and steady selves 
that are distinguished from social aggregations. Individuals with stronger independent self- 
construals than interdependent self-construals are more concerned with the needs, 
goals and expression of themselves rather than those of others. They are especially aware 
of their self-images such as who they are and want to be, what they should do. Therefore, 
independents, with their strong emphasis on independence, achievement, high levels of 
competition, and uniqueness, are more likely to be self-reported opinion leaders (Sun et al., 
2004). In the literature, there is no prior study on individual level self-construal and opinion 
leadership.   In light of this, this study proposes that independent self-construal affects 
opinion leadership positively. 

Hypothesis 3: Independent self-construal is positively related to self-reported opinion 
leadership 

As Sun et al. (2004) suggest, country level individualism is positively related to 
opinion l e a d e r s h i p .   There a r e    no   previous   studies   that   directly m e a s u r e  
t h e  relationship between independent self-construal and prestige. Independent self- 
construals with a high degree of uniqueness and desire for achievement are more 
likely to be high in prestige. Individuals with an independent self-construal act according to 
their own beliefs and actions, and they are very focused on promoting their goals.   



Page 25 of 54 

 

Alternatively, those who are stronger interdependent self-construals than 
independent self-construals value being connected to others, while the individuals with 
an interdependent sense of self are focused predominantly on their relationships with in-
group members. Interdependent self-construals value external, public features such as 
statuses, roles, and relationships; belonging and fitting in; occupying one's proper place and 
engaging in appropriate action. It is hypothesized that there is a positive relationship 
between independent self-construal and prestige. 

Hypothesis 4.A: Independent self-construal is positively related to prestige. 

In  the  literature,  cultural-level  independent  self-construal  is  claimed  to  
positively affect opinion leadership (Sun et al., 2004). Individuals who are independent are 
not predominantly focused on their relationships with in-group members because they like 
to make decisions independent of others’ opinions. Independent individuals are unique and 
autonomous and they tend to improve their self-identities. They would like to be the 
object of the relationship and attract attention.  In addition, previous research indicates 
that people in individualist societies tend to be involved in several out- groups (Tolba 
and Mourad, 2011). Therefore, it is hypothesized that individuals who are independent self-
construals are likely to have a higher out-group membership. 

Hypothesis 4.B: Independent self-construal is positively related to out-group membership. 

33.2 INNOVATIVENESS AND NEW PRODUCT ADOPTION 
 

Innovativeness is the rule-breaker of consumer behavior theory. Hirschman (1980) 
notes that if there were no innovators, consumer behavior would have been a series of 
routinized buyers of a static set of products. Innovativeness was operationalized in many 
ways in the literature (e.g., time of adoption, purchase of a new product, number of 
products adopted). Regardless of the abstraction level of the conceptualization of 
innovativeness, innovators are highly interested in the new (products). 

There is a great overlap between new product adoption and innovativeness, 
especially in actualized innovativeness, which is the actual acquisition of new information, 
ideas, and products (Hirschman, 1980; Midgley and Dowling, 1978).  The measures used for 
innovativeness are very similar to adoption measures:  the number of products owned 
(e.g., Foxall, 1988; Rogers, 1955), ownership of a particular product (e.g., Dickerson and 
Gentry) and relative time of adoption for a particular product (e.g., Midgley and Dowling, 
1993; Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971). 
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As indicated in earlier literature, early adopters tend to be more innovative than 
late adopters (e.g., Leonard-Barton, 1985; Manning et al., 1995; Steenkamp et al., 1999). 
Conversely, there are studies that mentioned their views that innovativeness may not 
discriminate early adopters from late adopters (e.g., Robertson et al., 1984; Steenkamp and 
Baumgartner, 1992) or individuals high in innovativeness may not adopt early (Foxall,   
1988; G o l d e n b e r g  e t    al.,   2009; S t e e n k a m p    and   Baumgartner,   1992; 
Steenkamp et al., 1999; Roehrich, 2004). In order to investigate adoption of innovations 
comprehensively, detailed examination of innovativeness is necessary (Gatignon and 
Robertson, 1991). The desire to seek out “the new” leads to actual purchase of the product; 
accordingly, innovativeness is an essential trait in the adoption processes. In light of this, it 
is proposed that innovativeness is positively related to new product adoption. 

Hypothesis 5: Innovativeness is positively related to new product adoption. 

33.3 OPINION LEADERSHIP AND NEW PRODUCT ADOPTION 
 

Empirical support for the clear distinction between sociometric and self-reported 
leadership would be of theoretical importance, as it would imply that they are not different 
measures of the same construct, as advanced by Rogers and Cartano (1962) and Jacoby 
(1974), but distinct theoretical constructs. 

There are contradictory results in the literature about the relationship between 
opinion leadership and new product adoption. Some studies claim that opinion leaders have 
significant influence on the rate of adoption (i.e., Valente, 1996). On the contrary, others 
studies indicate that all opinion leaders may not be early adopters (Leonard- Barton, 1985). 
To resolve this confusion, in this study both self-reported and sociometric  measures  are  
used  and  their  effects  on  new  product  adoption  are examined. 

Some earlier research on opinion leadership indicate that individuals with a high 
sense of self-importance do not care about whether or not low status individuals adopt new 
products (Berger and Heath, 2007; Van den Bulte and Joshi, 2007). Therefore, they may not 
adopt new products. 

However, due to status competition, individuals who perceive themselves as having 
above average status might adopt early in order not to be outpaced, which could lead their 
status advantage to decay (Burt, 1987). These individuals may be more sensitive to new 
product adoption. In this study, it is hypothesized that self-reported opinion leadership is 
related to new product adoption. 

Hypothesis 6: Self-reported opinion leadership is positively related to new product 
adoption. 
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Previous literature shows that opinion leadership and adoption are posit ively related 
to each other (e.g., Baumgarten, 1975; Iyengar et al., 2008, 2011; Kotler and Zaltman, 
1976; Rogers, 1983; Summers, 1971; Van den Bulte and Lillien, 2001).  

However, some studies that indicate that opinion leaders may not adopt new 
products (Becker, 1970; Goldenberg et al., 2009; Leonard-Barton, 1985; Watts and Dodds, 
2007; Van den Bulte and Lillien, 2001). 

Earlier literature suggests that individuals who are high in prestige may adopt early 
because of their great exposure to an innovation, not because they are innovative 
(Goldenberg et al., 2009). The prestigious individual has a number of connections that 
adopt the new product early. Due to this constant exposure, prestigious individuals may 
adopt new products. 

