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Abstract

Social network sites nowadays provide technical features embedded within a network of social

connections that allow for large-scale social influence processes (Fogg, 2008) to become more

and more prevalent in online users’ everyday lives. The present thesis aims to investigate this

social influence phenomenon, focusing on the question of how and through which mechanisms the

display of other users’ likes (a public positive evaluation of content on Facebook that is created by

clicking the "like"-button on any given content) on organizational Facebook Pages elicit conformity

reactions. In a literature review on mechanisms similar to the like-feature on Facebook, a gap

in theoretical as well as empirical work concerning this topic is identified that the present thesis

aims to address by presenting a comprehensive theoretical framework that is tested by means of a

mixed-method approach. The theoretical framework focuses on goals for yielding to social influence

and is complemented by situational and personal influence factors, conformity outcomes and self-

presentational concerns. The resulting guiding research questions are concerned with the questions

of 1) which goals for conformity are observable, 2) which situational and personal aspects affect

conformity, and 3) how self-presentational concerns interact with public conformity. Three empirical

studies are presented, starting with a qualitative investigation of the aforementioned phenomena,

followed by two quantitative studies in a laboratory environment that aim to explore certain influence

factors of the framework in more detail and to allow inferences regarding the potential underlying

goals for conformity. Results show that the aim of making a right decision (goal of accuracy) and

the aim of creating and maintaining a positive self-image (goal of positive self-evaluation) can very

well explain several of the observed conformity reactions. Furthermore, the aim of gaining social

approval and avoiding social rejections (goal of affiliation) was observed to be closely associated

with the self-presentational concern of pleasing the audience of self-presentation. Publicness of the

conformity reaction as well as knowledge of and attitude towards the respective Facebook Page topic

as subject of evaluation and similarity to the influencing agents have been found to affect conformity

reactions. Furthermore, results indicate that also number of likes can affect conformity, but the

respective relationship towards the influencing agents might be more important. Liking a Page is

found to represent a form of carefully constructed self-presentation on Facebook, whereas the main

goal is to appear authentic. Additionally, like-behavior is found to be guided by self-presentational

preferences associated with (positive and negative) audience reactions. Consequently, like-displays

are found to guide like-behavior rather than cause it, because self-presentational concerns seem

to be more important. Theoretical, methodological and practical consequences are discussed and

directions for future research on this topic are derived.
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Terms and Abbreviations

Frequently used terms from the Facebook context:

to like: To press the like-button on any content on Facebook, e.g. on a

Facebook Page

a like: Connection between a user and some form of Facebook content (e.g.

a Page), established by clicking the like-button

social context: Term used by Facebook to describe the display of other users’ ac-

tions on Facebook (liking, sharing, commenting etc.) or other social

platforms to their Facebook friends

like-display: Public display of other users’ likes on any form of Facebook content,

referred to in two different forms within the present thesis: friend- and

fan-displays

friend-display: Presents likes of connected Facebook friends, either in the form of

names, profile photos or an anonymous number

fan-display: Presents likes of not-connected Facebook users, usually in the form

of anonymous numbers

Frequently used abbreviations

GRQ: Guiding Research Question (on thesis-level)

RQ: Research Question (on study-level)

CMC: Computer-Mediated Communication

FTF: Face-to-Face (communication or interaction)

eWOM: Electronic Word-of-Mouth

MIP: Mass Interpersonal Persuasion

RSC: Reduced Social Cues Approach

SCT: Self-Categorization Theory

SIDE: Social Identity Model of Deindividuation Effects

SIPT: Social Information Processing Theory

SNS: Social Network Site(s)
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Chapter 1

Introduction

SNS are nowadays commonly used for marketing purposes by different kinds of organizations, profit

as well as non-profit (e.g. Kapin, 2013; Nielsen, 2013). Facebook as the largest platform of its kind

with a reported 1.15 billion registered users worldwide (Facebook, 2013d) seems to be of particular

interest to marketers, as Facebook also reports a steady increase in organizational use: Back in

2012, Facebook (2012a) reported around 50 million Pages (an organizational presence on Facebook,

e.g. for a cause, campaign or brand). In the first quarter of 2014, there were already 30 million

Facebook Pages operated by small- to medium-sized businesses alone with 137 million likes just from

Germany alone (Hutter, 2014). Launched in 2009, the like-feature represents a way of expressing a

positive attitude towards any kind of content on Facebook (WhatIs, 2010). Users can like postings,

pictures, videos or comments of other users just as they can like entire Facebook Pages as well as

their content and users do so at least approximately 4.5 million times per day (August 2012 to May

2013, Facebook, 2013g). All actions taken on Facebook (such as liking an organizational Page) are

closely connected to the platform’s social graph, displaying users’ actions to their Facebook friends

(social context, see e.g. Sullivan, 2014) as well as other unfamiliar users on Facebook in the form

of anonymized like-displays. The presentation of social context has not only recently become a

fundamental component of all Facebook Ads (Facebook, 2014c) but Facebook has also opened up

its social graph for third-party information, allowing Facebook to display actions that users’ friends

have taken on other websites or applications (Ellison & boyd, 2013). These mechanisms allow for

new ways of social influence, characterized by an enormous potential regarding pace and impact, a

form of mass interpersonal persuasion (Fogg, 2008; Weiksner et al., 2008).

These recent developments illustrate the relevance of social context when it comes to distributing

marketing content as well as organizational and corporate information: Environments like Facebook

seem to provide the perfect preconditions for persuasion and thus social influence processes among
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users, allowing for viral processes to occur. Considering the potential pervasiveness of influence

processes in millions of users’ everyday lives, the question arises which mechanisms determine these

processes and which aspects affect attitude change or according behavior. However, so far empirical

research has scarcely focused on mechanisms such as like-displays and associated processes of

mass interpersonal persuasion (Fogg, 2008), particularly regarding what Facebook defines as social

context - the ubiquitous presentation of familiar others’ interaction with third party content. There exists

a huge body of research and also theoretical work that is concerned with detecting and explaining the

psychological mechanisms of social influence in computer-mediated communication (CMC). Most of

this work focuses on anonymous online communication, for example research based on the social

information processing theory (Walther, 1992) or a large number of studies aiming to test the social

identity model of deindividuation effects (Spears & Lea, 1992). However, the Internet and the way

people interact with each other online has undergone fundamental changes since the emergence of

social network sites: They represent nonymous environments (Zhao, Grasmuck, & Martin, 2008) that

people use to contact friends and acquaintances they already know from different contexts of their

offline life (boyd & Ellison, 2007). Recently, a line of research has emerged that focuses on objective

methodologies such as social network analysis, allowing for an observation of real-life behavior on

Facebook. In this context, particularly large-scale field experiments have gained increased media

attention, for example the "61-million-person experiment" published by Bond and colleagues in 2012

or a study by Muchnik, Aral and Taylor published in 2013. Results of both studies indeed suggest that

the presentation of other users’ actions can alter attitude as well as online and offline behavior (e.g.

voting, see Bond et al., 2012). Sometimes, these kinds of field experiments take into account the

particular relationship between users, e.g. through means of social network analysis (see Egebark &

Ekström, 2011) or by using system data provided by users (such as the declaration of "friendship"

via the system, see Muchnik et al., 2013). Results of the aforementioned studies suggest that close

friends or people that users interact with more frequently are more influential than unknown users.

Although very useful regarding external validity, objective methods such as social network analysis

are very limited when it comes to conclusions about underlying psychological mechanisms (Shang

& Croson, 2009). This is of particular relevance when taking into account that social networks on

Facebook usually consist of contacts from the different social contexts of users’ lives (e.g. Lampinen

et al., 2009). Social network analysis is limited in detecting these nuances in relationships between

users or in separating group and interpersonal processes (as both might operate in CMC, depending

on the environment; see for example Ren, Kraut & Kiesler, 2007). Consequently, the question how

and through which mechanisms like-displays on Facebook foster social influence still remains to be

answered.
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The aforementioned observations imply a gap regarding theoretical work on social influence processes

in nonymous computer-mediated communication as well as a gap in empirical investigation of said

processes. In 2011, Kai Sassenberg noted that "Social influence [...] involving participants who have

known each other for a while - which certainly makes up most of the actual communication - has

rarely been studied" (Sassenberg, 2011, p. 71). To my knowledge, this statement still applies in

2014. Taking into account the potential prevalence, pace and according impact of social influence

(see Fogg, 2008) through the display of other users’ actions - particularly when looking at practical

implications for marketers (as initially described) or for social engagement (as the study by Bond and

colleagues (2012) illustrates) - this aspect seems worth focusing on in more detail. Consequently, the

present thesis aims to address this described gap in research and theoretical conceptualizations by

focusing on the investigation of social influence processes regarding the like-feature on Facebook

Pages through the presentation of other users’ likes, both by unknown users as well as familiar peers.

Based on a review of literature on social influence, a theoretical framework will be presented that

meets the characteristics of social network sites as a form of computer-mediated communication.

Three empirical studies will be reported that cover a variety of methodological approaches to answer

research questions and hypotheses that arise from the theoretical conceptualization.

In detail, the theoretical approach used here is that of conformity as a target-centered (e.g. Kim,

2013), incidental (Hewstone & Martin, 2012) form of social influence. As the relevant theories on CMC

focus on anonymous communication and are not applicable to Facebook, the present approach will

draw on classic conformity theories from face-to-face contexts. In doing so, the framework will focus

on the underlying goals for yielding to social influence, which have been conceptualized, tested and

extended in face-to-face contexts by various authors over the last decades. The four presented goals

(the goal of accuracy, the goal of affiliation, the goal of positive self-evaluation and the goal of cognitive

consistency) are of qualitative nature (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Hence, to allow conclusions about

those goals based on empirical observations, all four goals will be linked to respective conformity

outcomes (public and private) as well as influence factors, such as the number of influencing

agents, the relationship towards the source of influence or the target’s knowledge of the subject of

evaluation. Regarding public evaluations, previous work has found the conformity goal of affiliation to

be closely associated with self-presentational concerns of pleasing the audience (Leary, 1995). Here,

a fundamental difference between face-to-face (FTF) communication and the SNS situation arises,

because the audience of conformity behavior is largely undetermined (Krämer & Winter, 2008) and

potentially very heterogeneous (Lampinen et al., 2009). As a consequence, the theoretical basis of

this thesis has been extended with the concept of self-presentation, providing a review of theoretical

approaches as well as empirical findings regarding social network sites. Finally, the latter will be linked
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to the mechanisms suggested by the presented conformity framework, identifying and presenting

situations in which these might co-occur or interfere with regard to like-displays on Facebook Pages.

Three main guiding research questions arise from the theoretical body of this thesis about conformity

and self-presentation, all of which will be addressed in the empirical studies with different foci:

GRQ1: Which goals for conformity are relevant to social influence processes regarding

like-displays on Facebook?

GRQ2: Which situational and personal aspects affect conformity elicited through like-

displays and in which ways?

GRQ3: How do self-presentational goals on Facebook affect conformity processes

regarding like-behavior?

The three empirical studies reported in the present thesis follow different methodological approaches.

Study 1 will provide the basis for the empirical work of this thesis. It represents an exploratory

approach, using a semi-structured interview in combination with a think-aloud protocol, hence a

qualitative methodology. The aim of study 1 is to explore the extent to which like-displays are taken

into account when evaluating Pages and to investigate which conformity motives and influence factors

suggested by the literature review are observable in a qualitative way. Furthermore, study 1 will

approach the question if and to what extent self-presentational concerns play a role when it comes to

liking, combined with the question of whether the respective concerns might interfere with conformity

goals. Based on some of the results of study 1 as well as results of the literature review, the following

two quantitative studies will focus on investigating the role of the identified influence factors and

self-presentational concerns to allow inferences regarding the underlying conformity motives. In

doing so, study 2 employs a laboratory experiment, focusing on the influence factor of a number

and type (unfamiliar fans vs. friends) of influencing agents. Furthermore, conformity processes will

be linked to personal dispositions found to be associated with self-presentational motivation (public

self-consciousness) to further explore and quantitatively investigate the relationship between potential

conformity goals and self-presentational concerns on Facebook. Finally, study 3 will focus explicitly on

the role of relational characteristics regarding familiar Facebook friends. Relevant relational aspects

identified in the literature review and through the results of study 1 will be investigated regarding their

predictive power when it comes to conformity reactions, using a correlative approach in a laboratory

environment, employing a field stimulus. Furthermore, study 3 will approach familiarity with the subject

of evaluation as a potential impact factor for conformity. Also in study 3, the role of self-presentational

concerns will be addressed by exploring in which way self-presentational preferences (protective

self-presentation) affect conformity processes.
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Table 1: Overview of Empirical Studies of the Present Thesis

Study Methodology Focus/Aim According GRQ

1 qualitative inter-

view, think-aloud

determine the relevance of like-displays,

identifying potential motives and influence

factors

GRQ1, GRQ2 + GRQ3

2 laboratory experi-

ment

explore the impact of friend- and fan-displays

with a focus on number of influencing

agents, investigate the role of public self-

consciousness

GRQ2 + GRQ3 (based

on that, inferences for

GRQ1 can be made)

3 correlative labora-

tory study

explore the impact of relational characteris-

tics of friend-displays and the impact of fa-

miliarity with the subject of evaluation, inves-

tigate the role of protective self-presentation

GRQ2 + GRQ3 (based

on that, inferences for

GRQ1 can be made)

The use of different methodological approaches with different foci aims to provide a look at the

complex topic of conformity on Facebook (along with self-presentation) from different perspectives

and with different advantages regarding qualitative insights, as well as external and internal validity.

In the following, the theoretical section will first provide a detailed description of Facebook’s platform

features, particular Pages and the like-feature, in order to illustrate the potential for electronic word-

of-mouth and mass interpersonal persuasion (chapter 2). Subsequently, the main chapter on social

influence will open with a working definition of the phenomenon (chapter 3.1) and subsequently,

a more detailed review of empirical work that matches the environmental characteristics outlined

before (chapter 3.2.1) as well as a review of theoretical approaches to CMC so far (chapter 3.2.3)

will be provided. The identified gap in theoretical conceptualizations will then be approached by

arranging classical theoretical approaches of conformity into a comprehensive framework (chapter

3.3), as previously outlined. Finally, self-presentation as the second basic theoretical approach will be

presented and linked to the concept of conformity (chapter 4). Both theoretical approaches will be

discussed against the outlined mechanisms on Facebook, resulting in loose predictions regarding

several possibilities of the underlying processes as well as specific guiding research questions

(chapter 5). Subsequently, the three empirical studies will be reported.
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Chapter 2

Facebook’s Potential for

Social Influence in the Form of

Electronic Word-of-Mouth

"Facebook eWOM is delivered

on a silver plate" (Svensson, 2011, p. 9)

The following section aims to provide an overview of the online environment and the respective

mechanisms on which the present research focuses. Against the background of research challenges,

outlined by Ellison and boyd (2013), who suggested documenting the current state and socio-technical

changes in more detail to allow for comparisons between studies, social network sites and particularly

the Facebook environment in its current form will be described along with those characteristics

assumed to be crucial for social influence.

2.1 Social Network Sites

Originating in the late 90’s with the emergence of the Web2.0 phenomenon (boyd & Ellison, 2007;

Ellison & boyd, 2013), social network sites (SNS) have become increasingly relevant to people’s

everyday online experience. Nowadays, 72% of all American Internet users use SNS (1st quarter of

2013, Pew Internet and American Life Project, 2013 ). In 2007, danah boyd and Nicole Ellison were

the first to provide a definition of SNS for use in communication research, describing an SNS as

„web-based services that allow individuals to (1) construct a public or semi-public profile

within a bounded system, (2) articulate a list of other users with whom they share a
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connection, and (3) view and traverse their list of connections and those made by others

within the system” (p. 211).

Since the first SNS were launched (e.g. Friendster in 2002, boyd & Ellison, 2007), the respective

features and usage as well as communication patterns have been subject to constant change. As a

consequence, they suggested a revision of their original definition in 2013:

„A social network site is a networked communication platform in which participants 1)

have uniquely identifiable profiles that consist of user-supplied content, content provided

by other users, and/or system-provided data; 2) can publicly articulate connections that

can be viewed and traversed by others; and 3) can consume, produce and/or interact

with streams of user-generated content provided by the connections on the site.“ (Ellison

& boyd, 2013, p.158).

Their new definition accounts for the increasing relevance of news aggregation features within SNS,

while the personal profile has decreased in importance - although it still provides the basis for all

communicative activities and self-presentation, as described by Ellison and boyd (2013). All the

respective features that are relevant for the present research (profile, connections and News Feed)

will be described in the following paragraphs in more detail.

In addition, SNS then and now further allow for different forms of communication, such as one-to-many

or one-to-one through synchronous and asynchronous channels (Ellison & boyd, 2013). One aspect

that has not changed since the emergence of these technologies, but that distinguish SNS from

earlier forms of computer-mediated communication (CMC), is that user profiles are usually linked

to real people, similar to online dating sites, implying that anonymity has become increasingly less

prevalent in contrast to other forms of computer-mediated communication (CMC) like forums and

newsgroups (Ellison & boyd, 2013; Zhao et al., 2008). Furthermore, online profiles are embedded

within a network of anchored relationships, as people tend to use SNS to stay in contact with people

they already know (boyd, 2008a), hence SNS represent nonymous online environments (Zhao et al.,

2008). Based on these characteristics, Ellison and boyd (2013) also discuss the terminology used

to describe these platforms: While social network refers to the sociological concept of a person’s

network in general (also offline), an online social network describes the sum of contacts online (not

restricted to a single platform) and social networking site emphasizes the emergence of new bonds

with people unknown to each other. Consequently, the authors suggest the term social network site

as the most fitting.
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2.2 Facebook Features

Facebook, the world’s most successful SNS (eMarketer, 2013), was founded in 2004 (Facebook,

2013e) and had 1.15 billion registered users worldwide (699 million of whom were active on a regular

basis) in the second quarter of 2013 (Facebook, 2013d). Across the world, Facebook reported 1.28

billion visitors in the first quarter of 2014 (PR Newswire, 2014). In Germany alone, 19 million people

use Facebook on a daily basis (25 million on a monthly basis) (Wiese, 2013). Facebook describes its

mission as giving

“people the power to share and make the world more open and connected. People use

Facebook to stay connected with friends and family, to discover what is going on in the

world, and to share and express what matters to them.” (Facebook, 2013e).

In the following, a detailed description of Facebook’s main features (relevant for the purpose of the

present research) will be provided.

2.2.1 Personal Profile

The basis of a personal profile on Facebook is a page which a user can complete with informa-

tion about him/herself, such as gender, education, contact information, work and a profile picture

(Facebook, 2013c). Originally, SNS profiles were mostly limited to this information and overall were

very static (Ellison & boyd, 2013). When launched in 2004, the most frequent activity on Facebook

was browsing other people’s profiles (Wise, Albahash & Park, 2010 in Svensson, 2011). Over time,

updating profiles became easier and more common (via status updates), in the process of which

media sharing (and commenting) became increasingly important – not only on Facebook but also on

other social media platforms, such as twitter or MySpace (Ellison & boyd, 2013). In consequence,

features like the News Feed (outlined later) have gained more and more attention, in which those

updates and postings are collected: „today’s SNS are more like news aggregators than they are like

profile-based contexts“ (Ellison & boyd, 2013, p. 155). In the course of this, the basic profile (that

includes personal information) has decreased in relevance, so that a Facebook profile nowadays

mainly consists of shared media and information (Ellison & boyd, 2013), as illustrated in Figure 1.

Ellison and boyd (2013) also describe how this development affects the ways in which profiles

are created: While in the beginning, only the user him/herself was able to update the profile, they

are now becoming more and more co-constructed, representing a mixture between user-provided

content, activity reports (e.g. likes, new contact, updates to the “about” section that includes
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Figure 1. Facebook Timeline (Facebook, 2014)

personal information), other-provided content (e.g. wall posts, tags) and system-provided content

(e.g. automatic updates/posts via external apps, such as foursquare, Instagram or YouTube).

In September 2011, Facebook took the next step within the development of SNS profiles (co-

construction and media sharing had already been crucial aspects of Facebook profiles before that) by

introducing a new kind of profile, the Timeline (Facebook, 2013f). According to Facebook (2013h), the

Timeline is meant to tell a life story, indicating that the new profile aggregates and stores information

and activities for a long period of time. Accordingly, visitors can browse through different stages of a

user’s personal life, e.g. by choosing a year on the right side of the Timeline (as seen on Facebook

September 2013), see Figure 1. The Timeline still allows for the integration of personal information

(on the left side or by clicking “about”) and a profile picture. In addition, the Timeline combines all

postings (status updates, photos, videos), Facebook activities, app activities, friend lists and interests

(in the form of likes, as will be outlined later) (Facebook, 2013c).

2.2.2 Public Contacts: Social and Open Graph

The possibility of connecting one’s own profile (visibly) to that of other users has always been a

defining feature of SNS and fulfills different purposes, such as displaying relations, determining the

visibility of content and representing a way of filtering other users’ content (Ellison & boyd, 2013). A

user’s list of contacts (on Facebook they are called friends) represents his/her social network, „the
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collection of social relations of varying strengths and importance that a person maintains“ (Ellison

& boyd, 2013, p. 155). Although Facebook contacts are called friends, the term is widely regarded

as being misleading as only about a quarter of a person’s network seems to consist of people they

consider to be close friends (Ellison, Steinfeld & Lampe, 2011) while other contacts are classified as

weak ties (Ellison, Steinfeld & Lampe, 2007). As a consequence, one’s own social network tends to

be comprised of many different people from different contexts of one’s offline-life (so-called context

collapse), which in turn can have extensive consequences for self-presentation and self-disclosure

(e.g. Vitak, 2012). This aspect will be described in more detail in chapter 4.6.1.3.

Through social connections within Facebook’s social graph, so-called stories are created (Facebook,

2014), distributing actions such as commenting, sharing or liking quickly and automatically among

contacts. Indeed, this social context has recently become a fundamental component of all Facebook

Ads (Facebook, 2014), allowing advertisers to target friends of their Page’s fans. Furthermore,

Facebook’s open API and development platforms allow the social graph to be applied outside of the

actual platform as well (Ellison & boyd, 2013), using the so-called open graph (e.g. users can show

which books they recommended on other retailer sites, see Facebook, 2014). How advertisers may

concretely use these possibilities will be outlined in chapter 2.3.2 on social media marketing.

2.2.3 Newsfeed

As already mentioned in chapter 2.2.1, the Facebook News Feed (introduced in 2006; Wikipedia,

2013), represents an aggregation of news, updates and activities from one’s friend network (Webope-

dia, 2013). Facebook describes it as

“the core feature of a person’s homepage [. . . ] a regularly updating list of stories from

friends, Pages, and other entities to which the person is connected on Facebook. It

includes posts, photos, event updates, group memberships, app updates, and other

activities. Each person’s News Feed is personalized based on his or her interests and the

sharing activity of his or her friends. Stories in a user’s News Feed are prioritized based

on several factors, including how many friends have Liked or Commented on a certain

piece of content, who posted the content, and what type of content it is.” (Facebook,

2012a, Part I, Item1. Business)

This social awareness stream (Naaman, Boase & Lai, 2010; Ellison & boyd, 2013) has become

a central feature (and starting point) of users’ browsing activities on SNS, presumably causing a

decrease in browsing on actual personal profiles (Ellison & boyd, 2013). Accordingly, a qualitative

study by Svensson from 2011, meant to explore Facebook’s potential for peer influence, found that
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the News Feed seems to be the users’ main interest when visiting the platform. Their study revealed

this interest to be based on the fact that the News Feed provides information about one’s own social

network, creating a "feeling of knowing" (p.2). Figure 2 displays an example News Feed, provided by

Facebook, 2014.

Figure 2. Facebook News Feed (Facebook, 2014)

2.2.4 The Like-Button

In February 2009, Facebook launched the like-button, “a feature that allows users to show their

support for specific comments, pictures, wall posts, statuses, or fan pages” (WhatIs, 2010). By liking

other users’ content, people are able to express approval or a positive attitude towards it without

leaving a written comment (WhatIs, 2010). This feature is not just available for other users’ content

and on the Facebook platform itself, Facebook’s API allows third party websites to integrate it into

their own offer in the form of a social plugin (Facebook, 2012a, Part I, Item1. Business). This way,

users can recommend external content to their friends within the network (Ellison & boyd, 2013), a

feature becoming increasingly popular for advertizing purposes and to trigger viral processes (Garety,

2013), as will be outlined later. The like-feature has become very significant for users, as suggested

by user statistics: From 2009 to 2012, 1.13 trillion likes have been made (Facebook, 2012b), the

number has increased from 2.7 to approximately 4.5 million likes per day (August 2012 to May 2013,

Facebook, 2013g).
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Not only other user-generated and external content, but also Facebook Pages, usually created by

and representing brands or organizations, can be liked. This way, their content is being connected to

a user’s profile. This oft-used possibility for social media marketing will be outlined in the following.

2.3 Facebook Pages for Social Media Marketing

2.3.1 Facebook’s Potential for Social Influence: eWOM and Viral Processes

Against the background of what was outlined regarding the social graph and the open graph in chapter

2.2.2, Facebook has laid the groundwork for new ways of social influence among Internet users

(Fogg, 2008). The technological possibilities and the structure of social networking sites allow for

what Fogg (2008) as well as Weiksner, Fogg and Liu (2008) named mass interpersonal persuasion

(MIP), describing new ways for social influence leading to changes in attitude and behavior arise that

are characterized by a pace, bandwidth and potential impact that exceed processes we know from

face-to-face contexts. It is thus no surprise that, according to Chuan and Yoojung (2011 in Svensson,

2011), Facebook has become an arena for electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM), defined as

“Any positive or negative statement made by potential, actual, or former customers about

a product or company, which is made available to a multitude of people and institutions

via the Internet.” (Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh & Gremler, 2004, p. 39)

Connections among users create a huge potential reach with elements of trust in real-life connections

(Svensson, 2011). Furthermore, interactive applications and possibilities for sharing and spreading

eWOM and original content have become easy and numerous (Svensson, 2011). Or, as Svensson

(2011) puts it: „Facebook eWOM is delivered on a silver plate“ (p. 9). Consequently, more and more

marketers have been actively trying to bring their content onto the Facebook platform and to make

use of the possibilities described above.

2.3.2 Use of Social Media for Marketing Purposes

The term social media for digital technologies that allow for certain social mechanisms is often used

in marketing contexts and refers to

„the media that describes a variety of new sources of online information that are created,

initiated, circulated and used by consumers with the intent of educating each other about

products, brands, services, personalities, and issues” (Blackshaw & Nazzaro, 2004, p. 2

in Park, Kim, Kwon & Song, 2012).
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The concept of social media thus stresses the potential for marketing purposes.

Non-profit organizations were the first to make use of social media for advertizing and public relations

purposes, even before academic institutions (Butcher, 2009 in Shin et al., 2012). Since then, the

use of social media as a marketing tool has constantly increased over the years. For example, in

2008 43% of organizations in America reported they had integrated social media into their marketing

mix, while already 73% claimed to have done so in 2010 (eMarketer in Park et al., 2012). A survey

conducted in late 2012 by Vizu, a Nielsen company (Nielsen, 2013), suggests a further growth, as

none of the surveyed advertisers claimed not to use social media, while only 6% of agencies did not

use social media. Among those who did, 89% of organizations (and 71% of agencies) reported using

free tools such as a twitter account, a Youtube channel or – most relevant to the present research – a

Facebook Page. Paid methods (e.g. promoting Facebook Pages, posts, or external websites) were

reported to be used by 75% of organizations (and 81% of agencies).

Due to its prevalence and success, Facebook in particular is frequently being used for social media

marketing. In 2013, Facebook reported over 1 million advertisers (paid advertizing, Facebook,

2013d) and 50 million Facebook Pages with ten or more likes at the end of 2012 (Facebook, 2012a).

Facebook Pages, as a free method for creating a brand or organizational presence on Facebook, can

be used for different purposes, depending on the organizational strategy (e.g. monitoring, branding,

customer service, consumer relations, recruiting etc; Bernecker & Beilharz, 2012). For the purpose of

the present research, organizational strategies for Facebook Pages are of less interest; hence this

aspect will not be described further. It is, however, crucial to outline what Facebook Pages are exactly

and the mechanisms by which they can be used to trigger viral effects, in other words: What potential

do they hold for social influence processes among users?

2.3.3 Facebook Pages

In 2007, Facebook opened up the profile feature to non-private persons, so-called Pages (Hönisch

& Strack, 2012). In 2009, a Page was defined by Facebook as “a public profile that enables you to

share your business and products with Facebook users” (Facebook, 2009 in Shin, Carithers, Lee,

Graham & Hendricks, 2012, p.3). In 2012, Facebook specified the target group for Facebook Pages

and stressed the potential for engaging with customers: „Pages are public profiles that enable public

figures, businesses and other organizations to create an online presence and engage with individuals

on Facebook” (Facebook, 2012 in Hönisch & Strack, 2012). In 2013, the latter aspect was still

part of the most recent definition provided by Facebook: “Your Page is the central place to grow

your business, build your brand and develop relationships with your customers.” (Facebook, 2013b).
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To this day (July 2014), Facebook Pages are not just limited to commercial businesses, non-profit

organizations or public figures - Facebook also provides categories for places, environmental or

social causes and entertainment (Facebook, 2013b). Hence, even ideas, values and notions can

be represented by a Facebook Page. Still, their original purpose seems to have been to provide a

space for marketers within the SNS. For organizations and businesses, creating a Facebook Page is

described as the first step for advertizing on Facebook, after which advertisers are advised to connect

with fans, to increase engagement by posting content and to use the social graph to influence friends

of their fans (Facebook, 2013a).

At this point, the aspect of posting engaging content along with the actual information contained

within a Facebook Page will only be briefly outlined, as it is not central to the present research.

Since switching the Page’s layout to the Timeline (just like personal profiles, as outlined above) in

March 2012 (Axon, 2012), Facebook Pages provide advertisers with the opportunity to integrate a

header, an about section, and the possibility of including self-created apps and social applications

like Youtube and Instagram (Flynn, 2012), as illustrated in Figure 3. Furthermore, organizations can

post status updates (just like users do on personal profiles). These status updates may contain

textual information, links, photos, or videos (Shin et al., 2012). In a qualitative content analysis of

Facebook Pages from the Forbes Fortune 500 companies list of 2010, Jae-Hwa Shin and colleagues

(Shin et al., 2012) revealed a prevalence of interest-themed (e.g. the respective product or service)

textual posts for brand promotion and promotion of news and events. The importance of creating and

posting engaging content (that triggers customer reactions, such as commenting, liking or sharing)

on Facebook Pages becomes clear when looking at the algorithm Facebook uses to filter content

within a user’s News Feed (the so-called EdgeRank algorithm; Cooper, 2013): Here, the interaction

rate (how often a user has liked, shared or commented on a page’s content) determines to a large

extent whether a post will be presented to users connected with a Page in the first place. Hence,

persuading users to interact with a Page’s content is crucial for marketing purposes. But before

being able to engage users, Page operators have to build a potential audience (the second step in

Facebook marketing mentioned earlier) to begin with: Users have to connect to a Page, become a

fan or – as it is called nowadays – like the Page.

2.3.4 Liking a Facebook Page

Originally, Facebook Pages provided the option of becoming a fan, which was replaced by the term

like (parallel to the like-button for other users’ content) in 2010 (WhatIs, 2010). Liking a Page can

fulfill different purposes: Apart from receiving the Page’s status updates in one’s own News Feed,
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Figure 3. Facebook Page (Facebook, 2014)

users can “openly express a connection between themselves and that brand” (Hönisch & Strack,

2012, p. 13) by liking a Page (which does not only apply to brands but also causes, organizations

and other Page operators). Liking a page suggests a positive evaluation of the respective brand

or organization (Shin et al., 2012). In line with that, being a fan of a brand on Facebook has been

found to correlate with brand identification (Hönisch & Strack, 2012). In this respect, liking a page is

considered to represent a positive form of eWOM for the respective cause based on the definition by

Henning-Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh and Gremle (2004, p. 39 in Svensson, 2011, see chapter 2.3.1),

although no textual message is included.

Once a connection between a user and a Page is established, it is visible to other users. After a user

has liked a Page, the connection is visibly added to their Timeline in the respective category (e.g.

Sports, Music, Movies...), as observed on Facebook (2014).

Furthermore, the user’s friends can see the respective action within the News Feed (WhatIs, 2010).

This way, it is assumed that users who like a page may exert social influence within their social

network, as Facebook advises marketers to promote these activities accordingly (Facebook, 2013a).

Indeed, information about other users’ like-behavior may be very omnipresent during browsing

activities. The following section will provide an overview of possible ways of displaying users’ likes

(connections to Pages).
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2.4 Ubiquity of User-Page Connections

New likes are added immediately to a like-display on the respective brand Page (observed on

Facebook in September 2013). Here, the total number of fans/likes is given. In addition, any user

seeing a Page will be presented with a variable number of friends who have already liked the Page (if

such connections exist) along with the respective profile photo (Figure 3).

As suggested in the previous section, the action of liking a Page will also be visible to connected

users within their News Feed (observed on www.facebook.de in December 2014).

Ads are one way of actively promoting Facebook Pages. This is a way to try and influence friends

of a Page’s fans, as suggested by Facebook (Facebook, 2013a). Targeting friends of existing fans

with an Ad will also reveal some of these fans (who are connected to the person confronted with the

Ad), either by name or profile photo, depending on the placement (observed on www.facebook.de in

December 2014). Figure 2 illustrates the possibility for Ads in the upper right corner of the Page.

Another possible method of displaying Facebook connections for promoting Facebook Pages is to use

social plugins on external websites (Facebook Developers, 2013). Facebook provides several ways of

allowing website visitors to see how prominent the respective brand/organization is on Facebook, e.g.

by displaying a like-button along with an anonymous counter or by integrating names and photos of

the visitors’ Facebook friends who have liked the respective Facebook Page (if the respective person

is logged in on the Facebook platform while browsing the external website).

As already mentioned in the last paragraph, a like is not only displayed within other users’ News Feed,

external websites or on the respective Page; it is also explicitly added to the user’s personal profile,

either under the like-tab or along recent activities (see Figure 1).

2.4.1 Short Summary and Implications

As the outline of the previous sections show, Facebook seems to have huge potential with regard

to social influence processes in the context of Facebook Pages, based on different characteristics

and features of the environment. Generally speaking, one could say that Facebook as an SNS

represents an online environment in which actions made by users are made available to other users,

particularly to those within their own network. The link between the profile (to which these actions

are associated) and the respective owner (who is not anonymous) as well as connections among

users allow for a mapping of real life social networks within an online environment. This so-called

social graph together with the technical characteristics of the medium has huge potential to engage
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users in different kinds of actions (because of the simplicity, the reach and the basis of trust among

connections; Fogg, 2008). Accordingly, displaying the actions of other users (with the focus on a

user’s own connections) is frequently being used as a means of spreading social influence among

the network, not just on Facebook. For example, also Pinterest and Twitter also show how others

have engaged with certain content or another user. The respective actions are pinning and following

(observed on www.twitter.de and www.pinterest.de in December, 2014):

The like-feature on Facebook is of particular interest to third parties (non-private people). Combined

with the feature of Facebook Pages (for which liking can represent a positive evaluation and thus posi-

tive eWOM), that allows brands and organizations to be represented within the SNS, the mechanisms

described above are assumed to lead to viral processes. While browsing the platform, like-activities

of friends are omnipresent, hence the (technical) preconditions for social influence seem to be perfect.

However, against the background of what is known about social psychological mechanisms of social

influence, it seems unreasonable to assume that every user will be influenced by these like-displays in

the same way and that they will inevitably lead to a respective action on the part of the perceiver. For

example, one aspect that has to be taken into account is which connections (friends) are displayed.

In addition, potential reactions towards like-displays may also be private (in the form of attitudes)

and public reactions (clicking the like-button), which are crucial for viral processes, are very visible

across the network and the associated motivations and potential obstacles have to be considered as

well. In the following section, the psychological concept of social influence will be introduced, defined

and narrowed down for the purpose of the present research (that is, against the background of the

features and mechanisms provided by Facebook, as outlined above), before empirical evidence for

social influence on SNS (and through the like-feature) will be provided, leading to the question which

psychological mechanisms might account for them.
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Chapter 3

Social Influence

"Day after day, I saw how Facebook’s innovation

would allow persuasion to take place,

from one friend to another, on a massive scale

never before possible" (Fogg, 2008, p. 24).

The following chapter, which will expound the theoretical background of one of the two major topics of

the present research, aims to illustrate the concept of social influence from a social psychological

perspective, including theoretical approaches as well as empirical findings. As there are numerous

patterns, and consequently definitions of social influence, the first section is meant to narrow down

the concept against the background of what was outlined in the previous chapter, suggesting a target-

centered approach of group as well as interpersonal processes. The second section will provide

an overview of what is known so far about social influence in the context of computer-mediated

communication, particularly social network sites. After beginning with an overview of empirical results,

the most well-known theoretical approaches to social influence in computer-mediated communication

will then be presented. Following the suggestions made by (Fogg, 2008), which are assumed to be

appropriate for the present research, the subsequent sections will represent a "‘step backwards"’,

considering classical theoretical approaches and empirical results on social influence in face-to-

face settings. Here, the subject of motives for yielding to social influence is considered to be of

significant relevance - suggested for example by Cialdini and Trost (1998) as well as Wood (2000) -

as these provide the basis for the subsequent discussion on which aspects affect social influence

(anonymity, relationship towards the source, ambiguity of the situation and group size). The chapter

will conclude with a discussion on the presented concepts and results which are applied to the

Facebook environment for the purpose of the present research.
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3.1 Conceptualizing Social Influence for the Purpose of the Present

Research

There exist multiple patterns, and accordingly various definitions, of social influence which are

comprised of both different foci and different processes. In 1985, Allport defined the area of social

psychology itself as “an attempt to understand and explain how the thoughts, feelings and behavior

of individuals are influenced by the actual, imagined or implied presence of others” (p. 3 in Turner,

1991). This definition suggests several characteristics of social influence as a central subject of social

psychology, for example that behavior as well as cognitions and emotions can be altered and that

others do not necessarily have to be present to exert social influence. A similar, but more narrow

definition, aimed at covering the concept of social influence alone, was provided by Hewstone and

Martin (2012): a “change of attitudes, beliefs, opinions, values and behavior as a result of being

exposed to other individuals’ attitudes, beliefs, opinions, values and behavior” (p. 271). Here, the

influencing agent is described as one or more individuals and based on the fact that like-displays

may show single individuals as well as whole groups of users (see chapter 2.4), it seems appropriate

to use a broader conceptualization of the source. Cialdini and Goldstein (2004) for example also

considered this issue when defining conformity (a result of social influence) as „the act of changing

one’s behavior to match the responses of others“ (p. 606). This definition is less restrictive regarding

the nature of the influencing agent. Furthermore, it focuses on the target (or conformist) rather than

the influencing agent.

For the current purpose and against the background of what was outlined in the previous chapter, a

conceptualization of social influence is proposed that comprises the following characteristics:

a) the influencing agent does not have to be physically present

Regarding interaction on Facebook as a form of computer-mediated communication implies that

interaction partners are physically isolated from one another (Sassenberg, 2011), communication

may often be asynchronous (see chapter 2.1). Hence, an influencing agent is assumed not to be

physically present while exerting social influence. However, his/her/their presence may be imagined

or implied, as suggested by Allport in 1985 (in Turner, 1991).

b) the influence is incidental

Incidental influence (Hewstone & Martin, 2012) describes how „people are influenced by the presence

or implied presence of others, although there has been no explicit attempt to influence them“ (p.

236). This approach seems appropriate for the current situation, because to exert social influence
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through the display of likes, the influencing agent(s) are neither required to have an intention nor be

be aware of the influence process at all. In contrast to this, deliberate social influence, usually known

as persuasion (Hewstone & Martin, 2012) requires intention by the influencing agent. Persuasion, or

persuasive communication, can be understood as the attempt to make people change their existing

attitudes and beliefs (Turner, 1991). The concept often focuses on the message itself (e.g. argument

quality, Wood, 2000) or on persuasive techniques that can be applied to influence others (e.g. Cialdini

& Trost, 1998). Here, the focus is on the target of social influence rather than the message or the

intention of the influencer, because the message (a like) is consistent.

c) the focus is on the target rather than the influencer

As mentioned above, different definitions and forms of social influence may focus either on the

influenced person (the target) or the influencing agent. For example, Kiesler and Kiesler (1970)

describe conformity as a concept that focuses on the target, while persuasion focuses on the

influencer (see last section). A focus on the target and his/her motives seems appropriate here,

because – as already mentioned in the last paragraph – the influencing agent (other users who are

presented in a like-display) are not necessarily aware of their role in the process. In a review of

social influence research and theories face-to-face (FTF) and in CMC, Kim (2013) describes how the

target has gained increasing attention in research, implying that conformity may serve the respective

individual’s goals. Hence, conformity (yielding to social influence) is not regarded as an unconscious,

passive process but an active decision. Consequently, as Cialdini and Trost (1998) suggest, research

is required to focus on why people decide to yield to social influence. In consideration of this, the

term conformity will mainly be used in the following chapters, to stress the focus on the target rather

than the influencer.

d) the influencing agent may be a group or a single individual

The last aspect considered relevant to the current situation is that like-displays may show different

constellations of people, depending on whether (and if so, how many of) a user’s own connections

are displayed and how they are related. Hence, it is assumed that group as well as interpersonal

processes may be of relevance here. A lot of research on conformity focuses on a majority situation,

implying that the number of influencing agents is larger than the number of targets (Campbell &

Fairey, 1989). The concept of a group however not only refers to the number of influencing agents

but also to a collection of individuals which has psychological implications for the target (Kiesler

& Kiesler, 1970). These two approaches to social influence (interpersonal and group influence)

represent two lines of social psychological research, originating in the early 20th century (Prislin &

Wood, 2005): While American researchers apparently focused on interpersonal processes, European
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research introduced concepts for influence within groups (e.g. the social identity theory, which will

be described later; Prislin & Wood, 2005). Depending on the situation, a different self-concept is

likely to become salient, bringing aspects of the personal, interpersonal or social self into focus

(Brewer & Gardner, 1996 in Knoll, 2013). Social influence in groups is regarded as dependent on the

respective group norms and on an individual’s relationship towards that group, while interpersonal

influence is based on the characteristics of interpersonal relationships (e.g. trust) (Sassenberg, 2011).

One aspect which needs to be considered is that two different kinds of groups can be distinguished:

common bond and common identity groups (Prentice, Miller & Lightdale, 1994). While common bond

groups are represented by interpersonal bonds (friendships) among group members, common identity

groups emerge from a common cause or interest (Prentice et al., 1994). Hence, even in a group

context, interpersonal bonds may be relevant for conformity processes. In CMC, online communities

may also represent common bond or common identity groups, depending on how the community

emerged and why (Sassenberg, 2002; Utz & Sassenberg, 2002). Social influence processes might

differ accordingly (Sassenberg, 2002). Social networks on SNS can be described as founded on

common bonds rather than a common identity, based on Ren et al. (2007) conceptualization of online

communities. However, as like-displays are multifaceted, in that either individual personal contacts

are shown or only an anonymous number of overall likes (in which case interpersonal bonds are

not detectable), it cannot be determined at this point, which processes may be applicable in which

situation. Hence concepts from both lines of research will be presented here.

Given the background of the characteristics outlined above, the following definition of conformity

(based on other definitions presented earlier) is suggested for the purpose of the present research:

Social influence in the form of conformity describes the act of altering one’s attitudes or

behavior to match those of others (single or several individuals or groups) as a result

of being exposed to their attitudes or behavior. This exposure may be mediated (e.g.

via CMC) and the influencing agent(s) need not be physically present or aware of the

process.

3.2 Social Influence in Computer-Mediated Communication

At the time of writing, a lot of studies on eWOM and conformity on SNS (or in settings similar to those

of the present research) settle for proving the occurrence of conformity, while few investigate the

respective mechanisms in more detail. The following section will provide an overview of empirical

results on social influence in CMC. It will concentrate on those studies that employed a situation
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similar to that of like-displays on Facebook and include incidental influences and a focus on other

users’ evaluation of a topic in the form of ratings or simple comments, regardless of argument quality.

Furthermore, the few studies which have already considered the Facebook environment and its

potential for social influence in different ways will also be presented.

3.2.1 Empirical Findings

In 2007, Edwards, Edwards, Qing and Wahl conducted an experiment on the impact of user evalua-

tions on the social rating platform ratemyprofessor.com. After watching a video of a lecture, users

were asked to rate the respective lecturer’s performance in terms of credibility and attractiveness, the

appeal of the lecture and their own learning motivation. Before the video was presented, participants

were shown the ratemyprofessor.com profile page of the respective lecturer, which displayed either

positive or negative user evaluations (statistical ratings as well as compatible comments). In addition,

a control group was set up which had not seen any user ratings. The results showed the user

evaluations seen on the ratemyprofessor.com pages affected all dependent variables.

Walther, DeAndrea, Kim and Anthony (2010) manipulated the valence of the user comments that

accompanied anti-marijuana PSAs on Youtube. The participants’ attitude towards the PSA varied

depending on whether the comments were positive or negative. However, their attitude towards the

subject of the PSA - the risk of drug use - was not exclusively affected by the comments. Taking

into account the level of identification with the group of commenters as a moderator, a significant

effect could be observed; indicating that the attitude towards drugs was in line with the valence of the

comments when participants identified with the group of commenters.

A more recent study that dealt with a mechanism similar to the like-feature on Facebook was a

large-scale randomized experiment conducted and presented by Muchnik et al. (2013). On a social

news aggregation website, where users submit and discuss online news articles, user comments can

be evaluated via an up-vote or down-vote, resulting in an aggregated score for each comment (sum of

up-votes minus the sum of down-votes) that is displayed along with the respective comments’ content.

Muchnik and colleagues randomly assigned about 100,000 newly (user-)generated comments to

one of two treatment groups: up-treatment (comment received 1 up-vote right after creation) or

down-treatment (comment received 1 down-vote right after creation). The control group did not

receive any manipulated votes. The manipulated comments were then rated 310,000 times by other

platform users. Results showed that an up-treatment increased the probability of a subsequent

positive rating by 32% (in comparison to the control group). With regard to the down-treatment,

Muchnik and colleagues observed that it not only increased the probability of subsequent down-votes

22



but also that of subsequent up-votes, the latter effect being even stronger. This way, the tendency

towards conformity (elicited by the first down-vote) was overridden by a tendency to compensate for

negative votes. At the end of the study, the final ratings of the down-treated comments did not differ

from those of the control group. In addition to the main effect of treatment, Muchnik and colleagues

made use of the fact that on the news aggregation website, users could indicate a positive or negative

relationship towards other users (by naming them friends or enemies). Incorporating this into the

analysis showed that friends of the commenters whose comments had been manipulated were

more likely to show the behavior described above (positive herding when a comment was up-voted,

compensating down-votes), while enemies were far less likely to be affected by the experimental

manipulation.

There is one study which was concerned with social influence on Facebook and the respective

psychological mechanisms and which did not focus on the like-feature in particular, but used a single

video post as a stimulus to elicit conformity. However, it is included in this review because of its focus

on psychological mechanisms potentially accounting for conformity within the Facebook environment.

Knoll (2013) confronted participants with a mock-up Facebook profile, on which the respective owner

had posted a video about a new and largely unknown product. He randomly varied the information

given about the profile owner, aiming to persuade participants that they either did or did not have a

collective connection to that person or that they had or did not have an interpersonal connection to

that person (a 2x2 between subject design plus control condition). Using an existing interpersonal

connection, the profile owner was described as a young professor whom participants (students)

knew, while the no interpersonal connection condition showed the profile of another professor who

was unknown to participants. To manipulate the collective connection, the profiles showed either

the logo of the university (with which participants were also associated) or that of an organization

unfamiliar to the participants. Overall, the collective connection was found to be effective in terms of

social influence, affecting participants’ purchase intention and intention to share the video, while the

manipulation of an interpersonal bond did not show any effects.

A similar setting was used in a field experimental approach by Hagen and Hofmann (2013). Colleagues

of the researcher posted eWOM (for different battery brands) on Facebook, assessing perceivers’

recall of the brand and respective attitudes by comparing those who had seen the stimulus with those

who had not. While they did not find any effect in regard to product attitude, they did observe that the

frequency of using the Facebook News Feed, tie strength as well as interaction frequency between

the respective users (target and influencer) increased the effect of the stimulus on brand recall.
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The first of the studies presented here that explicitly focuses on the effects of Facebook like-displays

is a laboratory experiment presented by Bak and Keßler (2012). Confronting participants with neutral

mock-up Facebook photo posts, they experimentally varied the number of likes the post had already

received. Results showed conformity effects for those participants who used Facebook frequently, as

they evaluated the picture more favorably.

Also in 2012, Bond and colleagues published the results of a large-scale randomized controlled

field experiment conducted on Facebook in 2010 (during the congress elections in the U.S.), which

employed a social plugin (see chapter 2.4) regarding a feature very similar to the like-button. The

61 million participants of the experiment were presented with a message on Facebook that invited

them to vote. The message contained the call to action along with a link to a website that provided

information on where to vote and a button that said I voted, which users could click. If they did so,

the I voted-button was displayed in their own profile. This message was presented in two different

versions; the information message was presented as described above while the social message

also contained a display that showed how many users had already clicked the I voted-button along

with profile photos of friends (Facebook connections) who had done so. A control group did not

receive any message. Bond and colleagues assessed three different dependent variables: clicking

the I voted-button (as an indicator of political self-expression, only available to the experimental

groups), clicking the link (as an indicator for the need to gain more information about the topic, only

available to the experimental groups) and the actual voting behavior (obtained by matching Facebook

information with voter information). Results indicated that the social message was more persuasive

than the informational message regarding all three dependent variables, suggesting that the people

shown in the I voted-display exerted social influence. Furthermore, strong ties (defined by interaction

frequency on Facebook) were more influential than weak ties. The latter were found to affect political

self-expression (clicking the I voted-button), but not actual voting behavior.

The final study to be presented here is another field experiment, conducted in Sweden (Egebark &

Ekström, 2011). It is concerned with the influence of like-displays on Facebook and is thus very similar

to the current setting. The researchers manipulated 44 neutral, non-controversial status updates of

five associates on Facebook, assigning each post randomly to one of three treatment groups: The

status update received 1 like from an unknown user, 3 likes from unknown users or 1 like from a peer

(a close tie among one’s own connections, based on degree centrality). Status updates in the control

group were not manipulated. Results showed that a single like made by an unknown person did not

affect participants’ own like-behavior compared to the control condition. By contrast, both the three

likes from unknown users and the single like from a strong tie affected participants’ willingness to like
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the post themselves. Regarding the impact of the peer’s like, the target’s level of activity on Facebook

was found to increase the effect.

3.2.2 Methodological Considerations

The studies presented in this section are meant to provide an overview of current research on

conformity on Facebook or in similar settings. To summarize, a lot of studies found that indicators of

conformity processes were triggered by other users’ behavior and evaluations, using two different

basic methodological approaches: laboratory and field experiments. While the latter allow for an

observation of influence processes in a natural setting, those presented here are limited with regard

to the investigation of psychological mechanisms. Or as Shang and Croson (2009) put it: “While one

can demonstrate that an effect exists, it is much harder to conclude why.” (p. 1435). Accordingly, the

field experiments presented here only allowed for the investigation of factors that can be determined

via social network analysis, such as tie strength (Bond et al., 2012; Egebark & Ekström, 2011;

Hagen & Hofmann, 2013; Muchnik et al., 2013) and frequency of Facebook use (Egebark & Ekström,

2011; Hagen & Hofmann, 2013). Apart from the question to what extent field experiments allow for

the investigation of psychological processes, consideration has to be given to the issue of ethical

tenability when it comes to eliciting public behavior on Facebook (which e.g. might affect people’s

reputation or emotional state) from users who are not aware of and have not given their consent to

participating in a scientific study (American Psychological Association, 2010; Carlsmith et al., 1976;

Deutsche Gesellschaft für Psychologie, 2004). Only recently, a study conducted by Facebook Data

Science (Kramer, Guillory & Hancock, 2014), in which users’ News Feed was manipulated in order

to investigate the effects on personal mood, caused extensive criticism among psychologists (e.g.

Lafrance, 2014) because the methodology was perceived as infringing policies such as those of the

Deutsche Gesellschaft für Psychologie (2004) and the American Psychological Association (2010). In

contrast to that, laboratory experiments are more clear with regard to written consent and furthermore,

they often allow for a more in-depth investigation of the exact mechanisms and target’s motives

that lead to conformity, e.g. by employing self-report questionnaires on psychological constructs

and mechanisms. The studies outlined here have for example found that identification on a group

level plays a role (Knoll, 2013; Walther et al., 2010). However, compared to the field experimental

approach, laboratory experiments provide a rather sterile environment, which is limited in predicting

field behavior (Harrison & List, 2004).

Given the background outlined in the first chapter, none of the studies conducted up to this point

exactly fits the situation with regard to Facebook pages and respective like-displays: Either the object
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of evaluation was a different one (mostly other fellow users’ comments/posts or third party information

without an organizational background), the stimulus was different (e.g. a single post instead of a

like-display) or the mechanisms and/or dependent variables investigated were not exactly comparable

to the action of liking a Facebook page which would display the subject as part of the user’s personal

profile. Furthermore, only a few studies have focused on the psychological background of social

influence in the context of an established theoretical framework. To fill this gap in research, the

following chapter will start by providing an overview of theoretical approaches to social influence in

CMC.

3.2.3 Theoretical Approaches to Social Influence in CMC

From research on social interaction in CMC, three major theoretical approaches have emerged so far

which provide predictions for the occurrence and mechanisms of conformity in CMC contexts (Kim,

2013): The reduced social cues perspective, the social information processing theory (Walther, 1992)

and the social identity model of deindividuation effects (Spears & Lea, 1992). These approaches

illustrate a development in how the understanding of CMC regarding its potential for communicating

social cues has changed over recent decades. After discussing their potential applicability in the

Facebook environment, a fourth theoretical approach is presented which is concerned with influence

processes on SNS in particular, namely Fogg’s (2008) conceptualization of mass interpersonal

persuasion.

The reduced social cues approach (RSC, Kiesler, Siegel & McGuire, 1984 in Spears & Lea, 1992),

describes CMC as a medium that does not allow for the communication of social cues that “define

the nature of the social situation” (Walther, 1992, p. 56), such as contextual cues (e.g. clothes)

and nonverbal behavior. Based on these characteristics, it is often argued that CMC does not

provide the necessary preconditions for social influence to occur, if this influence is dependent

on the characteristics of the influencer (e.g. attractiveness, credibility, status; Lee & Nass, 2002;

Spears & Lea, 1992). Another characteristic of CMC assumed to reduce the potential for social

influence is anonymity and physical isolation: According to the RSC approach, these aspects lead

to reduced self-regulation and reduced self-awareness which in turn decrease social pressure to

yield to social influence exerted by groups, as empirical studies have found behavior in CMC was

more extreme and deregulated (Kiesler, Siegel & McGuire, 1984 in Spears & Lea, 1992; Siegel,

Dubrovsky, Kiesler & McGuire, 1986; Sproull & Kiesler, 1986). Some approaches however assume

that while the characteristics of CMC shift the attentional focus away from the social context (as no

corresponding information is available), the message content itself may become more relevant for
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conformity processes (Siegel et al., 1986). Hence, conformity is also assumed to be possible from an

RSC perspective, depending on whether it is based on social pressure or informational value – an

issue that will be expounded in more detail when discussing motives to conform.

In 1992, Walther suggested an approach to social information exchange within CMC that opposed

the prevalent notion of the RSC approach but accounted for developments in CMC which suggested

that relational information can be transported via CMC (e.g. online communities or couples meeting

online). The social information processing theory (SIPT) proposes that within CMC, relational

information is communicated via “nonverbal or verbal, linguistic and textual manipulations” (Walther,

1992, p. 69), e.g. through time cues or acronyms. However, Walther assumed CMC to operate at

a different rate than face-to-face communication. Given that interaction partners have enough time

to exchange messages and to accumulate personal information, impressions formed via CMC are

assumed (and have been found) to be even stronger than those in face-to-face contexts (Walther,

1993). Nonetheless this implies that for impression formation to occur in CMC, a certain amount

of time is needed. Based on these assumptions, Van der Heide and Schumaker (2013) discuss

conditions under which interpersonal judgments are made in contemporary CMC environments and

how developers attempt to accelerate impression formation, e.g. by providing cues for credibility via

reputation systems.

