Personality competence model

Running Head: PERSONALITY COMPETENCE MODEL

A personality-competence model of opinion leadgrshi

Timo Gnambs

University of Osnabrick

Bernad Batinic

University of Linz

Author Note

Timo Gnambs, Institute of Psychology, University@gnabrtick, Germany, Email:
timo.gnambs@uni-osnabrueck.de; Bernad Batinicituistof Education and Psychology,
University of Linz, Austria, Email: bernad.batinigikm.at.

The authors would like to thank an anonymous regreand the Editor for their
constructive comments during the review process.

Correspondence concerning this article should bleesded to Timo Gnambs, Institute of
Psychology, University of Osnabrtick, Seminarst;.Z8D69 Osnabriick, Germany, Email:

timo.gnambs@uni-osnabrueck.de

Accepted for publication iPsychology & Marketing
This is the pre-peer reviewed version of the aticl

The definitive version will be available wileyonlinelibrary.com




Personality competence model

A personality-competence model of opinion leadgrshi

Opinion leaders constitute a central consumer sagfoetargeted marketing strategies.
By separating opinion leadership into a generalamedl domain-specific component this study
examines the psychological profilef= 417 consumers from Germany and incorporates
opinion leadership into a hierarchical frameworlhafnan personality. Results emphasize two
major sources of domain-specific opinion leaderspgrsonality in the form of a general,
domain-independent influencer trait and competenicieerms of product-specific knowledge.
Moreover, the study highlights a number of tramsluding the Big Five of personality, typical
intellectual engagement, and general self-effichay form a distinct personality profile of
domain-specific opinion leadership. The effectthaelse personality traits on domain-specific
opinion leadership are partially mediated by gelimrd opinion leadership and objective

knowledge.
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Personality competence model

A personality-competence model of opinion leader ship

Interpersonal communication is frequently consider®re trustworthy and influential for
consumers than messages conveyed by various aivgniedia (Johnson-Brown & Reingen,
1987; Engel, Kegerreis, & Blackwell, 1969; Villarmae Yoo, & Hanssens, 2008). As opinion
leaders frequently engage in word-of-mouth commatioa and provide other consumers with
advice and information on different products aracpk to shop (Flynn, Goldsmith, & Eastman,
1996; Venkatraman, 1990), they constitute an di"@segment for marketeers to include in their
promotional schemes for new products. Hence, ipp#st academics as well as practitioners have
put a great deal of effort not only into validlyemtifying this important consumer group (cf.
Flynn et al., 1996; Goldsmith & Witt, 2003), butdaiibnally into describing their primary
attributes in terms of stable motivations, behalitendencies and personal characteristics. While
it soon became apparent that socio-demographiahas alone provided little contribution in
describing opinion leaders (Myers & Robertson, 197&nette, 2004), numerous personality
traits were identified that were able to shed lighttheir unique characteristics (cf. Chan & Misra,
1990; Clark, Zboja, & Goldsmith, 2007; GoldsmitHar®, & Goldsmith, 2006; Ruvio & Shoham,
2007; Shoham & Ruvio, 2008). Although these stugreside important insights into their
typology, thus greatly enhancing our knowledge pmion leaders, each of the studies only
considered selected traits, without integratingrtheto a general framework of personality.
Hence, to date opinion leadership has not yet beenected to the Big Five model of personality
that describes individuals on the basis of fivergletary traits: extraversion, neuroticism,
conscientiousness, agreeableness, and opennegeeteeaces (cf. John, Naumann, & Soto,
2008). By adopting the framework proposed by Mowrark, and Zablah (2007) the present
study traces opinion leadership and similar donvadependent traits back to the Big Five of
personality and integrates them in a hierarchigad@hwhich includes the most basic traits of
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human personality. Additionally, the model acknadgles the importance of the opinion leaders’
superior knowledge in their domain of influence (@er, Feick, & Price, 2002; Eastman,
Eastman, & Eastman, 2002; Gnambs & Batinic, ingrémldsmith, 2002) by highlighting two
central sources of opinion leadership: abstracd@elity traits and domain-specific
competencies.
Personality in consumer research

Authors in consumer research have repeatedly chdteal stronger consideration of
personality as a determinant of consumer behagfoBaumgartner, 2002). However,
particularly broad personality traits establishegs$ychology which generally operationalize
rather abstract behavioral dispositions have sonestiattracted little attention. This can be
attributed to the fact that the Big Five of perdidpafor example, usually exhibit a rather limited
ability to predict concrete behavior in specifitustions (Paunonen, Rothstein, & Jackson, 1999;
Paunonen & Ashton, 2001). This has more or lessoesh abandonment of such broad traits in
consumer research in favor of more domain-spepéisonality traits specifically targeted at
consumer behavior (e.g., shopping confidence, Mbyencade, 2003, or fashion consciousness,
Shim & Kotsiopulos, 1993). These traits usuallyalde significant proportions of variance in
the target behavior but they provide rather limitgdrmational gain as they only exist on a
superficial level and strongly overlap with the aeior to be explained (Buss, 1989). Approaches
focusing on abstract dispositions alone, or tthiéé concentrate primarily on situational variables
seem to be inadequate to properly explain consbeteavior. Hence, an integrative framework is
required that links established personality trait$ih more context-specific variables of individual
differences in order to analyze consumer persgnalthin a nomological network of traits
(Mowen & Voss, 2008). Such an approach has begoopsal by Mowen et al. (2007), who
differentiate between traits within a hierarchipatsonality model on four levels with increasing
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specificity. From the most general to the most gjadevel, these are termed elemental,
compound, situational and surface traits.

Theelemental levetontains a limited number of abstract traits Wiitte specificity,
which have a strong genetic foundation or stem fveny early learning experiences. These traits
represent the most basic, cross-situational beta\dgspositions, as operationalized by the Big
Five of personality (cf. John et al., 2008pmpound traitsare formed during an individual’s
socialization from the complex interaction of elena traits, culture and individual learning
experiences. Compound traits, though also situatidapendent, usually exhibit a stronger
ability to predict overt behavior than elementalts. They include behavioral dispositions such
as general self-efficacy (Bandura, 1994). At thedthierarchical levelsituational traits
represent stable dispositions for certain behawiagttsn situational classes. They are not limited
to single situations, but rather encompass whalagg of situations, for example different
situations in which a consumer displays buying b&lrtaA common situational trait could be
represented by shopping enjoyment (Mowen et al7 ROrhe most specific level in the trait
hierarchy is represented byrface traits These are very specific behavioral dispositioiteina
concrete context, resulting from the cumulativeet$ of elemental, compound and situational
traits as well as effects from specific situatiomflluences. They usually emerge in a narrower
context than the more general situational traisstifey operationalize stable dispositions to
display certain behavioral patterns, they are Wgs#iongly predictive of overt behavior, that is,
they predict specific behaviors in specific sitaas within a certain time frame. According to
Mowen et al. (2007), consumer innovativeness cogpdesent such a surface trait in buying
situations. Traits on the same hierarchical lewnel @aits on different levels do not have to be
independent from each other. On the one handpitssible that elemental traits, for example,

have an additional direct effect on situational andace traits above and beyond the influence of
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compound traits. On the other hand, different elgaldraits are not necessarily independent
from each other, but can be correlated (cf. AnuSatiimmack, Pinkus, & Lockwood, 2009;
DeYoung, 2006). The aim of this hierarchical framekis the development of empirically
testable hypotheses regarding consumer behaviatharidtegration of traits of different levels of
generality and their interactions in a common tnaitwork. In the past, this approach has been
successfully applied to explain different consuimanaviors, for example determinants of online
shopping (Bosnjak, Galesic, & Tuten, 2007), conditi for word-of-mouth communication
(Mowen et al., 2007), and even motives for volunsze (Mowen & Sujan, 2005). Despite the
importance of opinion leadership for consumer redednowever, the construct has not yet been
incorporated in this hierarchical model, althougme researchers included the concept in related
models specifying selected levels of the presefmgede work only (Chelminski & Coulter, 2002;
Clark & Goldsmith, 2005; Gnambs & Batinic, in press
Opinion leadership

