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Abstract 

 
This exploratory study focused on the characteristics of the social media consumer and the non-
social media consumer, and then compared the two groups over a two-year period (2010 and 
2012).  The exploratory study used two versions of a questionnaire, in which one version was 
directed to those who registered for at least one of the social media and a second version, which 
was directed to those who did not register for any of the social media.  A plethora of demographic 
and psychographic variables were used in identifying both groups in both years, including Internet 
characteristics and information regarding the social networks adopted by social media consumers 
and their social media uses.  Several hypotheses were proposed to compare these two groups.  The 
hypotheses examined innovativeness, risk aversion, brand loyalty, and Internet satisfaction, which 
are salient variables for the marketer who is utilizing or considering utilizing social media.  There 
were significant differences for innovativeness, risk aversion, and Internet satisfaction.  The 
findings provide support for this latest Internet communications vehicle as a viable tool for 
marketers, particularly those who introduce new products and services to the marketplace.   
 

Keywords: Social media consumer; non-social media consumer; exploratory study; Internet 
marketing. 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Introduction 

 
There is no question that social media is 
fundamentally changing the way many 
marketers communicate with their 
customers.  With the advent of cost-efficient 
Internet messaging, organizations now 

communicate with scores of customers in 
ways that are revolutionary.  Traditional 
print and broadcast media have seen declines 
in revenue due to the movement of 
advertising dollars to online alternatives.  
Social media is the latest alternative for 
organizations to leverage online 
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communications.  Social media is a more 
open, grassroots, and organic approach 
compared to traditional marketing (Baker, 
2009).  The research, planning, 
implementation strategies and tactics are 
different.  As revolutionary as this new media 
form may seem, it should be integrated with, 
not supplant, traditional media; media 
synergy is important (Marken, 2009). 
 
Similarly, consumers consume this media in a 
different way and have more control in terms 
of when, where and how they interact with 
organizations (Baker, 2009; Marken, 2009; 
Palmer and Koenig-Lewis, 2009; Saperstein 
and Hastings, 2010).  Despite the potential 
benefits to an organization, an online com-
munity dominated by consumers may be dif-
ficult for a company to influence, and may 
yield resentment if the company attempts to 
exert its influence.  And if achieved, seller 
dominance may lose the benefits of commu-
nity involvement. 
 

Social Media Defined  
 

Social media, also consumer-generated 
media (CGM), is a key element of Web 2.0, the 
latest level of online technology (Anonymous, 
2007b).  Social media is such a significant 
component of Web 2.0, that the two terms 
are often used interchangeably.  It is defined 
as, “online applications, platforms and media 
which aim to facilitate interactions, 
collaborations and the sharing of content” 
(Palmer and Koenig-Lewis, 2009, p. 165).  Its 
forms include text, images, audio and video 
(Thevenot, 2007; Tulgan, 2007).  Popular 
social media include blogs and micro-blogs, 
vlogs, podcasts, and wikis (Anonymous, 
2007b; Baker, 2009; Thevenot, 2007; Tulgan, 
2007).    
 

Blogs, or personal weblogs, are digital diaries 
for recording “personal or professional 
experiences or for sharing news and 
commentary” (Hawn, 2009, p. 363).  
Alternatively, it is “a combination of a 
person’s personal life and the particular 
subject they would like to provide comments 
or information on” (Thevenot, 2007, p. 282).  

They are the equivalent of an online journal 
or diary (Schmidt and Ralph, 2011).  Digital 
images and music entries are called blog 
posts, posted on the World Wide Web by the 
authors, called bloggers.  The conversation 
begins when someone publishes and posts an 
article, which is followed by readers’ 
comments (Thevenot, 2007). Bloggers also 
use shorter blog postings (140 characters or 
less), called micro-blogs or tweets, published 
on the Web via Twitter, for example.  Vlogs, 
video blogs, or video Web logs, combine 
video and user-generated, television-like, 
content (Morrissey, 2006; Ojeda-Zapata, 
2006).  Several popular video bloggers use 
the site,YouTube. 
 
A podcast is defined as “a digital recording of 
a radio broadcast or similar programme, 
made available on the Internet for 
downloading to a personal audio player” 
(Bierma, 2005, p. 1).  The term originated as 
a play on the word, broadcast, and the name 
of Apple’s handheld digital music player, the 
iPod.  A wiki is a Web site that allows users to 
add, delete, or change content on the site 
using their own Web browser, allowing for 
collaborative authoring (Tulgan, 2007).  The 
best example of a wiki is the popular 
Wikipedia, a free encyclopedia in many 
languages that anyone can edit 
(techterms.com).   
 
