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Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1Introduction

Social networks are now more than ever an integral part of our everyday life and they are constantly changing our lives affecting our habits, concerns and most importantly the nature of our relationships. What is more, almost one in four people around the worlds are using one social network platform and this number is increasing. An everyday habit in people’s life can only be a powerful weapon in the hand of marketers.

Since the very beginning Marketers have realized the potential of social networks. For this reason during the past decade marketers have started to shift their spending on  Marketing channels like television, radio, billboards to the digital channels such as social media marketing, digital marketing, search engine optimization and many others. Nowadays companies have started to spend a lot of money on Digital Marketing, as a means of enhancing their competitive position. 

In the same time there has been an increasing interest both from academics and professionals about the effectiveness of social networks and the effective ways of engagement. In line with that this thesis will try to contribute to the academic research exploring the affection that specific social needs and privacy concerns may have on actual sharing and on intention to share conspicuous experiences on social media. 

 As it was predicted from various authors, there is a shift in power from marketers to consumers (Bakos, 1991, Deighton and Kornfled, 2009). Users of social networks can now share their opinions, create content and influence other people. This make urgent to examine what make users of social networks to share content in order to help marketers to aim the right consumers who can share the desirable content.

Social Network applications aim to actively engage producers and consumers of the available information. However this is not always advantageous for a company. A BBC Business editor Tim Weber (2010) said: “These days, one witty tweet, one clever blog post, one devastating video—forwarded to hundreds of friends at the click of a mouse—can snowball and kill a product or damage a company's share price”. This shows how urgent it is to have a better understanding of what motivates consumers to share their purchasing experiences in Social Networks. 

This study will try to investigate if some common consumer’s psychological needs and privacy concerns can affect consumers to share on social networks their conspicuous consumptions. Sharing is the extent to which users exchange, distribute and receive content (Kietzmann et al 2011).  The main focus of the research will be for users of Facebook, Twitter, Blogger which are the most popular social network according to Nielsen report (2012) and also Google+. 

1.2Research questions
The present study attempts to investigate if specific social needs positively motivate people to share their conspicuous consumptions on social networks. Hence the main research question under examination is the following:


In order to answer the aforementioned research question three sub-questions are formed:

· Which social needs can be distinguished?
· How do social needs and privacy concerns affect online sharing?
· How does product category and demographics affect the amount of sharing.
1.3 Academic Relevance 

The aim of this study is to shed light to what physiological needs can make a person to share his conspicuous consumptions. Even though it is clear enough that social network is very powerful weapon for executives, most of them they do not seem to develop new strategies aiming the engagement of consumers through social networks. Consequently companies regularly ignοre or mismanage the opportunities and threats presented by creative consumers (Berthon, Pitt, McCarthy  and Kates, 2007). According to Kaplan and Haenlein (2010) one of the reasons for that is the lack of understanding regarding what social media are and the various forms that they can take.

Even though the academic research regarding social media is increasingly rich, the literature about the motivations of consumers sharing is not so rich. Many researchers have shown the value of the sharing on social network and how important is the eWOM (electronic Word Of Mouth). Villanueva and his colleagues (2008) measured the value of customers acquired through marketing induced activities and compared those with the value of customers won through WOM acquisition mechanisms. The authors find that even though marketing-induced customer acquisition acts faster, the cumulative impact over a longer period on customer equity of customers acquired through WOM is twice that of marketing-induced acquisition attempts. This shows the importance of a further investigation in to what can drive people to share.

To begin with this study is innovative for a series of reason. Firstly no prior research has been conducted focusing solely in these specific physiological needs and their link to the online sharing. However there are plenty of studies concerning the link between psychological needs and offline WOM. These studies were the base to search if the same results are applicable to the online WOM. The process of offline social interactions allows a person to satisfy several social-needs like the need to compare with others (Festinger 1954) to build social relationships covering the need for belonginess (Baumeister and Leary, 1995), self enhancement and concern for others  (Hennig-Thurau et al. 2004). 

Concerning the online interactions and the link of social needs there are some limited research. Van Doorn et al. ,2010 who try to examine the reasons of consumers’ engagement in social media and he concluded that consumers are driven by their need to participate. 

Secondly most of the researches in the field of the consumers sharing in the social media are conducted examining the value that may have. This study tries to contribute to the existing literature in the perspective of what motivates consumer to share. On the other hand these findings show the value of sharing on social media and therefore it would be beneficial for many executives to know how to motivate people to share relevant content. Kumar et al. (2010) show that sharing on social media contributes to the engagement of the customers and increases their value. 
1.4 Practical relevance 

Marketers may spend millions of dollars on a marketing campaign or on an advertisement, yet often what really makes a consumer mind it can be a word-of –mouth recommendation or a post in one’s social network personal page. Based on the latest report from Nielsen (2012), 92 percent of consumers trust recommendations from friends and family, above all other forms of advertisement. This show how urgent is to understand what motivates users of social networks to share their consumptions.  

Getting insights in the factors that motivates users of social networks to share content about their conspicuous experiences can have many benefits for marketers. Specifically, if it is known what type of consumers will share more often and the right content, marketers can focus more on them. For instance, if people with more connections on social networks have higher need to belong and use to share information about their purchases, marketers can find ways to trigger these kind of clients to share content about them.

Apart it is effective, content sharing also enables easier and less expensive marketing techniques. Like motivating bloggers to share content about their product or social network users to share information on their personal pages. 
The social media marketing is as a process that empowers individuals and companies to promote their websites, products or services through online social channels and to communicate with and tap into a much larger community that may not have been available via traditional advertising channels. It connects service providers, companies and corporations with a broad audience of influencers and consumers. (Weinberg, 2009). According to Constantinides and Fountain (2009), the power structure has changed due to consumers have access to information which previously was not available for them. As a result, the consumer attitudes changes leading to new consumer needs, values and buying behavior. Drury (2008) emphasizes that marketing with social media is about building a relationship and conversation with target audience. 
The remainder of this thesis is organized as follows: Chapter 2 reviews relevant literature on Conspicuous consumption, social networks, privacy concerns and social needs trying to highlight the most relevant to this thesis topic literature review. Chapter 3 describes the methodology of this study and describes the variables implemented in the proposed model. Chapter 4 presents the results of the conducted research, along with their interpretation. Finally, Chapter 5 summarizes the key findings and conclusions of this study and develops its implications, whereas Chapter 6 mentions its limitations and provides guidance for future research.  

Chapter 2.Literature Review and conceptual model

The theoretical framework, which upon this thesis will be supported, will be hereby briefly presented. The literature under review draws from the fields of social media, conspicuous consumption, psychology and privacy. 
2.1 Social networks
Consumers have started to turn away from the traditional sources of advertising: radio, television, newspapers and magazines and more frequently searched for information for their purchases to various types of social media (Vollmer and Precourt 2008). Furthermore social media has become a major factor in influencing various aspects of consumer behavior including awareness, information acquisition, opinions, attitudes, purchase behavior and post-purchase communication and evaluation (Mangold and Faulds 2009). 

As the central concept of this study is social media, a definition of social media is needed. There are various definitions of social media in previous researches, but there is no one generally accepted. The most common definition which is also used by Wikipedia is that social media is “a group of Internet-based applications that build on the ideological and technological foundations of Web 2.0, and that allow the creation and exchange of user-generated content”(Kaplan and Haenlein, 2009). Safko and Brake (2009) said that Social Media refers to activities, practices, and behaviors among communities of people, who gather online to share information, knowledge and opinions using conversational media. Conversational media covers the web-based applications that make it possible to create and easily transmit content in the form of words, pictures, videos and audios (Safko and Brake, 2009). I believe that the last definition is the most suitable for our study because as Drury (2008) said “share” is the most important part of social media. 

Categories of social media 

According to Constantinides and Fountain (2008) there are five different categories of social media: 1) Blogs which are online magazines 2) Social networks which are applications allowing users to build personal websites accessible to other users for exchange of personal content and communication (e.g. Facebook) 3) (Content) Communities which are Websites which organize and share particular types of content (e.g. YouTube, Flickr, Wikipedia) 4.Forums/bulleting boards are sites for exchanging ideas and information usually around special interests (e.g. twitter) 5) Content aggregators applications allowing users to fully customise the web content they wish to access (igoogle, netvibes). 

Another classification of social media is from Kaplan and Haenlein (2010).There are the following categories: 1) Collaborative projects (e.g. Wikipedia) 2)Blogs and Microblogs(e.g. Twitter) 3)Content Communities (YouTube, DailyMotion) 4) Social networking sites (e.g. Facebook) 5) Virtual games world (e.g. World of Warcraft) 6)Virtual social worlds (e.g. Second life). 

In this study I will focus more to what people share at blogs and Microblogs ( Blogger and Twitter), to Social Networking sites (Facebook, Google+).

2.2Conspicuous consumption 
Usually there is a negative relation between a product’s price and the consumers’ demand for the product, but in the case of conspicuous consumption the opposite is true. In this case the higher the price the higher is the demand of consumer because a higher price is considered sign of prestige and wealth. 

Comeo and Jeanne (1997) argue that conspicuous consumption is a consequence of consumers’ desire to signal their wealth. In a 1949 article in the Journal of Marketing, Knauth documented a hosiery retailer’s “enormous” positive sales response following a price increase from $1.00 to $1.14, apparently because the higher price “suggested higher value” 

Veblen (1899) introduce the term “Veblen effect” which occurs whenever a consumer is willing to pay a higher price for a functionally equivalent good. Conspicuous consumption is the means of showing pecuniary strength and so of gaining or retaining a good name. Besides that Veblen proposes an additional motive for consuming conspicuous goods which he terms “Pecuniary emulation”. Pecuniary emulation refers to situation in which a member of a lower class consumes conspicuously in order to be perceived as a member of a higher class. As a reason for this behavior researchers differentiate two streams of social needs that have been identified as traits (Brewer 1991): the need for uniqueness and the need for conformity. There are two segments of consumers simultaneously, those who favor conspicuously branded goods to signal to the masses that they are not like them, and those who favor inconspicuously branded products to signal to their peers that they are like them (Han, Nunes, & Drèze, 2010).Moreover people decide to consume conspicuously to express a certain self-identity or self-image (Braun and Wicklund 1989). This may be the reason that low income people decide to consume conspicuously, whereas wealthy people may deliberately obfuscate their conspicuousness (Nunes, Drèze, and Han 2011). 