Opinion leadership describes an individual’'s digjms to influence opinions, attitudes
and behaviors of others in a desired directionr(flgt al., 1996). Hence, opinion leaders are
central disseminators of market information, heaslig¢termining the decisions of other
consumers. The scope of their area of influenséllglisputed. According to Merton (1957) two
types of opinion leaders can be distinguished: mmrphic opinion leaders exert their influence
in a very limited domain only, while polymorphiciopn leaders are able to influence others in a
broad range of domains. For a long time, opini@adégship has solely been considered as a
monomorphic, domain-specific construct; that ign@m leaders exclusively exert their influence
concerning a concise, clearly defined product (@grts cars) or at the most a product class (e.g.
automobiles). According to this approach, an oyedbBopinion leadership regarding different

products or product classes seems rather unliRelyopinion leader for politics is presumed
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unlikely to be simultaneously an opinion leadempop music as well (Myers & Robertson, 1972).
However, new approaches assume that apart frora tteeeain-specific traits, a
domain-independent trait can also be distinguigkettk & Price, 1987; Gnambs & Batinic,
2011a; Weimann, 1991). Hence, there is an underlyait identifying exceptionally influential
individuals, independent of a particular produeaa-or consumer research in particular, the
construct of the market maven (Feick & Price, 198%9 been developed, which captures a
version of a generalized opinion leadership ti&ieénkamp & Gielens, 2003). Market mavens
are consumers who have "information about manyswfdproducts, places to shop, and other
facets of markets, and initiate discussions withsconers and respond to requests from
consumers for market information” (Feick & Pric®8%, p. 85). As market mavens are
considered good sources of information on the ntplkee in general, and do not necessarily
possess a product-specific orientation, they ale talinfluence the buying decisions of other
consumers on a great variety of products. Genedind domain-specific opinion leadership are
conceived to be two different but not independeaitd (Clark & Goldsmith, 2005; Gnambs &
Batinic, 2011b; Shoham & Ruvio, 2008) that freqiyedisplay correlations of medium size
(Cano & Sams, 2010; Ruvio & Shoham, 2007).
A hierarchical model of opinion leadership

The model proposed in the following section incogpes the concept of opinion
leadership into the framework by Mowen et al. (200he complete structural model including
all hypothesized paths between the constructsalied in figure 1. As detailed above
concerning opinion leadership two distinct appr@schave to be distinguished: opinion
leadership as a monomorphic, domain-specific &adt opinion leadership as a polymorphic,
domain-independent trait. The starting point fas thodel is the construct of domain-specific

opinion leadership, which is to be integrated mt@omological network of hierarchical traits.
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The personality aspect of domain-specific opineedership is assumed to be represented by the
domain-independent trait of generalized opinionléahip (cf. Gnambs & Batinic, 2011b;
Steenkamp & Gielens, 2003). Therefore, generaliggdion leadership can be conceptualized as
a compound trait as a more abstract antecedermtohith-specific opinion leadership, which is a
situational trait. In the past, average correlaibatween the two variants of opinion leadership
ranging from .20 to .50 have been reported (Car@a&s, 2010; Clark & Goldsmith, 2005;
Gnambs & Batinic, 2011b; Ruvio & Shoham, 2007).

H1: There is positive relationship between genesadiopinion leadership and
domain-specific opinion leadership.

In addition to personality traits, a frequentlyedtcharacteristic of domain-specific
opinion leadership is a superior knowledge in tbmdin of influence (Coulter et al., 2002;
Eastman et al., 2002; Feick & Price, 1987; Goldsn#002). It is assumed that opinion leaders
possess higher levels of product-specific knowletiga their peers. Although some authors (e.g.
Trepte & Scherer, 2010) consider high levels ofidedge a frequent but not essential attribute
of opinion leaders and, thus, regard knowledgeeradipotential consequence of opinion
leadership, most do not (e.g., Coulter et al., 2@Ry, Graham, Wolfsbarger, & Yale, 1998;
Gnambs & Batinic, in press; Shoham & Ruvio, 20a8pically, superior levels of product
knowledge are seen as an important preconditiongoron leadership. In empirical studies,
however, authors frequently neglected to explidiktinguish between self-perceived, subjective
knowledge and actual, objective knowledge. Manfhaud related self-rated knowledge to
opinion leadership and interpreted the frequentiyeghigh correlations as evidence for the
superior knowledge of opinion leaders (e.g., Al2d00; Coulter et al., 2002; Myers & Robertson,
1972; O’'Cass, 2002). Myers and Robertson (19722).for example, operationalized
knowledge using one self-report item ("How muchyda feel you know about each topic area in
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comparison to your friends and relatives?”) andhtbaorrelations ranging from .52 to .81.
Self-reports and objective tests of cognitive penance, however, are rather different constructs
(cf. Brucks, 1985; C. W. Park, Mothersbaugh, & keit994; Chamorro-Premuzic & Furnham,
2006). When comparing subjective and objective mnessof knowledge, small to medium-sized
correlations between .26 and .60 are usually fothrat,tend to strongly vary with the content
domain (Brucks, 1985; Flynn & Goldsmith, 1999; @rk& Moon, 2003; Raju, Lonial, &
Mangold, 1995). Generally, self-reports are infenmlicators of cognitive abilities; rather they
represent motivational tendencies and interestscertain domain (Flynn & Goldsmith, 1999; C.
W. Park, Gardner, & Thukral, 1988). As opinion leedare assumed to possess high levels of
knowledge in their area of influence (Coulter et 2002; Feick & Price, 1987), it is expected that
objective knowledge represents the second cermtuats of domain-specific opinion leadership
in addition to generalized opinion leadership.

H2: There is a positive relationship between olyecknowledge and domain-specific

opinion leadership.

| Insert figure 1 about here |

The Big Five of personality, which are also incldde the framework by Mowen et al.
(2007) as elemental traits, are assumed to regdrbasit behavioral dispositions and describe
personality on the most abstract level. Regardieq trelationship with opinion leadership, mixed
results have been reported in the past. While sioties found significant correlations
(Brancaleone & Gountas, 2007; Mooradian, 1996 estklid not (Goodey & East, 2008;

Robinson, 1976). On theoretical grounds, meaningfationships with generalized opinion
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leadership can be derived for three traits of tlgeMve, extraversion, neuroticism and openness
to experiences. In detail, the following hypothesespostulated.

