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Abstract: Few studies have examined the personality traits that may predict opinion leadership
behavior in social media. This study aims to examine the personality traits of individuals who use
social media platforms and engage in social networking in Saudi Arabia. This study investigates the
extent to which innovativeness, competence in interpersonal relationships, and extraversion affect
the opinion leadership propensity in social media. The data were collected via an online structured
questionnaire which was completed by a sample of 321 social media users. The results of this study
show that people with a high level of innovativeness and interpersonal relationship competency are
more likely to be opinion leaders on social media. However, the personality trait of extraversion does
not affect the propensity to be an opinion leader. The results indicate that the effect of innovativeness
on opinion leadership propensity is lower for Generation Y than Generation X.

Keywords: opinion leadership; social media; innovativeness; extraversion; interpersonal relationship
competency; Saudi Arabia

1. Introduction

Recently, the necessity of social media has rapidly increased across the globe. Stone
and Woodcook [1] argue that the marketing industry has increasingly become interactive,
leaving companies in need of an immense understanding of their customers and their
interaction with each other. In Saudi Arabia, social media has played a decisive role in the
increasingly transforming the Saudi community. According to Alkhathlan [2], the Saudi
people’s interest in social media has developed and consequentially impacts their daily
lives. Over the past few years, the Saudi Arabian economy has experienced tremendous
growth. The Vision 2030 and National Transformation Program (NTP) have envisaged
several plans to enable economic diversification and to develop the e-commerce sector that
will enhance the economic development plans. In Saudi Arabia, buying through social
media applications is widespread; business-to-consumer (B2C) e-commerce spending
exceeded SAR 29.7 billion in 2016. Twitter, Instagram, and Facebook are the most used
social media applications for online purchasing [3].

Online shopping using social media is more convenient as consumers find it easier to
review opinions and recommendations from other consumers before deciding to purchase a
product or service [4,5]. The increasing development of social media platforms has changed
how information is collected and provided to consumers through online communication
channels that enable discussion and sharing of information on products and services offered
by electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM). Many studies demonstrate that when making
purchase decisions, the key source used for repurchase information is electronic word-
of-mouth [4,5]. The recommendations and opinions shared on social media networking
influence purchase decisions and customer attitudes. Thus, by identifying the personality
traits of opinion leaders, marketers significantly get benefits when they want to market
and distribute their products. Hence, it is essential to understand the individuals who are
responsible for disseminating electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) [6]. Unfortunately, many
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organizations have been passive in identifying the opinion leaders, due to their inadequate
understanding of the personality traits of these individuals [7,8].

The literature that examines the personality traits of opinion leaders is still limited.
Previous research that has used the Big Five personality traits are among the most frequently
used; however, findings indicate that they explain only a limited percentage of the variance
in an individual’s behavior [9,10]. The Big Five personality traits are too general and
broad to predict opinion leadership behavior. The personality traits of innovativeness,
extraversion, and interpersonal relationship competency are more narrow, which may be
better in terms of predicting opinion leadership propensity in social media. Thus, this
study condenses these diverse personality traits into innovativeness, extraversion, and
competence in interpersonal relationships.

This study aims to examine the personality traits of innovativeness, extraversion,
and competence in interpersonal relationships on opinion leadership propensity in Saudi
Arabia. The model is tested across two generational groups. Generation X (age 35 to 60)
and Generation Y (age 18 to 35), taking into consideration the difference in generational
characteristics that may influence an individual’s behavior.

The current body of literature concerning opinion leadership, social media platforms,
and product adaptation has focused on findings from the United States of America. The
increasing globalization of market activities results in the need to address if the existing
findings comply with consumer behaviors outside the United States of America [11]. Con-
sumers’ motives to utilize social media platforms vary depending on their country of
residence. Collectivist societies, such as Saudi Arabia, demonstrate outstanding engage-
ment levels in social media networking in extended personal networks [12,13]. Thus, the
country-level dynamics are crucial in identifying opinion leaders to increase the adoption of
new products. Various scholars have identified and addressed individual trait impacts on
employee behavior, such as the relationship between personality traits and organizational
behavior [14,15] and individual characteristics with career outcomes [16]. Previous research
that focused on the organizational context motivates this study to investigate the extent to
which innovativeness, competence in interpersonal relationships, and extraversion affect
opinion leadership propensity in social media.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development
2.1. Opinion Leaders and Innovation Diffusion