Another reason is that prestigious individuals are said to be true experts. Therefore, 
they pay attention to others’ user experiences or other information they have regarding the 
product (e.g., Strang and Tuma, 1993; Weimann, 1994). In order not to lose their status 
advantage, they adopt new products (Burt, 1987). Hence, this study proposes that the 
greater the prestige, the greater the new product adoption. 

Hypothesis 7.A: Prestige is positively related to new product adoption. 

Sociometric opinion leaders benefit a greater number of outside sources to get 
information about new products (e.g., Becker, 1970; Coleman et al., 1966; Rogers, 
1962). This is associated with the out-group membership an individual has. In other words, 
the extent to which an individual has heterogeneous information sources is related to the 
level of sociometric opinion leadership (Iyengar et al., 2011). Since high out-group 
membership refers to having access to different out-group sources of information through 
communicating with individuals with different backgrounds, occupations and demographic 
attributes.   Greater out-group membership allows for transfer of different knowledge 
through access to diverse groups of individuals. Burt (1999) indicates the importance of out-
group contacts. Individuals who have high out-group membership play a key role in the flow 
of information since they have relationships that allow them to form bridges between 
groups that would otherwise have no contact. Thus, it is hypothesized that individuals who 
are higher in out-group membership are higher in new product adoption. 

Hypothesis 7.B: Out-group membership is positively related to new product adoption.
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44 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  
 

A Research Methodology is a philosophy or the general principle which will guide a 
research (Dawson, 2002). According to Creswell (2002), there are three types of approaches 
used to tackle a research problem. These are qualitative, quantitative and mixed. Two of the 
most popular research concepts used are qualitative and quantitative studies. The method 
selection depends upon the nature of the task and the preference of the researcher to use 
either one of these methods or a hybrid of both can be put together in order to achieve the 
desired goal. (Flick, 2006.) In fact & in practice, both the methods are used by the researcher 
in order to arrive at a significant result (Johannessen & Tufte, 2002). 

Qualitative Method  

The qualitative method can be described as “Qualitative research involves an 
interpretative, naturalistic approach to the world. This means that qualitative researchers 
study things in their natural settings, attempting to make sense of or to interpret 
phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them” (Flick, 2006). “Qualitative 
research is about producing and analyzing texts, such as transcripts of interviews or field 
notes” (Flick, 2006).  

Qualitative approach is taken from, existing documents and observations (Miles & 
Huberman, 1994 cited in Flick, 2006) but this type of research deals with different ideas but 
the most important objective is to search meaning and interpretations (Widerberg, 2002). 
Qualitative approach is used when the problem topic is exploratory. It is also used when the 
study is to explore a problem that is new with few previous works and unknown, variables 
or theory base. 

Quantitative Method  

On the contrary to the qualitative method, the method which aims to investigate the 
complete solution of an underlying phenomenon with the help of numbers, graphs, tables & 
other statistical tools is called quantitative approach. (Hartman, 2004) This approach is 
mainly applied on a large group of people/population thus it is referred as more objective in 
nature while on the other hand qualitative research is done on the small population 
(Sample) and thus is said to be more subjective in nature (Denscombe, 2000). A significant 
attribute of quantitative approach is that it is measureable, observable and also it can be 
manipulated. (Hartman, 2004)  

Quantitative approach is used when the problem topic has known variables and the 
problem is best addressed by understanding the variables that influence the outcome. In 
this approach statistical and mathematical techniques are usually used. 
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Table 1 below shows the difference between qualitative and quantitative methods. 

Qualitative Method  Quantitative method  

Importance is given to understanding i.e. theory is 
developed  

Importance is given to testing and 
verification i.e. 
Theory testing is done.  

Typical researches questions involve are what, why? Typical research questions involve how 
many?  

Dependent on the context  Context free.  
Uses a rational and integration based approach  Uses a logical and critical approach  
Observations and measurements are made using 
natural settings.  

Usually a controlled environment is 
followed  

Researcher is part of the process  Researcher is separate  

Orientation is exploring  Mainly focus is on hypothesis based 
testing  

Process oriented approach is used  Result oriented approach is used  
Table1: The Difference Between Qualitative and Quantitative Methods 

There are various ways or approaches of doing research (Yin, 2003; Creswell 2007; 
Dawson, 2002). According to (Ghauri and Grönhaug, 2005), “research design provides a plan 
or a framework for data collection and its analysis, which contains the research method and 
the priorities of the researcher”. According to Yin, the major ways applied on doing research 
are case study, experiments, surveys, histories and the analysis of archived data (Yin, 2003).  

As Quantitative research employs numerical and standardized data in the collection of 
results and analysis is conducted through the use of statistics and diagrams (Ghauri & 
Grønhaug, 2005). We decided to employ the quantitative approach with the use of survey 
which is one of the common forms of research method for collection of primary data. The 
collected data from the questionnaire survey is helpful in determining the relationship 
among the variables. A questionnaire is a means of gathering data about the phenomena 
from the sample of participants. 
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44.1 QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT 
 

Hays (2008) insist that designing the questionnaire is of great importance in a survey. 
According to him, the survey questions should be concise and unambiguous. Taking all this 
into consideration, the survey questions have been designed in a simple and easy language. 
We chose to keep the language very simple as the survey is being performed virtually and 
there are chances for misinterpretation as there is no face to face interaction.  

The main objective of our research is to understand the relationship between opinion 
leadership and new product adoption. A questionnaire was used to measure the purpose of 
this study, the relationship between opinion leadership and new product adoption. In order 
to measure this we define key constructs and the survey contains five main sections to 
measure these key constructs (a) Self-reported Opinion Leadership (b) Sociometric Opinion 
Leadership (c) Innovativeness (d) Self-construal and (e) New Product Adoption.  

In order to find relevant measures for our key constructs, a careful review of the 
extant literature was completed. In most cases, established measures that are extensively 
validated in the literature were found and they were directly applied to the current study. In 
a few cases, there were no measures that are consistent with the goals of this research. 
Therefore, scales for the study consisted of newly generated scales (i.e. sociometric opinion 
leadership) and original items of established scales (i.e. self-reported opinion leadership, 
innovativeness, self-construal and new product adoption). 

After defining the constructs, item pools were generated and decisions on the format 
of measurement were made. The original items in self-reported opinion leadership, 
innovativeness, self-construal and new product adoption scales were translated into Turkish 
and back-translated by a second person to ensure translation equivalence. 

Before administering the questionnaire, the survey draft was pretested among 13 
business students from three large universities in Ankara (i.e. Baskent, Ankara and Bilkent 
University). In addition, interviews were conducted with three professors and six masters/ 
PhD students in Marketing. Based on their comments, some items were either refined or 
dropped. Time intervals in sociometric opinion leadership questions were adjusted. For 
example, the question “How many times a day do your friends make posts on your wall?” 
was changed into “How many times a week do your friends make posts on your wall?” In 
addition, wording of some statements were modified in order to reach an understandable 
format. 