The third theoretical approach to interaction (and social influence in particular) in CMC is the social

identity model of deindividuation effects (SIDE), a framework that has commonly been used for several

decades in research to explain group processes in CMC (Carr, 2010). Similar to the social information

processing theory, the SIDE model is based on the assumption that, contrary to assumptions made

by the RSC approach, social cues are indeed available in CMC (Spears & Lea, 1992). In contrast

to SIPT however, SIDE focuses on group rather than interpersonal contexts. This becomes clear

when looking at the way that social information (communicated via CMC) is defined: Instead of

equiting social and interpersonal information, SIDE is based on the assumption that social cues are

“cues TO the social, namely information about the participants, the context and particularly social

category information” (Spears & Lea, 1992, p. 45). As social category information is less complex

than interpersonal information (Tajfel, 1982), it is very prevalent in CMC and communicated more

quickly (Culnan & Markus, 1987). For example, a nickname “hofflovergirl90” in an anonymous CMC

environment can be a cue towards different social categories: girls, people born in 1990 and David

Hasselhoff fans. Based on this, SIDE applies the social identity framework to group processes in

CMC, explaining how characteristics of the medium (reduced interpersonal cues and visual anonymity

as well as personal isolation) affect group processes and social influence in particular within groups in

CMC (Reicher, Spears & Postmes, 1995). While earlier approaches to anonymity in groups (e.g. large
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crowds) suggest that it results in a state of deindividuation and anti-normative, deregulated behavior

(LeBon, 1895 in Carr, 2010), studies conducted by Reicher (1984) in an anonymous face-to-face

context revealed that in the presence of a salient social identity, people may be even more oriented

towards the salient group norm than in non-anonymous face-to-face contexts. In this line of reasoning,

deindividuation (caused by anonymity in CMC) does not represent a loss of self but a shift from

personal to social self (Reicher, 1984), leading to orientation towards the respective group norm

rather than anti-normative behavior. As outlined earlier, social category information can be very

easily accessible in CMC, so instead of defining a situation in interpersonal terms, the self and

communication partners are more likely to be included in a shared social category (depersonalization)

because the focus lies on shared similarities rather than interpersonal differences (Postmes & Spears,

1998). This, along with deindividuation of the self, also causes categorization of the self in terms of

the group (Lea, Spears, & de Groot, 2001). How the latter aspect can affect conformity processes is

explained in self-categorization theory (SCT), one core theory of the social identity perspective (Hogg,

2001). According to SCT, the self-categorization process is the basis for social influence within groups,

because we perceptually assimilate ourselves to our in-group (Hogg, 2001). SCT and its underlying

psychological motives will be discussed in detail later when talking about motives for yielding to social

influence (chapter 3.3.2). At this point, it is important to note that SIDE proposes a salient social

identity in a state of visual anonymity to strengthen conformity behavior in CMC. SIDE has received a

lot of empirical support over recent decades (e.g. Spears et al., 1990; Spears, Postmes, Lea, & Watt,

2001). But the strict preconditions of the model have been subject to criticism because this way, a

large amount of CMC interaction (that does not meet these conditions) is neglected (e.g. Walther &

Carr, 2010). Further criticism of the model referred to its focus on visual (in contrast to e.g. personal)

anonymity (Carr, 2010; Lee, 2006; Tanis, 2003): On the one hand, results exist that show personal

anonymity can also affect depersonalization processes (Merola & Hancock, 2009) and on the other

hand, this again reduces the amount of imaginable interaction situations where the SIDE model is

applicable to a minimum. Hence, although the model received a lot of empirical support, it is difficult

to replicate these preconditions across different situations, such as the Facebook environment (e.g.

Ganster, 2011).

To summarize, all three approaches to interaction in CMC and their implications for social influence

focus on CMC environments and communication situations in which users are visually and/or

personally anonymous and interaction partners are unknown to each other at the beginning. „Social

influence (in CMC and beyond) involving participants who have known each other for a while – which

certainly makes up most of the actual communication – has rarely been studied“ (Sassenberg, 2011,

p. 71). As Facebook represents an environment in which users communicate with existing (strong
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and weak) ties and are visually as well as personally represented in various ways (profile, photos),

as outlined in chapter 2.2.1, it is questionable whether the boundary conditions (Walther, 2009)

for applying these theories are met here. For example, Knoll (2013) also assumes that applying

SIDE to SNS is inappropriate. To find an approach towards new forms of communication in which

online sources are yet to be defined, Walther et al. (2011) suggest conceptualizing online sources in

terms of well-established concepts from face-to-face contexts and testing their applicability within the

respective CMC environment.

A similar approach is undertaken by Fogg and colleagues when embedding well-established concepts

from social influence research within a technological context which, as initially described, is assumed

to allow for social influence to spread among a large network (Fogg, 2008; Weiksner et al., 2008).

This phenomenon is described as mass interpersonal persuasion (MIP). Coming from the integration

of third party applications on Facebook and aiming to describe how they have changed interaction

(Fogg, 2008), MIP describes several mechanisms through which social influence is assumed to

spread on Facebook, using the automatic structure and social connections within the SNS: “Day

after day, I saw how Facebook’s innovation would allow persuasion to take place, from one friend to

another, on a massive scale never before possible” (Fogg, 2008, p. 24).

The core of MIP is the persuasive experience which results in a change of behavior or attitudes, not

only in terms of using a feature but also with regard to giving away personal information or purchase

behavior (Fogg, 2008). This is done by making use of classical concepts of persuasion in face-to-face

contexts when designing applications, such as “compliance of many types (direct requests, moral

appeal, deceit, etc.), ingratiation as outlined by E. E. Jones (giving compliments, conforming to others,

presenting self, and rendering favors) [. . . ]” (Fogg, 2008, p. 26). Consequently, applications may for

example employ patterns that encourage reciprocity, social comparison or self-expression (Weiksner

et al., 2008). The second aspect that fosters mass interpersonal persuasion is the automated

structure of the environment, allowing for simple reactions from the user and, at the same time, a

quick distribution across the social network (Fogg, 2008) – similar to that outlined in chapter 2 when

discussing Facebook’s potential for eWOM, particularly when considering the like-feature.

The concept of MIP focuses on the intention of the creator of an application, and to some extent

to that of the distributor (Fogg, 2008), rather than that of the target. Consequently, the patterns of

social influence presented in this context focus on the influencing agent and how applications can

be designed to be persuasive (e.g. by using the norm of reciprocity) (Weiksner et al., 2008). Since

for the current research, the target and his/her motives for conforming are of major interest, the

persuasion patterns suggested for MIP cannot be applied unconditionally. However, the general
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approach of applying well-established psychological concepts of social influence to investigate (and

predict) behavior against the background of mechanisms made possible by the simplicity and spread

of actions across the network, seems appropriate for the current research as well. In contrast to MIP,

which employs patterns of persuasion from the perspective of the influencing agent, the respective

strategy for the current research comprises a discussion of theoretical approaches to conformity from

face-to-face contexts and identifying relevant aspects against the background of what was outlined

earlier when describing the Facebook environment. The following chapter will provide a framework for

social influence (in terms of conformity), including the consequences, goals and aspects that affect

conformity.

3.3 A Framework for Social Influence

Research on the phenomenon of conformity goes back to the early 20th century. In 1936, Sherif

reported experiments that used the autokinetic effect as an “objectively unstable situation” (p. 91),

a principle describing how within a totally dark environment, an immobile point of light seems to

move. Participants in the experiments were asked to report how far the point of light had moved,

once on their own and once in the presence of others. When participants were alone in the room,

individual answers differed considerably. When participants were placed in groups of two or three,

a convergence of individual ratings took place (Sherif, 1936). This effect was observed to be even

stronger when participants had not taken part in the first treatment (in which they were alone in the

room). The established norm and corresponding judgments continued through other settings (e.g.

while being asked in the presence of another group or alone, Sherif, 1936), sometimes even for a

year after the experiment (Hood & Sherif, 1962; Rohrer, Baron, Hoffman, & Swander, 1954 in Prislin

& Wood, 2005). About 15 years later, Solomon Ash conducted a series of experiments (e.g. reported

in Asch, 1955) in which participants were asked in groups to judge the length of lines on a card

and match one of them with a standard line shown on another card. Only one of the lines to be

matched was the same length as the standard line while the others differed substantially (Asch, 1955).

Participants were placed in groups of confederates who were instructed to give a wrong answer,

although the right answer was clearly evident (Asch, 1955). In this situation, about 37 percent of

naïve participants yielded to the opinion of the others, “repudiating the evidence of [their] senses”

(Asch, 1955, p. 3). In qualitative interviews, participants stated that they went along with the majority

because they did not want to feel alone or different from the group (Asch, 1952; 1956 in Turner, 1991).

These two approaches differ with regard to the ambiguity of the situation (Allen, 1965 in Turner,

1991), which presumably leads to different processes of social influence (Turner, 1991). While the
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experiments conducted by Asch suggest that people conformed in order to avoid rejection and being

compromised (Asch, 1952; 1956 in Turner, 1991), Sherif (1936) suggested that a norm among several

people served as evidence about reality when the latter was ambiguous. As the effect observed

by Asch decreased when the group was not present and answers were given anonymously (after

learning of the confederates’ judgment) (in Turner, 1991), it can further be assumed that participants

were not really convinced of the opinion they publicly advocated (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). In contrast

to this, the effect observed by Sherif (1936) lasted over a year and across different situations (Hood

& Sherif, 1962; Rohrer, Baron, Hoffman, & Swander, 1954 in Prislin & Wood, 2005). These two

early experiments on conformity illustrate that yielding to social influence can be based on different

motivational processes, may result in different consequences and is dependent on different situational

characteristics. The following chapter aims to present a framework for social influence (in terms of

conformity) which elaborates on these aspects. First, different reactions to social influence will be

outlined in terms of internalization and persistence and after that, potential motives for yielding to

social influence will be discussed. Apart from those employed in Sherif’s (1936) and Asch’s (1955)

experiments (accuracy and affiliation, respectively), also the maintenance of a positive self-image and

consistency will also be described. Finally, a series of situational factors will be discussed which affect

social influence (depending on the underlying goal), such as anonymity, the relationship towards the

source, ambiguity of the situation and the number of influencing agents.

3.3.1 Consequences of Social Influence: Public Compliance and Private Acceptance

As already illustrated using Asch’s and Sherif’s studies as examples, conformity can manifest in

different ways: A conformist can publicly comply but remain skeptical with regard to the accuracy of

the behavior or he/she can truly believe in it (Kiesler et al., 1970). Hence, on the one hand conformity

may comprise processes that lead to a genuine attitude change (without the attitude having to be

expressed publicly) and on the other hand it may comprise processes that lead to behavior which is

not reflected in one’s attitude (Turner, 1991). Those processes are not mutually exclusive (Turner,

1991). For example, Nail (1986) described different combinations of superficial behavioral change

and genuine attitude change, in which either only one of these two forms occurs or both do so

simultaneously. The terminology in this respect is inconsistent across different research approaches

(Eagly & Chaiken, 1993), but mostly it is agreed that the term compliance refers to a public change in

behavior that lacks a genuine change in attitude (e.g. Festinger, Gerard, Hymovitch, Kelley & Raven,

1952; Kelman, 1958; Kelman, 1961; Kiesler & Kiesler,1970; Nail, 1986; Turner, 1991), while a genuine

change in attitude (which may be accompanied by respective behavior; Kiesler & Kiesler,1970) is

often referred to as private acceptance (e.g. Kiesler & Kiesler,1970; Turner, 1991).
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Accordingly, private acceptance is regarded as similar to the process of changing one’s attitude as a

consequence of persuasive communication (Kiesler & Kiesler,1970). Private acceptance is assumed

not to be dependent on external costs or benefits, consequently changes in attitude and behavior

are persistent and other attitudes might even change as well to establish consistency (Kiesler &

Kiesler,1970). In contrast to this, compliance describes a change in behavior (as a consequence of

conformity) that is not internalized and which is dependent on external rewards, such as approval

from others (Kiesler et al., 1970). Compliance is assumed to cease when the relevant influencing

agent is absent or his/her/their subjective importance to the target decreases (Kiesler & Kiesler,1970).

In Asch’s experiments, public compliance was assumed to be the outcome of conformity (rather than

private acceptance), as the group’s evaluation was clearly wrong (Kiesler & Kiesler,1970). In Sherif’s

experiments, the resulting attitude persisted across other situations and over time (Hood & Sherif,

1962; Rohrer, Baron, Hoffman, & Swander, 1954 in Prislin & Wood, 2005), hence private acceptance

may have been the respective outcome variable.

The process of compliance stresses the behavioral aspect and according to Kiesler and Kiesler

(1970), research seldom focused on the respective attitude. However, as the authors point out, the

distinction between compliance and private acceptance is not the same as that of behavior and

attitude: A behavior can be based on a private attitude and both processes can occur simultaneously.

From that, one can infer that observing a behavior does not necessarily imply that it is based on public

compliance but that it can also be an expression of a privately held opinion. People who comply and

people who privately accept an attitude/behavior are in psychologically different situations (Kiesler &

Kiesler, 1970), which will be subject of the next chapter.

3.3.2 Goals for Yielding to Social Influence

Since the early days of social influence research, the focus has been on the target and his/her motives

as a central factor for explaining social influence - for example, Cialdini and Trost (1998), Insko,

Drenan, Solomon, Smith and Wade (1983), Kelman (1958) as well as Prislin and Wood (2005) have

discussed this aspect. As outlined earlier (chapter 3.1), the basic assumption is that the reaction to

social influence (conformity) is goal directed (Prislin & Wood, 2005). However, the existing literature

is not consistent regarding which motives or goals for conformity exist and come into play in different

studies (Insko et al., 1983).

From the 1950s onwards, a distinction between two basic processes of social influence (representing

two different underlying goals for yielding to social influence) has been commonly made in research

(Prislin & Wood, 2005; Wood, 2000). This dichotomy is based on a dual process model proposed by
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Deutsch and Gerard in 1955 that comprises normative and informational processes of social influence.

Informational influence is assumed to occur when people take the attitudes and opinions of others

“as evidence about reality” (Deutsch & Gerard, 1995, p. 629). In contrast to this, normative influence

is conceptualized as being based on the goal “to conform with the positive expectations of another”

(Deutsch & Gerard, 1955 p. 629). Later approaches also reflect the dichotomous conceptualization

of social influence, e.g. Kiesler and Kiesler’s (1970) notion of the need to be liked and the need to be

correct, Jones and Gerard’s (1967) effect dependence and information dependence, and Kelley’s

(1952 in Prislin & Wood, 2005) distinction between the normative and comparative functions of

reference groups. All these approaches share the idea that people conform either to reduce negative

feedback from others and maximize approval or to gain information about the nature of reality (Eagly

& Chaiken, 1993).

Although this distinction has been commonly applied and shown to be very useful, the boundaries

between both processes have not always been clear, as they operate in much the same way and

can lead to similar effects (Price et al., 2006). Furthermore, criticism has emerged recently that

the dual process model of social influence is inappropriately simplified in various contexts, but in

psychology textbooks in particular (Prislin & Wood, 2005). In this respect, Prislin and Wood (2005) find

normative influence to have been equated with concern about others’ reactions, ignoring self-related

aspects which are for example addressed in social identity theory. According to Prislin and Wood

(2005), the aforementioned simplification implies normative influence is solely dependent on the

surveillance of others. Instead, they assume that normative processes of social influence are divisible

into two (not mutually exclusive) components: Concerns about rewards and punishments others

can provide and concerns about the intrinsic value of the relationship towards the source which

is connected to a positive self-image (Prislin & Wood, 2005; Wood, 2000). Early models of social

influence had already considered this aspect, proposing at least three processes of social influence.

Kelman (1958; 1961) suggested a model that, as well as compliance (equivalent to normative social

influence) and internalization (equivalent to informational influence), included a third process which

he named identification and which is concerned with self-related aspects of the relationship towards

the influencing agent. Also around this time, French and Raven (1959) proposed their bases of social

power, discussing five components which - according to Kiesler and Kiesler (1970) and Turner (1991)

- also comprised aspects of normative influence (rewards power), informational influence (expert

power) and a process based on identification with the source (referent power). Although differences

exist between these approaches, „at core they all distinguish between aspects of the need to be, the

need to relate to others, and the need to understand“ (Prislin & Wood, p. 675). Consequently, current

theoretical approaches consist of these three basic motives (e.g. Cialdini & Trost, 1998; Hewstone &
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Martin, 2012; Prislin & Wood, 2005). Apart from those motives outlined above, a fourth aspect, the

desire to maintain cognitive consistency (Prislin & Wood, 2005), will be incorporated in the present

outline. Based on the theory of cognitive dissonance, this aspect represents a cognitive approach,

within which attitudes (e.g. towards an object of evaluation or towards the influencing agent) are

assumed to become subject to change if they are contradictory (inconsistent). Prislin and Wood

(2005) regarded this aspect as prerequisite for other motives for yielding to social influence and thus

did not incorporate it into their model. However, for the current research this will be included.

For clarification and simplification, the following table illustrates which theoretical concepts from

conformity research (suggested by different authors) are assigned to which goal, based on Kelman

(1958; 1961), Insko et al. (1983) as well as Prislin and Wood (2005) (in order of focus in the following

chapters).

Figure 4. Overview of Goals for Yielding to Social Influence and According Theoretical Approaches

3.3.2.1 The Goal of Accuracy

The goal of accuracy (Prislin & Wood, 2005), based on the need to be correct (Kiesler & Kiesler,

1970), is incorporated within most conceptualizations of social influence, beginning with Deutsch and

Gerards (1955) informational influence up to Kelman’s (1958) internalization. It describes the need to

interpret incoming information correctly (inferred from the behavior of others) and to react accurately

in accordance with that (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004). In this sense, the behavior of others is taken into

account in the definition of what is correct (Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970). Kiesler and Kiesler (1970) refer
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to Festinger’s (1954) social comparison theory which suggests that in the case of the impracticality of

physical reality testing (when a situation is ambiguous), people tend to carry out social reality testing,

inferring evidence about the physical and social reality from the behavior of others. Accordingly,

Deutsch and Gerard’s (1955) informational influence is described as being based on the desire to

gain an accurate view of reality and behave accordingly (Turner, 1991). Yielding to social influence

thus serves the purpose of evaluating oneself and others, validating one’s own attitudes and opinions

and making sure they match those of others (Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970). A similar construct is the

concept of internalization, suggested by Kelman (1958, 1961). Here, it is assumed that an individual

accepts social influence because its content (attitude and behavior) is intrinsically rewarding (Kelman,

1958), for example by helping to solve a problem (Turner, 1991). As an example of content that is

internalized this way, Kelman (1961) mentions expert recommendations: The content of the influence

is perceived as being consistent with the target’s own value system (which also includes knowledge

structures; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993).

Conceptions regarding the persistence of the consequences of social influence based on the goal of

accuracy are similar in both Deutsch and Gerards (1955) as well as Kelman’s (1958) approaches.

Informational influence is assumed to be true influence, leading to private acceptance and thus a

genuine long-term change in attitudes and respective behavior (Turner, 1991). As Kelman (1961)

described it, behavior resulting from internalization is also adapted into the target’s value system. As

these attitudes and behavior are independent of the source of influence, they are assumed to persist

over a longer period of time (Kelman, 1961; Pennington & Schlenker, 1999 in Quinn & Schlenker,

2002) even when the relationship towards the source is not salient (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993).

The crucial aspect for the acceptance of social influence when it comes to Kelman’s process of

internalization is the credibility of the influencing agent, as social influence is dependent on the agent’s

relationship towards the content rather than that towards the target (Kelman, 1961). Accordingly,

studies (in which the goal of accuracy was assumed to be the basis for social influence, Insko et

al., 1983) show conformity (assessed by the measurement of public responses) increases when

the influencing agents’ competency is high, e.g. a group making only a few mistakes before giving

a clearly wrong judgment (Di Vesta, 1959 in Insko et al., 1983), or an interaction partner being

successful in a previous task (Mausner, 1954 in Insko et al., 1983).

The occurrence and relevance of the goal of accuracy in contrast to other goals was tested in

different empirical studies. In 1958, Kelman himself reported an experiment which was based on

the assumption that depending on the basis of the influencing agent’s power (attractiveness, control,

and credibility), a different process of social influence would be triggered (internalization, as well
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as identification and compliance, the latter of which will be outlined in the following sections). As

stimulus material, Kelman (1958) employed a message from the U.S. Surpreme Court on the subject

of college attendance for black and white students, with which the participants (African Americans)

were generally assumed to disagree. Participants were told different background stories about

the message presenter, which increased the respective basis of power (confirmed by manipulation

checks). With regard to the process of internalization, the background story was supposed to

increase the presenter’s credibility (a history university professor). As dependent variables, Kelman

assessed in which situations the respective attitude (of the influencing agent) was expressed: publicly

and directly after the stimulus was shown (questionnaire 1), anonymously and directly after the

stimulus was shown (questionnaire 2), or anonymously and a few weeks after the stimulus was

shown (questionnaire 3). Based on the above, an attitude change caused by internalization was

assumed to be observable independent of whether the relationship towards the influencing agent

was salient and independent of whether the influencing agent was present, hence across all three of

the questionnaires described above. Results supported this assumption, as no significant differences

between attitude score in all three questionnaires were observable.

A similar approach was undertaken by Kelman again in 1960 (reported in Kelman, 1961). Participants

were confronted with a message that announced a new education program. As in the experiment de-

scribed above, additional information was given to the participants which was subject to experimental

manipulation: In one condition, the information referred to the positive opinion of a valued reference

group towards the respective subject (role-orientation, aimed to trigger processes of identification)

and in another condition, the additional information stressed the relationship between the induced

opinions and the participants’ personal value system (value orientation, meant to trigger processes

of internalization). With regard to internalization (the value-orientation group), results showed a

change of opinion directly after the induction, which did not last until the second assessment a few

weeks later. Also, results regarding the generalization of attitude change to other contexts were only

partly supported. Assumptions regarding the robustness of the induced attitude against contradicting

opinions were not supported either. To summarize, while the study conducted in 1958 basically

supported the occurrence of internalization (reflecting the goal of accuracy) based on an agent’s

credibility, results obtained in 1960, when internalization was induced by means of connecting the

message content to a target’s value system, were not in line overall with the assumptions.

The goal of accuracy can not only trigger conformity, it can also disrupt social influence processes

when the corresponding characteristics of the influencing agent or group are inconsistent with

that goal. In a study conducted by Lundgren and Prislin (1998, Study 1), about processing and

attitude change based on expectancy of interaction, the authors let participants choose information in
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preparation discussion on tuition increase to be held later, in which they were supposed to argument

against the increase (this discussion never took place). Depending on the experimental conditions,

additional information about the aim of the discussion was stressed, supposed to reflect different

motives to change one’s own behavior in anticipation of an interaction with the influencing agent: The

importance of being agreeable, the importance of defending one’s own position or the importance

of being accurate. After being confronted with their discussion partner’s attitude on the issue by

being presented with a bogus questionnaire result, participants were asked to indicate their own

attitude through a questionnaire in preparation for the discussion, which was ostensibly to be shown

to the discussion partner (measure of public attitude). Furthermore, while waiting for the discussion,

participants filled out a questionnaire on campus issues which also used an indirect measure of

participants’ attitudes towards the issue under discussion (measure of private attitude). When

pursuing the goal of being accurate, participants expressed a strong (and stable) neutral view on the

issue (in comparison to the interaction partner’s attitude) (Lundgren & Prislin, 1998), indicating that

they resisted yielding to social influence. In a related setting, similar results were obtained by Chen,

Schechter and Chaiken (1996): People primed to get to the truth of an opinion subject were unaffected

by social influence in comparison to those who were primed with impression motivation. Similarly,

Quinn and Schlenker (2002) showed that when participants meant to make correct decisions for a

task and were held accountable for those, conformity to the group’s (wrong) judgment decreased (in

contrast to when they wanted to get along with others).

3.3.2.2 The Goal of Affiliation

The goal of affiliation (based on the need to be liked: Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970; Insko et al., 1983 or the

need to relate to others: Prislin & Wood, 2005) implies “relating to others in a way that successfully

regulates the rewards and punishments they can provide” (Prislin & Wood, 2005, p. 675). Just like

the goal of accuracy, this aspect is reflected in different conceptualizations of the social influence

processes presented here. According to Kiesler and Kiesler (1970), people pursuing a goal of

affiliation yield to social influence to avoid rejection by others and to increase acceptance (Kiesler &

Kiesler, 1970). Deutsch and Gerard’s (1955) notion of normative influence is based on the desire

to please others (Turner, 1991). Kelman’s (1958; 1961) concept of compliance (as one of three

processes of social influence) implies that the target is hoping for a favorable response from an

audience in terms of gaining social rewards or avoiding punishments (Kelman, 1961). Accordingly,

the target is assumed to show a behavior that the influencing agent expects or approves of (Cialdini

& Goldstein, 2004; Kelman, 1961). This behavior is not shown because the target truly believes in it,

but because it is expedient to gain a desired social effect (Kelman, 1961).
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In contrast to social influence based on the goal of accuracy, conformity based on the goal of affiliation

is assumed to result in short-lived and superficial compliance (see also chapter 3.3.1), as the target

only expects a certain reaction from a particular audience (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Accordingly,

conformity based on the need for affiliation should only be observable when the target is under

surveillance by the influencing agent (Kelman, 1961). Furthermore, conformity based on the goal

of affiliation is dependent on the influencing agent having power over those means which the target

needs for pursuing this goal (means control, Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). In this sense, compliance (in

Kelman’s terminology) or normative social influence (in Deutsch and Gerard’s terminology) has been

found to be dependent on the influencing agent’s attractiveness, status (Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970) and

the target’s affection towards the agent (Cialdini & Trost, 1998).

Experiments meant to determine processes of social influence based on different goals were intro-

duced in the last section: For the study during which Kelman (1958) confronted participants with

a message from the U.S. Supreme Court on issues of black and white students, compliance was

triggered by manipulating the influencing agent’s perceived level of means control. As dependent

variable, it was assessed under which conditions the induced attitude was expressed. For compliance

it was assumed that participants would express the respective attitude only under the surveillance of

the influencing agent (questionnaire 1, see previous chapter). This assumption was supported by the

fact that attitude scores from questionnaire 1 were significantly higher than those from questionnaires

2 and 3 (which did not differ). In Quinn and Schlenker’s (2002) experiment, conformity was found

to increase when subjects wished to get along with others who gave a wrong judgment in a task (in

contrast to when they wanted to be accurate). In Lundgren and Prislin’s study 1 (1998), in the course

of which participants prepared a discussion with a person whose opinion on the topic they knew, the

goal of affiliation was stressed by indicating that the aim of the discussion was to act agreeably (as

opposed to defending one’s own position or being accurate). In this particular experimental condition,

participants expressed an attitude (privately and publicly) in line with the discussion partner’s attitude

(in contrast to the other experimental conditions). As this attitude was consistent across private and

public assessments, it was assumed to represent evidence that normative social influence can also

lead to a genuine change in attitude, because based on the task at hand, the issue was assumed to

be cognitively processed in an extensive way.

To detect social influence based on the goal of affiliation, some researchers have settled on the effects

of attraction and similarity (e.g. Byrne, 1961 in Insko et al., 1983) as well as the question of whether

an evaluation is public (e.g. Deutsch & Gerard, 1955). But according to Insko et al. (1983), these

approaches need to be reconsidered. For example, the effects of similarity on conformity are not to

be taken as unambiguous evidence of the importance of the goal of affiliation, as these could also
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be explained by balance theories (to be outlined in chapter 3.3.2.4). Furthermore, the approach of

detecting the goal of affiliation by varying the publicness of evaluation is also regarded as problematic

(Insko et al., 1983). As outlined earlier (in chapter 3.3.1), the distinction between compliance reactions

(assumed to result from the goal of affiliation) is not that of public vs. private expression of attitudes

(Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970). In addition, Insko et al., (1983) argue that the publicness of a response

has often been equated with physical contact with the influencing agent, confounding the effects,

e.g. in the studies conducted by Levy (1960 in Insko et al., 1983) and by Argle (1957 in Insko et al.,

1983). This aspect will be expounded on in chapter 3.3.3.1, when discussing how anonymity affects

conformity.

3.3.2.3 The Goal of Positive Self-Evaluation

The goal of positive self-evaluation refers to what Wood (2000) as well as Prislin and Wood (2000)

describe as a second aspect of normative influence (apart from the goal of affiliation), which is

associated with self-related issues of the relationship towards the source and comprises “Normative

concerns for [. . . ] being oneself as a coherent and favorably evaluated entity” (Prislin & Wood,

2005, p. 675). This aspect has been included in different conceptualizations of social influence

processes (outlined earlier), e.g. French and Raven’s (1959) referent power or Kelman’s (1958; 1961)

identification.

According to Kelman and Eagly (1965), our self-concept is strongly connected to the attitudes and

opinions we hold. If our own opinions and attitudes are in line with those of valued others, our positive

self-image is strengthened (Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970). Accordingly, the relationship towards others is

evaluated in terms of its relevance for our own self-image (Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970). The process

of identification, proposed by Kelman (1958; 1961) implies that a person adapts his/her behavior

to that of another person to maintain a positive, self-defining relationship (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993).

By implication, the gratifications of identification processes result from the act of conforming itself,

because the respective behavior and/or attitudes are associated with a self-defining and desirable

relationship towards the influencing agent (Kelman, 1958). Consequently, a change in attitude caused

by identification is based on structures that connect the target to the influencing agent rather than

on those that connect the influencing agent to the subject of evaluation (Knoll, 2013). A common

characteristic of identification and compliance (based on the need for affiliation) is that the reason

for changes in attitudes and behavior is not an intrinsic reward (as is the case with internalization

(see Kelman, 1958; 1961). But in contrast to compliance, the target in the process of identification

believes in those attitudes he/she adopts because the target does not seek the influencing agent’s
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approval (Kelman, 1961). Yielding to social influence based on identification is thus assumed to

serve the goal of maintaining a desired relationship and the associated positive self-image (Kelman,

1961). Kelman (1961) describes two possible ways of doing so: Imitating someone who has the

desired characteristics or expressing empathy towards another person in reciprocal relationships (e.g.

friendships).

While the concept of identification suggested by Kelman (1958; 1961) is mainly concerned with

interpersonal processes, also conformity towards a valued group can contribute to a positive self-

image (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004). In the context of yielding to social influence with the goal of

positive self-evaluation, Prislin and Wood (2005) mention the social identity theory as a relevant

theoretical approach. The social identity framework was mentioned in chapter 3.2.3 as representing

the basis for the social identity model of deindividuation effects (SIDE), describing how characteristics

of CMC affect social influence processes. The social identity framework itself stems from face-to-face

contexts and provides a psychological analysis of behavior within and between groups as well as

the related self-concept (Hogg & Tindale, 2005). Originally conceptualized by Tajfel (1974), one of

the basic notions of the social identity theory as core theory of the framework is that, apart from

a personal identity, a person’s self-concept comprises several social identities, the knowledge of

being part of one or more certain social groups (Oldmeadow, Platow, Foddy, & Anderson, 2003).

Consequently, the group is not regarded as an external source of social pressure (as suggested

by Deutsch and Gerard, 1955), but as a part of the self-concept (Oldmeadow et al., 2003). Every

person is likely to have several social identities, depending on the number of groups he/she feels a

part of, but they may differ in personal relevance and likeliness to become salient (Hogg, Abrams,

Otten & Hinkle, 2004). Depending on the situation and the context (Turner, 1991), the respective

salient social identity (including shared attributes that define a person’s membership of the group) is

assumed to serve as the basis for self-definition (Hogg & Tindale, 2005). Consequently, a person who

self-categorizes as part of a group based on a salient social identity draws his/her self-concept from

the social context and thus perceptually assimilates him-/herself to the respective group stereotype in

terms of attitudes and behavior (self-categorization theory (SCT); Hogg, 2001; Turner, 1991). From

a social identity perspective, social influence within groups is thus regarded as being based on

self-definition, leading to an internal process of attitude change (Turner, 1987). When determining

which motives are associated with this attitude change, one may first consider those motives that lead

to self-categorization with a salient group. In social identity theory, two motives have been discussed:

Uncertainty reduction (Hogg, 2000) and the enhancement of self-esteem (Abrams & Hogg, 1988),

the latter of which is regarded as being associated with the goal of positive self-evaluation (based

on Prislin & Wood, 2005). Tajfel and Turner (1979 in Abrams & Hogg, 1988) assume (based on
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Festinger’s (1954) social comparison theory) that individuals strive towards a positive self-concept.

The alignment of oneself with positive reference groups (and at the same time distancing oneself

from negatively valued groups) serves the purpose of gaining “a satisfactory concept or image of the

self” (Tajfel, 1974, p. 4 in Abrams & Hogg, 1988). Accordingly, based on Chaiken, Wood and Eagly

(1996 in Pool, Wood & Leck, 1998), Pool et al. (1998) state that “the self-evaluation motives that

direct attitude change in these theories can be considered manifestations of a defensive orientation,

reflecting recipients’ desire to achieve a valued, coherent self-identity” (p. 1).

While Prislin and Wood (2005) regard self-related motives of social influence as being a component

of normative social influence (as adopted in this thesis), intragroup influence in terms of social

identity theory has also been discussed to contain informational aspects, reflected by the motive

for uncertainty reduction mentioned above: According to Turner (1991), the position of the group

that serves as the basis for self-categorization is subjectively accepted as valid. Hence, a social

identity may provide a frame of reference (Festinger, 1954) for appropriate attitudes and perceptions

(Oldmeadow et al., 2003).

Consequences (in terms of persistence) of social influence processes based on the goal of positive

self-evaluation differ from those triggered by the goal of accuracy or the goal of affiliation. According

to Kelman (1961), the resulting attitude change is not internalized, but dependent on the relationship

towards the source. More precisely, this means that while social influence is accepted publicly as

well as privately, it only lasts as long as the respective role relationship is salient (Eagly & Chaiken,

1993). Such a relationship can be salient, even if the source is absent and the target is not under

surveillance by the source (Kelman, 1961). Hence, identification as suggested by Kelman is regarded

as less permanent than internalization: If the relationship towards the source changes, the attitude

towards the subject of evaluation changes as well (Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970). From a social identity

perspective, group influence based on social identification is regarded as leading to a genuine and

persistent change in attitude, because the source is initially part of the self-concept (Carr, 2010;

Turner, 1991) in the first instance. However, the characteristics are described in a similar way to

Kelman: A person may act in terms of a group when alone, as long as the respective social identity is

salient (Hogg et al., 2004). By implication, group influence might cease when a different social or a

person’s personal identity becomes salient.

As mentioned before, influence based on the goal of positive self-evaluation is not dependent on

the source being present or the target being under surveillance, neither according to Kelman (1961)

nor the social identity theory (Hogg et al., 2004). However, according to Kelman (1961), social

influence is dependent on the target perceiving the relationship towards the source as pleasant
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and relevant for his/her self-concept. Consequently, attraction may positively affect social influence

based on identification (Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970). In line with this, the experiment reported by Kelman

in 1958, in which participants were confronted with a message on black and white issues (see

previous chapters), found that when the attraction of the presenter was manipulated, the participants’

change of attitude lasted across questionnaires 1 and 2. As both were assumed to have been

completed under conditions of high relationship salience (the first under observation, the second

anonymously) as opposed to questionnaire 3, Kelman (1958) regarded this as evidence that the

process of identification was a consequence of the influencing agent being attractive. Similarly, social

identity theory also suggests that affection towards the group and its emotional significance affects

the likeliness of self-categorization and thus respective social influence processes (Postmes, Spears,

Sakhel & deGroot, 2001).

3.3.2.4 The Goal of Cognitive Consistency

The fourth goal for yielding to social influence outlined here is cognitive consistency. As mentioned

earlier, Prislin and Wood (2005) regarded this aspect as a prerequisite for other motives. Indeed

it seems to be closely associated with the goal of maintaining a positive self-image, as achieving

cognitive consistency represents a process of dissolving a negatively perceived tension state of

inconsistent cognitions towards a positive internal state (Prislin & Wood, 2005). However, the

majority of research on this aspect is based on the theory of cognitive dissonance, often discussing

intrapersonal inconsistencies (e.g. when behavior does not reflect attitude; Prislin & Wood, 2005).

But as Festinger (1957 in Prislin & Wood, 2005) points out, dissonance can also be caused by

interpersonal situations. In line with the current approach, also Wyer and Albarracín (2005) distinguish

the goal of cognitive consistency from that of positive self-evaluation.

The origin of this set of theories is Heider’s (1946; 1958) balance theory (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993),

while other theories represent extensions or specific applications of Heider’s work. They all share the

notion that cognitive inconsistency creates tension which leads to a motivation for cognitive change

(cognitive elements are rearranged to restore balance) to reduce negative affect (Festinger, 1957 in

Eagly & Chaiken, 1993).

Heider (1946, 1958) introduced a symbolic language which represented cognitive structures by

describing attitudes and their relationships towards other attitudes (in Eagly & Chaiken, 1993).

According to this, the element P is the perceiver, the person whose cognitions are of relevance (or

the target in terms of social influence). The element O is an object or another person, hence the

influencing agent. X represents an impersonal entity, an object of evaluation, which might be a
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physical object, a social issue or a value. The sentiment relation L represents an attitude that is

either positive or negative (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Within a cognitive structure that contains three

elements (a target, an influencing agent and an object of evaluation) and respective relationships,

imbalance or balance might occur (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993): Agreeing with friends and disagreeing

with enemies on an object of evaluation will produce balance (a-d), while disagreeing with friends and

agreeing with enemies will lead to imbalance (e-h), see Figure 5.

Figure 5. Balance Structures proposed by Heider (according to Eagly & Chaiken, 1993)

Heider (1958) assumed that a state of imbalance will become balanced over time because imbalance

leads to negatively perceived tension (in Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Several cognitive strategies exist

which restore balance (Heider, 1958 in Eagly & Chaiken, 1993), but most the important one for the

current purpose is attitude change: To restore balance, the target changes his/her attitude either

towards the object of evaluation or towards the influencing agent.

Heider’s balance theory (1946) can be used to explain how the relationship towards the influencing

agent might affect conformity (e.g. done by Sampson & Insko, 1964). However, the principles outlined

above cannot be applied in every situation. For example in Asch’s conformity experiments, the

influencing agents were unknown, hence no prior attitude could be assumed (Insko et al., 1983).

Further criticism of Heider’s theory refers to the lack of predictions about which strategy for balance

restoration (e.g. attitude change) will occur and the strength of prior attitudes not being taken into

consideration (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). As a consequence, some extensions of balance theory

regard relationships between elements, and thus attitudes, not as a dichotomous but as a continuous

variable, for example Osgood and Tannenbaum’s (1955) congruity theory (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993).

Just like Heider’s (1946) balance theory, congruity theory (Osgood & Tannenbaum, 1955) is based

on the assumption that there exists a drive for cognitive consistency to be restored via cognitive
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changes (e.g. attitude change), although a different vocabulary is used. For example, relations are

described as associative (positive) and dissociative (negative) assertions. Congruity theory suggests

that inconsistency, and thus the pressure for cognitive change, increases with the strength of prior

attitudes, while at the same time stronger attitudes are less likely to be subject to change (Eagly &

Chaiken, 1993). In contrast to the original balance theory, the target is not assumed to change his/her

attitude either towards the influencing agent or the object of evaluations; in fact it is suggested that

both attitudes are subject to changes (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Just like Heider’s balance theory,

congruity theory does not apply to situations with neutral prior attitudes towards both the object of

evaluation and the influencing agent. While the general assumptions of the theory (e.g. that strong

attitudes are less likely to change) have received empirical support (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993), the exact

quantitative predictions have not always been supported in research (e.g. Osgood & Tannebaum,

1955 in Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). A recent application in CMC environments (consumer reviews)

however has shown that congruity mechanisms can account for social influence from multiple sources

to a large extent (Walther, Liang, Ganster, Wohn & Emmington, 2012).

From the aforementioned remarks on balance theories, several aspects that affect social influence

have to be taken into account, such as the valance and the strength of the target’s prior attitude

towards both the influencing agent and the object of evaluation.

Consequences of social influence based on cognitive inconsistency have not, to my knowledge, been

discussed in terms of persistence and superficiality. As balance theories are concerned with attitudes

in a cognitive way, rather than with behavior, it is hard to make any predictions in accordance with

those outlined for other goals earlier. One might assume that superficial compliance as a conformity

reaction is unlikely because if a person’s behavior and his/her attitude are not in line with each

other, that might lead to even more negatively perceived imbalances. At the same time, as the

target’s attitude towards the object of evaluation is closely connected to the target’s attitude towards

the influencing agent (similar to the process of identification proposed by Kelman (1958; 1961)), it

seems reasonable to assume that attitude change might be temporary; if the target’s attitude towards

the influencing agent changes, adaptations to attitude towards the object of evaluation might be

necessary to restore consistency. In the course of applying congruity theory to CMC, Walther at al.

(2012) extended the scheme suggested by Osgood and Tannenbaum (1955) to a two-stage model

with multiple sources of social influence. In line with the assumptions outlined above, they found

indicators that attitude change occurred in two stages and that after introducing additional (partly

contradicting) information by a second source, the transitional attitude was adapted again.
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3.3.3 Factors affecting Social Influence Processes

Within the aforementioned outline of the goals for yielding to social influence, several aspects that

affect social influence processes were mentioned. For example, with regard to studies on social

influence online, tie strength has been found to affect the strength of the effect (chapter 3.2.1).

Furthermore, depending on which goal is salient, different situational aspects as well as the kind

of outcome (chapter 3.3.1) may affect social influence processes (Kelman, 1961). For example,

yielding to social influence when the goal of affiliation is salient is more likely when the target is under

observation by the influencing agent (Kelman, 1961, chapter 3.3.2.2). When the goal of accuracy is

pursued, aspects that concern the influencing agent’s credibility in terms of serving as a valid source

for the nature of reality can affect the strength of conformity (Allen & Levine, 1971 in Hewstone &

Martin, 2012; Kiesler & Kiesler, 1969; see also chapter 3.3.2.1). Just as the goals outlined earlier

are based on different theoretical approaches, the discussion of influential factors in the following

chapter will also include different perspectives (not just that of Kelman), outlining how anonymity, the

relationship towards the source, the ambiguity of the situation and the number of influencing agents

affect social influence.

3.3.3.1 Anonymity

To discuss the impact of anonymity as a function of the salient conformity goal, several manifestations

of anonymity should first be clarified to avoid misunderstandings and to stress how easily those can

represent confounding variables in research: publicness of evaluation, accountability and visibility.

First, a response to social influence can be either public or private (independent of the target’s true

belief). For example, in face-to-face contexts this could be varied by asking people either to speak

their opinion out loud in front of others or by asking them to keep it to themselves or write it down

(while others are present). Closely related to this publicness of evaluation is the question of whether

the target is under the observation of the influencing agent, indicating that the influencing agent will

learn of the target’s evaluation in some way. While these two aspects are often associated, the issue

of accountability can vary in this context. Consequences of conformity can be public and available to

the influencing agent; but the conformist can still be unidentifiable and thus unaccountable (especially

in computer-mediated communication, see chapter 3.2.3). Besides publicness of evaluation and

accountability as manifestations of anonymity, the status of visibility also has to be mentioned. Based

on SIDE (chapter 3.2.3), visual anonymity in CMC is assumed to make group processes (such as

ingroup influence) more likely. This effect is presumably not based on a lack of accountability or
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identifiability; but on depersonalization (in the sense of idiosyncratic differences being invisible) and

deindividuation (e.g. Postmes et al., 2001).

On Facebook, as a nonymous environment (chapter 2.2), visual anonymity is not common. Hence,

the SIDE model is not applicable here. For the same reasons, accountability within the Facebook

environment can be regarded as high and stable, which makes conformity under certain conditions

more likely: In different studies, accountability (e.g. by providing contact information/real names or

by expecting a face-to-face meeting) has been found to increase conformity for public evaluations

(Chen, Schechter & Chaiken, 1996; Mouton, Blake & Olmstead, 1956; Sassenberg & Kreuz, 2002;

Tetlock, 1983; Tetlock, Skitkar & Boettger, 1989) and particularly when the goal of affiliation was

salient (Quinn & Schlenker, 2002). While both visual anonymity and accountability are regarded as

relatively stable characteristics of the Facebook environment (and will thus not be described in more

detail at this point), the publicness of evaluation may differ, e.g. a user may change his/her attitude in

private or may like a page, the latter being visible to other users as well.

A lot of empirical studies on this subject used a variation of publicness along with the presence of

the influencing agents, finding that a public reaction in face-to-face settings led to more conformity

than when the target was anonymous and their judgment was available to the influencing agents

(Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). For example, Insko et al. (1983) found a main effect for publicness of

participants’ responses, with subjects showing more conformity when responding publicly. In line with

these findings, it is assumed that conformity in general is more likely in public than in private settings

because a public evaluation is associated with impression management processes (Baumeister,

1982; Tetlock & Manstead, 1985). This makes sense against the background of what was outlined

about the goal of affiliation and the assumption that yielding to social influence may serve the purpose

of eliciting positive reactions from the influencing agents who observe the respective behavior or

expressed opinion.

However, results exist in face-to-face settings that cannot be explained by the goal of affiliation.

Findings of a meta review of studies applying the Asch paradigm (Bond & Smith, 1996) suggest that

the difference between public and private settings cannot account for observed attitude changes. The

effects of publicness of evaluation in settings using the Asch paradigm are assumed to be confounded

by those of physical contact with the confederates (Insko et al., 1983). While physical isolation

increases private self-awareness (Sassenberg, Boos & Rabung, 2005), the presence of confederates

is assumed to heighten objective self-awareness, which in turn increases the likelihood for conformity

(Duval, 1976 in Insko et al., 1983). However, according to Insko et al. (1983), the few studies in which

these two aspects were not combined and publicness of evaluation was varied while the presence of
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confederates was constant (e.g. Mouton et al., 1956) nevertheless suggest that conformity increases

when evaluation is public. In 1983, Insko and colleagues specifically aimed to investigate the effects

of publicness on conformity, while controlling for confounding variables caused by objective self-

awareness by adding a condition in which the participants were recorded by a camera (increasing

objective self-awareness). In line with assumptions, results showed that conformity increased when

evaluation was public, even without objective self-awareness contaminating this effect.

Apart from accountable situations, publicness of evaluation was found to affect conformity positively

even when the target was unidentifiable to the confederates (low accountability) (Lee & Nass, 2002),

suggesting that the goal of affiliation cannot entirely account for the effects of publicness. Although

many researchers argue about normative concerns being responsible for the effect of publicness on

conformity (e.g. Deutsch & Gerard, 1955), drawing inferences with regard to the underlying motive

should be done cautiously, giving consideration to the terminology used (Wood, 2000). „At heart,

manipulating social pressure through surveillance suggests an oversimplified view of social impact“

(Prislin & Wood, 2005, p. 674). As outlined in chapter 3.3.2, normative influence processes do

not only include a goal of affiliation but also one for a positive self-concept. While in the context

of the goal of affiliation a process of conformity (compliance in Kelman’s terms) should only be

observable under surveillance conditions, the second form of conformity (based on the goal of

positive self-evaluation) may also be observable with regard to private evaluations and with no other

people present. Furthermore, as outlined earlier, processes of social influence that are based on the

goal of accuracy should also be immune to the effects of surveillance by the influencing agent (e.g.

Kelman, 1961).

For the purpose of the current research it can be summarized that many studies suggest publicness

increases conformity processes (in contrast to a private reaction) in face-to-face as well as computer-

mediated contexts. Publicness refers to the type of evaluation, independent of the interaction being

mediated, and implies the influencing agent being physically present or the target being identifiable

(which is stable on Facebook). However, the effect of publicness of evaluation on conformity strength

should be dependent on which goal the process is based: When a need for affiliation is salient,

publicness is assumed to affect conformity, while no such effect is expected with regard to processes

based on the goals of accuracy or a positive self-image.

3.3.3.2 Relationship towards the Source of Influence

Regarding the relationship towards the source of social influence, several aspects that might affect

conformity (depending on the assumed underlying mechanisms) were mentioned briefly when
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discussing the goals for conformity earlier. For example, with regard to the need for accuracy, the

credibility of the influencing agent was mentioned (chapter 3.3.2.1), while in the context of affiliation

goals, means control of the agent was assumed to be relevant, such as the target’s affection and

attractiveness (chapter 3.3.2.2). When discussing the goal of positive self-evaluation, the relationship

towards the source was considered to be particularly crucial, as social influence is assumed to be

dependent on this relationship being relevant to the target’s self-concept and of emotional significance

(e.g. a friend or an in-group, chapter 3.3.2.3). Furthermore, the need for cognitive consistency was

concerned with the general attitude towards the influencing agent in terms of valence and strength

(chapter 3.3.2.4). In the following sections, several of these aspects will be outlined and empirical

results will be discussed accordingly. First, results on how a positive orientation (attitude/attraction)

towards the influencing agents will be presented. Furthermore, the aspect of similarity will be

discussed against the background of the goal of accuracy. Although it has not been discussed

against the background of different motives, tie strength has been found to be of importance for social

influence processes for different reasons (e.g. Brown, Borderick & Lee, 2007, see also chapter 3.2.1)

and thus will also be considered here.

3.3.3.2.1 Positive Orientation. Positive orientation towards a person or a group has been found

to affect conformity processes in various contexts. For example, Kiesler and Kiesler (1970) report the

results of a study in which they found the attractiveness of a group was related to social influence

(in terms of private acceptance). Dittes and Kelley (1956) also found conformity was stronger when

the group eliciting influence was valued by the individual. In addition, Lott and Lott (1961) as well as

Festinger et al. (1952) also found a positive relationship between group attraction and conformity

towards the group norm. In contrast to this, if a group is disliked, social influence has been found to

decrease (Prislin & Wood, 2005).

The aforementioned results are in line with predictions based on the social identity framework that was

already introduced in chapter 3.3.2.4). Social identification with a group based on the social identity

framework comprises two components: self-stereotyping as part of a group and ingroup attraction

(e.g. Ellemers, Kortekaas, & Ouwerkerk, 1999; Leach et al., 2008), which in turn are assumed to

increase conformity towards that in-group.

The effects of positive orientation (in terms of attitude and attraction, see e.g. Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970)

towards a person or a group on social influence can be explained against the background of several

different goals for yielding to social influence. With regard to the goal of accuracy (chapter 3.3.2.1),

attraction is often named as a central aspect when it comes to private acceptance (Kiesler & Kiesler,

1970). The idea is that if the target feels a positive orientation towards the source, social reality testing
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is more likely to occur and the more the social influence is internalized (Festinger, 1953 in Insko et

al., 1983). In the context of the social identity theory (chapter 3.3.2.3) it has already been outlined

that the influence of a group can partly be regarded as being based on the goal of accuracy because

the more one self-categorizes with a valued social group, the more the group consensus is regarded

as a valid indicator of reality (Prislin & Wood, 2005). However, according to Turner (1991) there are

also studies which suggest that group cohesiveness is not always relevant for informational social

influence and that sometimes it does not matter whether a stranger or a friend serves as the frame of

reference. It can further be assumed that positive orientation towards a person or a group increases

means control of that agent in terms of him/her/them being able to punish and reward the target (e.g.

through rejection) when the goal of affiliation is pursued (chapter 3.3.2.2). With regard to the goal of

positive self-evaluation it has already been mentioned that the value and personal relevance of the

self-defining relationship towards the influencing agent is of central importance for social influence

(chapter 3.3.2.3). The effects of attraction and positive attitude towards the source on social influence

processes can also be explained from the perspective of the goal of consistency (chapter 3.3.2.4).

Here, a previous positive attitude is assumed to change the target’s attitude towards the object of

evaluation in accordance with that attitude, while a negative attitude is assumed to trigger opposing

effects.

3.3.3.2.2 Similarity. In the context of social identity theory and the goal of positive self-evaluation

(chapter 3.3.2.3) it was discussed that increased perceived similarity within a group leads people to

show more conformity (particularly when idiosyncratic differences are hidden such as in anonymous

CMC). This phenomenon has also been observed in face-to-face situations and interpersonal

contexts (Turner, 1991). In 1968, Hornstein, Fisch and Holmes found that people were more likely

to follow the request to return a wallet they found on the street if the owner was like them (a fellow

American) as opposed to when the owner was not perceived as being similar (a foreigner). In group

contexts, Gerard (1954) observed more social influence when group members shared the same

characteristics. Furthermore, Abrams, Wetherell, Cochrane, Hogg, and Turner (1990) found that

participants conformed more to those confederates who were categorized as students from the same

program (as opposed to a different program).

From the perspective of the goal of accuracy (chapter 3.3.2.1), the effects of similarity can be

explained against the background of referent informational influence (Turner, 1991). As outlined

earlier (chapter 3.3.2.1), perceived similarity within a group leads to depersonalization and adaption

towards the in-group stereotype because the peer group members serve as a frame of reference for

what can be regarded as valid and accurate (what Festinger called social reality testing, according to

49



Turner, 1991). People are more likely to compare their attitude and behaviors with that of their peers

(Festinger, 1954). Accordingly, when it comes to judgment tasks, similar others may serve as a frame

of reference because of the perceived similarity (Turner, 1991). Furthermore, when talking about

group processes, similarity between group members is associated with self-categorization to a group

which in turn is associated with the goal of positive self-evaluation (chapter 3.3.2.3). Hence, effects of

similarity might be ascribed to that goal as well.

3.3.3.2.3 Tie Strength. Tie strength is a multidimensional construct that can be described by

indicators and predictors (Marsden & Campbell, 1984). Indicators, namely components of tie strength,

are for example closeness, intimacy and interpersonal support in personal relationships (Frenzen

& Davis, 1990). One of the most important predictors is the frequency of interpersonal interaction

(Marsden & Campbell, 1984), hence tie strength is associated with the amount of information that is

exchanged (Brown & Reingen, 1987).

Tie strength has been found to affect social influence in various studies. However, results are not

consistent. Results by Brown and Reingen (1987) on word-of-mouth mechanisms indicate that strong

ties (e.g. friends in contrast to acquaintances) were perceived as being influential in consumer

decision-making processes. Bond and colleagues (2012, see chapter 3.2.1) also observed that

participants were more likely to engage in political self-expression (clicking a button that said I voted,

which was then displayed on the participants’ profile page) when they observed this behavior among

their strong ties (in contrast to weak ties, who were less influential). In contrast to this, Steffes and

Burgee (2009) observed that unknown Internet users were more influential than real life friends when

evaluating the quality of a college professor’s lecture.

Those conflicting findings could possibly be attributed to different definitions and conceptualizations

of tie strength. For example, Steffes and Burgee (2009) compared unknown online users with face-to-

face contacts, while according to the definition provided above the latter can also comprise different

varieties of tie strength, as taken into account by Brown and Reingen (1987). Furthermore, studies

within computer-mediated environments often measure tie strength through frequency of interaction

online (a predictor, e.g. Bond et al., 2012), although Marsden and Campbell (1984) suggest that

indicators (such as closeness) are more reliable than predictors to describe the concept. Apart from

definitional issues, conflicting results regarding the effects of tie strength might also reflect varying

processes of conformity, when goals for yielding to social influence are taken into account. In Steffes

and Burgee’s (2009) study, the process of evaluating the quality of the lecture could have been

perceived as being of a more informational nature, rendering the goal of accuracy salient. In this case,

a larger number of people might have been more indicative of a right choice than a few close people.
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In general, tie strength can be conceptualized as a prerequisite as well as an influence factor for

social influence. In terms of being described by predictors such as frequency of interaction, the effect

of tie strength might be independent from the respective goal, because the more interaction takes

place, the more likely the exchange of information and thus social influence. This is true for any kind

of information, be it information on the accuracy of a behavior, information on means control of the

agent, or information about the relationship towards the agent. Nevertheless, weak ties also play an

important role with regard to information diffusion within social networks (e.g. Weimann, 1983).

3.3.3.3 Ambiguity of the Situation

When presenting early studies of social influence by Asch and Sherif (chapter 3.3), it was briefly

mentioned that they employed different kinds of tasks which made the situation more or less am-

biguous and how this may have different consequences for social influence (Allen & Levine, 1969).

This aspect will be discussed in more detail in the following section. More precisely, not only the

kind of task (judgment vs. knowledge task) but also the target’s prior attitude and knowledge will be

considered as aspects that affect social influence processes.