Diffusion is defined as the process of communicating a new innovation through
mass media by using word-of-mouth [17]. A number of researchers concurred that the
emergence of different players in the market accelerates the diffusion rate specifically for
newly launched products [18]. Opinion leaders are considered one of the main players that
accelerate the process of diffusion [19]. According to Rogers [20], opinion leaders have a
significant role in “activating diffusion networks” (p. 307).

In comparison with followers, opinion leaders have more access to social media and
interpersonal networks [21]. Their main characteristics are knowledge, social influence,
innovativeness, and interpersonal relationships [22,23]. Opinion leaders have a major
influence on consumer decision-making; hence, they affect the rate of diffusion of a new
product or service [21,23,24].

The current body of literature has emphasized that identifying opinion leaders is
crucial because they distribute information and recommendations through social media
platforms about consumption choices [7,25]. Rogers [26] defined opinion leadership as the
degree to which a person can positively influence others’ opinions with relative frequency.
Flynn et al. [6] defined opinion leaders from a marketing perspective as people whose con-
sumers frequently rely upon as sources of information; opinion leaders exert an influence
on the purchase decisions of other consumers.

There are many ways in which opinion leaders can influence the opinions or behaviors
of others. Chau and Hui [27] identified three ways in which opinion leaders exert their
influence on the decisions of others. First, they act as role models who motivate imitation;
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second, they spread information via word of mouth; third, they give advice and verbal
direction for purchase and use.

With the advancement of communication technologies, many people now prefer to
search for information using social media platforms [28]. Hence, opinion leaders are
considered as influencers of consumption choices, diffusion rate, and a channel of informa-
tion distribution. Researchers find that advertising and mass media are less likely to be
viewed as credible or reliable sources of information than interpersonal communication [6].
However, some people with prior experience do not share their opinions with others.
Thus, it is critical to identify the personality traits of these individuals who are known as
opinion leaders.

2.2. Innovativeness

Previous research classified innovativeness personality traits into five adopter classifi-
cations: innovators, early adopters, early and late majority, and laggards [20,29]. Innova-
tiveness is defined as “the degree to which an individual is relatively earlier in adopting an
innovation than other members of his system” [30] (p. 27). High-innovativeness consumers
tend to be the early consumers to try new products [31,32]. Many scholars have focused on
identifying the personality traits of early adopters who are known as influential consumers.
Some diffusion scholars indicated that innovativeness and opinion leadership variables
are predictors of diffusion rates [22]. Additionally, previous studies have found a positive
and significant relationship between innovativeness as a personality trait and opinion
leadership [6,29]. Goldsmith, Flynn, and Goldsmith [33] found that opinion leadership is
significantly influenced by the personality trait of innovativeness. According to Ruvio and
Shoham [25], opinion leaders need to be users of new products/brands; the innovative
individuals’ tendency to be early in adopting new products would influence their behavior
to be opinion leaders. Therefore, this study formally hypothesizes:

Hypothesis 1. Innovativeness has a positive effect on opinion leadership propensity in social media.

2.3. Extraversion

Extraversion is defined as the degree to which an individual is extroverted, outgoing,
conversationally emphatic, and energetic [34]. Another study defined extraversion as
personality traits of being dominant, confident, talkative, dynamic, and passionate [35].
Extraverts prefer to be around many people [36]. Extraversion is associated with the extent
to which an individual is emphatic and active [37].

Previous studies found that opinion leaders are talkative [38], generally have a stronger
social orientation [39], and they are active [40]. Extraverts welcome social interaction and
are attentive to others [41–43]. Thus, extraverts are more likely to be opinion leaders [44].
Furthermore, previous literature on network opinion leadership has indicated that the
status that social media opinion leaders acquire is a result of their high connections in their
network [45–47]. Therefore, this study formally hypothesizes that:

Hypothesis 2. Extraversion has a positive effect on opinion leadership propensity in social media.