Extraverted individuals enjoy being with other plkeophey are gregarious,
communicative and full of energy (John et al., 2008ese resemble characteristics typically
attributed to opinion leaders as well. Empiricaladeonfirm that opinion leaders are more
talkative than their peers (Weimann, 1991), hageeater circle of friends (Booth & Babchuk,
1972), and generally a stronger social orientafitenkatraman, 1989). They are more active and
report more leisure activities (Booth & Babchuk729as well as frequent participation in
various clubs and organizations (Robinson, 1976¢ofdingly, correlations between market
mavenism and extraversion have been reported ipakiethat range from .22 to .30 (Brancaleone
& Gountas, 2007; Mooradian, 1996).

H3: There is a positive relationship between ex¢raion and generalized opinion
leadership.

Neuroticism describes interindividual differencesmotional stability, the degree to
which individuals are able to cope with criticismdasetbacks (John et al., 2008). Concerning
market mavenism, there are reports that the s@tcompanied by greater levels of
self-confidence (Bearden, Hardesty, & Rose, 200il@inski & Coulter, 2007). Individuals
high in market mavenism are generally more sechiogtathemselves and their abilities (Coulter
et al., 2002). Clark and Goldsmith (2005) additipneeport that market mavens as well as
domain-specific opinion leaders have higher leeélglobal self-esteem. These findings conform
to an image of emotional stability.

H4: There is a negative relationship between neacioh and generalized opinion

leadership.
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Individuals high in openness to experiences arrésted in many different things: they
are intellectually curious and like to explore namd unusual ideas (John et al., 2008).
Comparably, opinion leaders seek diversity andtlikey different brands within their product
class (Coulter et al., 2002); they are more infarrmkout new developments in their area of
interest (Mittelstaedt, Grossbart, Curtis, & Dever@76) and generally exhibit higher levels of
innovativeness (Goldsmith et al.,2006; Ruvio & Shroh 2007).

H5: There is a positive relationship between opeasrie experiences and generalized
opinion leadership.

For the two remaining traits of the Big Five, agieleness and conscientiousness, no
explicit relationships can be derived from existiimglings. However, they are included in the
hierarchical model, as the Big Five, due to thefraated cross-cultural confirmation and temporal
stability, as a whole should be used as superdaeltazonomy to describe individual differences
in human personality (Ozer & Benet-Martinez, 20@%¢nce, the two traits are assumed to be
independent of opinion leadership.

H6: There is no relationship between agreeablea@ssgeneralized opinion leadership.

H7: There is no relationship between conscientiessrand generalized opinion
leadership

In order to remain consistent with other studiesfurther elemental traits are specified in
addition to the Big Five. However, Mowen et al. §Z) explicitly state that traits of the same
hierarchical level do not have to be independemhfeach other. Rather, traits located on the
same level are likely to be correlated with ead¢tentHence, the model includes two compound
traits, typical intellectual engagement and sdiizaty, that are assumed to explain additional
variance components of generalized opinion leadetstyond the influence of the elemental

traits.
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Typical intellectual engagement (TIE; Goff & Ackeam 1992) describes interindividual
differences in the effort an individual investseimgaging with new topics and the acquisition of
new knowledge. Individuals high in TIE are curioeager to learn, and generally well informed.
Comparably, opinion leaders are characterized ¢tyomg involvement (Nisbet & Kotcher, 2009;
Venkatraman, 1990) and a superior knowledge (Coettal., 2002; Eastman et al., 2002;
Goldsmith, 2002) in their domain of influence. Altigh correlated to openness to experiences,
TIE constitutes a different construct, focusingrrily on an individual’s typical performances
and assessing a variant of self-perceived inteliggChamorro-Premuzic, Furnham, &
Ackerman, 2006a). Hence, in the model presentes] A¢E does not solely act as a mediator of
the underlying elemental traits (i.e. opennesxpegences) but also makes a unique contribution
in describing generalized opinion leadership tleesgoeyond the effects of the Big Five.

H8: There is a positive relationship between typiotellectual engagement and
generalized opinion leadership, even when contrglfor the effects of the elemental traits.

Opinion leaders generally display great self-cagriick (Chelminski & Coulter, 2007;
Clark, Goldsmith, & Goldsmith, 2008). They trusttireir abilities, particularly in their domain of
interest, and use this trust to achieve their g@asnparably, general self-efficacy characterizes
an individual’s belief of possessing the necesaailties and proficiencies to achieve certain
goals and exert influence over one’s life (Banda@94). Accordingly, correlations of
approximately .24 between market mavenism and gégself-efficacy have been reported in the
past (Geissler & Edison, 2005).

H9: There is a positive relationship between gehsedi-efficacy and generalized opinion
leadership, even when controlling for the effedtdhe elemental traits.

Recent personality models (Ackerman, 1996; CharmBremmuzic & Furnham, 2006)

presume that an individual’s cognitive competescggtermined by different sources, by an array
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of both actual abilities and non-ability traits.eFafore, specific personality attributes play aso
important role in an individual’s intellectual déopment, and most of the Big Five traits are
significantly correlated with academic performaf®ee the meta-analysis by O’Connor &
Paunonen, 2007). Even individual differences inegahand domain-specific knowledge can
partly be attributed to personality traits like raxiersion, openness to experiences and typical
intellectual engagement, which represent the degfraa individual’s intellectual orientation and
effort (Ackerman, Bowen, Beier, & Kanfer, 2001; @i@aro-Premuzic, Furnham, & Ackerman,
2006b). Those traits not only are assumed to baigiogs of generalized opinion leadership but
also of objective knowledge. Hence, the superiavkedge in the area of influence is
hypothesized to be partly a result of the opingaders’ specific personality profile.

H10: There is a positive relationship between (ejaversion, (b) openness to
experiences, (c) typical intellectual engagemert @lpjective knowledge.

The proposed trait model summarized in figure lukbes three hierarchical levels, largely
representing the trait classes presented by Mowah @007). While the Big Five of personality
can be conceptualized as elemental traits, thextlddtional predictors of generalized opinion
leadership and knowledge, typical intellectual gyegaent and general self-efficacy, by contrast
represent compound traits. As the model primaiitysaat linking these traits relative to
domain-specific opinion leadership and is not comee with the relationship between these
predictors themselves, hypotheses about correatidth each other are not formulated. However,
the model implies that the effects of superordiniies are fully captured by traits on the
subsequent level. Therefore, the model does nhtdedirect effects of the Big Five, TIE and
self-efficacy on domain-specific opinion leadersiather, these effects are assumed to be

mediated by generalized opinion leadership andctibgeknowledge.
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H11: Generalized opinion leadership and objectinewledge mediate the effects of (a)
extraversion, (b) neuroticism, (c) openness to B&pees, (d) typical intellectual engagement,

and (e) general self-efficacy on domain-specifimimm leadership.

| Insert table 1 about here |

Method

Sample and procedure

Participants from two independent samples were ocoedto form a final sample of =
417. The first sample consisted of 195 student$ (@@men) with different majors (including
economics, computer sciences and social scienmas)d medium-sized university. Participants
had a mean age of 24 yea®D(= 4.26). Although the sample size exceeded thénmailrsize
required for comparisons of covariance structureeofN = 166, using a power of .80 and an
alpha of .05 (MacCallum, Browne, & Cai, 2006), fesof Monte-Carlo studies (Fritz &
Mackinnon, 2007) suggest that a sample size &N = 400 is necessary to also detect small
mediation effects. For this reason, a second saafle= 222 individuals (115 women) aged
between 16 and 85 yeald € 32.55,SD = 15.27) was recruited via a German market rekearc
panel. This sample was more heterogeneous in slecimgraphic terms than the first sample, but
was also highly educated - approximately half hathgleted university entrance-level
examinations and a quarter had a university degreletailed description of the total sample’s
socio-demographic characteristics is summarizedhte 1. All participants were invited by emalil
to complete an anonymous online survey. After fimg the questionnaire, the participants were
debriefed and received individual feedback in tvenf of a personality profile. No further
compensation was provided.