Studies on social influence distinguish between preference tasks (Prislin & Wood, 2005) or attitudinal

items (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993) and objective tasks (Prislin & Wood, 2005) or physical items (Eagly

& Chaiken, 1993), the latter implying that there exists an objective solution for the task at hand

which is available to the target. In contrast to this, preference tasks use situations with subjective

evaluations or indeterminable solutions. According to Insko et al. (1983), early empirical results

show, and a lot of theorists agree, that conformity is less likely when the task or situation at hand is

objectively appraisable, in private (e.g. Aronson, 1980 in Eagly &Chaiken, 1993; Allen, 1965 in Eagly

& Chaiken, 1993) as well as in public situations (Asch, 1956 in Turner, 1991). Accordingly, Festinger

(1954) explains that ambiguous tasks do not allow physical reality testing as the situation cannot be

assessed objectively. In this case, social reality testing takes place and conformity occurs. In contrast

to this assumption, Insko et al. (1983) found that participants conformed more strongly when they

believed there was a “right” answer to a task which they were unable to solve themselves, which the

authors interpreted as evidence of the concern for being correct (goal of accuracy). Indeed, a lot of

researchers argue that different kinds of tasks elicit different processes of conformity, in line with

different goals for yielding to social influence: While objective tasks that comprise a “right” answer are

assumed to elicit informational influence (goal of accuracy), judgmental tasks are expected to elicit

normative influence (goal of affiliation or positive self-evaluation) (e.g. Huang et al., 1997; Kaplan &

Miller, 1987).
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The second aspect considered to affect ambiguity of the situation and thus social influence processes

is the level of prior knowledge or competence of the target within the respective field of knowledge

(Eagly & Chaiken, 1993) which reduces the difficulty of the given task. This issue is mainly concerned

with conformity processes elicited by the goal of accuracy. For example, Coleman, Blake and Mouton

(1958) found that conformity increased when the task at hand became more difficult to solve, which

Eagly and Chaiken (1993) interpreted as evidence of the goal of accuracy. Baron, Vandello and

Brunsman (1996) also found that the difficulty of a task affected conformity processes, particularly

when the goal of accuracy was considered important: When the task was not difficult, pursuing

the goal of accuracy decreased social influence with confederates (who gave wrong answers). An

opposing effect occurred when the task was difficult: social influence increased when the goal of

accuracy was important. In line with these results and also important for the current thesis is the fact

that eWOM effects have also been found to be dependent on the target’s prior knowledge (e.g. Hung

& Li, 2007).

Finally, not only prior knowledge but also prior opinion has to be taken into account as a factor that

affects social influence processes, as a prior opinion may reduce the ambiguity of the situation or

increase consistency when several prior attitudes exist. Prior opinion of the target has for example

been found to be a stronger predictor of final attitudes than the attitudes and behavior of others in a

conformity situation (Price, Nir, & Capella, 2006). Consistency theories are concerned with how prior

attitude towards the subject of evaluation and the influencing agent affects social influence processes

in particular. As outlined in chapter 3.3.2.4, prior attitudes might create cognitive inconsistencies

which lead people to adapt their (prior as well as newly formed) attitudes, whereas the stronger an

attitude is, the less likely is it to change (Osgood & Tannenbaum, 1955). In line with the assumptions

of consistency theories, Wood, Pool, Leck, and Purvis (1996) observed that participants who had

been told that their (prior) opinions on the subject of discrimination were in line with the position of a

disliked group, changed their own opinion so that they did not match that of the group anymore.

3.3.3.4 Number of Influencing Agents

Most of the literature suggests a positive relationship between the number of influencing agents1 and

the strength of respective conformity effects (Asch, 1955; Insko, Smith, Alicke, Wade, & Taylor, 1985;

1Literature on the number of influencing agents in social influence processes often refers to the term “group size” (e.g.

Hewstone & Martin, 2012; Insko et al., 1985). As discussed in chapter 3.1, and as will be outlined at the end of this

section, a group from a social psychology perspective has psychological implications for the target that exceed those

of a plain accumulation of different individuals. Consequently, instead of group size, the term “number of influencing

agents” will be used to connote this differentiation.
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Lee & Nass, 2002). However, the exact properties of this relationship are still subject to debate, as

empirical findings on this aspect are inconsistent, as will be outlined in the following.

Several theoretical approaches exist that aim to explain the relationship between the number of

influencing agents and the strength of social influence in more detail. For example, social impact

theory (Latané, 1981) focuses on fraction size as a central determinant of social influence. It is

assumed that increasing fraction size enhances social influence in the form of a power function (rather

than a linear relationship), in which every additional source of influence (influencing agent) exerts a

smaller influence than the first one (Latané & Wolf, 1981; Bond, 2005).

Insko and colleagues (1985) provide several explanations for this power function. For example, they

suggest that the target might perceive additional sources of social influence as having already been

influenced by the first source as well. Another explanation refers to the target processing additional

sources as part of a larger perception unit – both of which would explain why each additional source

is less influential than the previous one (Insko et al., 1985). Looking at classical empirical studies,

however, results are not always in line with this. For example, according to Campbell and Fairey

(1989) as well as Insko et al. (1985), a lot of results obtained by Solomon Asch are not in line with the

power function of social impact theory as he found additional confederates were more influential than

the first one and conformity increased up to a number of four confederates, after which the effect

remained constant. Asch (1955 in Bond, 2005) assumed that three influencing agents are necessary

so that their opinion is not perceived as individualistic. If there are more than three influencing agents,

the target merely perceives this as repeated confirmation (Asch, 1955).

To summarize, the exact relationship between the number of influencing agents and the strength of

social influence is yet to be determined (although all results agree that it is a positive relationship).

Empirical results further suggest that it might be affected by several aspects, such as context or

the salient goal for yielding to social influence: Regarding the target’s goal for yielding to social

influence, the effect of the number of influencing agents on conformity can be explained via the goal

of accuracy as well as that of affiliation (as suggested by Insko et al., 1985). The more people agree

on a subject, the more likely it is that this consensus is believed to reflect actual reality, because it is

likely to be based on an external context. Hence, a larger number of influencing agents is assumed

to be a more reliable indicator of accuracy. When the goal of affiliation is salient, a larger number

of influencing agents might possess a stronger potential for rewards and punishments (Insko et

al., 1985). Depending on the underlying goal, the number of influencing agents may affect social

influence differently (Bond, 2005). For example, Campbell and Farey (1989) conducted a study

following a Crutchfield-paradigm (non-FTF-situation with false feedback on others’ evaluations in a
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task). They found that social influence based on the goal of accuracy follows a power function (as

suggested by social impact theory), while the goal of affiliation fosters an s-shaped curve, suggesting

that at some point the effect of additional sources remains constant. When the evaluation of the

influencing agents was thought to be accurate, the effect of group size was small and there was

basically no difference between public and private evaluation (Campbell & Farey, 1989). The authors

assumed that for pursuing the goal of accuracy, the first source of influence is crucial and that

each additional source produces redundancies (as also suggested by Insko et al. (1985) when

explaining the power function). When the evaluation of the influencing agents was obviously wrong

(eliminating effects based on the goal of accuracy, an assumption the authors based on Asch,

1952), the effect of group size was very strong and there was a clear difference between public and

private evaluation (Campbell & Farey, 1989). Based on this study, Bond (2005) further investigated

whether the relationship between the number of influencing agents and the strength of conformity

varies, depending on whether the evaluation is made publicly or privately and whether the situation

follows an Asch- (suggesting influence based on the goal of affiliation, see chapter 3.3.2.2) or a

Crutchfield-paradigm (suggesting influence based on the goal of accuracy). Bond (2005) presents a

meta-analysis of 125 empirical studies that use a line judgment task (as used by Asch, e.g. 1955), in

which participants were confronted with the wrong assessment of others (one or several individuals).

Regarding public conformity, results of the meta-analysis showed rather small correlations between

the number of influencing agents and the target’s response, both for the Asch-paradigm and for

the Crutchfield-paradigm (the latter showing the smallest correlation). For the Asch-paradigm, the

effect remained constant after the third additional source. In contrast to this, when it came to private

conformity, studies that employed the Asch-paradigm revealed a negative relationship between the

number of influencing agents and conformity, while the Crutchfield-paradigm led to a strong positive

correlation. The author suggested that the negative relationship in the Asch-paradigm is a sign of

participants feeling the need to preserve their individuality after conforming publicly (Bond, 2005).

Further studies examining the relationship between fraction size effects and goals for yielding to social

influence manipulated participants’ prior experience (Rosenberg, 1961, see also chapter 3.3.3.3) as

well as the publicness of evaluation (Insko et al., 1985) and the ambiguity of the situation (Insko et

al., 1985) to deduce respective goals. For example, Rosenberg (1961) found that a prior experience

treatment that persuaded participants they were unsuccessful at solving the task increased conformity

(in a curvilinear relationship), suggesting they pursued the goal of accuracy. Insko et al. (1985) found

evidence that effects based on both the goal of accuracy and the goal of affiliation were affected by

fraction size in the same way: four confederates were more influential than one confederate.
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Besides group size/number of influencing agents affecting the strength of social influence by serving

as an indicator of what is accurate or by increasing social pressure, the role of group and interpersonal

processes needs to be considered. It has been discussed in earlier chapters (e.g. 3.1) that both

single individuals and groups (or single individuals who represent a group) can elicit conformity.

By definition, a group is more than the sum of several individuals, but a group implies having

psychological consequences for the target (Kiesler & Kielser, 1970). As a consequence, there might

be different mechanisms coming into play depending on what the influencing agent represents, for

example when contrasting Kelman’s (1958; 1961) concept of identification and self-categorization

theory from the social identity framework (chapter 3.3.2.3): Depending on whether the influencing

agent is (or is perceived as being) a group or an individual, social influence might be affected by

different aspects, e.g. interpersonal relationships or group cohesiveness (Sassenberg, 2011). This

aspect is presumably connected to the goal of positive self-evaluation. Based on this, it can be

assumed that the number of influencing agents might also determine whether the target is subject to

group or interpersonal processes and associated mechanisms. For example, one good friend might

be more persuasive than three unknown people, as shown by Egebark & Ekström (2011, see chapter

3.2.1) – or in other words: The effects of group size/number of influencing agents might interact with

other influential factors, such as relationship towards the source, depending on which goal of the

target is salient.

3.4 Short Summary: Conformity on Facebook

The first part of the literature review, focusing on social influence, aimed to present theoretical

approaches and associated empirical results that are applicable to the Facebook context as the

subject of the current research. The detailed application of the given aspects to the Facebook

environment will be undertaken at the end of the literature review. Only a short summary will be given

here, to emphasize the role of impression management (subject of the next chapter) in the process of

social influence on SNS.

The current definition of social influence (chapter 3.1) follows a target-centered approach, focusing

on the goals for yielding to social influence to explain respective processes (rather than for example

on the message or the intention of the influencing agent). Furthermore, the current conceptualization

includes different potential reactions as a result of the process, namely attitude change and/or

behavioral change or no changes at all. It has been outlined how, depending on the respective

goal, public behavior and private attitude are affected by different aspects and the effect may vary

in persistence. For example, the goal of affiliation is often associated with a process of compliance,
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leading to a superficial change in behavior without the corresponding attitude change, just to please

the influencing agent or the audience of the associated behavior to avoid rejection (chapter 3.3.2.2).

In that sense, the characteristics of not only the audience but also the situation have to be taken

into account which might affect conformity processes. As Tetlock and Manstead (1985) as well

as Baumeister (1982) stated, public conformity is associated with impression management: The

more public the reaction and the more likely the audience is to identify the target, the more likely the

target is to conform (chapter 3.3.3.1, depending on the underlying goal). Based on this, one might

assume that on Facebook, public conformity based on the goal of affiliation is very likely because of

the generally high accountability (see chapter 3.3.3.1). However, the situation on Facebook differs

from that of most classical conformity studies. In classical studies (e.g. Asch, 1956), the influencing

agents are also the ones observing the target’s reaction. On a social network site like Facebook, the

audience is much broader and undefined (e.g. Haferkamp, 2010; Vitak, 2012): On the one hand, the

people shown in the like-display (as the influencing agent from a conformity perspective) might not

even notice the conformity reaction; on the other hand, public behavior is also visible to the target’s

Facebook contacts from other, different social circles (chapter 2.2.2), the latter containing important

implications for impression management and self-presentational processes associated with public

behavior on SNS that might affect public conformity reactions, as will be outlined in the next chapter

of the literature review.
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Chapter 4

Self-Presentation

In the last chapter, public behavior was discussed as a potential consequence of social influence.

Whenever there is a real or imagined audience for people’s behavior, they may be concerned with

the impression this particular behavior conveys to others (Schlenker, 1980 in Mummendey, Bolten,

& Irle, 1993). According to Tetlock and Manstead (1985, p.60), "people are highly sensitive to the

social significance of their conduct and are motivated to create desired identities in interpersonal

encounters". This is one of the basic assumptions of impression management (or self-presentation)

theory that has to be taken into account when investigating conformity processes with public behavioral

consequences. In the following chapter, the concept of impression management and its basic ideas

will be outlined first, after which the question why people engage in impression management will

be examined. Furthermore, the situations in which self-presentation is likely to become the focus

of attention (impression motivation, Leary & Kowalski, 1990) and how it is conducted (impression

construction, Leary & Kowalski, 1990) will be discussed, the latter with a particular focus on how

conformity and impression management are associated. Furthermore, personal factors will be

discussed that affect impression motivation and impression construction, before consequences and

empirical results regarding self-presentation on social network sites are presented.

4.1 The Concept of Self-Presentation

Impression management and self-presentation theories are based on the assumption that people

are generally concerned with the impressions others gain of them (Tetlock & Manstead, 1985) and

that they further consciously or unconsciously strive to control these impressions (Mummendey

et al., 1993 based on Schlenker, 1980). Accordingly, the act of self-presentation can be defined

as "controlling how one is perceived by other people" (Leary, 1995, p. 2) by using "behavior to
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communicate some information about oneself to others" (Baumeister, 1982, p. 3). In the current

thesis, the terms self-presentation and impression management will be used interchangeably (e.g.

Leary, 1995), because - in line with current approaches in social psychology research - impression

management is assumed to be closely connected to the self-concept (Mummendey, Eifler & Melcher,

1995). This aspect will be outlined in more detail at the end of this section.

Self-presentation can be regarded as "an essential component of social interaction" (Leary, 1995,

p.3). While a lot of social psychologists suggest that self-presentation only occurs in certain social

situations (Schlenker & Pontari, 2000), in this thesis it will be assumed - according to Schlenker and

Pontari (2000) - that self-presentation is always a part of every social situation but that the question of

whether it becomes the focus of the actor’s attention is dependent on the actor’s goal, the audience

and the respective situation. This way, self-presentation can become a foreground agenda of the

respective social interaction or a background agenda (this aspect will be elaborated on in chapter

4.3.1).

Up to this point, no comprehensive theory of impression management exists (Jones & Pittman, 1982),

although it has been subject to theoretical reasoning and empirical investigation for quite some time

now. The first person to suggest a systematic investigation of impression management behavior

(Leary, 1995) was the sociologist Erving Goffman (1959 in Mummendey et al., 1995), who based

his ideas on the concept of symbolic interactionism (Mead, 1934 in Mummendey et al., 1995). He

describes interdependence between one’s own self-image and the public image of one’s self in a form

of learning process: others’ reactions to our behavior determine how we present ourselves to gain

social approval (in Mummendey et al., 1995). Hence, impression management or self-presentation

serves the purpose of influencing the target’s perception of the self. However, according to Goffman

(1959 Mummendey et al., 1995), not every kind of information one communicates can be controlled

in that way. He distinguishes between information given (intended communication, e.g. verbal

information) and information given off (unintended communication, e.g. some forms of nonverbal

behavior such as blushing). When describing impression management, Goffman (1959) used a

dramaturgical approach, making use of terminology from theater and acting (Leary, 1995). He focused

on describing rules, techniques and rituals by which impression management takes place and which

overall remain very theoretical (Mummendey et al., 1995).

Impression management was and still is often associated with concepts such as deception and

manipulation, focusing on the respective audience and how a self-presenter influences that audience,

with a quite negative connotation (Schlenker & Pontari, 2000). Nowadays and from a social psychology

perspective, not only the audience’s reactions but also the self-concept as a (second) cause for
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impression management has increasingly gained attention (Schlenker, 1980). In detail, Schlenker

describes self-presentation as packaging (e.g. in contrast to deception): Depending on the context,

a different aspect of the self may be salient and presented. In that sense, one may think of self-

presentation as selective disclosure and accentuation instead of intended deception (Jones & Pittman,

1982). According to Schlenker and Pontari (2000), this (regulation and control of information) is an

essential component of successful social interaction and independent of the actor’s motives. It also

implies that the publicly presented self is not necessarily different from the real self-concept (Jones &

Pittman, 1982). "Rather than lying, people typically select the images they want others to form from

their repertoire of true self-images" (Leary, 1995, p. 4). As impression management found its way

into the field of social psychology, the term impression management was widely used, nowadays

the more common term used in social psychology is self-presentation because it emphasizes the

relevance of the self-concept in this process more strongly (Mummendey et al., 1995).

4.2 Self-Presentational Concerns

According to Baumeister (1982), Leary (1995) as well as Leary and Kowalski (1990), two motives for

focusing on impression management in social interaction can be distinguished: pleasing the audience

(Leary (1995) called it interpersonal influence) and self-construction, parallel to what was outlined in

the previous section about self-presentation being partly determined by social interaction and partly

determined by the self-concept.

The goal of pleasing the audience reflects the desire to gain rewards which the audience controls,

similar to the goal of affiliation when it comes to conformity (Leary & Kowalski 1990; chapter 3.3.2.2).

Conveying an appropriate impression increases the likeliness of desired outcomes (e.g. approval,

friendship) and of reducing costs or avoiding undesired outcomes such as rejection (e.g. Leary, 1995;

Schlenker, 1980). However, the right or appropriate impression does not necessarily imply a favorable

one based on a goal for social approval, as sometimes people might also be motivated to appear

unfavorable, e.g. incompetent (Mummendey et al., 1993). Hence, self-presentation based on the goal

of pleasing the audience is shaped to the preferences of the particular audience (as will be outlined

in the next section) as well as the respective desired reaction. In line with that, self-presentation

motivated by the desire to please the audience is likely to be tailored to a certain audience (Leary &

Kowalski, 1990).

The goal of self-construction contains the maintenance of self-esteem and the development of

identity (Leary & Kowalski, 1990). According to Leary (1995) it has been observed that impression

59



management may also become a foreground agenda in situations that do not require audiences to

be influenced. However, in those situations, self-presentation may for example serve the purpose of

self-esteem maintenance as self-presentational success leads to a positive self-image accompanied

by positive emotions (Leary, 1995). In that sense, "self-esteem and emotions can be affected by

simply imagining what others think of us" (Leary, 1995, p. 43). Furthermore, self-presentation may

help us to construct our own identity: To perceive oneself in a certain way, one has to act consistent

with that self-image (Gollwitzer, 1986 in Leary, 1995). When our behavior is in line with what we think

of ourselves (Leary, 1995), the public self is brought into line with the ideal self (Leary & Kowalski,

1990). As a consequence, self-presentation based on self-construction goals is assumed to be less

susceptible to changes than self-presentation that aims to please the audience (Leary & Kowalski,

1990).

4.3 Self-Presentation in Social Interaction

4.3.1 Self-Presentation as Fore- and Background Agenda

In different social situations, self-presentation may operate in a different mode, either representing

a foreground or a background agenda within the social interaction (Schlenker & Pontari, 2000).

Though Leary (1995) suggests that all of our behavior is guided or constrained by our concerns

about others’ impressions, according to Schlenker and Pontari (2000) impression management is

not always the primary goal. For example, self-presentation may be a background agenda so that

automated, well-learned processes of impression management can operate on an unconscious level

(Schlenker & Pontari, 2000). Results by Cialdini et al. (1976 in Schlenker & Pontari, 2000) suggest

that a very prominent example of self-presentation on a background level is conformity towards a

salient, attractive audience. In contrast to that, the self-presentational agenda becomes a foreground

agenda when the respective impression is valued or important or when the situation is new (Schlenker

& Pontari, 2000). Impression motivation in this context refers to the "degree to which people desire to

create certain impressions in others’ minds in a particular situation" (Leary, 1995, p. 47).

Several characteristics of a situation may affect the mode of impression management (Leary, 1995).

For example, impressions others gain of us need to be perceived as goal-relevant (Leary, 1995),

referring to the question, to what extent the audience reaction (caused by their respective impressions

of the person) is relevant for the goals the self-presenter pursues (Leary & Kowalski, 1990). This

in turn is mainly determined by the publicness of behavior: The greater the chance that an action

is observed by others, the more a person is concerned about the respective impression this action
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conveys (Leary, 1995). Furthermore, the self-presenter’s dependence on the audience (Leary &

Kowalski, 1990) and the interaction frequency between self-presenter and audience (Leary & Kowalski,

1990) are assumed to affect goal-relevance. The second situational aspect to determine impression

motivation is the value of the respective, desired goals: The more essential the goal is for the actor,

the more likely self-presentation is to become a foreground agenda (Leary, 1995).

4.3.2 Self-Presentational Preferences

Arkin (1981) assumed individual differences regarding the preferred way of presenting oneself, result-

ing in two forms of self-presentation that "arise from two separate and unrelated motivational systems"

(Wolfe, Lennox & Cutler, 1986, p. 356). Acquisitive self-presentation subsumes all self-presentational

efforts that are attraction-seeking (Jones, 1964 in Arkin, 1981), driven by the desire to gain social or

material rewards. Wolfe, Lennox and Cutler (1986) subsumed acquisitive self-presentation under the

general aim of getting ahead, referring to manifestations such as power or status. In contrast to that,

protective self-presentation represents - according to Arkin (1981) - a "countervailing force" (p. 314),

a "desire to avoid significant losses in social approval or actually garnering social disapproval" (Arkin,

1981, p. 314). Similarly, Wolfe et al. (1986) describe how defensive (or protective) self-presentation

refers to the aim of getting along. The probability for either form of self-presentation may differ

depending on the situation (see next chapter) or between individuals (see chapter 4.5.2). In detail,

Arkin (1981) assumes that both self-presentational motivations can be distinguished conceptually

and empirically: If an individual lacks both motivations, he or she acts without any self-presentational

concerns; if any of these motivations exist, a respective form of self-presentation occurs - either

acquisitive or protective. In particular protective self-presentation is associated with opinion con-

formity and social anxiety (Arkin, 1981). Arkin explains this in the following way: For protective

self-presentation to occur, the disapproval-avoiding self-presenter must be aware of the possibility

of disapproval. Disapproval can develop if the self-presenter conveys an image that the target

does not like or if the self-presentation of an image that the target likes fails. In this context, Arkin

also argues that self-referent cognitions, affect and self-evaluation may be sufficient for protective

self-presentation to occur; hence, even the feeling of self-presentational failure (without any reaction

from the target) may be motivation enough. The resulting self-presentational style is described as a

form of self-presentation that is conservative and does not attract attention - manifestations of this

form are for example opinion conformity and compliance (Arkin, 1981).

According to Wolfe, Lennox and Cutler (1986), behavioral manifestations for both forms of self-

presentation can be identical, hence it is often difficult to distinguish them empirically. Accordingly, it
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might be hard to determine whether liking a Facebook Page in general represents a protective or

an acquisitive strategy. However, as the present thesis focuses on liking as a conformity reaction, it

seems worthwhile to consider protective self-presentation as a potential influence factor.

4.3.3 Determinants of Self-Presentation

The image that people try to communicate to others is dependent on several aspects. Based on

what was outlined in the last chapter, Arkin (1981) for example identified several factors that affect

the likeliness of protective self-presentation in particular, such as the target, the situation and the

self-presenter, as all of these aspects can increase the likelihood of self-presentational failure and

thus disapproval. Regarding relational characteristics, Arkin (1981) describes situations in which a

certain image has to be conveyed for a long period of time or situations in which the audience (their

preferences and standards) are unknown. As will be outlined in the subsequent chapter, this applies

to the environment of social network sites.

Furthermore, self-presentation in general can also be affected by the various self-images a person

possesses. The public image people want to convey is often consistent with their own current

self-image as they tend to have problems with portraying public images that do not fit their private

self-image (Schlenker, 1980 in Leary & Kowalski, 1990). Apart from the actual self-image, self-

presentation is also affected by desired or undesired self-images (Leary & Kowalski, 1990), so that

the way people present themselves is not only shaped by the way they currently see themselves but

also by the way in which they would want or would not want to see themselves.

Another aspect to affect the form of self-presentation, apart from the self-concept, is the current

social image (Leary & Kowalski, 1990). For example, self-presentation is affected by the knowledge

the audience has already attained with regard to the self-presenter, for example when the audience

consists of friends or acquaintances (target knowledge, Baumeister & Jones, 1978). In line with

that, it has been found that self-presentation differs depending on whether it is directed at strangers

or at friends (Brown & Garland, 1971 in Baumeister & Jones, 1978; Derlega, Wilson & Chaiken,

1976 in Baumeister & Jones, 1978). Baumeister and Jones (1978) assume that prior knowledge

of the audience may result in an implicit pressure to appear consistent with what is already known.

They conducted an experiment in which participants were asked to talk to confederates (strangers

to the participants) who had ostensibly seen the participants’ personality profile before the meeting.

When analysing the subsequent interaction between participants and confederates, they found that

participants who thought their partners had acquired information about them tended to present

themselves consistent with this information, independent of whether it presented them in a favorable
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or unfavorable way. However, participants who presented themselves in accordance with unfavorable

prior information, tended to present themselves in a more favorable way on other dimensions of their

personality (of which the partner had no knowledge of). These results illustrate the importance of

social determinants for the mode and form of self-presentation. Based on the fact that participants

even went along with the unfavorable information they thought their discussion partner had learned,

the authors conclude that social expectations might be even more important than the self-concept

in shaping self-presentation (as also suggested by Schlenker, 1975 in Baumeister & Jones, 1978).

In that sense, further influence factors are role constraints or target values because people tend to

shape their public image in line with what they think the audience prefers (Leary & Kowalski, 1990).

To summarize, the desired impression people want to convey is not only dependent on their self-

concept, but also (and probably in particular) on the social context and the according underlying

motivation.

4.4 Self-Presentation and Conformity

As already outlined in the chapter on social influence (3.3.3.1), conformity (at least when based on

the goal for affiliation) is more likely to occur under conditions of surveillance by the influencing agent

and is less likely when the target’s accountability is low. Conformity based on the goal for affiliation

is caused by means control of the influencing agent to grant some form of reward or to punish the

target (e.g. through rejection), as described in chapter 3.3.2.2. In that regard, conformity based

on the goal for affiliation seems to be similar to self-presentation based on the motive to please

the audience to gain favorable reactions from them. Hence, from a self-presentational perspective,

conformity is an active process in which a public self is created to influence the audience (Turner,

1991); to a certain extent the self-presenter also holds power over the process of social influence

by changing the influencing agent’s (the target of self-presentation) reactions (Schlenker, 1980 in

Turner, 1991). Consequently, impression management can be regarded as a form of manipulating

others’ behavior, another form of social influence (Mummedey et al., 1995). Despite these similarities

between impression management and conformity, self-presentation cannot universally be regarded

as a cause for conformity, because - as discussed in chapter 3.3.3.1 - the goal for yielding to social

influence needs to be taken into account as well (Leary, 1995). For example, self-presentation is less

likely to be a cause of informational influence processes (Leary, 1995).

Another aspect that needs to be considered is that conformity does not necessarily lead to a favorable

impression, as it is not always regarded in a positive way (Baumeister, 1982). In general, conformity
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is perceived as being a socially undesirable behavior and conformists are regarded as less intelligent

(Cialdini, Braver & Lewis, 1974 in Mummdendey et al., 1995). In line with that, Baumeister et al.

(1979 in Turner, 1991) found people only show conformity when this behavior is likely to convey a

positive impression of them. This audience reaction is particularly likely when the audience consists

(solely) of the influencing agent: Braver, Linder, Corvin and Cialdini (1977 in Leary & Kowalski, 1990)

observed that participants were less likely to show opinion conformity after being confronted with

a persuasive speech when a third party was present (in contrast to when only the speaker was

present). Indeed, an influencing agent seems to gain a positive impression of a person conforming to

his/her opinion (Leary & Kowalski, 1990), while a non-involved observer perceives conformity as an

attempt at ingratiation, in a negative way (Jones, Jones & Gergen, 1963 in Jones & Pittman, 1982).

In that sense, the preferences of the audience members are not in line with each other. But this

situation does not only cause a conflict regarding preferences of the audience members; Baumeister

(1982) further describes how the presence of a third party causes a conflict between the two goals of

impression management, as being regarded as a conformist may not be consistent with the person’s

own self-concept. Leary and Kowalski (1990) suggest that while the presence of an observer is

connected to the goal of self-construction, the presence of the influencing agent (the persuader) is

associated with the motive of pleasing the audience. Consequently, different behavior may emerge in

situations in which a third party is present, depending on which goal is more salient. This, in turn, is

dependent on the respective goal relevance that also determines whether impression management

becomes a foreground agenda in the respective social situation. Here, also personality characteristics

also play an important role, as well be outlined in the following section.

4.5 Personality Aspects

Several personality traits of the self-presenter exist which are regarded as relevant for impression

motivation as well as impression construction (apart from situational aspects that were outlined

in chapter 4.3). In the current context, those traits that are assumed and have been found to be

associated with conformity behavior, will be focused on, namely the focus of self-attention (Turner,

1991) and the mode of self-monitoring. Both concepts have originally been assumed to moderate

impression motivation. However, against the background of current theoretical development and

empirical findings, they also seem to be relevant regarding self-presentational strategies, thus

impression construction.
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4.5.1 Focus of Self-Attention

While self-monitoring describes a person’s tendency towards self-observation and behavioral change

based on social cues, the idea of self-attention refers to the extent a person directs his/her attention

about the self either outward or inward (Gibbons, 1990; Nystadt & Llungberg, 2002 in Gogolinski,

2010). Different theoretical approaches to this concept exist, two of which will be presented here:

objective vs. subjective self-awareness and public vs. private self-consciousness. Subjective and

objective self-awareness (proposed by Duval & Wicklund, 1972 in Mummendey et al., 1995) can be

regarded as state variables (Heinemann, 1979): Depending on which state a person is in (based on

situational factors), he/she directs the awareness of the self either inwards (e.g. to mood and needs)

or outwards. In the latter case, in a state of objective self-awareness, people "focus on how their

actions look to others and show concern for their appearance before real or imagined audiences"

(Schlenker, 1980, p. 73). Objective self-awareness increases the likelihood of self-evaluation in

the form of comparing the current (public) self-image with the desired public self-image which may

lead to a change in behavior to reduce dissonance between these two (Duval & Wicklund, 1972 in

Schlenker, 1980). The concept of self-awareness and the consequences of respective subjective or

objective states have been subject to a lot of empirical research (e.g. in the context of conformity) in

which objective self-awareness was often increased by putting the participant in front of a mirror (e.g.

Duval & Wicklund, 1972 in Mummendey et al., 1995), recording him/her with a camera (Insko et al.,

1983) or by the presence of others (e.g. Duval, 1976 in Insko et al., 1983), as already mentioned in

chapter 4.3.2. The other theoretical approach to describing different forms of attention towards the

self is that of private and public self-consciousness, both concepts describing a consistent tendency

within a person and thus a trait variable (Fenigstein et al., 1975). A person with a tendency towards

public self-consciousness spends a great amount of time in a state of objective self-awareness and

vice versa (Heinemann, 1979). People with a high public self-consciousness "tend to think more

about those parts of themselves that are in public" (Leary, 1995, p. 51), e.g. physical appearance,

reputation and the impressions others gain of them (Carver & Scheier, 1985 in Leary, 1995). In line

with the assumption that both objective self-awareness and public self-consciousness describe similar

concepts, it has been found that people with a high trait public self-consciousness behave in a similar

way to people in the presence of a mirror (which is assumed to increase objective self-awareness)

(Carver & Scheier, 1978 in Mummendey et al., 1995). Empirical investigations of this concept (using

the Self-Consiousness Scale developed by Fenigstein, Scheier and Buss (1975), which treats both

forms of self-consciousness as separate trait variables) suggest that people scoring high on public

self-consciousness are more concerned with managing their impressions (e.g. Buss, 1980 in Leary,

1995), and have a greater fear of social rejection (Fenigstein et al., 1975) and negative evaluation by
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others (e.g. Leary & Kowalski, 1993 in Leary, 1995). In line with that, empirical evidence suggests

that people with high public self-consciousness and in states of objective self-awareness are more

likely to show conformity (assumingly based on the goal of affiliation because of fear of rejection), for

example in the form of compliance in an Asch-type paradigm experiment (Froming & Carver, 1981

in Leary, 1995). Results, however, are not consistent. For example, a meta-analysis conducted by

Gibbons (1990) did not generally support this assumption. Empirical evidence might suggest that

impression management tends to represent a foreground agenda only for people with high public

self-consciousness, while people with high private self-consciousness tend to express their true and

authentic identity while not focusing on impression management (Schlenker & Pontari, 2000). A study

by Schlenker and Weigold (1990 in Schlenker & Pontari, 2000) however illustrates that people with

a high private self-consciousness do not differ from people with a high public self-consciousness

regarding the extent of conscious self-presentational activities but that they pursue other goals: While

people with a high public self-consciousness tended to adapt to the audience’s expectations (and

show conformity), people with a high private self-consciousness used self-presentational tactics to

appear autonomous. Hence, people with a high private self-consciousness "are inner-directed but

not oblivious to the opinion of others" (Schlenker & Pontari, 2000, p. 216). Interpreted this way, the

focus of self-attention not only determines the mode (background or foreground) but also the form of

self-presentation. As the focus of this thesis is self-presentation as a consequence and also cause

of public conformity, public self-consciousness seems to be of particular relevance for the current

research.

4.5.2 Self-Monitoring

The theory of self-monitoring was originally proposed by Snyder (1974 in Mummendey et al., 1995).

The concept refers to an interindividually varying tendency (thus, a trait variable) to monitor and control

one’s public behavior (Mummendey et al., 1995). Snyder (1974; 1981 in Mummendey et al., 1995)

describes how situational cues to the appropriateness of certain behaviors guide self-observation.

Successfully managing others’ impressions requires two abilities: One has to interpret the social

situation in the right way and be able to adjust one’s own behavior accordingly (Leary, 1995). Two

types of self-monitors are distinguished in Snyder’s conception, which differ with regard to both of the

aforementioned abilities: Those with a high tendency towards self-monitoring are assumed to adapt

their behavior to the requirements of the specific social situation while low self-monitors are suggested

to barely consider social aspects and instead tend to express their own and true opinion by their

public behavior (Graf, 2004). High self-monitors are able to control their expressive behavior and to

assess the appropriateness of certain behaviors depending on the situation (Leary, 1995). They are
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more likely to take social comparison information into account and consequently, it is assumed that

their behavior may differ ostensibly between social situations (Mummendey et al., 1995), as they tailor

their behavior to the specific audience (Berscheid et al., 1976 in Leary, 1995). They are similar to

the archetype of a self-presenter which Goffman had in mind (Laux & Renner, 2002). In accordance

with the description of the respective self-monitoring types, Snyder (1974 in Laux & Renner, 2002)

proposed a measurement scale that treats self-monitoring as a one-dimensional personality trait

(Laux & Renner, 2002), distinguishing either high or low self-monitors. Despite empirical evidence that

this instrument can predict the way people behave and present themselves, it has often been subject

to criticism: In various studies its reliability was found to be low and exploratory factor analyses

suggest several subscales, indicating that the construct of self-monitoring might be multi-dimensional

(Laux & Renner, 2002; Leary, 1995; Mummendey et al., 1995). This multi-dimensionality was also

proposed by Snyder (1974 in Lennox & Wolfe, 1984) but not considered when the original scale was

constructed. In 1984, Lennox and Wolfe presented a revision of the self-monitoring scale, taking into

account different potential components of this construct. In 1986, the authors (Wolfe et al., 1986)

linked those components to people’s tendency towards acquisitive and protective self-presentation

(Arkin, 1981; see chapter 4.3.2). Empirical evidence suggests that the components of the revised

scale (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984) appropriately describe these two different ways of self-monitoring which

represent different preferences for self-presentation, as they correlate with different personality traits

(e.g. Lennox & Wolfe, 1984). In detail, the revised scale comprises two subscales, two for each

self-presentational component (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984). The first dimension (Revised Self-Monitoring

Scale, later considered to be the acquisitive component (Wolfe, Lennox & Cutler, 1986)) is measured

using the Ability to Modify Self-Presentation as well as the Sensitivity to Expressive Behavior of

Others scales (which describe both components of successful self-monitoring proposed by Snyder

(1974 in Leary, 1995)). Furthermore, the subscales Cross-situational Variability of Behavior and

Attention to Social Comparison Information (or: Protective Social Comparison, Wolfe et al., 1986)

constitute the protective dimension of self-monitoring (Concern for Appropriateness-Scale), which for

example has been found to correlate with social anxiety (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984) and to be negatively

associated with self-esteem (Johnson et al., 1984 in Wolfe et al., 1986). Even before the scale was

linked to the protective form of self-presentation, concern for appropriateness had been associated

with susceptibility to interpersonal influence (Wolfe, Lennox & Hudiburg, 1983 in Wolfe et al., 1986,

Wolfe et al., 1985 in Wolfe et al., 1986). Consequently, the authors assumed that the latter scale

may be useful to assess a person’s tendency towards public conformity (Wolfe et al., 1986). The

authors did not define it further but based on the content of the scale and the conception of the

underlying construct, it seems reasonable to assume that the form of conformity associated with
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concern for appropriateness is based on the goal of affiliation because the focus lies on the reaction

of the audience.

The aforementioned personality traits have not only been investigated with respect to their role in face-

to-face self-presentation but have partly also been subject to empirical research in CMC situations,

particularly Web2.0 and social network sites. The following chapter will discuss respective empirical

results, after providing an overview of theoretical conceptions and empirical findings regarding

self-presentational strategies and tactics on social network sites.

4.6 Self-Presentation on Social Network Sites

The emergence of Web2.0/social media platforms, which enable the user to construct semi-public

profiles and create online-content, has caused self-presentation to become a major factor in media

use nowadays (Papacharissi, 2002). Consequently, a lot of research has already been conducted

on what kind of content people create, what kind of information they share and how they present

themselves online, particularly on social network sites. The following chapter will provide an overview

of theoretical approaches towards self-presentation in social media and its characteristics before

presenting empirical results on strategies, tactics as well as the respective impact of users’ personality

characteristics.

4.6.1 Characteristics of Social Networks Sites relevant to Self-Presentation

4.6.1.1 Controllability

Controllability is an aspect that distinguishes self-presentation on SNS from that in face-to-face

situations. Because communication on SNS is largely asynchronous (see chapter 2.1), a self-

presenter holds greater control over the information that he/she gives away (Krämer & Winter, 2008).

Automatic, spontaneous and unconscious reactions are less likely to become public, because of the

possibility of systematic and extended reflection about which information one writes down or adds to

one’s own profile (Krämer & Winter, 2008). In Goffman’s (1956) terms, information given off is less

likely to play a role in online contexts, while information given assumingly represents the major part of

self-presentational information. It is thus likely that impression management online becomes more

strategic than in face-to-face contexts (Ellison, Heino & Gibbs, 2006).

It has to be mentioned though that the aspect of controllability is not inherently a characteristic of

social network sites or Web2.0 phenomena. Even before that concept was born, CMC was regarded
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as more controllable, for example personal homepages were considered as a means of carefully

constructed self-presentation (Dominick, 1999 in Krämer & Winter, 2008). As a consequence, self-

presentation and self-descriptions online may also be deceptive in nature, something that is often

not possible in face-to-face situations (Donath, 1999 in Haferkamp, 2010). However, deceptive

self-presentation becomes less likely the more easily one’s virtual identity can be associated with

one’s offline identity (Douglas & McGarty, 2001).

4.6.1.2 Anchored Relationships and the Warranting Principle

While in anonymous online environments it is possible to create an impression utterly different from

how we present ourselves offline (deceptive self-presentation), this is not as easy on SNS such as

Facebook. Social networks on Facebook often consist of anchored relationships between people who

already know a lot about each other (Lampe, Ellison & Steinfeld, 2006; Lampe, Ellison & Steinfeld,

2007; Ross et al., 2009; Zhao et al., 2008), increasing accountability (see chapter 3.3.3.1). This has

two major consequences for self-presentation online: a) anchored relationships comprise a knowing

self-presentational audience and b) reliable third party information might outdo information given

away by the self-presenter in terms of determining impression formation.

As outlined in chapter 4.4 (e.g. Baumeister & Jones, 1978), audience knowledge can affect self-

presentational strategies and tactics as the self-presenter may perceive implicit pressure to appear

consistent with what is already known about him/her. For example, if a user were to post information

about him/herself that is not true, people who know him/her may unmask this deception publicly

(Lampe et al., 2007) or they might react in a negative way.

Furthermore, friends and acquaintances may proactively publish information on a user’s personal

profile, creating another restriction for self-presentation (Mazer, Murphy & Simonds, 2007 in Hafer-

kamp, 2010; co-construction, see chapter 2.2.1). According to the warranting principle, third party

information is perceived as less biased as well as less likely to be manipulated (Utz, 2010). It thus

has more impact regarding the overall impression than the information provided by the self-presenter

(Utz, 2010; Walther, van der Heide, Hamel & Shulman, 2009). A study conducted by Walther and

colleagues in 2009 confirmed that an observer’s impression of a SNS user’s personal characteristics

was more likely to be determined by information that was posted by friends of that user than by

information that the user posted him/herself.

These two aspects are assumed to affect people’s general strategies for impression management on

SNS such as Facebook: As already suggested by Douglas and McGarty (2001), it might be assumed

that self-presentation in SNS is unlikely to be deceptive in nature. Furthermore, the possibility of
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third party information has to be taken into account and integrated into the general self-presentation

strategy, for example by controlling which kind of information others may publish about oneself.

Results obtained by Rui and Stefanone (2012) indeed suggest that controlling unwanted other-

provided information as a form of protective self-presentation (for example by not allowing one’s own

profile to be linked to others’ photos) may constitute a relevant part of self-presentational concerns on

SNS.

4.6.1.3 Publicness and Undetermined/Multiple Audiences

One aspect that characterizes communication on SNS is the publicness of behavior. Applications

exist that are inherently public (for example twitter) with no possibility of controlling who sees the

user-generated content. Even in less public spaces (e.g. Facebook), where connections among

users (which require permissions from both sides, Lampe et al., 2007) determine visibility of content

(see chapter 2.2.2), the audience is potentially greater than in face-to-face contexts (Krämer & Winter,

2008). Against the background of what has been discussed regarding publicness of behavior and

impression motivation (chapter 4.3.1) it may first be assumed that on SNS, self-presentation is mainly

a foreground agenda.

In face-to-face situations, the audience has been assumed and found to be a major determinant for

the mode and form of self-presentation (e.g. Baumeister & Jones, 1978). On SNS, the audience

differs from that in face-to-face contexts, as it may be largely unknown and very heterogeneous, thus

less assessable. Audience members may differ regarding personal background, interests, values,

age or gender (Krämer & Winter, 2008). In the face of an unknown audience, a self-presenter has

to work with imagined audiences (Marwick & boyd, 2011). On twitter, for example, the way a user

imagines his/her audience has been found to determine the content of the tweets (Marwick & boyd,

2011). In general, self-presentation on SNS is assumed to be more likely to be tailored to a broader,

less determined number of observers (Haferkamp & Krämer, 2010) because a SNS profile is required

to fulfill a larger number of self-presentational goals (Krämer & Winter, 2008). This is one reason

that Krämer and Winter (2008) assume that stable personality characteristics may become more

important for self-presentation than the audience in SNS contexts and one may even assume that

self-construction may become the major motive for self-presentation (more important than pleasing

the audience). On the other hand, this situation can also be assumed to be very likely to foster

protective (rather than acquisitive) self-presentation, as suggested by Arkin (1981).

Furthermore, the particular composition of the potential/imagined audience has to be taken into

account. On less public network sites such as Facebook, a user’s social network tends to comprise
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several social groups from one’s "offline" life (Lampinen et al., 2009; Pempek et al., 2009), causing

a collapse of social contexts with extensive consequences for identity management as well as self-

presentation online (e.g. boyd, 2008b). A user tends to perceive the self-presentational audience

on Facebook as being correspondingly heterogeneous (Lampe et al., 2006). Not only is tailoring

one’s self-presentation to a certain audience (Leary & Kowalski, 1990) not possible because of this, a

self-presenter has also to take into account different states of knowledge about him/herself among

the audience members (Lampinen et al., 2009). As a consequence, impression construction might

be affected by different audiences, a) because of the pressure to be consistent with what the different

members of the potential audience already know about the self-presenter (see last section and

chapter 4.4; Baumeister & Jones, 1978) and b) because of what kind of information the self-presenter

wants to reveal to the different audience members, e.g. one’s friends, boss or parents (Lampinen et

al. 2009).

Against the background of what is outlined here, it becomes clear that conformity in particular as

a self-presentational tactic takes place under different conditions than in face-to-face situations.

The audience is unlikely to be limited to those people eliciting conformity as was the case in most

previous conformity studies (e.g. Asch, 1955). Consequently, ingratiation as a self-presentational

tactic (conformity based on the goal of affiliation) is restricted by what other members of the audience

might know about the potential conformist and also by what others may think of the conformity act

(Cialdini, Braver & Lewis, 1974 in Mummendey et al., 1995, see chapter 4.4).

4.6.2 Empirical Results

4.6.2.1 The Nature of Self-Presentation on SNS: Strategic and Flattering, but Authentic

Studies with the aim of determining to what extent self-presentational concerns play a role regarding

public behavior online, e.g. when filling out a SNS profile, suggest impression management is a

foreground agenda in these contexts. In line with what was assumed regarding the general publicness

and respective consequences for impression motivation (chapter 4.3.1), online users report carefully

considering what kind of information they reveal about themselves on SNS (Haferkamp & Krämer,

2010). Rosenbaum, Johnson, Stepman and Nuijten (2010) found that controlling information was

perceived as being an important self-presentational goal among Facebook users. A study from 2012,

using a meta-perception methodology, suggests that Facebook profiles not only convey (and are

aimed to convey) a large bandwidth of impressions, but that they are tactically constructed, explicitly

stressing certain aspects of the self, while other characteristics are de-emphasized (Toma & Carlson,

2012).
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Despite this tactical kind of self-presentation, Facebook profiles should be less likely to be deceptive

(e.g. than in anonymous online environments), against the background of what was outlined in chapter

3.3.3.1. Indeed, studies indicate that authenticity seems to be the general self-presentational strategy

on SNS such as Facebook. A study from 2006, conducted by Lampe and colleagues among a

sample of college students, showed that Facebook users felt accurately and authentically represented

by their Facebook profile. Rosenbaum and colleagues’ (2010) study of focus groups revealed that

authentic self-presentation seems to be one of the main self-presentational goals among Facebook

users. Participants in a qualitative study conducted by Haferkamp and Krämer (2010) also reported

that they wanted their profile to convey a realistic image of the self when using a German SNS

called StudiVZ. The meta-perception study conducted by Toma and Carlson (2012) showed in detail

that physical attractiveness in particular, and the characteristics of friendliness and likableness are

presented in an accurate way, while self-enhancement (partly accurate) occurs when it comes to

being outgoing, funny and adventurous. This slight self-enhancement is in line with various findings

that suggest that although profiles tend to be accurate, they are created in a flattering way (Haferkamp

& Krämer, 2010; Lampe et al., 2006; Rosenbaum et al., 2010; Toma & Carlson, 2012). Despite being

flattering, Facebook profiles nevertheless seem to represent users as they are and not as they want

to be - both from the creator’s (Toma & Carlson, 2012) as well as from an observer’s point of view.

When comparing how people perceive themselves and how they are perceived by observers of their

Facebook Profile, Back et al. (2010) found that observer impressions are quite accurate, being closer

to profile owners’ real self than their ideal self. Similar findings were obtained by Gosling et al. (2007)

when comparing the impressions of Profile observers with the way users see themselves and the way

they are seen by people who know them.

To summarize, although self-presentation on SNS is more controllable than in FTF situations, the

images people want to convey are largely accurate and authentic, though slightly flattering. SNS

profiles are created in a strategic way, emphasizing certain characteristics and de-emphasizing others.

When looking back at what was outlined regarding the nature of self-presentation in everyday social

situations, it becomes clear that packaging (Schlenker, 1980) also takes place on SNS, particularly

when different audiences are taken into account. It seems likely that accurate self-presentation

in the face of an undetermined audience from different contexts of a user’s social life might limit

self-presentation somewhat to a lowest common demeanor because different social selves have to

be brought in line (the profile needs to fulfill several self-presentational goals, see also Krämer &

Winter, 2008). The easiest way to bypass this problem is self-censorship, one behavioral tactic to

handle multiple audiences on Facebook, as revealed by Lampinen et al. (2009). Other strategies

for example comprise the use of friend lists (with different privacy/visibility settings) and the use of
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different channels for communication (e.g. switching to private messages instead of using public

channels) (Lampinen et al., 2009). Smock (2010) further found that an increasing number of perceived

audiences on Facebook is positively associated with the likeliness of deleting inconsistent third party

information (see last section).

4.6.2.2 Strategies and Tactics

The question exactly how and by what means Facebook users create the intended impression of

accuracy and slight flattery has also been subject to research. A content analysis of Facebook

profiles conducted in 2008 by Zhao and colleagues revealed that users’ strategies comprise "showing

without telling" (p.1825), making implicit identity claims by for example stressing consumer and group

identities rather than explicitly telling about their personality. In detail, the impression of popularity was

found to be conveyed using friend connections and by posting photos of other users. An impression

of well-roundedness was found to be communicated through the display of interests and hobbies and

the use of quotes might be indicative of a user’s thoughtfulness. In Zhao’s et al. (2008) study, the

self-description section of the Facebook account was also investigated, revealing that users share

highly elaborate lists of their preferences, such as interests, favorite music/movies or books.

But the self-description section of an SNS profile is not the only tool used for impression management.

Haferkamp and Krämer (2010) found that users of the SNS StudiVZ chose different elements of their

profile carefully to convey a desired impression, for example the profile photo (in line with what was

found by Siibak, 2009), which women in particular found important, just like other photos that are

posted. Furthermore, personal information (e.g. affiliation) and groups were found to be relevant

self-presentational information (although groups were used to express opinions, humor and attitudes

rather than affiliations).

There is one aspect whose self-presentational role and relevance seems to have changed over the

years: friend lists (public display of connections among Facebook users, see chapter 2.2.2). In 2004,

Donath and boyd stated that status and preferences can be inferred from the kind and number of

connections a user has. In 2007, this aspect was still assumed to be important (in Ellison et al.,

2007). In 2010, however, participants of Haferkamp and Krämer’s (2010) study reported that so-called

friend-collectors are perceived in a negative way and that friend lists’ relevance for self-presentation

has decreased for that reason.
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4.6.2.3 Impact of Personality Characteristics

As outlined in chapter 4.5, several personality characteristics are assumed to be associated with

impression motivation and also with impression construction.

Public self-consciousness (see chapter 4.5.1), which describes a general tendency towards outward-

directed self-attention, has for example been found to affect social media use in general. Shim

and Lee (2006) revealed that people with a high public self-consciousness have a greater tendency

towards photoblogging (in contrast to people with a low public self-consciousness). They use this

form of social media in a more extensive and multifaceted way and are more likely to react to other

users’ comments regarding their own work. Haferkamp (2010) also found impression construction

was affected by public self-consciousness, as participants with a high public self-consciousness

aimed for a more conscious and less accurate self-presentation wanted to convey a particularly good

impression. In line with what was outlined in chapter 4.5.1 and the relationship between public self-

consciousness and conformity, Haferkamp found participants with a high public self-consciousness

were more susceptible to social comparison via SNS.

To my knowledge, the concept of self-monitoring (divided into acquisitive and protective self-

monitoring, see chapter 4.5.2) has not been applied to self-presentation on SNS yet. However,

one result that might be of importance here is that of Laux and Renner (2002) who found that the

tendency towards authentic self-presentation was moderately and positively correlated with acquisitive

self-presentation and strongly negatively correlated with protective self-presentation. As authenticity

has been found to be a major self-presentational goal on SNS (see previous chapter), it might be

assumed that the amount of self-enhancement within that authentic framework would differ depending

on a user’s tendency towards protective and/or acquisitive self-presentation.

To summarize, several personality characteristics that are considered to affect self-presentation have

been found to determine how and by what means people self-present on SNS. Up to this point, there

has been no explicit investigation of how these aspects affect the use of the like-feature, particularly

when considering self-presentation in combination with conformity. This is one aspect the current

research aims to catch up on. In the following, both the literature reviews on conformity as well as

self-presentation will be summarized and applied to the like-feature on Facebook to derive guiding

research questions for the empirical studies to follow.
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Chapter 5

Comprehensive Summary

The literature review was introduced by presenting like-displays on Facebook as the subject of the

current research in a broader context. Social network sites have become increasingly popular, with

more people using the applications and spending a lot of their time doing so. According to Fogg

(2008, see chapter 2) the automated structure as well as the social connections among users (the

social graph) provide an ideal environment for large-scale social influence phenomena, mainly by

making the actions of users within the network available to other users and thus providing social

context.

A few years ago, marketers and third parties started to participate in these spaces (e.g. through the

introduction of Facebook Pages, see chapter 2.3), raising the questions if and how they are able

to make use of these large-scale phenomena in the form of eWOM and viral mechanisms. The

simplicity, the potential reach and the trust among potential consumers on SNS seem to deliver

these "‘on a silver plate" (Svensson, 2011 p. 9). Accordingly, Facebook (and also other social media

platforms) have introduced certain features that a) allow users to associate themselves with brands

and products (see chapter 2.3) and b) present that association to other users frequently during their

everyday browsing experience (see chapter 2.4). As a relevant representation of these mechanisms,

the like-display is the focus of the current research, largely because of the huge dissemination among

users (chapter 2.2.4) and organizations for marketing purposes (chapter 2.3). This openly displayed

connection between a user and an organization, brand or campaign expresses a positive evaluation

of the respective content, which in turn is visible to other users (see chapter 2.4). Although the

preconditions for social influence among users and thus viral processes seem to be perfect, the

question arises which mechanisms determine these processes. Is every user equally likely to be

influenced? Which aspects affect attitude change or according behavior (e.g. liking the page oneself
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to allow for viral processes in the first place)? Users on SNS act in a very public space, raising the

question to what extent public conformity reactions are limited by this environment.

To approach the question if and by which mechanisms social influence through like-displays occurs

on Facebook, this thesis draws on two major theoretical constructs from social psychology: social

influence and self-presentation.

The first part of the literature review with a focus on social influence aimed to present theoretical

approaches and related empirical results that are applicable to the Facebook context as the subject

of the current research. Based on what was outlined in chapter 2, it was first defined how social

influence is to be understood in the current context: When being exposed to a like-display, a Facebook

user is confronted with one or more friends’ positive evaluation of a subject and/or the opinion of an

undefined number of unknown Facebook users (who are not physically present; Sassenberg, 2011)

regarding the given subject. Potential reactions include attitude change, behavioral change, both or

no changes at all.

Based on these characteristics, a target-centered approach was chosen, focusing on goals for

yielding to social influence - as suggested for example by Cialdini and Trost (1998) and Wood (2005).

Accordingly, the definition of social influence for the current purpose focuses on the target (in contrast

to persuasion; Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970), as the influencing agents would usually not be aware of

being involved in the process (incidental influence, according to Hewstone and Martin, 2012). Further

characteristics of the influence process relevant for the current research comprise the potential

for group as well as interpersonal processes as well as different kinds of reactions. A review of

current research on the subject of social influence on Facebook (chapter 3.2.1) revealed that a lot of

studies provide evidence for the occurrence of these processes (often focusing on public reactions

in field experiments), while few aimed to investigate the exact underlying psychological processes.