Additionally, social network sites are 
alternative communication tools that support 
relationships and activities to enrich users’ 
experiences (Palmer and Koenig-Lewis, 
2009).  They attract demographically distinct 
groups of users on professionally-managed 
digital communities via Web sites, such as 
Facebook, LinkedIn, Plaxo, and Ning.  
Facebook exceeded 500 million users 
globally in 2010 (Curran and Lennon, 2011), 
making it the world’s most popular social 
network (Kunz, Hackworth, Osborne, and 
High, 2011; Schmidt and Ralph, 2011).  
Furthermore, they allow members to 
associate, form sub-communities and 
relationships, exchange ideas, or share data, 
photos, and music (Hawn, 2009).  As a result, 
the traditional communications model of 



3 Journal of Internet Social Networking & Virtual Communities 

 

one-to-one communication, via the 
telephone, for example, is being replaced to 
some degree by a one-to-many model, via a 
blog post, for example, or by a many-to-many 
model, via a Facebook wall post, for example 
(Hawn, 2009).   
 

Organizational Uses of Social Media  

 
Social media tools have already been used in 
multiple ways in various venues.  Broadly, 
they allow for enhancing consumer dialogue 
and personalization, potentially building 
brand equity and developing relationship 
marketing (Saperstein and Hastings, 2010).  
The blogs, user groups, and social network 
conversations become one, large “focus 
group” of thousands (Saperstein and 
Hastings, 2010, p.1).  These comments are in 
many ways more candid than the focus group 
format since the conversations are not 
moderated.  User community sites and blogs 
may provide valuable user experience 
feedback and may also build effective viral 
campaigns for products (Marken, 2009).  
Moreover, the comments may have 
implications for sales, product development 
and customer service.  For instance, a 
product feature that consumers are 
discussing via social media may need more 
emphasis in the organization’s messages; the 
associated keyword can be added for online 
searches and subsequent purchases.  
 
Marketers of new products and services 
should use social media as a component in 
their marketing communications strategy.  
Social media should be integrated into the 
traditional media mix; it should not be used 
in isolation.  Furthermore, social media 
potentially connects all marketing activity.  It 
requires collaboration across functionalities, 
including those with social media expertise 
in each department.  These efforts should be 
organized in an ongoing committee or 
council at the very least.  Moreover, a system 
of measuring effectiveness should be 
implemented early.  Social media can be 
measured in the same way as traditional 
success measures for media.  In other words, 

established metrics can be used to assess 
return on investment (ROI) (Howell, 2010).    
 
More specifically, social media tools have 
been considered for use within an 
organization’s internal and external 
communication strategy.  Many intranets 
have implemented Web 2.0 features, such as 
blogs and business-related wikis.  Video is 
used for training and corporate 
communication, but some organizations, 
including American Electric Power, have set 
up “a television studio for intranet 
productions, offering employees streaming 
video and live webcasts” (Hathi, 2007, p. 9).   
 
However, the case for the implementation of 
social media in organizations is still unclear 
for most communicators (“Communicators 
Remain Unclear,” 2010).  Even though most 
CEOs belong to older generations, many note 
that although social media can increase the 
level of personalization, technology is limited 
and cannot replace people in a room together 
(Tulgan, 2007; Hathi, 2007/2008).  Yet, 
improvements have been made in the use of 
internal and external communications in 
organizations, and specifically, marketing 
and advertising, recruitment, and customer 
services.  Social media tools have also been 
proposed in organizations as communication 
support at times of crisis.  The distributed 
nature and inherent spontaneity of social 
media is perfect for unpredictable situations 
(Semple, 2009).   
 
Along with electronic health records (EHRs), 
social media tools and other forms of 
information technology (IT) are becoming 
more accepted in their use in the health care 
sector, in which chronically ill can engage in 
self-management.  Patients find support from 
those who care and follow them on Twitter.  
Social media doesn’t substitute for one-to-
one encounters with health care providers, 
but according to Hawn (2009), it enhances 
the doctor-patient relationship.  However, 
with these benefits come legal concerns 
relating to patient privacy.  Additionally, 
independent practitioners or small group 
practices don’t have the time or money to 
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explore the use of social media in their 
respective practices (Hawn, 2009). 
 

Why Companies Target Consumers via 

Social Media 

 
The number of consumers using social media 
has doubled since 2008 and users have 
gotten older (Madden, 2010, Rainie et al., 
2011).  One in four online mature consumers 
is engaged in the social media (Madden, 
2010).  So, firms relish the idea of their 
product or service being center-stage in an 
online community and they have designed 
their own blogs and forums with this in mind.  
Potentially, Web 2.0 allows companies to 
become more closely tied to their customers, 
by hosting or sponsoring communities and 
providing content to these communities in 
the form of information or entertainment.   
 
In turn, companies may observe and collect 
information about their customers (Palmer 
and Koenig-Lewis, 2009).  Many social 
network sites allow users to personalize 
preferences, therefore providing marketers 
with consumer segments (Wright et al., 
2010).  Additionally, there is evidence in the 
service sector that consumers prefer to base 
their decision on a service provider using 
information from friends and other personal 
contacts than a company’s traditional 
promotion mix elements of advertising, 
personal selling, and sales promotion 
(Palmer and Koenig-Lewis, 2009).  Social 
media can facilitate positive word-of-mouth, 
which may help solidify the purchase 
decision.  
  