The questionnaire for this survey was carefully designed to be easy to complete. Most 
of the questions are restricted to five-point Likert scales ranging from 1 ‘strongly disagree’, 2 
‘disagree’, 3 ‘neutral’, 4 ‘agree’ and 5 ‘strongly agree’. Questions were designed so as to gain 
as much information as possible from respondents.  



Page 31 of 54 

 

44.2 DETERMINATION OF SAMPLE SIZE AND TARGET 
 

Data for this research is collected from Management undergraduate students at a 
large university in Ankara, Turkey (i.e. Bilkent University). Several studies in the field of 
marketing have used student samples for theory testing (Boulding et al, 1992, 1993). 
Undergraduate student samples provide valuable information  in  order  to  uncover  the  
relationships  between  innovativeness,  self-reported  and  sociometric  opinion  leadership  
and  new  product  adoption  since  the college campus is considered to be a barometer of 
changing values in the society (Baumgarten, 1975). 

Gender, income, age and grade level were assessed because previous research has 
shown that these variables are often related to opinion leadership and innovativeness 
(Baumgarten, 1975; Midgley and Dowling, 1979; Linda and Feick, 1987; Klein et al., 2004; 
Katona et al., 2011). Among these respondents, 49.3% of the respondents were female; 49 
% had an income between 500-1000 TL; 1.3 % were freshmen, 45 % were  sophomores, 31.3 
% were juniors and 22.3 % were seniors; and their mean age was 21 (range: 19-25).  Table 
that shown below provides a detailed summary of demographic characteristics of the 
sample. 

 Variable Frequency Percentage (%) 

Age 19 13 4.3 
  

20 
 

51 
 

17 
  

21 
 

101 
 

33.7 
  

22 
 

80 
 

26.7 
  

23 
 

39 
 

13 
  

24 
 

9 
 

3 
  

25 
 

7 
 

2.3 
           Gender  Female     148     49.3 

  

Male 
 

152 
 

50.7 
                Class   Freshman      4      1.3 

  

Sophomore 
 

135 
 

45 
  

Junior 
 

94 
 

31.3 
  

Senior 
 

67 
 

22.3 
            Income   Less than 500 TL     26     8.7 

  

500 TL-1000 TL 
 

147 
 

49 
  

1000 TL-2000 TL 
 

95 
 

31.7 
  

More than 2000 TL 
 

32 
 

10.7 
Table 2: Descriptive Profiles of Demographic Characteristics 
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44.3 METHOD OF DATA COLLECTION 
 

There were some questions related to respondents’ Facebook usage. Therefore, they 
filled in the online survey while their Facebook accounts are open to get accurate answers 
for those questions. Prior to the sending out of requests to respondents, we first conducted 
a pilot test on five respondents who also fall under the target population under our study.  

Taking into consideration the constraints such as time, budget and resources, we 
made use of nonprobability sampling – convenience sampling and referral sampling in our 
data collection. The survey was online, we also requested for respondents to provide us 
with names of additional respondents who would qualify, a technique also known as 
snowball sampling. The surveys were self-administered, meaning that the respondent filled 
up the survey on his or her own. Advantages include lowered cost of administration, giving 
control to respondents and minimized apprehension on the part of respondents. However, 
disadvantages include incompletion of survey, erroneous responses, and untimely manner 
of response or refusal to return survey (Burns & Bush, 2000).  

4.4 RESPONSE RATE 
 

We distributed a total of 360 questionnaires and got back a total 300 usable 
responses, thus achieving a response rate of 83.3%. Participants were eliminated due to 
missing data. Thus, the total number of participants included in the final sample was 300.  

We defined a completed survey as one in which at least 80% of the survey is 
completed “without error”. In the Likert scale questions, we encountered cases in which 
respondents checked more than one box in the same question or respondents not checking 
any box within a question.  

All erroneous responses were not taken into account in our data analysis. For returned 
surveys that contained over 20% of questions with erroneous responses, they were 
discarded and not used at all.  
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44.5 RELIABILITY & VALIDITY  
 

According to Carmines (Carmines, 1979), “validity is the extent to a particular 
empirical indicator represents theoretical concepts” in other words it is the measure of 
accuracy of procedure taken to compare collected data with theories. “Reliability is the 
extent to which an experiment, test or any measuring procedure yields the same result on 
repeated trials”.Validity and reliability consists of credibility, transferability, dependability, 
and conformity (Bryman & Bell, 2003).  

In order to retrieve a good answer, the question should be reliable and valid enough 
to describe the scenario the author of the question is describing. A good question is one that 
respondents understand in consistent way as the author. “We paid attention that no 
double-barreled or ambiguous questions were used” (Janine, 2006). All the questions were 
neutrally phrased (Fink, 1995)  

For this work to be reliable, exploratory factor analysis using SPSS 17.0 was completed 
to refine scales. Items showing high factor loadings and those not loading on multiple 
factors were retained (Churchill, 1979).  

All items had a loading greater than .4 on the first factor with the theoretically correct 
sign.   For reliability analysis, Cronbach’s alpha values were calculated for each of the scales 
and an alpha of .70 was taken to be the minimum standard for demonstrating internal 
consistency (Nunnally, 1978).   Factor loadings and Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the 
measures are reported in Table 2. Low value of alpha values eliminated, this values could be 
due to a low number of questions, and poor inter-relatedness between items or 
heterogeneous constructs. If a low alpha is due to poor correlation between items then 
some should be revised or discarded. 

Scales Used Alpha 

Self-reported Opinion Leadership (items 2, 3, 4, 6, 7) .82 
 

Innovativeness (items 1, 2, 5, 8) 
 

.74 
 

Self-construal independent (items 1, 8, 11, 14, 20, 22) 
 

.72 
 

Self-construal interdependent (items 4, 5, 21, 23) 
 

.75 

Table 3: Reliabilities 

We further validate this work by providing evidence of reporting the questions, 
responses and inferences made as well as what supports these inferences. For validity, 
expert opinion about the initial pool was attained to verify whether the items were 
appropriate in measuring the intended research questions and their understandability. 
Based on their reviews, some items were either removed or modified. 
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55 RESULTS 
 

The hypotheses were tested by using four different regression models in which effects 
were entered simultaneously as predictors of the dependent variables (self-reported 
opinion leadership, prestige, out-group membership and new product adoption). For all 
analysis, SPSS 17.0 is used. In order to assess the relationship between self-reported and 
sociometric opinion leadership, correlation analysis was conducted. 