Researchers have identified three different types of status: status by definition or assignment (royalty), status by achievement (promotion at job) and status by consumption which is one the only one related to this study. 

Previous research has shown that conspicuous consumption has an effect on the social status, also on the social status that people have in social media (Hinz, Spann and Hann,2010). Conspicuous consumption is one path toward status accorded by wealth as (Scott, Mende and Bolton, 2013) suggest that conspicuousness signals wealth, and both produce similar inferential patterns. 

Marcoux et al (1997) states that social status demonstration is a dimension of conspicuous consumption, arguing that interpersonal influence and social status demonstration were two main variables from the meaning of conspicuous consumption scale. Goldsmith et al (1996) assert that “one important motivating force that influences a wide range of consumer behavior is the desire to gain status or social prestige from the acquisition and consumption of goods”. Bell et al (1991) assert also something similar, they said that ownership of specific products or brands, as well as their particular mode of consumption, may denote status. Eastman et al (1999) went even further and they said that “the more a consumer seeks status, the more he/she will engage in behaviors, such as the consumption of status symbols that increase their status”. 

As this study will try to investigate what motivates people to share on social media I will test what human needs affect more people in regard to the sharing on social networks from their conspicuous consumption. I choose three human needs which due the existing literature are more related to the social networks. The first need is the need to belong which is one of the most important human needs and affects all the human behaviors. The other two are self-esteem and self-presentation which are both related to social networks and conspicuous consumption. 
The social needs under examination were chosen with the intention to combine prior research in the fields of intentional social action, conspicuous consumption and online social activity. Based on that, four social needs were chosen; need to belong, self-esteem, impression management and social comparison. Privacy concerns were also added in the motivations that may affect sharing on social networks because it is always present in the literature of online activity as determinant factor for disclosure on social networks.

 Need to belong is the primary motivation that drives people to use social network, as need to belong refers to the intrinsic drive to affiliate with others and gain social acceptance (Ross et al., 2009). On the other hand self-esteem is closely associated with the need to belong. It has been proposed that self-esteem may act as sociometer- a monitor of one’s acceptability to the social group (Leary, 1995). Internet use also has been associated with detrimental effect on psychological measures of well-being such as self-esteem and life satisfaction (Huang, 2010). Moreover, there are many studies on social network activity revolving around self-esteem and the effect it has on disclosing information on social networks (Gonzales A.and Hancock J., 2011, Yu et al., 2010, Kim J. and Lee J., 2011). 

Furthermore, Boyd and Ellison (2007) in their article about the definition, history and scholarship of social network sites cited that the bulk of social network sites research has focused on impression management and friendship performance. This is not much of surprise, since the effort of gaining social acceptance is a continuous process of impression management. Banczyk, Krämer, and Senokozlieva (2008) showed that users of MySpace used different method of online impression management depending on the high or low self-esteem. 

Social comparison is also frequently used in the related academic literature. It is also relevant with the online social action as users of social network sites can now more easily than ever view to someone else’s life. This has result people to start compare themselves with others about the everyday life of other people. People can have easy access to information about the job status of others, their everyday activities, their relationships and unconsciously to compare themselves with others. There are researchers who have even linked Facebook with depression in the generation which use social media because of the social comparison (Kaplan A., Haenlein M., 2010).

Finally, privacy issues are always present in social network activity. Current studies have shown that people’s right to the belief in privacy is the most pivotal predicator in their attitudes concerning online privacy (Yao,M.Z., &Zhang, J., 2008) and that privacy attitudes and behaviors play a critical role in whether users choose to engage with and share content within a network ((Lampinen, Tamminen, and Oulasvirta 2009). 

To sum up, extended research have be done in the relevant with this study academic research and the most common social needs previous used were chosen to be under examination in this study. The remainder of this chapter focuses on reviewing all the components of this survey and the relation among them. The reasons that these specific needs were chosen will be further analyzed, the hypotheses to be analyzed will be formulated and the research model of this study will be presented.

2.3 Need to belong 
Humans are social beings and they want to feel a sense of acceptance and belongingness among their social groups. Maslow (1968) called this “need to belong” and he placed it just above the basic needs of a human (physiology and safety) considering this the most important of the social needs. Many studies argued that people have an inherent motivation to affiliate and bond with each other (Epstein, 1991 Maslow, 1968; McClelland, 1951; Murray, 1938). More recently Baumeister and Leary (1995) showed in their article how important is belongingness for the wellbeing. In particular their main hypothesis for belongingness was that “human beings have a pervasive drive to form and maintain at least a minimum quantity of lasting, positive and significant interpersonal relationships”(p.497). According to Williams and Sommer (1997) need to belong is defined as the desire for frequent, positive and stable interactions with others. The need to belong can be satisfied mostly with affiliation with and acceptance from others (Gardner, Pickett, & Brewer, 2000). 

The definition (which is in agreement with Baumeister and Leary, 1995) that this study will use is that need to belong means to be and feel accepted by others and have the need to interact frequently with others. Social media make easier for people to maintain and even to form relationships. They offer services that can help people to cover the need for belongingness like share information, ideas and experiences trying to gain approval and appreciation from others. People who have anything in common, who share common experiences or who simply are exposed to each other frequently tend to form friendships or attachments (Baumeister and Leary, 1995,p.520). 

Certainly the need to belong is not the same among the people. Baumeister and Leary suggest that people who are strongly engaged to social relationships will seek less for social approval and new relationships. Also some people with lower need to belong will be satisfied by few contacts and people with greater need to belong will need more of these contacts (Kelly, 2001). 

Lury (1996) states, “One of the most important ways in which people relate to each other socially is through the mediation of things. Ames (1984) argues that people articulate their relationship to materiality and communicate their places within the social world.
Social networks offer services that can help users to address the need to belong, like conversations, information gathering, and also the possibility to gain social approval, expressing opinion and influencing others. Gangadharbatla H(2008) found that need to belong affect the attitude towards social networks. Ho and Dempsey (2010) concluded that need to belong significantly influence the sharing on social network sites. Therefore it would be interested to investigate whether or not need to belong will affect users to share their conspicuous experiences, thus:
H1.a: The higher the need to belong the higher the actual sharing of conspicuous experiences.

H1.b: : The higher the need to belong the higher the intention to share conspicuous experiences.
2.4 Self-esteem 

The concept of self-esteem generally refers to a person evaluating himself or herself (James, 1890). Its meaning can refer to self-worth, self-respect or self-acceptance (Rosenberg, 1965) or to evaluation of aspects such as appearance, athletics, and academics and so on (Rosenberg, Schooler, Schoenbach, & Rosenberg, 1995). The first reference fits more with this study. 

There are diverse works of classic and more recent psychological theories about self-esteem which show that people have a strong need for self-esteem and they are strongly motivated to maintain high level of self-esteem ( Crocker & Wolfe, 2001; Fein & Spencer, 1997; Horney, 1937; James, 1890; Kernis & Waschull, 1995; Sullivan, 1953;Tesser, 1988). Rosenberg (1979) argued that self-esteem motive may be one of the most powerful of all human motives. As a result people tend to enhance their self-images motivated by their need to maintain their self-esteem (Baumeister, 1998; Dunning, Leuenberger, & Sherman, 1995).Dianer (1984) concluded that self-esteem is the strongest predictor of life satisfaction among all the other predictor in the United States. 

A consumer will be more motivated to purchase a product that will add a positive value to his self-image and avoid a negative one. Models of consumer buying behavior suggest that a consumer may compare the symbolic or perceived attributes of a product with potential for self-maintenance and self enhancement (Grubb and Gratwohl 1967; Raudsepp 1984; Onkivist and Shaw 1987; Krueger 1988). 

Veblen generally implies that individuals consciously seek to "excel in pecuniary standing" and so "gain the esteem and envy of their fellow-men”. One way that people try to maintain and enhance their self-esteem is by rejecting products with negative imagery and accepts those with positive imagery (Sirgy, 1982). Likewise self-esteem is a powerful motivator for consumer behavior and is sought in two ways, via the approach towards an ideal, or the avoidance of an undesired, end state (Banister and Hogg, 2003). 

Finally there are many studies which show that the usage of social media have a positive impact to a person well-being ((Bargh & McKenna, 2004; McKenna & Bargh; 2000; Shaw & Gant, 2002).This may happen because social network make easier for people to interact more frequently with their friends and this has a positive effect to peoples self-esteem and their general satisfaction with life (Valkenburg et al,2006). In their experiment, Shaw and Gant (2002) found decreases in perceived loneliness and depression as well as increases in perceived social support and self-esteem following engagement in online chat sessions. There is also evidence that people with higher self-esteem use the social network more frequently in order to increase intimacy to in social relationships (Peluchette and Karl,2008). In contrast Mehdizadeh (2010) found that people with low self-esteem will spend more hours on Facebook. 

Facebook is the most popular of the social networks, as a result most of the studies for social network are about it. Gonzaleg et al (2010) examine the effects of usage of Facebook on self-esteem and the found that the exposure on Facebook enhances the self-esteem. Huang (2010) also has associate internet use with the enhancement of self-esteem. Christoforides and his colleagues in their study examine if self-esteem is associated with the information disclosure in social network. In this study will be examined if there is connection between self-esteem and intention to share their conspicuous consumptions and between self-esteem and their actual behavior. Most of the studies have examined the effect of engagement on social networks to the self-esteem. In this study will be examined the reversal, the effect of self-esteem on engagement on social networks regarding sharing of conspicuous experiences. According to Leary, Tambor, Terdal, and Downs 1995   the people with high self-esteem worried less about belonging to a group or rejecting by a social group. Based on that, the following hypotheses have been formed.

H2.a: The higher the self-esteem the lower the actual sharing of conspicuous experiences.

H2.b:  The higher the self-esteem the lower the intention to share conspicuous experiences.

2.5 Impression management

Impression management refers to a method in which people try consciously or unconsciously to control and influence other’s perceptions of them (Leary and Kowalski, 1990; Schneider, 1981; Tedeschi and Riess, 1981; Rosenfeld et al, 1995). The last forty years many sociologists made a research about impression management, but the first who considered impression management as a unique field for study was the sociologist Goffman(1959). In his seminal book “The presentation of self in everyday life” Goffman resembled impression management as a performance of an actor who present his self in front of an audience. He also argued that people try to establish a positive image to others or to maintain a positive one. 