There are more reasons to become involved 
in social media communities.  First, social 
media is dominated by early adopters, 
although Marken (2009) provided no 
empirical support for this statement.  Rogers’ 
Diffusion of Innovations model (1962) has 
developed the belief that individuals differ in 
their time of adoption of new products.  
Rogers described five adopter groups:  
innovators, early adopters, early majority, 
late majority and laggards.  The innovative 
firm should research the characteristics of 

innovators and early adopters and direct 
their marketing efforts toward those groups 
(Rosen et al., 1998).  Innovators and early 
adopters are extremely important groups 
that are targeted at the beginning of the 
adoption process of new products and 
services.   
 
Innovators are pivotal in maintaining a 
positive sales volume for the organization 
and may even erect barriers of entry toward 
other firms.  They spread positive word-of-
mouth to non-innovators and thus assist in 
the promotion of new products to non-
innovators (Phau and Lo, 2004).  In sum, it is 
very desirable to communicate with 
innovators, i.e., those who want to be the first 
to try new products and services, and this 
group is prevalent in online communities.  
This group will, in turn, influence later 
adopters in the adoption process.  Therefore, 
the following hypothesis is proposed:   
 
Hypothesis 1:  Social media consumers have 
greater innovativeness than non-social media 
consumers.  
 
Perceived risk is “a function of the 
unexpected results of adoption and an 
outcome that deviates from expectation” 
(Hirunyawipada and Paswan, 2006, p. 187).  
Some consumers tend to perceive high 
degrees of risk in some consumption 
situations and other consumers tend to 
perceive little risk.  Innovators are risk 
takers.  They are willing to take risks in 
purchasing products and services that are 
new to the marketplace.  The term, 
venturesome, has been traditionally used to 
describe innovators, who are willing to 
accept the risk of purchasing new products 
and services (Rogers, 1962).  Therefore, the 
second hypothesis is proposed:   
 
Hypothesis 2:  Social media consumers are 
less risk averse than non-social media 
consumers.  
 
When consumers are satisfied with a brand, 
over time they may develop brand loyalty.  
Brand loyal consumers engage in positive 
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word-of-mouth and repeat purchases, which 
results in increased revenue for the 
organization (Lin, 2011).  In social media, the 
concept of “brand communities” has received 
considerable attention (Palmer and Koenig-
Lewis, 2009).  It is here that consumers 
become interdependent due to collective 
identity, shared rituals, and moral 
responsibility to members (Muniz and 
O’Guinn, 2001).  Over time, a brand 
community may facilitate the history and 
culture of the brand, ultimately fostering 
loyalty to the brand.  Thus, as an exclusive 
characteristic of the social media, the brand 
community may be a unique way that 
organizations may enhance brand loyalty of 
their products and/or services.  However, it 
is unclear that this potential has been 
reached via the brand community.  
Therefore, the third hypothesis is proposed:   
 
Hypothesis 3:  Social media consumers are 
more brand loyal than non-social media 
consumers.   
 
Satisfaction has been traditionally associated 
with the Disconfirmation of Expectations 
Theory, which is based on the assumption 
that consumers compare the result with their 
expectations.  A result greater than 
expectations, or a positive disconfirmation, 
yields satisfaction, whereas a result less than 
expectations, or a negative disconfirmation, 
yields dissatisfaction (Castaneda et al., 2007).  
Those consumers that use one or more forms 
of social media, a technology that is entirely 
voluntary, are intuitively more satisfied with 
the Internet than those consumers who use 
the Internet but do not use social media.  
Social media consumers potentially have 
more Internet options to have a more 
enjoyable and enriched experience online 
than those who do not use social media.  
Therefore, the fourth hypothesis is proposed:  
 
Hypothesis 4:  Social media consumers are 
more satisfied with the Internet than non-
social media consumers.   
 
 

 

Methodology  

 

Respondents 

 

The study was conducted in 2010 and again 
in 2012.  The studies samples were regional 
samples from the southeastern United States.  
The respondents consisted of people who 
had been contacted by upper level 
undergraduate marketing students from a 
medium-sized university who were trained 
in data collection procedures. This approach, 
a variation of the convenience sampling 
method, has been successfully used in 
previous research (e.g., Arnold and Reynolds 
2003; Bitner et al. 1990; Jones and Reynolds, 
2006). A pretest was conducted in the first 
study with the students who were going to 
administer the questionnaire.  The student 
group was representative of the 
characteristics of the final sample:  mostly 
traditional students (18-23 year olds, 
members of Generation Y) and some non-
traditional students.  A few minor revisions 
were made to the questionnaire as a result of 
the pretest.   
 
Next, approximately 40 student interviewers 
in each study were instructed to recruit 
respondents who had registered for social 
media (as social media sample) to complete 
one version of the questionnaire.  The same 
interviewers also recruited respondents who 
had not registered for social media (as non-
social media sample) to complete a second 
version of the questionnaire. The 
questionnaires were identical for the two 
groups with the exception of the statements 
to assess the uses of social media, which was 
only administered to social media users.  
Respondents completed a hard copy of the 
questionnaire.  To ensure accurate 
responses, the respondents were promised 
complete confidentiality.  
 