5.1 MEASURES 
 

All the measures used in this study are provided in the Appendices section. 

5.1.1 Self-reported Opinion Leadership 
 

Self-reported Opinion Leadership intends to measure the extent to which an 
individual is seen as a source of advice about a particular product category. In this study, 
the product category is technological products.  In order to measure self-reported opinion 
leadership, items 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 were adopted from King and Summers’ (1970) seven-
item scale. In addition, item 1 and 2 were adopted from Childers’ (1986) seven- item scale. 
All scale items are provided in Appendix A. 

For self-reported opinion leadership, an alpha of .82 was attained for items 2, 3, 4, 
6, and 7.  Since the alpha is greater than .70, it is considered sufficient (Nunnally, 1978). 
Item 1 is eliminated due to its low factor loading. In addition, items 5 and 8 loaded on the 
second factor; however this factor was deleted due to its lower Cronbach’s alpha of .06. 

5.1.2 Sociometric Opinion Leadership 
 

After a thorough search of the network literature, no adequate measure of 
sociometric opinion leadership was found to be appropriate for this research’s aims. 
Therefore, new items were developed based on network theory, in order to measure 
sociometric opinion leadership (Valente, 1996; Mehra et al., 2001; Brass et al., 2004; Klein 
et al., 2004, and Goldenberg et al., 2009). In Appendix B, sociometric opinion leadership 
items are presented.  

Facebook is used as a proxy to identify sociometric opinion leadership in this study. 
Launched in February 2004, the Facebook social networking site is a great success, with 
about 500 million active users around the world. People around the world spend 700 
billion minutes on this networking platform per month (Facebook, 2011). 
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In  Facebook,  users  create  profiles,  share  information  about  their  backgrounds, 
interests and demographics, add pictures, upload music, write messages and notes as well 
as consumes what others create by looking at pictures and reading messages Since 
social networks (i.e. Facebook) are highly popular in the young college population, they are 
an appropriate context for this study (Trusov et al., 2010). 

To identify sociometric opinion leaders by using social network analysis, the most 
essential and frequently used concept is network centrality (Borgatti, 2006). In this study, 
in-degree centrality (prestige) measures a node’s number of direct connections (Krebs, 
2001). 

Prestigious actors in the network are the object of the relations rather than the 
source of relations; therefore, in-degree is a signal of social capital and popularity 
(Monge and Contractor, 2003). Prestige is operationalized as the sum of incoming 
messages. Incoming messages can be defined as the number of wall posts an individual’s 
friends make on his/her Facebook wall, the number of photographs friends tag an 
individual in and the number of comments an individual gets for his/her photographs. 

The second sociometric opinion leadership construct is out-group membership. 
An out-group is a social unit or group that an individual neither belongs to nor identifies 
with.  The  respondents  are  asked  to  indicate  the  percentage  distribution  of  their 
Facebook friends among the following categories: 

1- School friends 
2- Relatives 
3- Out-school friends 
4- Other 
 
Out-group membership is quantified by the proportion of out-school friends and 

others to total number of friends (Appendix B). Therefore, a composite out-group 
membership construct is attained, which measures to what extent an individual has friends 
outside his/her own community. 

55.1.3 Innovativeness 
 

Dispositional innovativeness assesses the degree of predisposition to purchase new 
products and brands rather than to remain with previous choices and consumption patterns   
(Steenkamp   and   Gielens,   2003).   Innovativeness   was   assessed   using Steenkamp and 
Gielens’ (2003) 8-item dispositional innovativeness scale. This five point Likert instrument 
is anchored by “1 = strongly disagree” and “5 = strongly agree”. Items 2, 5, and 8 on the 
first factor were retained and displayed a strong reliability (α=.75). However, items 3, 4, and 
6 that loaded on the second factor were eliminated due to a low Cronbach’s alpha of .36. 
Innovativeness scales are provided in Appendix C. 
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55.1.4 Self-construal 
 

Independent self-construal refers to individuals who value their own thoughts 
rather than others’; interdependent self-construal refers to individuals who value other 
group members’ decisions and group harmony (Markus and Kitayama, 1991). Both 
independent and interdependent self-construal subscales from Singelis (1994) were 
adopted. Each subscale consisted of 12 seven-point scale items (1 = “strongly disagree,” and 
7 = “strongly agree”) (Appendix D). 

Turkish translation of the scale items was adapted from Uskul et al. (2008) and 
Wasti et al. (2007).  Items 3, 5, 11, 12, 15, 19, 20, and 21 were from Uskul et al. (2008) and 
items 2, 9, 13, 18, 23, and 24 were from Wasti et al. (2007). The remaining items were 
translated into Turkish and back-translated by second person to provide translation 
equivalence. 

Four factors emerged as a result of the factor analysis and the first two are retained; 
however, the other two are deleted due to their low Cronbach’s alpha coefficients. Items 1, 
8, 11, 14, 20 and 22 that loaded heavily on the first factor were retained and they displayed 
a high reliability (α=.72). These items loading onto the first factor tap independent self-
construal. In addition, items 4, 5, 21, and 23 loaded heavily on the second factor, addressing 
interdependent self-construal. The Cronbach’s alpha associated with this factor was .76. 
Finally, items 16 and 24 loaded on the third factor and items 6, 13, and 19 on the fourth 
factor. These two factors were not retained because of their lower alpha coefficients of .42. 

In order to be able to compare predominantly independent and predominantly 
interdependent respondents, an index measure of self-construal was created by computing 
the difference between the independence subscale and interdependent subscale for every 
subject (Holland et al., 2004; Pohlman et al., 2007; Wu et al., 2011). The more 
accessible independent self-construal is relative to interdependent self-construal when 
the index score is positive and when the score of negative interdependent self-construal is 
relatively more dominant (Holland et al., 2004). 

5.1.5 New Product Adoption. 
 

New product adoption behavior can be defined as “the degree to which an 
individual adopts innovations relatively earlier than other members in his or her social 
system” (Im et al., 2003: 66). In order to test the hypothesized relationships with new 
product adoption, consumer electronics products which are perceived to be high 
technology and innovative were selected (Gatignon and Robertson, 1991; Rogers, 2003). 

To determine the high technology consumer electronics products, 41 undergraduate 
students at a large scale university in Ankara (i.e. Bilkent Univesity) were asked to list ten 
consumer electronics products that satisfy the following criteria (Hirunyawipada et al., 
2006): 



Page 37 of 54 

 

1. The products that are perceived as innovative (e.g. relative advantage, 
compatibility, complexity, trialability, and observability) and high technology 
(Rogers, 2003); and 

2. The products for which the subjects have the purchasing ability to buy. 

In the end, 8 technological products with the highest frequencies were attained; 
cell phone, smart phone, TV, notebook, game console, MP3 player, netbook and tablet 
computer. New product adoption is quantified by asking the respondents the number of 
products they owned in the selected set of high-tech products. Details on new product 
adoption frequencies are shown in Table 3. As discussed in the literature, this method is 
highly reliable (Lastovicka and Joachimsthaler, 1988, Podsakoff et al., 2003). The new 
product adoption scale is provided in Appendix E. 

