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Abstract

Over the past decade, as companies utilized personal information for marketing purposes, it
increased privacy concerns and sparked debates over holding large data sets. The communica-
tion privacy management (CPM) theory guides research on an individual’s comfort with compa-
nies using personal information shared on social media for marketing purposes, or marketing
comfort. This study expanded theory application by defining the antecedents, outcomes, and
the process, which integrate research from multiple theories and disciplines, influencing trust,
motivation, and context, which are three of the factors of the theory. Several propositions are
made based on the presented conceptual model. This study postulated the impact of the three
factors on marketing comfort based on the CPM theory. The research outlined how people’s
discomfort with marketing data practices and privacy concerns might be decreased.
Keywords: communication privacy management theory, marketing comfort, marketing
ethics, data practices, privacy attitudes and behaviors

Introduction ing ethics or privacy regulations. Companies

Social media has amplified companies’
leverage of online data. Social media’s effi-
cacy in marketing has spurred companies
to create a digital presence. Such efficacy
results from the granted access to informa-
tion. This access is done through compa-
nies’ surveillance of communication cycles
or engaging with social media users (SMUs)
(Akter et al., 2016, Sivarajah et al., 2020).
Such data practices do not act under market-

still cannot define an ethical borderline or
the boundaries of marketing data practices.
Thus, reflecting individuals’ beliefs on mar-
keting data practices, leading to greater dis-
comfort with utilizing personal information
for marketing. Thus, engendering arguments
of companies knowing individuals’ personal
information. As companies understand the
value of data, these data practices contribute
to creating a dilemma.
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Despite that, the CPM theory guided the
research, but several theories are supporting
the three factors of the theory. First, the the-
ory of trust of Mayer et al. (1995) defined the
factors affecting trust. Second, the ideology of
factors affecting the context is supported by
privacy calculus theory, economic theory, and
equality theory. Third, motivation follows the
research of CPM theory. The proposed mod-
el is based on the analysis of the research of
Afifi (2003), Petronio (1991), Petronio et al.
(1998), Petronio (2002), Petronio (2007).
Several theories and studies support the
causes of motivation. First, the social repre-
sentation theory and the structuration theo-
ry support the research on social norms and
social benefits. Furthermore, the research on
social benefits is supported by the CPM theo-
ry. Second, value expectancy theory supports
the research on social benefits and financial
benefits. In addition, the research on financial
benefits is supported by Genesys Telecommu-
nication laboratories. Third, the research on
informational sensitivity is supported by the
CPM theory. Fourth, control of the personal
information is supported by the extension
of the prospect theory of Choi (2014). Fifth,
transparency is supported by information
boundary management theory and commu-
nication privacy management theory. Final-
ly, contextual-conditional usage is based on
the research of Haghirian and Madlberger
(2005), Boerman et al. (2021), Smith (1997),
Boerman et al. (2017).

Social media marketing comfort

Marketing comfort is defined as individ-
uals’ comfort with utilizing available person-
al information on social media (Jacobson et
al., 2020). Comfort has a few aspects that are
agreed on. First, comfort is subjective. Sec-
ond, one’s internal and external factors can
influence one’s comfort. Third, comfort is
viewed as a reaction to surroundings (De Loo-
ze et al., 2003).

Advertising has remained stagnant with
its primary purpose being informing. How-
ever, marketing tradition of embracing new
technology has enabled marketers to eradi-
cate boundaries and provide real-time inter-
activity (Sharma and Verma 2018). Today,
the facilitation is more of systemizing and
targeting data-driven and/or data-informed
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advertising content. The flows of information
are facilitated because of the data-intensive
business environment (Glazer, 1991). How-
ever, in some cases, online marketing data
practices do not go along with consumers’
comfort. Such as Cambridge Analytica-
Facebook data scandal (Criddle, 2020), and
Facebook-WhatsApp data sharing practices
(CURRY, 2022). Digital privacy concerns are
not just related to a certain aspect of data
practices. This might be because of the defi-
ciency in confidence in companies’ data prac-
tices (Genesys, 2020). From an individual’s
perspective, companies’ diligence in focusing
on privacy policies and terms of service reg-
ularly encounter with one’s privacy and cre-
ate concerns (Auxier et al., 2019, Genesys,
2020). Therefore, the absence of comfort is
observed in this context when privacy con-
cerns are presented.