14



Personality competence model

As the study mainly collected self-report data er@ss-sectional design, common method
variance might introduce a systematic bias anchaétee the true correlations between the
constructs (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsalkziif)3). To minimize the potential threat to
internal validity, different recommendations by Bakboff et al. (2003) were followed. In
particular, attention was paid to protect the amaityy of the respondents in order to avoid
socially desirable responding as well as acquiescand leniency tendencies. Online surveys
usually provide higher levels of anonymity thanefdo-face interviews (cf. Joinson & Paine,
2007). Additionally, the introductory text prior the survey explicitly pointed out the anonymity
of participation, which frequently leads to highevels of perceived anonymity (Hui, Teo, & Lee,
2007). Finally, the items of the different consteuwere grouped together on the pages according
to the traits to be measured, and were not randoridgd in order to avoid artificially raised
correlations between similar constructs (Podsa&difrgan, 1986).

Instruments

Big Fivetraits. Extraversion, neuroticism, agreeableness, congoimmess and openness
to experiences were measured with the short fortheoBig Five Inventory (Rammstedt & John,
2005). Despite its short length, with each tragmpionalized by four items (five in the case of
openness), the instrument allows for a reliablesuesament of the five basic personality
dimensions, resulting in acceptable Cronbach’saahghabilities around .70 (see table 2). Only
agreeableness displayed a slightly impaired rditgloif .62. An exploratory factor analysis with

an oblique rotation (promax) led to a five-factohusion with eigenvalues of 2.92, 2.04, 2.27,

1.98 and 1.58, respectively, with all items dispigysatisfactory Ioadings,TE: 74, A N= .66,

A A=.56, Lc=.61, A o=.57,on their respective factors. Together, the flactors explained

46 percent of the items’ variance. Most of thet tsadres were slightly correlated to each other, in
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particular extraversion with neuroticism, < —.25,p< .001), conscientiousness< .23,p< .001)
and openness € .26,p < .001). The lack of orthogonality correspondsdmparable results in
various samples (Benet-Martinez & John, 1998; Raiadis: John, 2005) and reflects the
current view that the Big Five do not represent plately independent traits (Anusic et al., 2009;
DeYoung, 2006).

Typical intellectual engagement. Typical intellectual engagement (TIE) was
operationalized with five items (e.g. "I like tsten to speeches about different topics”) by
Wilhelm, Schulze, Schmiedek, and Suf3 (2003), cagjune factor with an eigenvalue of 1.14

and explaining 23 percent of the items’ variandee &verage item loadings on the factor were
satisfactory,? = .47. With a Cronbach’s alpha of .66, the religbwas somewhat impaired.

Openness to experiences, the trait of the Big Wwitde which the construct is theoretically related
the most strongly (Goff & Ackerman, 1992), only ieated slightly with TIEy = .27,p< .001.
This confirms the assumption that typical intelledtengagement represents a trait that differs

from openness.

| Insert table 2 about here |

General sdlf-efficacy. Self-efficacy was operationalized with ten iteregy( "I can solve
most problems if | invest the necessary effort”)Smhwarzer and Jerusalem (1989), which

captured one factor with an eigenvalue of 4.83a&rpig 48 percent of the item variance. The
average item loading on the factor was gogd, = .69 as was the reliability of .90. Neuroticism,
the trait of the Big Five the construct is mostitam correlated medium with self-efficaay=

~.51,p< .001.
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Generalized opinion leader ship. Generalized opinion leadership (GOL) was
operationalized with nine items (e.g. "Many of mighds and acquaintances base their decisions
on my opinion”) by Gnambs and Batinic (2011a). Tiretrument operationalizes a variant of
opinion leadership that is independent from a seobntent domain and is not exclusively
limited to consumer behavior like the market magenstruct (Feick & Price, 1987). The scale
was chosen as it constitutes an entirely domaimdpgproach to generalized opinion leadership
and therefore more strongly resembles the condeptompound trait as specified by Mowen et
al. (2007). However, as market mavenism represesfecial case of the selected instrument (cf.
Gnambs & Batinic, 2011b), it is expected that #ygorted results of this study can easily be
generalized to market mavenism. An exploratorydiaahalysis resulted in one factor with an

eigenvalue of 3.17 explaining 35 percent of thegevariance. The average item loadings on the
factor were satisfactory,? = .61. The reliability of the scale was good 8t .

Domain-specific opinion leader ship. Domain-specific opinion leadership (DSOL) was
operationalized with six items (e.g. "I often peade other people to buy books that I like”) by
Flynn et al. (1996). The scale is a widely usetrimsent that has repeatedly displayed good
psychometric properties (e.g., Goldsmith & Wittp30 Shoham & Ruvio, 2008) and validly
captures opinion leadership in a specific produeaalo avoid ambiguous interpretations of the
results by relying on a single product area onpmimn leadership was captured in three different
domains; on the one hand in the domain of moviedigerature, as these are common topics in
social communication and are central to many imtials of different ages and educational
groups. On the other hand, as a third domain, the @f Internet was chosen, as online opinion
leaders are gaining increasing importance, espeashpplied settings (Barnes & Pressey, 2012;
Eastman et al., 2002; Lyons & Henderson, 2005; @€a@hou, 2005). An exploratory factor

analysis with promax rotation originally led toauf-factor solution. As the items for the Internet
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domain were split into two factors containing tleesipively phrased items and negatively phrased
items, respectively (cf. Ruvio & Shoham, 2007),icgating method artefacts rather than different
trait facets (Conrad et al., 2004), an additioaatdr analysis was calculated that extracted the

first three factors only. With eigenvalues of 3.87,2 and 3.14, the factors explained 47 percent

of the items’ variance. The average factor loadimigbe items were satisfactoryf mov= .58,

it=.71 and A in= .61. The reliabilities were good, ranging arousil

Objective knowledge. The current level of knowledge in the three domawuas measured
with five open response items (e.g. "Who wrotelihek 'Don Quijote de la Mancha'?”) for each
domain. Items for the domain of movies and literatwere taken from the General Knowledge
Test (Lynn, Wilberg, & Margraf-Stiksrud, 2004), wdihe items for the Internet knowledge test
were newly created. To avoid artificial results doi¢he items’ dichotomous response format, the
exploratory factor analysis was based on the palgcltorrelation matrix (cf. Kubinger, 2003)

and resulted in eigenvalues of 3.89, 5.56 and &{phining 71 percent of the items’ variance.
The average factor loadings of the items werefsatisry, X mov= .54, Ait=.82and A int

= .78. The reliabilities were generally good at@h87.