In the literature of impression management researchers use self-presentation interchangeably with impression management (e.g. Lee, Quigley, Nesler, Corbett, & Tedeschi, 1999) without considering that they are not exactly the same. Schlenker (1980) defined impression management as the “attempt to control images that are projected in real or imagined social interactions” and the self-presentation as the control of images, but only for self-relevant images. Generally impression management is a broader definition of self-presentation (Schneider, 1981) and can be referred also to the goal directed procedure of influencing others’ people perceptions about a third person’s self-image, an organization’s image or a company’s image. Leary (1995) said that even though people usually try to influence other’s people perceptions strategically, they don’t tend to be deceptive. They just carefully enlighten or delude specific aspects of their personality. 

Both social networks and conspicuous consumption are closely related to impression management. According to Boyd and Ellison (2007) social networks are using mostly for impression and relationship management. Moreover two of the impression management motivations (Leary and Kowalski, 1990) are in accordance with the role of social networks. First, individuals tend to create an ideal self which is in match with the preferences of a significant group of people as they tend to do in the social networks. Second, people care about potential future relationships, so they want to control their images avoiding embarrassment or repulsive images. Through social networks people can have almost a full control of their images. 

H3.a: The higher the impression management the higher the actual sharing of conspicuous experiences.

H3.b:  The higher the impression management the higher the intention to share conspicuous experiences.
2.6 Social Comparison

The theory of Social Comparison first was proposed by the social psychologist Leon Festinger, at 1954. Festinger in his article “A theory of social comparison processes” suggested that people need to have stable accurate appraisals of themselves. The theory explains that people prefer to evaluate themselves using objective and nonsocial standards, but if such objective information is unavailable, then individuals will compare themselves with other people. People also prefer to compare themselves with others who they believe that they are similar to the attributes that they evaluate (Goethals and Darley, 1977). 

Yet from the literature review is not clear what exactly motivate people to compare themselves with others. Many researchers argues that people tend to compare themselves upward (Wheeler, 1966, Alicke, LoSchivavo, Zerbst, & Zhang, 1997) as well as downward (Suls, 1977, Wood, Michela, & Giordano, 2000).However there are researchers who posited that these motivations do not always be involved in the social comparison processes (Chambers & Windschitl, 2004; Kruger & Gilovich, 2004). Finlay and Lyons (2000) suggested three different kind of social comparison processes lateral, downward and upward social comparisons.

Lateral comparisons happen when a person believe that is the same as another person in the dimension under comparison and Crocker and Major (1989) thought these comparisons as largely protective. Upward comparisons occur when significant others viewed from the person as being in a better position than them. These comparisons with people from higher status may motivate the person to make an effort to be in the high status groups. On the other hand there is possibility to cause negative effects as can drive the person to have negative self-comparisons. Downward comparisons can increase the well-being of a person because the self is presented as have a more favorable position than less fortunate others (Wills, 1981). Nevertheless, they can also have negative effects as this reveal the possibility that their status can be worse in the future (Buunk et al. 1990). 

There are also many researches about what motivates individuals to compare themselves with others, among them the most common motives were need for affiliation underlying that social comparison is mostly a social need and need to know yourself, cognitive need. Many researches adopted the fear affiliation model and found that there is a correlation between need for affiliation and social comparison (Cottrell & Epley, 1977; Rofe, 1984; Suls,  1977). Social comparison activity has also been operationally defined as a desire to exchange information about selected others (Rofe, 1984; Suls, 1977; Wheeler & Koestner, 1984; Wheeler, Koestner, & Driver, 1982). 

As social comparison is a pervasive and automatic feature of relating to others on an individuals and group level ( Sidanius et al., 1994, Wood, 1989), is not strange that the last few years there is an increasingly interest in the relationship between social comparison and social network sites usage. Chou and Edge (2012) found that individuals who spent more time on Facebook were more likely to agree that others were “happier” or have “better lifes” than them. Another research for MySpace found that the users are engaged in social comparison on the site and reported negative self-views following the social comparison (Manago et al. 2008). Faber et al. (2012) argued that social network sites can provide a metric for social comparison that can exacerbate any previous tendencies users have toward low self-esteem. Finally, Haferkamp and Krämer (2011) asked from individuals to look at profile pictures of attractive and non-attractive people of the same sex. The results were that these who look at the attractive people reported less positive affect.

H4.a: The higher the social comparison the higher the actual sharing of conspicuous experiences.

H4.b:  The higher the social comparison the higher the intention to share conspicuous experiences.

2.7 Privacy Concerns
Online social networks are so different compared to real life networks. You can be connected to thousands of people and even sometimes to strangers and some of tour personal information can be exposed. Popular press page coverage of Social Network Sites has emphasized potential privacy concerns, primarily concerning the safety of younger users (George 2006) 

People most of the times are not aware of what privacy settings they can use. Gross and Acquisti (2005) found that “Based on the information they provide online users expose themselves to various physical and cyber risks and make it extremely easy for the third parties to create digital dossiers of the behavior”. Even if the study of Gross and Acquisti examine only the Facebook these risks are not occurred only on it. Moreover Gross and Acquisti (2006) in another study argued that there is often a disconnect between students’ desire to protect privacy and their behavior.
Traditional privacy research has suggested that there is a balance between disclose and keep certain information private. This is an act that involves the management of privacy boundaries and decisions about whom to include on those boundaries (Petronio S., 2002, Altman I.,1975). On the other hand, privacy researches about disclose and privacy in the Facebook mostly environment suggest that despite privacy concerns users disclose great deal of personal information (Youn S., 2005, Acquisti A, Gross R., 2007).
Several studies have been found that there is weak relationship between social networks users’ disclosure of private information and their stated privacy concerns (Livingstone, 2008; Tufekci, 2008). In their study Jagatic, Johnson, Jakobsson, and Menczer (2007) found that a person is more willing to give information to someone who is present as a “friend” in the network than to a perceived stranger. However the term “friend” on social network world is very ambiguous and it can include even people who are a complete stranger to a user. 
People intention to share is affected by privacy concerns like trust and usage goals Dwyer, Hiltz, and Passerini (2007). 
H5.a: The higher the privacy concerns the lower the actual sharing of conspicuous experiences.

H5.b:  The higher the privacy concerns the lower the intention to share conspicuous experiences.

2.8 Research model 

The aim of this thesis is to shed light unto the driver of sharing on social networks sites within the specific context of social needs and privacy concerns. Therefore, the independent variables that will be examined will be privacy concerns, need to belong, self-esteem, impression management, social comparison. Moreover two interaction effects will be examined gender and the preference to share negative or positive review. 
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Chapter 3. Methodology

This chapter will present the methodology that will be used in the research part of the study in order to test the aforementioned hypotheses. First the type of survey used in this thesis will be briefly analyzed and the reasons for choosing this type of survey will be explained. Secondly, the questionnaire that was used to gather the data will be discussed. Consequently the research design of the study will be presented, followed by an analysis of the measurement and the scaling of the independent variables. Alongside the results based on the demographics will be analyzed and also the descriptive statistics of the demographics will be provided.

3.1Type of survey

In order to test the conceptual model, quantitative research will be used as research method which is the only research method that can be used based on the model and data of this study.  Quantitative research is defined as an, “objective measurement and statistical analysis of numeric data to understand and explain phenomena” (Ary, et al., 2002). This is in line with what this study tries to test. According to Fisher (2007), quantitative methods “deal with the numbers and use of statistical tools to get the required results”. In this study SPSS was used for testing the correlation between the dependent and independent variables. 
This research uses non experimental cross sectional survey data. In the field of marketing strategy, it is widely used to test the conceptual models by collecting non experimental cross sectional data. In cross sectional study the information about the dependent and independent variables that is gathered represents what is going on at only one point in time and the aim is to identify the causal effect of an independent variable (X) on a dependent variable (Y). This is in line with the aim of this study, since all the respondents answer the questionnaire only once and within three days and the aim of this study is to find a correlation between the dependent variable and the independent variables. 

This study is also non experimental. In the non-experimental studies do not involve manipulation the situation, circumstances or experience of the participants. On the in the experimental studies the researcher actively tries to change the situation, circumstances or experience of the participants with the intention to change of the participants in the study. The researcher randomly assigns participant to different groups and tries to find the differences between the control group and the group that hasn’t manipulated. In this study, it was only one group of respondents and everyone fill in the same questionnaire. Moreover the content of the questionnaire was chosen carefully with no intention to influence and manipulate the respondents. 

3.2 Questionnaire design 

The questionnaire of this survey consisted of nine blocks. Every block represents a different subject matter, so participants do not see a very long questionnaire and get easily bored when answering the questions. As mentioned before, the first part of the questionnaire was an explanation of the products involved in the survey with specific examples, in order to be as clear as possible the type of products are tested in this survey. In this block it is made also clear that the word sharing embraces all the possible sharing information on social networks like name of a brand, photos, liking and sharing of a particular page.  

The questions arranged in a logical sequence to minimize data errors and facilitate easy and smooth administration of the questionnaire (Parasuraman, Grewal, Krishnan, 2004). The second block included the questions about the frequency of actual sharing and the intention to share and also if the participants prefer to share a positive or a negative review. The next six blocks contained the measurement scales of the independent variables. The privacy concerns chosen to be after the question about sharing, as the concept may be more logical related to the sharing on social networks and the answers of the participants could be more reliable. 

The next blocks measured, need to belong, need for self-esteem, impression management and social comparison. The demographics questions were at the last block on purpose. Most of the people don’t like to answer personal questions and this may have as result to drop out. There are also arguments that may have different answers if the people know from the beginning that socio-demographic questions are taken into account. This is usually referred as “stereotype threat”. The stereotype threat defined as “experience of anxiety or concern in a situation where a person has the potential to confirm a negative stereotype about their social group” (Gilovich et. al, 2006). This also includes that a person might not perform at their maximum level in the questions if they know that socio-demographics are taken into account. 