With the exception of the pretest conducted 
in the 2010 study, all administration 
procedures were identical in 2010 and 2012.   
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There were 293 usable questionnaires in the 
social media sample of the 2012 study (222 
in the 2010 study) and 278 usable 
questionnaires in the non-social media 
sample of the 2012 study (216 in the 2010 
study) for a total sample of 571 in the 2012 
study (438 in the 2010 study).  This 
convenience sample was deemed 
appropriate because the purpose of the study 
was not to provide point estimates of the 
variables but to test the relationships among 
them (Calder et al., 1981).  
 
The social media sample consisted of 50.2% 
male (49.1% female) compared to 40.2% 
male (59.8% female) in the 2010 study.  The 
greatest representation by a generational 
cohort was Generation Y at 88.4% (77.7% in 
the 2010 study).  Online social network sites 
are viewed by younger age groups as an 
integral part of their life (Palmer and Koenig-
Lewis, 2009).  Over 78% of the sample was 
single (over 65% in the 2010 study). The 
majority of the social media sample (62.1%, 
52.7% in the 2010 study) consisted of 
[white] Caucasians.  Over 43% had 
completed secondary school compared to 
over 40% having completed a university 
degree in the 2010 study.  Over 66% of the 
sample were students compared to almost 
50% in the 2010 study.  Approximately 49% 
of the social media sample had an income in 
the $0-10,000 range compared to about 45% 
in the 2010 study.  
  
The non-social media sample for the study 
consisted of 44.2% male (54.7% female) 
compared to 42.3% male (57.7% female) in 
the 2010 study.  The most represented 
generational cohort was Baby Boomers 
(38.8% compared to 40.4% in the 2010 
study) followed by Generation Y (29.1% 
versus 37.6% in the 2010 study).  In contrast 

to the social media sample, about 17% (30% 
in the 2010 study) of the non-social media 
sample was single and the majority of the 
non-social media sample (61.9% versus 
59.3% in the 2010 study) consisted of 
[white] Caucasians.  Over 36% (compared to 
over 35% in the 2010 study) had at least 
completed a secondary school degree and 
26.3% (27.4% in the 2010 study) of the non-
social media sample completed an 
undergraduate degree.  Over half of the non-
social media sample was employed by an 
organization (51.4%, compared to 50.9% in 
the 2010 study).  The largest income 
category was $30,001-50,000 (24.8%) 
compared to $70,000 and above (23.6%) and 
$30,001-50,000 (23.1%) for the 2010 study.   
 
As expected, the most frequent use of the 
Internet for the social media group was ten 
to 19 hours per week (31% versus five to 
nine hours per week or 27.5% in the 2010 
study) whereas the most frequent use of the 
Internet for the non-social media group was 
less than five hours per week (32.7% versus 
30.6% in the 2010 study).  Interestingly, the 
majority in both groups accessed the Internet 
daily in both studies.  This was the most 
frequent response for the social media group 
(90.7% versus 91.4% in the 2010 study) and 
the non-social media group (46.8% versus 
54.9% in the 2010 study).  Internet purchase 
frequency was greatest at once a month 
(32.8%) for the social media group and never 
(35.3%, 34.2% for once/twice a year) for the 
non-social media group.  This is in contrast to 
the 2010 study in which each group selected 
the response, once/twice a year with the 
greatest frequency of their purchase 
occasions via the Internet (38.7% for social 
media and 38.6% for non-social media).  
Complete information on the sample 
description is in Table. 
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Table 1:  Descriptive Information of Sample 
 

Items  Social media (n) 

(2010) 
Non-Social 

media (n) 

(2010) 

Social media 

(n) 

(2012) 

Non-Social 

media (n) 

(2012) 
 

Gender Male 
Female 
 

40% 
60% 

(88) 
(131) 

42% 
58% 

(90) 
(123) 

50% 
49% 

(147) 
(144) 

44% 
55% 

(123) 
(152) 

Generational 
cohort 

Generation Y (1997-1994)  
Generation X (1965-1976)  
Baby Boomers (1946-1964) 
Matures (1945 and prior) 
 

78% 
9% 
11% 
2% 

(171) 
(21) 
(23) 
(5) 

38% 
16% 
40% 
6% 

(80) 
(34) 
(86) 
(13) 

88% 
5% 
6% 
1% 

(259) 
(14) 
(17) 
(3) 

29% 
17% 
39% 
14% 

(81) 
(48) 
(108) 
(38) 

Marital status Married 
Single 
Living with another 
Widowed 
Separated 
Divorced 
 

23% 
66% 
5% 
1% 
<1% 
4% 

(50) 
(146) 
(12) 
(3) 
(1) 
(9) 

53% 
30% 
3% 
3% 
2% 
8% 

(115) 
(65) 
(7) 
(7) 
(4) 
(18) 

17% 
78% 
3% 
1% 
<1% 
<1% 

(49) 
(229) 
(9) 
(3) 
(1) 
(1) 

57% 
25% 
3% 
8% 
4% 
1% 

(159) 
(71) 
(9) 
(23) 
(11) 
(3) 