In essence, these studies found tie strength (measured via interaction frequency on Facebook) and

frequency of Facebook use affected the respective participants’ susceptibility to social influence and

Knoll (2013) even shed light on the respective mechanisms when revealing that collective connections

seem to have a more powerful effect than interpersonal ones. In essence, none of the previously

conducted studies fits the current subject of investigation, namely the liking of Facebook pages; hence

a gap in research can be noted, not only with regard to the subject itself but also with regard to the

depth of investigation regarding psychological mechanisms in the respective situation. Accordingly,

there is uncertainty about which theoretical approaches are appropriate and applicable here. A

review of commonly used theoretical approaches to computer-mediated communication (chapter

3.2.3) revealed a prior focus on anonymous communication, either assuming that social influence is
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not possible due to lack of social cues (RSC), or focusing on relationships that do not originate online

and take time to develop (SIPT) or putting emphasis on categorical information which suggests that

social influence online is merely a group process (SIDE). Consequently, there is also a gap regarding

theoretical psychological approaches to research in contemporary online environments such as social

network sites. To investigate these gaps, a strategy undertaken by Fogg (2008) as well as Weiksner,

Fogg and Liu (2008) was adapted for the current purpose by reviewing classical concepts of social

influence and testing their applicability within the Facebook environment.

In doing this, a framework was put together and presented that comprised four goals which were

assumed to lead an individual to yield to social influence (manifested by different kinds of reactions)

along with those factors that affect social influence depending on which goal is salient. First, different

kinds of conformity reactions were outlined (chapter 3.3.1) and characterized by two extremes that

are not mutually exclusive (Turner, 1991): a person showing public conformity although he/she does

not truly believe in the behavior (public compliance, Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970) and a person undergoing

a genuine change in attitude (and according behavior), called private acceptance. Applied to the

Facebook environment, private acceptance would indicate the respective user was truly persuaded

by the content of a Facebook page, leading to a change in or development of a new attitude, for

example towards a new product and its qualities. A public behavior on Facebook would indicate that

the user likes the respective page. As Kiesler and Kiesler (1970) noted that an observable behavior

as a consequence of conformity is not equal to public compliance, it cannot be derived whether a

user superficially likes a page (e.g. to please others) or whether he/she likes a page because he/she

is convinced of its content. To distinguish these consequences of conformity, the underlying goals of

the target need to be taken into consideration (Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970), something that is addressed

by the first guiding research question:

GRQ1: Which goals for conformity are relevant to social influence processes regarding

like-displays on Facebook?

An extensive literature review revealed four basic goals for yielding to social influence (chapter 3.3.2).

The goal of accuracy and the goal of affiliation represent aspects covered in the most common con-

ceptualization of social influence processes, namely informational and normative influence (Deutsch

& Gerard, 1955). Social influence processes based on the goal of accuracy imply that the observed

behavior of others is indicative of what is right; hence, yielding to social influence enhances the

chance of a right decision, reaction or behavior (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004; Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970).

It is assumed that this leads to a genuine and thus permanent change in attitude (e.g. Turner, 1991),

independent of the source because the conformist is persuaded by the content of the communication
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itself (Kelman, 1958, 1961). Applied to like-displays on Facebook, a user could be motivated to

make a right choice in terms of finding/buying a high quality product or supporting the "right" cause,

represented by the respective Facebook page. The like-display would then be indicative of which

campaign or product meets these criteria, because a lot of others have evaluated it positively by

liking the page. While social influence based on the goal for accuracy in assumed to lead to private

acceptance, the goal of affiliation is often associated with a superficial and temporary change in

attitude and/or behavior, compliance (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Kelman, 1961), because it is based on

the need for rewards or the fear of rejection by the influencing agent (e.g. Deutsch & Gerard, 1955;

Kelman, 1958; Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970). As a consequence, this form of influence is expected to

occur only when the influencing agent is present or will learn of the conformist’s evaluation (Kelman,

1961). On Facebook, this aspect might refer to the potential consequences of publicly liking a page,

for example one might like a page to impress someone represented in the like-display, without being

truly convinced of the content. Or someone might refrain from liking a Page as a result of a small

number of friends presented in the like-display because he/she thinks the topic is unpopular and

others will make fun of that. As the need for popularity was found to be an important predictor of social

network site use (Utz, Tanis & Vermeulen, 2011), this aspect might be crucial for like-behavior in this

environment as well. The third goal, which was described by Prislin and Wood (2005) as representing

another aspect of normative social influence, is that of positive self-evaluation. Conceptualizations

by Kelman (1958) as well as within the framework of social identity theory (e.g. Turner, 1991) were

presented that ascribed social influence processes to a self-defining, positive relationship towards

the influencing agent (Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970; Prislin & Wood, 2005), resulting in a more permanent

change in attitude which is not dependent on surveillance as long as this relationship is salient

(Kelman, 1961). Applied to Facebook like-displays, this might imply that a user develops a positive

attitude towards the content of a Facebook Page because a good friend or an important group (or a

representative of one) has already liked it. The respective attitude towards the topic along with liking

the Page would then strengthen the positive self-image that is connected to that person or group.

In contrast to social influence processes based on the goal of affiliation, it would not be important

in this case whether the person shown in the like-display would notice the like or not. Finally, the

goal for cognitive consistency was outlined separately from that of positive self-evaluation, describing

how inconsistent attitudes towards the influencing agent and the object of evaluation cause attitude

changes in terms of social influence in the course of dissolving a negatively perceived tension state

(Prislin & Wood, 2005). Just like influence based on the goal of positive self-evaluation, this process

is assumed to be dependent on the target’s relationship with or attitude towards the influencing agent

and not dependent on his/her surveillance but on the quality of that relationship and the strength
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of the respective attitude (e.g. Walther et al., 2012). On Facebook, the like-feature only allows a

positive relationship between O and X, as liking something always implies a positive evaluation of

the respective object. But there are certain inconsistencies that might emerge within these limits.

A) A person whom the target does not like might like a page that contains content which the target

approves of or does not know; as a consequence, a negative attitude towards the page’s content

might emerge to avoid inconsistencies. B) A good friend of the target likes the page of a product

which the target does not like at all; as a consequence, the product attitude and/or even the attitude

towards that person might change. C) If a disliked person likes an unknown or similarly unpopular

product, the target’s attitude and/or behavior should not change at all.

As these considerations illustrate, every motive outlined in the literature review has the potential to

become relevant on Facebook. However, the characteristics of the medium (which will be summarized

in more detail in the following paragraphs) suggest certain trends: Accountability in connection with

public evaluation seems to be strongly connected to processes based on the goal of affiliation. The

latter might thus be - in contrast to prior studies on anonymous online environments - of particular

relevance for social influence when users are confronted with the evaluation (friend-displays) and

reactions of peers from our offline life. However, in contrast to offline social influence exerted by those

peers, the respective information is more easily accessible and available on Facebook see chapter

(2.4).

Different approaches have been reported to provide evidence for these motives and to observe

them in research, although according to Eagly and Chaiken (1993), the qualitative nature of these

typologies of processes that often co-occur make empirical proof difficult. The authors state that the

goals for yielding to social influence qualify for serving as idealized types that are not likely to occur

in their pure form in real settings. However, there have been numerous approaches to detect and

investigate these goals for yielding to social influence, e.g. by varying and observing different kinds of

reactions (in terms of persistence, publicness and accountability) and/or by varying different impact

factors which are assumed to be more or less influential, depending on which goal the influence

process is based (e.g. Kelman, 1958; 1961). A similar approach will be undertaken in the present

thesis, by determining influence factors for social influence and making the relevant derivations about

underlying conformity motives.

GRQ2: Which situational and personal aspects affect conformity elicited through like-

displays and in which ways?

Several impact factors were described in chapter 3.3.3 that are assumed to be constant on Facebook,

such as personal and visual anonymity (neither of which are common on Facebook, see also chapter
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3.3.3.1) as well as accountability (which is regarded as high on Facebook). However, one aspect

which can vary on Facebook is the publicness of a reaction. Empirical research on this topic suggests

that publicness generally increases conformity (e.g. Asch, 1951 in Turner, 1991); however, this

may be dependent on which goal for yielding to social influence is salient. One might assume that

publicness is of particular relevance when the target is concerned with affiliation, implying that with

regard to other goals, differences between public and private reactions should be less accentuated.

But as results obtained by Lee and Nass (2002) suggest, publicness of evaluation can even increase

conformity in anonymous, unaccountable situations. For Facebook this implies that a public reaction

in the form of liking something has to be interpreted with care in regard to which goal it reflects

on and that both public and private reactions are relevant when investigating social influence. In

addition, the question arises as how public the liking of a page is perceived to be in terms of whether

targets consider potential observers. As a second impact factor, the relationship towards the source

was discussed (chapter 3.3.3.2), which is assumed to play a role for the strength of social influence

based on several motives for conformity. As relevant characteristics of the relationship, tie strength,

positive orientation and similarity were discussed; in general all were positively associated with social

influence. Applied to Facebook, the impact of individuals shown in a like-display may differ depending

on whether the target is closely associated with that person, likes that person or perceives that person

as being similar to him-/herself. Furthermore, like-displays may also show different numbers of people

and also unknown Facebook users. Empirical evidence (e.g. Steffes & Burgee, 2009) suggests

that, possibly depending on which goal is salient, tie strength, positive orientation or similarity might

interact with the number of people shown in the like-display. The third impact factor for social influence

discussed in chapter 3.3.3.3 is the ambiguity of the situation, characterized by the kind of task and the

target’s prior knowledge as well as opinion. It is assumed that preference tasks are more ambiguous

and thus elicit stronger conformity reactions (e.g. Allen, 1965 in Insko et al., 1983). Furthermore, the

respective goal may affect this process, e.g. a goal of accuracy might be more relevant for preference

tasks while conformity in unambiguous situations might reflect a goal for affiliation. The action of

evaluating and/or liking Facebook pages mainly represents a preference task with no objectively right

choice or solution to a particular problem. However, as no "right" solution exists, like-displays might

communicate some form of subjective validity (Festinger, 1954), indicating which topics or products

are generally approved of. The second aspect contributing to the ambiguity of the situation is the

target’s prior knowledge about the respective topics. Research suggests that the more difficult it is to

obtain an acceptable solution to a task, the more strongly people conform (Coleman, Blake & Mouton,

1958). By implication, this aspect is mainly associated with objective tasks where a right solution

exists. However, when thinking about topics on Facebook Pages, prior knowledge of the target might
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also have an effect regarding conformity reactions by increasing the complexity of the evaluation

situation because extensive processing takes place (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). Furthermore, the

target’s prior opinion towards the topic of evaluation was assumed to affect social influence processes

based on consistency theories (presented in chapter 3.3.3.3), just like positive orientation towards the

source. On Facebook, users are likely to be confronted with Pages about topics they already know as

well as unknown topics. In the first case, the existing attitude might affect social influence processes.

The final impact factor for social influence that was outlined, is the number of influencing agents

(3.3.3.4). Here, different complex experiments gave contradictory results: Campbell and Fairey (1989)

found that fraction size in particular is relevant when it comes to normative influence (determined via

differences in public vs. private assessment), while results obtained by Bond (2005) only suggests a

small correlation for both normative and informational influence when it comes to public responses.

For private responses, a negative relationship was found in settings that were assumed to elicit

normative influence. Finally, as outlined in chapter 3.3.3.4, group as well as interpersonal processes

have to be taken into account when it comes to fraction size as for example the effects of interpersonal

attraction might disrupt those elicited by the number of influencing agents.

Regarding potential public reactions, further considerations have to be given to the possibilities of

liking a Page because of its relevance for both practical application and theoretical development.

Regarding the first, it was already outlined in chapter 2.3.1 that viral processes are essential for

marketing purposes and that Facebook indeed holds a great potential for these. However, for online

content to "go viral", public reactions from users are required to spread it. As outlined earlier, classical

conformity research is concerned with both public and private reactions. In the context of viral

processes however, public responses are of particular relevance. Apart from the practical implications,

liking as a public reaction is also considered to be a complex process from a theoretical perspective,

due to the fact that the situation on SNS differs from that of classical social influence experiments

and also typical face-to-face situations (see also chapter 3.4) regarding the potential audience.

Consequently, the third guiding research question is concerned with the interplay of conformity and

self-presentation:

GRQ3: How do self-presentational goals on Facebook affect conformity processes

regarding like-behavior?

On SNS, the process of impression management has been subject to a lot of research and has

been found to play a vital role in users behavior, because of the specific conditions. The current

literature review of impression management or self-presentation started with an overview of theoretical

conceptualizations and empirical findings from face-to-face settings (chapters 4.1 to 4.5) to embed
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empirical findings and theoretical approaches to self-presentation on SNS into that framework (chapter

4.6).

Self-presentation or impression management can be understood as the attempt or action to control

the impressions that others gain of the self (chapter 4.1). In contemporary social psychological

research the process is understood to be an "essential component of social interaction" (Leary, 1995,

p.3) - rather than intended deception about the nature of the self, impression management represents

a form of packaging information for effective social interaction. Depending on the context, a different

part of the self is communicated to the public. SNS provide a largely asynchronous, mediated

environment where this packaging can theoretically be undertaken in a very controlled and reflected

way (Ellison et al., 2006; chapter 4.6.1.1). Furthermore, they represent a very public environment with

largely undetermined audiences (chapter 4.6.1.3), which is assumed to render impression motivation

in general very highly, indicating that self-presentation is a foreground agenda of public behavior on

SNS, shaping interaction to a large extent (e.g. Haferkamp & Krämer, 2010). Previous studies on

self-presentational means on SNS have investigated various profile elements, such as friend lists,

self-description or photos (see chapter 4.6.2), but have not explicitly focused on likes. Likes, however,

meet the criteria of commonly-used self-presentational means according to the findings of Zhao

et al. (2008): users show rather than tell. As likes can be used to communicate associations and

preferences (e.g. for products such as TV shows or beverages, see chapter 2.3.4), it seems likely

that liking a Page might fulfill self-presentational purposes. Based on these results, the following

summary and application of the aspects presented on the subject of this thesis will be based on the

assumption that liking represents a form of self-presentation (however, the assumption will still be

tested in the empirical part, see study 1). Accordingly, self-presentational goals and strategies have

to be taken into account when investigating like-behavior as a public conformity reaction.

Self-presentation in general (not just online) is assumed to be undertaken for two basic reasons

(e.g. Baumeister, 1982; Leary, 1995; see chapter 4.2): to please the audience or to construct one’s

self-image. The first motive for self-presentation is strikingly similar to the goal of affiliation as a cause

for conformity (gain approval or avoid rejection), while the other motive is more self-related, stressing

the aspect that self-presentation is assumed to contain a certain authenticity (rather than deception;

e.g. Leary, 1995), so that public self and private self are brought into line. The characteristics of

SNS as a self-presentational environment are assumed to affect the salience of respective goals

(e.g. Krämer & Winter, 2008): due to the undetermined and potentially broad audience, the goal of

pleasing the audience becomes difficult to pursue, as the relevant preferences are unknown. Hence,

self-construction as a self-presentational motive may become more important than the motive of

pleasing the audience. In accordance with this, self-presentation on SNS has been found to be very
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authentic (e.g. Lampe et al., 2006; see also chapter 4.6.2.1). Nevertheless, the audience seems

to play a vital role in impression management on SNS, particularly when it comes to impression

construction. As outlined in chapter 4.6.2.2, the actual strategies and tactics of how people present

themselves are largely affected by two factors: the self-image (actual and desired) and the audience

(e.g. Leary & Kowalski, 1990). The latter comprises target values and prior knowledge about the

self-presenter. Not only is self-presentation assumed to be shaped to the audience’s preferences

to gain approval (target values), but it is also limited by the pressure to be consistent with what the

audience already knows (Baumeister & Jones, 1978). On SNS, where a user’s social network consists

of anchored relationships, the audience is very broad and undetermined regarding their states of

knowledge and preferences (chapter 4.6.1.3). Deception on SNS network sites becomes very unlikely,

as the potential audience consists of several members who can unmask this deception by providing

conflicting information. But not only shaping self-presentation to gain approval becomes difficult; the

self-presenter also has to consider which information certain audience members are not allowed to

know (chapter 4.6.1.3). For example, users have been found to conduct self-censorship as a tactic to

handle multiple audiences (Lampinen et al., 2009). Consistent with that, authentic self-presentation on

SNS is very common (chapter 4.6.2.1). Applied to the like-feature, it might also be assumed that the

audience characteristics of SNS restrict conformity behavior. For example, a user might consider who

else might see the action and reflect on whether there were audience members who could disapprove

of it. Unlike in less complex face-to-face situations or classic conformity situations, ingratiation through

conformity might thus be less likely because is not the only person who might observe the respective

behavior. In that sense, it is more likely that disapproval of the content of the action is feared (as it

might seem inconsistent with audience knowledge or preferences) rather than the act of conformity

itself (an issue described for example by Cialdini, Braver & Lewis, 1974 in Mummendey et al., 1995),

because of the assumed incidental nature of the process (chapter 3.1). It has further been discussed

how acquisitive and protective self-presentational preferences may manifest themselves and it is has

been decided that in the context of liking as a consequence of conformity, protective self-presentation

will be focused on. This is supported by Arkin’s (1981) suggestion that protective self-presentation is

more likely in situations in which the audience is undetermined, as is the case with SNS.

The aspect of different motivational processes for self-presentation is closely connected to the

last part of the review on self-presentation (face-to-face as well as on SNS), the role of certain

personality characteristics. In face-to-face contexts, those discussed in chapter 4.5 have not only been

assumed and been found to affect the likeliness of self-presentation but also how self-presentation is

undertaken, particularly the tendency towards conformity. People with a tendency towards protective

self-presentation are assumed to be more likely to integrate conformity behavior into their self-
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presentational portfolio (e.g. Lenox & Wolfe, 1984). Likewise, people who score highly on public

self-consciousness seem to pursue the self-presentational goal of pleasing the audience (rather than

self-construction), as suggested by results obtained by Schlenker and Weigold (1990 in Schlenker &

Pontari, 2000). However, it has not been explicitly stated by previous authors to which process of

conformity these assumptions apply. Taking into consideration the importance of audience reactions

for both protective self-presenters and people with high public self-consciousness, it seems likely that

they refer to the goal of affiliation. This is supported by the observation made earlier of similarities

between the self-presentational goal of pleasing the audience and the conformity goal of affiliation.

Regarding SNS, previous research on self-presentation has barely considered this relationship either,

as most results refer to how the presented personality characteristics relate to the use of certain

features (which show that at least two of the presented aspects, public self-consciousness and

self-efficacy) affect how people create and fill in their SNS profiles. The only result that can be

drawn upon at this point is Haferkamp’s (2010) finding that users with high public self-consciousness

tend to pursue a less accurate self-presentational strategy, being particularly susceptible to social

comparison information (Haferkamp, 2010).

The current discussion of the impact of the self-presentational audience on SNS as well as personality

characteristics raises the question to what extent conformity goals may be overridden by self-

presentational goals when it comes to like-behavior. The relationship between conformity and

self-presentation from a theoretical point of view has been presented in chapter 4.4. It was outlined

that while self-presentation first was considered to be a side-effect of public conformity, from a

self-presentational perspective, conformity can also represent a self-presentational tactic. Based on

the aforementioned parallels between the self-presentational goal of pleasing the audience and the

conformity goal for affiliation, one might even assume that it is indeed the same process. In "classic"

situations where the influencing agent eliciting conformity and the self-presentational audience

overlapped completely, the underlying process might have been relatively clear. However, the specific

characteristics of SNS as well as the potential salience of other (self-presentational and conformity)

goals need to be taken into account: Whether self-presentational issues affect conformity processes

should be dependent on the respective underlying goal. With regard to conformity and like-behavior,

no particular assumptions regarding the underlying motive can be made (earlier in this summary,

sample cases for all the aforementioned goals were presented). With regard to self-presentation

however, empirical results and theoretical reflections suggest that self-construction might be more

important than pleasing the audience (this might be dependent on the self-presenter’s personality,

respectively). Considering this, it becomes clear that self-presentational goals and conformity goals
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might not match in every situation (e.g. it seems to be the case with third party observers (Braver,

Linder, Corvin & Cialdini, 1977 in Turner, 1991).

As a result, conflicts between these goals might emerge or, to place the focus on conformity, self-

presentational goals might determine whether public conformity takes place, depending on which

conformity goal is pursued. One might for example think of a situation where the conformity goal

of accuracy is pursued and the like-display is indicative of a product’s quality. Still the user might

decide not to publicly like the page because he/she thinks of individual audience members who

might disapprove (pleasing the audience would be the respective self-presentational goal). Another

example is a situation in which the conformity goal of affiliation is pursued and a user is thinking

about liking a Page as a result of the like-display to gain approval from the respective friends shown

in the display. However, the user notices that on a long-term basis the respective brand or product is

inconsistent with his/her self-image. To prevent creating inconsistencies between publicly constructed

and private self-image, he/she decides not to like the Page.

To summarize, the SNS environment represents a situation in which the target / self-presenter

might find him/herself in the middle of two (competing) sources of social influence, the influencing

agents from a conformity perspective and the self-presentational audience from a self-presentation

perspective - along with respective goals and concerns. Of course this only applies to public conformity

reactions, while for private reactions, self-presentational concerns should not play a role. Here, the

respective conformity goals - with the exception of affiliation - are assumed to be crucial determinants

of evaluation, curiosity, attitude change etc. These mechanisms (including influence factors for

conformity behavior and self-presentation) are illustrated in Figure 6 for private reactions and in Figure

7 for public reactions respectively.
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Figure 6. Conformity Framework for Private Reactions

Figure 7. Conformity Framework for Public Reactions
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In the following chapters, the empirical part of the current thesis will be presented. Over the course of

three empirical studies, the aforementioned guiding research questions will be addressed in more

detail. The different studies each place different foci on one or more of the three main guiding

research questions, while at the same time using different methodological approaches to investigate

social influence elicited through like-displays on Facebook.
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Chapter 6

Study 1: Explorative Investigation of

Conformity Goals, Influence Factors

and Self-Presentational Concerns

6.1 Introduction and Research Questions

The first study of the present thesis will approach the mechanisms of social influence in combination

with self-presentation regarding like-displays on Facebook Pages in an exploratory way. As outlined

in chapter 3.2.1, there exist several empirical studies that suggest the presentation of other users’

evaluations and actions within social media environments such as Facebook affect users’ perceptions

of the respective object of evaluation and their behavior (e.g. Muchnik et al., 2013; Bak & Keßler,

2012). However, there is a lack of empirical research concerning the particular topic of likes and, with

the exception of Knoll (2013), the respective underlying psychological processes of the observed

social influence effects. Hence, it is unknown which motives drive social influence or which situational

aspects affect it respectively (except for the finding that Facebook use and tie strength are positively

associated with the strength of the effect, see Bond et al., 2012; Egebark & Ekström, 2011; Hagen &

Hofmann, 2013; Muchnik et al., 2013). Apart from that, the interplay of social influence mechanisms

and self-presentational concerns on social network sites when it comes to public behavior has not

been covered in prior research. As outlined in the comprehensive summary, both self-presentational

as well as conformity goals have to be considered when hypothesizing about potential processes. It

thus seems reasonable to use a qualitative approach as a first exploratory step towards this complex

(and largely uncovered) topic to better understand the process and to generate hypotheses for the
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following studies. In line with that, study 1 will address all three of the guiding research questions

outlined in the comprehensive summary to the same extent.

Although empirical evidence suggests that like-displays elicit social influence (e.g. Egebark & Ekström,

2011), the particular case of like-displays regarding Facebook Pages has not been covered in research

yet. Hence, the first goal is to determine the relevance of like-displays for users who observe a

Facebook Page. In accordance, the first research question reads as follows:

RQ1: Are like-displays taken into account when evaluating Facebook Pages?

Both empirical evidence and theoretical approaches suggest that there are several potential outcomes

of conformity: On the one hand, there is what is often called private acceptance (e.g. Kiesler & Kiesler,

1970; Turner, 1991), which refers to a genuine change in attitude and probably according public and

private behavior. The other extreme of the scale is often referred to as compliance (e.g. Kiesler &

Kiesler, 1970; Turner, 1991), a superficial change in behavior without the accompanying change

in attitude. The respective underlying motive to a large extent determines which kind of reaction is

shown (e.g. Kelman, 1958; 1961). Although studies on social influence on SNS have not covered

the persistence of attitudes, the results at least suggest that there can be private (e.g. Bak & Keßler,

2012) as well as public reactions (e.g. Bond et al., 2012; Egebark & Ekström, 2011). In accordance

with those results and against the background of what was outlined in the initial paragraph about the

lack of research on this topic in particular, the following research question is stated:

RQ2: What are potential reactions towards like-displays (fan- and friend-displays)?

In chapter 3.3.2, four major goals for conformity reactions were outlined and it was already speculated

in the comprehensive summary how these might be reflected in a conformity situation caused by

like-displays. Regarding the goal of accuracy (e.g. Deutsch & Gerard, 1955; Kelman, 1961), the

like-display might be indicative of the quality of the represented product or the appropriateness of an

idea expressed through a Page. For the need for affiliation to become the basis of social influence,

the influencing agent is required to learn about the target’s evaluation (e.g. Deutsch & Gerard, 1955;

Kelman, 1958; Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970), hence it applies to public reactions. Respectively, the goal for

affiliation might bring users to like a Page to impress another person who already liked it or the user

might avoid liking Pages that seem to be unpopular. The goal of positive self-evaluation (e.g. Kelman,

1958; Turner, 1991) might come into play if for example a valued person or group is presented in

the like-display and a conformity reaction contributes to strengthening the positive self-image that

is associated with the influencing agent. The fourth goal, that of cognitive consistency (e.g. Prislin

& Wood, 2005) might for example become relevant if a disliked person likes a favored or unknown

Facebook Page or vice versa in which case the negatively perceived tension might be resolved
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by changing the attitude towards the Page’s content in accordance with the attitude towards the

influencing agent. The aforementioned possibilities raise the next research question, which refers to

the role of the different motives in social influence processes when it comes to the liking of Facebook

Pages (GRQ1). Considering the methodological approach used in the present study, there exist two

ways in which the aforementioned motives might be expressed by participants (directly and indirectly),

hence RQ3 will be divided into two sub-questions:

RQ3a: What information is perceived as being contained in like-displays (friend- and

fan-displays)? What motives for conformity does it reflect?

RQ3b: What motives for conformity are explicitly mentioned to affect attitude and/or

behavior?

The literature review further contained an extensive discussion of several situational aspects that

affect social influence, depending on which motive is pursued. The first study aims to answer the

question, which of those need to be considered when it comes to liking Facebook Pages (GRQ2).

As outlined in chapter 3.3.3.2, the source of social influence plays a crucial role for the direction

and strength of the effect regarding basically all of the previously discussed motives, On Facebook,

empirical evidence suggests (chapter 3.2.1) that tie strength in particular is important for the effect;

however, also similarity and attraction were discussed as potential influence factors (e.g. regarding

the goal of positive self-evaluation and the goal of cognitive consistency). Like-displays on Facebook

Pages may contain a variety of respective information, for example they may show other connected

users (friend-displays, showing close friends or acquaintances) or a number of anonymous Facebook

users (fan-display). As a consequence, the respective research question is also divided into two

sub-questions:

RQ4a: Do (potential) social influence effects differ between friend- and fan-displays?

RQ4b: Is the relationship towards the presented friend(s) shown in the friend-display of

relevance for social influence processes?

Another situational aspect, discussed in chapter 3.3.3.4, is the number of influencing agents. Here

prior research found a general positive relationship to the strength of effect; however, several aspects

need to be considered that might disrupt this relationship, such as the underlying conformity motive

(Campbell & Fairy, 1989) or the kind of influencing agent (e.g. friends, see Egebark & Ekström,

2011). Hence, for the present purpose, the following research question not only aims to investigate

a potential linear relationship between number of influencing agents and conformity, but to detect

which characteristics of the relationship towards the influencing agent might interact with the number

of influencing agents (as suggested by findings obtained by Steffes & Burgee, 2009):
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RQ5: How does the number of fans/friends shown in the like-display affect social influence

processes?

The last aspect found to be of relevance for social influence processes (depending on the underlying

motive and also rendering respective motives salient in the first place) is the ambiguity of the situation

(chapter 3.3.3.3). Three characteristics of the situation were discussed of which the kind of task was

found to be stable, with liking or evaluating a Facebook Page representing a preference task. In

this sense, like-displays may be indicative of a subjective validity rather than objective validity. In

this sense, the target’s prior knowledge was suggested as another aspect that affects ambiguity

against the background of what was outlined with regard to conformists’ need to reduce ambiguity

in unknown or unfamiliar situations (e.g. Festinger’ social comparison theory). Finally, prior opinion

was considered to be relevant against what was outlined in the context of the goal for cognitive

consistency (as for example Osgood & Tannenbaum’s (1955) congruity theory suggests that strong

attitudes are less susceptible to change; see chapter 3.3.2.4). In accordance with these reflections,

the final research question that focuses on conformity is:

RQ6: How do knowledge about and prior opinion on the topic of the Facebook Page

affect social influence processes?

It was already noted in the comprehensive summary (chapter 5), that anonymity (or nonymity) is

regarded as a stable characteristic of the environment and will thus not be varied (like it was done in

other studies). This aspect however will be of relevance when investigating the relationship between

self-presentation and conformity (GRQ3), as suggested in the following research questions that are

concerned with public conformity reactions in form of liking something.

In chapter 4.3.1 it was outlined that certain situational characteristics determine impression motivation,

rendering impression management either a foreground or background agenda of social behavior

(Schlenker & Pontari, 2000), though always part of the latter. It was further discussed that SNS provide

an environment in which impression motivation is potentially very high and impression management

is likely to become very strategic (Ellison et al., 2006), suggesting that almost every public behavior

is likely to become the subject of self-presentational agendas (chapter 4.1). Because of this and

because of the fact that liking seems to correspond with a common self-presentational tactic on

SNS (show rather than tell; Zhao et al., 2008; see comprehensive summary), it seems reasonable

to assume that liking a Facebook Page may be done out of self-presentational concerns. However,

there are also other reasons to consider (e.g. a desire for information in the Page’s News Feed),

which is why the first research question concerned with self-presentation (GRQ3) focuses on this

aspect:
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RQ7a: Is self-presentation a motive for liking a Facebook Page?

Provided that liking represents a form of self-presentation on Facebook, self-presentational goals

have to be taken into account when considering conformity in this context. In chapter 4.2, two major

self-presentational motives were outlined: pleasing the audience and self-construction. For the

first aspect, the potential (or imagined audience, see chapter 4.6.1.3) is of central relevance, just

as it is for the conformity goal of affiliation. In contrast to classic conformity studies, however, the

self-presentational audience and the influencing agent of the assumed conformity process based

on like-displays do not correspond: The potential self-presentational audience is much broader

and undetermined than the people shown in the like-display (who might not even be part of that

audience), as discussed in the comprehensive summary. This raises the question to what extent the

motive of pleasing the self-presentational audience might disrupt conformity processes (for example

users might decide to conduct self-censorship by not liking a Page, see Lampinen et al., 2009), in

case the undetermined audience is considered. The second self-presentational motive is that of

self-construction, describing a need for public behavior to be consistent with one’s self-image (see

chapter 4.2). When this goal is salient, the user might be more likely to like Pages that he/she really

approves of, independent of what is shown in the like-display. Against the background of these

considerations, the last research question reads as follows:

RQ7b: Do self-presentational motives prevent users from liking certain Facebook Pages?

6.2 Method

The (IRB-approved) qualitative procedure used to approach the aforementioned research questions

integrated a think-aloud protocol (Ericsson & Simon, 1980) into a semi-structures interview. For

the think-aloud part, participants were asked to look at different Facebook Pages that contained

like-displays, while verbalizing their thoughts accordingly. Based on Pulakos and Schmitt (1995), the

interview protocol was comprised of situational (in-depth questions regarding the presented profiles)

as well as experience questions (regarding participants’ experience with the like-feature in the past).

Details will be outlined in the following .

6.2.1 Sample and Procedure

Ten students from a media psychology program (50% female) participated in the study, after being

recruited via bulletin boards (online and on campus) in January and February 2012. There were no

particular preconditions for participation, except that interviewees were required to have a Facebook
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profile and to be active and regular users of the SNS. The ten participants had been Facebook

members for one to four years (M = 2.47, SD = 1.22) and used Facebook on a daily basis, between

20 minutes and 3.5 hours per day (M = 77.78 minutes, SD = 63.57).

On arrival at the lab, participants were informed about the general topic of the study and the details

of the interview procedure. With respect to the general topic, participants were told the aim of the

study was to assess their impressions regarding the design of different Facebook Pages. To avoid

demand characteristics, the particular relevance of the like-displays for the purpose of the study was

not pointed out. Participants further were notified about the fact that at some point during the interview

they would be asked to log into their Facebook account to be able to observe the presented Pages

exactly the way they would face them, if they had encountered the Pages in the course of their own

daily Facebook browsing activities. Before the beginning of the procedure, participants gave their

written consent on participation and the fact that the interviews would be audio-recorded.

The interview procedure (for details on the interview protocol see next section) started out with some

general questions about participants’ Facebook usage. After the first interview part, participants were

asked to log into their Facebook account and in the following they were shown two different kinds of

stimuli: Four different Facebook Pages and one Recommended Pages Ad. With regard to each of the

four Pages, participants were asked to verbalize their first impressions about different elements of the

Page which was complemented by additional questions of the interviewer. Subsequently, participants

were shown a Recommended Pages Ad in which - based on a Facebook algorithm - an overview of a

small number of seemingly random Facebook Pages is displayed, showing only the title, profile photo

and a fan- or friend-display. After answering further questions with regard to the Pages shown in the

Recommended Pages Ad, participants were asked to log off their Facebook account.

Following that, participants answered some additional interview questions about their like-behavior

and past experience with the liking of Facebook Pages.

Finally, participants filled out a short questionnaire to assess demographic information (age, gender,

major, semester). Overall, the procedure took between 70 and 90 minutes (see table 2), depending on

how much participants elaborated on different aspects of the profile. After the interview, participants

were informed on the real purpose of the study, explaining to them why they had been asked to log

into their Facebook account. Cookies were deleted after every session. All interviews were conducted

by the same interviewer to avoid interviewer effects. The respective interviewer memorized the

protocol in detail and conducted two trial interviews prior to starting with the first participant to be

able to adjust to participants’ behavior during the think aloud procedure, e.g. to skip those questions
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Table 2: Procedure of Study 1

Task Duration (approx.)

Interview Part I Participants answered interview questions about

Facebook usage

5 - 10 minutes

Think Aloud: Face-

book Pages

Participants verbalized their impressions regarding

each Page and its respective elements; additional

in-depth interview questions were answered

45 - 60 minutes

Think Aloud: Rec-

ommended Pages

Participants chose one of the presented Ads and

gave reason for their choice; additional in-depth

interview questions were answered

5 minutes

Interview Part II Participants answered interview questions about

their use of and experience with the like-feature

10 minutes

Questionnaire Participants filled out questionnaire about demo-

graphic aspects

5 minutes

that participants had already answered in the course of describing their impressions of the Page. An

overview of the whole procedure is provided in table 2.

6.2.2 Interview Protocol

The interview protocol was created on the basis of the research questions and the outlined theoretical

background regarding conformity and self-presentation.

The first interview questions addressed participants’ general Facebook use, without any particular

reference towards the like-feature (time spent on Facebook; how long they have been using the

platform; most frequent activities; whether and if so, how they update their profile information; which

people of their network are able to access their posts and whether there existed information that they

would not share on Facebook).

During the first part of the think-aloud procedure, participants were asked to verbalize what they

thought of each presented Facebook Page as a whole and the associated topic. The interviewer then

asked additional questions about how likely participants would be to like that Page (or not) and for

what reasons. After this, participants were instructed to verbalize the impressions they got regarding

different elements of the Page (Page header, profile picture, photos displayed in the overview of the

photo section, textual information, and like-displays). The interviewer addressed all elements on every
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Facebook Page presented so that there was no indication of the real purpose of the study to avoid

demand characteristics. After verbalizing their thoughts, participants were asked several in-depth

questions about each element, such as its relevance for participants’ impressions and intention to like

the Page. Participants were asked to explain why they thought the respective element of the Facebook

Page elicited that particular impression/reaction and if it would evoke a different impression/reaction

if it contained different information (e.g. a different profile picture, more textual information, more

photos, more/different friends displayed as fans).

During the second part of the think-aloud procedure, when shown the Recommended Pages Ad,

participants were asked to choose one Page of the ones presented that they would look at in more

detail or that they would be willing to like. Further, they were asked to explain their decision.

The last interview part consisted of questions that addressed participants’ use of and experience with

the like-feature in more detail (e.g. what kind of Facebook Pages are liked most often, whether they

could recall a situation in which they liked a Facebook Page and for what reasons, what they think of

the like-feature in general and whether they would like something if none of their friends could see

this action).

6.2.3 Presented Material

During the first part of the think-aloud procedure, participants were shown four Facebook Pages (for

an overview see table 3). Two drinks and two television shows were chosen to cover different kinds of

topics. Of each kind of topic, one product was very popular and one product was rather unknown to

assess differences in reactions towards known and unknown topics and towards different numbers of

fans and friends who are fans. Popular topics were Coca Cola and The Simpsons while the unknown

topics were Black Can 28 (a locally distributed energy drink) and Modern Family (which had not been

broadcast in Germany at that time). The last two topics were assumed to be unfamiliar to the sample

but not downright unknown so that there was the chance of participants’ friends being displayed as

fans.

During the interview period, Facebook introduced the Timeline for Facebook Pages (Axon, 2012).

After about half of the interviews had been conducted, the respective Pages successively switched

to the new layout. This was considered not to be crucial to the success of the study, since the new

layout displayed the like-displays even more prominently than the old layout. In contrast to the old

layout, however, the Page displayed less static information on the main Page (e.g. the "About"-section

was not directly visible), hence the interview procedure had to be adapted accordingly. No changes

were made in the interview procedure with regard to the like-displays as the actual topic of the study.
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Table 3: Presented Facebook Pages in Study 1

Known Unknown

Drink

Coca Cola Black Can 28

Total number of fans

(January - February

2012)

37.5M - 41M 73k - 85k

known by 10 out of 10 participants 1 out of 10 participants

liked by 0 out of 10 participants 0 out of 10 participants

Number of participants’

friends displayed as fans

2-16 0-3

TV Show

The Simpsons Modern Family

Total number of fans

(January - February

2012)

38.5M - 47M 5.5M - 6M

known by 10 out of 10 participants 1 out of 10 participants

liked by 2 out of 10 participants 0 out of 10 participants

Number of participants’

friends displayed as fans

13-48 0-7
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Table 4: Example for Paraphrasing

Original Transcript Paraphrase

I: Is the impression your friends would

get if you liked the Page important

to you? P1: Well, not necessarily

with Coca Cola. It depends. . . .I don’t

know. . . on the product.

Regarding Coca Cola, the friends’ re-

action in response to P1 liking the

Page would not be important to P1.

That would be dependent on the prod-

uct.

I: Can you give an example, where it

would be more important? P1: Ok, so

I’m a vegetarian. And, I don’t know,

if there we such a Page and I would

like that, then this tells more about me

than if I liked Coca Cola. Because

through that people would come to

know about me, that’s something per-

sonal.

One topic, with regard to which the

friends’ reaction would be important

to P1 is the fact that P1 is a vegetar-

ian. If P1 were to like a respective

Page, that would tell more about P1

than if he/she were to like Coca Cola.

Through that, people would come to

know about P1 because it is personal.

The Recommend Pages Ad was called up by typing the word “test” (a random search query which

was the same for all participants) into the search bar and clicking the “see more results” option, after

which the Ad was presented on the right part of the results Page. The Ad contained an unspecific

number of recommended Pages.

6.2.4 Data Analysis and Coding Frame

All interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed. The parts of the interviews that addressed

elements of the Facebook Pages not of interest to the study were cut from the transcripts before

transcripts were paraphrased for the purpose of summarization and explanation (Mayring, 2007). For

an example see Table 4.

Paraphrases were subject to qualitative content analysis using MaxQDA, a software program used

for “systematically describing the meaning of qualitative material. It is done by classifying material

as instances of the categories of a coding frame” (Schreier, 2012, p. 1). The analysis followed

a partly inductive and partly deductive approach (Schreier, 2012). Main categories of the coding

frame represented topics addressed within the research questions, while subcategories were mainly
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extracted from the material in a deductive way by selecting relevant content and assigning it to the

respective main category (Schreier, 2012). Every paraphrase represented a coding unit and codes

(main as well as subcategories) were allowed to overlap.

Overall, 15 main categories were defined: Facebook use, first impression of the Page (RQ1),

information contained in fan-displays (RQ3a), (potential) reactions to fan-displays (RQ2), reasons for

(potential) reactions to fan-displays (RQ3b), aspects affecting (potential) reactions to fan-displays

(RQ4-6), information contained in friend-displays (RQ3a), (potential) reactions to friend-displays (RQ2),

reasons for (potential) reactions to friend-displays (RQ3b), aspects affecting (potential) reactions to

friend-displays (RQ4-6), purpose of liking a Page (RQ7a), preconditions for liking a Page (RQ7b),

own likes (RQ7a), self-presentational audience (RQ7c). Because of the nature of the coding scheme,

in which fan-and friend-displays were coded separately, RQ4a (concerned with differences between

fan- and friend-displays) will already be implicitly addressed in the process of answering the other

RQs. A summary of the findings up to that point will be provided when explicitly addressing RQ4a

in the results section. An additional main category referred to the Facebook Page at hand: type of

Page (e.g. familiar/unfamiliar topic, drink/TV show), meant to allow identifying overlaps with other

categories to address RQ6 (concerned with the impact of participants’ prior knowledge and opinion

about the topic of the Page). The definition of the main categories was conducted in an iterative

process, during which several other researchers were consulted and the coding frame was adapted

accordingly several times. The codes constituting the respective subcategories contained factual

codes (e.g. time spent on Facebook, topic of the Facebook Page) as well as referential codes (e.g.

information contained in the fan-display: product is popular). Finally, 10 - 20% of the interview material

(paraphrases) was extracted and cross-coded by a second coder, applying the existing coding frame.

A satisfactory inter rater reliability of κ = 74 was obtained (Landis & Koch, 1977).

6.3 Results

At the beginning of the interview, participants were asked about their general use of Facebook and

their general attitude regarding privacy and the self-presentational nature of their profile. Only two

participants regarded the impression their Facebook profile might convey to others as particularly

relevant, while for the other participants this was of secondary relevance (e.g. because they use

Facebook mainly in a passive way, e.g. browsing other users’ content or they use private channels,

such as the chat). All participants stated to update their profile on a rather irregular basis. Updates

mostly comprised status updates or photos. When talking about their general privacy attitude, all

participants seemed to be at least minimally concerned with this aspect because all of them confirmed
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their profile to be only accessible to friends. In addition, all of them stated to put thought into what

is publicly posted about them and addressed different strategies of ensuring that information they

consider private or inappropriate is not being published, e.g. by not posting this information at all,

by switching to private communication channels on the platform or by assigning friends to different

groups. To summarize, all participants seemed to have a similar, minimally concerned attitude about

what impression the information they post on Facebook might convey to others, although in general

they seem to use the platform rather passively and/or privately.

Regarding their like-behavior (addressed at the end of the whole procedure), all participants knew the

like-feature and had liked between 2 and 100 Pages themselves (M = 36.00, SD = 36.99), mostly

music-related topics (five participants, seven mentions) or television shows (four participants, five

mentions), but also movies and books (two participants, two mentions), actors (one participant, one

mention) and other topics (three participants, three mentions). Most occasions for liking something

were that participants noticed that friends had liked it (seven participants, eight mentions) or while

setting up their own profile when signing up for Facebook (seven participants, nine mentions). Other

ways to notice future likes were external sources (e.g. band homepages; three participants, three

mentions) and Facebook Recommended Pages Ads (two participants, two mentions).

In the following, the research questions outlined above will be addressed individually (except for RQ4,

as outlined before). When reporting numeric values, two aspects will be considered: The number of

participants addressing a certain aspect and the overall number of mentions (as every participant

saw several stimuli, a lot of aspects were mentioned repeatedly).

6.3.1 Consideration of Likes for Evaluation Purposes (RQ1)

To address RQ1 about the extent to which like-displays are taken into account for the evaluation of

the Facebook Pages and its content, it was assessed whether participants unpromptedly addressed

like-displays when talking about their general first impression of the Facebook Page and the things

they noticed first about it. Five out of the ten participants named the friend-display (mentioned once

per person) and four participants addressed the fan-display at least once while giving their first

impression (overall five mentions).

"Well ok, you can see the Simpsons and I noticed right away that a lot of my friends

have liked that. I like the show as well, that’s why this appeals to me immediately."

(female, 21)
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"Ok, one knows the Simpsons of course. I like them too. And the first thing I looked up

here was how many of people have liked the show. Or, to be honest, I checked whether I

have liked it because I wasn’t sure." (male, 25)

6.3.2 Potential Reactions towards Like-Displays (RQ2)

Participants mentioned various potential reactions towards like-displays: positive/negative impres-

sions, trying the product, interest/curiosity and liking were addressed for both kinds of like-displays.

The reaction mentioned most often was a positive impression caused by the presented like-display

(mentioned by nine participants for fan-displays (21 mentions) and by eight participants with regard to

friend-displays (15 mentions)). A negative impression emerged occasionally (mentioned by three

people for fan-displays and by two for friend-displays, one mention per person), hence it seems that

both friend- and fan-displays left participants largely with a positive impression.

"The fact that there are so many people who have already liked that, leaves a positive

impression for a start." (female, 21)

"Considering 38 million fans, I find two friends rather poor."(male, 22)

Trying a product (drink or television show) was another frequent reaction, mentioned by seven

participants for fan-displays (15 mentions) and by six participants for friend-displays (16 mentions).

"Like I just said, there seem to be some people who know it and when they even took

their time to like the Page, they must really like it and this may cause me to try it on

occasion." (female, 21)

Interest/curiosity was each mentioned by five participants for both fan- (nine mentions) as well as

friend-displays (seven mentions).

"If I didn’t already know it, it would probably be of interest to me based on the like-

display." (male, 27)

Liking the Page was more likely to be a reaction towards friend-displays (five participants, ten

mentions) than towards fan-displays (three participants, one mention each). Further, liking the Page

was only mentioned for topics that were already familiar.

"Well, I think this [fan-display] would contribute to me liking the Page." (female, 21)
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"Yes, because I know the product and I drink it on a regular basis. And on impulse I’d

say if ten of my friends have already liked it, I would click the like-button as well." (male,

19 years)

With regard to friend-displays, two additional kinds of reactions were addressed: examining the Page

in more detail (mentioned by three people, four mentions) and asking the respective friends about the

product (addressed by five participants, ten mentions).

"I would definitely choose this show [among the presented ads] because I don’t know

that either. And the same person as before has liked it. In that case, I would have a look

at the Page and read out the information to maybe watch it on occasion." (female, 24)

To summarize, like-displays seem to be able to elicit both private reactions (impressions, inter-

est/curiosity) as well as public reactions (liking, asking friends). Although the pattern of potential

reactions seems to be similar for both fan- and friend-displays, a larger variety of potential reactions

was mentioned with regard to friend-displays. Further, liking was only mentioned as a potential

reaction when the topic was already known while reactions that indicate further investigation (asking

friends, examining the Page, trying a product) were predominant with regard to unfamiliar topics

6.3.3 Motives for the Acceptance of Social Influence (RQ3a + RQ3b)

Both fan- and friend-displays were described to contain a variety of information (RQ3a) about the

product/topic, about the Facebook Page and also about the friends presented in the friend-display,

not of all which are necessarily associated with a conformity reaction.

One kind of general information about the product communicated through like-displays is how popular

a product is (addressed by eight participants regarding fan-displays (18 mentions) and by three

participants regarding friend-displays (three mentions)).

"5,411,382 people like that. Maybe it is popular after all." (female, 20)

Like-displays may also convey information about the prominence of a product, as five participants

(nine mentions) addressed this aspect with regard to fan-displays, while three did so for friend-displays

(three mentions).

". . . based on this number, one can picture how well-known that is and how many

people know that, makes you want to know more about it." (male, 25)

The quality of a product is another aspect communicated through like-displays, mentioned 13 times

by six participants in the context of fan-displays and twice in the context of friend-displays.
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"But if that was one of my best friends [in the friend-display] I would think that it had to

be good." (female, 21)

Like-displays also allow conclusions about the target group of a product, as described by three

participants for fan-displays (five mentions) and by four participants (seven mentions) for friend-

displays.

". . . that it appeals to many people, also to many different people." (female, 21)

The last aspect mainly associated with information about the topic is the impression that based on

the like-displays the product (show, drink) might meet one’s own taste, which was mentioned once by

two participants for fan- and friend-displays respectively.

"If so many people have liked it and if there is something like a majority taste, then it

could appeal to me as well." (male, 19)

One additional issue somewhat associated with the product is the feeling of having missed something

based on what is presented in the like-displays. It was addressed by five participants regarding

fan-displays (11 mentions) and by two participants in the context of friend-displays (three mentions).

". . . of course I would think I must have been living behind the moon because I haven’t

heard about it or something like that." (male, 25)

Other information about the product that is communicated through like-displays is the age of the

product and its regional distribution. As those are considered not to be associated with conformity

reactions, they will not be elaborated on at this point.

Regarding the Facebook Page itself, the like-displays may tell if a Page is the official one (mentioned

by four participants (seven mentions) for fan-displays and by two participants (two mentions) for

friend-displays. This aspect is considered to be relevant for conformity as participants stated to only

want to like official Pages.

"When I like something on Facebook want to like the official Page that is being main-

tained, which provides information for my news feed. So I think the number [of fans] is

relevant in this context." (male, 22)

Further, information about other users‘ behavior in the form of like-displays may tell something about

like-norms on Facebook in the sense of what kind of products/Pages people tend to like. This

issue was addressed by three participants (six mentions) in the context of fan-displays and by two

participants in the context of friend-displays (two mentions).
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"I would definitely be surprised if even more people – especially my friends – had

liked it. That wouldn’t necessarily change my opinion about the Page but it would cause

astonishment regarding the presence of Coca Cola on Facebook." (male, 22)

There are two additional aspects that were only mentioned in the context of friend-displays because

it was concerned with information and knowledge about the particular people presented. As the

contexts in which those were mentioned are associated with social influence in the broader sense

(based on the literature), these aspects will also be outlined shortly. Five participants (eight mentions)

described to have learned something new about their friends’ interest (e.g. a common interest).

"For some of them I didn’t know that they like it, but I’m glad because I like it too and

when you have a common interest, that leaves a positive impression." (female, 21)

Six participants (14 mentions) further described a feeling of consistency regarding their attitude

and knowledge about the topic and the respective friends, either regarding a positive or a negative

attitude.

"I think these are actually people that are close to me or that I can identify with. This

somewhat. . . yes, that somewhat supports my view. This is something that I like as well.

It’s nice that my friends like it too." (male, 23)

"Well, basically that’s the same pattern. I neither really care about the product and nor,

even if that sounds weird, about the people. In comparison to those people that mean a

lot to me. And because of that I think ’Just forget about it.’" (male, 23)

To summarize, most of the information in like-displays is concerned with the product, but they also

convey information regarding the Page or the respective friends that are shown in the displays. While

some of the mentioned motives for yielding to social influence based on the like-displays seem to be

easily associated with a particular motive derived from the literature (e.g. like-displays communicating

about the quality of a product in order to make an accurate decision), most of the aforementioned

results need to be discussed against the literature background in more detail to be able to derive

conclusions. Hence, a more extended discussion of which motives for social influence can be found

here will be provided in the discussion section.

Apart from investigating which information relevant to social influence processes is derived from the

like-displays, participants explicitly mentioned several motives (RQ3b) for them reacting the way they

had previously described that are not reflected in the information like-displays contained (as outlined

in the previous section).
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Both with regard to fan- as well as friend-displays, participants stated they did not want to be the

only one (to e.g. like a Page). This issue was addressed for fan-displays by two participants (two

mentions) and once by a single participant in the context of friend-displays.

"I think you don’t want to be the only one to like that Page." (female, 21)

A reason that was only mentioned in the context of fan-displays was that the number of fans indicated

a “right” choice (two participants, two mentions).

"Because after all there are 40 million people who like that, they cannot be that

mistaken." (female, 24)

Further, only with regard to friend-display, three participants described how they would follow a social

orientation and felt like they wanted to tag along.

"I think this has to do with tagging along. Since so many friends have liked it, I feel I

want to like it myself." (male, 19)

Apart from reasons to conform to the behavior and evaluation of those who have liked a Page, one

participant described individuality as a reason not to conform and another participant stated to want

to support a Page when the number of fans is rather low.

6.3.4 Effects of the Relationship towards the Influencing Agent (RQ4a + RQ4b)

RQ4a was concerned with the question whether social influence processes differed depending on

whether the display showed friends or an anonymous number of fans. In the process of answering

RQ1 to RQ3, this issue was already addressed several times because fan- and friend-displays were

coded separately. For the purpose of answering RQ4a, a summary of the findings regarding the

differences outlined in the previous paragraphs will be provided.

Both kinds of displays have been addressed by about half of the participants when describing their

first impression, indicating that they are both taken into account to the same extent when evaluating a

Page (outlined in the context of RQ1 in section 6.3.1).

With regard to potential reactions (RQ2, in chapter 6.3.2), it was found that for several kinds of

reactions, there did not seem to be a difference in the extent to which they are elicited through

like-displays (e.g. trying a new product, curiosity). But while fan-displays were mentioned more often

when describing a general positive or negative impression, friend-displays were addressed more often

when it comes to liking a Page. Further, only with regard to friend-displays, participants described

that they would examine the Page in more detail or ask the respective friends about the product.
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When reporting the information contained in like-displays (RQ3a, chapter 6.3.3), several differences

between fan- and friend-displays were already indicated. To begin with, fan-displays were mentioned

more often when it came to popularity, prominence, quality, the feeling of having missed something,

the question whether the Page was the official one and the perceived like-norm. In contrast to that,

friend-displays were described more often to be indicative of the respective target group. Further,

only with regard to friend-displays, participants felt they conveyed information about the respective

friends and communicated a feeling of consistency regarding what they knew about the friends and

the topic of the respective Page.

With regard to motives for the acceptance of social influence (RQ3b, chapter 6.3.3), the impression

that the like-display is indicative of a right decision was only addressed when talking about fan-displays,

while only friend-displays seemed to be able to address the motive of tagging along.

To further investigate the role of the source when it comes to friend-displays (RQ4b), several

relationship characteristics were found to be of relevance for conformity as participants addressed

several aspects (regarding their relationship towards those people and regarding the composition of

the group) that they felt affected their reaction towards the friend-display and their impression of the

Page.

Nine participants (27 mentions) found the tie strength of the respective relationship to be relevant

for their impression/reaction, all of them agreeing that the impact is stronger when the friend-display

showed strong ties (e.g. good friends in contrast to acquaintances).

In detail, those reactions with regard to which participants found tie strength to be of relevance are

the general impression (six participants, eight mentions), asking friends about the product (three

participants, six mentions), interest/curiosity (two participants, three mentions), liking a Page (two

participants, two mentions) and trying a product (one participant, two mentions).

"I usually don’t talk to that person and. . . I don’t know. . . with friends, with really good

friends you often exchange experience. And you often talk about television shows and

things like that and because of that I would be more likely to ask them." (female, 20)

"If those were real friends of mine, it would definitely be different. Or people that I’m

closer to." (female, 21)

Another aspect that was perceived as being relevant for social influence was knowledge about the

respective friends (e.g. about their preferences), mentioned by six participants. Aspects that were

covered here concerned friends’ preferences and sense of humor, their current or past whereabouts,

and their age.
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"[I would choose Australia Day among the presented ads]. A friend of mine, a fellow

student, she has liked the Page. And I know that she has been to Australia." (female, 20)

"When I see that a lot of my friends like it and when I look at those friends, we share

a similar sense of humor, then I would probably like it as well, I maybe would watch the

show." (female, 24)

It is noticeable that all six participants (all mentions except for one) referred to television shows,

suggesting that knowledge about friends was of less relevance when evaluating drinks. The particular

reactions to which knowledge about the friends was considered to be relevant were watching the

show (three participants, four mentions), curiosity/interest (two participants, three mentions), the

general impression (two participants, two mentions) and asking the respective friends about the show

(one participant, one mention).

The next relational aspect addressed by six participants (seven mentions) was concerned with the

composition of the group, such as variety of friends, number of friends in contrast to tie strength and

potential prevalence of certain groups.

"If there are also people that are not part of my inner circle of friends but that I know

from somewhere, it shows that this thing [the topic] is not only of interest to a certain

group that shares certain similarities, but that it is of interest for a larger majority." (male,

27)

"Here, there are a lot of people and. . . well, if there were 3-4 people that are very

important to me, this would have a stronger impact than a large number of miscellaneous

people." (male, 23)

"If that was a different product targeted solely at men, I would see that only men have

liked it. That would elicit a different impression in me, I would think that the product is not

of interest to me." (female, 21)

In accordance with the quotes presented here, the reaction for which the composition of the group of

friends was perceived as being of relevance (if explicitly mentioned) was a general impression (five

participants, five mentions).