All self-ratings were answered on a five-point i@ge scale from "strongly disagree”
to "strongly agree”. Hence, high scores represggit kevels of the respective traits.
Analytical strategy

The test of the presented personality model wadwtied by means of covariance
structure models in Mplus 5 (Muthén & Muthén, 198837). Compared to the analysis of
observed scores latent variable modeling has thertage of addressing the problem of a
measure’s unreliability and, thus, leads to lessdul parameter estimates. For each latent

construct the scale’s items were combined to fdned parcels. Parceling provides several
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advantages compared to modeling single items (aedd@os, 2002; Little, Cunningham, Shahar,
& Widaman, 2002): (a) it reduces the number of pest@rs to be estimated and, thus, leads to
more parsimonious models, (b) it reduces the likeld that an item loads on multiple latent
factors, and (c) it frequently results in moreable latent constructs. The fit of these models is
evaluated in line with conventional criteria (HuBgntler, 1999; Mathieu & Taylor, 2006) based
on the root mean square error of approximation (E®)Sand the comparative fit index (CFl).
Models with a CFk .90 or a RMSEZA .10 are considered "bad”, those with .90 > CHX .
and .05 > RMSEA < .10 as "acceptable” and EM5 and RMSEA: .05 as "good” fitting. The
significance of the parameter estimates is derbyed bootstrap approach with 1000 replications
which generally results in more precise estimgiagjcularly for small effects (MacKinnon,
Lockwood, & Williams, 2004). Moreover, in mediatianalysis bootstrapping is superior to
classical significance tests (e.g. Sobel, 1982)laads to more precise estimates of the indirect
effect (Cheung & Lau, 2008).
Results

M easurement model

In the first step the measurement model was ewaduay specifying a baseline model
with 14 correlated latent constructs. The overaltlel demonstrated a good fit to the dafé610)
=950, CFI = .95, RMSEA = .04 [.03, .04]. All lateronstructs had satisfactory factor reliabilities
between .71 and .91 (see table 2). Moreover, fatmanstructs the average variances explained
by the latent factors (AVE) exceeded the commoetpmmended threshold of .50 (Fornell &
Larcker, 1981). Only conscientiousness and typitdallectual engagement displayed slightly
impaired AVEs with .46 and .47 respectively. Henoggeneral the item parcels operationalized

the constructs adequately.
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Prior to conducting specific model tests, the dimstrant validity of the factors has to be
established, and it needs to be demonstrated|thatrebles in the model do indeed
operationalize different constructs. If this is satcessful mediation analyses are not appropriate,
as it is not possible to differentiate between mted, mediator and criterion (Mathieu & Taylor,
2006). Discriminant validity is commonly analyzedtwo ways. On the one hand, Fornell and
Larcker (1981) recommend a descriptive approactolnyparing the squared correlation between
two factors to the average indicator variancesarpt by the latent factor. If the squared
correlation is smaller then the AVEs of both consts, discriminant validity is supported. All 14
constructs met this condition (see table 2). Orother hand, discriminant validity between two
constructs can be explicitly tested by comparingaconstrained model to a hierarchically
nested model that fixes the correlation betweenwoeconstructs to one (Widaman, 1985). A
comparable good fit of the constrained and uncamstd model would indicate a lack of
discriminant validity. However, all constrained net&lexhibited significantlyp < .05, worse
model fits compared to the unconstrained baseliogainwith 14 correlated factors. For example,

a model fixing the correlation between generaliapohion leadership and extraversion=(.52,p

<.001) to one displayed a significantly worse midid¢han an unconstrained modAIxz(l) =
147,p< .001, thus, indicating discriminant validity. Bity, a structural null model, which
assumed all constructs to be uncorrelated with etedr, also led to a significantly worse fit,
Ay (90) = 1973p < .001. Therefore, the 14-factor model represantacceptable measurement
model, providing sufficient covariation between dmmstructs to analyze the intervening effects.
Common method bias

If a variable can be identified that is largely épéndent of the others, then this variable
can be used as marker variable to quantify theenite of a common method bias (Lindell &

Whitney, 2001; Podsakoff et al., 2003). The trgite@ableness was chosen as marker variable, as
20



Personality competence model

the hypotheses specified no relationship with tiheiovariables in the model, and furthermore it
was uncorrelated with most of the other traits (abée 2). A multi-factorial model with ten

correlated trait factors and agreeableness as emdiemt factor, that served as marker for a

2
potential common method bias, was specifiet49) = 726, CFl = .95, RMSEA = .04 [.03, .04].

This model was compared to a model that used dgesesss as predictor for the other factors’
2
item parcels. However, the lattgr(419) = 697, CFl = .95, RMSEA = .04 [.04, .05], diot

provide a better fit to the datsz(BO) =24 p = .77 than the model without agreeableness as a
marker for common method bias. Moreover, the awethfjerence in trait correlations between
the two models (cf. Meade, Watson, & Kroustali)20was extremely lowyar= .00 SDar
=.006). These results correspond to current fgslMalhotra, Kim, & Patil, 2006; Spector,
2006) that do not attribute a large influence owey results to common method variance.
Although these results do not completely excludepbssibility of a common method bias, they
suggest that it does not have a huge impact oretudts and does not impair the interpretations

of the findings considerably.

| Insert table 3 about here |

Evaluation of overall model

The test of the hypothesized personality-competemm#el as summarized in figure 1
follows a two-step strategy. The predictors of gaheed opinion leadership and knowledge
include the Big Five of personality, the most absttraits of human personality, and additionally
two compound traits, typical intellectual engagetraend self-efficacy, that comprise of effects of
the Big Five and also unique variance componentthé first step the Big Five only were

considered, as they should be used as a commoevirark to compare new findings against (cf.
21



Personality competence model

Baumagartner, 2002; Ozer & Benet-Martinez, 2005Yhensecond step, the two compound traits
were also included to analyze thiicrementalcontribution in explaining generalized opinion
leadership and knowledge beyond the effects oBthgd-ive. The respective results for these two
models are summarized in table 3.

The Big Five model that includes extraversion, ngaism, conscientiousness,

agreeableness, and openness to experiences battgpnial intellectual engagement and

self-efficacy resulted in an acceptable fit to diama,xz(463) = 806, CFl = .94, RMSEA = .04

[.04, .05]. The model in figure 1 postulated that@in-specific opinion leadership is determined
by two components, generalized opinion leadershipabjective knowledge. In line with
hypotheses 1 and 2, GOL= .33 /.32 / .45, and objective knowledfes .17 /.26 / .10,
significantly predicted DSOL in all three domaineler study and resulted Rf of .15, .17

and .22 respectively. As some authors (e.g., Tr@&@eherer, 2010) are rather unclear whether
knowledge constitutes an antecedent or a consegquémtmmain-specific leadership, an

alternative model with a reversed path between kedyge and DSOL was also tested. However,

this model led to a slightly worse fit to the da@2d466) =874, CFl = .93, RMSEA = .04

[.05, .05]. Moreover, information criteria for tmsodel, AIC = 26571, BIC = 27087, were higher
than the hypothesized model in figure 1, AIC = Z63BIC = 27037, supporting the notion that
knowledge is a cause of domain-specific opinionléeship rather than a consequence. Regarding
the relationship between the Big Five and genegdl@pinion leadership, the results supported
hypotheses 3 and 4. Extraversifirs .44,p < .001, and neuroticisri,= -.15,p = .03, were
significantly related to GOL. Openness to expemsntiowever, failed to predict GOL
accordingly,8 = .07,p = .27, thus, dismissing hypothesis 5. For ther@voaining traits of the

Big Five, conscientiousness and agreeablenesg|atonships with GOL were hypothesized.