2.4. Interpersonal Relationship Competency

According to Spitzberg and Cupach [48], interpersonal relationship competency is
defined as a person’s ability to interact and engage with others. Opinion leadership is
associated with a high degree of social engagement with others through communication
and participation in social activities and affiliations with organizations [49]. Previous
research has indicated that individuals with high interpersonal relationship competency
are more likely to disseminate information to others [7,50,51]. Lee and Ashton [52] found
that competence in interpersonal relationships is associated with a high degree of social
media usage. However, Ebeling-Witte et al. [53] and Ryan and Xenos [54] indicated that
socially lonely individuals tend to spend more time on social media because they feel
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insecure in face-to-face social interactions. Moreover, Sheldon [55] found that shyness is
positively linked to high usage of social media platforms. Taking into consideration the
mixed findings in previous studies, this study formally hypothesizes that:

Hypothesis 3. Interpersonal relationship competency has a positive effect on the propensity of
opinion leadership in social media.

3. Methodology
3.1. Sample and Data Collection

The questionnaire was translated into Arabic by a Saudi Arabian native using forward
translation. Another two bilingual researchers were invited to conduct back translation
without having access to the original language version to eliminate any errors in mean-
ing [56]. A pilot study was conducted with 51 respondents to check the survey accuracy.
The respondents understood all the questions in the questionnaire; this sample was ex-
cluded from the actual survey respondents in this study. The Google Form survey was
sent to a marketing company specializing in online data collection to collect the data from
panelists of consumers. The participants in this study were consumers aged 18 years and
older who had used and engaged in social networking (e.g., Twitter, Facebook, Instagram,
online communications, etc.,) in Saudi Arabia. Within two weeks, a total of 321 responses
were collected. The demographic characteristics of respondents are shown in Table 1.
The genders of the respondents were 29% male and 72% female. The majority of the
respondents reported an age range of 18–35. The population was vastly educated; 48.6% of
respondents had a bachelor’s degree, and 27.6% had a master’s degree. Approximately
29% of the respondents reported that they frequently used social media three to five hours
per day; 23.1% used it five to seven hours per day, and 20.6% noted that they used social
media from one to three hours per day.

Table 1. Demographics of research sample (N = 321).

Female Male

Gender 71.00% 29.00%

Age 18–25 25–35 35–45 45–55 >55
23.40% 40.80% 24.00% 8.70% 3.10%

Education Level
High School Diploma Bachelor Master Ph.D.

13.10% 4.70% 48.60% 27.70% 5.90%

Frequency 1–3 H 3–5 H 5–7 H 7–9 H >9 H

20.60% 29.00% 23.10% 14.60% 12.80%

3.2. Measures

Data were collected using a structured online survey that contained questions de-
signed to measure the following variables: dispositional innovativeness, extraversion,
interpersonal relationship competency, and opinion leadership propensity. All of the
scales used in this study were modified to reflect the context. All of the independent
variables were measured on a 5- point Likert-type scale ranging from “strongly disagree”
(1) to “strongly agree” (5). The measure of dispositional innovativeness was adapted from
Steenkamp and Gielens [57]; extraversion was adapted from John et al. [58]; interpersonal
relationship competency was adapted from Davis [59], and opinion leadership propen-
sity (OLP) was adopted from the opinion leadership scale of Childers [60]. Please check
Appendix A.

4. Measurement Model Results

An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were
performed to verify the unidimensionality, validity, and reliability of the model constructs.
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SPSS v22 was used to conduct the EFA on the measures using maximum likelihood factor-
ing and Promax oblique rotation method. AMOS v28 was used to perform CFA, common
method bias (CMB), measurement invariance, and structural equation modeling (SEM).

4.1. Exploratory Factor Analysis

All items were submitted to exploratory factor analysis. Maximum likelihood with
Promax rotation was used to examine the factor structure, maximize differences between
factors, and provide model fit estimates [61]. The factor loadings and cross-loadings of
the items were examined. Items were retained if (a) they had high loadings on their
primary factor (i.e., l > 0.40) and (b) they had low cross-loadings on any other factor (i.e.,
cross-loadings were less than half of their primary loadings [62].