The last issue that participants addressed that concerned their relation to or knowledge about the

presented friends is their attitude towards those friends, mentioned by three participants (seven

mentions). To summarize, participants agreed that a negative attitude towards the people presented

in the friend-display would potentially affect social influence processes in a negative way, or even

elicit reactance.
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"My impression is a negative one, because the friends of mine who have liked the Page,

with the exception of one person, I don’t care about them and my experience with them is

rather negative. [. . . ] I think I would not like the Page, solely because those people have

already liked it." (male, 19)

The majority of reactions addressed in the context of attitudes refers to the general impression

regarding the topic (three participants, five mentions).

To summarize, participants mentioned several relational aspects that affect social influence reactions,

such as tie strength, knowledge about friends, attitude towards them and the composition of the group.

While tie strength is considered to be relevant for a lot of different kinds of reactions (particularly a

general impression and asking friends about it), just like knowledge (particularly trying a product

and curiosity), attitude and the composition of the group only seem to affect the general attitude.

Further, it was noticeable that knowledge regarding the respective people only was addressed when

talking about television shows, suggesting that a common taste or sense of humor is of relevance

here, while with regard to drinks, this did not play a role at all. Regarding the composition of the

group, several aspects were described that distinguish group (e.g. many different friends, only men)

and interpersonal processes (e.g. some good friends being more influential than a large number of

random people). This aspect will be elaborated on in more detail in the course of the discussion.

6.3.5 Effects of the Number of Influencing Agents (RQ5a + RQ5b)

Regarding RQ5a, eight participants (26 mentions) considered the number of fans and eight partici-

pants (12 mentions) considered the number of friends to be relevant for their own reaction.

In general, most participants agreed that a larger number of people might elicit a stronger reaction

from them, as seven participants (29 mentions) confirmed this for fan-displays and six participants

(11 mentions) agreed on this for friend-displays.

There were two derivations from this pattern, indicating that a smaller number might be more influential:

One participant described to be more likely to like a Page if it had a small number of fans in order to

support them. In accordance, he even stated that he felt his own like to be less significant in the face

of a large number of previous likes.

"If there were very few fans, I might think about pushing that." (male, 27)

"I would tend to not like it if the number of fans was very high. Because I would think it

wouldn’t make a difference. When they already have 40 million likes, they don’t need me

to like it anymore." (male, 27)
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The other exception from the pattern described initially was one participant who stated to dislike

mainstream topics. Accordingly, he found a smaller number of fans more appealing than a large

number.

"I actually find this slightly more likeable. By having less fans than Coca Cola. . . .I

mean, this is still a lot, but far less in comparison. This makes it somewhat likeable."

(male, 23)

Another issue that was noticeable was already outlined when addressing RQ4b, namely that the

number of friends might interact with relational characteristics, such as tie strength. In this regard, a

smaller number of friends might be more influential if they were close friends.

"Here, there are a lot of people and. . . well, if there were 3-4 people that are very

important to me, this would have a stronger impact than a large number of miscellaneous

people." (male, 23)

To summarize findings for RQ5, most participants seem to agree that a larger number of fans or

friends tend to elicit a stronger reaction from them. However, two exceptions from this pattern were

addressed: the feeling of not being able to make a difference with a single like when facing a large

number of previous likes and an aversion of mainstream topics. Apart from that, findings indicate that

relational aspects might be more relevant than numbers when it comes to friend-displays.

6.3.6 Effects of Familiarity with and Attitude towards the Topic (RQ6)

As suggested by the literature that was outlined in the context of RQ6, prior knowledge about a

topic might affect social influence processes. This was addressed by all participants with regard to

fan-displays (26 mentions) and by nine participants with regard to friend-displays (22 mentions). The

exact characteristics of those effects are quite complex, hence in the following the overlaps between

the type of product (familiarity) and those aspects already outlined when answering RQ1 to RQ5 will

be analysed.

Regarding the question if the like-displays are taken into account for a first evaluation of the Page

(RQ1, section 6.3.1), it is noticeable that most friend-displays were mentioned with regard to the

familiar television show, where participants were confronted with up to 16 of their friends. One person

noticed the friend-display first on the Page of the familiar drink. Hence, the friend-displays seemed to

be most eye-catching with regard to the familiar or even popular products. For the fan-displays the

picture was a little more diverse: While two people addressed fan-displays regarding the unfamiliar
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television show and one noticed it first on the Page of the familiar television show, two others found

the number of fans of the familiar drink noticeable.

Regarding the information contained in like-displays (RQ3a, section 6.3.3), certain differences

between familiar and unfamiliar topics were observable. In general, the informative potential of

like-displays seems to be greater for unfamiliar topics. For example, participants who mentioned

the feeling of having missed something and the impression that the product would be likely to meet

one’s own taste only did so with regard to unfamiliar topics. In line with that, for popularity, quality and

prominence, either the number of participants who mentioned this issue or the respective number of

mentions was larger in the context of unfamiliar topics for both fan- and friend-displays. One example

would be quality being mentioned by five participants (nine mentions) as information contained in the

fan-display of the Page of an unfamiliar topic in contrast to three people (four mentions) mentioning

it in the context of a familiar topic (two people and no people for friend-displays respectively). A

difference from this pattern occurred with regard to information on the Facebook Page (official Page

or not), the like-norm and the information about friends. Those aspects were mostly addressed in

the context of familiar topics. To summarize, regarding an unfamiliar topic, the like-displays seem to

communicate mostly information about the topic. In contrast to that, when participants are already

familiar with the topic, they derive information about the Page, respective norms or the constellation

of friends they are confronted with.

Apart from familiarity, one’s own attitude towards familiar topics (valence and strength) were con-

sidered to be of relevance for social influence processes, as described by four participants (four

mentions) with regard to fan-displays and by six participants (six mentions) when talking about

friend-displays.

Here, most participants agreed that if the prior attitude is strong, like-displays are becoming increas-

ingly less relevant for evaluation of the topic or for liking the Page (confirmed by three participants

regarding fan-displays and by four participants regarding friend-displays).

"At most, if I didn’t know it at all, then I would say let’s have a look at that. But when

you are already into it and have an opinion about it, then it [like-display] doesn’t make a

difference." (female, 21)

In the context of fan-displays, one participant further described to want to push a topic that he is fond

of by liking the Page if the number of fans is low (as already outlined when answering RQ5, section

6.3.5).
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Regarding friend-displays, two additional aspects were addressed. One participant stated that the

friend-displays contained more information about the people than about the product (television show)

when a prior attitude is given.

"Well, I already know that the show is good. In this case, it [friend-display] tells more

about the people." (female, 24)

Another participant was asked to imagine his reaction if a friend-display (actually presented on one of

the Pages) that showed two people he did not like would be presented along with a product he liked

and he described an inconvenient state of inconsistency.

"I think that would cause a conflict, I wouldn’t know whether to like the Page or not."

(male, 19)

To summarize findings for RQ6, most participants found like-displays were less important when

they already had an opinion about the topic. Further differences were concerned with whether the

friend-display communicates information about the product or the people, the urge to support a

well-liked topic with a low number of fans and an (imagined) feeling of inconsistency when attitude

about the friends and the topic are not in accordance.

6.3.7 Motives for Liking a Facebook Page (RQ7a)

To investigate the relationship between self-presentational motives and potential social influence

processes, it was first looked into what purposes liking a Facebook Page might fulfill to find out if

self-presentation was of relevance.

Indeed, the purpose mentioned most often (17 times) and by all participants was that they like a Page

to tell others about oneself (e.g. interests, personality).

"Others get a picture of me based on what I like. That is. . . .you see similarities and

differences right away." (male, 25)

"I think that’s ultimately what this is about, self-presenting through these profiles."

(male, 23)

"Well, I think the things that you like, they should. . . ehm, you should really be fond of

them. It wouldn’t tell anything about me if I liked a million random things." (female, 21)

"Liking that television show would tell something about me to others, that I get the

humor and that I’m a fun person." (female, 21)
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Apart from the general purpose of telling about oneself, participants frequently stated telling about

oneself through liking on Facebook might be useful for expressing and identifying common interests

with friends (mentioned by six participants, seven mentions).

"A lot of people watch that show, right? And, I don’t know, may they’re like "Cool,

[name] watches that, too!’." How can I describe that? [. . . ] It’s not really appreciation, but

maybe common interest." (female, 20)

Other purposes for liking that were mentioned in the course of the interviews were not associated

with self-presentation and most of them were far less salient: Receiving information through the news

feed (five participants, 11 mentions), gaining access to the Page’s content (two participants, two

mentions), supporting the campaign (two participants, two mentions) and taking part in a lottery (one

participant, one mention).

Apart from assessing purposes of liking a Facebook Page, it was asked whether participants could

imagine their like-behavior to change if no one on Facebook was able to see their action. While

four participants (four mentions) stated they would not change their behavior, six participants (six

mentions) felt that liking would not make any sense if no one would be able to see it.

"I would probably like less, because it’s mostly about self-presentation when you like

something. If no one could see that, you wouldn’t have to do that because you know for

yourself what you like. And you really don’t use those Pages, it’s all about showing others

what you like." (male, 25)

6.3.8 Self-Presentational Motives Disrupting Social Influence Processes (RQ7b)

As participants were not asked directly whether self-presentational concerns would prevent them

from showing conformity, preconditions for liking a Page that were mentioned in the course of the

interview (e.g. when being asked whether participants would like the presented Pages) were coded

to investigate whether those motives that are associated with liking Facebook Pages outlined in the

last paragraph even may prevent social influence processes (RQ7b).

Aspects mentioned in this context reflect characteristics of the topic and the Page, other people’s

opinion about the topic, participants’ own relationship towards the topic and their like-behavior.

Regarding one’s own relationship towards the topic, participants described that in order to like a Page,

they had to be concerned with the topic (nine participants, 24 mentions), they had to have a positive

attitude towards it (nine participants, 23 mentions), they had to be familiar with the topic (see also

RQ3a; nine participants, 16 mentions) and the topic had to fit their personality (four participants, five
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mentions). Some even explicitly associated these aspects with potential social influence processes

and how that would affect them.

"I’m not that much of a fan of the Simpsons that I would like the Page because so many

friends have liked it." (female, 24)

"I don’t really like the show and because of that, I wouldn’t like the Page." (female, 21)

". . . but it has to fit me, and this is not something I care about and because of that I

would not get carried away [by the information shown in the like-display] and like the

Page." (female, 21)

Characteristics of the topic that are considered as preconditions for liking something are the product

category (five participants, 13 mentions) as well as the fact that a topic is distinct (five participants,

six mentions) and not controversial (two participants, three mentions). The product category was

addressed most often when talking about the presented Pages that were concerned with drinks and

most participants agreed they would not like drinks, e.g. because that does not tell anything about

their personality or because of the feeling of general non-involvement with this product category.

"This is about emotional involvement you have with the topic, which is different for

example for movies and television shows in contrast to a product you can buy at every

corner, like it is with Coca Cola." (male, 23)

"It’s just a drink and not a band you can be a fan of, just a drink I like to drink, but no

one has to know that on Facebook." (female, 24)

"I think it’s because this is more distinct [a television show], not everybody knows it.

[. . . ] This way, you yourself are somewhat special, I don’t know, avant-garde, you know

something that not everyone knows. I think that always plays a role, but of course you

wouldn’t publicly say it that way." (male, 23)

"But I think on Facebook in particular, information like your political orientation, this

doesn’t belong there." (female, 24)

Another precondition for liking something is the opinion of Facebook friends, both those displayed

as fans in the friend-display (meaning that friends have liked the topic before, two participants,

four mentions) and those who might see participants’ action (the self-presentational audience, two

participants, four mentions).
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"My female friends like this show, but I also have a lot of male friends on Facebook

who would probably make fun of me if they saw me [face-to-face]. Not in a vicious way,

but because of that I’d think I’d better not like the Page." (female, 21)

Furthermore, characteristics of the Page were perceived as being of relevance for three of the

participants’ (five mentions) decision to like something. Particularly the questions whether the Page is

the official one (as already mentioned in the context of RQ2). In addition, one participant mentioned

that the Page design has to be appealing.

The last aspect considered to be of relevance for potential restraints of social influence processes is

participants’ own like-behavior, which was described to be able to prevent liking by six participants

(eight mentions), e.g. because participants do not tend to like very often in the first place.

In the context of RQ7b, participants mentioned several aspects that would prevent them from liking

something or that have to be fulfilled before liking something that reflects the motive of telling

others about oneself (RQ7a), such as one’s own relation towards the topic (attitude, concern, fit or

distinctiveness). It seems that participants use the like-feature for authentic self-disclosure which

implies certain restraints for showing conformity, although participants do consider if friends have

already liked a Page.

The aforementioned aspects also reflect issues concerned with the self-presentational audience.

Concerns like other Facebook friends’ opinion about a topic indicate that although liking is meant

to authentically reflect one’s personality, participants tend to tailor their behavior to an audience by

avoiding likes that might be controversial or not approved by others.

In addition, participants were asked whether they cared about what others would think of their like-

behavior. While nine participants described situations in which it would not be relevant for them (17

mentions), six of them also could think of topics with regard to which they would care about others’

reactions.

"Not with regard to the Simpsons, I wouldn’t care about that. There are other topics

which would look weird if I liked them. [...] likes Kärcher Germany [a vacuum cleaner

brand]. I don’t know, people would probably think ’Ok. . . .’. I don’t know, that’s a stupid

example, but I think there are worse things I might like which would really look weird."

(female, 24)

To summarize, liking a Facebook Page seems to be highly associated with self-presentation and

self-presentational purposes, as participants describe to use the like-feature to tell others about

themselves. Other reasons for liking are not as salient, with the exception of receiving information as
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one purpose of liking a Page. However, participants want their self-presentation (via like-behavior)

to authentically reflect their interests and personality (associated with the self-presentational motive

of self-construction), which might restrain social influence processes. Further, the audience may

prevent certain likes to happen, because they are not approved of or controversial (reflecting the

self-presentational motive of pleasing the audience).

6.4 Discussion

The present study was meant to represent an exploratory step towards investigating the process

of social influence elicited through like-displays on Facebook, focusing on potential motives as well

as influence factors and how conformity relates to self-presentation when liking a Page. In the

following, the discussion of results against the background of the presented literature and respective

implications will follow the structure of the research questions.

RQ1 referred to the question whether like-displays are even taken into account when evaluating

Facebook Pages (against the background of empirical results that suggest likes to affect evaluation

and behavior when complementing online content, such as single posts). Participants’ first reactions

towards the Facebook Pages presented in the present study suggest indeed that likes are taken

into account, but only a few people named them unpromptedly. Against the background of previous

empirical results and theoretical conceptualizations that emphasize Facebook’s potential for viral

processes (chapter 2), the salience of the like-displays here seems rather low. However, it has to be

taken into account that for methodological reasons, whole Pages were presented to not give away the

actual purpose. But, as outlined in chapter 2.4, like-displays are more likely to be encountered in a

less information-loaded context, at least when it comes to further content of the respective Page. For

example, in Ads and Recommendations, users often only see the Page’s name and profile photo.

So generalizations regarding the prominence of like-displays based on the present results need

to be made with caution, also with regard to the small sample. For the present purpose it seems

sufficient to summarize that like-displays are taken into account when evaluating Facebook Pages

and it can already be noted that maybe in future studies the respective context and environment of

the like-display need to be considered.

Beginning with RQ2 (up to RQ6), the applicability of the presented framework for social influence

(chapter 3.3) was investigated, starting with the question how people react to like-displays. Results

show that private (impression, attitude, trying) as well as public reactions (liking, asking friends) were

described, depending on which information the display contains and what participants knew about
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the topic, e.g. liking was only mentioned as a reaction towards friend-displays and only for familiar

topics. At this point, only the publicness of a reaction can be observed, while derivations regarding

the persistence of those reactions (based on the underlying motive) - which would allow to associate

them with concepts described for example by Kiesler and Kiesler (1970), Nail (1986) as well as Turner

(1991) - are difficult. For example, a positive attitude induced via like-displays may or may not result in

a respective behavior (depending on how persistent and strong the attitude is) and in order to answer

the question whether a liking as a public behavior is a form of short-termed superficial compliance or

an expression of a persistent, genuine attitude induced via like-displays (private acceptance; Kiesler

& Kiesler, 1970), further results need to be taken into account, regarding underlying motives and

influence factors.

To answer RQ3 regarding which goals for yielding to social influence are relevant in the present

context, a variety of information was taken into account: which information the like-display was

perceived to provide and explicitly mentioned reasons for conformity reactions. As mentioned in the

results section, a detailed discussion of the findings and how they are associated with the four goals

outlined in chapter 3.3.2 requires a more extensive review of the theoretical concepts. Beginning with

the goal of accuracy, social influence was described to be based on the need to gain an accurate

view of reality and act accordingly (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004; Turner, 1991) as well as to be able

to validate one’s own opinions in comparison to that of others (social reality testing, e.g. Festinger,

1954; Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970). Provided that the goal of accuracy is more likely to become salient

when reality is ambiguous (Festinger, 1954), the present results can be interpreted in such a way

that like-displays communicate certain information about the quality of an unknown product (e.g. by

suggesting that a large number of fans is suggestive of a right choice), which in consequence might

lead a target to gain a positive impression or try the respective product. However, also with regard

to familiar products, one aspect was observed that is suggested to be associated with the goal of

accuracy, which is the detection of the official Facebook Page, once one has decided to like a product.

In this case, the like-display is assumed to guide the respective action, rather than causing it.

In the context of the goal of affiliation, social influence was described to be based on the need to

regulate rewards and punishments provided by others (Prislin & Wood, 2005), in terms of increasing

approving responses and avoiding rejections (Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970). In the present study, several

aspects were mentioned that are suggested to be associated with these processes. First, the feeling

of having missed something may imply a concern to be excluded by others because one is not familiar

with a popular topic. Based on the present results it cannot be specified what kind of reaction may

follow to that; one might however think of further investigation regarding the unknown topic or asking

friends about it (see RQ2). One aspect that was mentioned in the context of actual like-behavior was
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the notion that one looks to others’ likes in order to avoid being the only one who likes something. This

implies a certain fear of negative reactions from others in case the respective topic is not approved of;

the like-displays in turn might be indicative of how well-approved it is to like that particular topic on

Facebook. In this case, like-displays fulfill a restrictive role rather than being the cause of a public

action (or the underlying attitude).

Three additional aspects were mentioned in the interviews that somewhat represent a mixture of

affiliation and accuracy goals: Like-displays were described to communicate a norm about what

people like and how present the respective topic is on Facebook. While on the one hand this seems

to satisfy informational needs regarding the topic and serves as indicator for what is subjectively

valid, it may also be associated with social orientation out of fear of rejection or in hope of approval.

The latter in particular was already mentioned in the context of affiliation goals when discussing the

motive of not wanting to be the only one to like something. As a consequence, depending on how

the respective information is interpreted and evaluated, the underlying goal might be affiliation or

accuracy. With regard to information about a topic’s popularity and prominence, it is suggested that

similar processes might operate. While these aspects may be indicators of external or subjective

validity and thus appeal to accuracy goals, they might also be associated with the feeling of having

missed something, mentioned before in the context of affiliation goals.

One thing that seems noticeable at this point, after reviewing the potential for affiliation and accuracy

goals to become the basis for social influence, is the role of affiliation goals in the context of superficial

compliance. Yielding to social influence based on the goal of affiliation is often suggested to be

undergone not because of the target’s true beliefs but because of the trial to please others (Kelman,

1961). Consequently it is often associated with short-termed reactions, lacking an underlying attitude

change (Asch, 1955; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Kelman, 1961). In contrast to classical paradigms and

also in contrast to expectations based on the generally high accountability and nonymity on Facebook

(see comprehensive summary), it is observable here that superficial compliance in form of liking

something in order to gain the approval of others in the particular situation is not really an issue.

Affiliation goals are more likely to fuel interest in an unknown topic or guide behavior based on an

existing attitude rather than being the origin of that behavior. On the one hand, the context has to

be taken into account in order to explain why the effects found in classical studies did not seem to

play a role here. As described initially, the influence is incidental (see chapter 3.1); hence, there is no

direct request from an influencing agent which was to be declined. Further, the question arises to

what extent direct reactions from the people shown in the like-displays are expected (or feared) or to

what extent other potential audience members are salient, an issue that will be addressed again in

the context of RQ7.
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The next goal for conformity that was expected to be found is that of positive self-evaluation, which

is reflected in the salience of a positive self-defining relationship towards the influencing agent (e.g.

Kelman, 1961). A person’s own opinions and behavior are brought into line with that of valued others,

because this has positive consequences for his/her self-image (Kelman, 1961; Pool et al., 1998).

The present results suggest that learning of valued others’ evaluations via like-displays causes a

positive feeling in case one shares the opinion about the topic, because common interests become

visible and one’s own self-image is supported. Although not explicitly mentioned in this context, it

seems likely that the target might feel the desire to express this common interest as well (by liking

the Page), to further strengthen the associated self-image. The final motive that was outlined in the

literature review is that of cognitive consistency, suggesting that prior attitudes – either about the

topic or about the source of influence – might cause a negatively perceived tension state that people

strive to resolve in case the existing attitudes compete with each other (e.g. Osgood & Tannenbaum,

1955). Indeed, participants often described a feeling of consistency regarding familiar topics and

people shown in the like-display and the expressed difficulties in evaluation in case the information

was (or was imagined to be) conflicting, indicating that inconsistencies might be resolved by changing

attitudes (e.g. towards the topic). Furthermore, it was described how existing attitudes regarding the

people shown in the like-display might affect the first impression of an unknown product (positively or

negatively). In a similar regard, aspects were mentioned that combined consistency goals with that of

accuracy: participants derived information about the target group from like-displays, e.g. to evaluate

how likely a product would be to meet their own taste based on what they knew and thought about

the people shown in the like-display.

In general, RQ3 can be answered by stating that all four goals for yielding to social influence can be

found to some extent when investigating processes of social influence elicited via like-displays. Also,

the combination of different motives in several of the aspects mentioned in the interviews illustrates a

point made by Eagly and Chaiken (1993), who state that the outlined goals and associated processes

possess a certain qualitative nature and tend to co-occur, making an isolated empirical investigation

difficult. Finding this assumption supported in the present findings, this aspect has to be considered

for future studies that aim to investigate social influence processes based on the underlying goals.

This aspect also raises questions regarding the exact interplay of different components of the influence

process (goals, impact factors, outcomes). Up to this point, there exists only anecdotal evidence and

speculations regarding which motive is associated with which kind of reaction and how the process is

affected by situational factors; for example with regard to liking as a public reaction that triggers viral

processes in the first place, there exist several possibilities, which will be summarized at the end of

this discussion, once the situational aspects have been discussed.
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One of these aspects is the source of social influence. RQ4a was concerned with the question how

conformity processes might differ between friend- and fan-displays. Fan-displays seem to play a

more important role for unfamiliar topics and accordingly are relevant for first impressions because

they communicate popularity, quality, whether it is the official Page and like-norms. Looking back

at the results for RQ3, one might interpret these findings in a way that fan-displays are of particular

relevance for processes based on the goal of accuracy. However, also friend-displays seem to provide

important information about unfamiliar topics, such as the target group of the product, an aspect

that is associated with the goals of cognitive consistency in combination with accuracy (as outlined

earlier). Friend-displays further appeal to the goal of positive self-evaluation (based on what was

outlined in the last paragraphs) by communicating common interests. Based on these observations

it seems that friend- and fan-displays fulfill different purposes for conformity processes depending

on which goal for yielding to social influence is salient (which in turn seems to be dependent on

whether the topic is familiar or not). In the context of friend-displays it was further investigated

(RQ4b), which characteristics of the relationship (relational aspects) affect conformity processes.

Interview participants described tie strength, knowledge, composition of the group and attitude to

be of relevance. The majority of these aspects can be associated with different motives, based on

theoretical considerations. Tie strength for example is a two-sided construct; on the one hand, it is

predicted by the frequency of social interaction because it is positively associated with the amount of

information exchanged (Brown & Reingen, 1987). In line with that, participants described they would

be more likely to get further involved with a topic or product if there were close friends they could ask

about it because they talk to them a lot and because they would not bother weak ties with this kind of

questions. This aspect might be associated with all four motives because the interaction frequency

increases the amount of information exchanged, be it information about means control, the product or

potential common interests (see chapter 3.3.3.4). However, it is also imaginable that close ties are

more likely to have means control over the target and the respective relationship is more likely to be

relevant for the target’s self-concept (indicators of tie strength, see Frenzen & Davis, 1990), which

would in turn affect processes based on the goal of affiliation or the goal of positive self-evaluation.

One way to further approach this issue is to investigate whether predictors or indicators of tie strength

better predict social influence effects, as all studies in the context of Facebook so far were only

concerned with frequency of interaction (predictor of tie strength), for example Bond et al. (2012).

One might for example think of close ties that are not on Facebook or weak ties that one often

interacts with because of a common interest or because other friends do not spend that much time on

Facebook; it is thus questionable whether frequency of interaction can predict tie strength (and thus

social influence) in a more accurate way than for example perceived closeness. The next relational
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aspect found to be relevant for social influence effects is the target’s knowledge about the influencing

agent, for example regarding sense of humor, preferences or age. As discussed in the context of

RQ3, participants stated to derive information about the topic based on what they know about the fans

in case it is unfamiliar. This finding is in line with what was reported about the effects of perceived

similarity (chapter 3.3.3.2.2) in the literature review. In group contexts it was for example found that

shared characteristics increase conformity (Gerard ,1954). In previous theoretical approaches, this

aspect has often been associated with processes of social identification (e.g. Turner, 1991), which

would be indicative of the goal of positive self-evaluation. However, taking into consideration the

context of participants’ answers in the present study, consistency/accuracy processes seem to play a

role here as well, at least regarding unfamiliar products (see RQ3): Participants mainly mentioned

this aspect with regard to television shows but not when talking about the Pages that featured soft

drinks, assumingly because the latter is too trivial or because of how one is involved with a drink in

contrast to a television show. This in turn supports the assumption that the influence processes are

based on the goal of accuracy rather than just positive self-evaluation, because based on theoretical

considerations, the content of the evaluation object would not matter for the latter goal. One more

aspect that was mentioned, which is in line with concepts outlined in the literature review, is the

target’s attitude towards the influencing agent. In chapter 3.3.3.2, attraction was defined as positive

orientation towards a group or person (Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970) and has been found to be associated

with social influence in group as well as interpersonal contexts. Attraction towards the influencing

agents is assumed to play a central role for private acceptance based on the goal of accuracy (Kiesler

& Kiesler, 1970). In group contexts, one could argue that the goal for positive self-evaluation is

the underlying mechanism of yielding to the norm of a group one is attracted to (Prislin & Wood,

2005). And finally, attraction could also play a role in the context of cognitive consistency, whereas a

prior attitude towards the influencing agent might change or determine the attitude towards the topic

(chapter 3.3.2.4). Looking at participants’ answers in more detail, it seems that this aspect plays

a particular important role when a negative attitude towards the influencing agent is given, which

then causes a negative initial attitude towards an unknown topic, which would fit well with the goal of

cognitive consistency being the underlying process.

One result that seems to manifest based on the mentioned relational aspects is that interpersonal

processes seem to dominate social influence effects in the Facebook environment. Only one

exception was observed which clearly emphasized the salience of a group, namely in the context

of how the cluster of fans in the friend-display was composed. Here, a group was perceived to

become salient, dependent on how homogeneous the cluster was, for example one person mentioned

the group of men (as opposed to women), which would be an indicator for the target group of the

119



product or topic. Similarly, it was reported that a very heterogeneous cluster of fans is indicative of a

broad target group. In contrast to that, if certain friends were in the cluster who stand out from the

crowd, interpersonal processes would become the dominant mechanism again. The observation that

interpersonal contexts seem to be more salient on Facebook than group contexts is in line with what

was summarized in chapter 3.2.3: Although the majority of studies on social influence in CMC focus

on group processes (for an overview see e.g. Carr, 2010), this approach seems more appropriate

for anonymous environments in which categorical information is more salient than interpersonal

information (Culnan & Marckus, 1987), making group processes more likely. The present results thus

support the approach to not focus on classical CMC theories but to draw on theoretical approaches

from (interpersonal) face-to-face contexts.

Regarding RQ5 it was investigated how the number of fans shown in the like-display affects social

influence. In general, findings support the notion of a positive relationship between number of

influencing agents and the likeliness for conformity (as suggested by previous findings, e.g. Asch,

1955; Insko et al., 1985; Lee & Nass, 2002). However, there were two exceptions to this pattern that

are in line with theoretical reasoning and empirical results outlined in the literature review. First, the

effect of number of fans might interact with relational characteristics, for example one close friend

might be more influential than several unknown fans (as also found by Egebark & Ekström, 2011).

Further, remarks by one of the participants indicate that a very large number of fans may cause

reactance because of a general reluctance of mainstream topics. In chapter 4.4 it was outlined how

the self-image might affect conformity behavior in case someone does not see his/herself and does

not want to be regarded as a conformist (e.g. Baumeister et al., 1979 in Turner, 1991). This aspect of

course touches the question of self-presentational goals and how they affect conformity, something

that will be addressed when discussing results of RQ7. For the moment it seems reasonable to just

state that depending on the self-image and self-presentational goals, a large number of fans may

not lead to conformity but to an opposing effect. As only one participant mentioned this aspect, the

question arises to what extent personality characteristics might come into play here. For example, in

chapter 4.5 two trait variables were described (public /private self-consciousness; self-monitoring)

that were assumed to moderate whether a person is more likely to pursue the self-presentational goal

of self-construction or whether someone takes into account social comparison information (and is

thus more likely to show conformity). Also this aspect will be addressed in more detail after discussing

results of RQ6.

Regarding the ambiguity of the situation and how it affects conformity reactions (RQ6), two issues

were addressed by participants in the present study: familiarity of and prior attitude about the topic.

The remarks participants made about familiarity largely reflect the concept (and respective effects)
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of prior knowledge about the topic as outlined in the literature review (chapter 3.3.3.3): Decreased

ambiguity (because of familiarity with the topic) seems to reduce the variety of potential conformity

reactions (RQ2) and the amount of information communicated through the like-display (RQ3). On the

one hand that might imply that for familiar topics, the goal of accuracy may become increasingly less

important because the user is able to judge a product’s/topic’s quality, prominence, popularity etc.

by him/herself and there is no need to take like-displays into account. In line with this assumption,

the like-displays were less indicative about characteristics of the product for familiar topics, but more

indicative of information about norms and also the respective friends (if any were shown). In general,

the friend-displays were found to be very prominent and relevant for familiar topics. However, it has

to be considered that the familiar topics used in this study were two of the most popular Facebook

Pages, hence a lot of friends were shown and it is unclear whether the prominence of the display was

caused by the number of people displayed or by the general perceived importance of the respective

information. Independent of the question how noticeable the friend-display was for familiar topics and

for what reasons, it was observed that participants all were very curious to learn which friends had

liked a Page. One of the motives for this reaction, derived from other findings of this study, might

be the urge to detect common interests, for example to validate one’s own opinion or to increase

positive self-evaluation (see RQ3). Another observation regarding reactions to familiar topics was

that only when the topic was known, liking the Page was even an option as a potential conformity

reaction. This somewhat indicates that certain preconditions exist for a topic to become the subject of

public evaluation on Facebook and that the role of like-displays here is to guide that behavior rather

than cause it (as was already mentioned in the context of RQ3). The second aspect found to affect

conformity effects in the context of ambiguity was prior attitude, in line with what was outlined in

the literature review (see chapter 3.3.3.3): Price et al. (2006) found that prior attitude was a better

predictor of final attitudes than social influence factors in a conformity situation. Further, theories of

cognitive consistency (chapter 3.3.2.4) suggest that the stronger the prior attitude, the less susceptible

it is to change (Osgood & Tannenbaum, 1955). Consistent with that, participants in the present

study mentioned valence and strength of prior attitudes to be of relevance for conformity behavior.

Regarding the first aspect, observations revealed a feeling of inconsistency when participants’ attitude

towards the topic was not in line with what they saw in the like-display (e.g. attraction to the people

displayed). Regarding the latter, one participant explicitly stated that the stronger the prior attitude,

the less relevant are like-displays perceived to be for one’s opinion to like something. Along with the

finding that liking was not an option with regard to unfamiliar topics, this is another indicator of the

idea that liking might be a way of expressing a genuine belief that can be guided but not caused by

like-displays.
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To investigate the interplay between conformity and self-presentational goals, RQ7 was explicitly

concerned with the question why users like a Page and why not to find out how impression-motivated

this behavior is and how the self-image and the potential audience affect it. The overall consensus

among participants of the present study was that one of the main reasons for liking a Page (RQ7a)

was to tell others something about oneself. This way, liking represents a way of communicating

information about one’s personality and preferences without explicitly stating it, in line with findings

obtained by Zhao et al. (2008) that suggest self-presentation on SNS is undergone indirectly by

showing instead of telling. At the same time, this finding suggests indeed that self-presentation is a

foreground agenda in the process (Krämer & Winter, 2008). This assumption is further supported by

the finding, that about half of the participants stated that they would not like a Page if no one could

see it. Hence, the publicness of the like-process is perceived as being central for the process.

Different participants also described that liking something represents a means to detect common

interests with friends, for example to be able to have someone to talk to about the topic or to see one’s

own opinion validated. As explicitly stated by one participant, this process is very self-oriented rather

than aimed to please the audience (hence, more likely to be associated to the self-presentational

goal of self-construction). Shared like-behavior can thus be regarded as a means to strengthen

one’s self-image (that is connected to the respective friend), similar to the process outlined in the

context of the goal of positive self-evaluation for conformity (RQ3). Combining conformity and self-

presentational goals, like-displays might serve as an orientation which content would fulfill the purpose

of self-construction based on common interests.

To explicitly address the question to what extent self-presentational goals might disrupt conformity

processes, participants were asked what kept them from liking the presented Pages. This way, several

preconditions for liking a Page emerged: concern with the topic, a positive attitude towards the topic,

familiarity with the topic and a certain fit of the topic and one’s personality. These results support

previous findings about authenticity of self-presentation on SNS (chapter 4.6.2.1, e.g. Rosenbaum

et al., 2010), also when it comes to liking Pages. At the same time they indicate that the main goal

for the respective self-presentational strategy is that of self-construction and that self-presentation

is undergone in a very strategic way, as suggested for example by findings obtained by Haferkamp

and Krämer (2010). In the present study, participants considered for example whether the topic of

the Page is relevant enough to tell something about them, hence soft drinks was a product category

often perceived as being too trivial to be liked.

Although the results so far suggest that one’s own preferences determine how one self-presents

through liking, also other aspects were mentioned. For example, one precondition for liking a Page
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was that the topic was not controversial, indicating a certain fear about potential negative reactions that

lead to self-censorship (see Lampinen et al., 2009). Further observations suggest that participants to

some extent show social orientation, as some of them stated only to like Pages that friends have liked

before and they also consider the self-presentational audience (the latter mentioned by about half of

the participants, but strongly dependent on the respective topic). For example, one participant thought

liking the Page of Grey’s Anatomy would cause negative social feedback and thus stated not to want

to like it although she herself was a fan of the show. Considering the last two aspects in combination,

they illustrate very fittingly the two sources of social influence suggested in the comprehensive

summary: users shown in the like-display and users that constitute the self-presentational audience.

Other aspects mentioned were participants only wanting to like the official Page of a topic (in line

with findings from RQ3 that suggest like-displays to indicate which Page is the official one) and one’s

general like-behavior. The latter aspect again suggests that personality characteristics (that have

been found to affect expressive and self-presentational behavior on SNS, see chapter 4.6.2.3 and

4.5) might affect like-behavior and according conformity reactions. To summarize, findings regarding

RQ7 revealed that both motives for self-presentation (self-construction and pleasing the audience)

seem to play a role when it comes to liking. Further, the findings suggest that self-presentational

motives (in terms of self-construction) at first determine whether liking a Page comes into question, in

which case like-displays are taken into account, e.g. because of common interests.

Before summarizing the aforementioned considerations and their implications for the present thesis,

several limitations of the present methodology need to be considered: As most everyday interactions

are subject to self-presentation (Leary, 1995), self-presentational goals may have played a role with

regard to the interview situation. For example, previous studies showed that participants’ answers

might be affected by the interviewer’s attractiveness (Schlenker, 1975 in Mummendey et al., 1995)

or his/her noticeable attitude towards the topic (Joseph, Gaes, Tedeschi & Cunningham, 1979 in

Mummendey et al., 1995). As Leary and Kowalski (1990) argued, self-presenting as a conformist is

generally regarded as unfavorable. The presence of the interviewer as self-presentational audience

might thus for example have suppressed some statements in which participants admitted to be

influenced by others. However, participants named several aspects associated with conformity and

particularly the goal of affiliation, which suggests that the procedure was suitable not to render

self-presentational goals salient with regard to the interviewer. As described in the method section,

several precautions were taken to distract participants from like-displays being the real subject of

the study to prevent demand characteristics. In addition, this might also have reduced the fear

of being evaluated as a conformist. The second issue that can be regarded as limitation of the

interview/think-aloud approach is that participants were asked to explicitly verbalize reasons for
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conformity. Several of them at first had difficulties in doing so. That might have led to a more

extensive reflection of the issue to be able to answer the question. This way, spontaneous feelings

and reactions might have been neglected. Both limitations can be addressed using experimental

settings or other methodological approaches. However, as outlined in chapter 3.2.2, also these hold

certain challenges, for instance when it comes to inducting (real) friends’ reactions in an authentic

way. Further, neither the qualitative approach presented here nor an experimental setting would allow

for the observation of actual behavior on Facebook. Social network analysis (e.g. conducted by

Bond et al., 2012) can shed light on this aspect. However, the psychological processes associated

with it can only be fully assessed through experiments or self-report surveys. In sum, the further

investigation of conformity and self-presentation with regard to the like-feature on Facebook calls for

a multi-method approach to cover actual behavior and the underlying psychological processes.

The present study, employing a qualitative approach, is meant to serve as a basis for the next studies

by identifying relevant processes and influence factors. The results paint a complex picture about

potential underlying motives for conformity reactions towards like-displays and situational as well as

relational aspects that affect them. For the course of the present thesis one aspect that should be

kept in mind is that the suggested goals of yielding to social influence are very qualitative in nature

and results also show that they may co-occur (an aspect that was already addressed by Eagly and

Chaiken (1993)). To make precise predictions about conformity behavior based on the underlying

motives, the respective processes would have to be very clearly distinguishable. The way potential

influence mechanisms are suggested by the present findings, isolating single processes based on

the underlying goal is not yet possible. Hence, the further strategy is to use the present results to

sketch possible influence processes in the course of which predictions about the role of like-displays

in different situations will be made (rather than making predictions based on the underlying goals) to

see and learn whether respective results can be explained by one or several underlying goals. One of

the major influence factors observed here was that of ambiguity, as its indicators have been found to

be closely associated with self-presentational goals. As a prediction based on the present findings, it

is suggested that for unfamiliar topics, like-displays may at most be able to cause curiosity and induce

a positive/negative attitude. As outlined earlier, these processes may be associated with the desire

to make an accurate decision and they may also be based on the goal of cognitive consistency. An

attitude induced by like-displays needs to be verified further first before it is publicly expressed. Hence,

it can be assumed that like-displays alone might not lead to a long-term attitude including respective

behavior but they might trigger the process by causing curiosity. With regard to familiar topics, liking

as a public reaction becomes more likely, provided that it is favored and thus fulfills self-presentational

goals. Based on the present results, two cases can be derived in which self-presentational goals and
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conformity goals are in line with each other: a) When like-displays provide information about shared

interests with people that the target associates with a positive, self-defining relationship; in that case,

the expression of common interests by liking a Page may have positive consequences for one’s

self-concept (conformity goal of positive self-evaluation; self-presentational goal of self-construction)

and b) when out of fear of negative reactions a user undertakes self-censorship because of too few

likes (conformity goal of affiliation, self-presentational goal of pleasing the audience, see also chapter

4.2).

Hence, for like-displays to affect like-behavior, self-presentational goals have to be fulfilled first,

whereas conformity goals and like-displays seem to guide the respective behavior. The aforemen-

tioned predictions are summarized in Figure 8.

Figure 8. The Role of Like-Displays in the Social Influence Process based on Results of Study 1

Based on this theoretical systematization, the following two studies will aim to further investigate these

mechanisms while at the same time focusing on the question which characteristics of the like-display

affect potential conformity reactions, using quantitative methods to create a mixed method approach

as suggested earlier. Study 2 will consist of a laboratory experiment that will focus on the impact of

number of fans as well as the distinction between fans and friends. Study 3 will then focus on the

relationship towards the respective friends, using a correlative approach.
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Chapter 7

Study 2: The Impact of

Number of Fans and Number of Friends

on Conformity Reactions

7.1 Introduction, Hypotheses and Research Questions

As outlined before, the second study aims to explore social influence processes with regard to

Facebook Pages in more detail, using an experimental, quantitative approach. In this context, study

2 will focus on number of influencing agents as influence factor as well as the kind of source as

influence factor (in terms of fans or friends), as suggested in guiding research question 2 (GRQ2).

Secondly, a first step will be taken in exploring which self-presentational goals can be observed

when it comes to liking a Page and how these might interact with conformity goals (GRQ3). In the

discussion section, the findings of the present study will be interpreted against potential motives for

social influence (GRQ1) in the discussion section.

Number of fans as influence factor has been suggested to have an generally positive impact on

conformity effects (independent of the respective motive, when no relational aspects are taken into

account; e.g. Asch, 1955; Insko et al., 1985; Lee & Nass, 2002), although the exact form of that

relationship (e.g. linear or curvilinear) is still subject to scientific debate (see chapter 3.3.3.4). Based

on this, it is noticeable that a lot of studies on conformity online focus on the number of influencing

agents to determine social influence in the first place, for example in the form of statistical ratings

(Edwards et al., 2007; Walther et al., 2012) or likes (Bak & Keßler, 2012; Egebark & Ekström, 2011).

Other aspects that have been varied to determine social influence for example comprise valence of
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the evaluation (Walther et al., 2010). As a like always represents a positive evaluation (see chapter

2.2.4) and thus valence cannot vary, it seems reasonable to focus on number of influencing agents as

the key aspect to determine whether social influence takes place on Facebook Pages. This will fill the

gap in research that is concerned with the impact of number of likes on Facebook Pages. In detail,

number of influencing agents may affect a variety of potential outcomes, public as well as private

ones, depending on the underlying conformity goals (see chapter 3.3.1). Results of study 1 illustrate

that a lot of potential motives have to be taken into account, particularly when public reactions are

considered (see chapter 6.4).

For the present purpose, attitude will be considered as a private reaction (e.g. Kiesler & Kiesler,

1970). Furthermore, based on results of study 1 that illustrate the relevance of like-displays when

gaining a first impression of an unknown topic, curiosity will be included as well when it comes to

private reactions. As a public reaction, liking the Page will be considered. Based on these remarks,

the following hypotheses will be investigated:

H1a: Attitude about the topic is more in line with the campaign message when the number

of fans increases.

H1b: Curiosity about the topic is stronger when the number of fans increases.

H1c: Like-intention regarding the campaign Page is stronger when the number of fans

increases.

And parallel hypotheses will be investigated for number of friends:

H2a: Attitude about the topic is more in line with the campaign message when the number

of friends displayed as fans increases.

H2b: Curiosity about the topic is stronger when the number of friends displayed as fans

increases.

H2c: Like-intention regarding the campaign Page is stronger when the number of friends

displayed as fans increases.

Although number of influencing agents has often been considered as an important impact factor

for conformity (see last paragraph), empirical results (e.g. Egebark & Ekström, 2011) suggest that

it might interact with relational aspects. Relational aspects that will be considered in study 2 refer

to the kind of source that is displayed in terms of unknown fans or friends of the user (without yet

considering different nuances in participants’ relationship towards friends). Previous empirical work

suggests that strong ties are more influential than weak ties, e.g. when it comes to public behavior
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online (e.g. Bond et al., 2012; Egebark & Ekström, 2011; Hagen & Hofmann, 2013; Muchnik et

al., 2013). Based on these results, friends should have greater impact on the presented dependent

variables than unknown fans. However, the respective conformity goals have to be taken into account

here. For example, results of study 1 suggest that fan-displays seem to be more important for gaining

a first impression of the Page, while friend-displays are more likely to be associated with like-behavior,

being indicative of norms. Based on these considerations, the exact pattern of potential interaction

effects between fans and friends cannot reliably be predicted. Therefore, the following research

questions will be tested:

RQ1a: Are there interaction effects between number of friends and number of fans

regarding attitude?

RQ1b: Are there interaction effects between number of friends and number of fans

regarding curiosity?

RQ1c: Are there interaction effects between number of friends and number of fans

regarding like-intention?

As outlined in the comprehensive summary, empirical results in the context of social network sites

indicate that salient self-presentational goals may interfere with conformity goals (chapter 5), provided

that liking a Page represents a means of self-presentation. Therefore, the salience of respective goals

needs to be taken into account when investigating liking as a public conformity reaction. This will

be undertaken in the present study in three ways: by exploring the relationship between influencing

agents and the self-presentational audience, by exploring personal characteristics that have been

found to be associated with conformity as a self-presentational strategy as well as by investigating

how self-presentational strategies on Facebook in particular are associated with like-intention in the

present context.

In contrast to classical conformity studies, the self-presentational audience and the group of influ-

encing agents do not overlap completely in the Facebook environment, as the self-presentational

audience is largely undetermined (e.g. Krämer & Winter, 2008). As a consequence, users might

undertake strategic self-censorship when it comes to self-presentation on SNS (see Lampinen et al.,

2009), based on how they expect their audience to be composted. To explore the relation between

these two social forces eliciting social influence (see comprehensive summary, chapter 5), it has to be

investigated to what extent like-displays (the influencing agent from a conformity perspective) affect

the perception of the self-presentational audience in terms of self-presentational goals. For example,

if a large number of fans or friends is presented on the Page, people who support the respective topic

may become salient as perceived or imagined self-presentational audience. And as a second step,
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this perceived self-presentational audience and its preferences may or may not have an effect on

liking as a conformity reaction, depending of whether the conformity goal of affiliation is salient in

combination with the self-presentational goal of pleasing the audience (chapter 4.4). Based on these

considerations, the following research questions are stated:

RQ2a: Do fan-displays affect the expectation of positive reactions from the self-presentational

audience?

RQ2b: Does the expectation of positive reactions from the self-presentational audience

mediate the effects of fan-displays on like-intention?

RQ3a: Do friend-displays affect the expectation of positive reactions from the self-

presentational audience?

RQ3b: Does the expectation of positive reactions from the self-presentational audience

mediate the effects of friend-displays on like-intention?

In chapter 4.5.1, public self-consciousness was introduced as a state variable that describes a

person’s tendency to be concerned with impressions others gain of him/her (Leary, 1995). Accordingly,

people with high public self-consciousness are more concerned with their appearance or the way they

present themselves out of fear for social rejection (Fenigstein, 1975 in Leary, 1995). Previous studies

have found public self-consciousness was associated with stronger conformity behavior (Froming &

Carver, 1981 in Leary, 1995) and a generally high audience-orientation (Schlenker & Weigold, 1990

in Schlenker & Pontari, 2000). In accordance with that, Hafekamp (2010) found participants with

a high public self-consciousness to be more susceptible to social comparison information on SNS.

Although not explicitly investigated in previous research, it seems reasonable to assume that this

effect of public self-consciousness should be most noticeable when conformity is based on affiliation

goals (as discussed in the comprehensive summary, see chapter 5). Accordingly, this might apply to

liking a Facebook Page as well, provided the process is based on affiliation goals. As a consequence,

the following hypotheses are stated:

H3: A person’s tendency towards public self-consciousness increases the effect of

number of fans on like-intention.

H4: A person’s tendency towards public self-consciousness increases the effect of

number of friends on like-intention.

The third aspect that will be explored in the context of how self-presentational goals might affect

conformity behavior is the question to what extent self-presentational strategies affect like-intention in

the given context. Results of study 1 have shown that self-presentation in the form of self-construction
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plays an important role for like-behavior; however, there was also anecdotal evidence of participants

who reported to be concerned with the self-presentational audience. As outlined in chapter 4.6.2.1,

self-presentational strategies on SNS have been found to be quite authentic (e.g. Lampe et al.,

2010). However, the large and undetermined audience might prevent certain self-presentational

tactics because users undertake self-censorship (e.g. Lampinen et al., 2009). In the context of

investigating public conformity on Facebook, the prevalence of these self-presentational goals (as

respective potential influence factors) has to be considered. Based on these considerations, the

following final research questions are stated:

RQ4: Which self-presentational strategies on Facebook predict like-intention?

RQ5: Which goals for conformity or self-presentation are mentioned as reasons (not) to

like the presented Pages?

7.2 Method

7.2.1 Sample and Procedure

To address the aforementioned hypotheses and research questions, an online experiment (IRB-

approved) was set up and run over a period of six months between September 2012 and February

2013. Recruiting participants was mainly undertaken online (via social media, message boards or

email) and partly on campus. Participants did not receive financial compensation for their participation.

Between September 2012 and November 2013, 170 participants were recruited in the course of two

bachelor thesises (Bloch, 2012; Soysal, 2013), 29 of which were removed from the final sample for

the present study as they were under the age of 18. Between December and February 2013, another

95 participants were recruited for the study, resulting in a final sample of 236. An a priori power

analysis using G*Power (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007) suggested a sufficient sample size,

assuming a medium effect size, for the planned analyses of variance as well as regression analyses.

The final sample consisted of 102 men (43.2%) and 134 women (56.8%) between the age of 18 and

60 (M = 27.83; SD = 7.64). Most of them were college students (n = 131, 55.5%) or normal employees

(n = 74, 31.4%). 10 participants (4.2%) were freelancers, 9 (3.8%) were doing an apprenticeship, 6

(2.5%) were unemployed and 6 (2.5%) were pupils. All participants were Facebook users and had

been members of the SNS between 0.40 and 8 years (M = 3.08, SD = 1.41). They reported to have

between 8 and 1300 Facebook friends (M = 207.98, SD = 168.76) and had spent an average of 2.51
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Table 5: Experimental Design of Study 2

Few fans (1,718) Many fans (497k) No fans

1 friend n = 49 n = 46 -

5 friends n = 46 n = 50 -

No friends - - n = 45

(SD = 3.627) hours on Facebook each day during the previous week. Participants further reported to

have liked between 0 and 350 Pages (M = 41.13, SD = 56.10).

After calling up the questionnaire, participants were welcomed and vaguely informed about the

purpose of the study ("evaluation of Facebook Pages"). After giving consent, they were led to the

pre-questionnaire, assessing involvement and familiarity with the respective topic (that the Page was

concerned with) as well as their general Facebook use. On the next page, the stimulus material was

presented and participants were asked to thoroughly examine the Page’s content, imagining they

had come across it while browsing Facebook. After that, all dependent variables were assessed

(see measures section). The next pages of the questionnaire contained manipulation check items as

well as scales for measuring public self-consciousness and self-presentation on Facebook. Finally,

demographic aspects were assessed. Before closing the questionnaire, participants received a

debriefing about the real purpose of the study, explaining the experimental manipulations. Overall,

the procedure took between 10 and 15 minutes.

7.2.2 Experimental Design

In the experiment, number of fans as well as number of friends on a Facebook Page were varied,

resulting in a 2x2-factorial between-subjects design plus a control condition (without any fans or

friends), see Table 5. Participants were randomly assigned to the experimental conditions via the

system.

7.2.3 Stimulus Material

Based on the results of the interview study it was decided not to use products such as television

shows or drinks for the purpose of finding Pages that to a certain extent fulfill self-presentational goals.

Regarding drinks it was mentioned several times during the interviews of study 1 that the product

type was too trivial to qualify as a means of self-presentation (see results section of study 1, RQ7b).
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Regarding television shows, the interview results illustrated that opinions may vary substantially and

it further should be ensured that no particular age group or gender was targeted by the topic. Hence

it was decided for study 2, to use Facebook Pages that feature a (social) campaign for which the

average public opinion was a favorable one so that it might appeal to self-presentational goals (in line

with results of study 1).

For purposes of generalization, two campaigns were used which were generally favored, based on a

pretest. Overall, nine (German) campaign topics were pretested that were present on Facebook at

the time of the study (see Table 6). The topic and the title of the respective Facebook campaigns

were shown to 24 participants, who were asked whether the campaign title reflected their own opinion

about the topic (1 = not at all, 5 = very much; option for "I’m not familiar with the topic or don’t have

an opinion about it").

Two topics were extracted that were about equally favored, namely topic 1 (nuclear energy, NE) and

topic 7 (Kony, KO)1. Both topics were found to be in line with participants’ opinion when compared to

the scale mean of 2.5 (tNE(23) = 6.094, p < .001; tKO(11) = 6.159, p < .001).

Based on previous studies using a similar methodology (e.g. Bak & Keßler, 2012; Edwards et al.,

2007; Knoll, 2013), mock up Facebook Pages were used as stimulus material, using a screenshot

of the upper part of the Page (including the header, profile picture, Page tabs and number of likes).

Figure 9 displays a mock-up of the original material to illustrate the set-up (in the original stimulus

material, the Page screenshot included the Facebook logo and interaction buttons, making it look

like an actual screenshot from a Facebook Page). No postings were displayed on that excerpt to

avoid introducing confounding information. For both topics, screenshots of actual campaign Pages

were used as reference that both used a similar imagery. All confounding information, such as the

description as well as the thumbnails and titles of the tabs were adapted so that they showed the same

information for both Pages (a call to action in the description section and tabs for photos, like-displays

and inviting friends). Based on comments made by participants of the pretest, a note was added to

the Kony Page saying that the Page is not associated with Invisible Children (the organization that

was subject of controversial debate at that time for producing a viral video for the campaign; see

Bailyn, 2012). The number of fans was varied using fan numbers of German Facebook campaigns

1Joseph Kony is the leader of a rebel militia that originated in Uganda (Lord’s Resistance Army, LRA), infamous for murder,

abduction and other human rights violations. Since his warrant for arrest in 2005, Jospeh Kony and the LRA movement

have left Uganda and moved to neighbor countries. In 2012, Joseph Kony became the subject of a video gone viral

on social media that aimed to draw attention to the crimes Kony is condemned for as well as the fact that he had not

been arrested until this point. While gaining a lot of positive feedback, the video and its producers (the organization

Invisible Children, Inc.) were also harshly criticized for different reasons, e.g. for misstating facts within the video.

(Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2014)
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Table 6: Pretest Results for Study 2: To what extent does the Campaign reflect Participants’ own

Opinion?

Topic Campaign Title M SD n

Nuclear Energy "Nuclear Energy? No, thanks!" 3.92 1.13 24

Honorarium for Ex President

Wulff

"Honorarium for Wulff? Are you

crazy?"

3.79 1.35 24

Non-Smoking Law "Against non-smoking bars!" 1.83 1.23 23

Genetically Manipulated Food "No Genfood." 3.59 1.33 22

The Monks’ Protests in Burma "Support the Monks’ Protests in

Burma!"

3.75 1.25 4

Anti Piracy Agreement (ACTA) "United against ACTA!!!" 3.87 0.83 15

The leader of the Lord’s Resis-

tance Army in Uganda, Joseph

Kony

"Stop Joseph Kony" 4.17 0.93 12

Arabic Spring in Syria "Adopt a Revolution: Support

the Syrian spring!"

4.00 0.84 15

The Anonymous Movement "Support "Anonymous"!" 3.23 0.92 13
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as reference, resulting in a large number of 497,000 fans and a low number of 1,718 fans. Both

campaign titles shown were German, illustrating that the Pages were national and not international

ones (because based on some remarks by participants of study 1, the number of fans might otherwise

suggest how regionally distributed the campaign is). For the manipulation of number of friends, 1

person was used as a low number and 5 people were used as a high number. The red frames in

Figure 9 mark the placements of the information about number of fans and number of friends. Due

to the nature of the stimulus material consisting of screenshots, participants just saw the number of

friends who had liked the Page and no further information about the respective people. In the control

conditions, the numbers of fans and friends were removed entirely by cropping the lower part of the

screenshot and by removing one of the tabs.