Race White (Caucasian) 
African American 
Hispanic American 
Asian American 
Native American 
Other 

53% 
40% 
1% 
1% 
0% 
5% 

(117) 
(87) 
(3) 
(2) 
(-0-) 
(10) 
 

59% 
34% 
2% 
1% 
<1% 
3% 

(128) 
(73) 
(5) 
(3) 
(1) 
(6) 
 

62% 
28% 
4% 
1% 
<1% 
3% 
 

(182) 
(83) 
(11) 
(2) 
(1) 
(9) 
 

62% 
35% 
1% 
0% 
<1% 
2% 
 

(172) 
(96) 
(2) 
(-0-) 
(1) 
(6) 
 

Education 
completed 

General Educational Development 
(GED)  
Secondary school  
University 
Graduate 
Professional degree 
Technical degree 
Other 
 

1% 
33% 
41% 
15% 
5% 
4% 
<1% 
 

(3) 
(73) 
(92) 
(34) 
(10) 
(9) 
(1) 
 

2% 
36% 
27% 
15% 
6% 
11% 
2% 
 

(4) 
(77) 
(59) 
(33) 
(14) 
(23) 
(5) 
 

1% 
43% 
40% 
12% 
2% 
1% 
<1% 
 

(4) 
(127) 
(118) 
(34) 
(5) 
(2) 
(1) 
 

4% 
36% 
26% 
15% 
11% 
5% 
3% 
 

(10) 
(101) 
(73) 
(41) 
(30) 
(13) 
(9) 
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Table 1:  Descriptive Information of Sample (Continued) 

 

Items  Social media (n) 

(2010) 
Non-Social 

media (n) 

(2010) 

Social media 

(n) 

(2012) 

Non-Social 

media (n) 

(2012) 
 

Occupation Student 
Homemaker/Not employed 
Employed by an organization 
Self-Employed 
Other 
 

49% 
2% 
40% 
5% 
4% 
 

(109) 
(5) 
(88) 
(11) 
(8) 
 

20% 
10% 
51% 
10% 
9% 
 

(43) 
(22) 
(110) 
(21) 
(19) 
 

66% 
2% 
26% 
2% 
2% 
 

(194) 
(5) 
(75) 
(6) 
(6) 
 

15% 
12% 
51% 
7% 
13% 
 

(43) 
(34) 
(143) 
(20) 
(36) 
 

Income 
(Household) 
 

0-10k 
10,001-30k 
30,001-50k 
50,001-70k 
Above 70k 
 

46% 
18% 
18% 
8% 
10% 
 

(101) 
(39) 
(40) 
(17) 
(22) 
 

18% 
20% 
24% 
14% 
24%  
 

(38) 
(43) 
(50) 
(29) 
(51) 
 

49% 
24% 
7% 
9% 
10% 
 

(144) 
(71) 
(21) 
(26) 
(28) 
 

15% 
21% 
25% 
16% 
20% 
 

(41) 
(58) 
(69) 
(46) 
(56) 
 

Internet characteristics 

 

Use in average week Not at all 
Less than 5 hours 
5-9 hours 
10-19 hours 
20 hours or more 
 

0% 
14% 
28% 
25% 
33% 
 

(-0-) 
(32) 
(61) 
(55) 
(74) 
 

18%  
31% 
18% 
14% 
20% 
 

(39) 
(66) 
(38) 
(30) 
(43) 
 

0% 
11% 
27% 
31% 
30% 
 

(-0-) 
(32) 
(80) 
(91) 
(89) 
 

15% 
33% 
26% 
13% 
13% 
 

(41) 
(91) 
(73) 
(37) 
(35) 
 

Frequency of access Never  
Less than once a month 
Monthly 
Weekly 
Daily 
 

0% 
1% 
<1% 
7% 
91% 
 

(-0-) 
(2) 
(1) 
(16) 
(203) 
 

15% 
5% 
5% 
20% 
55% 
 

(32) 
(11) 
(11) 
(43) 
(118) 
 

0% 
<1% 
<1% 
8% 
91% 
 

(-0-) 
(1) 
(2) 
(24) 
(266) 
 

13% 
9% 
7% 
23% 
47% 
 

(36) 
(26) 
(21) 
(64) 
(130) 
 

Purchase frequency Never 
Once-Twice a year 
Once a month  
A few times a month 
Once a week 
More than once a week 
 

14% 
39% 
23% 
22% 
1% 
1% 
 

(32) 
(86) 
(52) 
(48) 
(2) 
(2) 
 

36% 
39% 
10% 
11% 
2% 
3% 
 

(77) 
(83) 
(22) 
(23) 
(4) 
(6) 
 

6% 
30% 
33% 
28% 
2% 
1% 
 

(18) 
(87) 
(96) 
(82) 
(7) 
(3) 
 

35% 
34% 
18% 
12% 
1% 
0% 
 

(98) 
(95) 
(49) 
(34) 
(2) 
(-0-) 
 

 