Marketing ethics

Despite challenges faced, practitioners
should possess ethical virtues such as integ-
rity, fairness, respect, and empathy (Murphy,
1999). If marketing practices are linked to
an ethical theory, it would be easier to justify
marketing practices to social critics. There-
fore, it can foster trust in the marketing sys-
tem (Laczniak and Murphy, 2019). However,
Marketers’ strategies are based on consumers’
susceptibility to manipulation because busi-
nesses’ proposition requires that shopping
behavior can be predicted and manipulated
(Nadler and McGuigan 2018).

It is unacceptable for SMPs to justify pri-
vacy breaching of users (Lucas and Borisov),
or justify it by the accessibility of data (Boyd
and Crawford, 2012). Privacy concerns are ex-
acerbated by the black-boxing of data-mining
processes and the negative consequences of
data mining. In the meantime, data collection
practices by marketers is justified by notice
and consent protocol for advertisements and
commercial offers (Nadler and McGuigan,
2018, Kennedy and Moss, 2015, Barocas and
Nissenbaum, 2014). From marketers’ stand-
point, the availability of personal information
is not marketer’s responsibility. Thereby, mar-
keters can shape data responsibility to main-
tain one’s interests (Cluley, 2020). Eventual-
ly, marketing ethics dilemma is viewed when
marketers understand the value of consumers
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and data but still cannot define an ethical bor-
derline.

Trust

Trust is defined by Mayer et al. (1995)
as the willingness of a trustor to be vulner-
able to actions of the trustee, which are not
monitored or controlled, while the other
party is a free agent whose behavior can-
not be entirely controlled or even predicted
(Gefen, 2000). Therefore, any negative con-
sequence of the nonoccurrence of an event
is greater than the positive consequence if
it is confirmed (Deutsch, 1958). It results in
rising concerns and increasing distrust and
discomfort. Thus, urges the co-owner of in-
formation to lessen turbulence by reestab-
lishing and coordinating boundaries (Afifi,
2003, Petronio et al., 1998). It is understood
that marketing data practices disenfranchise
people from controlling how information is
utilized (Foxman and Kilcoyne, 1993). This
might be because of the abuse of consum-
ers’ privacy or a deficiency in transparency
(Bright et al., 2021).

The proposed model of trust by Mayer et
al. (1995) is the one being followed to define
factors affecting trust. It states that ability, in-
tegrity, benevolence, and propensity to trust
form the factor trust but with considering
that the best cultural predictor for propensi-
ty to trust is cultural tightness which is the
strength of social norms and sanctioning in
society (Gelfand et al., 2006). However, it is
postulated that companies’ ability with using
personal information for marketing purposes
should have a negative relationship with trust,
as it increase privacy concerns. Giffin (1967)
has demonstrated that interpersonal and in-
trapersonal trust can be significantly affected.
Today, this is seen by how social media plat-
forms (SMPs) are introduced to reality. Addi-
tionally, companies intend to enhance user’s
perceived supportive climate, acceptance, or
sense of psychological safety. Thus, it creates
individuals’ favorable disposition of market-
ing data practices. Thereafter, an individual
will engage in risk-taking behavior while con-
sidering the impact of perceived risk. Eventu-
ally, it will yield a desired outcome (Mayer et
al., 1995).

Proposition 1: individuals’ perceived
trust has a positive relationship with one’s
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comfort with marketers using publicly avail-
able social media information.

Based on the theory of trust of Mayer et
al. (1995), the following hypothesis are pos-
tulated.

Proposition 1a: companies’ ability to use
personal information for marketing purpos-
es has a negative relationship with the Trust.

Proposition 1b: companies’ benevolence
has a positive relationship with individuals’
perceived trust.

Proposition 1c: companies’ integrity has
a positive relationship with individuals’ per-
cetved trust.

Proposition 1d: individuals’ propensity to
trust has a positive relationship with one’s
perceived trust.

Proposition le: perceived social norms
have a positive relationship with one’s pro-
pensity to trust.

Proposition 1f: Propensity to trust has
a moderation effect on the relationship be-
tween ability and trust.

Proposition 1g: Propensity to trust has
a moderation effect on the relationship be-
tween benevolence and trust

Proposition 1h: Propensity to trust has
a moderation effect on the relationship be-
tween integrity and trust.