Figure 9. Set-Up of the Stimulus Pages used in Study 2

7.2.4 Measures

7.2.4.1 Dependent Variables

Subsequent attitude was assessed using one single item from the pretest, namely the perception

to what extent the Page’s statement reflected one’s own opinion (measured on a seven point Likert

scale from 1 = "strongly disagree" to 7 = "strongly agree").
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To assess curiosity, two self-constructed items were used (each measured on a seven point Likert

scale from 1 = "strongly disagree" to 7 = "strongly agree"): I intend to gather further information about

the topic and I intend to have a closer look at the Page. For further analysis, the scale mean was

calculated, revealing a satisfactory reliability (Cronbach’s α = .855).

Regarding the liking of the Page, one self-constructed item was used, asking participants how likely

they were to like the Page, measured via a seven point Likert scale from 1 = "fully disagree" to 7 =

"fully agree".

To measure to what extent liking the Page would fulfill the self-presentational goal of pleasing

the audience, one item was added to the questionnaire, based on results of study 1, assessed on a

seven point Likert scale (from 1 = "fully disagree" to 7 = "fully agree"). It asked participants to what

extent they felt they would get positive feedback from their peers if they liked the Page.

Furthermore, an open-ended question was added to the questionnaire which asked participants to

describe why or why not they would like the respective Page. Overall, 229 participants answered

the open-ended question. Answers were categorized, using a mainly inductive approach, but drawing

on results of study 1. 10% of the material was cross-coded by a second person, resulting in a high

inter rater reliability (Cohen’s κ = .925).

7.2.4.2 Moderating Variables and Predictors

Public self-consciousness was assessed using the German version (Heinemann, 1979) of the

scale developed by Fenigstein et al. (1975). Seven items were rated on a five point Likert scale (1 =

"strongly disagree" to 7 = "strongly agree"), e.g. I often think about how I behave in public. For further

analysis, the scale mean was constructed (Cronbach’s α = .765).

Facebook self-presentation in the context of the present thesis refers to the way a user strategically

creates his/her profile and shapes public behavior on Facebook. A 13-item scale was created, using

a scale proposed by Gogolinski (2010) on Facebook profile creation as a reference, which covered

aspects such as how authentic self-presentation on Facebook is and how concerned people are

with self-presentation on Facebook in general (rated on a five point Likert scale from 1 = "strongly

disagree" to 5 = "strongly agree"). For the present purpose, Gogolinski’s scale was adapted by adding

several items that explicitly referred to the use of the like-feature for self-presentation. An exploratory

factor analysis (using principal axis analysis with promax rotation based on Horn, 1965) revealed

four factors for self-presentation on Facebook (see table 7), namely strategic self-censorship based

on self-construction (Cronbach’s α = .726), audience-orientation (Cronbach’s α = .706), authenticity
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(Cronbach’s α = .701) and variety of self-presentation (Cronbach’s α = .549). Because of the

unsatisfactory reliability, variety of self-presentation was excluded from further analysis.

7.2.4.3 Control Variables and Demographic Measures

Based on theoretical considerations (e.g. chapter 3.3.3.3) and results of study 1, three aspects were

considered to represent important control variables: involvement with the topic, familiarity with the

topic and intensity of Facebook use.

Involvement with the campaign topic was assessed using seven items from the Revised Product

Involvement Inventory (RPII, McQuarrie & Munson, 1987), measured on a seven point bipolar scale.

Example items are important/unimportant, of no concern/of concern to me. For further analysis, the

scale mean was constructed (Cronbach’ s α = .902).

Familiarity with the topic was measured using three self-constructed items, asking participants

whether they have concerned themselves with the topic in detail, whether they know a lot about the

topic and whether they are uninformed about it (reversed item). All items were rated on a seven point

Likert scale from 1 = "strongly disagree" to 7 = "strongly agree". For further analysis, the mean of all

the items was calculated (Cronbach’s α = .812).

To measure Facebook intensity, six items of the Facebook Intensity Scale (Ellison et al., 2007) were

used (e.g. Facebook is part of my everyday activity and Facebook has become part of my daily

routine), rated on a seven point Likert scale from 1 = "strongly disagree" to 7 = "strongly agree". The

scale mean used for further analysis showed satisfactory reliability (Cronbach’s α = .844).

For the purpose of describing the sample, participants’ general like-behavior was assessed by

asking them how many Pages they had liked in the past (open-ended question). Furthermore, they

were asked how much time they had spent on Facebook the previous week and how many Facebook

friends they had. Demographic measures included age, gender and current occupational status.

7.2.4.4 Manipulation Check

To ensure the manipulation of the number of fans and friends shown on the Facebook Page was

successful, two manipulation check items were added to the questionnaire (one for each kind of

like-display): What was your perception of the number of fans/friends? (measured on a seven point

Likert scale from 1 = "there were very few of them" to 7 = "there were quite a lot of them").
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Table 7: Pattern Matrix for Principal Axis Analysis

Factor

1 2 3 4

(.726) (.706) (.701) (.549)

I would not like a Page if I’m not entirely positive

about its content.

.812

I limit the amount of information I display on my

Facebook profile.

.679

I would not like a Page if I’m not familiar with the

content.

.532

I choose the information I display on my profile

based on who I know will be viewing it.

.642

I’m very concerned with who views my Facebook

profile.

.627

I weigh the advantages and disadvantages of dis-

playing certain information on my profile.

.509

When I post something on my Facebook profile, I

don’t care what others might think about it.

-.486

I tend to focus more on presenting my positive

qualities on my profile than my negative qualities.

.403

I am concerned with presenting myself honestly on

my Facebook profile.

.883

I am concerned with presenting myself accurately

on my Facebook profile.

.632

I display opinionated information I know might be

controversial.

.602

I will post any information on my Facebook profile. .553

My profile reflects all aspects of who I am. .470

Factor Loadings below .4 are suppressed
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Table 8: Means and Standard Deviations for Manipulation Check Number of Fans

Number of Fans M SD n

No fans 3.42 1.98 30

Few fans 3.39 1.80 81

Many fans 4.38 2.08 85

Table 9: Means and Standard Deviations for Manipulation Check Number of Friends

Number of Friends M SD n

No friends 2.45 1.32 30

Few friends 2.37 1.62 82

Many friends 3.15 1.60 78

Results of a one-factorial ANOVA, using the perceived number of fans as dependent variable and the

recoded condition variable many fans/few fans/no fans as independent factor, suggest a significant

between group effect (F (2,193) = 6.023, p = .003, ηp2 = .059). According to Cohen (1988), this

describes a medium-sized effect. Post hoc tests (Bonferroni) however illustrate that the pattern is not

quite as expected: Only the difference between the few fans and the many fans condition turned out

to be significant (SE = .304, p = .004), while no differences between the control condition and the two

experimental conditions were found (means and standard deviations see table 8).

The same procedure was undertaken to test the successful manipulation of the number of friends.

Results of the one-factorial ANOVA showed a significant between group effect (F (2,187) = 5.361,

p = .005, ηp2 = .054), a small to medium-sized effect (Cohen, 1988). However, looking at the post

hoc tests (Bonferroni), a similar pattern emerged as before: Only the few friends and many friends

conditions differed significantly (SE = .249, p = .006), while no differences between the control

condition and the two experimental conditions were found (means and standard deviations are shown

in table 9).

Overall, the manipulation check suggests that the manipulation of number of fans and friends was

successful in the experimental conditions but that participants’ perception was not clear regarding

the control condition. For that reason it was decided to exclude the control condition from further

analyses.
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Table 10: Means and Standard Deviations Familiarity and Involvement of both Campaign Topics

Topic Familiarity Involvement

M SD n M SD n

Nuclear Energy 4.29 1.37 120 5.05 1.19 120

Kony 2.87 1.59 116 4.02 1.26 116

7.3 Results

7.3.1 Preliminary Analyses

Results of a preliminary two-factorial MANOVA (in which number of fans and number of friends

- excluding control condition - were used as independent factors) suggest that participants in the

different conditions did not differ regarding their involvement and familiarity with the topics, the

intensity of their Facebook use, general like-behavior, Facebook self-presentation and public self-

consciousness.

Another one-factorial MANOVA was conducted to test how the different campaign topics were

perceived (using the two topics as independent factor). Results suggest that the topic of nuclear

energy was more familiar (F (1,234) = 42.165, p < .001, ηp2 = .19) and more involving (F (1,234) =

53.931, p < .001, ηp2 = .15) than the topic of Joseph Kony (means and standard deviations see table

10).

7.3.2 Effects of Fans and Friends (H1, H2, RQ1)

H1a-c, H2a-c and RQ1a-c were tested by conducting a two-factorial MANCOVA with the following

settings: number of fans and number of friends (excluding control condition) were entered as

independent factors, attitude, curiosity and like-intention were used as dependent variables and

the control variables familiarity with the topic, involvement with the topic and Facebook intensity

were included as covariates. The assumption of homogeneity of variance was met for all dependent

variables.

Regarding H1a-c, the analysis of variance did not reveal a main effect of number of fans on any of

the tested dependent variables. Consequently, H1a-c have to be rejected.
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Table 11: Means and Standard Deviations for Interaction Effect of Number of Fans and Friends on

Attitude

Few Fans Many Fans

M SD n M SD n

One Friend 2.99 2.13 42 3.24 2.16 41

Five Friends 3.99 1.97 39 3.61 2.03 45

In the context of H2, a main effect for number of friends on attitude was found (H2b, F (1,160) = 6.392,

p = .012, ηp2 = .038), indicating that the campaign was perceived as being more in line with one’s

own attitude when five friends were shown (M = 3.79, SD = 2.00, n = 84) in contrast to one friend

(M = 3.12, SD = 2.14, n = 83). No main effect of number of friends was observed for like-intention

or curiosity, reflected in the non-significant multivariate test score. Based on these results, H2b is

supported while H2a as well as H2c have to be rejected.

To answer RQ1a-c, potential interaction effects of both factors were taken into account. Results show

an interaction effect on attitude (RQ1b, F (1,160) = 4.765, p = .030 ηp2 = .029) with number of friends

showing a stronger impact on attitude when number of fans was low (means and standard deviations

see table 11). In detail, the combination of few fans and many friends was rated highest (M = 3.99,

SD = 1.97,n = 39), while the combination of few fans and few friends was rated lowest (M = 2.99, SD

= 2.13, n = 42). In the condition with many fans, the difference between few and many friends was

not as strong (see also Figure 10). No further interaction effects on other dependent variables were

found (RQ1a and RQ1c).
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Figure 10. Plot of the Interaction Effect of Number of Fans and Friends on Attitude

As not all subhypotheses were supported until this point, H1a-c, H2a-c and RQ1a-c were furthermore

tested separately for both campaigns used as stimulus in an exploratory approach. The aforemen-

tioned two-factorial MANCOVA was conducted as reported before, but first only for those participants

who had rated the campaign on nuclear energy. The assumption of homogeneity of variance was met

for all dependent variables. No significant main effect for number of fans (H1a-c), no main effects

for number of friends (H2a-c) and no interaction effects between both factors (RQ1a-c) could be

observed.

The two-factorial MANCOVA was repeated again as reported before, this time for participants who

had been asked to rate the Kony campaign Page. The assumption of homogeneity of variance was

met for all dependent variables. Results for the Kony campaign show no significant main effect for

number of fans (H1a-c). For number of friends, a significant main effect emerged on attitude (H2b,

F (1,72) = 5.164, p = .026, ηp2 = .067) suggesting that the campaign was more strongly in line with

participants’ opinion when five friends were shown (M = 3.09, SD = 2.08) in contrast to when only one

friend was shown (M = 2.19, SD = 1.82). No main effects of number of friends were observed for the

other dependent variables (non-significant multivariate tests). As a consequence, H2b is supported
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for the Kony campaign while H2a and H2c have to be rejected. With regard to RQ1a-c, no interaction

effect could be observed for the Kony campaign.

To summarize, no main effects for number of fans were found, neither for the whole nor for any of the

subsamples. Hence, H1a-c have to be rejected. With regard to number of friends, however, several

single effects were found: For the whole sample, number of friends had an effect on attitude (H2b),

its form being dependent on the number of fans (RQ1b). The same main effect was observed for

those participants who had seen the Kony Page (H2b).

7.3.3 Self-Presentational Audience (RQ2 + RQ3)

To test whether number of fans and friends affected the perception of the self-presentational audience

and the preferences of its members (RQ2 + RQ3), another two-factorial ANCOVA was conducted.

Again, number of fans and friends were used as independent factors and involvement, familiarity

and Facebook intensity were entered as covariates. The expectation to be rewarded with positive

reactions from one’s peers when liking the Page served as dependent variable. Results show a main

effect of number of fans (RQ2a, F (1,143) = 4.906, p = .028, ηp2 = .033): positive rewards were more

likely to be expected when the number of fans was high (M = 3.45, SD = 2.03) in contrast to when

few fans were shown (M = 2.81, SD = 1.82). No main effect regarding number of friends (RQ3a),nor

any interaction effects emerged.

Repeating the two-factorial ANCOVA for both subsamples, the same effect for number of fans as

before (RQ2a) emerged for those participants who had been confronted with the nuclear energy

campaign (F (1,69) = 4.860, p = .031, ηp2 = .066): the feeling of being able to gain positive reactions

when liking the Page was stronger when many fans were shown (M = 4.02, SD = 1.93) in contrast to

when few fans were shown (M = 3.17, SD = 1.94). No main effects for number of friends (RQ3a),

nor any interaction effects were observed. The analysis was repeated again for the subsample of

participants who had been confronted with the Kony campaign. This time, no main or interaction

effects could be observed (RQ2a and RQ3a).

For the testing of RQ2b and RQ3b, mediation analyses were conducted, employing a bootstrapping

procedure (5000 bootstrap resamples) suggested by Hayes (2009). The INDIRECT macro for

SPSS (Preacher & Hayes, 2008)2 was used for this purpose. To test RQ2b, number of fans was

used as independent variable, like-intention was used as dependent variable and the perception

to be rewarded with positive reactions from peers when liking the Page was employed as mediator.

2The macro can be downloaded here: http://www.afhayes.com/spss-sas-and-mplus-macros-and-code.html
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Furthermore, involvement, familiarity and Facebook intensity were added as control variables. All

scores were z-standardized.

For the entire sample, the analysis revealed a full mediation of number of fans on like-intention (RQ2b)

through the expectations of positive reactions from one’s peers with a non-significant c’-path and

an indirect effect estimate of .054 (CI lower = .006; CI upper = .121). Furthermore, mediator and

dependent variable were positively related (β = .324, SE = .077, p < .001). No such effect was found

when employing number of friends as independent variable, suggesting that no mediation effect

exists here.

When repeating the procedure for the different subsamples, a similar pattern emerged for those

participants who had seen the nuclear energy campaign: the effect of number of fans on like-intention

appears to be fully mediated by the expectation of positive reactions, showing an indirect effect

estimate of .098 (CI lower = .060; CI upper = .233) and a non-significant c’-path. Again, mediator

and dependent variable showed a positive relation (β = .358, SE = .113, p = .002). No effects were

found for number of friends. For the Kony subsample, no mediation effects were observed at all.

7.3.4 Effects of Public Self-Consciousness on Conformity Behavior (H3 + H4)

To test H3, concerned with the assumption that conformity effects are dependent on a person’s

tendency towards public self-consciousness, a moderated linear regression analyses was conducted

for like-intention as dependent variable. In detail, the first step of the regression analysis comprised

z-standardized scores of Facebook intensity, familiarity and involvement with the topic as control

variables. The predictor number of fans was dummy-coded and entered into the second step, while

the third step included the z-standardized score of public self-consciousness as moderator. The final

step comprised the interaction term of predictor and moderator. Results showed no significant change

in R2 for the interaction term; hence, the assumption of an interaction effect - and thus H3 - has to be

rejected.

A similar procedure was used to test H4, this time using the dummy-coded variable for number of

friends as predictor. Again, Facebook intensity, familiarity and involvement were entered into the first

step as control variables and the final step comprised the interaction term of predictor (number of

friends) and moderator (public self-consciousness). Results showed no significant change in R2 for

the last step. Hence, no interaction effect was observed (H4 has to be rejected).
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Table 12: Regression Analysis for Like-Intention (RQ4)

R2 4R2 F β SE B

Model 1 .025 .025* 6.026

Authenticity .158* .132

Model 2 .048 .022* 5.488

Authenticity .214** .139

Strategic Self-Censorship -.160* .138

Model 3 .048 .000 .117

Authenticity .153** .150

Strategic Self-Censorship -.026* .145

Audience Orientation -.026 .158

*p<.05, **p<.005

Both procedures were repeated for the two campaigns separately, but no effects were observed.

Consequently, no support was found for H3 and H4, neither in the whole sample nor in any of the

subsamples.

7.3.5 Self-Presentation on Facebook and Liking (RQ4)

To answer RQ4, a linear hierarchical regression analysis was conducted (method enter), using like-

intention as criterium variable and all three factors for self-presentational strategies on Facebook as

predictors in different, subsequent steps: the factor authenticity was entered in the first step because

there exists empirical evidence from several studies suggesting that authenticity is an important part

of SNS self-presentation (e.g. Haferkamp & Krämer, 2010; Lampe et al., 2006, Toma & Carlson,

2012). As a second step, strategic self-censorship was entered. Empirical results so far suggest that

this aspect might be an important strategy to handle multiple audiences on SNS (e.g. Lampinen et al.,

2009). Furthermore, this aspect was also mentioned of participants in study 1 (chapter 6.4).The final

step comprised the factor audience orientation. Theoretical conceptualizations (e.g.Krämer & Winter,

2008; Marwick & boyd, 2011) suggest that the audience on SNS is rather undetermined, thus often

imagined. Because of that, it is suggested that audience orientation is difficult and thus least likely to

predict like-intention. Results of the regression analysis indicate that the first step (authenticity, 4R2

= .025, p = .015) and the second step (strategic self-presentation, 4R2 = .022, p = .020) significantly

added to the explained variance (a medium to large effect size, see Cohen, 1988), with authenticity

being positively and self-censorship being negatively related to the criterium variable like-intention.
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7.3.6 Open-ended Question: Influence Factors for Like-Intention (RQ5)

The categorization of participants’ answers regarding the open-ended question why they would (not)

like the presented Page revealed four influence factors. The one mentioned most often (N = 88)

was self-construction: Participants described to be willing to like the presented Page because the

campaign was in line with their own attitude or because they were concerned with it.

"Because I’m against nuclear energy!"

Similarly, they described to do be willing to like the Page because they did not agree with its content

or were not interested in the topic.

"The subject is not relevant enough to me personally to be worth a like"

Secondly, a lot of participants (N = 82) also mentioned the design and content of the Page as a

reason, mostly not to like the presented Page, e.g. because they requested more information about

the campaign or they were skeptical regarding the Page’s respectability because of the scarcity of

information.

"Not enough information about the provider of that Page :("

"As this is a controversial topic, I would expect a controversial Facebook presence!

Apart from that, the header image is a poor choice"

About a sixth of all participants (N = 38) further described not to be willing to like the Page because

they undergo self-censorship regarding political topics or the like-feature in general.

"I do not share my political views via Facebook"

About the same number of participants (N = 37) mentioned the support of that particular campaign

as a reason to like a Page or to not like a Page. Here, answers differed a little, depending on the

campaign: While for nuclear energy, about half of the participants shared the opinion that liking the

Page may help the respective campaign (the fight against nuclear energy or the support of the Kony

campaign, respectively), the other half agreed that liking something on Facebook did not make a

difference for the success of the campaign. With regard to the Kony campaign, several participants

described how controversial the issue was perceived to be and that they were skeptical regarding the

integrity of the campaign in this context.

"This whole Kony thing is bullshit, just like the video. This campaign is pure propaganda.

The guy who created the video was arrested for public masturbation. How can I take

such a pervert serious? So this is not about the Page, but about the topic in general."
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As an answer to RQ5, it can be stated that self-construction goals in the context of self-presentation

seem to play a major role for participants. Furthermore, a tendency towards self-censorship regarding

political topics could be observed. Other reasons not directly associated with self-presentation

concerned the Page’s appearance and the campaign it represented.

7.4 Discussion

The present study aimed to experimentally investigate the assumption that like-displays on Facebook

Pages elicit conformity and explore the role of self-presentational goals and strategies in that process.

The overall picture shows that number of friends as well as number of fans seemed to have elicited

conformity reactions, although not as consistent as expected. The same applies to RQ1, concerned

with potential interaction effects. However, several subhypotheses were confirmed and will be

discussed first before reviewing explanations for the unsupported hypotheses.

In the context of H2b, the number of friends (partly interacting with the number of fans) shown on the

Facebook Page was found to positively affect how likely participants were to perceive the campaign

as being in line with their own opinion about the topic. Looking at the affected dependent variable, the

conformity reaction observed was a private one, assessing to what extent participants agreed with

the message of the campaign. Neither for curiosity nor for like-intention, such an effect was observed.

The finding that private attitude was affected but not public behavior would suggest the outcome to

be private acceptance (e.g. Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970; Turner, 1991), because it cannot have been

caused by affiliation goals (the respective audience will not learn of the attitude). According to Kiesler

and Kielser (1970), private acceptance may be accompanied by according behavior, but it does not

have to be the case. Here, for example, it might be assumed that expressing the respective attitude

publicly might be affected by self-presentational concerns, something that will be discussed later in

the context of RQ2 to RQ5. However, based on previous conceptualizations of private acceptance,

this kind of influence might lead to a genuine attitude change and respective behavior on a long-term

basis (e.g. Turner, 1991). While based on the present results no statement can be made regarding

the persistence of the emerging attitude, the assumption of private acceptance suggests that the

goal of accuracy or the goal of positive self-presentation might play a role here. When looking at

the independent variables that the aforementioned effects were concerned with, it can be noted that

the main effect for number of friends coincides with the general assumption of a higher number of

influencing agents strengthening conformity (e.g. Insko et al., 1985). It was furthermore observed

that the impact of the number of friends on participants’ perceptions of their own opinions were

dependent on how many fans were shown on the Facebook Page (RQ1b): When the number of fans
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was high, means for the two friend conditions were very close; in contrast to that, they drifted apart

when the number of fans was low. Hence, friends were more important for participants’ perceptions

of their own attitudes towards the topic when few fans were shown. Furthermore, the lowest ratings

were given for the condition with few fans and few friends while the highest rating was given for the

condition with few fans and many friends. Against the background of results from study 1, the latter

combination might have been perceived in such a way that the campaign was popular among friends

but not yet a mainstream topic which might have raised its perceived relevance and thus the urge

to agree with its message. When making derivations about potential underlying conformity goals

based on the independent variables, it seems reasonable to assume that the combination of fans

and friends communicated information about the topics popularity in general and thus its quality

and its distribution (see discussion study 1). The combination of friend- and fan-displays might also

have communicated information about attitudinal norms in a person’s own network. Thus, conformity

might also have been based on the goal of positive self-evaluation, as private conformity with valued

others might strengthen a positive part of one’s own self-image (Kelman, 1958), in line with what

was suggested based on the pattern of dependent variables that were affected. In this context, the

finding that the combination of few fans and many friends elicited the strongest conformity reaction

can be explained by drawing onto social identity theory, which also comprises the concept of positive

self-evaluation (see chapter 3.3.2.3): the more distinct the perception of the in-group (the friends in

the like-display) in contrast to others (other fans), the stronger social identification and consequently

according conformity processes (a concept often referred to as comparative fit, see Turner, 1991).

Although SIDE (see chapter 3.3.2.3) would suggest that processes of social identification are unlikely

in an environment like Facebook, no identifying information about the respective friends was given,

which - according to SIDE and related research - would have made social identification more likely

(Postmes et al., 1998). However, it needs to be considered at this point, that this is not the most

common way to present friend-displays on Facebook (see chapter 2.4). Coming back to the present

finding that attitude was affected by number of friends, also the goal for cognitive consistency might

eventually offer an explanation for this effect. The (unidentifiable friends) might have caused attraction

and resulting negative tension states (e.g. Prislin & Wood, 2005, Walther et al., 2012), which in

turn might have been resolved by showing conformity. However, as there is no empirical information

about participants’ attitude towards the presented fans, derivations with regard to that goal have to be

made cautiously. One conformity goal that is not able to explain the present effect is that of affiliation,

as no public reaction was affected (and for the goal of affiliation to become salient, the respective

influencing agent needs to learn of the target’s evaluation, see Kelman, 1961).
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In the context of RQ2, another conformity effect was found that only emerged when taking into

account the anticipation of peers’ reactions as mediator: The number of fans affected how likely

participants would be to like the Page themselves through the feeling to what extent that would earn

them positive reactions from their peers. This full mediation can be regarded as an indicator that

the effect of number of fans is solely dependent on the expectation of positive reactions from the

influencing agents. Hence, it seems reasonable to assume the process at work is based on the

goal of affiliation, which ascribes public conformity reactions to the desire of gaining social approval

or avoiding social rejection from the influencing agent(s) (e.g. Kelman, 1958, see chapter 3.3.2.2).

The results in the context of RQ2 further have implications about how the influencing agents in the

fan-display affect the self-presentational audience, which will be discussed in more detail later when

discussing RQ2/3 and H3/4.

The next finding that seems noteworthy to further explain the processes of conformity that took place

is the observation that effects differed depending on which topic was focused on. With regard to the

Kony campaign, the same main effect for number of friends was observed that emerged for the whole

sample, while for nuclear energy no effects were observed, suggesting that the main effect found

within the whole sample can be ascribed to the Kony campaign. Taking into account the preliminary

analyses which indicate that the nuclear energy campaign was more familiar and more involving than

the Kony campaign, the question arises if ambiguity of the situation might have had an impact on

the observed effects. According to Festinger (1954), conformity in general is more likely when a

situation is ambiguous, being dependent for example on the target’s prior knowledge (see chapter

3.3.3.3). Several authors ascribed the effect of ambiguity on conformity to the goal of accuracy (e.g.

Baron et al., 1996; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993) with influencing agents communicating information about

the "right" choice, but also for example about subjective validity (Festinger, 1954). Hence, it seems

reasonable to assume that the goal of accuracy might have played a role here, based on the finding

that number of friends affected attitude for the less familiar topic but not for the more familiar topic.

This idea is also in line with considerations based on which dependent variables were affected and

which (combination of) independent variables have caused those effects. Regarding the mediated

effect for number of fans on like-intention, a different pattern emerged. Here, the effect was replicated

only in the nuclear energy subsample. Given that nuclear energy was the more familiar topic, this

finding is in line with results from study 1 to the extent that participants stated to consider liking only

with regard to topics they are familiar with. As this result seemed to be based on the goal of affiliation

(see last paragraph), it can be interpreted in a way that the fan-display may have communicated

information about norms and popularity associated with the desire to gain social approval by "tagging

along" (male, 19; see chapter 6.4).

148



One aspect that needs to be discussed is the fact that several subhypotheses of H1 and H2 were

unsupported. Looking at the emerging pattern - friends affecting a private reaction assumingly

through the goal of accuracy/positive self-evaluation and fans affecting a public reaction assumingly

through the goal of affiliation - it seems reasonable to assume that the underlying mechanisms for the

effects found are fundamentally different. This in turn suggests that expecting the same effects for

all dependent variables and independent variables might be an oversimplification. Based on results

of study 1 and the theoretical conception, it for example is surprising that number of fans affected

like-intention through the mechanism of affiliation, but number of friends did not. One explanation

might be that within the present setting, task importance was not high enough because the situation

was very artificial and no actual friends were shown in the friend-display. For example, Barons,

Vandello and Brunsman (1996) discussed this issue in the context of conformity research and suggest

that participants in studies might not be as affected as when they had to fear rejection from their

actual peers. Apart from the manipulation, a lot of information was shown on the Pages that might

have been rather salient, particularly for gaining a first impression. The analysis of the open-ended

question (RQ5) supports this by suggesting that other information - or rather: lack of information - was

very obvious, for example expressed in skepticism regarding the integrity of the Facebook campaign

and also potential controversies, particularly with regard to the Kony topic. These results raise issues

regarding the stimulus material. As participants were confronted with the Page’s Timeline (and not, for

example, an Ad or single post) they might have expected to find more information (posts, information

section etc.) than shown here. Of course, creating the stimuli as sparsely as possible served the goal

of ensuring internal validity; however, at the same time the situation might have been too artificial,

which of course represents a limitation of the present study. Apart from that, several issues were

mentioned in the open-ended questions that might also explain why like-intention was so scarcely

affected number of influencing agents. In line with results from study 1, self-constructional goals

seem to have represented the most relevant obstacle for not liking a Page or reason for liking a Page.

At the same time, results illustrate that in the context of social campaigns, another goal for (not) liking

a Page might be to support the campaign.

To gain a more detailed impression of how conformity motives are associated with self-presentational

motives, it was investigated how like-displays affected the expectation of positive reactions from the

audience when liking the Page. Here, a main effect for number of fans was found (RQ2a), indicating

that a larger number led to a stronger expectation of positive reactions from peers when liking the Page.

Furthermore, this expectation mediated the effect of number of fans on like-intention, suggesting that

number of fans not only affected the perceived preferences of the self-presentational audience but

that in turn, this had an impact on public conformity behavior - at least for those people confronted
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with the nuclear energy campaign (as already mentioned above). Based on what was outlined in the

comprehensive summary and with regard to the conformity effects discussed above, the mediation

effect found here indicates that the self-presentational goal of pleasing the audience and the conformity

goal of affiliation do co-occur although the group of influencing agents and the self-presentational

audience do not overlap (at least not objectively). In contrast to expectations (see comprehensive

summary), the pattern that emerged here is similar to that found in classic conformity studies, although

the self-presentational audience on Facebook is objectively undetermined. Nevertheless, the fan-

display seemed to have made fans of the campaign to be salient as potential audience. In this context

it seems interesting that it was number of fans and not number of friends which caused the effect,

because one’s own friends are more likely to be able to observe the respective action. However, the

effect is in line with results of study 1 that indicated fan-displays may communicate how popular a

product - or in this case: a campaign - is.

Taking into account which concerns about the Kony campaign were reported in the open-ended

question, potential explanations of why this effect could not be reproduced for the Kony subsample

can be provided. Since the Kony campaign was perceived as highly controversial, participants might

have had a hard time anticipating potential audience reactions.

In the context of H3 and H4, it was observed that public self-consciousness did not serve as a

moderator for social influence processes concerned with public reactions, as was hypothesized

based on previous results that people with a tendency towards public self-consciousness are more

likely to employ conformity as a self-presentational strategy because they are more concerned with

audience reactions (e.g. Carver & Scheier, 1985 in Leary, 1995). Results however indicate that

public self-consciousness did not play a role for conformity in the present context. One possible

explanation for this finding is that the form of conformity affected by public self-consciousness is not

the form that was assumed to be observable here. As outlined in chapter 4.5.1, it was suggested

that public self-consciousness affects conformity processes based on the goal for affiliation because

the respective person acts out of fear of rejection or with the aim of gaining social approval (e.g.

Fenigstein, 1975 in Leary, 1995). The observation that public self-consciousness did not have an

effect on conformity outcomes in the present study might be an indicator that gaining social approval

was not the main goal for yielding to social influence. Looking back at results obtained for RQ2, it

seems unreasonable to assume that the goal for affiliation does not play a role at all, because the

observation that audience reactions serve as mediators clearly suggest so. Looking at previous

studies, there exist a lot of empirical results which suggest public self-consciousness should increase

audience-oriented self-presentation in the form of conformity. However, there also exist empirical

results suggesting it might not be that simple. For example, a meta study conducted by Gibbons
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(1990) did not reveal any clear effects. As the effects observed in this study do not follow an absolutely

clear pattern - several subhyotheses were not supported - it can be assumed that the presence

and type of conformity process may differ, depending on the situational characteristics, e.g. the

familiarity with the topic. Considering this, it seems reasonable to investigate the role of personal

characteristics that have been found to be associated with public conformity in more detail, e.g. by

employing different constructs, such as self-monitoring (see chapter 4.5.2).

RQ4 was concerned with the question whether like-intention of the presented Pages was driven by

self-presentational goals (independent of conformity goals). Findings suggest that like-intention is best

predicted by authenticity or strategic self-censorship as self-presentational strategies.The first aspect

is in line with previous results on self-presentation on SNS that suggest although self-presentation is

very controllable, online users tend to be authentic rather than deceptive in their self-presentation (e.g.

Back et al., 2010). The present finding suggests that also like-behavior is undertaken in an authentic

way, which is in line with results of study 1 that suggest users do not like Pages they do not know or do

not favor. The second aspect, strategic self-censorship, was also addressed by participants in study

1: Out of fear of negative reactions, several participants described to refrain from liking Pages that

appear controversial. This aspect was also described as one situation in which conformity goals and

self-presentational goals might overlap, with like-displays being indicative of the probability of negative

reactions. Moreover, results of RQ5 - assessed via open-ended questions about reasons (not) to

like a Page - support this pattern: Participants’ concerns, interests and knowledge were mentioned

most often as determinants of like-intention. Furthermore, about a sixth of all participants addressed

self-censorship for political topics. As no detailed information was provided by participants, the latter

finding can be interpreted in two ways: either self-censorship as a way of protecting privacy or as a

means of avoiding negative reactions from others. Interpreting these finding against the background

of what was outlined about motives to undertake self-presentation as a foreground agenda in social

interaction (see chapter 4.3.1), it seems that self-construction in general was more important than

pleasing the audience (e.g. Baumeister, 1982), although a tendency to avoid negative reactions by

the audience cannot be excluded at this point.

The results of RQ5 provide another explanation for why no effects on like-intention was found with

regard to the less familiar and more controversial Page. Liking seems to be largely driven by one’s

own preferences and regarding the Kony campaign those preferences were either not given or not

clear. This again emphasizes the importance of assessing those preferences as a control variable in

future research.
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Before summarizing how findings of the present study contribute to the overall aim of the thesis and

the respective guiding research questions, several limitations of the study need to be discussed. One

aspect that needs to be considered is the perception of the control condition, as the latter would have

served to add more variety to the experimental manipulations and would have helped to interpret

the present findings. The control condition had to be excluded from further analysis as manipulation

checks showed that participants were indecisive with regard to what they had seen, as the control

condition did not differ from the few fans and few friends conditions. It raises the question whether the

lack of fans or friends was perceived as the Page having no fans or as the Page displaying no number

of fans. This finding raises questions with regard to the reasoning of employing a control condition in

the present setting. One might assume that in the course of the everyday browsing on Facebook,

users have come to know that they are unlikely to encounter a Page without any fans, which is why

the lack of this information might not be interpreted in this way. Against the background of these

considerations, the control condition of the present study might also be indicative of a baseline about

what fan numbers users would ascribe to Facebook Pages such as the ones presented here; it

appears that the low numbers of fans and friends in two of the experimental conditions were very

close to that baseline as no differences between those and the control condition were found.

Further limitations can be derived from the results of the open-ended questions, as mentioned before.

The finding that authenticity plays an important role for like-behavior suggests that not only familiarity

and involvement but also previous attitude should be assessed as control variables. In the present

study, it was assumed that both campaigns were generally supported based on the results of a pretest

and by assigning participants randomly to the experimental conditions, confounders regarding the

previous attitude were eliminated (supported by the fact that experimental conditions did not differ

regarding involvement and previous familiarity). However, according to the open-ended questions it

seems reasonable to include previous attitude in future questionnaires, particularly when using non-

experimental approaches. Furthermore, the answers to the open-ended questions illustrate that in the

context of social campaigns, another goal for (not) liking a Page might be to support the campaign. In

this context, there might be other outcomes of conformity behavior that should be taken into account,

for example support of the campaign outside of Facebook. Further answers raised issues regarding

the second campaign that was chosen (Kony). It was observed that users might have perceived the

topic as being more controversial than intended (even without extensive knowledge, as the second

campaign was found to be less involving and less familiar), which represents another disrupting factor

that needs to be taken into account, particularly when investigating like-intention. Also the stimulus

material itself needs to be reconsidered as it might have raised participants’ expectations about the

amount of information they would find that were not met (see RQ5).
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To summarize the present findings against the background of the guiding research questions, it can

be stated that some indicators for underlying conformity motives were found (GRQ1) - the motives of

positive self-evaluation and accuracy in particular can reasonably explain the present effects found

for number of friends (in interaction with fans) on attitude. For conformity elicited by number of fans,

affiliation goals and the respective self-presentational goal of pleasing the audience seemed to play a

role. With regard to GRQ2 it was noticeable that the number of influencing agents overall was not

as effective as expected (because several subhypotheses were unsupported). On the one hand,

these findings suggest that conformity effects may represent different mechanisms depending on

the respective goal and situational aspects. On the other hand, this raises the question which other

impact factors have to be considered. Based on Baron, Vandello and Brunsman (1996), relational

aspects need to be taken into account. Furthermore, findings suggest that ambiguity of the situation

(and with that, familiarity and attitude) needs to be considered as an important impact factor. With

regard to GRQ3 it was observable that self-construction and self-censorship were associated with

like-intention for the overall sample (rather than the attempt to please the audience), supporting the

notion of liking representing a means of strategic self-presentation and that the respective concern

may interfere with conformity motives. Two exceptions arose in the context of RQ2b and RQ4/RQ5,

namely that those people who found the perceived preferences of the self-presentational audience

affected by the presented number of fans differed accordingly with regard to like-intention. Here,

the goal of affiliation and the concern of pleasing the audience might actually co-occur because

the audiences are perceived to overlap. Furthermore, the concern for negative audience reactions

(particularly with regard to political topics) was identified as predictor for like-intention. Also here, it is

imaginable that the fear of negative reactions might co-occur with the goal of affiliation. Based on the

present findings, several aspects have been identified that seem worth focusing on in future research

and will be subject of the final study 3.
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Chapter 8

Study 3: The Impact of the Relationship

towards the Influencing Agent

on Conformity Reactions

8.1 Introduction and Research Questions

As announced, the third study will focus on how characteristics of the relationship towards the people

presented in the like-display affect conformity reactions (GRQ2) in order to explore if and which

derivations can be made regarding potential underlying motives for conformity (GRQ1). Also, in study

3, the interplay of conformity and self-presentational goals (GRQ3) will be considered.

In the literature review (chapter 3.3.3.2), several relationship characteristics were discussed that

might affect conformity reactions, partly dependent on the goal for conformity that is salient: positive

orientation, similarity and tie strength.

When discussing positive orientation as relational characteristic assumed to affect conformity, several

concepts from different areas of social psychology (as well as cognitive psychology) were introduced.

Several empirical results suggest that attraction in terms of having a positive attitude towards a

person or group increases conformity (e.g. Dittes & Kelley, 1956; Lott & Lott, 1961). Positive

orientation towards one’s own in-group is one aspect of the process of social identification (along with

self-stereotyping, e.g. Leach et al., 2008). Empirical results suggest that also social identification

may affect conformity positively (e.g. Walther et al., 2010). On Facebook, it is imaginable that

attraction towards a single individual can play a role, as a user has some kind of relationship towards

those people shown in the friend-display. Similarly, the people in the friend-display may also be
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representative of a certain group that a user feels (not) to be a part of. Although the SIDE model

(chapter 3.2.3) suggests that Facebook as a nonymous environment (Zhao et al., 2008) is less likely

to foster processes of social identification than an anonymous environment, the original social identity

theory stems from a face-to-face context and the respective processes have been discussed to

play a role in the context of the goal of positive self-evaluation, independent of visual or personal

anonymity (chapter 3.3.2.3). The effects of positive orientation on the process of social influence

can consequently be explained against the background of different conformity goals: the goal of

accuracy in terms of aiming to make a "right" decision (attraction: Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970; social

identification: Prislin & Wood, 2005), the goal of affiliation in terms of aiming to avoid social rejection

and gain social approval (because of increased means control, see chapter 3.3.2.2), the goal of

positive self-evaluation in terms of social identification (e.g. Turner, 1991) and the goal of cognitive

consistency in terms of bringing attitudes towards the influencing agent and towards the subject of

evaluation into line with each other (previous attitude: Osgood & Tannenbaum, 1955).

The second aspect that was discussed in the literature review is similarity. Empirical results suggest

that similarity (in terms of shared characteristics) to another person may increase conformity, even if

those shared characteristics are very basic in nature (e.g. students of the same program, see Abrams

et al., 1990). On Facebook, it is conceivable that shared characteristics do not only refer to general

aspects such as common affiliations, but also to shared interests and opinions (depending on what

is expressed with a like). Also similarity may play a role in different kinds of conformity processes:

The concept of referent informational influence (Turner, 1991) for example associates similarity with

the context of the goal of accuracy and social reality testing (see also Festinger, 1954). Furthermore,

similarity is an important aspect for the process of self-categorization and thus social identification,

which is why the goal of positive self-evaluation has been associated with similarity in the literature

review as well (see chapter 3.3.2.3, goal of positive self-evaluation).

Tie strength refers to a multidimensional construct that is conceptualized in terms of predictors and

indicators (Marsden & Campbell, 1984). One aspect that predicts tie strength is interaction frequency

between communication partners, as it determines information exchange (Brown & Reingen, 1987).

Interaction frequency has often been used to measure tie strength in studies that rely on observational

data, e.g. in social media (for example Bond et al., 2012, see chapter 3.2.1) and it has been found to

positively affect conformity. Apart from that, indicators of tie strength - such as closeness or intimacy -

have been suggested to be even more important than predictors to describe the concept (Marsden &

Campbell, 1984). So far, there exist several studies that suggest a close friend is more influential than

an acquaintance (e.g. Brown & Reingen, 1987); however, an in-depth investigation using self-reported

measures assessing these indicators has to my knowledge not been conducted in the context of
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social media. Discussing tie strength against the background of different conformity goals has been

challenging (see chapter 3.3.3.2.3) because of different conceptualizations in terms of predictors

and indicators. From the perspective of tie strength predictors, it was suggested that the more users

interact, the more information is exchanged, be it information about similarity, means control or

attraction. In that respect, predictors of tie strength serve as prerequisite for social influence (see

chapter 3.3.3.2.3). With regard to indicators one might imagine that closeness or intimacy towards

another person might be associated with a positive self-concept (goal of positive self-evaluation) or

more means control (goal of affiliation), as already suggested in chapter 3.3.3.2.3.

Based on the literature review and results of study 1, it was noted that potentially all goals of social

influence might play a role when it comes to the like-feature on Facebook. Results of study 2 further

suggest that the goal of accuracy and the goal of positive self-evaluation in particular might be of

particular relevance when it comes to the number of friends while the goal of affiliation only seemed

to play a role with regard to the number of fans (see chapter 7.4, discussion study 2). Consequently,

it can be stated that up to this point none of the relational characteristics outlined here can be

excluded as influence factor for conformity. Consequently, for the present purpose, hypotheses will

be suggested that consider the importance of the aforementioned characteristics based on what is

known so far: positive orientation is considered to represent the most important aspect because

it can be associated with all four motives for conformity, two of which have been found to be of

relevance for friend-displays in study 2. In second place, similarity is suggested because from a

theoretical perspective it is associated with those two motives that have been suggested to be of

relevance based on results of study 2 as well. Tie strength will be considered to be most ambiguous

aspect and consequently the relational characteristics whose role for social influence in the present

context is least predictable. Of course it has been considered that tie strength (in terms of interaction

frequency) has been found to affect conformity in different empirical studies on Facebook processes

(see chapter 3.2.1). But it has to be mentioned that those studies focused on predictors of tie strength

alone, neglecting indicators of the concept. Hence, it is not clear whether interaction frequency itself

serves as predictor or whether it is a prerequisite for other relational information to be communicated.

Here, it is assumed (based on Marsden and Campbell (1984) as well as aforementioned theoretical

considerations) that other relational characteristics might be more important.

Before research questions about the aforementioned relational characteristics are stated, another

impact factor for conformity will be discussed against the background of the literature review and

results obtained to far: ambiguity of the situation. In chapter 3.3.3.3, it was described how previous

knowledge and opinion (e.g. Price et al., 2006) of the target and also the kind of task (preference vs.

objective tasks, see Prislin & Wood, 2005) affect conformity. To summarize, conformity has been
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found to be stronger and more likely when performing ambiguous tasks, for example when previous

knowledge is low and there is no strong previous opinion (e.g. Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Osgood &

Tannenbaum, 1955). In line with that, also results of study 1 suggest that the variety of conformity

reactions decreases when a topic is familiar. Furthermore, the more familiar a product was, the

more likely the friend-display was to hold information about the respective friends rather than the

product. Consequently, it was assumed that like-displays might fulfill different purposes (associated

with different goals), depending of whether the topic of a Facebook Page is known or unknown:

With regard to an unfamiliar topic, like-displays have for example been found to be indicative of

popularity and quality (associated with the goal of accuracy or partly with the goal of affiliation - by

suggesting one may have missed something important). Furthermore, friend-displays in particular

have been found to communicate information about the target group of an unknown product (see

chapter 6.4, discussion study 1). For familiar topics, like-displays were reported to contain information

about the respective norms (suggested to be associated with affiliation goals) or common interests

(suggested to be associated with the goal of positive self-evaluation). Furthermore, when the topic

is familiar, a feeling of balance or imbalance has been reported to arise (associated with the goal

of cognitive consistency), depending on whether the attitude towards the people in the like-display

fits. As already mentioned in the discussion of study 1, these possibilities draw a complex picture of

potential conformity processes.

To summarize, results obtained so far suggest that familiarity with the topic (along with previous

attitude) might affect social influence and may even interact with relational aspects, depending on

which goal is salient. Furthermore, conformity reactions might be dependent on which kind of reaction

is focused: public or private (see also chapter 3.3.1). Just like in study 2, the formation of an attitude

will be considered as a private reaction (e.g. Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970) in the present study 3. Liking will

be regarded as a public reaction, since other Facebook contacts can observe this behavior. Based on

results of the open-ended questions in study 2, another aspect will be included: anonymous support

behavior outside of Facebook in terms of signing an anonymous competition.

The aforementioned relational characteristics have not - to my knowledge - been investigated in this

constellation (along with familiarity of the topic), but based on previous results, a positive relationship

between relational aspects and conformity behavior is assumed:

H1 - Relational aspects / familiar topic

H1a: Positive orientation towards, identification with, similarity to and tie strength (close-

ness and interaction frequency) regarding the friends presented in the like-display serve

as (positive) predictors for like-intention regarding the Page of a familiar topic
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H1b: Positive orientation towards, identification with, similarity to and tie strength (close-

ness and interaction frequency) regarding the friends presented in the like-display serve

as (positive) predictors for attitude regarding the Page of a familiar topic

H1c: Positive orientation towards, identification with, similarity with and tie strength

(closeness and interaction frequency) regarding the friends presented in the like-display

serve as (positive) predictors for private support behavior regarding the Page of a familiar

topic

H2 - Relational aspects / unfamiliar topic

H2a: Positive orientation towards, identification with, similarity to and tie strength (close-

ness and interaction frequency) regarding the friends presented in the like-display serve

as (positive) predictors for like-intention regarding the Page of an unfamiliar topic

H2b: Positive orientation towards, identification with, similarity to and tie strength (close-

ness and interaction frequency) regarding the friends presented in the like-display serve

as (positive) predictors for attitude regarding the Page of an unfamiliar topic

H2c: Positive orientation towards, identification with, similarity to and tie strength (close-

ness and interaction frequency) regarding the friends presented in the like-display serve

as (positive) predictors for private support behavior regarding the Page of an unfamiliar

topic

Also in study 3, the interplay of potential conformity goals and self-presentational goals will be

considered, because study 3 focuses on the impact of relational characteristics on social influence.

Consequently, two aspects - the perception of the self-presentational audience and the role of self-

monitoring - will be investigated (again) with regard to their role in the present processes to explore

the role of self-presentational goals.

In general, the literature review shows that the expectation of positive reactions from peers can

affect conformity behavior, because the affiliation goal of conformity aims at pleasing others (e.g.

Turner, 1991), just like the self-presentational concern of pleasing the audience (e.g. Leary, 1995).

Consequently, both the conformity goal and the self-presentational concern match well together when

the influencing agent represents the self-presentational audience, while a third party may change that

(Braver, Linder, Corvin & Cialdini, 1977 in Turner, 1991). As outlined in the comprehensive summary

of the literature review, goals for self-presentation and goals for conformity might compete on SNS. In

detail, it was assumed that the conformity situation here was inherently different from that of classic

conformity studies as no derivations about the preferences of the self-presentational audience could
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be made based on the like-display. This was suggested based on the observation that the audience

on Facebook is largely undetermined (e.g. chapter 4.6.1.3) and does not necessarily overlap with

the group of people presented in the like-display. Results of study 2 however suggest that at least

with regard to the fan-displays, the situation is indeed very similar to that of classic conformity studies

because it appears the fan-display affects the perceived self-presentational audience and this in turn

leads to conformity behavior. As outlined in the last paragraph, it seems worthwhile to repeat the

analysis procedure with regard to the impact of relational aspects of friend-displays to determine if

affiliation goals might play a role here.

RQ1 - The role of perceived preferences of the self-presentational audience / familiar topic

RQ1a: Does the expectation of positive audience reactions when liking a Page mediate

the effect of positive orientation on like-intention with regard to the familiar campaign?

RQ1b: Does the expectation of positive audience reactions when liking a Page mediate

the effect of identification on like-intention with regard to the familiar campaign?

RQ1c: Does the expectation of positive audience reactions when liking a Page mediate

the effect of similarity on like-intention with regard to the familiar campaign?

RQ1d: Does the expectation of positive audience reactions when liking a Page mediate

the effect of interaction frequency on like-intention with regard to the familiar campaign?

RQ1e: Does the expectation of positive audience reactions when liking a Page mediate

the effect of closeness on like-intention with regard to the familiar campaign?

RQ2 - The role of perceived preferences of the self-presentational audience / unfamiliar topic

RQ2a: Does the expectation of positive audience reactions when liking a Page mediate

the effect of positive orientation on like-intention with regard to the unfamiliar campaign?

RQ2b: Does the expectation of positive audience reactions when liking a Page mediate

the effect of identification on like-intention with regard to the unfamiliar campaign?

RQ2c: Does the expectation of positive audience reactions when liking a Page mediate

the effect of similarity on like-intention with regard to the unfamiliar campaign?

RQ2d: Does the expectation of positive audience reactions when liking a Page mediate

the effect of interaction frequency on like-intention with regard to the unfamiliar campaign?

RQ2e: Does the expectation of positive audience reactions when liking a Page mediate

the effect of closeness on like-intention with regard to the unfamiliar campaign?

159



In the literature review, several personality characteristics were introduced that have been assumed

and found to determine a person’s tendency to give attention to the impressions he/she conveys to

others (chapter 4.5). For example, it was suggested that people with a high public self-consciousness

should be more susceptible to public conformity, based on the theoretical concept (chapter 4.5.1)

and also empirical results from a SNS context (chapter 4.6.2.3). In study 2 however, it was found

that public self-consciousness did not affect the impact of number of fans and friends on public

conformity, indicating that people with a higher public self-consciousness - and thus a stronger

tendency to be aware of their public image - did not show stronger conformity, as expected. In

the discussion of study 2 it was suggested that the lack of effects may have been based on the

fact that the interplay of factors that determine conformity based on the goal of affiliation are more

complex. While the construct of public self-consciousness describes a general outward-directed

concern for the impression one conveys, different self-presentational preferences are not considered.

In the literature review, it was for example suggested that self-presentational concerns may stem

from two different motivational systems - the fear of rejection and the expectation of approval

(Arkin, 1981; Wolfe, Lennox & Cutler, 1986). It was furthermore argued that the fear of rejection in

particular - reflected in a protective self-monitoring tendency (Wolfe, Lennox & Cutler, 1986) - may

play an important role in conformity processes (Wolfe, Lennox & Cutler, 1986). Consequently, the

interplay of self-presentational concerns and conformity goals will be further investigated in study

3 by exploring protective self-monitoring as a personality characteristic which potentially affects

public conformity behavior. Self-monitoring describes the tendency to monitor and control one’s

public behavior (Mummendey et al., 1995) and - different from public self-consciousness - recent

conceptualizations have identified two different components of this construct that represent different

strategies for self-presentation, namely acquisitive and protective self-presentation (Arkin, 1981). This

conceptualization acknowledges the complexity of self-presentational strategies that was neglected

in the original concept of self-monitoring (Snyder 1974 in Mummendey et al., 1995). In particular,

the protective component of self-monitoring (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984) is suggested to represent a

viable concept to assess people’s tendency towards public conformity (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984; Wolfe,

Lennox & Cutler, 1986), as it describes the extent to which people shape their self-presentation in

order to avoid social rejection instead of gaining social approval (e.g. Wolfe, Lennox & Cutler, 1986).

The assumption is that the higher the tendency towards protective self-monitoring, the stronger the

conformity effect - if the latter is based on the goal of affiliation. Based on results of study 2 it cannot

be clearly stated whether friend-displays might elicit conformity based on that goal (see last section),

hence it seems reasonable to work with research questions this time (rather than hypotheses, as

done in study 2). Depending on the results, further derivations can be made with regard to the
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potential underlying conformity goals when it comes to friend-displays. Consequently, in order to

further investigate how personality characteristics affect conformity behavior in the present situation,

the following research questions are stated:

RQ3 - protective self-monitoring / familiar topic

RQ3a: Does a person’s tendency towards protective self-monitoring increase the effect

of positive orientation on like-intention with regard to the familiar campaign?

RQ3b: Does a person’s tendency towards protective self-monitoring increase the effect

of identification on like-intention with regard to the familiar campaign?

RQ3c: Does a person’s tendency towards protective self-monitoring increase the effect

of similarity on like-intention with regard to the familiar campaign?

RQ3d: Does a person’s tendency towards protective self-monitoring increase the effect

of interaction frequency on like-intention with regard to the familiar campaign?

RQ3e: Does a person’s tendency towards protective self-monitoring increase the effect

of closeness on like-intention with regard to the familiar campaign?

RQ4 - protective self-monitoring / unfamiliar topic

RQ4a: Does a person’s tendency towards protective self-monitoring increase the effect

of positive orientation on like-intention with regard to the unfamiliar campaign?

RQ4b: Does a person’s tendency towards protective self-monitoring increase the effect

of identification on like-intention with regard to the unfamiliar campaign?

RQ4c: Does a person’s tendency towards protective self-monitoring increase the effect

of similarity on like-intention with regard to the unfamiliar campaign?

RQ4d: Does a person’s tendency towards protective self-monitoring increase the effect

of interaction frequency on like-intention with regard to the unfamiliar campaign?

RQ4e: Does a person’s tendency towards protective self-monitoring increase the effect

of closeness on like-intention with regard to the unfamiliar campaign?

Finally, just like in study 2, a qualitative component will be added to assess participants’ reasons for

(not) liking the presented Pages to see if goals for conformity or self-presentation can be observed.

RQ5: Which goals for self-presentation or conformity are mentioned as reasons (not) to

like the presented Pages?
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8.2 Method

8.2.1 Sample and Procedure

Study 3 employed a correlative approach, using a Page recommendation similar to a Facebook Ad as

stimulus and assessing relational aspects towards the friends shown in the like-display as potential

predictors for conformity reactions.

Between March and May 2013, 110 students participated in the IRB-approved laboratory study on the

campus of the University of Duisburg-Essen (up to 5 people participated in each session). Participants

were recruited in undergraduate lectures as well as on campus and they were rewarded with credits

for their participation. 19 participants had to be removed from the final sample, either because their

privacy settings on Facebook did not allow the creation of the stimulus or because they had seen their

own profile photo in the stimulus (details to follow). The final sample thus consisted of 91 participants

(69.3% female), 18 to 37 years old (M = 21.57, SD = 3.10). They had been Facebook users between

0.17 and 7 years (M = 3.50, SD = 1.23), reported to have between 15 and 894 Facebook friends (M

= 302.01, SD = 181.80) and to have liked between 0 and 646 Facebook Pages (M = 61.31, SD =

88.86). Participants had spent between 0 and 14 hours on Facebook the previous week (M = 2.47,

SD = 2.63).

On arrival at the lab, participants were introduced to and informed about the topic of the study

(evaluation of Facebook Ads). Before starting the questionnaire, they were asked to log into their

Facebook account, seemingly for the purpose of being able to look up certain information on their

profile (number of friends, number of likes). At the beginning of the questionnaire (details see figure

11), participants filled out general information about their Facebook use. After that, the topic of

the first Ad about to be shown was named and participants’ familiarity, involvement and attitude

regarding the topic were assessed. The next Page contained the stimulus Facebook Ad (including

a like-display, showing friends who were fans) and after that, criterium variables were assessed.