Moreover the questionnaire designed under the seven guidelines to design a useful questionnaire suggested by Leary (1995). Precise and well explained terminology was used in phrasing the questions, no double-barreled questions were used and the response format was appropriate for the questions. Moreover the questionnaire was pretested to ten people to make sure that all the questions were clear and it will not take more that fifteen minutes to fill it in. 
3.3Participants and data

In this study primary data was used which gathered through an online questionnaire. The requirements for participating in this study were to be above eighteen years old and to use one of the social networks under examination, Facebook, Twitter, Google+ or Blogger. The sample includes people from many different age groups, ethnic and studies backgrounds, as most of the questionnaires sent through personal emails with the intention to include people from different origins. In the study the participants weren’t asked to provide their nationality, as one of the main aims of this survey was to make the participants feel that they not disclose any personal information that could reveal their identity. 

The main reason for that was to avoid socially desirable responding, because it has been observed from many researchers that the higher the perceived anonymity, the less tendency there is towards socially desirable responding (Embree and Whitehead, 1993, Midanik, 1988). The questions for social needs can be considered as sensitive questions for some people and they can respond differently if they don’t feel that they are anonymous. 

The initial aim was the number of participants to be more than one hundred fifty and that was achieved, as the participants were one hundred eighty. Higher number of participants may increase the reliability of the results.
3.4Research design

The dependent variables under examination are the actual sharing and the intention to share conspicuous purchases of specific luxurious products. 

The products that were chosen to be tested are luxurious leisure products, luxurious clothes and accessories and expensive technology products. These products can portray in the best possible way the conspicuous consumption and can show a higher status. 

In order all the participants to answer the questions having in their mind the same type of products, the participants were provided with clear examples in the beginning of the survey. The purpose of this was again the results of this survey to be more accurate. The examples were the following. 

Expensive Leisure products: like an expensive hotel, an expensive holiday destination, or an expensive restaurant.  

Expensive Accessories: like expensive clothes, luxurious accessories, or expensive jewelries.

Expensive Technological products: like an expensive and fashionable laptop, tablet, camera or mobile phone.

As the purpose of this survey is to find the correlation between social network activity and conspicuous consumption, the frequency of sharing conspicuous experiences of the participants had to be measured. The questions about the frequency of sharing conspicuous purchases were very straight forward. The participants were asked how many times they have shared information about their conspicuous purchases the last six months. Nevertheless, because the capability to purchase conspicuous products is not the same among people (Ordabayeva and Chandon, 2011), it was urgent the intention to share conspicuous consumption, if hypothetically they were able to buy this kind of products to be measured. 

 The first six questions of the survey measured the dependent variables. The first three measured the frequency that the participants have shared on social network conspicuous purchases of the above product the last six months. The scale used for these questions was from Never to Almost Always. However it was also important to measure the intention to share the conspicuous purchases, as conspicuous products are not easily accessible to most of the people. For this reason in the next three questions the participants were asked to imagine that they have purchased a conspicuous product and how often they will share information about this on social networks. This has as a result six dependent variables to be developed. In the next chapter the differences in interactions among them and the independent variables will be analyzed. 

3.5 Questionaire design 

The questionnaire of this survey consisted of nine blocks. Every block representing a different subject matter, so participants do not see a very long questionnaire and get easily bored to answer the questions, but also to have the feeling that the questions are for a different subject. As it mentioned before the first part of the questionnaire was an explanation of the products involved in the survey with specific examples, in order to be as clear as possible the type of products are tested in this survey. In this block it is made also clear that with the word sharing embraces all the possible sharing information on social networks like name of a brand, photos, liking and sharing of a particular page.  

The second block included the questions about the frequency of actual sharing and the intention to share and also if the participants prefer to share a positive or a negative review. The next six blocks contained the measurement scales of the independent variables. The privacy concerns chosen to be after the question about sharing, as the concept may be more obvious related to the sharing on social networks and the answers of the participants could be more reliable. 

The next blocks had as follow, need to belong, need for self-esteem, impression management and social comparison. The demographics questions were at the last block on purpose. Most of the people don’t like to answer personal questions and this may have as result to drop out. There are also arguments that may have different answers if the people know from the beginning that socio-demographic questions are taken into account. This is usually referred as “stereotype threat”. The stereotype threat defined as “experience of anxiety or concern in a situation where a person has the potential to confirm a negative stereotype about their social group” (Gilovich et. al, 2006). This also includes that a person might not perform at their maximum level in the questions if they know that socio-demographics are taken into account. 

Moreover the questionnaire designed under the seven guidelines to design a useful questionnaire suggested by Leary (1995). Precise and well explained terminology was used in phrasing the questions, no double-barreled questions were used and the response format was appropriate for the questions. Moreover the questionnaire was pretested to ten people to make sure that all the questions were clear and it will not take more that fifteen minutes to fill it in. 

3.6 Scales of the independent variables

The purpose of this study is to investigate if particular social needs and privacy concerns motivate or deter users of social networks to share their actual or their hypothetical conspicuous experiences. In order to measure effectively the social needs and the privacy concerns of the respondents, it was used scales that have been used extensively by researchers in the field of marketing and customer behavior. All the scales are tested for reliability. 

To begin with, the need to Belong will be measured using the Need to Belong Scale developed by  Schreindorfer and Leary (1996) and modified by Kelly (1999, cited by Leary, Kelly, Cottrell, & Schreindorfer, 2006). The modified version consists of ten items that assess the degree to which respondents desire to be accepted by other people, seek opportunities to belong to social groups, and react negatively when they were shunned, rejected, or ostracized. Question examples are “I need to feel that there are people that I can turn on in times of needs” and “If other people don’t seem to accept me, I don’t let it bother me”. The participants have to answer in a 5-point Likert-style scale where one is “strongly agree” and five is “strongly disagree”.  

The second social need was testing in this survey is self-esteem and with the intention of effectively measure it the scale that was formed by Rosenberg (1965) was used. This scale also consists of ten items. Rosenberg self-esteem scale is the most used measure of self-esteem. Item examples include “I feel that I have a number of good qualities” and “All in all I am inclined to feel that I am a failure”. The participants have to answer in a five-point Likert-style scale where one is “strongly agree” and five “strongly disagree”.

Similarly, the impression management will be examined adapting the impression management subscale of the Paulhus (1984) Deception scales, a well-established measure of desirable responding. The subscale consists of twenty items, but in this survey it was used a shorter version of ten items. Examples of the statements are “I sometimes tell lies if I have to” and “I don’t gossip about other people’s business”. Participants have to rate their agreement or disagreement on a five-point Likert-style scale. 

The last one of the social needs is the social comparison. The scale used to measure social comparison was the “social comparison scale”. It was developed by Allan and Gilbert (1995). This scale was chosen as it was found to have good reliability (Allan and Gilbert, 1995). The scale consists of 11 bipolar constructs. The respondents were asked to compare themselves in relation to their peers. For instance, the scale asks “Relative to my peers I feel:”        Inferior 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Superior. Allan and Gilbert tried to keep the scale relatively short while they tried to effectively measure the judgements of people regarding the rank (inferior-superior), attractiveness (unattractive-attractive, undesirable-desirable) and how a person judges himself to be like others (insider-outsider, same-different). 

Finally, the scale used to measure the privacy concerns was a scale developed by Dinev & Hart (2004) which consists of three subscales, the privacy concerns of individuals and also the perceived vulnerability and the perceived ability to control information. In this survey a shorter version of the scale was used. The privacy concern subscale consists of two parts, the abuse (4 items) and the finding (10 items). In this survey it was used three items from the abuse part and two from the finding part. Example of the questions is “I am concerned that the information I submit on the Internet could be misused”. The participants have to rate their agreement or disagreement in a 5-point Likert-style scale where one is “strongly agree” and five is “strongly disagree”.  

Moreover five items from the perceived ability to control information were used, as this part of the scale is close related with the purpose of this survey. Questions example are “I would only submit accurate and personal information at a website if the site allowed me to control the information I volunteer” and “I would only provide accurate and personal information at a website if the site allowed me to control the information they can use”. The respondents have to rate their agreement or disagreement in a 5-point Likert-style scale where one is “strongly agree” and five is “strongly disagree”.  

The questionnaire also collects information about the hours spend on social media, which social network site they use more and how many friends they have on Facebook. The survey concludes with demographic questions regarding the respondent’s gender, age, level of education.  

3.7 Reliability tests of the scales

The reliability tests of all the scales uses Cronbach's alpha and all except the impression management exceed the generally accepted guideline of .70 0 (Hair et al. , 1998). The Cronbach's alpha of the impression management scale was .680, which is very close to .70. This mean that all the scales used in this survey had either good or acceptable internal consistency. The table below summarizes the mean scores, variances and reliability indices. 
	Reliability tests

	Scale
	Mean
	Variance 
	 α

	Need to belong 
	14.850
	11.827
	.793

	Self-esteem
	38.850
	28.814
	.791

	Impression Management 
	27.8278
	34.255
	.680

	Social Comparison
	55.02
	77.748
	.868

	Privacy concerns
	31.66
	26.607
	.765

	Mean, Variance, and Cronbach's Alpha Coefficients 


Chapter 4. Results

In this chapter the results and findings of the conducted research will be presented. Firstly, the descriptive statistics of the sample will be briefly reported. Secondly, the overall conceptual model will be tested using regression analysis. At this stage only the main effects of the model will be investigated and the multicolliniarity among the variables will be tested and analyzed. Consequently, some significant interactions terms will be tested as well.

4.1 Analysis

Descriptive statistics 

To begin with, the frequency tables are presented in order to examine the basic characteristics of the sample. Tables 1 to 4 present an overview of gender, age and education level, respondents’ usage of social media.