Motivation

Motivation is defined by American-
psychological-association (2022a) as the
impetus that provides purpose or direction
to behavior. It operates at a conscious or un-
conscious level. As psychological deficits in-
crease individuals’ needs to behave in a cer-
tain way, that fulfills one’s needs (Alvandi,
2020). In social environments, CPM theory
exhibit that in order to develop a bond or ex-
press an interest in forming a bond, an indi-
vidual will disclose information (Afifi, 2003).
Thereby, motivation is critical in deciding
whether to disclose or conceal information
(Petronio, 2007). However, as the social en-
vironment demands that individuals open
boundaries, individuals respond to these
demands with the best of one’s abilities. The
responses are guided by the extent to which
individuals are motivated to meet these de-
mands (Petronio et al., 1998). Finally, infor-
mation disclosure is guided by the benefit or
advantages desired and sought, which in this
study is a social benefits or financial benefits
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resulting from information exchange, that
will provide satisfaction (Petronio, 1991,
Petronio, 2007). This is in parallel with the
value expectancy theory, which indicate that
an individual is motivated to do certain be-
havior if it is believed that the behavior can
achieve a certain desired and significant goal
(Almuqrin, 2018).

Section 1. Marketing

Proposition 2: Consumers’ or social me-
dia users’ perceived motivation has a positive
relationship with comfort with marketers
using publicly available social media infor-
mation.

The proposed model for the process in
which the factor motivation reflects in the
outcome and the Positive affect is represented
in the following figure:

Figure 1. The proposed model for the impact of motivation on comfort

Information
disclosure

Individual’s

*  Motivation -
needs

3 ' i

Expected sought
added value

Based on a literacy review within the con-
text of the research, the causals of the moti-
vation to are as follows:

Information sensitivity

As the disclosure of sensitive information
may cause harm (Nguyen, 2021), CPM theory
supposing that a tension is created because
a person may desire to disseminate or con-
ceal information. Therefore, boundaries are
established to choose with who and what in-
formation to reveal (Petronio, 1991). The sig-
nificance of sensitivity can be attributed to the
existence of risk and the possibility of creating
harm (Belen Saglam et al., 2022).

Milne et al. (2017) indicate that the risk-
ier the information, the more sensitive it is
and the less likely to be shared with market-
ers. Thus supporting Markos et al. (2017)
who illustrated that information sensitivity
increases privacy concerns and decreases
willingness to share information. Individ-
uals are comfortable with the disclosure of
information if benefits are present, or if it is
required for the use case. However, individu-
als are not as comfortable with the exchange
of sensitive data, and value the social aspects
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when disclosing information (Markos et al.,
2017).

Proposition 2a: the use of insensitive per-
sonal information has a positive relationship
with motivation.

Information transparency and
awareness

Schnackenberg and Tomlinson (2016)
highlighted the perpetual nature of transpar-
ency and defined it as the perceived quality of
intentionally shared information from a send-
er. Within the fields of business ethics and
information ethics, transparency is referred
to as information visibility, which is enhanced
by the reduction or elimination of obstacles.
CPM theory indicates that it is important to
know the communication context for decid-
ing about personal data disclosure. One would
create a set of rules for the disclosure decision
(Petronio, 2002). While information bound-
ary management theory demonstrate that sit-
uational factors, which represent the degree
of personalization and transparency offered to
a customer, moderate a person’s privacy con-
cerns and risk assessment (Hansen, 2007).
Consumers are demanding to know what in-
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formation is collected and who it is sold to
(Dinev et al., 2013). Eventually, to increase
comfort, businesses should prioritize control
and transparency (Culnan Mary and Milberg
Sandra, 1999).

Proposition 2b: transparency has a posi-
tive relationship with motivation.

Financial benefits

A literacy review has revealed the im-
portance of the additional value provided to
the co-owner of information for information
dissemination and usage, including future
usage (Kokolakis, 2017, Genesys, 2020). The
research of Genesys (2020) on defined the
financial benefit as the advantageous addi-
tional value. Humans are influenced by the
perceived reward maximization attitude (Ho-
mans, 1958). Even when consumers display
claims of anxiety, consumers recognize it has
financial value (Genesys, 2020). Therefore, in-
dividuals exchange it, which constitutes a pri-
vacy paradox. The regulatory focus theory
highlights that it depends on the mindset——a
promotion or prevention focused mindset——
which increases the individual’s perception
that the decision made is right, which will
transfer value to the decision outcome (Hig-
gins et al., 2003).

Proposition 2c: financial benefits have
a positive relationship with motivation.