Number of Technological 
Products Owned 

Frequency Percentage (%) 

1 2 0.7 
 

2 
 

13 
 

4.3 
 

3 
 

52 
 

17.3 
 

4 
 

91 
 

30.3 
 

5 
 

67 
 

22.3 
 

6 
 

52 
 

17.3 
 

7 
 

19 
 

6.3 
 

8 
 

3 
 

1 
Table 4: New Product Adoption Frequency 

 

55.2 INNOVATIVENESS, SELF-CONSTRUAL AND OPINION LEADERSHIP 
 

In order to test hypotheses Hypothesis 1, Hypothesis 2.A, Hypothesis 2.B, Hypothesis 
3, Hypothesis 4.A and Hypothesis 4.B, the effects of innovativeness and self-construal on 
self-reported opinion leadership, prestige and out-group membership were examined. 
Hierarchical regression analyses were conducted. In step 1, control variables (i.e., gender, 
income) were entered and then in step 2, independent variables (i.e., innovativeness, 
independent self-construal) were entered. Thus, three separate hierarchical regression 
analyses in which self-reported opinion leadership, prestige and out-group membership 
is modeled as a dependent variable were conducted while innovativeness and independent 
self-construal are the predictors. 
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Table 4 and 5 give the standardized regression coefficients for the four regression 
equations. In terms of control variable effects, only gender had a significant effect on self-
reported opinion leadership (β=.21, p<.001). As shown in Table 4, innovativeness is 
positively related to self-reported opinion leadership (β=.43, p<.001).  

This finding supports Hypothesis 1. However, there is no evidence to conclude that 
there is a significant relationship between self-construal and self-reported opinion 
leadership (β=-.01, p>.10); therefore, Hypothesis 3 is not supported. 

Gender had a significant effect on out-group membership (β=.12, p<.08). Self- 
construal is positively related to out-group membership (β=.12, p<.07). However, there  
is  a  not  a  significant  relationship  between  innovativeness  and  out -group 
membership (β=.09, p>.10). These results support Hypothesis 4.B; however, do not support 
Hypothesis 2.A. 

Neither gender nor income has a significant effect on prestige (both p>.10). 
Independent self-construal is positively related to prestige (β=.12, p<.09). However, there is 
a not a significant relationship between innovativeness and prestige (β=.39, p>.10). These 
results confirm Hypothesis 4.A; however, do not support Hypothesis 2.A. 

55.3 INNOVATIVENESS, OPINION LEADERSHIP AND NEW PRODUCT ADOPTION 
 

To test the relationships among innovativeness, opinion leadership and new product 
adoption, a hierarchical regression analysis was conducted. In step 1, control variables (i.e., 
gender, income) were entered and in step 2, independent variables (i.e., innovativeness, 
self-reported opinion leadership, out-group membership and prestige) were entered. Thus, 
a hierarchical regression analysis in which new product adoption is modeled as a 
dependent variable was conducted while innovativeness, self-reported opinion leadership 
and sociometric opinion leadership are the predictors. 

As it can be seen in Table 5, when control variables are examined, both gender (β = -
.14; p < .03) and income (β = .15; p < .03) are found to have significant effects on new 
product adoption. The results of the model indicated that innovativeness (β = .15; p < .04), 
self-reported opinion leadership (β = .15; p < .04) and prestige (β = .18; p < .01) had 
significant associations with new product adoption. However, out-group membership           
(β = .12; p >.10) had no significant effects on new product adoption. This confirms 
Hypothesis 5, Hypothesis 6 and Hypothesis 7.A and fails to support Hypothesis 7.B. 
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55.4 ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATIONS 
 

There is a positive gender effect on self-reported opinion leadership (β=.20, p<.001), 
out-group membership (β=.14, p<.10). In addition, there is a negative gender effect on new 
product adoption (β=-.12, p<.05). In addition, income and new product adoption is found 
to be significantly related to each other (β=.16, p<.05).   To eliminate alternative 
explanations, hierarchical regression was conducted controlling for gender and income 
(Table 4 and 5). 

 Self-reported OL Prestige Out-group 
 β t β t β t 

Step 1: Control variables  
Gender 0.17 2.88** -0.063 -0.39n.s 0.160 2.402 
Income 0.12 1.99* 0.058 0.08n.s 0.036 0.546n.s 

R2 0.04  0.016 0.028   
Model fit F = 7.19*** F = 0.728n.s F = 3.227* 

Step 2: Main effects  
Gender 0.208 3.833*** -0.077 -1.147n.s 0.143 2.137* 
Income 0.004 0.072n.s 0.054 0.790n.s 0.029 0.420n.s 

Innovativeness 0.427 7.791*** 0.038 0.551n.s 0.051 0.743n.s 
Self-construal -0.007 -0.128n.s 0.115 1.710* 0.135 2.023* 

R2 0.21  0.021  0.049  
Model fit F = 19.527 F = 1.204n.s F = 2.836* 

Table 5: The Effects of Self-construal and Innovativeness on Self-reported OL, Prestige and 
Out-group Membership 

 NPPA  
 β t 

Step 1: Control variables  
Gender 0.108 -1.661* 
Income 0.251 3.853*** 

R2 0.0468  

Model fit F = 8.186*** 
Step 2: Main effects  

Gender -0.127 -1.989** 
Income 0.169 2.646*** 

Self-reported 0.142 2.039** 
Prestige 0.161 2.598*** 

Outgroup 0.065 1.045n.s 
Innovativeness 0.190 2.715*** 

R2 0.17  

Model fit F = 7.952*** 
 

Table 6: The Effects of Self-reported OL, Prestige and Out-group Membership on NPA 
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66 DISCUSSION 
 

This thesis is a detailed study about the antecedents (i.e., innovativeness, 
independent self-construal) and t h e  consequences (i.e., new product adoption) of 
opinion leadership. Therefore, the way of approaching results gained was to understand 
how and what level the antecedents were correlated to these consequences.  