Several statistics indicated the EFA solution was acceptable. Bartlett’s test of sphericity
was significant (χ2 = 982.339, df = 45, p < 0.000) indicating sufficient intercorrelations. The
communalities were all above 0.40, further confirming that each item shared some common
variance with other items. In addition, the values of Cronbach’s alphas were greater than
the recommended level of 0.70 [63].

4.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The measurement model was established using AMOS v28.0, a covariance-based SEM
technique that uses the maximum likelihood approach. In the CFA model, no unidirectional
path was specified between any latent. However, a covariance model was estimated where
each latent variable was correlated with every other latent variable.

The psychometric properties of the nine latent constructs were evaluated simultane-
ously in one confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). It is generally recommended that multiple
indices be considered simultaneously when the overall model fit is evaluated. The results
indicated that the model fit the data very well. No problems were detected in residuals or
standard errors. As shown in Table 2, a decent model fit was obtained [64].

Table 2. Model fit.

Chi-Square Degrees of
Freedom CMIN/DF p Value CFI TLI RMSEA RMR AGFI GFI p

CLOSE

52.393 29 1.807 0.005 0.975 0.962 0.050 0.032 0.939 0.968 0.465

4.3. Convergent and Discriminant Validity

For assessing convergent validity, three standards recommended by Bagozzi and
Yi [65] were used to assess the measuring model: (1) all indicator CFA factor loadings
should exceed 0.5 [66]; (2) CR should be above 0.7; and (3) the average variance extracted
(AVE) of every construct should exceed 0.5 [67]. As shown in Table 3, the convergent
validity for the proposed constructs of this study was adequate. For discriminant validity,
Fornell and Larcker [67] recommend that the AVE of the construct should exceed the
construct’s correlation coefficients. Table 3 shows the matrix of correlations among the
constructs in this research. The correlation coefficients between any two constructs are
smaller than the square root of the average variance extracted for the constructs. Constructs
in the measurement model of this research were different from one another, indicating
that all constructs in this research had adequately discriminant validity. Furthermore, to
examine the discriminate validity of the measurement model, the correlations between
latent constructs were examined. High-value correlations that exceed 0.9 or correlations
exceeding 0.85 should be noted as an indication of intercorrelated constructs [66,68]. There-
fore, the measurement model in this research shows satisfactory reliability, convergent and
discriminant validity [64].
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Table 3. Reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity.

CR AVE MSV MaxR(H) 1 2 3 4

1. Interpersonal relationship 0.801 0.581 0.226 0.847 0.762

2. Extraversion 0.827 0.706 0.116 0.833 0.341 0.840

3. Innovativeness 0.730 0.576 0.023 0.750 0.082 0.150 0.690

4. Opinion leadership propensity 0.711 0.556 0.226 0.748 0.475 0.295 0.151 0.745

CR—composite reliability. AVE—average variance extracted. MSV—maximum shared variance.

4.4. Measurement Invariance

Before performing a multigroup analysis in the structural model, scalar invariance
was conducted to examine whether groups use the response scale in a similar way [66].
The equality of intercepts across the groups (Generation X and Generation Y) was checked
by constraining the intercepts of all the items for the two generational groups to be equal.
The chi-square difference between the full scalar invariance model and nonrestricted model
was significant: (CMIN = 32.11, DF = 10, p < 0.000). Thus, partial scalar invariance was
performed to compare the intercepts of the unconstrained model with the equal intercepts
model to see which items had a significant difference at the intercept level. Two items at
the intercept level differed significantly. After relaxing these items to be freely estimated at
the intercept level, the chi-square difference between the partial scalar invariance model
and the nonrestricted model became insignificant (CMIN = 15.144, DF = 8, p > 0.05).

