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EXTENDED ABSTRACT
As marketers reflecting on word-of-mouth (WOM), we con-

sider highly involved experts including opinion leaders and market
mavens (Childers 1986; Feick and Price 1987) as key segmentation
constructs in identifying those consumers who are responsible for
the dissemination of marketplace information. But there is another
class of consumers that is at least as influential in this domain that
is not yet on marketers’ radar screens. These are the consumers who
direct social traffic–we will call these consumers “social hubs.”
Social hubs provide access to a large number and broad variety of
consumers. The objective of this research is to introduce these
social hubs.

There are three elements included in the proposed literary
definition of a social hub. Social hubs:

1. have relationships with many people;
2. frequently connect these people together; and
3. do so for personal pleasure, as opposed to some tangible

reward.

A summary of the propositions for social hubs is as follows:

P1: The social hub scale questions will be positively corre-
lated with the name recognition exercise, but the survey
scale will be optimal in identifying social hubs.

P2: The social hub construct will be positively correlated
with the market maven and opinion leader constructs, but
will also have distinct characteristics from these con-
structs.

P3: Social hubs are not identifiable in terms of demograph-
ics.

P4: Social hubs are extroverts.
P5: In comparing the opinion leadership and the social hub

scales, the opinion leadership scale is a better predictor of
the likelihood of engaging in WOM, while the social hub
scale is a better predictor of the number of people told.

Method and Topline Results–Study One
Six final questions were determined to best represent the social

hub construct:

1. I very much enjoy learning new things about different
people. (5-point scale ranging from strongly disagree to
strongly agree)

2. I very much enjoy meeting new people.
3. Compared to other people, I am very friendly.
4. I go out of my way to introduce people to each other.
5. I enjoy participating in small talk.
6. Compared to other people, I have (far fewer to far more)

friends and acquaintances.

These final questions were incorporated into a large online
survey commissioned by a “Fortune 50” firm. Compensation in the
form of a modest cash sweepstakes encouraged participation and
6,530 members of a paneling firm completed the survey. The final
survey included the above questions, the opinion leadership and
market maven scales (Childers 1986, Feick and Price 1987), as well
as Gladwell’s exercise and several other trait items.

For the social hub scale questions, Cronbach’s alpha of .85
indicates appropriate internal validity. Principle component analy-
sis established discriminant validity as well as correlations with the
market maven (r=.38), and opinion leader components (at r=.20-
.22, p<.001 for all).

A second potential method of identifying social hubs adapted
from Gladwell (2001) was also considered. For this method, 100
randomly generated surnames from a local telephone book were
listed in the survey, and subjects were asked, “From this list of 100
names, please check those that are shared by someone you know.”
The dependent variable was the total number of names recognized
by each subject. Results ranged from zero to 87, with a mean of 12.0.

The correlation between the scale questions and the name
recognition exercise is significant due to the large sample size
(p<.001), but the effect size is marginal (r=.18). Of the three
elements comprising the literary definition of social hubs, both the
scale questions and the name recognition exercise address the first
element. The second element is directly addressed with the scale
while it is not addressed by the name recognition exercise, provid-
ing some support for proposition 1.

Proposition 2, that the social hub construct is positively
correlated with the opinion leader and market maven constructs,
was established via principle component analysis and component
correlations.

Most demographic and media habit indicators have low corre-
lations with the scale and the name recognition exercise and do not
warrant serious consideration as indicators of this new construct.
However results indicate that the social hub scale is correlated with
the psychographic constructs of extroversion (r=.52) and altruism,
the third element of the literary definition (r=.39, p<.001 for both).
Given these analyses, it is concluded that the social hub scale is
successful in establishing the first four propositions.

Method and Results–Second Study
An invitation to participate in this experiment was posted on

a website for members of a university subject pool. Subjects who
completed the experiment (N=179) were mailed a five-dollar
money order.

At the beginning of the survey, a restaurant consumption
scenario was described. Subjects were then asked how likely they
would be to tell someone about this restaurant and how many people
would you tell,  followed by the social hub and opinion leadership
scale questions.

To address proposition 5, low, medium, and high segments
were created for each of the two scales, with medium defined as
being within one standard deviation of the mean. Considering the
dependent variable of the number of people you would tell, high
social hubs would tell significantly more people (+3.3, p=.003) than
low social hubs. However, this difference is not significant for
opinion leaders. Therefore, proposition 5 is supported.

Summary
The objective of this research was to identify social hubs.

Based on the literary definition, results indicate that a new six-item
unidimensional scale is a viable method of identifying social hubs
and that social hubs are correlated with but sufficiently distinct from
opinion leaders and market mavens.

The value of social hubs in the consumer network was high-
lighted with the social hub scale being established as a superior
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predictor of the number of people told about a consumption expe-
rience. This result exemplifies the significance of these social hubs
in the marketplace, who can ultimately provide marketers with
access to many consumers.
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