	Table 1: Gender 

	
	Percent

	Female
	56,1

	Male
	43,9

	Total
	100,0

	Table 2: Age

	
	Percent

	18 to 24
	30,6

	25 to 34
	51,1

	35 to 44
	7,8

	45 to 54
	6,1

	More than 55
	4,4

	Total
	100,0


	Table 3: Level of Completed Education

	
	Percent

	Doctorate
	6.7

	High School
	11.1

	Master
	40.6

	University
	41.7

	Total
	100,0


	Table 4: Most used social network

	
	Percent

	Facebook 
	84.4

	Google +
	10.0

	Linkedin
	5.6

	Twitter
	0

	Total
	100,0


The percentage of female respondents (56.1%) is a little bit higher than the percentage of the male respondents (Table 1). Table 2 shows the age frequencies of the sample. Almost all of the respondents are young people (81.7 %) between the age of 18 and 34 and especially more than half are among 25 to 34 years old (51.1 %).  Moreover the respondents are highly educated, as 90 % of them have obtained university degree and the rest of them have finished high school (Table 3). The most popular social network is Facebook (84.4%, Table 4). 
By examining table 5 below, one can see various correlations among the independent variables and between the dependent variables and the independent variables. Firstly, the independent variable need to belong has a strong negative relationship with self-esteem (r=-.205, p=.003) and a positive relationship with impression management (r=.204, p=.003). This should come as no surprise, since literature has shown that the people with high self-esteem are less worried about belonging to a group or rejection by a social group (Leary, Tambor, Terdal, and Downs 1995). On the other hand, people high in need to belong try to control their images and to enhance themselves to others in order to be seen as more desirable or more essential to a group of people (Schlenker et Leary, 1982). Another strong correlation exists between social comparison and self-esteem (r=.521, p=000). This means that people with high self esteem had a higher score on how they perceive themselves compared to their peers, as expected. Furthermore, privacy concerns has a positive relationship with self esteem (r=.193, p=005) and social comparison (r=.220, p=001). Finally there is a strong positive relationship between the dependent variable actual sharing and the independent variable need to belong (r=.289, p=000). This relationship indicates that the higher the need to belong the more times someone has shared a conspicuous consumption on social networks the last six months and it is more likely to share conspicuous experiences in the future. 

	Table 5:Correlation Matrix of the dependent and independent variables 

	Variable
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1.Intention to Share/Actual Sharing
	
	
	
	

	2.Privacy Concerns
	-.024
	
	
	
	

	3.Need to Belong
	.231**
	.172*
	
	
	

	4.Self Esteem
	-.157*
	.193**
	-.205**
	
	

	5.Impression Management
	.040
	-.180**
	.204**
	-.116
	

	6.Social Comparison
	-.094
	.220**
	-.068
	.521**
	-.141*

	*p <.05, **p<.01


4.2 Result interpretation

To begin with, the first regression analysis to be conducted will test the conceptual model based in the literature review of this study by examining the main effects of the social needs on the actual sharing as measured by the overall frequency of the respondents to share their conspicuous consumptions of three different types of products the last six months.  

The actual sharing and intention to share is the average of the tree categories. Therefore the regression equation under examination is the following:

Actual Sharing/Intention to Share = β0  + β1 * Need to Belong + β2  * Self Εsteem + β3*Impression Management + β4*Social Comparison + β5* Privacy Concerns + ε

A regression analysis was performed using the aforementioned model. Results of this analysis are reported in the table 7. The adjusted R square of the overall model is equal to .06. This translates into the model explaining the 6% of the variance in the dependent variable. Moreover the F statistic of the model equals 3.284 and it is significant (p=.007) at the 95% level. Multicollinearity of the items included in the model was significantly low, since the variance inflation factors for all variables were largely below 10 (VIF<10). In addition, a one sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z-test was carried out to test that the residuals of the dependent variable are normally distributed. However, the null hypothesis that the distribution of our model is normal must be rejected, the residuals do not follow a normal distribution (p=.000<.005). 
	Table 7: Regression Analysis Results 

	
	B
	S.E
	Beta
	t
	Sig.
	VIF

	Constant
	1,190
	,768
	
	1,549
	,123
	

	Privacy Concerns
	-,086
	,117
	-,058
	-,737
	,462
	1,159

	Need to Belong
	,400***
	,103
	,304
	3,894
	,000
	1,160

	Self Esteem
	,011
	,149
	,006
	,071
	,944
	1,457

	Impression Management
	-,030
	,118
	-,019
	-,255
	,799
	1,106

	Social Comparison
	,002
	,097
	,002
	,025
	,980
	1,410

	Dependent Variable: Actual Sharing


	

	B
	Coefficient (B) 

	S.E.
	Standard Error of B 

	Beta
	Standardized Coefficient 

	Sig.
	Level of Significance 

	***
	P<.01

	**
	P<.05

	*
	P<.1

	Explanation of  the regression’s symbols



Based on the findings presented on the table estimations about the frequency of sharing on social networks may be provided by the following formula:

Moreover a second regression will be conducted in order to examine the intention to share when people hypothetically are able to purchase conspicuous products in the future. Results of this analysis are presented in table 8. The adjusted R square is .042 which translates into that the model explains the 4.2% of the variance in the dependent variable which is a little bit lower than in the previous model. Multicollineairity of the item included was again, as it was expected, insignificant. All the variation inflation factors were largely below 10. A one sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z-test was carried out and again the residuals do not follow the normal distribution(p=.000<0.05). 

	Table 8: Regression Analysis Results 

	
	B
	S.E
	Beta
	t
	Sig.
	VIF

	Constant
	2,438
	,832
	
	2,932
	,004
	

	Privacy Concerns
	-,071
	,127
	-,044
	-,558
	,578
	1,159

	Need to Belong
	,315***
	,111
	,223
	2,832
	,005
	1,160

	Self Esteem
	-,171
	,161
	-,094
	-1,061
	,290
	1,457

	Impression Management
	-,047
	,128
	-,028
	-,368
	,713
	1,106

	Social Comparison
	-,030
	,105
	-,025
	-,283
	,777
	1,410

	Dependent Variable: Intention to share


The constant in both regression is low, this mean that the actual sharing and intention sharing. The scale that was used for measuring actual sharing and intention to share was Never, Once or Twice, Sometimes, Often, Almost always. The mean of actual sharing is 2.0407 with standard deviation 0.90495 and the mean for intention to share is a little bit higher, 2.1778 with standard deviation 0.97032. The frequency of sharing is low both for past and future conspicuous purchases and most of the respondents have shared their conspicuous experiences only once or twice and they will do the same in the future.

4.3 Result interpretation (with control variables)

Two separate regressions were carried out for the two aforementioned models including the demographics variables. These were run separately, since they are not included in the hypotheses of this survey and there is no literature to support these results. The regression analyses to be conducted will test if the main effects of the social needs and privacy concerns are robust when demographics variables are added.

The adjusted R square increased. For actual sharing the R2 increased from .06 to .092 and for intention to share from .042 to .111. This translated into these two models explaining  9.2% and 11.1% of the variance respectively. There were no multicollineriaty problems , the variation inflation factors were below 10. Including the control variables the results of the key variables changed significantly, so it is important to analyze them.

The results of regression show that need to belong (B=.411,p=.000) and age (B=.018, p=.033) have a strong positive relationship with actual sharing. This means that younger people have shared more on social network the previous six months and have even higher intention to share their conspicuous experiences, if in the future they will be able to consume a conspicuous product (B= .030, p=.001). The relationship between actual sharing and gender is marginally significant (B=-.267, p=.060). As it seems, male respondents have shared their conspicuous consumptions more often than female the last six months. 
The relationship between actual sharing and the rest of the independent variables was not significant. This means that they didn’t affect significantly the actual sharing of the respondents. 

The regression results confirmed that need to belong affects the sharing on social networks (Hypothesis 1.a).

Based on the findings presented on the table estimations about the frequency of sharing on social networks may be provided by the following formula:


	Table 9:Regression Analysis Results

	
	B
	S.E
	Beta
	t
	Sig.
	VIF

	Constant
	1,328
	,930
	
	1,428
	,155
	

	Privacy Concerns
	-,110
	,129
	-,069
	-,853
	,395
	1,152

	Need to Belong
	,411***
	,106
	,314
	3,883
	,000
	1,170

	Self Esteem
	-,042
	,157
	-,025
	-,269
	,789
	1,524

	Impression Management
	-,071
	,128
	-,045
	-,553
	,581
	1,188

	Social Comparison
	-,033
	,103
	-,028
	-,320
	,749
	1,386

	Age
	,018**
	,009
	,185
	2,154
	,033
	1,322

	Gender
	-,267*
	,141
	-,146
	-1,891
	,060
	1,068

	Highest level 

of education
	-,054
	,092
	-,047
	-,591
	,556
	1,117

	Hours spend on Facebook/per day.
	,103
	,082
	,103
	1,260
	,209
	1,191

	Number of friends on Facebook
	,057
	,047
	,102
	1,219
	,225
	1,248

	Dependent Variable: Actual Sharing


As for the intention to share conspicuous consumptions in the future, need to belong (B=.317, p=.005) and age (B=.030, p.001) have a strong positive relationship with the intention to share and also there is a significant negative relationship between self-esteem (B-.276, p=.100) and intention to share. Older people intend to share more and as it was expected people with higher self esteem are less unlikely to share their conspicuous consumptions in the future. 

Based on the findings from the table below we can estimate the intention to share conspicuous consumptions in the future using this formula:


	Table 10:Regression Analysis Results

	
	B
	S.E
	Beta
	t
	Sig.
	VIF

	Constant
	1,898
	,987
	
	1,924
	,056
	

	Privacy Concerns
	-,150
	,137
	-,087
	-1,099
	,274
	1,152

	Need to Belong
	,317***
	,112
	,226
	2,818
	,005
	1,170

	Self Esteem
	-,276*
	,167
	-,151
	-1,654
	,100
	1,524

	Impression Management
	-,083
	,136
	-,049
	-,609
	,543
	1,188

	Social Comparison
	-,020
	,109
	-,016
	-,184
	,854
	1,386

	Age
	,030***
	,009
	,278
	3,265
	,001
	1,322

	Gender
	-,138
	,150
	-,071
	-,923
	,357
	1,068

	Highest level 

of education
	,040
	,097
	,032
	,405
	,686
	1,117

	Hours spend on Facebook/per day.
	,139
	,087
	,130
	1,606
	,110
	1,191

	Number of friends on Facebook
	,078
	,050
	,130
	1,575
	,117
	1,248

	Dependent Variable: Intention to share


Across products the following 

	Table 11:Regression analysis results  B, (p)

	
	Leisure products
	Accessories/Clothes
	Technology products

	
	Actual Sharing
	Intention to share
	Actual Sharing 
	Intention to share
	Actual Sharing 
	Intention to share

	Need to Belong
	,412***(.108)
	,475***(.140)
	,519***(.125)
	,322***(.110)
	,269**(.136)
	,148(.144)

	Self esteem 
	,132(.157)
	-,097(.203)
	-,021(.181)
	-,164(.160)
	-,080(.197)
	-,253(.209)

	Impression Management 
	-,012(.124)
	-,042(.161)
	-,097(.143)
	-,074(.126)
	,018(.156)
	-,024(.165)

	Social Comparison 
	,016(.103)
	-,062(.132)
	-,021(.118)
	-,071(.104)
	,012(.129)
	,044(.136)

	Privacy concerns
	-,007(.124)
	-,031(.160)
	.206(.143)                                
	-,021(,126)
	-.047(.155)
	-,160(,164)

	***  p<.01    ** p<.05  * p<.1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


As one can see from the table above, there are no significant differences among the products. Nevertheless, there are some notable results. Even though need to belong is significant for all the different type of products, it is not significant for the intention to share in the future conspicuous technology products. Self- esteem has a negative effect on sharing all type of products and the Beta values are a little bit higher than the other social needs and privacy concerns. This is in line with the initial hypothesis that high self esteem will have a negative effect on consumers’ actual sharing and intention to share. Finally, as it was expected privacy concerns have negative effect on actual sharing and intention to share their conspicuous purchases, except from information that the respondents have shared about accessories and clothes the previous six months. This shows that users of social networks are sensitive to share information about conspicuous places that have been or technology products that they have bought, but they are not so sensitive to share information about clothes and accessories which is something less personal. 