Social media consumers were asked to indi-
cate if they had registered for any of the pop-
ular social media (Facebook, MySpace, 
YouTube, Twitter, LinkedIn, and Four-
square), with the final choice, “Other, please 
specify.”  Additionally, they were asked to 
indicate the year of registration and frequen-
cy of use on a five-point scale from 1 = never 
to 5 = daily.  The results are shown in Table 
2.  Please note that, while Facebook and 
MySpace remained practically unchanged in 

terms of the percentage of sample registered 
for these social media, YouTube, Twitter, 
LinkedIn, and Foursquare saw dramatic in-
creases in these percentages.  Although the 
most common year of adoption was 2008 for 
YouTube, the other three social media expe-
rienced their most common year of registra-
tion in 2011 or 2012.  However, Facebook 
and MySpace still hold the largest percent-
ages of those registered for social media. 
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Table 2: Social Networks: Registration, Year of Adoption and Frequency of Use 
 

Social net-
work 

Registration, 
% of sample 
(n), 2010 

Registration, 
% of sample 
(n), 2012 

Most common year of 
adoption, 
% of those who registered 
(n), 2010 

Most common year of 
adoption, 
% of those who regis-
tered (n), 2012 

Most common frequency of use,  
% of those who registered (n), 
2010 
 

Most common 
frequency of 
use,  
% of those 
who regis-
tered (n), 
2012 

       

Facebook 98% (216) 98% (286) 2007, 23% (48) 2007, 22% (27) Daily, 73% (157) Daily, 68% 
(199) 

MySpace 58% (123) 57% (168) 2005, 26% (30) 2004, 13% (39) Never, 36% (45) Never, 46% 
(136) 

YouTube 48% (102) 59% (173) 2008, 26% (24) 2008, 11% (32) Weekly, 31% (44) Weekly, 27% 
(78) 

Twitter 34% (73) 54% (158) 2009, 52% (34) 2011, 16% (48) Daily, 55% (41) Daily, 30% 
(89) 

LinkedIn 4% (8) 15% (44) 2006-2010, 25% each yr 
(2 each year, 8 total) 

2012, 3% (10) 1-2 Times a Year, 33% (3) and 
Monthly, 33% (3) 

Never, 6% 
(17) 

Foursquare 1% (2)  4% (12) 2010, 100% (2) 2011, 2% (7) 1-2 Times a Year 50% (1) and 
Daily 50% (1)  

Never, 33% 
(3), 1-2 
Times a Year 
33% (3), and 
Monthly 33% 
(3) 

Other 8% (18) 7% (21) 2009, 28% (5) 2011, 2% (7) Weekly, 44% (8) Daily, 3% (9) 

 
The uses of social media were listed, each 
followed by a seven-point scale from strongly 
disagree to strongly agree, including an 
“other” category (n=87).  The results are 
shown in Table 3.  Those uses with a 5.50 
mean or greater included the following:  
“communicate with friends, family” (5.99 
versus 6.30 in the 2010 study), “pass the 

time” (5.62 versus 5.41 in the 2010 study), 
“write about myself” (5.60 versus 5.54 in the 
2010 study), “enjoy memories” (5.60 versus 
5.37 in the 2010 study), and “my friends are 
using it” (5.59 versus 5.63 in the 2010 study).  
“Search for information” had a mean of 5.60 
in the 2010 study in contrast to a 5.30 mean 
in the 2012 data.   
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Table 3:  Uses of Social Media 

 

Use n (2010)  Mean (2010) SD (2010) n (2012)  Mean (2012) SD (2012) 

       

Participate in discussions 219 4.13 1.90 292 4.04 1.93 

Communicate with friends, family 222 6.30 1.24 292 5.99 1.35 

Search for old friends 222 5.07 1.77 292 4.68 1.83 

Chat with friends 221 5.47 1.73 292 5.08 1.76 

Form and maintain communities 220 3.42 2.07 292 3.76 1.93 

Remember birthdays 222 5.35 5.17 292 5.19 1.90 

Meet like-minded people 221 3.54 2.08 292 3.56 2.04 

Pass the time 221 5.41 1.93 292 5.62 1.71 

Write about myself 221 3.36 2.02 292 3.22 1.94 

For entertainment 221 5.54 1.82 292 5.60 1.51 

Project my personality 220 3.72 2.06 292 3.75 1.91 

Share my views 221 4.18 2.07 292 4.14 1.90 

Influence others 220 3.34 1.98 292 3.56 1.89 

Enjoy memories 222 5.37 1.80 292 5.60 1.55 

Building profiles is enjoying 221 4.19 1.98 291 4.00 1.78 

Upload photographs 222 5.07 1.80 291 5.08 1.79 

Watch videos 222 5.15 1.73 291 5.38 1.55 

Share videos 221 3.69 2.17 291 4.19 1.95 

Search for information 222 5.63 1.78 291 5.30 1.79 

Solve problems 222 4.33 2.12 291 4.22 2.14 

Assists me in my work 222 4.85 2.19 291 4.31 2.23 

Professional networking 222 4.21 2.16 291 4.02 2.05 

Position opportunities 221 4.06 2.16 291 3.91 2.07 

My friends are using it 222 5.63 1.60 291 5.59 1.61 

My friends want me to use it 222 4.94 1.97 291 4.93 1.94 

Read product reviews 219 4.23 2.04 291 4.11 2.05 

Write product reviews 221 2.60 1.81 291 2.72 1.88 

Read or follow blogs 220 3.06 2.01 291 3.31 2.09 

Write blogs 221 2.43 1.96 291 2.44 1.89 

 
Measures 

 