Privacy paradox and social influence

Despite rising privacy concerns, SMUs
intend to share personal information, which
creates a privacy paradox that is defined by
Kokolakis (2017) as the phenomenon illus-
trating the dichotomy between the informa-
tion privacy attitude and actual behavior.

Various theories delineated the phenom-
enon, one is by demonstrating the presence
of strong motivation for self-disclosure stem-
ming from the essentiality of disclosure for
maintaining social lives (Blank et al., 2014).
Another perspective that has been used by
Lutz and Strathoff (2014) indicates that
a collision will end up favoring the emotion-
al rewards of belonging to a community as it
outweighs the calculated risks of data misuse
(Kokolakis, 2017).

One of the social theories used to en-
hance the understanding of the phenome-
non and the impact of society is the struc-
turation theory. Thus indicating that the
reason for having a dichotomy is that social
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representation of online privacy is not yet
developed as people are relying on estab-
lished schemes (Kokolakis, 2017). Thereby,
social influence affects individuals’ behav-
iors. It includes both the social benefits and
the scheme that people understand and fol-
low regarding privacy concerns. As the out-
comes of the users’ online behavior are not
weighted equally, it can be attributed to the
fact that the expected benefits of sharing are
valued more than the potential risks (Lee et
al., 2013). Therefore, it indicates that social
influence is a catalyst for a change in com-
fortability with the usage.

Social benefits

Social benefits are the social advantag-
es gained as the result of the affiliation with
a virtual community (Hennig-Thurau et al.,
2004). By disclosing information online to
fulfill a certain need, an individual is under-
standing how the information is going to
be used within the social context. Similar-
ly, within the marketing context, the online
content shared is seen as e-WOM (Powell et
al., 2017). However, users tend to underes-
timate the privacy dangers of self-disclosure
(Taddicken, 2014). The social benefits are
as follows: 1. social bonding of Powell et al.
(2017), 2. approval and impression man-
agement of Powell et al. (2017), 3. obtain-
ing a social reward of Hallam and Zanella
(2017).

Proposition 2d: social benefits have
a positive relationship with motivation.

Social norms

Epstein (2001) defined social norms as
self-enforcing behavioral regularities, but
once entrenched, it is confirmed without
thinking about it. Social norms can either
emerge through two methods. First, the in-
teraction of personal preferences and social
factors on the behavioral choices of agents.
Second, it can be transmitted by imitation
because, in economic settings, agents imitate
successful strategies rather than a calculation
of cost and benefit (Elsenbroich and Gilbert,
2014). Social influence is viewed through the
social norms that are correlated with society’s
impact on individuals, which are as follows:
1-injunctive norms, 2-subjective norms, and
3-descriptive norms.

Proposition 2e: Social norms have a posi-
tive relationship with motivation.
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Motives of gratification and the
contextual conditional usage “advan-
tageous” (CCU)

According to the uses and gratification
theory, SMUs will choose different platforms
for fulfilling different needs and achieving
different gratifications (Weaver Lariscy et al.,
2011). These needs can be considered motiva-
tion for anticipating in information disclosure
behavior (Malik et al., 2016). The intention to
fulfill such a need is a motive for gratification,
which changes from one platform to another.
In this context, it involves:

Contextual usage: the usage of the in-
formation within preferred contexts, which
are marketing contexts tailored to individuals’
preferences and interests. Some consumers
are interested in the advertisement substance
that is tailored to one’s interests (Haghirian
and Madlberger, 2005). However this might
be considered a two-sided weapon, as users
might hold negative attitudes resulting from
being targeted by personalized ads (Boerman
etal., 2021).

Positive conditionality: following the
definition of Smith (1997), it is defined with-
in this context as individuals’ promise of the
positive-affect in the exchange for fulfilling
particular conditions by companies. This can
be represented by adding value through ad-
vertisements, such as decreasing opportunity
costs or increasing knowledge, as the infor-
mativeness of the advertising information can
add value and incentivize positive reactions
to the message (Haghirian and Madlberger,
2005).

Proposition 2f: contextual conditional
usage has a positive relationship with mo-
tivation.