Trying to explore more the respondent’s preference about the products that they mostly prefer to share or intent to share will be examined by looking at the frequencies table for products and the preference to share conspicuous products based on gender and age, also will be examined analyzing the crosstabs results with percentages. 

Viewing the frequencies results in the Appendix 2 we can see that the type of products that the respondents have chosen to share more times the previous six months were leisure products (62.8% have shared at least one time information about this kind of products)and technology products (61.1% have shared something at least one time). On the other hand, it seems that they have shared information about accessories and clothes much less (49.4% answer that they have never shared information about accessories and clothes). Leisure products have also higher percentage for people who have shared information more than twice (33.3%). To conclude, most of the people have shared information on social networks about their conspicuous consumptions in general. However, it seems that there is a clear preference to share information about leisure product more than the other two types of products. 

Nevertheless, the results are a little bit different for the intention to share if they will be able in the future to have a conspicuous experience (Appendix 3). Most of them answered that is very unlikely to share information about technology products more than the other products and most of them it is likely to share leisure products and accessories and clothes. The increase in the intention to share accessories and clothes may occurred because most of the respondents are young and probably with low income, and people with low income are less likely to purchase a conspicuous cloth or accessory than a conspicuous leisure experience or conspicuous technology product, so in a hypothetical question they want to share their conspicuous consumptions, that may before didn’t have the opportunity. 

Examining the crosstabs between actual sharing and intention to share (Appendix 4) one can see that there is there is a strong relationship between the actual sharing and intention to share for all the three different type of conspicuous products, as the chi-squares for all of them are less than .005. This means that people who preferred not to share their conspicuous experiences the last six months do not intent to share their conspicuous experiences in the future. On the other hand people who have shared their conspicuous experiences the last six months, will probably share their conspicuous experiences also in the future. Especially for technology products this pattern is clear. A downward trend for people who have never shared their experiences can be seen and an upward trend for people who have shared many times can be also seen. Finally for people who have sometimes shared their consumptions the pattern is not so clear, so we cannot conclude what they intent to do in the future if they have the opportunity to consume a conspicuous product. 

4.4 Interaction effects

Based on the theoretical model proposed in this research, I tried to identify whether demographics moderated the effects of social needs and privacy concerns on sharing. The interaction effects were tested using PROCESS (Hayes, 2013).

Two interaction effects emerged in my analyses. First, the interaction effect between age and social comparison was significant for the actual sharing (B=-.0192, p=.0107). This means that the effect of social comparison in actual sharing is different across different ages and is higher for younger people. Second, the interaction effects between gender and need to belong was significant for actual sharing (B=-.3582 p=.0895). This translates into need to belong has higher effect on actual sharing for men. It seems wants to share more their conspicuous purchases in order to feel that they belong to a group or they be accepted from a group.
4.5 Summary of findings

To summarize, most of the important hypotheses have not been confirmed. Only two hypotheses have been confirmed, along with a couple of supplementary finding This study’s findings are highlighted in the table12 . The results of the research conducted indicate that need to belong has a strong positive relationship with actual sharing and the intention to share. Self-esteem, age and gender were found to be primarily related with actual sharing and intention to share, as well as the interaction effects age and social comparison and need to belong and gender. 

The main effects of need to belong and self-esteem were in line with the main hypothesis and were the only main hypotheses that have been confirmed. Need to belong have a positive relationship with the dependent variables and self-esteem have a negative relationship with the dependent variables. On the other hand, the rest of the main independent variables share weak relationship with the dependent variables, so the hypotheses cannot be confirmed and no conclusions can be drawn. 

	Table 12:Hypothesis and supplementary findings 

	Hypothesis 
	Description 
	Result

	H1a
	The higher the need to belong the higher the actual sharing of conspicuous experiences.
	Confirmed

	H1b
	The higher the need to belong the higher the intention to share conspicuous experiences.
	Confirmed



	H2a
	The higher the self-esteem the lower the actual sharing of conspicuous experiences.
	Not 

confirmed

	H2b
	The higher the self-esteem the lower the intention to share of conspicuous experiences.
	Confirmed

	H3a
	The higher impression management the higher the actual sharing of conspicuous experiences.
	Not confirmed

	H3b
	The higher impression management the higher the intention to share conspicuous experiences.
	Not confirmed

	H4a
	The higher the social comparison the higher the actual sharing of conspicuous experiences. 
	Not confirmed

	H4b
	The higher the social comparison the higher the intention to share conspicuous experiences. 
	Not confirmed

	H5a
	The higher the privacy concerns the higher the actual sharing of conspicuous experiences. 
	Not confirmed

	H5b
	The higher the privacy concerns the higher the intention to share conspicuous experiences. 
	Not confirmed

	
	The older the higher the actual sharing of conspicuous experiences.
	Additional findings

	
	Men shared more often conspicuous experiences that women.
	Additional findings

	
	The older the higher the intention to share conspicuous consumptions in the future.
	Additional findings

	
	The younger the higher the effect of social comparison on actual sharing. 
	Additional findings

	
	Need to belong has higher effect on actual sharing for men than for women.
	Additional findings


Chapter 5. Conclusions and implications

5.1 Synopsis of the research and its main findings

Online and digital marketing are becoming increasingly popular advertizing tools. As the use of internet is growing year on year, it enables marketers to reach a larger audience and to manage and monitor the results and effects with more accuracy and in real time. There are many forms of digital marketing, and the most well-known are the social media, pay per click, search engine optimization. Social media are often used from companies for targeting their audience and having more effective digital marketing campaigns. 
The aim of this study was to identify what is the link between social network activity and conspicuous consumption. The conceptual model included social needs, such as need to belong, self-esteem, impression management and social comparison. These were the most common social needs that can affect the way that users of social networks use them, based on Marketing literature.

The aim of this study was to identify which social needs will affect users of social media to share more information about conspicuous experiences. The results of this study can help managers to understand what motivates people to share on social networks and to create more efficient social marketing strategies. The conceptual model included four social needs and privacy concerns. 
Need to belong has a strong positive relationship with actual sharing and intention to share. This means that people who have higher need to belong in a group or to be accepted from significant others are more likely to share their conspicuous experiences on social media. On the other hand, self-esteem has the opposite effect on actual sharing and intention to share. It is less likely for people with high self-esteem to share their conspicuous consumptions. This is probably the case, as people with high self-esteem have managed to cover their need to belong and they don’t feel the need to seek for acceptance. 

The relationship between impression management and actual sharing and intention to share is insignificant. The reason why a strong relationship was not observed between the two variables, may lie in the type of product under examination. People that are not able to purchase conspicuous products may feel that it will be inconsistent to try to show that they purchased luxurious products. Another reason may be that based on the questions regarding the products asked in the questionnaire, respondents may not manage to have a clear idea in their minds about the products. Maybe respondents will be more engaged if specific conspicuous brand names will be provided. Ferraro et al.(2013) propose that a consumer engaged in conspicuous brand usage is driven by “an ulterior motive of impression management” and that the self-brand connection is what makes a consumer to exhibit favorable attitudes toward a brand user and a brand. 

Social comparison motives have an insignificant relationship with actual sharing and intention to share. However, the interaction effect between social comparison and age is significant for actual sharing. Social comparison has a stronger effect on younger people to share their conspicuous consumptions. Younger people with higher score in social comparison shared more often their conspicuous consumptions. This may be the case, because younger people can feel more consistent sharing a consumption of a conspicuous product based on the evaluation of themselves and not so much on their ability to afford these kind products. On the other hand, older people may have higher need to be consistent with their actual ability to afford these products. 

The last independent variable, privacy concerns, has as insignificant relationship with actual sharing and intention to share. High privacy concerns didn’t affect the respondents of the questionnaire to share information about conspicuous purchases the last six months; neither will they affect them in the future. 

Regarding the demographics of the respondents, it was found that men share more often their conspicuous experiences than women. The reason behind that may be that need to belong, which is the most influential need for the respondents to share, has higher effect on men. It seems that men have higher need to belong and this drives them to share their conspicuous consumption trying to be accepted and feeling that they belong to a group. Baumeister, the writer of the need to belong theory, in many of his articles argued that women tend to emphasize more on close, intimate relationships whereas men tend to create larger networks of shallower relationships. Social network sites are ideal for creating shallow relationships with a large number of people and maybe it is easier for men to cover their need to belong using them. The product category seems to affect also the actual sharing and intention to share as most of the respondents answer that they have shared conspicuous leisure products and it is more likely to share these type of product in the future (Appendix 2).
To summarize, need to belong is the main motivation for the respondents to share conspicuous experiences on social media. Self-esteem has negative effect both on actual sharing and intention to share. Younger people share more when they feel superior than their peers and for men the higher the need to belong, the more often they share their conspicuous consumptions. 