All scales are well-established and have been 
used in previous research.  Per Goldsmith 
(2001, p. 150), the three-item, domain 
specific innovativeness scale “can be used in 
a variety of research settings and has proved 
to be valid and reliable across different 
product domains and cultures.”  The risk 
aversion scale was measured by a modified 
four-item scale used by Donthu and Gilliland 
(1996).  Loyalty to the product/brand was 
measured using the four-item scale 
developed and used by Lichtenstein, 
Netemeyer and Burton (1990) and Raju 
(1980).  Satisfaction for Internet use for both 
groups was assessed using a five-item scale 

developed and used by Oliver (1980).  The 
scales were modified to fit the purposes of 
the study. All items were measured on a 
seven-point Likert scale from “1 = strongly 
disagree” to “7 = strongly agree,” in which the 
rating, 4, was for respondents who felt 
neutral. 
   
Reliability coefficients were computed for 
each of the scales.  Coefficient alphas were 
reported for the social media group and the 
non-social media group as well as the total 
sample.  All alpha values were above the 0.70 
value recommended by Nunnally (1978).  
Table 4 presents the items used in the 
current research. 
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Table 4: Reliability Coefficients 

 

Scale/Statements and coefficient alpha 
 Social Non-Social Combined Social Non-Social Combined 

 Media Media (2010) Media Media (2012) 

 (2010) (2010)  (2012) (2012)  

Innovativeness    
  

      

In general, I am among the first in my circle of 
friends 

0.76 0.74 0.76 0.77 0.79 0.78 

to buy a new product.          

If I heard that a new product that I was interest-
ed in  

      

was available, I would be interested enough to 
buy it.  

      

I will consider buying a new product, even if I 
am not  

      

familiar with it.         

       

Risk aversion    
  

      

I would rather be safe than sorry.   0.79 0.85 0.82 0.80 0.86 0.84 

I want to be sure before I purchase anything.        

I avoid risky things.           

I don’t like to take chances.          

       

Brand loyalty    
  

      

I usually buy the same brands that I have always 
bought. 

0.87 0.89 0.88 0.87 0.89 0.87 

Once I get use to a brand, I hate to switch.  
  

      

If I like a brand, I rarely switch to another brand 
just to try  

      

something different.         

Even though certain products/services are 
available in a  

      

number of brands, I always tend to buy the same 
brand. 

      

       

Internet satisfaction   
   

      

My experience using the Internet was good.  0.95 0.95 0.95 0.94 0.97 0.97 

I am happy that I decided to use the Internet.        

My trial of the Internet worked out as well as I 
thought  

      

it would.        

I am sure it was the right thing to learn to use 
the Internet.  

      

I am overall satisfied with my ability to use the 
Internet.   
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Analysis and Results 

 
Independent-samples t-tests were used to 
test the hypotheses; the results are 
summarized in Table 5.  In the 2010 analysis, 
the results supported the first hypothesis 
that members of social media respondents 
have greater innovativeness than non-social 
media respondents (p < 0.01).  The second 
hypothesis was also supported that social 
media respondents are less risk averse than 
non-social media respondents (p < 0.05).  
There was no support for the third 
hypothesis that social media respondents 
have greater brand loyalty than non-social 

media respondents.  The fourth hypothesis, 
that social media respondents have more 
satisfaction toward the Internet than non-
social media respondents, was supported (p 
< 0.01).   
 
In the 2012 analysis, all hypotheses were 
significant at the 0.00 level.  The third 
hypothesis that social media respondents 
have greater brand loyalty than non-social 
media respondents was significant but in the 
opposite direction than was hypothesized. 

  

 
Table 5: Differences between Social Media and Non-Social Media 

 

Variable Social media 

mean (SD) 

(2010) 

Non-social 

media mean 

(SD) (2010)  

t-value 

(2010) 

 Sig (2010)  Social media 

mean (SD) 

(2012) 

Non-social 

media mean 

(SD) (2012) 

t-value 

(2012) 

Sig 

(2012)* 

          

Innovativeness* 3.66 (1.43) 3.11 (1.36) -4.15  0.00* 3.80 (1.48) 3.26 (1.54) -4.20 0.00 

Risk aversion** 5.09 (1.23) 5.43 (1.30) 2.77  0.01** 4.83 (1.28) 5.36 (1.35)  4.77 0.00 

Brand loyalty 4.83 (1.45) 4.90 (1.46) 0.50  0.62 4.51 (1.43) 4.85 (1.46)  2.82 0.00 

Internet satisfaction* 6.29 (1.11) 5.78 (1.41) -4.07  0.00* 6.23 (1.08) 4.68 (2.15) -10.99 0.00 

 *p < 0.01 
 **p < 0.05 
 
Conclusion 

 
This study examined and compared social 
media and non-social media consumers.  
First, demographic profiles were provided 
for each group.   The social media user 
demographic profile revealed that this group 
was dominated by Generation Y.  This finding 
was expected, since “younger consumers 
have typically been early adopters of new 
technologies” (Roche and Williams, 2006, p. 
2A) and 86% of young adults ages 18-29 
report that they use social networking sites, 
making this group the heaviest users as 
Madden (2010) concurs.   
 