The same procedure was employed for the second Ad, whereby the presentation order of both

Ads was randomized. After rating the criterium variables for both Ads, participants filled out further

questions about what they had seen in the like-displays, including number of fans and friends as

well as relational aspects, which served as predictor variables. The questionnaire ended with the

assessment of self-monitoring preferences and demographic aspects.
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Figure 11. Overview Procedure and Questionnaire Study 3

The actual purpose of having had participants log into their Facebook account before starting the

questionnaire was that the two Facebook Ads presented should present members of their own

Facebook network as fans of the respective Page (a friend-display). After finishing the questionnaire,

participants were debriefed about this fact. No recordings were made of anything participants had

seen; the respective information was solely assessed via questionnaire. Cookies were deleted

after every session. If requested, participants received further information about the plugin used to

generate the Ad (a "Facepile", see next section).

8.2.2 Stimulus

As stimulus, two Facebook campaigns were used based on results of the pretest and study 2. This

time, the stimuli were chosen to cover two topics that clearly differed in familiarity and involvement. As

a familiar topic, nuclear energy was chosen again, based on results of the pretest and study 2. It was

decided not to employ the Kony campaign again because of several issues participants of study 2 had

raised in the open-ended questions, e.g. regarding controversies about the campaign. An unfamiliar

topic was chosen instead, based on which topic participants of the pretest were least able to give a

clear opinion because they were unfamiliar with it (assessed via the use of the "I’m not familiar with

the topic or don’t have an opinion about it"-option in the pretest, see study 2). Consequently, the
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monks’ protest in Burma was chosen as second campaign topic because only 4 out of 24 participants

had stated to be able to give their opinion about it.

The plugin used to generate the respective stimulus Facebook Ad is called "Facepile". It is provided

by Facebook as a means to "display[s] the Facebook profile photos of people who have connected

with your Facebook page or app" (Facebook Developers, 2014). The plugin allows any user to enter

any URL of a Facebook Page to display the number of fans and - if the viewer is logged into their

own Facebook account - friends who have liked the Page. The appearance of the Facepile can be

customized (e.g., background, size). The Facepile does not display the name of the Facebook Page

in question, just the overall number of fans, names of friends who have liked the Page and several

profile photos, depending on the chosen size of the Facepile. In the questionnaire, the Facepile code

(html) was combined with another html code that created a title as well as a Page profile photo to

generate an artificial Facebook Ad. Figure 12 displays a mock-up of the original stimulus, meant to

illustrate the set-up of the stimulus Ads. In the original stimulus, the placeholders were replaced with

the Title of the respective Page, its profile photo and profile photos and names of participants’ actual

friends. The red frame marks the content of the Facepile plugin within the presented Ad.

Figure 12. Set-Up of Stimulus Ads used in Study 3

One aspect that needed to be considered when creating the Facepiles was the necessity for clear

derivations regarding causality. If the nuclear energy Ad had employed a Facepile that received its

data from the Facebook Page of the actual "Nuclear Energy? No, thanks!" campaign, this would

not have been possible. For example, if a participant had perceived the respective people in the

associated like-display as being similar to him/herself and had rated the campaign favorably it would

not have been clear if the attitude had been caused by the relationship towards those friends or

if the fact that the participant had already a very strong positive opinion about the topic caused

similar friends to be displayed in the Facepile. For that reason, it was decided to feed the Facepile

with data from another Page, different from the one suggested by the title and the Page’s profile

photo. After extensive pretesting, two Pages were chosen that fulfilled the purpose of generating

an Ad that was perceived as being credible in the context of the two stimulus campaigns but were
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concerned with different topics: The nuclear energy campaign photo and title were paired with the

Facepile of the Facebook Page of a reputable German news magazine (TV), the Tagesschau1, and

the Burma campaign title and photo were paired with the Facepile extracted from the Facebook Page

of a reputable newspaper, Die Zeit2. It is assumed that these Facepiles were perceived as being

credible when paired with the stimulus campaigns during the pretests because people who have liked

a newspaper or news magazine were likely to be interested in social issues.

As shown in the example stimuli in Figure 12, the Facepiles also displayed an overall number of fans.

As it was not possible (due to the nature of the Facepile code) to manipulate and thus control this

number (it differed between both stimuli and also slightly increased during the course of the survey

period because of new likes), it was decided to assess participants’ perception of this number to be

used as control variable in the analyses.

8.2.3 Measures

All variables concerned with the assessment of reactions towards and content of the presented Ads

were presented twice within the questionnaire, once for each Ad. This concerned criterium variables,

predictors and control variables about the respective topic. Table 13 presents an overview of all

assessed constructs and their role in the present research.

8.2.3.1 Criterium Variables and Mediator

Criterium variables assessed in study 3 were measured almost the same way as in study 2.

Regarding the like-intention, participants were asked how likely they were to like the Page, measured

via a seven point Likert scale from 1 = "fully disagree" to 7 = "fully agree".

The perception to what extent the Page’s statement reflected participants’ own opinion (measured

on a seven point Likert scale from 1 = "fully disagree" to 7 = "fully agree") was used to assess

subsequent attitude.

In addition to measurements already used in study 2, participants’ private support behavior was

assessed using one self-constructed item asking how likely they would be to sign a petition (anony-

mously). The item was measured on a seven point Likert scale from 1 = "very unlikely" to 7 = "very

likely".

1http://www.facebook.com/tagesschau
2http://www.facebook.com/zeitonline
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Table 13: Overview of Measurements, Study 3

Criterium variables Like-Intention regarding the campaign Page

Subsequent attitude towards the subject

Private support behavior regarding the campaign

Mediator Anticipated audience reactions in case of liking the campaign Page

Predictors Positive orientation towards people in the friend-display

Identification with people in the friend-display

Similarity to people in the friend-display

Tie strength: closeness to people in the friend-display

Tie strength: interaction frequency with people in the friend-display

Control variables Previous attitude about the campaign subject

Involvement with the campaign subject

Familiarity with the campaign subject

Number of fans in the fan-display

Facebook intensity

Moderator Tendency towards protective self-monitoring
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To assess whether participants expected positive feedback from the audience when liking the

Page, one self-constructed item was added to the questionnaire, just like in study 2 (assessed on

a seven point Likert scale from 1 = "fully disagree" to 7 = "fully agree"): I think I would get positive

feedback from my peers if I liked the Page.

Also, an open-ended question was added to the questionnaire which asked participants to describe

why or why not they would like the respective Page. 90 participants answered the open-ended

question for the nuclear energy campaign and 91 answered it for the Burma campaign. All answers

were categorized together, using a mainly inductive approach, partly based on results of study 1.

20% of the material was cross-coded by a second person, resulting in a sufficient inter rater reliability

(Cohen’s κ = .80).

8.2.3.2 Predictors

For the assessment of the predictors, a filter was incorporated into the questionnaire that presented

questions about the like-display according to what participants had seen in the Ad. As a consequence,

only those people presented with one or several friends in their like-display (n = 79 for nuclear energy,

n = 78 for Burma) were confronted with questions about respective tie strength, positive orientation,

number of and identification with the associated friends. The wording of the latter was adapted

depending on whether one friend or several friends had been shown.

If several friends had been presented, the instruction asked participants to answer the aforementioned

questions about that friend or those friends who had been most salient and who they could remember

best. The instruction of the identification scale asked participants to imagine which group of their

social life the presented friend(s) was/were most representative of.

First, a scale was constructed based on quotes participants had made in the interview study (study

1), which covered statements about tie strength, such as closeness (an indicator of tie strength)

and interaction frequency (a predictor of tie strength), but also statements about attitude towards

and experiences with a person. The scale comprised 15 items, each rated on a seven point Likert

scale from 1 = "do not agree" to 7 = "do fully agree". Results of an exploratory factor analysis (parallel

analysis as suggested by Horn (1965), conducted for the nuclear energy campaign and the Burma

campaign separately) revealed three components (see table 14 and 15): closeness (Cronbach’s αNE

= .888, Cronbach’s αBU = .842), interaction frequency (Cronbach’s αNE = .887, Cronbach’s αBU =

.894) and positive orientation towards those people/that person (Cronbach’s αNE = .810, Cronbach’s

αBU = .696). Conceptually, the last factor was assigned to positive orientation as a predictor while

interaction frequency and closeness were assigned to the construct of tie strength.
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Table 14: Pattern Matrix for Principal Axis Analysis for the Nuclear Energy Campaign

Factor

Interaction

Frequency

Closeness Positive Ori-

entation

I often talk to these people. .950

I have a lot of contact with these people in everyday

life.

.893

I haven’t seen these people in a while (rev). .881

I am well concerned with these people. .799

I only have occasional contact with these people

(rev).

.432

I would describe these people as acquaintances. .404

I feel close to these people. .832

I have an emotional bond with these people. .822

I associate these people with a superficial friend-

ship (rev)

.688

These people are among my best friends. .636

These people are important to me. .617

I identify with these people. .617

I don’t like these people (rev). .892

I associate these people with bad experiences

(rev).

.708

I like these people. .676

Factor Loadings below .4 are suppressed
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Table 15: Pattern Matrix for Principal Axis Analysis for the Burma Campaign

Factor

Closeness Interaction

Frequency

Positive Ori-

entation

I feel close to these people. .814

I have an emotional bond with these people. .786

These people are important to me. .785

I like these people. .692

I identify with these people. .607

These people are among my best friends. .542

I would describe these people as acquaintances. .465

I associate these people with a superficial friend-

ship (rev)

I have a lot of contact with these people in everyday

life.

.924

I often talk to these people. .840

I am well concerned with these people. .828

I haven’t seen these people in a while (rev). .778

I only have occasional contact with these people

(rev).

.442

I associate these people with bad experiences

(rev).

.722

I don’t like these people (rev). .720

Factor Loadings below .4 are suppressed
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In-group attraction as part of the social identification construct was introduced at the beginning of

study 3 as one possible conceptualization of positive orientation towards a group. Consequently,

several items from a social identification scale were added to the questionnaire. The entire social

identification scale was developed by Leach et al. (2008) and comprises several aspects of the social

identification construct, such as self-stereotyping, in-group homogeneity and also satisfaction. For

the purpose of assessing positive orientation towards a group, the subscales Centrality (3 items,

e.g. Being one of these people is important how I see myself ) and Satisfaction (3 items, e.g. I am

glad that I’m one of these people) were used. The instruction asked participants to rate their feeling

towards the group of friends they had seen or - if they had seen only one friend - the group of friends

they felt that person represented. All items were rated on a seven point Likert scale from 1 = "does

not apply" to 7 = "fully applies". For further analyses, the scale mean was constructed (Cronbach’s

αNE = .905, Cronbach’s αBU = .921).

To measure similarity, three self-constructed items were used based on the results of the interview

study, which were rated on a seven point Likert scale from 1 = "do not agree" to 7 = "do fully

agree": These people are like me, We share a similar taste and We share the same sense of humor

(Cronbach’s αNE = .749, Cronbach’s αBU = .822).

8.2.3.3 Control Variables and Moderator

Protective self-monitoring was assessed using both subscales of the Concern for Appropriateness

Scale meant to assess the tendency towards protective self-presentation suggested by Wolfe, Lennox

and Cutler (1986): Cross-Situational Variability of Behavior (6 items rated on a seven point Likert

scale from 1 = "do not agree" to 7 = "fully agree", for example To avoid rejection I present different

aspects of myself to different people) and Attention to Social Comparison Information (6 items rated

on a seven point Likert scale from 1 = "do not agree" to 7 = "fully agree", for example When I don’t

know how to behave in a certain situation I look to the behavior of others). In order to create a single

instrument for protective self-monitoring, the overall scale mean for the Concern for Appropriateness

Scale was calculated (Cronbach’s α = .873).

Just like in study 2, involvement with the campaign topic was measured using seven items (e.g.

important/unimportant, of no concern/of concern to me) from the Revised Product Involvement

Inventory (RPII, McQuarrie & Munson, 1991), assessed on a seven point bipolar scale. The scale

mean was constructed for further analysis (Cronbach’s αNE = .942, Cronbach’s αBU = .925).
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In the present study, previous opinion about the respective campaign topic was assessed (before

presenting the stimulus), by asking participants how they personally felt about nuclear energy/the

monks’ protest in Burma, rated on a seven point Likert scale from 1 = "against it" to 7 = "in favor of it".

Familiarity with the topic was again measured with the help of the three self-constructed items

already used in study 2: I have concerned myself with the topic in detail, I know a lot about the topic

and I am uninformed about the topic (reversed item). All items were rated on a seven point Likert

scale from 1 = "strongly disagree" to 7 = "strongly agree". For further analysis, the mean scores were

created (Cronbach’s αNE = .831, Cronbach’s αBU = .698).

Six items of the Facebook Intensity Scale (Ellison et al., 2007) were used to assess Facebook

intensity as a control variable (e.g. Facebook is part of my everyday activity and Facebook has

become part of my daily routine). All items were rated on a seven point Likert scale from 1 = "strongly

disagree" to 7 = "strongly agree". For further analysis, the scale mean was calculated (Cronbach’s α

= .811).

Finally, participants’ perception of the number of fans shown in the like-display was assessed as

control variable, using one item: What was your perception of the number of fans? (measured on a

seven point Likert scale from 1 = "there were very few of them" to 7 = "there were quite a lot of them").

Furthermore, one additional (open-ended) question was integrated that asked participants to recount

the exact number of fans they’d seen with an "I don not remember"-Option. Out of 91 participants,

only 59 could recount a certain number for the nuclear energy campaign (64.8%) and 52 for the

Burma campaign (57.1%). Consequently, only the subjective item was used as control variable.

8.2.3.4 Demographics and Facebook Use

Participants’ like-behavior was assessed by asking them how many Pages they had liked in the past

(open-ended question). Furthermore, they were asked how much time they had spent on Facebook

the previous week and how many Facebook friends they had. Demographic measures included age

and gender.
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8.3 Results

8.3.1 Preliminary Analyses

Several analyses were conducted before testing hypotheses to ensure the like-displays (relational

aspects and number of friends shown) in the stimulus shown were independent of participants’

previous attitude (see stimulus section).

For this purpose, five hierarchical regression analyses were conducted for each stimulus, one for each

potential predictor covered in the research questions (positive orientation, identification, similarity,

closeness and interaction frequency) as criterium. For all regression analyses, involvement with the

subject, familiarity with the subject and previous opinion were entered as predictors in subsequent

steps.

For the nuclear energy campaign, the following results emerged: None of the predictors significantly

contributed to the overall explained variance of positive orientation, identification, similarity, closeness

and interaction frequency with friends. Hence, it can be assumed that the stimulus generated for the

nuclear energy campaign was independent of the participants’ previous attitude towards the subject.

For the Burma campaign, a similar pattern emerged: none of the predictors were able to significantly

contribute to the overall explained variance of positive orientation, identification, similarity and

closeness. However, previous attitude towards the topic showed a significant change in R2 regarding

interaction frequency (4R2 = .040, F = 4.091, p = .046). The final model suggests a negative

relationship between previous attitude (in favor of) and the interaction frequency participants shared

with the friends shown in the like-display (β = -.228, SE = .103, p = .046). This result has to be

taken into account when potential effects of the interaction frequency on the outcome variables are

interpreted. Apart from that, it can be assumed that the presented stimulus for the Burma campaign

was independent of participants’ previous attitude towards the subject.

Furthermore, the preliminary analyses aimed to determine differences between the two subjects

shown in the stimuli. As outlined in the stimulus section, the selection aimed to cover two subjects

that clearly differed in familiarity. For this purpose, a repeated measures MANOVA was conducted,

entering subject involvement, familiarity and previous attitude about the subject (not the campaign)

as dependent variables and defining campaign subject as repeated-measures factor with two levels.

A multivariate within-subject effect was observed (Wilk’s λ = .212, p < .001), suggesting that the

nuclear energy subject was more involving (F (1,89) = 190.576, p < .001, ηp2 = .682), more familiar

(F (1,89) = 208.461, p < .001, ηp2 = .701), but supported less strongly (F (1,89) = 84.728, p < .001,
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Table 16: Means and Standard Deviations for the Main Effects between Campaign Subjects

Nuclear Energy Burma Protests

M SD n M SD n

Involvement 5.09 1.19 90 3.07 1.31 90

Familiarity 4.18 1.36 90 1.88 1.19 90

Previous (positive) attitude 2.67 1.42 90 4.28 0.87 90

ηp2 = .488) than the Burma subject. Here, support does not refer to the campaign message but to

the topic of the campaign itself. So it is not the (anti-)nuclear energy campaign that is supported less

than the Burma campaign but nuclear energy that is supported less than the Burma protests. Means

and standard deviations are presented in table 16. These results need to be taken into account when

interpreting findings of the following analyses.

8.3.2 Effects of Relational Aspects (H1 + H2)

Hypothesis 1 (a-c) assumed that relational aspects can predict conformity regarding the familiar

campaign subject. To test H1, several hierarchical regression analyses were conducted for the

different criterium variables (z-standardized scores were used for all included variables). In every

analysis, involvement, familiarity, previous attitude, Facebook intensity and number of fans were

entered as control variables in the first step. The predictors were entered after that in subsequent

steps, beginning with the most important ones based on theoretical considerations (see introduction).

Consequently, predictors were entered in the following order: positive orientation, identification,

similarity, interaction frequency and closeness.

For H1a, like-intention for the anti-nuclear energy campaign Page was employed as criterium in

the regression analysis. As results show, apart from the block of control variables (4R2 = .323, F

= 6.885, p < .001), only the fourth step - comprising similarity - added significantly to the overall

explained variance (4R2 = .041, F = 4.703, p = .039). In the final model (Model 6, explaining a

variance of 40.4% see table 17), similarity with the displayed friends showed a positive association

with like-intention of the Page, just like involvement with the topic. Positive previous attitude towards

the topic was negatively related to like-intention of the Page.
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Table 17: Regression Coefficients for H1a

R2 4R2 4F β SE B

Model 1 .323 .317* 6.885

Previous attitude about the subject -.315** .097

Involvement .342*** .141

Familiarity -.053 .134

Facebook intensity .265*** .100

Number of fans .081 .094

Model 2 .324 .000 .048

Previous attitude about the subject -.316** .098

Involvement .346*** .143

Familiarity -.055 .135

Facebook intensity .261*** .101

Number of fans .078 .096

Positive orientation .023 .103

Model 3 .351 .027 2.902

Previous attitude about the subject -.298*** .096

Involvement .285*** .145

Familiarity .011 .135

Facebook intensity .243*** .101

Number of fans .034 .098

Positive orientation -.004 .103

Identification .182 .101

Model 4 .392 .041*** 4.703

Previous attitude about the subject -.262*** .095

Involvement .370*** .147

Familiarity .047 .137

Facebook intensity .186 .102

Number of fans -.027 .099

Positive orientation -.058 .104

Identification .151 .099

Similarity .245*** .111

Continued on next page
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Table 17 – continued from previous page

R2 4R2 4F β SE B

Model 5 .402 .009 1.053

Previous attitude about the subject -.243*** .097

Involvement .351*** .148

Familiarity .012 .141

Facebook intensity .194 .102

Number of fans -.024 .099

Positive orientation -.029 .108

Identification .191 .106

Similarity .274*** .115

Interaction frequency -.121 .117

Model 6 .404 .002 .239

Previous attitude about the subject -.236*** .098

Involvement .345*** .148

Familiarity -.006 .141

Facebook intensity .200 .103

Number of fans -.012 .102

Positive orientation -.026 .109

Identification .185 .107

Similarity .245*** .129

Interaction frequency -.179 .166

Closeness .085 .177

*p < .001, **p < .005, ***p < .05

To test H1b, the procedure was repeated, this time using subsequent attitude as criterium variable in

the regression analysis. Results show that only the block of control variables added significantly of

the explained variance (4R2 = .481, F = 12.258, p < .001), with previous positive attitude regarding

the topic being negatively related to the feeling that the campaign reflected one’s own opinion (β =

-.628, SE = .094, p < .001). None of the other predictors significantly added to explaining variance in

participants’ opinion about the nuclear energy campaign.

Finally, also H1c was tested using the hierarchical regression analysis with private support behavior

as criterium variable, asking how likely participants were to sign a petition for the campaign. A

significant effect for the block of control variables emerged (4R2 = .411, F = 10.036, p < .001), with
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Facebook intensity and involvement with the topic being positively and previous attitude regarding the

topic being negatively associated with support behavior. Furthermore, in the final model 6, similarity

with the displayed friends was observed to be significantly and positively related to support behavior

regarding the nuclear energy campaign (β = .314, SE = .128,p = .019) even if the respective block

only significantly contributed to the explained variance when considering an α-level of .06 (Conn et

al., 2014, 4R2 = .027, F = 3.470, p = .060). For full overview of all 6 models, see table 18.

Table 18: Regression Coefficients for H1c

R2 4R2 4F β SE B

Model 1 .411 .411* 10.036

Previous attitude about the subject -.313** .097

Involvement .415** .141

Familiarity .025 .134

Facebook intensity .254*** .100

Number of fans -.015 .094

Model 2 .421 .011 1.322

Previous attitude about the subject -.308** .097

Involvement .400** .142

Familiarity .025 .134

Facebook intensity .272*** .101

Number of fans .003 .095

Positive orientation -.107 .103

Model 3 .426 .005 .591

Previous attitude about the subject -.301** .097

Involvement .375*** .146

Familiarity .062 .139

Facebook intensity .263*** .102

Number of fans -.016 .098

Positive orientation -.118 .104

Identification .077 .102

Model 4 .454 .027**** 3.470

Previous attitude about the subject -.272*** .097

Involvement .443** .149

Continued on next page
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Table 18 – continued from previous page

R2 4R2 4F β SE B

Familiarity .016 .139

Facebook intensity .217*** .103

Number of fans -.065 .100

Positive orientation -.162 .106

Identification .052 .101

Similarity .199**** .113

Model 5 .457 .004 .440

Previous attitude about the subject -.260*** .099

Involvement .432** .151

Familiarity .037 .143

Facebook intensity .222*** .104

Number of fans -.064 .101

Positive orientation .145 .110

Identification .077 .108

Similarity .217**** .117

Interaction frequency -.075 .119

Model 6 .482 .025 3.233

Previous attitude about the subject -.283*** .098

Involvement .452** .149

Familiarity .016 .142

Facebook intensity .201*** .101

Number of fans -.105 .102

Positive orientation .153 .108

Identification .098 .107

Similarity .314*** .128

Interaction frequency .124 .166

Closeness -.291 .177

*p < .001, **p < .005, ***p < .05, ****p < .06

H2 was concerned with the question how relational aspects affect conformity behavior in the context

of an unfamiliar campaign, namely the Burma campaign. In order to test H2, several hierarchical

regression analyses were conducted. In each analysis, the criterium variable was varied (depending
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on the sub-hypothesis), but the rest of the procedure was held constant: involvement with the topic,

familiarity with the topic, Facebook intensity, number of fans and previous attitude about the topic were

entered as control variables in the first step. The predictors were entered after that in subsequent

steps: positive orientation towards displayed friends, respective identification, similarity with the

presented friends, and both components of tie strength, interaction frequency and closeness. All

scores were z-standardized.

To investigate H2a, like-intention regarding the Page was entered as criterium. Results show that

none of the steps of the analysis added to the explained variance when considering an α-level of 95%.

However, in the final model 6 (explaining 36.8% of observed variance) similarity with the presented

friends was found to be positively associated with like-intention (β = .318, SE = .123, p = .023)

regarding the Burma campaign. When looking at how the respective block added to the explained

variance (see table 19, an effect would only be observable at an α-level of .06 (Conn et al., 2014,

4R2 = .034, F = 3.449, p = .058).

Table 19: Regression Coefficients for H2a

R2 4R2 4F β SE B

Model 1 .287 .287 5.706

Previous attitude about the subject .103 .119

Involvement .180 .118

Familiarity -.027 .118

Facebook intensity .358** .111

Number of fans .471* .119

Model 2 .288 .001 .090

Previous attitude about the subject .103 .120

Involvement .179 .119

Familiarity -.022 .120

Facebook intensity .351** .114

Number of fans .468* .107

Positive orientation .031 .117

Model 3 .298 .010 .995

Previous attitude about the subject .108 .120

Involvement .172 .120

Familiarity -.025 .120

Continued on next page
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Table 19 – continued from previous page

R2 4R2 4F β SE B

Facebook intensity .343** .114

Number of fans .481* .108

Positive orientation .017 .118

Identification .104 .099

Model 4 .332 .034**** 3.449

Previous attitude about the subject .113 .118

Involvement .134 .119

Familiarity -.011 .118

Facebook intensity .317** .113

Number of fans .461* .107

Positive orientation -.014 .118

Identification .101 .097

Similarity .192**** .101

Model 5 .332 .000 .010

Previous attitude about the subject .114 .120

Involvement .134 .120

Familiarity -.014 .122

Facebook intensity .316*** .115

Number of fans .459* .109

Positive orientation -.012 .120

Identification .100 .098

Similarity .188 .107

Interaction frequency .011 .116

Model 6 .368 .037 3.817

Previous attitude about the subject .121 .118

Involvement .121 .118

Familiarity .006 .120

Facebook intensity .266*** .126

Number of fans .450* .106

Positive orientation -.033 .118

Identification .082 .097

Continued on next page
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Table 19 – continued from previous page

R2 4R2 4F β SE B

Similarity .318*** .123

Interaction frequency .209 .154

Closeness -.327 .171

*p < .001, **p < .005, ***p < .05, ****p < .06

To test H2b, subsequent attitude regarding the Page’s message was used as criterium. Results of

the hierarchical regression analysis show that the block of control variables significantly added to

the explained variance (4R2 = .316, F = 2.768, p = .009). In the final model (explaining an amount

of variance of 46.3%), previous attitude regarding the topic shows a positive relationship with the

extent to what the campaign reflected one’s own opinion (β = .387, SE = .130, p = .018). None of the

relational aspects was able to significantly add to the explained variance, suggesting that none of

them can predict subsequent attitude regarding the Burma campaign.

Finally, H2c was tested by employing private support behavior of the Page’s message as criterium.

Results of the hierarchical regression analysis show that only the block of control variables significantly

explained parts of the observed variance (4R2 = .284, F = 5.639, p < .001), suggesting a positive

relationship between support behavior and previous positive attitude (β = .259, SE = .123, p = .020),

Facebook intensity (β = .231, SE = .122, p = .047) as well as involvement with the topic (β = .342,

SE = .124, p = .005). None of the relational aspects added to the explained variance, suggesting that

they cannot predict private support behavior regarding the Burma campaign.

To summarize, H1 and H2 were concerned with the question which of the relational aspects measured

for the friend-display would be able to predict conformity behavior for the two different campaigns.

When reporting the results, two effects were considered that showed a Type I error rate of 6%. Against

the background of the low sample size (< 80), it is suggested take those effects into account as well

(see for example Conn et al., 2014). Consequently, the results can be summarized as follows: For the

nuclear energy campaign it was found that similarity with the presented friends was associated with

like-intention (H1a) and private support behavior (H1c), indicating a positive relationship between

similarity and conformity behavior. None of the other relational aspects was able to contribute to the

explained variance for neither of the criterium variables, which is why H1a and H1c are only partially

supported. H1b has to be rejected entirely. For the Burma campaign, results show that similarity with

the presented friends was also positively associated with like-intention (H2a), partly supporting H2a,

while H2b and H2c have to be rejected.
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8.3.3 Self-Presentational Audience (RQ1 + RQ2)

To test RQ1 and RQ2, mediation analyses were conducted, employing a bootstrapping procedure

(5000 bootstrap resamples) suggested by Hayes (2009). The INDIRECT macro for SPSS (Preacher

& Hayes, 2008)3 was used for this purpose. To test RQ1 and RQ2, like-intention for the respective

Page (RQ1 - nuclear energy, RQ2 - Burma) was used as criterium variable and the perception to

be rewarded with positive reactions from peers when liking the Page was employed as mediator.

Involvement, familiarity, Facebook intensity, previous attitude and number of fans were added

as control variables in every analysis. Depending on which sub-RQ was addressed, one of the

relational aspects was used as predictor, while the others were entered as additional control variables.

Consequently, the following scores describing the relationship towards the presented friends were

used as predictors in the different analyses: a - positive orientation, b - identification, c - similarity, d -

interaction frequency, e - closeness. All scores were z-standardized.

The analyses revealed a positive relationship between similarity with respective friends and the

mediator (a-path, β = .329, p = .014) as well as interaction frequency and the mediator (a-path, β =

.625, p = .002). Furthermore, closeness was negatively associated with the mediator (a-path, β =

-.543, p = .014). However, for none of the predictors, the expectation of gaining positive reactions

from one’s peers when liking the Page mediated potential effects on like-intention - neither for the

nuclear energy campaign nor for the Burma campaign.

8.3.4 Protective Self-Monitoring (RQ3 + RQ4)

To test RQ3 and RQ4, moderated regression analyses were conducted that followed the same

pattern for all sub-RQs: Like-intention regarding the Page was used as criterium variable, participants’

tendency towards protective self-presentation was used as moderator and for each analysis, a

different relationship characteristic was used as predictor: a - positive orientation, b - identification,

c similarity, d - interaction frequency, e - closeness. Consequently, for each sub-RQ a different

hierarchical regression was conducted: The first step comprised all control variables used in the

previous analyses as well (involvement, familiarity, Facebook intensity, previous attitude, number of

fans), and all relational characteristics not used as predictor. The second step included the predictor

and the moderator and the third step comprised the interaction term of predictor and moderator. All

scores were z-standardized.

3 The macro can be downloaded here: http://www.afhayes.com/spss-sas-and-mplus-macros-and-code.html
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For RQ3, none of the interaction terms (tendency towards protective self-monitoring X positive

orientation towards friends for RQ3a, tendency towards protective self-monitoring X identification for

RQ5b, tendency towards protective self-monitoring X similarity for RQ3c, tendency towards protective

self-monitoring X interaction frequency for RQ3d, tendency towards protective self-monitoring X

closeness for RQ3e) significantly added to the explained variance, suggesting that participants’

tendency towards protective self-presentation did not moderate the effects of the friend-display on

like-intention with regard to the nuclear energy campaign Page.

In the context of the Burma campaign, however, two effects emerged for RQ4a and RQ4b: the

interaction term tendency towards protective self-monitoring X positive orientation towards friends

added to the overall explained variance in the regression (4R2 = .037, F = 4.049, p = .048), just like

the interaction term tendency towards protective self-monitoring X identification with friends (4R2 =

.049, F = 5.548, p = .022).

To be able to interpret the interaction effects, simple slope tests were conducted (Aiken & West,

1991), using the IRSE tool (Meier, 2008). Results show that the slope for tendency towards protective

self-monitoring is significant only when positive orientation towards the friends is high (b = .28, p =

.035). None of the other slopes were found to be significant. The research question asked for an

increase of the impact of positive orientation (or - because of the lacking main effects - an occurrence).

Against the background of the current results, the answer to RQ4a is that tendency towards protective

self-monitoring does not increase the effect of positive orientation because none of the slopes for

positive orientation were found to be significant. However, tendency towards protective self-monitoring

seems to have an impact on like-intention when participants identified strongly with the people shown

in the friend-display (see figure 13).
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Figure 13. Plot of the Interaction Effect of Protective Self-Monitoring and Positive Orientation on

Like-Intention

With regard to RQ4b, the simple slope test revealed the following: Both slopes for the impact

of tendency towards protective self-monitoring were found to be significant, with regard to high

identification (b = 1.17, p = .011) and low identification (b = .62, p = .007). The b-values suggest that

the slope (in terms of the difference between low and high tendency towards protective self-monitoring)

becomes stronger the more strongly participants identified with the people in the friend-display. Again,

the simple slope tests illustrate that the specific research question RQ4b has to be answered with

the observation that the tendency towards protective self-monitoring does not increase the impact

of identification on like-intention. Rather than that, it is the effect of protective self-monitoring on

like-intention that increased the more participants identified with the people in the like-display (see

figure 14).

183



Figure 14. Plot of the Interaction Effect of Protective Self-Monitoring and Identification on Like-

Intention

8.3.5 Influence factors for Like-Intention (RQ5)

Categorizing the answers given to the open-ended questions revealed seven potential influence factor

for (not) liking a Page. Overall, 215 codings were generated, 105 for nuclear energy and 110 for

Burma. The seven categories will be presented in order of prevalence in the overall sample.

Self-constructional concerns as a reason to like a Page or to not like a Page were mentioned

75 times (34.88% of all generated codings), referring to the degree to which the Page reflected

participants’ own opinion and their interest in the topic. A difference between both topics was

observable as this aspect was mentioned more often in the context of nuclear energy (n = 43, 40.95%

of all codings for nuclear energy) than in the context of the Burma campaign (n = 32, 29.09% of all

codings for Burma).

One participant who would like the Page describes it for example this way:

"I am against nuclear energy and I want to show that" [nuclear energy]

And another participant who would not like the Page said:

"I am not concerned with that group of protesters" [Burma]
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The second aspect (mentioned 42 times, 19.53% of all generated codings) was a reason not to like

a Page: lacking familiarity with the topic. This aspect was mentioned three times as often in the

context of the Burma campaign (mentioned 32 times, 29.09% of all codings for Burma) than in the

context of nuclear energy (mentioned 10 times, 9.52% of all codings for nuclear energy).

"As I am only vaguely informed about that topic, liking the Page would be wrong"

[nuclear energy]

"I have never concerned myself with that topic. I feel kind of uncomfortable because of

my ignorance" [Burma]

The next aspect described as reason to not like a Page was participants’ self-censorship regarding

political topics on Facebook or the like-feature in general, mentioned 41 times (19.07% of all generated

codings), 23 times for nuclear energy (16.36%) and 18 times for Burma (21.90%).

"I don’t give political statements on Facebook, because this usually leads to endless

discussions" [nuclear energy]

"I don’t want to present my political opinion about a controversial and global topic

publicy on the Internet" [Burma]

The campaign topic itself as a reason to like the Page or not like the Page was mentioned 19 times

(8.84%), 11 times for nuclear energy (10.00%) and 8 times for Burma (7.62%). In this context, both

the attitude that the respective topic was relevant and deserved attention (along with the wish to

distribute the message) was expressed as a reason to become a fan, but also the attitude that a like

would not change anything (for both topics) was prevalent as a reason not to like the Page.

"I think all people on earth should be concerned with the topic, hence it should be

discussed and considered" [nuclear energy]

"I doubt this will help the monks" [Burma]

The design of the Page and the presented information was mentioned 15 times (6.98%) as a reason

not to like the Page, 8 times for nuclear energy (7.27%) and 7 times for Burma (6.67%).

"The Page does not cover all relevant arguments" [nuclear energy]

"I am not well-informed about the subject and the Page doesn’t seem to be official, but

amateurish" [Burma]
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Another aspect mentioned 15 times (6.98%, 9 times for nuclear energy/8.57% and 6 times for

Burma/5.45%) is the fact that fans receive information updates from the Pages they have liked.

This was a reason to like a Page

"Because you get information, e.g. when there is news on the subject" [Burma]

as well as not to like a Page.

"I don’t find the topic particularly relevant and I wouldn’t want to constantly get status

updates and information about it" [nuclear energy]

Finally, the presented friends shown as fans was mentioned 8 times as a reason (not) to like the

Page (3.72%), 3 times for nuclear energy (2.73%) and 5 times for Burma (4.76%). Here, most

answers do not contain specific reasons why friends’ likes affected their perception of the topic. Only

one person described tie strength as relevant factor for liking a Page (see second example below):

"It was already liked by a lot of people, also my acquaintances. Hence, the topic might

be interesting" [Burma]

While another person also noted that the respective friends were a reason not to like the Page:

"The Page has only been liked by people I am barely involved with" [nuclear energy]

To answer RQ7, the reasons (not) to like a Page mentioned most often seem to be associated with

self-presentational concerns in the sense of self-construction and associated authenticity, namely

opinion about the topic, interest in the topic and familiarity with the topic. Furthermore, self-censorship

was mentioned, associated with privacy concerns but also concerns about the self-presentational

audience. Finally, the last aspect associated with conformity or self-presentation was the presence or

absence of fans that have liked a Page. Here, participants did not go into more detail about reasons

why this is relevant.

8.4 Discussion

The aim of study 3 in the context of this thesis was to investigate conformity processes and according

motives when it comes to friend-displays on Facebook. The focus here lay on the relationship towards

the influencing agent(s). Furthermore, self-presentational goals and concerns were taken into account

when considering liking as a conformity reaction.

The methodological approach was a correlative study, using two particular stimuli and assessing

conformity (behavior and attitude) as well as according predictors via questionnaire. The stimuli
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represented Facebook Ads of two campaigns (that differed with regard to familiarity and involvement)

with according like-displays. The content of these like-displays was not manipulated but measured

via questionnaire. To ensure a causal relationship between predictors and conformity indicators,

the stimulus was presented in a way that the like-display and the actual topic of the campaign

were independent. Preliminary analyses confirmed that the content of the like-displays showed

no association with participants’ involvement of, familiarity with and attitude about the topic of the

campaign. Consequently, it can be assumed that the stimulus was the origin of the observed effects,

not the other way around. There was one exception, namely participants’ previous attitude was

found to predict interaction frequency with the people shown in the stimulus. However, as no effects

were found with regard to this predictor, the effect can be neglected in the following summary and

discussion of the observed effects (in order of research questions).

The first two hypotheses (H1 + H2) were concerned with the question which relational characteristics

affect conformity and how this effect might differ between campaigns. Effects found suggest that

only similarity can predict conformity behavior. In detail, it served as predictor for like-intention and

private support behavior for the familiar nuclear energy campaign and as predictor for like-intention

for the unfamiliar Burma campaign. Looking at similarity as predictor, the effects can be interpreted

against the background of the concept of referent informational influence (Turner, 1991) and also

social reality testing (Festinger, 1945). Those two concepts are both associated with the goal of

accuracy in terms of others’ behavior being indicative of subjective validity (see chapter 3.3.2.1). With

regard to judgment tasks in particular, like the one at hand, similar others are assumed to serve as

frame of reference (Turner, 1991). Furthermore, similarity has also been found to play an important

role when it comes to self-categorization as part of a group, a process that is associated with the goal

of positive self-evaluation (see chapter 3.3.2.3). When looking at results of study 1, it can be noted

that similarity was often perceived as an indicator of target group fit. In the present context similarity

might for example have been indicative of the degree to which the campaign topic was perceived as

being fitting to one’s own general preferences and attitudes. Looking at which criterium variables were

affected for the different campaigns, it is first noticeable that for nuclear energy, behavior (public and

private) was affected by perceived similarity, but attitude was not. The first thing that would come to

mind is the process of compliance, in which behavior is changed, but not the underlying attitude (e.g.

Festinger, 1953; Kelman, 1958; 1961). However, as also private behavior was altered by similarity,

this explanation seems inaccurate. With regard to public conformity in form of liking, similarity might

be indicative of a common interest and expressing that interest publicly would foster conversations

with the respective people about that common interest (see results of study 1). This possibility would

be likely to be associated with the conformity goal of positive self-evaluation (see discussion of study
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1). When looking at the effect of private support behavior, it can be assumed that self-presentational

concerns were not part of the process because there is no respective audience. Here, it seems that

supporting the campaign itself was the aim (e.g. because of its quality that is communicated through

others’ likes), which would be indicative of the goal of accuracy. The fact that attitude was not affected

may oppose the idea of the goal of accuracy being the underlying motive. However, it might also

be the case that like-displays were only able to cause a behavioral reinforcement for a pre-existent

attitude about the campaign (previous attitude was controlled for and showed a positive4 relationship

with all criterium variables). In detail this would imply that although social influence might have been

based on the goal of accuracy (see chapter 3.3.2.1), it did not lead to an attitude change but to a

change in the behavioral manifestation of that attitude. One potential theoretical approach to explain

this is social identity theory: In the context of self-categorization theory, Terry, Hogg and McKimmie

(2000) for example found that attitude is more likely to be transferred into a respective behavior if that

behavior is perceived as representing a norm among one’s own in-group. This notion supports the

aforementioned idea that the underlying motivation to yield to social influence in the present context

might also be that of positive self-evaluation, as the latter is associated with self-categorization and

in-group conformity (see chapter 3.3.2.3).

When looking at the Burma campaign, it is noticeable that, in contrast to the nuclear energy campaign,

only like-intention was affected by similarity. Looking back at the discussion of the effect on private

support behavior regarding the nuclear energy campaign, the question arises if the process here

might have been guided by self-presentational concerns and thus by the goal of affiliation. From the

block of control variables, previous positive attitude was positively associated with the intention of

signing a petition, but it did not show any effects regarding the wish to like the Page. One explanation

might for example be that the topic was too unfamiliar and that previous attitude did not show enough

variance to serve as predictor for like-intention. However, the possibility has to be taken into account

that the private support behavior really was perceived as being an expression of an existing attitude

towards the topic, while liking the Page was not - at least for the Burma campaign. Based on this,

the respective conformity reaction appears to not have been based on accuracy goals because

it is not (as suggested above regarding nuclear energy) a manifestation of a pre-existing attitude.

Although according to the literature review, similarity as influence factor is unlikely to be associated

with affiliation goals (see beginning of the paragraph, e.g. Festinger, 1954), the aforementioned

interpretation suggests that the change in like-intention might have been caused by affiliation goals.

4the relationship between the two variables in the analysis was negative (see results section). However, the interpretation

would indicate that a negative attitude towards nuclear energy showed a positive relationship with positive orientation

towards the anti-nuclear energy campaign
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An alternative interpretation that point to the goal of positive self-evaluation will be provided after

discussing results of RQ4.

RQ1 and RQ2 were concerned with the question whether the expectation of positive reactions

can explain (in terms of mediate) potential conformity effects. While previous studies suggest that

conformity behavior may be based on the expectation of gaining rewards from the influencing agent

(the goal of affiliation, see chapter 3.3.2.2), it was assumed here that self-presentational concerns

may disrupt this effect because other friends on Facebook represent an undetermined third party

audience for self-presentation - similar to the study of Braver, Linder, Corvin and Cialdini (1977 in

Leary & Kowalski, 1990). Results showed no effects for neither of the campaigns. Looking at the

relationships between variables in more detail it can further be stated that relational characteristics of

the friend-displays to some extent did affect the expectation of positive reactions from the audience

(two significant a-paths were found), but that in turn the expectation of positive reactions did not have

any effects on like-intention. This suggests that participants’ perception of the self-presentational

audience was indeed affected by the people in the like-display although objectively the audience

is much larger and undetermined. However, as no mediation effect was found, the expectation of

positive reactions seemed to have not been the underlying motivation for showing conformity in the

context of similarity, supporting the notion outlined earlier that effects of similarity are unlikely to be

based on the wish to gain positive reactions (hence affiliation goals). This effect is in line with results

of study 2 in which no according effects for friend-displays were found either. However, when looking

at results of RQ4, the present findings become seemingly contradictory.

With regard to RQ4, and interaction effect was found, suggesting that the tendency towards protective

self-monitoring was more likely to predict like-intention when participants identified with the people

shown in the friend-display or when they had a positive orientation towards them. As outlined in

chapter 4.3.2, the construct of protective self-monitoring comprises the component of cross-situational

variability, suggesting that people with that tendency are more likely to adapt their behavior to the

affordances of the particular self-presentational audience in a situation. Taking that into account, it is

not - as predicted - the relational characteristic which predicts conformity behavior but the relational

characteristic (identification, positive orientation) that characterizes the situation as one in which

protective self-monitoring becomes important for like-intention. This is in line with Arkin’s (1981)

assumption that situational characteristics and characteristics of the audience can elicit protective

self-presentation based on the target’s fear of social disapproval. Looking at the first moderator -

identification - it is fitting that according to social identity theory the salient social identity of a person

may vary depending on the given situation (e.g. Turner, 1991). Furthermore, Cutler, Lennox and

Wolfe, (1984) found that people with a strong salient social identity score higher on the Concern for
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Appropriateness scale than people with a low salient social identity. As described in chapter 4.3.2

and also 4.5.2, protective self-presentation (and thus the according conformity reaction) is aimed at

avoiding social rejection, which in turn is seems inconsistent with the process of social identification

as origin of social influence at first, as the latter is aimed at gaining a consistent self-image (the goal

of positive self-evaluation, see chapter 3.3.2.3) and is not so much concerned with audience reactions.

However, also Arkin (1981) describes that self-evaluative processes alone may be sufficient to elicit

protective self-presentation - hence, the fear of or the feeling of failing at self-presentation may also

affect the latter, not only actual reactions by the audience. This explanation may also be considered

to interpret the effect of similarity on like-intention regarding the Burma campaign (H2a). Although it

was suggested that affiliation goals might be prevalent here, the involvement of similarity as predictor

could also be indicative of the goal of positive self-evaluation and the respective behavior might have

been a means to gain a consistent self-image. Coming back to RQ4, two possibilities can be noted

regarding the second moderator, positive orientation. First, positive orientation towards a group is

also part of the process of social identification. Hence, it may be the case that the observed effects

were based on the goal of positive self-evaluation as well. Second, positive orientation represents

a positive attitude towards the source of social influence, which has been discussed to be a crucial

factor when it comes to the goal of cognitive consistency (see chapter 3.3.2.4).

It should also be taken into account that the interaction effect was only found for the less familiar

Burma campaign, indicating that in this situation the fear of social rejection might have been more

prevalent because a lot of people did not know anything about the topic and had difficulties making

derivations about potential audience reactions. As mentioned at the end of the last paragraph, the

results concerning the lack of mediation effects and the occurrence of moderation effects seem

contradictory at first because the first finding suggests that affiliation goals do not play a role while

the latter suggests that they might. Here, it seems worthwhile to have a closer look at the respective

variables: The item used to assess audience reactions as mediator included the notion of gaining

social approval while protective self-monitoring is associated with avoiding social rejection - two, as

Arkin (1981) suggests, conceptually separate aspects. Consequently, the mediation unintentionally

might have been concerned with acquisitive self-presentation while the latter was concerned with

protective self-presentation (as suggested by Arkin, 1981). This idea implies that avoiding social

rejections might have been more important in the context of like-behavior as a conformity reaction than

gaining social approval. To some extent this is consistent with results of study 1 in which participants

described fear of negative reactions but barely talked about approving reactions (except when it

came to common interests). For the present purpose, it can thus be assumed that like-behavior (as a

conformity reaction towards friend-displays) seems more likely to represent a means of protective self-
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presentation. This in turn has implications for future research on this aspect, namely to acknowledge

that the self-presentational concern with audience reactions (and in turn, also the conformity goal of

affiliation) may be dividable into two different components: avoiding rejections or gaining approval.

In the context of RQ5, the answers to the open-ended questions were analyzed to explore whether

self-presentational concerns or conformity goals are perceived as playing a role with regard to like-

intention. Results showed (consistent with results of study 1 and 2) that self-construction is very

prevalent because attitude about, interest in and knowledge about the topic were mentioned most

often as reasons (not) to like a Page. Furthermore, self-censorship was a salient issue. On the one

hand, self-censorship can be a means of privacy protection (e.g. regarding data mining on Facebook).

On the other hand, expectations of audience reactions might be the origin of self-censorship (as

suggested for example by Lampinen et al., 2009 in the context of context collapse). Here, a fitting

example was presented in the results section of a participant who feared that liking this kind of topic

might lead to endless discussions. This in turn is in line with the idea that concern for appropriateness

(protective self-presentation) is very likely to play a role when it comes to like-behavior (see last

paragraph). Furthermore, another aspect mentioned as answer to the open-ended question was the

friend-display. First, it is noticeable that the like-display is mentioned in the first place (in contrast to

study 2). However, also here the problem arose that people were not able to give specific reasons

for why the friend-display made a difference (as also observed in study 1). One exception was

observable, which is the mention of tie strength. Just like in study 1, this seems to be the aspect that

people find most salient. However, looking at the quantitative results, tie strength did not seem to play

a role for conformity reactions at all (neither indicator nor predictor).

Before summarizing how the present results are associated with the guiding research questions of

the present thesis, certain limitations of the present study and also implications for future research

have to be mentioned. In general, it can be noted that the use of the Facepile as stimulus material in

a laboratory environment turned out to be helpful because it was possible to manipulate to stimulus

to a certain way so that causal attributions were possible. Still, it was not possible to control and thus

experimentally vary what participants had seen in the Facepile. The question arises if it is possible

to assess what was seen in the Facepile in an even more reliable way, for example by employing

objective measures, such as screenshots or video recordings. At the same time, participants’

difficulties in recounting the exact number of fans they had seen (suggesting it might not have been

very salient) also illustrate how important it would be to combine objective with subjective measures.

The second aspect that should be addressed is that although the campaign variation aimed to cover

a familiar and an unfamiliar topic, this did not represent an experimental manipulation. When using

existing social campaigns as stimulus, it is almost impossible to manipulate the topic in a way that
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ensures that only familiarity is varied. Previous experience always has to be taken into account, just

like perceived relevance and controversy (see also results of study 2 regarding the perception of the

Kony campaign). Consequently, any derivations with regard to the effects of familiarity have to be

made cautiously. In the present study, the aim was to further investigate the possibility that familiarity

with the topic makes a difference for conformity reactions and indeed some differences were found

(e.g., with regard to the role of protective self-monitoring). To further be able to generalize these

findings it is necessary to smooth out the effects caused by the specific characteristics of these two

topics, e.g. by employing more Page topics in a conjoint analysis (Himme, 2009) or between-subjects

design to allow for a generalized analysis across several topics. The third aspect that should be

considered when planning future research is the aforementioned possibility that self-presentation

via like-displays can be based on the desire to gain social approval OR the desire to avoid social

rejection. Both the conception of the the self-presentational goal of pleasing the audience and that

of the conformity goal of affiliation merge both possibilities, rewards as well as punishments (e.g.

Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970; Leary, 1995; Prislin & Wood, 2005). As the present results suggest, focusing

on either rewards or punishments might represent an oversimplification of the potential processes.

Finally, it has to be mentioned that due to the necessary removal of 19 participants who had seen

themselves in the Facepile or had their privacy settings adapted in a way that would not allow for

the Facepile to be generated, the sample for the present study was lower than intended against the

background of number of predictors, affecting statistical power, as the effect sizes are rather small

(Cohen, 1988).

To summarize, the results of study 3 suggest that several goals for conformity might play a role here

(GRQ1). The main effects of similarity on behavioral outcomes for the nuclear energy campaign

can most likely be ascribed to the goal of positive self-evaluation or the goal of accuracy. In this

context, it was suggested that although accuracy goals might be salient, the outcome is not attitude

change but rather a change in the behavioral manifestation of an existing attitude. Furthermore, it

was suggested that the effect of similarity on like-intention regarding the Burma campaign might

have operated differently and that affiliation goals might have played a role here. Similarly, it was

found the protective self-presentation affects like-intention of the Burma campaign, dependent on the

degree of identification with and positive orientation towards the respective friends. As discussed

before, these findings are not clearly suggestive of only one process of conformity: While the role of

protective self-presentation as moderator and the criterium affected by similarity suggest affiliation to

play a role, the respective predictors social identification with and similarity regarding the friends in

the like-display are more likely to be associated with positive self-evaluation. With regard to GRQ2

it can be stated that relational aspects play a role, similarity and identification in particular. When it
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comes to familiarity, the present results suggest that there might be differences regarding the effects

of protective self-presentation. However, as outlined in the last paragraph, further research is required

to confirm that these effects originate in the differences in familiarity between topics. Taking into

account which self-presentational goals might affect conformity processes (GRQ3), it was found that

in the open-ended questions self-construction was very salient, but self-censorship because of the

audience was also mentioned. In detail, the quantitative results suggest that friend-displays to some

extent affected the expectation of gaining positive reactions from the self-presentational audience.

However, they did not have any influence on conformity processes. Instead, it was the concern for

appropriateness (which is also part of the self-presentational goal of pleasing the audience) that had

a positive impact on like-intention, triggered by identification with and positive orientation towards the

people in the like-display.
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Chapter 9

Discussion

9.1 Aim of Thesis and Theoretical / Empirical Approach

The aim of the present thesis was to empirically investigate social influence processes in a SNS

environment, focusing on the impact of social context when it comes to attitude towards and behavior

regarding organizational Facebook Pages (profit and non-profit). The like-feature on Facebook is

regarded here as a widely used (e.g. Facebook, 2012b) representation of applications that, based

on their technical characteristics and their connection to Facebook’s social graph, may allow for

large-scale social influence phenomena by making every user action visible to friends and other

users within the network (mass interpersonal persuasion; Fogg, 2008). The practical relevance of

this phenomenon becomes clear when taking into account that Facebook has started opening up

its social graph for third parties, spreading social influence based on the Facebook network to other

platforms and applications (Ellison & boyd, 2013). A review of previous empirical results revealed a

gap in research to the extent that the respective studies indeed provide empirical evidence for the

occurrence of social influence, but seldom focus on underlying psychological processes in order

to fully understand the phenomenon. This may partly be due to the fact that also the literature

review revealed a lack of theoretical approaches from social psychology and communication research

regarding social influence in nonymous environments (Zhao et al., 2008), such as Facebook (see

chapter 2.2). The three most prevalent approaches to computer-mediated communication in the

last decades - the reduced social cues approach (e.g. Kiesler, Siegel & McGuire, 1984 in Spears &

Lea, 1992), the social information processing theory (Walther, 1992) and the social identity model of

deindividuation effects (Spears & Lea, 1992) - all focus on communication situations in which users

are visually and/or personally anonymous and interaction partners are not initially acquainted. As

social network sites in general are often used for interaction in the context of existing relationships
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and users tend not to be anonymous (chapter 2.2), the necessity for a different kind of theoretical

approach was emphasized.

To approach these gaps in theoretical and empirical work regarding the pervasive phenomenon of

social influence on SNS via the display of other users’ likes on Facebook Pages, the present thesis

followed the suggestion of Fogg (2008) as well as Walther et al. (2011) by conceptualizing online

sources and processes of social influence in terms of well-established mechanisms from face-to-face

contexts. The respective theoretical and empirical conceptualization in this thesis aimed at covering

social influence exerted by familiar peers (what Facebook describes as social context) as well as

unknown users, while at the same time taking into account situational and personal variables that

affect the process. The main concept that served as basis for the presented framework was that

of social influence in the form of conformity. Based on a description of the Facebook environment

(chapter 2), a definition of social influence was provided for the purpose of the present thesis as a

target-centered, incidental process in which the influencing agent - a single individual or a group -

does neither have to be physically present nor aware of the process:

Social influence in the form of conformity describes the act of altering one’s attitudes or

behavior to match those of others (single or several individuals or groups) as a result

of being exposed to their attitudes or behavior. This exposure may be mediated (e.g.

via CMC) and the influencing agent(s) need not be physically present or aware of the

process.

Against the background of a comprehensive literature review on work that is concerned with this form

os social influence, a framework was suggested, centering consequences of and impact factors for

social influence around the question what goal is pursued by the target of social influence (Cialdini

& Trost, 1998; Wood, 2005). Based on a well-known dichotomy of social influence suggested by

Deutsch and Gerard (1955), the present framework integrates similar conceptualizations by other

authors (e.g. Kelman, 1958; 1961). Four different goals for yielding to social influence were identified

that might be observable in the Facebook environment, along with respective conformity reactions

and influence factors. Their role and respective interplay was subject of the first two guiding research

questions:

GRQ1: Which goals for conformity are relevant to social influence processes regarding

like-displays on Facebook?

GRQ2: Which situational and personal aspects affect conformity elicited through like-

displays and in which ways?
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Apart from social influence/conformity, a second concept from social psychology was taken into

account for the present conceptualization, namely self-presentation. The respective literature review

revealed two basic concerns associated with self-presentation and it was discussed how the particular

characteristics of the Facebook environment might lead to a situation in which self-presentational

concerns may override goals for yielding to social influence when it comes to public reactions on

Facebook, resulting in the third and last guiding research question:

GRQ3: How do self-presentational goals on Facebook affect conformity processes

regarding like-behavior?