5.2 Managerial and academic implications

The implications of this study’s finding are both academic and practical. Firstly, with regards to its academic contribution, this study is the first to examine the social needs that can motivate users of social networks to share their conspicuous experiences on social networks. The social needs that were examined in this study they have been used more often in the marketing literature, but not all of them in the same study and not for conspicuous products. This is the first time that a study examines all these social needs regarding the motivation of users to share specifically conspicuous products. More importantly, a significant positive relationship was shown between need to belong and actual sharing and intention to share, thus contributing significantly to existing literature. Even though, many researchers argued that the main motive for people to use social network sites is need to belong, no one has concluded before that need to belong affects also the intention to share consumption experiences. . Further research in the field is apparently required, but this study may serve as a reference point social network literature by providing insights to marketing academics.
Moreover this study is the first to draw attention to two interaction effects, need to belong and gender and social comparison and age. Especially the result that difference in satisfying the need to belong between women and men that seems to have also an effect on sharing on social media can be used as a starting point to further investigate the different effects that other social needs may have on use of social media. 

The findings of this study have valuable implications also for marketers that may want to better understand their customers and have more effective promotional efforts. The findings of this study have valuable implications also for marketers that may want to better understand their customers and have more effective promotional efforts. The key action that social media marketers can do in order to make the most of social networks is listening to what their customers and audience talk about and what they are saying about the brand, gather data and then analyze them. This will help them to know and understand more their customers and improve their marketing strategy. 

Every social media strategy had three phases. In the first phase the marketers are searching about what their current customers are writing for their brand on social networks and also look what their customer target is talking about on social networks. Moreover searching for users who have relevant conversations online, they can uncover influencers, track and measure engagement and determine which conversations are having an impact online. After effectively define their target audience, marketers will try to reach and engage them. The final step is to measure the effectiveness of their engagement efforts. The most common way to do that is to find how many people talk about their brand and their products.

The results of this study can be used mostly in the first phase of the social media marketing strategy. Social media listening tools and social media monitoring tools like Rdian6, which is one of the most well-known social media monitoring tool, can help marketers understand and find personal/demographic information about their target audience. In this kind of tools you have the option to choose specific keywords and find users that mention these specific keywords in their conversations and discover what they discuss about in real time. For instance, if managers want to find out more information about the social needs that may their target audience has, they can define specific keywords that can reveal social needs and search for people that they have mentioned these keywords on social networks. 

In Radian6, like in other social media monitoring tools as well, you have the option to categorize the keywords that you are searching for. You can add the keywords in too boxes. For instance, in this case a marketer can add in the first box particular conspicuous products and in the second box keywords that reveal social needs.  Moreover, these tools using multiple applications can parse social content’s meaning through natural language processing (OpenAmplify, OpenCalais), can also detect and analyze sentiment using applications like Clarabridge and Lymbix. The possibility to reveal the feeling and social content’s meaning of the people that use specific keywords that the marketer has chosen can be a great tool in every marketer’s hand. Examining the feeling of the target audience you can reveal also social needs. 

When the marketer find the people who talk about conspicuous experiences and show high need to belong or young people who try to prove that they are superior from their peers (social comparison), they must try to engage these people in order to talk more and in favor for their products. Marketers will categorize their target audience in three groups. The three groups are the most influential and celebrities, people who create and participate in conversations often (middle band) and the ones that they are not so aggressive. Marketers tend to focus their efforts in the middle band, as it is the biggest one.

Chapter 6. Limitations and Further research 

The findings of this study should be regarded as a supplementary step in the growing literature for social network marketing. However, there is a series of limitations and shortcomings that have to be mentioned hereby. First of all, there are more social needs, which were not examined in this study and which may have higher effect on actual sharing and intention to share. Social needs like self-presentation, collective self-esteem, social identity are close related with social network activity and it is possible to have an effect on social media users’ activity. 

The adjusted R squares of the two models also show that the amount of explained variance was rather low. The two models of this survey, actual sharing and intention to share, explain 9.2% and 11.1% of the variance respectively. This can be improved if significant independent variables added in the model. In this model only two of the main independent variables were significant. 

In addition, the respondents of the questionnaire were only 180 and most of them were young people. In order to have a more valid result, researches should classify social media users based on age or education level or type of personality (sophisticate, professional, alternative, tech etc.) and take a random sample in each subgroup. Using the sampling method, the researcher can achieve a more representative sample of social network users and the results will be more generalizable. 
Finally, it should be noted that the research questions about the sharing frequency of the different type of products can be considered broad in nature. Future researchers could adopt narrower questions and also examine more types of conspicuous products. For example can examine specific brands in order to make the respondents to have a better grasp of what a conspicuous product represents. 
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Appendix

1.

	Table 9:Regression Analysis Results

	
	B
	S.E
	Beta
	t
	Sig.
	VIF

	Constant
	1,328
	,930
	
	1,428
	,155
	

	Privacy Concerns
	-,110
	,129
	-,069
	-,853
	,395
	1,152

	Need to Belong
	,411***
	,106
	,314
	3,883
	,000
	1,170

	Self Esteem
	-,042
	,157
	-,025
	-,269
	,789
	1,524

	Impression Management
	-,071
	,128
	-,045
	-,553
	,581
	1,188

	Social Comparison
	-,033
	,103
	-,028
	-,320
	,749
	1,386

	Age
	,018**
	,009
	,185
	2,154
	,033
	1,322

	Gender
	-,267*
	,141
	-,146
	-1,891
	,060
	1,068

	Highest level 

of education
	-,054
	,092
	-,047
	-,591
	,556
	1,117

	Hours spend on Facebook/per day.
	,103
	,082
	,103
	1,260
	,209
	1,191

	Number of friends on Facebook
	,057
	,047
	,102
	1,219
	,225
	1,248

	Dependent Variable: Actual Sharing


	Table 10:Regression Analysis Results

	
	B
	S.E
	Beta
	t
	Sig.
	VIF

	Constant
	1,898
	,987
	
	1,924
	,056
	

	Privacy Concerns
	-,150
	,137
	-,087
	-1,099
	,274
	1,152

	Need to Belong
	,317***
	,112
	,226
	2,818
	,005
	1,170

	Self Esteem
	-,276*
	,167
	-,151
	-1,654
	,100
	1,524

	Impression Management
	-,083
	,136
	-,049
	-,609
	,543
	1,188

	Social Comparison
	-,020
	,109
	-,016
	-,184
	,854
	1,386

	Age
	,030***
	,009
	,278
	3,265
	,001
	1,322

	Gender
	-,138
	,150
	-,071
	-,923
	,357
	1,068

	Highest level 

of education
	,040
	,097
	,032
	,405
	,686
	1,117

	Hours spend on Facebook/per day.
	,139
	,087
	,130
	1,606
	,110
	1,191

	Number of friends on Facebook
	,078
	,050
	,130
	1,575
	,117
	1,248

	Dependent Variable: Intention to share


Appendix 2.

	ActualSharing (Leisure products)

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Almost Always

Never

Often

Once/Twice

Sometimes

Total
	1
	,6
	,6
	,6

	
	67
	37,2
	37,2
	37,8

	
	9
	5,0
	5,0
	42,8

	
	52
	28,9
	28,9
	71,7

	
	51
	28,3
	28,3
	100,0

	
	180
	100,0
	100,0
	


	ActualSharing(Accessories and Clothes)

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Almost Always

Never

Often

Once/Twice

Sometimes

Total
	3
	1,7
	1,7
	1,7

	
	89
	49,4
	49,4
	51,1

	
	18
	10,0
	10,0
	61,1

	
	37
	20,6
	20,6
	81,7

	
	33
	18,3
	18,3
	100,0

	
	180
	100,0
	100,0
	


	ActualSharing(Technology Products)

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Almost Always

Never

Often

Once/Twice

Sometimes

Total
	5
	2,8
	2,8
	2,8

	
	70
	38,9
	38,9
	41,7

	
	24
	13,3
	13,3
	55,0

	
	46
	25,6
	25,6
	80,6

	
	35
	19,4
	19,4
	100,0

	
	180
	100,0
	100,0
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	IntentionToShare(Leisure Products)

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Likely

Undecided

Unlikely

Very Unlikely

Total
	44
	24,4
	24,4
	24,4

	
	21
	11,7
	11,7
	36,1

	
	58
	32,2
	32,2
	68,3

	
	57
	31,7
	31,7
	100,0

	
	180
	100,0
	100,0
	


	IntentionToShare(Accessories/Clothes)

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Likely

Undecided

Unlikely

Very Unlikely

Total
	33
	18,3
	18,3
	18,3

	
	28
	15,6
	15,6
	33,9

	
	50
	27,8
	27,8
	61,7

	
	69
	38,3
	38,3
	100,0

	
	180
	100,0
	100,0
	


	IntentionToShare (Technology products)

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Likely

Undecided

Unlikely

Very Unlikely

Total
	12
	6,7
	6,7
	6,7

	
	22
	12,2
	12,2
	18,9

	
	59
	32,8
	32,8
	51,7

	
	87
	48,3
	48,3
	100,0

	
	180
	100,0
	100,0
	


Appendix 4.

	1.How often did you share information about expensive leisure products that you have purchased over... * 4.Imagine that the previous week you have stayed at an expensive hotel or you have been to an expens... Crosstabulation

	% within 4.Imagine that the previous week you have stayed at an expensive hotel or you have been to an expens...  

	
	4.Imagine that the previous week you have stayed at an expensive hotel or you have been to an expens...
	Total

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	1.How often did you share information about expensive leisure products that you have purchased over...
	1
	56,9%a
	37,9%a, b
	28,6%a, b
	20,5%b
	16,7%a, b
	37,2%

	
	2
	33,3%a
	31,0%a
	23,8%a
	20,5%a
	50,0%a
	28,9%

	
	3
	9,8%a
	27,6%a, b
	42,9%b
	47,7%b
	
	28,3%

	
	4
	
	3,4%a
	4,8%a, b
	9,1%a, b
	33,3%b
	5,0%

	
	5
	
	
	
	2,3%a
	
	0,6%

	Total
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%

	Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 4.Imagine that the previous week you have stayed at an expensive hotel or you have been to an expens... categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the ,05 level.


	2.How often did you share information about expensive accessories that you have purchased over the l... * 5.Imagine that the previous week you have bought an expensive accessory, how likely would you be to s... Crosstabulation

	% within 5.Imagine that the previous week you have bought an expensive accesory, how likely would you be to s...  