Accordingly, a model that included paths from thige traits to generalized opinion leadership
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did not improve the model fit compared to a motiat bmitted these pathsxz(Z) =4.71p
=.09. Moreover, in the former model the paths flagreeablenesg,= -.08,p = .21, and
conscientiousnesB,= .08,p = .15, on generalized opinion leadership weresigstificant, thus,
supporting hypotheses 6 and 7. Altogether, theFBig explained about 30 percent of variance in
GOL. Regarding the postulated relationships ofBhlieFive and objective knowledge, the results
supported hypothesis 10 only partially. In all #taclomains concordantly, knowledge was
significantly,p < .05, related to openness to experienges,32 / .25/ .11, but not to
extraversionfy = .00 /.00 /.09 (see table 3).

In the second step the two compound traits, typitellectual engagement and

self-efficacy, were also included to study thegremental effect on GOL and knowledge (see

table 3). The respective model yielded an acceptfto the data)(2(654) =1077, CFl = .94,
RMSEA = .04 [.04, .04]. However, typical intelleattengagement failed to predict GQiLz .11,

p = .09, and knowledge of movigs= .10,p = .16, and Interneff = .08,p = .29. TIE was only
significantly related to knowledge in the domairlitdrature § = .24,p < .001. Hence, these

results give no support for hypothesis 8 and oallger weak support for hypothesis 10c. In line
with hypothesis 9, general self-efficacy was sigatftly related to generalized opinion leadership,

B =.29,p <.001. Although self-efficacy explained a sigediint additional proportion of GOL

2
variance beyond the effects of the Big FiveARt = .06 the amount was somewhat small.

| Insert table 4 about here |

Indirect and mediated effects
The proposed model in figure 1 is of a hierarchizlure; that is, the model implies that

generalized opinion leadership and knowledge aasedediators between extraversion,
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neuroticism, openness, typical intellectual engagrgrand self-efficacy on the one hand and
domain-specific opinion leadership on the otherdh&nediation assumes (a) an indirect effect
between the personality traits and domain-spegpiaion leadership and, moreover (b) a
significant direct relationship between personadityl DSOL that is accounted for by the
mediators (Mathieu & Taylor, 2006). The respectidirect effects for the two models presented
in the previous section are summarized in tabExdraversion, neuroticism and self-efficacy had

significant p < .05) indirect effects on domain-specific opinieadership in all three domains.

The respective effects were rather small and felliad R =.17 (extraversion),_ 3=-.06
(neuroticism) and R=.11 (self-efficacy). Indirect effects for opessdo experiences,_ 3

= .08, and typical intellectual engagemeﬁ, 7310, were found in two domains, movies and

literature, but not in the Internet domafigee = .04,p = .15 and3rie = .06,p = .06. In order to
interpret these indirect effects in terms of madiatit has to be demonstrated that they explain a
direct effect that was initially present when thediators were not considered (Mathieu & Taylor,
2006). Therefore, the direct effects of extraversiteuroticism, openness, typical intellectual
engagement and self-efficacy on domain-specifioiopileadership were determined without

considering the mediators (see table 5). Only grtisaon consistently displayed significapt (

> .05) direct effects on domain-specific opinioadership in all three domains, 8 .23, while

openness to experience?, £.17, had direct effects in two domains, movies kterature. TIE

predicted DSOL in the domain literature orflys .24; neuroticism and self-efficacy had no direct
effects on DSOL. In conclusion, domain-specificropn leadership is significantly related to
extraversion and openness to experiences. Thisoredaip is mediated by generalized opinion
leadership and objective knowledge, thus, lendupgpsrt to hypotheses 11a and 11b. On the

other hand, the effects of neuroticism, typicatllectual engagement, and self-efficacy are not
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mediated. They exhibit only indirect effects on damspecific opinion leadership via GOL and

knowledge, thus, dismissing hypotheses 11c to 11e.

| Insert table 5 about here |

Discussion

As a central contribution to existing research pimin leadership, the present study
integrated the construct into a hierarchical framewof personality including the most basic
traits of human personality. By separating opideadership into a domain-specific and a
domain-independent component, the study highlightedcentral roots of opinion leadership:
non-ability traits and objective competencies. Mwer, these two components operationalized as
generalized opinion leadership and product-spekifmwvledge partially mediated the effects of
more general personality traits on domain-speojfimion leadership. On a more abstract level
domain-specific opinion leadership is characterizgdhree elemental traits: high levels of
extraversion and openness to experiences, anceleislof neuroticism. Furthermore, two
compound traits were hypothesized to describe DB&jond the effects of the Big Five, typical
intellectual engagement and general self-efficidlile the hypothesis regarding the former was
not supported, domain-specific opinion leadershiglso characterized by high levels of general
self-efficacy.

In light of the ever increasing costs for tradiabadvertising media (e.g. on television, in
magazines etc.) companies need to carefully conkmle to invest their marketing budgets to
attract new customers. In the past, it has beesatedly shown that marketing strategies
stimulating word-of-mouth communication betweensuaners are particularly effective, as

interpersonal communication is frequently considem®re trustworthy than messages
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transmitted by impersonal advertising material (&am-Brown & Reingen, 1987; Engel et al.,
1969). Hence, it has been widely acknowledgeddpation leaders represent a prominent target
group for increased marketing efforts. These imtliais are strongly involved with products they
evaluate as beneficial for them or others andtbkeiscuss their opinions with their peers, thus
generating long-term values for the respective cmgs (Villanueva et al., 2008). For these
strategies to be effective, marketeers requiresjptia insights into this influencer segment. Thus,
for a long time, both academics and practitionergehbeen striving to acquire a deeper
understanding of opinion leaders. In particulagythave recently been focusing on opinion
leaders’ psychographic attributes with the aimxgflieating the traits and motives behind their
behavior. Although numerous characteristics accoyipg opinion leadership have been
identified, opinion leadership has not yet beeagrdited into a common framework of
personality with established traits in psycholoBlyis strongly hampers the ability to compare the
trait to findings for other personality constru(@zer & Benet-Martinez, 2005).

To analyze consumer personality, Mowen et al. (2080Gommended the use of a
hierarchical framework that distinguishes traits oy based upon different construct definitions
but also different levels of abstractedness or dotspecificity. Therefore, the present study
integrated opinion leadership into a hierarchicatiel of traits that traced back opinion
leadership to the most abstract factors of humasopeality, the Big Five. By separating opinion
leadership into two related trait classes, dompgesic opinion leadership as situational trait and
generalized opinion leadership as more abstracpoand trait representing the underlying
influencer personality (Gnambs & Batinic, 2011keé&tkamp & Gielens, 2003), opinion
leadership was described on the basis of a linmtedber of basic characteristics. Generalized
opinion leadership could be characterized by tvaabrtraits, extraversion and neuroticism