4.5. Common Method Bias

Research is particularly susceptible to method bias when a single data collection is
used to collect data [69]. A common latent factor (CLF) was added, and three nested
models were created. The first is the unconstrained model; the second is equal loadings;
and the third one is equal to zero loadings model. The significant p-values shown in the
model comparison results suggest that the nested models fitted the data worse; thus, the
unrestricted model fitted the data better. Therefore, these findings suggest common method
bias is significant. The unconstrained model had the better fitting model of the three. That
is, the model that accounted for a variance from a common factor fit better than the model
that assumed there was no indicator variance from the CLF factor (i.e., when the indicator
loadings were set to 0) and the model that assumed the CLF factor had equal loadings,
which is not reliable [70]. Thus, the CLF was retained when the composites from factor
scores were imputed to perform the structural model.

5. Structural Model Results
5.1. Descriptive Statistics

The means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and correlation between the study vari-
ables are shown in Table 4. All variables have acceptable reliabilities [66].

Table 4. Means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alphas, and intercorrelations among study variables.

Mean SD 1 2 3 4

Innovativeness 1.8137 0.50174 0.720
Extraversion 0.9656 0.39610 0.440 ** 0.827
Interpersonal 2.2038 0.46783 0.176 ** −0.246 ** 0.787

OLP 1.5936 0.47069 0.212 ** 0.020 0.377 ** 0.710
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

5.2. Direct Effects within the Structural Equation Model

Figure 1 shows that Hypotheses 1 and 3 are supported as there were direct significant
effects within the SEM. Innovativeness is positively related to opinion leadership propensity
(β = 0.148, p < 0.05). Competency in interpersonal relationships is positively related to
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opinion leadership propensity (β = 0.337, p < 0. 001). However, extraversion does not relate
positively to opinion leadership propensity (β = 0.002, p > 0.05).

Figure 1. Hypothesized model results. Note: ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.

5.3. Multiple-Group Analyses

For the multigroup structural modeling, two models were created: the unconstrained
model and the equal constrained model [71]. The chi-square difference across the two
generational groups was insignificant, rejecting group differences (CMIN = 15.265, DF = 8,
p = 0.054). A path-by-path constraint where each path sat to be equal was performed to de-
tect whether there was a difference at the path level. It was found that there was a difference
across the two generational groups in one path. The ∆χ2 of the relationship between inno-
vativeness and opinion leadership propensity was statistically significant (CMIN = 4.549,
DF = 1, p = 0.033), supporting group differences. The coefficient value from innovativeness
to opinion leadership propensity was stronger for generation X (β = 0.325 ***) than genera-
tion Y (β = 0.123 **). However, there was no significant difference in the coefficient value
from extraversion to opinion leadership propensity and from the interpersonal relationship
to opinion leadership propensity. The two items that were relaxed to be equal in the
measurement model to achieve the partial scalar invariance were under the innovativeness
construct, supporting the findings of the group differences in the structural model.

6. Discussion

The objective of the study was to investigate the personality traits that drive customers
to become opinion leaders. This research makes a critical theoretical contribution to the
existing literature on opinion leadership. This study documents that innovativeness has
a significant effect on opinion leadership propensity in social media. People with a high
level of innovativeness have a greater tendency to share information on social media. This
finding is in line with findings in the previous literature by Goldsmith and Hofacker [29]
and Flynn et al. [6]. Ruvio and Shoham [25] indicated that for individuals to be opinion
leaders, they need to be users of new products. Previous research has documented a
positive relationship between innovativeness and opinion leadership. Goldsmith and
Hofacker [29] found a positive relationship between consumer innovativeness and opinion
leadership. Additionally, Flynn et al. [6] reported a significant positive relationship in
their study of fashion-related products. Innovative individuals are willing to take the risk
of trying new products/brands and to cope with a high level of uncertainty. As a result,
they share their experience and knowledge through (EWOM) that could influence others’
purchasing behaviors [72].

With respect to interpersonal relationship competency, the result shows that the trait
of competence in interpersonal relationships also increases the propensity to be an opinion
leader in social media and is critical to being an opinion leader. This finding is in line with
previous studies that have indicated that those with high competence in interpersonal
relationships are more likely to share referral information with others [51,73]. Orchard and
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Fullwood [74] suggest that personality traits translate to social media usage at a high level,
and individuals engage in social media activities to satisfy their needs. Another study
by Gangadharbatla [50] indicated that individuals with a high belongingness desire were
more likely to use social media platforms.