Control

The prospect theory demonstrate that,
from the companies’ perspective, as long as
the individual has been consented, concerns
do not matter. However, from an individual
perspective, the focus is on whether consent
is given and meaningful. If a consent is given,
it does not always mean that individuals are
acting in their own best interest (Choi, 2014).
However, Insufficient knowledge about the
potential outcomes of revealing personal in-
formation represents the problem of skewed
decision-making (Solove, 2012), which re-
flects in individuals’ control over personal
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information. Therefore, it is considered that
controlling personal information is the core of
privacy, which is defined by Clarke (1999) as
the interest an individual has in controlling,
or at least significantly influencing, the han-
dling of individuals’ data. However, if indi-
viduals cannot control personal information,
then no one else should have it (Choi, 2014).
Finally, providing individuals with control
over personal information is mainly to in-
crease comfort (Culnan Mary and Milberg
Sandra, 1999).

Proposition 2g: control over the usage of
personal information has a positive relation-
ship with motivation.

Context

Context is defined as the conditions or
circumstances in which a particular phe-
nomenon occurs (American-psychological-
association, 2022b). Following the research
of Ashworth and Free (2006) on considering
information collection as exchange, it is un-
derstood that the collection and usage are ex-
changed with online benefits. Based on that
context, there are two repercussions. 1) the
existence of negative outcomes, 2) the pres-
ence of judgments about fairness and justice.
Eventually, such an exchange might be unfair.
This can be the reason co-owners of informa-
tion appreciate financial benefit as a fair ex-
change (Genesys, 2020).

By considering the three aspects of com-
fort mentioned by De Looze et al. (2003), the
nature of the factor context is subjective. As
an individual intend to maximize one’s ben-
efits, judgments/estimation of the risks and
benefits is affecting the factor context. While
considering information collection as an ex-
change, rules of fairness and outcome equal-
ity or rules of equity are the circumstances in
which comfort occur. Therefore, the context
is formed by consumers’ or SMUs’ estimation
of the benefits and the risks. 2- fairness, and
3- rules of equality/equity.

Proposition 3: The perceived context has
a positive relationship with the comfort of
marketers using publicly available social
media information.

Estimation

Based on the privacy calculus theory, an
individual makes a calculation between priva-
cy loss and potential gains of disclosure. The
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final behavior is determined by the privacy
trade-off. Disclosure is more likely when the
benefits outweigh the risks (Kouklakis, 2017).
Disclosure is driven by social needs (Deba-
tin et al., 2009). Therefore, one’s decision is
based on one’s opinion of the pros and cons
of using personal information. When the cal-
culation yields a positive estimation, comfort
is established.

Proposition 3a: positive estimation /
judgements of the benefits and risks has
a positive relationship with context.

Fairness

The fairness of the outcome is the organi-
zation’s perception that it has received a fair
share of the divided pie of outcomes and gains
from the collaboration. It can provide insight
into the perceived reliability and integrity of
the other party (Jap, 2001). The utilization
of social media data can yield results that are
scientifically dubious and ethically problemat-
ic (Leonelli et al., 2021). Camerer and Thaler
(1995) has indicated that the proposers do
not care about the welfare of the other par-
ty, but desire equity such as interaction (Jap,
2001).

While in the research of dictatorship
games, where the individual has no option
but to accept the offer — such as the no-
tice-and-consent protocol—, it is demonstrat-
ed that individuals are more likely to share
the outcome with strangers in one of the fol-
lowing two scenarios: 1. The relationship is
not personal. 2. The proposer (of offers) does
not believe that a proposer has earned the
right to the outcome (Jap, 2001). This can
be observed where SMUSs’ benefits, which are
just social, are being exchanged with the utili-
zation of personal information for marketing.
Thereby, it reflects a deficiency in fairness, as
the proposers (SMSPs, companies) do not
care about the welfare of the SMUs.

Proposition 3b: fairness has a positive
relationship with context

Equality

According to Jap (2001), the most com-
mon principles for outcome sharing are based
on the equity rule and the equality rule. The
equity rule indicates that each member’s pay-
offs are a function of its contributions to the
collaboration, the greater the contributions,
the greater the payoffs. It might be ineffec-
tive because each party might debate about

Section 1. Marketing

its contribution. It is sophisticated to measure
each party’s contribution, as SMUs act as con-
sumers or end-users of the product or service,
while the other parties are commercial orga-
nizations that contribute with idiosyncratic
investments or resources (e.g., software, spe-
cific expertise, and skill sets). Therefore, each
party depends on the other party, to some ex-
tent, to achieve its own goals and fulfill the
needs (Jap, 2001).