(negative). Opinion leaders are gregarious and aancative individuals with a strong social
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orientation. Moreover, they are self-confident &mgt their opinions and abilities (John et al.,
2008). These results reflect comparable findingzr@vious research (e.g. Chelminski & Coulter,
2007; Clark et al., 2008; Coulter et al., 2002)jchprimarily administered measures of
compound traits without considering the elemema¢l. This study, however, extended these
findings by demonstrating that the personality pihon leaders can even be described
comparably at the most abstract level of persgnektlusively considering elemental traits, as
primarily applied in psychological research, thukihg the specific traits in consumer
psychology to general psychological concepts aadrigs. Furthermore, the study included two
additional compound traits in order to explain gafieed opinion leadership in more detail.
Typical intellectual engagement and general séi¢afy represent hierarchical subordinate traits
to the elemental traits, which partially comprike effects of the Big Five but additionally
include unique variance components in their owhtagWhile the hypotheses regarding TIE
were not supported, self-efficacy was useful inrabterizing generalized opinion leadership in
more detail. Opinion leaders are confident in tlaitities and trust that they can achieve their
goals. Although the trait was successful in predgcgeneralized opinion leadership, the two-step
approach demonstrated that it has a rather linntg@mental predictive power, i.e. it only
explains a small amount of additional varianceexiegralized opinion leadership beyond the
effects of the Big Five. Although general self-efity represents a different construct compared
to extraversion and neuroticism, it explains simvariance components of generalized opinion
leadership. Hence, this compound trait primarilydrates the effects of the underlying elemental
trait without providing a great deal of additiomaiplanatory value. By applying a stepwise
procedure and testing the hypotheses for the contptraits separately in the hierarchical

framework, the present study managed to distahgléndependent influence of the elemental
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and compound traits and presented the unique batitth of self-efficacy in the form of its
incremental predictive power compared to the ti@itshe elemental level.

The study also highlighted a second source of dosécific opinion leadership:
objective knowledge. Generally, opinion leadersam®umed to possess higher levels of
product-related knowledge than their peers (Coelted., 2002; Gilly et al., 1998; Gnambs &
Batinic, in press; Shoham & Ruvio, 2008). Howeweithe past many empirical studies were
rather inconclusive, as they neglected to distisiglietween self-perceived knowledge and actual
competencies (Allen, 2000; Coulter et al., 2002eky& Robertson, 1972). Many authors used
subjective measures of knowledge as proxies foopii@on leaders’ level of knowledge,
although these reflect objective knowledge onlytiply (C. Park & Moon, 2003). This study
demonstrated that objective knowledge, indeedsigrificant antecedent of domain-specific
opinion leadership. In three different domains, S@s concordantly predicted by two
components: cognitive abilities in terms of domsjrecific knowledge and a domain-independent
personality trait in the form of generalized opimieadership. By incorporating the concept of
recent personality theories (Ackerman, 1996; ChamBremuzic & Furnham, 2006) into the
hierarchical framework and linking the opinion leesl personality to their competence, the study
also demonstrated that the high levels of domagtifip knowledge can be partly explained by
the opinion leaders’ characteristic personalityfifgoTraits like openness to experiences
determine the effort individuals spend in engagiitty their environment, particularly with
topics in their domain of influence. As a conseq@empenness is to some degree responsible for
the opinion leaders’ increased level of knowledgesonclusion, the study demonstrated that
personality and knowledge are not completely inddpat components, but are mutually
connected. Domain-specific opinion leadershipriesallt of their product-specific knowledge and

a general influencer personality. Both componerdgeated to more abstract traits of personality
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such as the Big Five and, thus, partially act adiaters for these traits on domain-specific
opinion leadership.
Limitationsand futureresearch

A series of limitations might impair the interpriéda of these findings. The first
limitation pertains to the cross-sectional desifjthe study, with the majority of the data being
collected as self-reports. Although it was demaistt that the influence of common method
variance seemed to be negligible, the measurest pagentially have still been distorted by a
common method bias limiting the interpretationshaf findings. To provide more valid results,
future research should endeavor to integrate theppetives of different informants in the form
of, for example, self-ratings and peer-ratingyrider to correct for the biasing influence of using
a single method. Second, the study tested the peaploierarchical model in a single sample
without providing some form of cross-validation.Miew of the rather small indirect effects, the
study should be replicated with an independent satopcorroborate the findings. Third, the
selected content domains in the study, moviesatiiee, and Internet, were rather broad in scope
and primarily centered around leisure activitiekhdugh the correlations of generalized and
domain-specific opinion leadership as well as theetations of the latter with objective
knowledge were quite consistent for all three domagprevious findings regarding the
relationship between product knowledge and involeniC. Park & Moon, 2003) indicate that
these correlations vary for different product tyfeg., hedonistic versus utilitarian products).
Hence, future studies should explicitly comparedbeelations between opinion leadership and
knowledge for different products. Generally, howevtee approach adopted by Mowen et al.
(2007) successfully demonstrated how to analyzts tod different generality within a common
framework and determine the unique contributionsidle traits within a trait hierarchy in order

to explain domain-specific opinion leadership. Ppnesent study selected two compound traits to
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exemplify how to establish the incremental pred&power of compound traits over the effects
of traits on the elemental level. A similar appioaeems invaluable in the future in order to
quantify the incremental value of different tradentified in the past as important correlates of
opinion leadership compared to superordinate tli&gshe Big Five. For example, it was
repeatedly demonstrated that generalized opinexheles possess high levels of self-confidence
(Chelminski & Coulter, 2007; Clark et al., 2008)wever, it has not yet been shown to what
degree self-confidence indeed explains an additiar@ance component beyond the elemental
trait of, for instance, neuroticism, or whetherf-geinfidence itself only mediates the effect of
neuroticism. Moreover, typically each trait of tBig Five is assumed to comprise of different
facets, subordinate trait dimensions (see the NER By Costa and McCrae, 1992). In the future,
the use of these facets rather than the globaFBig constructs might provide a deeper
understanding of opinion leadership on the elenéexal, as not all facets seem to be
comparably related to opinion leadership. For imstathe reported correlations between
generalized opinion leadership and extraversionpcasumably be primarily attributed to the
facets “gregariousness” and “assertiveness”. Ta wbgree the remaining facets, for example
“excitement-seeking” or “activity”, are also relearemains to be shown. An advantage of using
the Big Five of personality as a reference and iadeopinion leadership within a hierarchical
network of traits is the potential to compare résglfindings more easily to findings for other
constructs (e.g. the concept of charismatic le&gersas the Big Five represent a general
classification to describe personality in many domw#Ozer & Benet-Martinez, 2005). Finally, it
seems fruitful to extend the proposed framewor& general hierarchical model (Mowen & Voss,
2008) in the future that includes different outcomeasures of opinion leadership, for example
emotions or overt consumer behavior to explaindloegcomes even by traits on the elemental

level.
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Conclusions and managerial implications

To effectively incorporate consumers into a compmmyarketing scheme a profound
knowledge is required not only on how these conssiinehave, but additionally on why they
behave as they do. The present study extendedngxistdings about an important consumer
segment, opinion leaders, by going beyond the aisabf observable behavior or demographics
and explicated their psychological profile. By ling the trait to the most basic traits of human
personality, the study not only contributed to dinelerstanding of opinion leaders on a theoretical
level, but additionally holds a number of manadenwplications for practitioners. First,
generalized opinion leaders are rather extravemedumers. Being gregarious and
communicative, they are likely to act as unpaideisinators of market information. Second,
compared to domain-specific opinion leadershipegalized opinion leadership characterizes
individuals that influence others independent oédain product group in a number of different
areas. Therefore, for businesses that sell a geeigty of products, generalized opinion
leadership might be a more economical measureetdifg influential consumers than using
domain-specific measures for each product or priogonip in question. Third, as opinion leaders
are emotionally stable and trusting in their al@iif marketing strategies should endeavor to
affirm their self-confidence and try to avoid peasion tactics that might be identified as
deceptive or sneaky. Finally, being open to nevasgdenarketing messages introducing new,

possibly even slightly unconventional products rhiglh more appealing to them.
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Table 1.