Diverging from existing work on the relationship between extraversion and opinion
leadership behavior, this study finds that extraversion does not influence the propensity to
be an opinion leader in social media. Correa et al. [75] found that extraversion is positively
related to social media usage. Akdevelioglu and Kara [76] found that extraversion affects
social media opinion leadership. However, previous studies indicated that shy individuals
are more likely to use social media platforms [10,55]. Thus, introversion personality traits
may be a better predictor of the propensity to be an opinion leader in the context that this
research is investigating.

7. Practical Implications

This research has several practical implications for practitioners and marketers. First,
practitioners need to identify influential people in social media. This study provides sig-
nificant information that would help companies accelerate the diffusion of new products.
Second, and more importantly, by examining the effect of innovativeness, extraversion,
and interpersonal relationship competency on opinion leadership propensity in Saudi
Arabia, this research has implications for effectively identifying opinion leader dynamics in
another context [77]. Examining the personality traits of consumers who engage in social
media networking in different contexts is important for marketers, so they can establish
segmentation based on cultural characteristics, such as uncertainty avoidance and indi-
vidualism/collectivism [13,76]. This study also highlights the importance of interpersonal
relationship competency and innovativeness in the identification of opinion leaders in
Saudi Arabia. For example, for Saudi Arabia (high in collectivism), interpersonal relation-
ship competency is a better indicator for opinion leadership, whereas innovativeness (high
in uncertainty avoidance) is a lower indicator for opinion leadership. With the advance-
ment in marketing analytics tools, it is easier for companies to analyze social media data to
identify and target opinion leaders who are high in both innovativeness and interpersonal
relationship competency.

Further, it is crucial to target the opinion leaders in order to accelerate the diffusion
rate because they use word-of-mouth to influence the behavior of others [22]. Thus, creating
communication channels to reach opinion leaders helps to accelerate the diffusion rate [23].

8. Limitations and Future Research

The current study has some limitations. First, common method bias when self-report
is used to collect data is a limitation for this study. To provide more valid results, future
research should integrate different data collection methods, such as self-ratings and peer
ratings in order to correct for the bias of using a single data collection method [78]. Second,
an important extension of this study would be to examine the influence of other demo-
graphic factors, such as educational level, income, and privacy. Third, the moderating
effect of age was used as a categorical variable; the literature indicates that there are many
psychological and behavioral differences between the two generational groups [79]. A
future study to examine age as a continuous moderating variable is recommended. Fourth,
it would be interesting to examine the moderating effect of gender.
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Appendix A. Measures

Constructs Items Rating Scale

Dispositional
innovativeness

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

appear on the market
3. If I like a brand, I rarely switch from it just to try something new (*)
4. I am very cautious in trying new and different products (*)
5. I am usually among the first to try new brands
6. I rarely buy brands about which I am uncertain how they

will perform
7. I enjoy taking chances in buying new products
8. I do not like to buy a new product before other people (*)

Strongly disagree (1)–strongly
agree (5)

Extraversion

1. I am someone who is talkative.
2. I am someone who is reserved (*)
3. I am someone who is full of energy
4. I am someone who generates a lot of enthusiasm
5. I am someone who tends to be quiet (*)
6. I am someone who has an assertive personality
7. I am someone who is sometimes shy, inhibited (*)
8. I am someone who is outgoing

Strongly disagree (1)–strongly
agree (5)

Interpersonal
relationship
competency

1. I am helpful to others.
2. I am aware of the feelings of others.
3. I am understanding of others.
4. I have warm relationships with others.

Strongly disagree (1)–strongly
agree (5)

Opinion leadership
propensity

1. When I talk to my friends in social media, I give:
2. When social networking with my friends, the extent to which they

rely on me as a source of advice is:
3. Overall, in all of my discussions on social media with friends, I am:
4. On certain issues among people participating in social network

with me, I am:

Very little information (1)–a
great deal of information (5)
Very low (1)–very high (5)

Not at all used as a source of
advice (1)–very often used as a

source of advice (5)
Not at all asked to provide my
opinion (1)–Very often asked to

provide my opinion (5)

Note: (*) Reverse coded items.
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