	
	5. Imagine that the previous week you have bought an expensive accessory, how likely would you be to s...
	Total

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	2. How often did you share information about expensive accessories that you have purchased over the l...
	1
	63,5%a
	49,2%a, b
	22,7%b
	8,3%b
	
	49,4%

	
	2
	21,2%a
	16,9%a
	31,8%a
	16,7%a
	
	20,6%

	
	3
	14,1%a
	20,3%a
	22,7%a
	25,0%a
	50,0%a
	18,3%

	
	4
	1,2%a
	13,6%b
	22,7%b
	25,0%b
	50,0%b
	10,0%

	
	5
	
	
	
	25,0%b
	
	1,7%

	Total
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%

	Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 5.Imagine that the previous week you have bought an expensive accessory, how likely would you be to s... categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the ,05 level.


	3. How often did you share information about expensive technology products that you have purchased of... * 6.Imagine that the previous week you have bought an expensive technology product, how likely would y... Crosstabulation

	% within 6.Imagine that the previous week you have bought an expensive technology product, how likely would y...  

	
	6. Imagine that the previous week you have bought an expensive technology product, how likely would y...
	Total

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	3. How often did you share information about expensive technology products that you have purchased ov...
	1
	64,5%a
	42,0%a, b
	17,9%b, c
	9,1%c
	14,3%a, b, c
	38,9%

	
	2
	16,1%a
	34,0%a
	42,9%a
	21,2%a
	
	25,6%

	
	3
	16,1%a
	20,0%a
	10,7%a
	33,3%a
	14,3%a
	19,4%

	
	4
	3,2%a
	4,0%a, b
	25,0%b, c
	27,3%c
	57,1%c
	13,3%

	
	5
	
	
	3,6%a, b
	9,1%a, b
	14,3%b
	2,8%

	Total
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%

	Each subscript letter denotes a subset of 6.Imagine that the previous week you have bought an expensive technology product, how likely would y... categories whose column proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the ,05 level.


Appendix B

Questionnaire

This survey is for my master thesis at the Erasmus University. Thank you in advance for helping me with my thesis by participating.

I value your opinion very much, so please fill this questionnaire honestly and accurately.

 The questionnaire is totally anonymous and strictly confidential. There are no right or wrong answers, so please fill in this questionnaire as honestly and accurately as possible. The only thing that matters is your opinion.

For the next part of the survey you must be aware that there are three different categories of products.

Below you will find three indicative examples.

1. Expensive Leisure products: like an expensive hotel, an expensive holiday destination, or an expensive restaurant.

2. Expensive Accessories: like expensive clothes, luxurious accessories, or expensive jewelries

3. Expensive Technological products: like an expensive and fashionable laptop, tablet, camera or mobile phone.

Moreover it is important to know that the word "sharing" in this survey includes all information potentially shared on social networks, like the name of the brand that you have purchased, photos, liking or sharing of a particular page.

Below you will find a number of statements. Please select the answer that best indicates your behaviour/ opinion.

1. How often did you share information about expensive leisure products that you have purchased over the last six months?

Never          Once or Twice          Sometimes          Often           Almost always

2. How often did you share information about expensive accessories that you have purchased over the last six months?
Never          Once or Twice          Sometimes          Often           Almost always
3. How often did you share information about expensive technology products that you have purchased over the last six months?

Never          Once or Twice          Sometimes          Often          Almost always

4. Imagine that the previous week you have stayed at an expensive hotel or you have been to an expensive restaurant, how likely would you be to share this information about it on social networks?

Very Unlikely          Unlikely          Undecided           Likely          Very Likely

5. Imagine that the previous week you have bought an expensive accessory, how likely would you be to share this information about it on social networks?

Very Unlikely          Unlikely          Undecided          Likely           Very Likely

6. Imagine that the previous week you have bought an expensive technology product, how likely would you be to share this information about it on social network?

Very Unlikely          Unlikely          Undecided          Likely           Very Likely

7. Do you prefer to share a positive or a negative experience about an expensive product?
Positive          Negative

Below there are a number of statements with which you may agree or disagree. Please select the answer that best indicates to what extent you agree or disagree with the statement.

1. I am concerned that the information I submit on the internet could be misused.

Strongly Disagree      Disagree     Neither Agree nor Disagree      Agree      Strongly Agree

2. When I shop online, I am concerned that the credit card information can be stolen while being transferred on the Internet.

Strongly Disagree      Disagree     Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree       Strongly Agree
3. I am concerned about submitting information on the Internet because of what others

might do with it.
Strongly Disagree      Disagree     Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree       Strongly Agree
4. When I am online, I have the feeling of being watched.

Strongly Disagree      Disagree     Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree       Strongly Agree
5. When I am online, I have the feeling that all my clicks and actions are being tracked and monitored.
Strongly Disagree      Disagree     Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree       Strongly Agree
Below there are a number of statements with which you may agree or disagree. Please select the answer that best indicates to what extent you agree or disagree with the statement.

1. I would only submit accurate and personal information at a web site if the site allowed me to control the information I volunteer.

Strongly Disagree      Disagree     Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree       Strongly Agree
2. I would only provide accurate and personal information at a web site if the site allowed me to control the information they can use.

Strongly Disagree      Disagree     Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree       Strongly Agree
3. Being able to control the personal information I provide to a web site is important to me.

Strongly Disagree      Disagree     Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree       Strongly Agree
4.I would only provide accurate and personal information at a web site if their control policy is verified/monitored by a reputable third party.
Below there are a number of statements with which you may agree or disagree. Please select the answer that best indicates to what extent you agree or disagree with the statement.

1. If other people don't seem to accept me, I don't let it bother me.

Strongly Disagree      Disagree     Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree       Strongly Agree
2. I want other people to accept me.
Strongly Disagree      Disagree     Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree       Strongly Agree
3. I have a strong need to belong.
Strongly Disagree      Disagree     Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree       Strongly Agree
4. It bothers me a great deal when I am not included in other people's plans.

Strongly Disagree      Disagree     Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree       Strongly Agree
5.My feelings are easily hurt when I feel that others do not accept me.

Strongly Disagree      Disagree     Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree       Strongly Agree
Below there are a number of statements with which you may agree or disagree. Please select the answer that best indicates to what extent you agree or disagree with the statement.

1. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane (base) with others.

Strongly Disagree      Disagree     Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree       Strongly Agree

2 . I feel that I have a number of good qualities.
Strongly Disagree     Disagree    Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree     Strongly Agree

3. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure.
Strongly Disagree     Disagree    Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree      Strongly Agree

4.I am able to do things as well as most other people

Strongly Disagree     Disagree    Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree      Strongly Agree

5.I feel I do not have much to be proud of.

Strongly Disagree     Disagree    Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree      Strongly Agree 

6.I take a positive attitude toward myself.
Strongly Disagree     Disagree    Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree      Strongly Agree

7.On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.
Strongly Disagree     Disagree    Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree      Strongly Agree
8.I wish I could have more respect for myself.
Strongly Disagree     Disagree    Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree      Strongly Agree
9.I certainly feel useless at times.
Strongly Disagree     Disagree    Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree      Strongly Agree
10.At times I think I am no good at all.
Strongly Disagree     Disagree    Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree      Strongly Agree
Here are some behavior examples that based on your personality. Please select the answer that best indicates to what extent this statement applies to you or not.

1. I sometimes tell lies if I have to.

Strongly Disagree     Disagree    Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree      Strongly Agree
2.I never cover up my mistakes.

Strongly Disagree     Disagree    Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree      Strongly Agree
3.I always obey laws, even if I'm unlikely to get caught.

Strongly Disagree     Disagree    Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree      Strongly Agree
4.I have said something bad about a friend behind his or her back.

Strongly Disagree     Disagree    Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree      Strongly Agree
5.When I hear people talk privately, I avoid listening.

Strongly Disagree     Disagree    Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree      Strongly Agree
6. I have received too much change from a salesperson without telling him or her.

Strongly Disagree     Disagree    Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree      Strongly Agree
7. When I was young I sometimes stole things.

Strongly Disagree     Disagree    Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree      Strongly Agree
8. I have done things that I don't tell other people about.

Strongly Disagree     Disagree    Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree      Strongly Agree
9. I never take things that don't belong to me.

Strongly Disagree     Disagree    Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree      Strongly Agree
10. I don't gossip about other people's business.

Strongly Disagree     Disagree    Neither Agree nor Disagree     Agree      Strongly Agree
Relative to my peers I feel:
	
	
	1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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	Same

	Untalented
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	Talented

	Weak
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	Strong

	Unconfident
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	Confident

	Undesirable
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	Desirable

	Unattractive
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	Attractive

	An outsider
	 
	[image: image73.wmf]
	[image: image74.wmf]
	[image: image75.wmf]
	[image: image76.wmf]
	[image: image77.wmf]
	[image: image78.wmf]
	[image: image79.wmf]
	
	An insider


Finally I want to provide some basic information about yourself
Age
Gender

· Male

· Female

The highest level of completed education
· High school

· University 

· Master 

· Doctorate

In which of the following types of social networks do you have an account (you can choose

more than one).
· Facebook 

· Twitter

· Google+

· LinkedIn

What of the above do you use more?
· Facebook 

· Twitter

· Google+

· LinkedIn

Do you have a blog?
· Yes

· No
How many hours do you spend on social media on average per day?
· less than 2 hours

· 2-3 hours

· 3-6 hours

· more than 6 hours
If you use mostly facebook, how many friends do you have on it?
1 -1 00         1 01 -200      201 -300           301 -400           401 -500           More than 500

What is the link between the social network activity and online conspicuous consumption?





Actual Sharing = 1.190 - .086 * Privacy concerns + .400 * Need to Belong + .011 * Self Esteem - .030 * Impression Management + .002 * Social Comparison





Actual Sharing = 1.328 - .110 * Privacy concerns + .411 * Need to Belong - .042 * Self Esteem - .071 * Impression Management - .033 * Social Comparison+ .018*Age- .267*Gender- .054*Level of Education+ .103*Hours spend on Facebook/per day+ .057*Number of friends on Facebook





Intention to share = 1.898 - .150 * Privacy concerns + .317 * Need to Belong - .276 * Self Esteem - .083 * Impression Management - .020 * Social Comparison+ .030*Age- .138*Gender- .040*Level of Education+ .139*Hours spend on Facebook/per day+ .078*Number of friends on Facebook
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