6.1 DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 
 

On the basis above, one of the things we tried to conduct was a detailed study about 
the impact of self-reported leadership and sociometric leadership on the adoption of new 
products. As to opinion leadership, the study reveals that self-reported leadership and 
sociometric leadership are distinct characteristics because they act differently in their 
nomological networks. Findings reveal that sociometric and self-reported measures of 
leadership are weakly correlated and associated with different kinds of product adoption-
related behaviors, which suggests that they probably capture different constructs. Since 
they are weakly correlated, the tendency to adopt early is more pronounced for 
sociometric than for self-reported leaders and self-reported opinion leaders are less 
responsive to product change behavior than are sociometric opinion leaders, who are not 
differentially responsive.  

Both self-reported opinion leadership and prestige are found to be indicators of new 
product adoption. Since the same conclusion is widely stated in adoption of innovations 
literature, the findings seem to be consistent with the literature.  

In contrast, it seems that out-group membership does not significantly affect 
product adoption. This conflicts with the most of the literature since they seem to suggest 
that less-connected marginal individuals can directly affect opinion leaders  which, as a 
result, can cause opinion leaders to affect others that are in their own community. One of 
the discussed examples of the previous literature was Weimann’s model (1982) which 
suggests individuals who are high in out-group membership and who have high number of 
connections that are outside of their own community might create a considerable impact on 
the other social networks that they are not part of (Weimann’s, 1982). However, the 
results reveal that this may not be only enough by itself as a result of  a  faster 
adoption to a new product.  

Self-reported opinion leadership and new product adoption are positively related to 
each other. This result is consistent with the previous literature (i.e., Baumgarten, 
1975; Iyengar et al., 2008, 2011; Kotler and Zaltman, 1976; Rogers, 1983; Summers, 1971; 
Van den Bulte and Lillien, 2001).  Self-reported opinion leaders adopt in order not to lose 
their status advantage over others. 
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As predicted, prestige and new product adoption are found to be positively related. 
Early literature suggests prestigious individuals are more likely to adopt early because they 
are well connected to their networks (Burt, 1987; Valente, 1996; Iyengar et al., 2011, 
Coleman et al., 1966) and in these networks they are exposed to innovations constantly 
(Goldenberg et al., 2009).  Such repeated exposure may result in new product adoption. 

Out-group membership and new product adoption relationship was found to be non- 
significant. Burt (1999) argues about the importance of out-groups in the adoption of 
innovations process. Out-groups affect an individual’s decision making process in the long 
term.  This  may  be  one  reason  that  out-group  membership  does  not  affect adoption 
because adoption decision is a short-term decision. 

Innovativeness is found to be an antecedent to self-reported opinion leadership, 
which is consistent with the earlier literature (e.g., Baumgarten, 1975; Robertson and 
Myers, 1969; Summers, 1971; Valente, 1996).  Both innovators and self-reported opinion 
leaders are knowledgeable, enthusiastic and influential (Goldsmith et al., 2003). In addition, 
both consumers are likely to know about and buy new products right after they are 
introduced to the market. 

Innovativeness is not found to be an indicator of prestige. It shows that prestigious 
individuals, who are said to have a large number of social connections might be 
affected by exposure rather than being innovative. When the norms of a particular 
social group  favor  change,  progressive  behavior  will  be  located  in group  leaders 
(Becker, 1970: 268). Therefore, when the norms of the network are for innovative behavior, 
innovativeness may affect prestige. Thus, the effect of innovativeness on prestige may be 
contingent on the norms of the network, which is also suggested in the literature. 

Another focus of the study was revealing how innovativeness and out-group 
membership were connected. Although these two concepts have been covered individually 
in various studies such as Weimann (1982) and his model on out-group membership, the 
actual relationship of both has never been directly investigated in the literature before. As 
expressed earlier, the motive of this study to investigate this relationship was that knowing 
innovativeness is the desire to find out new ideas and intuitively, it was thought to affect 
out-group membership as individuals seek different and new ideas with different groups 
(Granovetter, 1973). However, the results concluded that innovativeness and out-group 
membership relationship is not found to be significant. 

As discussed earlier, there have been various studies focusing on the relationship of 
innovativeness and adoption. It was seen that most of these studies claim that innovative 
consumers tend to adopt new products better compared to the others (Gatignon and 
Robertson, 1991). It was also shown in the literature that although theory does seem to 
show the positive effects of innovative consumer behavior on the product adaptation and 
their relationship, there have been confusing conceptualizations that made this study 
crucial due a clearer understanding need.  
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Midgley and Dowling (1978) and Hirschman (1980) discuss the relationship of 
innovation and adoption by focusing on how different innovations can change the ability of 
product adoption without giving a general idea of the relationship itself. The findings of this 
study indicate that there is a positive relationship between innovativeness and new product 
adoption which is fully consistent with the literature but at the same time bringing an 
easier approach on understanding the relationship.  

The results show that a person who desires to find out about new products tends to 
adopt more new products. This is consistent with the literature that claims consumers 
tend to get information from people who have expertise in the product’s field. This 
information does not only contain technical understanding but also product 
conceptualizations, risk factors, compatibility and procedural knowledge related to that 
particular product (Wuyts et al., 2010). This drives consumers into the adoption process 
since when an individual has both the necessary knowledge and connectivity, he/she is 
more likely to reach the necessary new product adoption level. 

Moreover, independents self-construals with their strong emphasis on independence 
and uniqueness are more likely to be self-reported opinion leaders (Sun et al., 2004). In 
contrast to earlier studies on cultural-level self-construal, individual-level independent self-
construal is not found to have a positive relationship with self-reported opinion 
leadership. There are two possible reasons for this inconsistency in results. First, 
independent self-construal may affect connectedness rather than expertise, which is the 
core component of self-reported opinion leadership. Second, individual level self-construal 
may act differently than cultural-level individualism. 

Consistent with the literature, independent self-construal and prestige are found to 
be positively related to each other. Independent self-construals with a high degree of 
uniqueness and desire for achievement are more likely to be high in prestige. In addition, 
independent self-construal is found to be positively related to out-group membership. This 
result is consistent with the literature since previous literature indicates that independent 
self-construals tend to be involved in several out-groups (Tolba and Mourad, 2011). The 
next section will provide several implications for adoption theory as well as for marketing 
practice. 

All in all, the most of the findings and the previous literature are found to be 
consistent towards new product adoption. Addition to the previous literature, a deeper 
understanding on each antecedent proposed has been revealed such as the different 
impacts of self-reported leadership and sociometric leadership on the adoption of a new 
product. As much as a high consistency with the literature has been observed, some minor 
differences have also been found such as out-group membership is not found to be a 
significant effect on the adoption process. 