Second, the two groups were compared in 
terms of their innovativeness, risk aversion, 
brand loyalty, and Internet satisfaction.  All 
differences were significant except for brand 
loyalty in the 2010 analysis.  This finding 
adds to the often-heard contention, although 

not universal (Dekimpe et al., 1997), that 
brand loyalty is in decline and that 
consumers are more versatile and less loyal 
than they have ever been (“The Roots of 
Brand Loyalty,” 2005).  Saxton (2005) notes 
that brand loyalty is less evident among 
young people, due to more freedom to 
choose.  Nevertheless, Fabiano (2010) states 
that brands integrating social media into 
their marketing communications are those 
that gain consumer interest and loyalty.  
Based on the 2010 analysis, social media 
consumers have greater innovativeness, less 
risk aversion, and more Internet satisfaction 
than non-social media consumers.   
 
In contrast, results were significant in the 
2012 analysis for brand loyalty but in the 
opposite direction than was hypothesized.  In 
other words, there was support that non-
social media consumers are more brand loyal 
than social media consumers.  Since the 
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majority of the non-social media group was 
older (Baby Boomers) than the majority of 
the social media group (Generation Y), based 
on age, this finding concurs with the 
traditional perspective that older consumers 
are more brand loyal than younger 
generational cohorts (Anderson and Sharp, 
2010; Anonymous, 2007a; Davies, 2007; Kim, 
1987).   
 
Managerial Implications and Limitations 

 
The results are significant for marketers 
utilizing social media, but especially 
significant for the marketer of new products 
and services who wishes to target innovators 
and early adopters.  Innovators and early 
adopters seek products and services that are 
the latest releases to the marketplace, and 
therefore exhibit a relatively high degree of 
innovativeness.  They are also risk takers, 
since these innovations have not yet been 
adopted by most consumers.  Due to a 
significant presence of innovators and early 
adopters on the social media, marketers of 
innovations may consider leveraging this 
new communication to introduce their 
products and services.  Doing so may yield a 
competitive advantage over less astute 
marketers of innovations.  Marketers should 
feel encouraged to take advantage of social 
media opportunities, due to, in part, the 
Internet satisfaction experienced by social 
media users.  
  
Additionally, marketers of new products and 
services are faced with the challenge that a 
high percentage of new products fail during 
their introduction.  Since the introduction 
stage of the product life cycle is the riskiest 
stage in the life of a product, it is important to 
attempt to reduce this risk.  Social media can 
help to reduce this risk, since consumers en-
gaged in social were found to be less risk 
averse.  They are increasingly using social 
media to share their feelings about both new 
and existing products, whether these feelings 
are likes and compliments, or dislikes and 
complaints.  Marketers of innovations who 
implement social media may benefit from 
nearly immediate feedback before, during, 

and after a new product launch.  Customer 
feedback via social media can address this 
issue at all phases of the new product launch.  
Pre-launch is a time when consumers can 
assist new product marketers with testing, 
for example, the test marketing of messages.  
During the launch, consumers may potential-
ly be the greatest advocates of the new prod-
uct.  And finally, the post-launch is a time to 
keep consumers engaged so that they may 
positively influence others in the purchase 
decision process (Anonymous, 2011).   
 
This study has potential limitations and has 
provided possible directions for future 
research.  First, the respondents comprised a 
regional sample.  Future research may wish 
to determine if the results may be replicated 
with a broader, national sample.  Second, the 
study examined variables with implications 
for innovators and early adopters.  Future 
research may examine other variables that 
are related to the study of this important 
media form.  For example, how social media 
is used by particular generational cohorts 
may be the focus of the analysis.  There may 
be ways in which social media use could be 
increased in cohorts, such as Baby Boomers 
and Matures, that are currently not using the 
communication as much as other cohorts, 
such as Generation Y.   
 
Third, the scale assessing brand loyalty could 
be updated to include the organization as 
well as a product or service.  What 
constitutes a brand has been expanded to 
include the organization and this expansion 
is evident in social media via the concept of 
brand communities.  Finally, the research 
examined the construct, risk aversion.  
Future research may wish to explore aspects 
of risk that are indigenous to social media, 
particularly security risk.  Lack of security on 
social media sites has resulted in scams and 
account hacking, in which site accounts have 
been used for sending malicious messages or 
for identity fraud.  Future research could 
examine the difference in risk perception 
toward social-media use between the two 
groups of consumers.   
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