The equality rule demonstrates dividing
the outcome into an equal share of payoffs,
which can be used with dissension reduction
(Deutsch, 1985, Kabanoff, 1991). In such sce-
nario, equality rule has a significant positive
effect on relationship quality, especially when
both parties value the payoffs of the collab-
oration similarly (Jap, 2001). Accordingly,
when equality is established, comfort should
occur.

Proposition 3c: equality sharing has
a positive relationship with context.

The conceptual model

With the collaboration of the CPM the-
ory, figure 2 represents the proposed model
for the research. It represents the impact of
three factors mentioned in the CPM theory on
marketing comfort (MKC). The part at the top
represents the impact of trust on MKC, and
it is following the model of trust proposed by
Mayer et al. (1995), in which ability, integri-
ty, benevolence, and propensity to trust, with
considering that the propensity to trust is af-
fected by social norms, form trust. Then an
individual will engage in risk-taking behavior
taking into consideration the perceived risk,
which is affected by companies. Finally, it
will yield in the outcome that will affect the
perceived trustworthiness. The middle part
of the model represents the formation of the
factor context by the judgements/estimation
of the risks and benefits, fairness of the out-
come, and equality sharing. The bottom part
represents the process of the influence of mo-
tivation on marketing comfort. It is based on
the research of Afifi (2003), Petronio (1991),
Petronio et al. (1998), Petronio (2002), Petro-
nio (2007). It commences with the realization
of psychological deficits, which create individ-
uals’ needs, leading the individual to behave
in a certain way, in which the causal of moti-
vation plays a significant role. The expected
achievable goal, which in this case is social
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benefits or financial benefits, led to the ex-
pected added value.

The presence of social norms is based
on two methods, either through imitation
or a social representation of privacy. This is
due to an interaction of personal preferences

Section 1. Marketing

and social factors on behavioral choices, in
which positive affect plays a role. Eventually,
information disclosure and usage is a tool to
achieve the expected goal and the achieve-
ment of goals will lead to the fulfillment of
positive effects.

Figure 2. Research model
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Conclusion and future
research direction

The introduction of social media to mar-
keting has enabled companies to leverage the
publicly available personal information post-
ed on social media. Furthermore, marketing
data practices do not go along with marketing
ethics or privacy regulations. The study de-
fined the antecedents of the three factors of
CPM theory, the process in which the three
factors affect marketing comfort. The model
uses the model of trust of Mayer et al. (1995)
to define the variables influencing trust. Then,
it differentiates between the antecedents of
motivation and the factor motivation. Final-
ly, as companies use personal information is
exchanged with benefits, the process is viewed
as informational exchange, individuals’ esti-
mation of the risk and benefits, fairness, and
equality sharing of the outcomes are signifi-
cant factors forming the context.

Considering that individuals vary in pri-
vacy concerns levels, a privacy segmentation
index should be used to segment individuals
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based on their privacy attitudes and behav-
iors. The establishment of an online priva-
cy segmentation index is crucial, it can rely
on the segmentation index of Dolnicar and
Jordaan (2007) but with changing the last
behavioral variable from shopping via cat-
alogue to shopping via internet, and with
considering disqualifying the second be-
havioral variable-using internet banking-as
individuals who shop online are using in-
ternet banking. Therefore, other variables
can be introduced such as users’ sensitivi-
ty to companies requesting personal infor-
mation (behavioral variable) and tendency
to trust companies (attitudinal variable),
because privacy-concerned and privacy un-
concerned segments have significant differ-
ences in these variables. The topic needs to
be studied and tested cross-culturally as sev-
eral variables might be affected by subjective
cultural variances. It is recommended for
future research to assess the impact of the
overall factors of the theory on each privacy
segment. Therefore, collecting a huge sample
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size is necessary. It is suggested for future
research to consider the high correlation be-
tween benevolence and integrity by introduc-
ing several indicators. Despite that the high
correlation is explained by David Schoorman
et al. (2016), but it should be considered as it
might affect the discriminant validity.

As individuals tend to use each social
media platform for specific purposes, it is
recommended to consider the relationship

Section 1. Marketing

comfort. Future research can study social
commerce platforms that offer watching ad-
vertisements for the users but with a small fi-
nancial benefit. In addition, social commerce
platforms are not used just for social reasons.
It is critical for future research to define the
ethical borderline behind marketing data
practices. Furthermore, identify companies’
boundaries to define the appropriateness of
marketing data practices.

between advertisement’s gratifications and
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