 

 



Page 43 of 54 

 

77 CONCLUSION 

7.1 THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS 
 

This current thesis discusses the antecedents of opinion leadership which are 
innovativeness and independent self-construal; and opinion leadership and innovativeness 
impact on new product adoption. The key contributions of the study are as follows: 

Firstly, this study contributes to the ongoing debate about the importance of 
opinion leaders and approaches to identify them. The findings show that innovativeness is 
an antecedent to self-reported opinion leadership, not sociometric; and independent self-
construal is an indicator of sociometric opinion leadership, not self-reported. Therefore, 
that self-reported and sociometric opinion leadership behave differently within the 
nomological network of constructs is also quite novel. 

Within an adoption of innovations and network theory framework, it is argued 
that both self-reported and sociometric opinion leadership positively affect new product 
adoption. However, the theory is a bit limited in terms of understanding how much both 
types of opinion leadership is connected and what constructs they would need more in 
order to improve the consumer product adoption process.  For example, Baumgarten, 1975, 
Burt, 1987, Iyengar et al., 2008, 2011, Kotler and Zaltman, 1976, Rogers, 1983, Summers, 
1971, Van den Bulte and Lillien, 2001 are example studies that mostly focus on self-reported 
opinion leadership and its positive impacts. In contrast, as explained in the theory section of 
this thesis, some of the studies focus on sociometric opinion leadership such as Burt, 1987, 
Coleman et al., 1966, Goldenberg et al., 2009, Granovetter, 1983, Iyengar et al., 2008, 2011, 
Valente, 1996. One thing they all have in common is that they do not seem to point out the 
intersection and connections of the both opinion leadership types. 

It was also seen that they also lack defining all the necessary constructs towards 
product adoption. On this basis, the evidence shows that self-reported and sociometric 
leadership are weakly correlated. The findings indicate that the two measures most likely 
tap into different constructs. It is found that sociometric and self-reported measures of 
opinion leadership are distinct characteristics because they behave differently within the 
nomological network of constructs. The results show that opinion leaders are very 
important in the new product adoption process to try out new innovations. Therefore, this 
study contuributes to the previous theory by filling the gap of understanding self-reported 
and sociometric opinion leadership’s constructs, characteristics and correlation. The study 
also confirms the findings of the previous literature about the importance of opinion leaders 
in product adoption. 
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Secondly, one of the discussions of the theory section was that the thesis’ was 
designed to understand the relationship between self-construal and opinion leadership as 
there are individual studies focusing on opinion leadership and self-construal without 
pointing out the relationship. For instance, self-construal is a focus of Markus and Kitayama’s 
study (1991) but it mostly discusses the link between individuals other people without 
investigating the opinion leaders. Since there are no previous studies on the relationship 
between self-construal and opinion leadership, it has become novel finding of this study 
that self-construal is an antecedent to sociometric opinion leadership.  Therefore, this 
thesis fills in this gap and identifies sociological antecedents to opinion leadership to 
discover opinion leadership phenomena in a more complete framework. This also adds up 
to the literature on opinion leadership and social network theory. 

Thirdly, this study documents the strong relationships among innovativeness, 
opinion leadership and new product adoption.  It is critical because the success of new 
consumer products lies behind the construct of innovativeness, which introduces the 
innovation to the social system (Rogers, 1995). Earlier research suggested that 
innovativeness may not discriminate early adopters from late adopters (Robertson et al., 
1984; Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1992) and opinion leaders may not be early adopters. 
Providing evidence that innovativeness and opinion leadership highly impact new product 
adoption resolves the conceptual confusions on the aforementioned constructs. 

Fourth of all, this study provides new insight into the innovativeness and opinion 
leadership relationship. Although most studies noted an overlap between innovators and 
opinion leaders   (Midgley and Dowling, 1993) some studies indicated that opinion leaders 
are not always innovators. In this study, innovativeness is found to be related to self- 
reported opinion leadership while it is not significantly related to sociometric opinion 
leadership. Thus, this suggests that opinion leadership and innovativeness are different 
constructs and raises concerns on the overlap between them. Even though further 
investigation is needed, this study still brings light to the opinion leadership and 
innovative communicator literature. 

All in all, the current thesis contributes to the adoption of innovations literature and 
social network theory firstly by showing that sociometric and self-rated measures of 
opinion leadership tap into different constructs. The results show that using both 
sociometric and self-rated measures of opinion leadership will lead to healthier conclusions 
since self-rated results might be upwardly biased because they are based on self-
confidence (Iyengar et al., 2010). Moreover, identifying whether the two constructs have 
same association with new product adoption is a novel contribution so as to explain the 
nomological validity of those constructs. For example, independent self-construal is shown 
to be positively related to prestige; however, it is not significantly related to self-reported 
opinion leadership. Therefore, the two constructs behave differently in the nomological 
network. Secondly, this study reveals an uncovered antecedent to opinion leadership which 
is self-construal.  
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This is a crucial step in understanding the mechanisms underlying the opinion 
leadership phenomenon. Thirdly, this current thesis shows that innovativeness and opinion 
leadership greatly affect new product adoption. This further contributes to the adoption of 
innovations research. Lastly, this is one of the first studies to use sociometric opinion 
leadership together with self-reported opinion leadership; therefore it adds to innovative 
communicator literature. 

77.2 PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS 
 

Managers need to identify and infer precisely who is influential for advertising, 
targeting and retention efforts since it is impossible to evaluate all potential users at once.  
Therefore, it is essential for the firms to be able to select influential customers that can 
affect others in their social environments in order to use their time and budget efficiently.  
Persuading these influential opinion leaders to adopt the innovation may serve as an 
important multiplier. This has several implications for companies that try to optimize their 
sales force, as influencing opinion leaders may indeed start and speed up the adoption 
process of innovative products. 

The first implication of this study is that individuals with a high prestige seem to be 
important seeding points to start adoption processes. Opinion leaders may actively 
participate in word of mouth which has a high potential to turn into adoption (Molitor et 
al., 2011). Managers should assess the benefits of targeting sociometric opinion leaders by 
taking into account the marketing cost of identifying them and comparing it with the 
traditional marketing approaches. 

Another key implication is that if opinion leaders can be identified a priori based on 
their personal/ psychological traits and social/sociological characteristics, marketers can 
target the consumers who are critical to the eventual success of their new product 
innovation.   To capture both self-reported and sociometric opinion leaders, just focusing 
on innovative individuals will fail to leverage all potential influential seeding points. 
Consequently, individuals who are high in both independent self-construal and 
innovativeness should be targeted. Furthermore, understanding the personal and social 
characteristics of the opinion leaders, marketers can present themselves appropriately to 
those customers which may lead to positive word-of-mouth communication. 