Socio-demographic statistics of the sample

Total Female Male
Age groups
16 — 20 70 (17%) 45  (18%) 25 (15%)
21-25 155 (37%) 99 (40%) 56 (33%)
26 - 30 90 (22%) 55 (22%) 35 (20%)
31-40 46 (11%) 28  (11%) 18 (11%)
41 - 50 25  (6%) 11 (5%) 14 (8%)
51-85 31 (7%) 7 (3%) 24 (14%)
Educational level
Secondary school 71 (17%) 38 (16%) 33 (19%)
Advanced level of secondary school 349 (60%) 151 2% p 98 (57%)
University degree 97 (23%) 56 (23%) 41 (24%)
Total 417 245  (59%) 172(41%)
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Table 2.

Descriptive statistics and correlations

Personality competence model

Domain movies Domain literature Domain Internet

EXT NEU AGR CON OPE TIE SEL GOL DSOL KNO DSOL KNO DSOL KNO

1. Extraversion (EXT) (.65)

2. Neuroticism (NEU) -.25* (.55)

3. Agreeableness (AGR) A2% -12* (.52)

4. Conscientiousness (CON) 23*  -15¢ .00  (.46)

5. Openness (OPE) .26* 04 .02 A4 (.57)

6. gg:gé géﬂle(cTtlusl 136 qq¢ 09 20% 27 (.47)

7. Self-efficacy (SEL) 46*  -51* .06 A4x 15 19% (.78)

8. Generalized OL (GOL) A7% -24¢ .01 9% .20% .22% .45% (.67)
Domain movies

9. Domain-specific OL (DSOL)  .24* .02 .04 -01 .22 .02 .07 .30* (.61)

10. Knowledge (KNO) .08 06 -.06 -.05 .25* 15 -.01 A1 A18*  (.62)
Domain literature

11. Domain-specific OL (DSOL)  .22* 04 -04 11* 26¢ .23* .10 .30% .35% 14 (.76)

12. Knowledge (KNO) 07 01 -.05 -.02 22* 23* -.03 12 .07 59* .25%  (.65)
Domain Internet

13. Domain-specific OL (DSOL) 21*  -15* .03 .05 13* .05 22 .37 40* .05 .16* -06 (.61)

14. Knowledge (KNO) .08 .02 .01 .09 .09 .10* .09 .09 .08 .03 -.04 .02 .12* (.60)
M 340 309 288 349 396 310 346 292 305 037.013 033 3.22 0.47
SD 088 085 074 068 068 066 062 056 076 034.860 035 0.72 0.35
Cronbach’s alpha 83 75 .62 .69 72 .66 .90 .83 .83 87 .86 .88 .78 .87
Factor reliability 85 79 74 71 77 72 91 .86 .82 .76 .90 .79 .83 .75

NotesN = 417. OL ... Opinion leadership; Average variankgazted by the latent factor in diagonal (Forgellarcker, 1981)2 Due to the dichotomous response

format based on the polychoric correlation matcix Kubinger, 2003).

* p<.05.
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Table 3.

Parameter estimates for personality-competence imode

Big Five model Overall model

Effect B (SB B B (SB p
EXT — GOL 52 (08) .44 45 (.08) .36
NEU — GOL -18 (.09) -15 .03 (.12) .03
OPE — GOL 08 (08 .07 .04 (08 .03
TIE — GOL 14 (08) .11
SEL — GOL 36 (11) .29

Domain movies

EXT — KNO 00 (07) .00 -02 (07) -02
OPE — KNO 32 (07) .31 31 (07) .30
TIE — KNO 11 (.08) .10
GOL — DSOL .30 (.06) .33 .29 (.06) .33
KNO — DSOL .18 (.06) .17 .18 (.06) .18

Domain literature

EXT — KNO .00 (.06) .00 -04 (07) -.04

* *

OPE — KNO 25 (07) 24 22 (08 .21
TIE — KNO 25 (07) .24
GOL — DSOL .30 (05) .32 .28 (05 .32

*

KNO — DSOL .18 (06) .26 .28 (.06) .27

Domain Internet

EXT — KNO .09 (06) .09 .07 (07) .07

*

OPE — KNO 11 (06) .11 .10 (.07) .09
TIE — KNO .09 (.08) .08
GOL — DSOL .43 (07) .45 .41 (07) .45

KNO — DSOL .12 (07) .10 .12 (07) .11

Notes.N = 417. EXT ... Extraversion, NEU ..., Neuroticism,
OPE ... Openness, TIE ... Typical intellectual engageireEL ...
Self-efficacy, GOL ... Generalized opinion leadersiiy$OL ...
Domain-specific opinion leadership, KNO ... Knowledge...
Unstandardized paramet&t: ... Bootstrapped standard errfr,..
Standardized parameter

"p<.05,"p<.10 (based upon 1000 bootstrap samples)
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Table 4.

Indirect effects on domain-specific opinion leadhgrs

Big five model Overall model

B (SB B B (SB B

Domain movies

Extraversion 16 (05 s 12 (04) .12
Neuroticism -06 (03) -05 .01 (03) .01
Openness 08 (04) 08 .07 (04) .06
Typical intellectual engagement .06 (.03) ".06
Self-efficacy 10 (03) .o
Domain literature

Extraversion 15  (04) A4 11 (04) .10
Neuroticism -05 (03) -05 .01 (03 .01
Openness 09 (04) 08 .07 (04) .07
Typical intellectual engagement A1 (.04) .10
Self-efficacy 10  (.03) .09
Domain Internet

Extraversion 23 (05 21 .19 (04) .17
Neuroticism -08 (04) -07 .01 (05 .01
Openness .05 (.03) .04 .03 (.04) .02
Typical intellectual engagement .07 (.04) .06
Self-efficacy 15 (.05) .13

Notes. N=417. B ... Unstandardized parametk,... Bootstrapped standard
error,B ... Standardized parameter

" p < .05 (based upon 1000 bootstrap samples)
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Table 5.

Direct effects of personality on domain-specifilnagn leadership

Domain movies Domain literature Domain Internet

B (SB B B (SB B B (SB B
Extraversion 29 (08 28 27 (08 25 .16 (08) .15
Neuroticism .08 (.08) .08 .12 (.08) A1 -15  (.09).15
Openness 17  (07) 16 .19 (08) .18 .09 (.07) .09
Typical intellectual engagement  -.05 (.08) -.04 .27.08) .24 .03 (.08) -.03
Self-efficacy -06 (.11) -06 .06 (.10) .06 A1 1901 .10

Notes. N=417. B ... Unstandardized paramet,... Bootstrapped standard errfr,.. Standardized
parameter

" p < .05 (based upon 1000 bootstrap samples)
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Figure Captions

Figure 1 Hierarchical personality-competence model of mpieadership. TIE . . . Typical
intellectual engagement; correlations between ptedi of knowledge and
generalized opinion leadership are not includedhdd lines indicate mediated

effects.
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