The practical implications of this study can be summarized as follows: First, self- 
reported together with sociometric opinion leadership can presumably help marketers to 
identify early adopters of their products. This is very important because early adopters 
contribute to a new product’s initial sales. In addition, these early adopters can provide 
an important word-of –mouth communication. Second, identifying innovativeness and 
independent self-construals help marketers find out influential opinion leaders. Thus, 
these are crucial steps for the success of a new product. 
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77.3 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
 

The limitations of this study reveal the opportunities for expanding the new 
product adoption and opinion leadership literature.  

First, the new product adoption measure is widely  considered  to  be  a  valid  and  
reliable  measure  of  new  product  adoption behavior, reflecting the pattern and breadth 
of actual adoption behavior (Foxall, 1988; Midgley and Dowling, 1978; Robertson, 1971; 
Rogers, 1995). However, it may not represent product knowledge and awareness, 
purchase intention and repeat purchase. Further investigation is needed improve the 
understanding of new product adoption. 

Second, adding time of adoption in the opinion leadership-new product adoption 
debate, will offer avenues for the future. Following Midgley and Dowling (1993), to 
entirely understand the adoption and diffusion of innovations process, knowing who said  
what to  whom and  when  need to  be identified. Future research may benefit analyzing 
complete network data to reach a thorough understanding. 

Third, there are potential mediators and moderators between innovativeness and 
opinion leadership such as product involvement, (i.e., enduring involvement, purchase 
decision involvement) novelty seeking, connectivity and expertise. In order to understand 
the relationships between innovativeness and opinion leadership in a more detailed 
manner, these constructs may be assessed. Likewise, analyzing the impact of definitive 
personality traits (i.e., extraversion, agreeableness, self-monitoring) on opinion leadership 
might help understanding opinion leadership concepts more comprehensively. 

Fourth, situational factors such as social structure and social norms of a network 
may affect adoption of opinion leaders. For example, a common favorable decision in the 
community about a particular product can be the reason for adoption rather than other 
factors (i.e., innovativeness). Controlling these situational variables opens avenues for 
further research. 

Lastly,  this study is  a  cross-sectional  study conducted  at  a single  point  in time, 
therefore,  does  not  provide  the  grounds  to  make  causal  conclusions  on  the 
relationships mentioned. Future research should consider a longitudinal approach to reach 
causal explanations. 
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99 APPENDICES 

9.1 APPENDIX A: SELF-REPORTED OPINION LEADERSHIP 
 
Opinion Leadership Scale (Childers 1986) 

1. In general, do you talk to your friends and neighbors about technological products? 
 5- very often 
 1- never 

2. During the last past six months, how many people have you told about technological 
products? 
 1- Told a number of people 
 2- Told no one 

Opinion Leadership Scale (King and Summers 1970) 

3. If you and your friends were to discuss technological products, what part would you be most 
likely to play? Would you mainly listen to your friends ideas or would you try to convince them 
of your ideas?  
 1- You mainly listen to their ideas 
 2- You try to convince them of your ideas 

4. Compared with your circle of friends, are you less likely to be asked, about as likely to be asked, 
or more likely to be asked about technological products?  
 1- Less likely to be asked 
 2- About as likely to be asked 
 3- More likely to be asked 

5. Would you say you give very little information, an average amount of information, or a great 
deal of information about technological products to your friends?  
 1- You give very little information 
 2- You give an average amount of information 
 3- You give a great deal of information 

6. In general, do you like to talk about technological products with your friends?  
 1- Yes 
 2- No 

7. Which of these happens more often? Do you tell your friends about technological 
products, or do they tell you about technological products?  
 1- You tell them about technological products 
 2- They tell you about technological products 

8. Do  you  have  the  feeling  that  you  are  generally  regarded  by  your  friends  and 
neighbors as a good source of advice about technological products?  
 1-Yes 
 2- No
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99.2 APPENDIX B: SOCIOMETRIC OPINION LEADERSHIP 
 
Prestige 

9. How many posts (writing/video) do your friends make on your wall on average? 
10. How many photographs do your friends tag you in a month on average? 
11. How many comments do your friends make about your photographs on average? 

Out-group membership 

12. Please indicate the percentage distribution (%) of your friends among categories 
given below.(The total of percentages must be 100) 
 School friends (Elementary/Middle/High school/ College)  
 Friends outside school 
 Family/ Relatives 
 Other
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99.3 APPENDIX C: INNOVATIVENESS 
 
Dispositional Innovativeness Scale (Steenkamp and Gielens 2003) 
 

13. When I see a new product on the shelf, I'm reluctant to give it a try. (*) 
14. In general, I am among the first to buy new products when they appear on the 

market. 
15. If I like a brand, I rarely switch from it just to try something new. (*) 
16. I am very cautious in trying new and different products. (*) 
17. I am usually among the first to try new brands. 
18. I rarely buy brands about which I am uncertain how they will perform. (*) 
19. I enjoy taking chances in buying new products. 
20. I do not like to buy a new product before other people.(*)  

(*): Reverse coded item
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99.4 APPENDIX D: SELF-CONSTRUAL 
 
Self-construal Scale (Singelis 1994) 
 

21. I enjoy being unique and different from others in many ways. (I) 
22. I feel comfortable using someone’s first name soon after I meet them. (I) 
23. Even when I strongly disagree with group members, I avoid an argument. 
24. I have respect for the authority figures with whom I interact. 
25. I respect people who are modest about themselves. 
26. I will sacrifice my self-interest for the benefit of the group I am in. 
27. I’d rather say “no” directly than risk being misunderstood. (I) 
28. Having a lively imagination is important to me. (I) 
29. I should [consider] my parents’ advice when making education/career plans. 
30. I prefer to be direct and forthright when dealing with people I’ve just met. (I) 
31. I am comfortable with being singled out for praise or rewards. (I) 
32. If my brother or sister fails, I feel responsible. 
33. My relationships are more important than my own accomplishments. 
34. Speaking up during a class (or a meeting) is not a problem for me. (I) 
35. I would offer my seat in a bus to my professor (or my boss). 
36. I act the same way at home that I do at school. (I) 
37. My happiness depends on the happiness of those around me. 
38. I value being in good health above everything. (I) 
39. I will stay in a group if they need me, even when I am not happy with the group. 
40. Being able to take care of myself is a primary concern for me. (I) 
41. It is important to me to respect decisions made by the group. 
42. My personal identity, independent of others, is very important to me. (I) 
43. It is important for me to maintain harmony within my group. 
44. I act the same way at home that I do at school. *(I) 

*(I) denotes Independent self-construal and the other items represent interdependent 
self-construal
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99.5 APPENDIX E: NEW PRODUCT ADOPTION 
 

45. Please indicate which of the technological products below you own. 
 Cell phone 
 Smart phone 
 TV 
 Notebook 
 Game console 
 MP3 Player 
 Netbook 

 