The theoretical considerations were visualized within a model that integrated conformity goals and

influence factors along with self-presentational concerns, depending on whether the respective

reactions are private (Figure 15) or public (Figure 16), as already shown in the comprehensive

summary:

Figure 15. Conformity Framework for Private Reactions - Repetition
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Figure 16. Conformity Framework for Public Reactions - Repetition

The empirical part of the present thesis consisted of three studies in a mixed method approach,

focusing on subjective methods in a laboratory environment. As outlined before, a lot of previous

empirical work on the present topic has largely focused on determining (rather than explaining)

social influence processes, often using field-experimental approaches. In chapter 3.2.2 it was

already discussed that, although these approaches promise high external reliability, they carry the

disadvantage of being limited with regard to detecting underlying psychological processes (e.g. Shang

& Croson, 2009). As the latter represent the focus of the present thesis, objective methodology

combined with a field-experimental approach did not seem appropriate. Furthermore, it was noted that

in the context of field experiments special consideration has to be given to ethical issues, particularly

that of informed consent (American Psychological Association, 2010; Deutsche Gesellschaft für

Psychologie, 2004). Therefore it was decided to focus on a laboratory environment, but partly

using stimuli from the field (study 1 and 3) and also an experimental approach as an appropriate

trade-off between internal and external validity. As the majority of previous research concerned with

the concepts of the presented framework focused on face-to-face phenomena and had thus not

applied the theoretical concepts to the environment of SNS, the empirical part of the present study

started off with an exploratory study, using a think-aloud protocol combined with a semi-structured

interview (study 1). This qualitative investigation of the aforementioned guiding research questions
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Table 20: Overview of Empirical Studies of the Present Thesis - Repetition

Study Methodology Focus/Aim According GRQ

1 qualitative inter-

view, think-aloud

determine the relevance of like-displays,

identify potential motives and influence fac-

tors

GRQ1, GRQ2 + GRQ3

2 laboratory experi-

ment

explore the impact of friend- and fan-displays

with a focus on number of influencing

agents, investigate the role of public self-

consciousness

GRQ2 + GRQ3 (based

on that, inferences for

GRQ1 can be made)

3 correlative labora-

tory study

explore the impact of relational characteris-

tics of friend-displays and the impact of fa-

miliarity with the subject of evaluation, inves-

tigate the role of protective self-presentation

GRQ2 + GRQ3 (based

on that, inferences for

GRQ1 can be made)

was meant to shed light on the question of which aspects identified in the literature review were

actually observable and to gain an impression of how the different aspects (e.g. impact factors) work

together. Both subsequent quantitative studies (study 2 and 3) followed the approach of varying

and investigating consequences and impact factors of social influence as well as assessing self-

presentational concerns to allow inferences regarding the potential underlying goals for conformity.

Also both quantitative studies represented two different methodological approaches: While study

2 employed a controlled experiment, a field stimulus was used in study 3, resulting in a correlative

approach. Table 20 (already presented in the introduction) gives an overview of all three studies, their

methodological approach as well as foci and the question how each study addresses the guiding

research questions.

In the following, the results of the empirical studies will be presented first, before the guiding research

questions will be answered across all three studies by interpreting the empirical findings against the

aspects discussed in the literature review.

9.2 Summary of Empirical Findings

The aim of the qualitative approach of study 1 was to explore how important like-displays are for

evaluation processes and to see if there is anecdotal evidence about the suggested conformity
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motives and the associated mechanisms. Participants were confronted with Facebook Pages of

different well-known and unknown brands and were asked to describe their impressions and feelings

in a combination of a think-aloud protocol and a semi-structured interview. Results show that like-

displays are taken into account for evaluation (although participants looked for other information as

well) and that both public (liking) and private (impression, attitude, curiosity, trying) reactions were

mentioned. Like-displays were indicative of several characteristics of the Page’s content, such as

quality, popularity, prominence and the target group. Regarding the Page itself, like-displays were

indicative of its official character. Furthermore, like-displays were suggestive of norms, common

interests with friends, the extent to which the product was likely to meet the target’s own taste and they

were able to elicit the feeling of having missed something important. Fan-displays and friend-displays

were described to fulfill different purposes or communicate different information: Fan-displays tended

to be more indicative of a brand’s general popularity, quality as well as like-norms on Facebook and

were more likely to be taken into account in the context of unfamiliar topics. In the context of the

latter, friend-displays communicated information about the target group of a brand, while for familiar

brands or topics they contained information about common interests with and preferences of the

respective Facebook friends. Several aspects regarding the target’s relationship with the influencing

agent were reported to affect potential conformity reactions: Both closeness and interaction frequency

as indicator and predictor of tie strength were mentioned, just like knowledge about the friends’

preferences, the composition of the group and positive orientation towards the friend(s). Regarding

the influence of number of fans and friends, most participants agreed that a higher number would

elicit a stronger reaction, with two exceptions: Numbers were described to interact with relational

aspects (few good friends eliciting a stronger reaction than hundreds of unknown fans) and one

person mentioned how large fan numbers might lead to reactance. Further influence factors that

were described were concerned with how ambiguous the situation was perceived to be. On the

one hand, the addressed conformity reactions showed less variance when the Page topic was well-

known and the more the target knew about the topic, the less likely friend-displays were perceived to

communicate information about the topic rather than the respective friends. Furthermore, liking the

Page as a conformity reaction was only an option when the topic was familiar. Regarding prior attitude,

participants described valence and strength to play a role: The stronger the target’s own attitude,

the less important fan-displays were perceived to be. With regard to self-presentational concerns,

results of study 1 indicate that the action is perceived and aimed as being public, as all participants

agreed they would not like a Page if none of their friends could see that action. Apart from that, it was

explored which reasons participants mentioned for liking or for not liking a Page. As reasons to like a

Page, the aim of telling others about oneself (mentioned by almost all participants) as well as the

199



detection of common interests with friends was named. Reasons not to like a Page comprised a lack

of interest, concern and familiarity with the topic. Furthermore, it was mentioned how a topic was

perceived as not fitting to one’s personality. Finally, potential controversy was addressed as a reason

to not like a Page along with potential negative reactions from other Facebook friends.

Study 2 employed an experimental approach in a two-factorial between-subjects design, varying the

number of fans and friends on a presented mock-up Facebook Page. Two campaigns were used

as stimulus Pages, an anti-nuclear energy Page and a Page calling to stop Joseph Kony, leader of

a rebel army in Uganda. As dependent variables, subsequent attitude, like-intention and curiosity

were assessed. Results across both presented Pages show a main effect of number of friends

on subsequent attitude, suggesting that the campaign was perceived as being more in line with

participants’ attitude when a high number of friends was presented. Furthermore, an interaction effect

of both independent factors was observed, indicating that the aforementioned effect of friends on

subsequent attitude was stronger when number of fans was low. No direct main effects nor any

interaction effects were found regarding like-intention and curiosity as outcome variables. However, it

was found that the expectation of positive reactions from one’s friends mediated the effect of number

of fans on like-intention. Investigating both campaign Pages separately, it was observed that the

aforementioned main effects of friends was replicable with regard to the Kony campaign, but not

with regard to the nuclear energy campaign. The aforementioned mediation effect, however, could

only be replicated in the subsample that had seen the nuclear energy campaign. It was furthermore

tested, whether participants’ tendency towards public self-consciousness moderated potential effects

of number of fans and friends on like-intention, which was not supported by results, as no moderation

effects emerged. Finally, it was tested which self-presentational strategies on Facebook predict

like-intention in the present context. Both authenticity and strategic self-censorship were able to

predict like-intention (the first aspect showing a positive relationship and the second aspect showing

a negative relationship with the outcome variable), while a general audience orientation did not serve

as predictor. Participants’ answers to the open-ended question suggested that self-construction might

have been very important for like-intention. A few participants furthermore addressed self-censorship

regarding political topics.

Study 3 focused on the relationship between target and influencing agent, employing a correlative

approach in a laboratory environment. The stimuli shown in study 3 represented Facebook Ads for

two campaigns (within-subject): an anti-nuclear energy campaign (the one from study 2) and the

monks’ protests in Burma, each complemented with a like-display that presented actual friends of the

participants. Relational characteristics regarding those friends were used as predictors for conformity

reactions (both assessed via questionnaire). Results for the nuclear energy campaign show that
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similarity with the respective friends served as predictor for like-intention as well as private support

behavior and regarding the Burma campaign, similarity predicted like-intention only. There were no

effects regarding subsequent attitude as criterium variable and none of the other included predictors

(positive orientation, identification, closeness and interaction frequency) was directly associated with

conformity reactions. Just like in study 2, it was tested whether there was an indirect effect through

the expectation of positive reactions, which was not confirmed for neither the nuclear energy nor the

Burma campaign by means of mediation analyses. However, for the Burma campaign it was found

that participants’ tendency towards protective self-monitoring was more likely to serve as predictor

for like-intention the more participants identified with the presented friends and the more they had a

positive orientation towards them. Participants’ answers to the open-ended questions suggested that

self-construction was a very salient influence factor for like-intention (because it was dependent on

participants’ knowledge, concern and attitude about the topic). Furthermore, self-censorship because

of potential reactions from others was addressed.

9.3 Interpretation of Results

In the following, the results of all three empirical studies will be interpreted together in order to

answer the presented guiding research questions, taking into account what was addressed in the

respective discussion sections of each study. In general, the results depict a very complex interplay

of potential conformity processes and respective influence factors, particularly when considering

self-presentational aspects as well. As also suggested by Eagly and Chaiken (1993), it seems difficult

to clearly distinguish processes on the basis of which conformity goals they originate from, because

the theoretical basis is a very qualitative one. Consequently, processes identified in the following may

overlap or not be clearly ascribed to one goal with absolute certainty. However, the aim is to gain an

impression about which conformity goals may be prevalent in which situations, by associating them

with the respective influence factors and outcomes.

9.3.1 GRQ1: Goals for Conformity

9.3.1.1 The Goal of Accuracy

The goal of accuracy (e.g. Deutsch & Gerard, 1955; Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970; chapter 3.3.2.1) describes

how yielding to social influence is aimed at making a right choice because others’ behavior is indicative

of appropriateness or quality. Conformity based on the goal of accuarcy is often associated with a

genuine change in attitude (private acceptance, e.g. Kelman, 1961) and is most likely to be affected
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by previous knowledge about an issue (with less knowledge making reality more ambiguous, e.g.

Festinger, 1954) as well as the credibility of the influencing agent (Kelman, 1961). Social influence

based on the goal of accuracy should not be dependent on the publicness of behavior or identifiability

of the target (e.g. Kelman, 1958).

Evidence for the salience of the goal of accuracy has been found in all three studies, whereas it

seems to be the case that the goal might work on different levels. Depending on what information

in communicated via the like-display, the goal of accuracy might be aimed at supporting a "right"

decision based on perceived quality or target group fit and at finding out about a topics popularity and

its prominence on Facebook. These "subgoals" seem in turn to be associated with different influence

factors, as will be outlined in the following.

Several authors suggest the goal of accuracy to be about interpreting information correctly (e.g.

Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004). Hence, it represents a way of social reality testing when physical reality

testing is not possible (Festinger, 1954), e.g. because the product is unknown. Considering that

evaluating and liking Facebook Pages represent preference tasks (Prislin & Wood, 2005), it seems

that there is no objectively right solution and thus, the goal of accuracy operating at this level seems

unlikely from a theoretical point of view. However, also product evaluation processes might aim at

making a "right" decision for the consumer on a personal level, even if objectively there is no "right"

decision. For example if someone had to decide between the purchase of two similar products and

Facebook like-displays communicated information about a product’s quality (as indicated by several

participants in study 1), it seems likely to assume that they may help to make a "right" decision,

from the consumer’s subjective point of view. Similar processes are imaginable regarding non-profit

organizations or campaigns for good causes: If one was to decide which organization to donate

money to or support otherwise, like-displays on the respective Facebook Pages might be indicative of

the respective quality, e.g. in terms of impact and relevance. Furthermore, several participants of

study 1 described like-displays to suggest which Facebook Page is the official one, hence they might

also help making a "right" decision regarding the choice which Page to like. In this terms, yielding

to social influence might be intrinsically rewarding (Kelman, 1958), for example because it helped

solving the problem (Turner, 1991) of choosing which Page to like or which product to buy.

Closely associated with the wish of making a "right" decision were results that suggest participants

derived information about a product’s target group based on the like-displays. However, the mecha-

nism does not seem to be that of perceived general quality but that of perceived fit with regard to

one’s own preferences. This aspect was for example explicitly mentioned by participants in study

1. In study 3, several effects of similarity with the presented people were found. Interpreting this
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against the aspects mentioned in study 1, it can be stated that similarity might be taken into account

to determine whether the respective topic might meet one’s own preferences as well. It is however

imaginable that the importance of accuracy goals to determine target group fit is dependent on the

respective topic and the desired outcome. Extending the example mentioned in the last paragraph

about a decision which good cause to support with donations, there might be a difference with regard

to the two processes outlined here. While a lot of Facebook likes might be indicative of quality and the

idea that it is worth to invest money from an objective point of view, likes from similar friends might be

indicative of which good cause one personally is most likely to identify with and be passionate about.

Another aspect that needs to be considered when discussing accuracy goals in a context of preference

tasks is that they do not necessarily have to apply to objectively "right" decisions or personal

preferences but can also be concerned with appropriateness in terms of subjective validity and social

reality (e.g. Festinger, 1954; Turner, 1991). Here, several aspects were mentioned in the interviews

as well, such as a brand’s prominence, its popularity and social norms. In the discussion of study 1 it

was already argued that these aspects also touch the goal of affiliation because deviating from social

norms might be perceived as leading to social rejection. The interaction effect of number of fans and

friends on attitude found in study 2 for example supports the notion that the impression of popularity

(in general and in relation towards one’s friend network) might affect conformity behavior.

The presented framework for conformity linked the goal of accuracy to impact factors as well as

conformity outcomes which may be used to determine the prevalence of this goal, just like it was done

by Kelman (1961). Based on several theoretical considerations and empirical findings (e.g. Baron,

Vandello & Brunsman, 1996; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993) it was suggested that conformity based on the

goal of accuracy should increase the more ambiguous the situation is and the more difficult it is to

determine a "right" solution. Here, some results indicate differences in conformity reactions between

topics, such as the main effect of number of friends in study 2 only being observable for the (less

familiar, more controversial) Kony campaign, which might be taken as an additional piece of evidence

for the salience of the goal of accuracy because with regard to this campaign, reality might have been

more ambiguous than with regard to the nuclear energy campaign.

Furthermore, the kind of conformity reaction should be considered. Conformity based on the goal

of accuracy is assumed to be internalized, thus persistent and reflected in private reactions as well

(e.g. Kelman, 1961; Turner, 1991). The main effect of number of friends on attitude found in study

2 (for the Kony campaign) cannot be ascribed to affiliation goals, as only private reactions were

affected. Hence, it was argued that the effect can be most likely explained by the goal of accuracy

(chapter 7.4), although it was not reflected in behavior (for which self-presentational goals have to be
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taken into account as well). In study 3, an effect of similarity on both private and public behavior but

not attitude were found for the nuclear energy campaign. This was also interpreted as an indicator

for the goal of accuracy (chapter 8.4) and it was assumed (based the finding that previous positive

attitude was associated with both outcome variables as well) that like-displays elicited a behavioral

manifestation of a pre-existing attitude (e.g. they might have been indicative of the official Page,

as outlined earlier). Based on the present empirical studies, however, no derivations can be made

regarding the persistence of these attitudes and behaviors in the future.

On a practical level, it was first assumed (based on results of study 1) that fan-displays would

be more likely to elicit social influence based on accuracy goals than friend-displays. The last

paragraphs, however, illustrate that the goal of accuracy might operate on different levels and thus,

also friend-displays may be associated with it because they are indicative of a campaign’s target

group. Consequently, the assumptions regarding the goal of accuracy based on the current results

can be summarized in a way that a) for unfamiliar topics, like-displays may lead to a change in attitude

(e.g. indicated by the main effect of friends in study 2, interaction effect of fans and friends in study 2)

and b) for familiar topics, like-displays may elicit a behavioral manifestation of a pre-existing attitude

(e.g. indicated by the effect of similarity on private and public behavior in study 3).

9.3.1.2 The Goal of Affiliation

The goal of affiliation is concerned with the need to control the influencing agents’ reaction to one’s

own behavior in terms of gaining social approval or avoiding social rejection (e.g. Deutsch & Gerard,

1955), hence it is most likely to become the basis of conformity behavior when the evaluation is

public (Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970). Conformity based on the goal of affiliation is often associated with

superficial compliance (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Kelman, 1961), indicating that the target shows a

behavior without being personally convinced of its content or appropriateness. However, it needs

to be noticed that not every public behavior is supposedly indicative of public compliance, and thus

based on the goal of affiliation, but might also be a behavioral manifestation of a genuine attitude

(Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970).

As outlined in the comprehensive summary of the literature review, it was assumed that the high

accountability on Facebook along with the potential for public evaluations should render the goal of

affiliation very salient when it comes to conformity as a reaction towards like-displays. The empirical

results, however, illustrate that unreflected imitation of others’ behavior (as represented by public

compliance) is rather unlikely. To illustrate this, the following paragraph will provide details about how

the observations made in the empirical studies relate to the goal of affiliation. Several theoretical
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conceptualizations of that goal (e.g. Deutsch & Gerard, 1955; Kelman, 1958; Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970)

describe it to be aimed at gaining social approval or avoiding social rejection. In the discussion of

study 3 it was already suggested that these two aspects might represent different dimensions of the

same goal or even entirely different goals. Although the observation was made in the context of the

self-presentational concern of pleasing the audience, it seems reasonable to take into account this

distinction for the goal of affiliation for conformity as well, as it was suggested to be similar to the

respective self-presentational concern (chapter 4.4).

Gaining social approval was assumed to be the underlying motivation when participants talked

about a brands’ prominence or general popularity on Facebook (study 1) communicated through

like-displays. The observed mediation effect in study 2 suggested that liking as a reaction towards

fan-displays is only likely for those people who expected positive reactions from their peers (based

on the like-display). Both of these results seem to be indicative of a hope for positive reactions from

peers based on what is suggested about their preferences through the like-display. Combining these

two results and taking into account that the mediation was only observable for the Kony campaign,

the respective fan-display might have communication information about the popularity of a product

along with social norms on Facebook regarding the respective Page, leading participants to be willing

to like the Page in order to be part of that yet unfamiliar movement and maybe gain positive reactions

from others who think the same.

Regarding the second aspect of the goal of affiliation, the avoidance of social rejection, it was

observable that self-censorship regarding certain topics (also based on like-displays) was very salient

in the qualitative answers given in all three studies. The reason for that concern might have been that

participants wanted to be sure not to violate any social norms that they were previously unaware of.

This in turn suggests that users may look to others’ behavior as orientation about what is perceived

as normatively appropriate on Facebook in order to then publicly behave in accordance with one’s

own attitude. For example, a user might be personally convinced of the dangers of nuclear energy

and thinks about expressing that attitude publicly on Facebook by liking the Page. However, he/she

is hesitant because liking a political topic such as this might elicit negative reactions from others who

think differently or find it inappropriate to talk about such a topic on Facebook. The like-display on

the respective Page would then be indicative about how (un)likely such a negative reaction might be.

A second example of the goal of avoiding social rejection became clear in participants’ statements

in study 1 about the feeling of having missed something when a topic they are unfamiliar with has

received a lot of likes. Here it seems that users may not only be concerned with reactions from others

within the application but they may also think about social interaction with their friends beyond the

social network site, whereas the latter provides information about what people tend to talk about.
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Finally, in study 3 it was observable (as already mentioned) that the fear of negative reactions from

others may determine like-intention depending on how the target is related to the influencing agent;

a result that has to be taken into account here as well although strictly taken it was concerned with

self-presentational goals.

Also with regard to the goal of affiliation, it was assumed that its occurrence would be derivable from

observations regarding certain influence factors and outcomes. The aspect that was considered most

important here was that of public and private reactions (while accountability and physical contact

were stable; see Insko et al., 1983). Here, an effect emerged that could be ascribed to affiliation

goals (although it was not possible to distinguish between the aim of gaining social approval and the

aim of avoiding social rejections): With regard to the Burma campaign in study 3, similarity showed

only a direct effect for liking as public behavior. Taking into account the effects found or the control

variables (which did not indicate a relationship between previous attitude and behavior), it was argued

that this finding was not suggestive of the behavioral manifestation of an existing attitude (as outlined

before) but indeed might represent a form of public compliance, independent of one’s own attitude.

To summarize findings for the goal of affiliation, it seems that both the hope of gaining social approval

as well as the idea of avoiding social rejection might play a role with regard to liking on Facebook.

The discussion of affiliation goals will be combined with considerations about self-presentational

concerns in chapter 9.3.3 on GRQ3.

9.3.1.3 The Goal of Positive Self-Evaluation

The third goal that was presented was that of positive self-evaluation. In detail, it is assumed that

conformity based on that goal aims to maintain a positive self-image by adapting attitude and behavior

in line with that of valued others (e.g. Kelman, 1961; Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970). Social influence aiming

for positive self-evaluation is independent of surveillance by the influencing agent, but dependent on

the respective relationship and its value for the target’s self-image (Kelman, 1958). Consequently,

that goal is assumed to lead to a genuine change in attitude (in contrast to superficial compliance),

but only as long as the target’s self-image is associated with the influencing agent (Kelman, 1961).

As outlined in chapter 3.3.2.3, that goal is also likely to be associated with group processes, such as

social identification (Prislin & Wood, 2005).

According to Kelman (1961), who focused on interpersonal contexts, conformity based on the goal of

positive self-evaluation is intrinsically rewarding because the respective attitudes and behaviors are

associated with a positive, self-defining relationship towards the influencing agent (Eagly & Chaiken,

1993). In study 1, there was evidence for this kind of process when participants talked about finding
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and wanting to express common interests with others. Facebook like-displays are indicative of other

people’s interests and preferences and results suggest generally positive reactions to finding out

that one shares interests with friends, because of the possibility to talk about the respective interests

(mostly mentioned in the context of TV shows). Furthermore, based on results of study 1, it seems

that this presentation of common interests through like-displays might increase like-intention in order

to communicate that common interest publicly.

From a group process perspective, the goal of positive self-evaluation might be reflected in the

mechanism of social identification (Prislin & Wood, 2005), in which the group is regarded as an

important part of a person’s self-concept (Oldmeadow, Platow & Foddy, 2003). Against this back-

ground, the adaptions of one’s own attitudes and behaviors in line with those of valued ingroups

(positive reference groups) serves the purpose of maintaining a positive self-concept (Tajfel, 1974).

In the presented empirical studies, several effects emerged that can be ascribed to the goal of

positive self-evaluation based on processes similar to those of social identification, although - as

outlined in chapter 3.2.3 - social identification is less likely to occur in nonymous environments like

Facebook. In contrast to the Facepiles presented in study 3 and the Pages presented in study 1, the

mock-up profiles and like-displays in study 2 were more depersonalized and indeed, the observed

interaction effect between number of fans and number of friends suggests a pattern that could

be described as comparative fit (Turner, 1991), regarding one’s own friends as in-group and other

fans as broader out-group. This effect raises the question to what extent group processes might

play a role on Facebook although the environment focuses on interpersonal connections (common

bonds instead of common identities; see Ren et al., 2007). Of course, the particular depersonalizing

characteristics of the like-displays in study 2 might have rendered group processes more salient;

however, also in study 3 - where interpersonal connections were displayed - several effects were

observed that could be ascribed to social identification processes and thus the goal of positive

self-evaluation. Social identification for example provides and alternative explanation for the observed

effects of similarity on private and public behavior regarding the nuclear energy campaign that were

reasonably ascribed to the goal of accuracy. As already mentioned in the discussion section of study

3, similarity within a group might strengthen the respective social identity and according conformity

behavior (Turner, 1991). Consequently, the goal of positive self-evaluation via self-categorization with

a valued group might also elicit conformity based on similarity with others. Finally, the interaction

effect between identification with the presented friends and protective self-monitoring also suggest

that social identification processes might have played a role in study 3. According to Arkin (1981),

self-evaluative processes and the mere idea of failing at self-presentation (represented by a high

tendency towards protective self-presentation) might already elicit respective behavior, which is why
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an imagined audience is sufficient. Similarly, also conformity based on social identification is not

dependent on surveillance of the influencing agent (Hogg, Abrams, Otten & Hinkle, 2004). As already

suggested, it seems that high identification with the influencing agents defined the situation in a way

that protective self-presentation became important for like-intention to maintain a consistent and

positive self-image. Against the background of considerations regarding interpersonal and group

processes, the question arises which of the two possibilities was more prevalent. For example, Cutler

et al. (1984) found people who identified strongly with a salient social group scored higher on the

Concern for Appropriateness scale also used in the present study 3, suggesting that the Facepile

situation in study 3 might also have been perceived as group situation.

To summarize, the present results provide evidence for the goal of positive self-evaluation, both

in interpersonal as well as group contexts. The question arises which in more prevalent in which

situations (e.g. which composition and characteristics of the friend-display turns several people

intro a group in the social psychological sense)? In general, it might be helpful to distinguish both

possibilities in future conceptualizations and also empirical studies.

9.3.1.4 The Goal of Cognitive Consistency

Finally, the last goal presented was that of cognitive consistency. Based on Heider’s balance theory

(Eagly & Chaiken, 1993), this goal is addressed by a set of theories and subtheories assuming that

attitude and behavioral change may emerge from a negatively perceived tension state when an

individual’s cognitions (e.g. the attitude towards the influencing agent and the attitude towards the

subject of evaluation) are not in line with each other (Prislin & Wood, 2005). This goal is assumed

to be dependent on the target’s previous attitude - both regarding the influencing agent as well as

the subject of evaluation (e.g. Osgood & Tannenbaum, 1955). As described in chapter 3.3.2.4,

consequences of social influence based on consistency goals are unlikely to lead to superficial

compliance; instead, a genuine attitude change is more likely, its persistence being dependent on the

target’s attitude towards the influencing agent.

Processes assumed to be concerned with the goal of cognitive consistency were described by

participants of study 1, in a sense that they had difficulties evaluating something in a clear way when

the information about the respective friends and the content of the Page were contradictory. At the

same time, the attitude towards the influencing agents determined participants’ initial impression

of an unknown topic in study 1. In the literature review, the relational aspect assumed to be most

crucial for that kind of social influence was positive orientation as a construct describing a general

positive attitude towards a person or group without further differentiation of the components of that
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relationship. In that sense, there was only one result in the quantitative studies that suggested

cognitive consistencies to play a role, which was the interaction effect of positive orientation and

protective self-monitoring on like-intention. A similar effect concerned with identification was already

discussed in the last paragraph against the background of the goal of positive self-evaluation. Here,

it can be suggested that positive orientation towards the people presented in the like-display led

participants to behave in accordance with the presented behavior if they suffered of fear from negative

reactions. Just like the goal of positive self-evaluation, the goal of cognitive consistency is not

concerned with the influencing agents’ actual reactions and should thus occur independent of the

agents’ surveillance (as also argued in chapter 3.3.2.4). However, as was mentioned before, already

the self-evaluative processes concerned with the possibility of self-presentational failure might affect

behavior (Arkin, 1981) or, in this case, like-intention. Considering the reasoning for both interaction

effects and how they may be associated with the goal of positive self-evaluation and the goal of

cognitive consistency respectively, the question arises to what extent these two goals might overlap.

Prislin and Wood (2005) for example regarded the goal of cognitive consistency as a prerequisite

for other social influence processes, e.g. because it is also concerned with a consistent self-image.

Based on the present results, these two processes cannot yet clearly be distinguished.

9.3.1.5 Summary GRQ1

To answer GRQ1, it can be summarized that evidence for all three goals of social influence was found

but based on the present results, the goal of accuracy as well as the goal of positive self-evaluation

seem very salient, whereas the goal of affiliation does not seems be as prevalent as originally

assumed. Furthermore, the goal of cognitive consistency was evident in the qualitative interviews but

the quantitative evidence is rather scarce, which raises the question to what extent the goal could be

conceptualized as part of the other three goals (see Prislin & Wood, 2005). In general, it is noticeable

that few effects could be ascribed to one single goal alone. On the one hand this emphasizes what

was already suggested by Eagly and Chaiken (1993) about the qualitative nature of these goals, on

the other hand the present explanations and interpretation can serve as basis or future research to

be able to distinguish the conformity goals in more detail (e.g. by exploring the aspect of persistence

of resulting attitudes).
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9.3.2 GRQ2: Influence Factors for Social influence

9.3.2.1 Publicness of Evaluation

The first influence factor for social influence, discussed in more detail in chapter 3.3.3.1, was that of

anonymity, whereby the aim of the literature review was to illustrate different kinds of anonymity as

well as the difference between publicness and anonymity to avoid confoundings that have been found

in other studies (e.g. the equation of publicness of response and physcial contact, as suggested by

Insko et al., 1983). As a result, it was noted that visual anonymity and accountability can be regarded

as stable characteristics of the Facebook environment, while the publicness of evaluation may differ,

with liking representing a public response. As discussed in chapter 3.3.3.1, differences between

public and private reactions are more likely to be ascribed to the goal of affiliation, while for the goals

of positive self-evaluation and accuracy, private responses as well as public responses should be

observable. Regarding this distinction, it was first found in study 1 that both kinds of reactions are

imaginable, for example impression formation and curiosity as private reactions and liking as well

as asking about something as public reactions. In study 2 and 3, those reactions considered most

relevant for the respective purpose were investigated quantitatively. Results suggest an impact of

like-displays on both public and private conformity reactions, whereas the particular combination was

used to make derivations about the underlying conformity goals. While a private reaction should

preclude affiliation goals, it was assumed that a public reaction alone was not necessarily indicative

of affiliation goals (see Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970), because based on the present findings it seems

likely that a like could also represent a behavioral manifestation of a pre-existing attitude and thus be

associated with the goals of accuracy or positive self-evaluation. Furthermore, a second limitation

with regard to public behavior as indicator for affiliation goals arose when taking into account that

liking (as public reaction) was found to be restricted by self-presentational concerns as well (to be

discussed in the next chapter in GRQ3).

As an answer to GRQ2 it can be stated that differences between public and private reactions were

found but that they do not follow a common pattern, which illustrates that respective assumptions

and interpretations have to take into account the respective underlying conformity goal as well as

self-presentational concerns.

9.3.2.2 Relationship towards the Influencing Agent

The next influence factor considered relevant was the relationship towards the influencing agent.

When answering GRQ1, a few aspects were already mentioned, such as means control of the
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influencing agent, positive orientation towards and similarity with the influencing agent. Chapter

3.3.3.2 of the literature review presented these aspects in more detail and it was noted that also

the relational characteristics can (partly) be ascribed to different conformity goals. The effects of

positive orientation can be explained against the background of the goal of accuracy (attraction:

Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970; social identification: Prislin & Wood, 2005), the goal of affiliation (because of

increased means control), the goal of positive self-evaluation (social identification: e.g. Turner, 1991)

and the goal of cognitive consistency (previous attitude: Osgood & Tannenbaum, 1955). Similarity

to the influencing agent is associated with the goal of accuracy (referent informational influence;

Turner, 1991), positive self-evaluation (social identity theory: e.g. Leach et al., 2008) and cognitive

consistency (Insko et al., 1983). Tie strength was introduced as a two-dimensional construct in

terms of indicators (e.g. closeness) and predictors (e.g. interaction frequency). While predictors

of tie strength may serve as prerequisite for social influence (based on any goal, see also chapter

3.3.3.2.3), indicators of tie strength were assumed to be associated with a positive self-concept (goal

of positive self-evaluation) or more means control of the influencing agent (goal of affiliation).

Several characteristics of the relationship with the (familiar) people presented in the like-display were

investigated in all three studies. In the qualitative study 1, the relational characteristics most salient

were tie strength, knowledge about the friends’ preferences (closely associated with similarity), the

composition of the group and positive or negative attitude (in the literature review this was referred to

as the degree of positive orientation). When comparing the results of all three different methodological

approaches, certain discrepancies but also similarities arise that need to be taken into consideration

when answering GRQ2.

As positive orientation towards the influencing agent has been discussed against the background of

different goals, both from an interpersonal (e.g. Kiesler & Kiesler, 1970) as well a a group context

point of view (e.g. Prislin & Wood, 2005), it was employed as most important predictor in study 3 as

well. Results of study 1 suggest a direct relationship between attitude towards friends and subsequent

attitude towards the topic of evaluation, just as suggested by the theoretical conceptualization.

However, the quantitative results in study 3 do not match this pattern. In study 3, there was no direct

relationship between positive orientation towards the people in the like-display (conceptually similar to

attitude towards the influencing agent in study 1), but positive orientation was found to moderate the

impact of protective self-presentation as predictor for like-intention. In the discussion section of study

3 as well as in the last sections, it was already argued that the interaction effects found in study 3

might be related and that positive orientation can also be regarded as a part of the construct of social

identification. In that sense, the concept of positive orientation or attitude towards an influencing

agent could be ascribed to different goals depending on how interpersonal the situation is perceived
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by the target. This aspect could be investigated further by assessing to what extent the Facepile in

study 3 was perceived as consisting of a group rather than single individuals. At the same time it has

to be considered if and how the construct of positive orientation as part of the social identification

construct might differ from the construct of attitude towards the influencing agent from a consistency

(and thus cognitive psychology) point of view and if and how it might differ from the construct of

interpersonal attraction from the perspective of the goal of affiliation. Finally, as a means to clarify

this discrepancy and sort out the role of the respective constructs, it seems worthwhile to take into

account limitations of qualitative self-report data by questioning to which extent people are able to

describe how they feel about the influencing agents in a very detailed and distinct way. For example, if

someone says "I like that person" - which in study 1 was ascribed to the construct of attitude towards

the influencing agent - might that be suggestive of other, more distinguished processes as well, such

as social identification or similarity?

Regarding knowledge about the influencing agent, one participant in study 1 referred to the respective

person’s expertise about the topic while the rest, and thus the majority, of statements was concerned

with potential common interests and humor that participants shared with the influencing agents

(similarity). Results show that similarity was the most important predictor in study 3 for private as well

as public conformity and these effects have been discussed against the background of different goals

already: Focusing on similarity as predictor (independent of the criterium variable), it was noticed

that this aspect might be indicative of referent informational influence (Turner, 1991) and social

reality testing (Festinger, 1954), hence the goal of accuracy. In group contexts, similarity has been

discussed to play a role for self-categorization as part of an important reference group (Turner, 1987),

associated with the goal of positive self-evaluation. Consequently, is is imaginable that similarity may

communicate different information depending on the situation, which in turn is suggestive of different

underlying processes. Taking into account that similarity may be indicative of target group fit (see

study 1) or serve as indicator for common group membership, the question arises whether there

exist different kinds of similarity associated with different conformity goals, that represent common

characteristics between two people on different levels. While in the context of social identification and

also social comparison processes, similarities between the target and the influencing agents can be

very marginal and not topic-related (e.g. a common major in college; see Spears, Lea & Lee, 1990)

and still elicit conformity, it is imaginable that similarity that addresses the goal of accuracy has to

be somewhat related to the topic of evaluation. For example, it might not make a difference for the

evaluation of a TV show if the influencing agent has the same birth date or is interested in the same

sports club but a commonly shared sense of humor or interest in the same TV genre may be crucial

for social influence based on accuracy goals. Conceptually and empirically that would imply that the
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second conceptualization of similarity - topic-related similarity - is also covered by processes of social

identification as long as the respective social self-image is valued. As the measures from study 3,

as a result of the exploratory factor analysis, covered parts of both aspects - general similarity and

topic-related similarity, it is not yet clear which process the respective results can be ascribed to.

Tie strength as impact factor for social influence has been often employed in laboratory as well

as field experiments (see chapter 3.2.1 and 3.3.3.2.3). It has been noted that conceptually, the

two dimensions of this construct have often been confounded (see chapter 3.3.3.2.3), which is

why interaction frequency as predictor of tie strength and closeness as indicator of tie strength

(see Marsden & Campbell, 1984) have been regarded separately in this thesis. Furthermore, the

literature review revealed that it was difficult to assign tie strength to one or more particular goals for

conformity in the context of the presented framework. The empirical evidence from study 1 and 3 then

revealed discrepancies regarding the role of this influence factor: While both interaction frequency

and closeness (the latter operationalized via the mentioning of "close friends", e.g. in contrast to

"acquaintances") have been stated to affect potential conformity reactions in study 1, none of the

aforementioned aspects were able to significantly predict conformity in study 3. To summarize, this

aspect was very salient in the qualitative study while no effects were found in the quantitative studies.

Again, it is questionable how precisely participants in a qualitative interview can describe how they

feel with regard to a person presented in the like-display (see last paragraph on positive orientation),

suggesting that the underlying process might have been a different one apart from tie strength.

Nevertheless, also a lot of previous studies suggest that tie strength plays an important role for social

influence. This raises the question to what extent tie strength might be confounded with other aspects

in the present and also past research as well, particularly when it comes to interaction frequency

but also when it comes to closeness. For example, if tie strength is conceptualized by interaction

frequency on a SNS (e.g. Bond et al., 2012) or by a categorization as "friend" within a SNS (e.g.

Muchnik et al., 2013), is it really tie strength alone that characterizes the respective relationship or

is it possible that users tend to communicate more with people that are similar to them or that they

tend to perceive those as close friends who they feel positive about? It is thus imaginable that the

assessment of tie strength (particularly interaction frequency) represents an oversimplification of the

relationship characteristics because the underlying process crucial for social influence is a different

one; however, as it co-occurs with tie strength, it cannot be identified if not assessed explicitly. This in

turn illustrates the importance of employing subjective measures when investigating the underlying

psychological mechanisms of social influence. Against the background of the present results, the

relevance of tie strength as influence factor for social influence remains questionable.
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In the context of depersonalized presentations of fans and friends in study 2, one last relational

aspect should be discussed at this point, the role of friends versus fans. Results of study 1 suggest

that both like-displays tend to communicate inherently different information which can be ascribed to

different processes of social influence (e.g. fans being indicative of quality or popularity and friends

being indicative of target group fit). Against the background of the interaction effect of friends and

fans in study 2, the question arises how differently these two groups are perceived in terms of group

cohesiveness and also potential self-categorization. Are "fans" the more comprehensive group which

includes "friends" or do "fans" represent an out-group to "friends" (as suggested in one of the last

paragraphs on affiliation goals)? It is imaginable that this may be dependent on the respective topic

and a target’s prior attitude, for example it might be that "fans" of a TV show that the target is fond of

are perceived as in-group (because of common interests) while in a different setting, "fans" might be

perceived as out-group.

To answer GRQ2 for relational aspects, it seems that similarity represents a crucial factor for

social influence, assumingly either because of the goal of accuracy or positive self-evaluation.

Furthermore, regarding public reactions, results indicate that group processes (social identification,

positive orientation) might characterize a situation in a way that makes it necessary for the target /

self-presenter to pursue a style of protective self-presentation when it comes to liking. Interpreting the

present findings on an interpersonal versus intra-group level, it seems that while in the qualitative

interviews, interpersonal (in contrast to intra-group) processes were dominant (e.g. tie strength,

knowledge, similarity), the overall picture when taking into account results from study 3 as well

indicates that also group processes might play a role on Facebook.

9.3.2.3 Ambiguity of the Situation

One of the most crucial aspects to affect social influence processes (presented in the literature review

(chapter 3.3.3.3) and also observable in study 1) was ambiguity of the situation, which included

the target’s previous attitude about the topic off the Facebook Page as well as his/her familiarity

with it. The more difficult it is to solve a task (in the present situation, to determine the quality and

appropriateness of the message), the more likely people are to conform (Coleman et al., 1958),

particularly when the goal of accuracy is pursued (Baron et al., 1996). Similarly, theories associated

with the goal of cognitive consistency (e.g. Osgood & Tannenbaum, 1955) suggest that the stronger

the target’s previous attitude about the subject, the less likely it is to become subject to change.

Results of the present thesis show that depending on how much the target knew about the topic,

the like-displays communicated different information associated with different conformity goals (e.g.
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quality and popularity for unfamiliar products and norms for familiar products). Based on the results of

study 1 it was furthermore suggested that familiarity with the topic represents a necessary condition

for liking the Page as conformity reaction, which is closely associated with the respective self-

presentational goals (see next subchapter on GRQ3). The aspect of ambiguity was further varied

in study 2 and 3 and although interpretations have to be made cautiously as the variation did not

represent an experimental manipulation, it seemed that target reactions differed depending on the

topic. Both results of study 2 and 3 support the idea that like-displays do not cause liking as public

behavior but that they guide it when the necessary conditions of familiarity and positive attitude

are fulfilled (for example suggested by the effects of similarity on like-intention and private support

behavior in study 3). In contrast to that, results of study 2 suggest that for the unfamiliar topic, the

target’s attitude - hence a private reaction - was adapted by means of the like-displays.

Based on the present results, GRQ2 can be answered by stating that ambiguity of the situation may

play an important role for conformity processes on Facebook, particularly when taking into account

public reactions and that starting from the variation of topics in this thesis, the target’s attitude about

a topic as well as familiarity have to be taken into account as influence factors.

9.3.2.4 Number of Influencing Agents

Finally, the last influence factors presented in chapter 3.3.3.4 was the number of influencing agents.

Although there exist several theoretical approaches and competing empirical results with regard to

the question what the exact relationship between number and strength of conformity is, most of

them agree that the relationship is a positive one (Asch, 1955; Insko et al., 1983; Insko et al., 1985;

Lee & Nass, 2002). Based on results of several empirical studies outlined in chapter 3.3.3.4, it was

assumed that the effect of group size might be ascribed both to the goal of accuracy and the goal of

affiliation (e.g. because of increased means control). Furthermore, it was suggested that group and

interpersonal processes might interact (Egebark & Ekström, 2011) and be associated with the goal of

positive self-evaluation in the context of self-categorization theory (Sassenberg, 2011).

Regarding the Facebook like-feature, the present results can be summarized in a way that the number

of influencing agents might not be the most crucial influence factor for conformity. First, it was noted

by some participants in study 1 that few fans might as well elicit the wish to help by liking the Page

(which would indicate a negative relationship). However, that seems to be very dependent on the

target’s relationship towards the content (see study 1). The second exception from study 1 that

found support in study 3 was that relational characteristics of the like-display were more important

than the actual numbers. In study 3, about a third of all participants who were confronted with
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friends in the Facepile were not even able to recall the exact number of fans. This illustrates very

well that like-displays seem to be more efficient when they display actual friends instead of plain

numbers and that in the light of the first aspect, the latter may decrease in relevance for potential

conformity reactions. Although a large number of fans has been reported to be indicative of quality

and popularity in study 1 and were also found to alter attitudes as well as like-intention in study 2,

it seems that this aspect is not as crucial when further information about the respective friends is

presented (as also supported by Egebark & Ekström, 2011). Taking into account the differentiation

between friend- and fan-displays in general in the last paragraph, the question arises to what extent

numbers communicate different information than the display of actual friends (e.g. thinking about the

differentiation between interpersonal and group processes) and whether they might interact. However,

to answer this question, further research is required. Based on the present results, RQ2 can be

answered by stating that the number of friends and fans does affect conformity reactions but that the

inclusion of further information about the respective friends might override this effect.

9.3.3 GRQ3: The Role of Self-Presentational Concerns in Conformity Processes

In the context of the presented conformity framework, it was suggested that a like - depending

on how public the action is perceived to be - may be used as a means of self-presentation on

Facebook and thus be guided by respective concerns. A review of recent conceptualizations of

self-presentation in terms of impression management (e.g. Baumeister, 1982) revealed two basic

self-presentational concerns: self-construction and pleasing the audience (e.g. Leary, 1995). It is

the particular characteristics of social network sites described in various previous empirical studies

that was assumed to not only make self-presentational concerns very salient (e.g. Krämer & Winter,

2008), but also to distinguish the situation from face-to-face contexts: The broad and undetermined

audience along with context collapse ask for a self-presentation that is tailored to a variety of

audience preferences and takes into account different stages of audience knowledge regarding the

self-presenter (see chapter 4.6.1.3). As a consequence, self-presentation on SNS has been found to

be very authentic in previous research (rather than deceptive, e.g. Toma & Carlson, 2012), hence it

was assumed to be based on the goal of self-construction (Krämer & Winter, 2008) more than on the

goal of pleasing the audience. As it was noted (chapter 5), that on social network sites the group of

influencing agents (people in the like-display) and the self-presentational audience do not necessarily

overlap, the question arose how self-presentational concerns affect conformity processes. In this

context, two personality aspects were introduced in the literature review (and investigated in study 2

and 3) that are assumed to be associated with the extent to which a conformity target/self-presenter

is concerned with potential reactions of the audience and thus likely to show conformity. People with
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a high public self-consciousness (chapter 4.5.1) have previously been found to be more concerned

with managing their impressions (e.g. Buss, 1980 in Leary, 1995) and seem thus more likely to yield

to social influence, based on the goal of affiliation (e.g. Froming & Carver, 1981 in Leary, 1995).

Also an individual’s tendency towards protective self-presentation (chapter 4.3.2 and 4.5.2) has been

associated with interpersonal influence previously (e.g Wolfe et al., 1986), based on the "desire to

avoid significant losses in social approval or actually garnering social disapproval" (Arkin, 1981, p.

314) rather than aiming to gain social approval.

To approach the guiding research question about how self-presentational concerns might affect

social influence processes, the empirical results obtained within the present thesis can be ascribed

to several aspects of the research question: First it was validated that self-presentation on SNS is

indeed a foreground agenda also with regard to like-intention. Furthermore, it was assessed to what

extent self-presentation by means of like-intention is guided by which self-presentational concerns

and the last aspect focused on the question to what extent the perceived self-presentational audience

and the influencing agents from a conformity point of view overlap in situations where a user is

confronted with like-displays.

Regarding the first aspect, the qualitative interviews served the purpose of determining whether

participants perceived liking as being a means of self-presentation, a way of showing rather than

telling (Zhao et al., 2008) about one’s self-image. It became clear very quickly that liking was

perceived as being public and other-directed in nature, similar to a friendship book, because interview

participants basically agreed that liking a Page would not fulfill a purpose if nobody else would be able

to see it. Regarding the underlying self-presentational concerns, participants’ answers in study 1 as

well as answers given to open-ended questions in study 2 and 3 suggested that self-construction may

be a very crucial concern as the self-presenters’ interest, concern and familiarity with the topic were

mentioned as important prerequisites for liking something. Similarly, authenticity has been found to be

the most important predictor for like-intention in study 2. This is in line with previous empirical results

on self-presentation on social networking sites that suggest self-presentation to be very authentic,

although strategic (e.g. Haferkamp & Krämer, 2010). On the one hand, these results illustrate what

has also been assumed based on the literature review, namely that self-presentational concerns

might conflict with goals for conformity when the goal of pleasing the audience is not pursued (in

accordance with the conformity goal of affiliation, see chapter 3.3.2.2). Due to the characteristics of

social networks on Facebook (such as multiple audiences and the warranting principle), deceptive

behavior such as superficial compliance aimed at pleasing the influencing agents is unlikely because

of the way users aim to present themselves on SNS.
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Nevertheless, the self-presentational audience was taken into account by participants across all

three studies, addressing aspects such as self-censorship because of the way other friends think

about the topic (e.g. study 1) as well as a general tendency not to be willing to share a political

opinion or an opinion about a controversial topic on Facebook (study 2 and 3). Furthermore, strategic

self-censorship also served as predictor for like-intention in study 2. In study 3, it was found that the

fear of failing at self-presenting oneself (a person’s tendency towards protective self-presentation, see

Arkin, 1981) predicted like-intention in situations where a consistent and positive self-image might

have been at stake, namely when participants identified with the people in the like-display. Hence, in

study 3 the fear of social rejection was more important than gaining social approval (no mediation

effect was found), suggesting that liking might be guided by concerns of protective self-presentation.

Here, it seems at first that not only the goal of self-construction on SNS may interfere with conformity

goals but also the aim of pleasing the audience - if the imagined audience does not overlap with the

influencing agents (the latter referring to the people presented in the like-display).

However, there were several results that suggest the imagined audience at least partly to be affected

by the presented like-displays. For example, in study 2 it was found that number of fans affected

the expectation of positive reactions positively (which in turn affected like-intention). Interpreting

this finding, it seems that the presented like-display may have raised the salience of supporters of

the topic within one’s own network which in turn led people to think that their peers’ reactions are

likely to be positive. The question arises which characteristics of the like-display caused this effect,

for example no effects were found for the number of friends (study 2) and the characteristics of the

relationship with the presented fans (study 3). It may be the case that only fan-displays elicit this

effect, although from a theoretical point of view this would seem unlikely, as objectively the friend-

displays contain more precise information about the preferences of one’s friends than the fan-display.

Taking these results together and further taking into account different information communicated

by fan- and friend-displays (study 1), it is also imaginable that the expected positive reactions from

one’s peers are not based on ingratiation (by imitation of behavior, caused by the conformity goal

of affiliation), but something else. For example, if fan-displays communicate information about the

quality and general popularity of a topic, the aim of liking the respective Page might be to elicit

positive reactions from others because one has identified a trend that one’s peers are not yet familiar

with. In that case, the mediation effect found in study 2 would not suggest an overlap of influencing

agents and self-presentational audience but on the contrary, it might also suggest that there are two

entirely different social forces at work. At the same time, it suggests there might be a process in the

context of affiliations goals that has not been considered in the literature review yet: Yielding to social

influence because the like-displays are indicative of popularity, yet the actual aim is to impress the
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self-presentational audience - not via imitation but via setting a trend. The aim of gaining positive

reactions in this way fits very well to the idea of acquisitive self-presentation as a tendency towards

attraction seeking (Jones, 1964 in Arkin, 1981), as also described in chapter 4.3.2.

To summarize the answer for GRQ3, the present results not only suggest that liking is a means of

self-presentation on SNS, they furthermore illustrate that there is potential for self-presentational

concerns to compete with conformity goals. Respective consequences for the proposed model of

social influence on SNS will be presented in the next chapter.

9.4 Theoretical Implications

Based on the present results it is possible to adapt the theoretical model proposed based on the

literature review. The first adaptions concern the goals of accuracy and positive self-evaluation, which

have been very evident in all three studies within this thesis. In the context of the goal of accuracy it

was argued, that processes might have to be distinguished based on whether they aim to assess

general quality (in order to make an objectively right decision) or the target group fit of a campaign (in

order to make a decision appropriate for one’s own preferences). Both processes are suggested to

be affected by different influence factors, namely expertise and topic-related similarity, respectively.

With regard to the goal of positive self-evaluation, the present results illustrate that both group as

well as interpersonal processes might play a role in a SNS environment, as positive orientation and

social identification processes were observed to affect like-intention. Although the latter observations

were made in the context of a public reaction, it is assumed that similar mechanisms might also

affect private reactions (based on what was stated about the target not being required to be under

surveillance by the influencing agent, see e.g. Turner, 1991) and thus deserve further attention.

Furthermore, it was suggested that effects of general similarity (e.g. common affiliations in contrast to

topic-related similarities such as shared interests) might also play a role in this context. Evidence for

the goal of cognitive consistency as isolated process has been very scarce, raising the question to

what extent it can be conceptualized as part of the other goals as well (see Prislin & Wood, 2005).

However, as based on the current results it cannot clearly be stated whether a potential mismatch

in the concept or a potential mismatch regarding the respective influence factor of attitude towards

the influencing agent was the cause for this observation (see chapter 9.3.1.4), the goal of cognitive

consistency should remain a part of the framework until further research can clarify this aspect. The

first adaptions to the aforementioned goals are presented in Figure 17.
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Figure 17. Conformity Framework for Private Reactions - Update based on Results of Empirical

Studies

When public conformity reactions are considered, the overall picture gets even more complex than in

the first proposed conceptualization. First, the empirical evidence of the present studies suggests that

the goal of self-construction associated with an authentic self-presentation is very prevalent when it

comes to like-behavior. Consequently, the fulfillment of this self-presentational concern represents

a sort of necessary condition, followed by conformity goals and the goal of pleasing the audience,

which seem to guide respective behavior. In a practical way this would imply (see also Figure 8 in

chapter 6.4) that the option of publicly liking a Page only arises if the subject is familiar, one has a

positive attitude about it and is somewhat concerned with it. Hence, a like-display might elicit curiosity

regarding an unknown topic but before this curiosity is expressed in a public reaction, it needs to be

validated by personal experience and knowledge. In a second step, characteristics of the like-displays

and perceived self-presentational norms guide the respective behavior. In detail, the goal of accuracy,

the goal of positive self-evaluation and the goal of cognitive consistency are assumed to work in

the same way as with regard to private reactions. However, for the goal of affiliation - which is very

closely associated with the self-presentational concern of pleasing the audience - further adaptions

are suggested. First of all, as argued in chapter 8.4, it seems reasonable to distinguish between the

goal of gaining positive reactions and the goal of avoiding negative reactions, as also reflected in the

concept of acquisitive and protective self-presentation (and according self-monitoring tendencies).

The present results suggest that protective self-monitoring may be very powerful in guiding respective
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behavior (based on self-presentational norms, such as avoiding controversial topics); nevertheless

there is evidence that liking may also represent an acquisitive self-presentational strategy (the impact

of fans on like-intention was mediated by the expectation of positive reactions). Results of study 2

can be interpreted in a way that self-presentational audience and influencing agents overlap or it can

be interpreted in a way that they do not (see previous subchapter). Assuming that the first assumption

is fitting, the processes assumed to describe acquisitive self-presentation would be characterized by

an audience/influencing agents overlap. In contrast to that, protective self-presentation is additionally

guided by another social force which sets the boundaries for the appropriateness of a behavior in

the first place (e.g. for which kind of topics self-censorship might be necessary). This case fits the

conceptualization of the two competing social forces suggested in the comprehensive summary. The

adapted model described in the last paragraph is displayed in Figure 18.

Figure 18. Conformity Framework for Public Reactions - Update based on Results of Empirical

Studies

Two additional issues shall be raised at this point, which have become visible in the course of the

thesis and should be taken consideration. First, a lot of anecdotal evidence from all three studies

suggests that participants found it inappropriate to share a political opinion on Facebook. At several

points it also became evident that this was partly due to the fear of potential social rejections and thus

the concern was assumed to be based on protective self-monitoring. This in turn implies there might

be a perceived, unwritten norm among Facebook users not to use the platform for political expression
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or the discussion of political (and similarly religious) issues. Uski and Lampinen (2014) also found

several indirect norms to be salient on Facebook. Although the avoidance of political topics were

not among the norms they have identified, the present findings suggest this norm might exist. The

question arises where the origin of this norm lies and whether this aspect is generalizable to Facebook

in general or only applies to certain subgroups that were dominant in the present sample (e.g. college

students). Furthermore, based on the present findings that like-displays may communicate how

appropriate it is to like a Page, one might assume that the perception of these implicit norms might be

affected by the presentation of others’ like-behavior.

Secondly, it was noted (in the context of the goal of positive self-evaluation in particular), that evidence

for both interpersonal as well as group processes was observable in the present thesis. This is

particularly interesting when taking into account that the social identity model of deindividuation

effects suggests that processes of social identification are unlikely in situations where individual

idiosyncrasies are very salient (e.g. Spears & Lea, 1992), such as on SNS (Ren et al., 2007).

However, the SIDE model has been criticized a lot for the strictness of its assumptions and respective

preconditions such as visual anonymity (e.g. Walther & Carr, 2010). As mentioned before, also Knoll

(2013) found it inappropriate to apply SIDE to SNS. Nevertheless, he found evidence for collective

influence on SNS with regard to online users’ purchase intention as well as sharing intention. In this

context it seems noticeable that the origin of SIDE, the social identity theory, stems from face-to-

face contexts, suggesting that the perception of an interaction in terms of a group identity depends

on characteristics of the respective situation, such as perceived depersonalization of the self and

others (e.g. Turner, 1991). Consequently, the question arises which characteristics of a situation on

Facebook may render a social identity salient. It is for example imaginable that the presentation of

friends in contrast to a number of anonymous fans represents a more personalized situation in which

idiosyncratic characteristics of the respective familiar people override potential perceived common

group memberships. At the same time, the respective knowledge about the presented friends in the

friend-displays might represent crucial information to raise salience of common group membership,

for example if all presented friends are of the same gender (see results of study 1) or attend the

same college or sports club (e.g. Spears, Lea & Lee, 1990). Furthermore, it is imaginable that

not only a user’s knowledge about the presented friends defines a situation in terms of a group or

interpersonal situation, but the presented information. As already mentioned, SIDE would suggest

that visual anonymity (for example in the form of not presenting profile photos or using depersonalized

profile pictures) would make a social identity more salient (Spears & Lea, 1992). However, there exist

several results that suggest the profile photos can be crucial for making a social identity salient, e.g.

through visual similarity (Lee, 2004) or by emphasizing common group membership through visual
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fit (see e.g. Lea, Spears & Watt, 2007). Against the background of these results, it is imaginable

that the exact design of a like-display (not only the question of whether friends or fans are displayed

but also the question of which friends are displayed together, whether photos are displayed and how

similar these photos are) might define the situation as group or interpersonal in nature.

Overall, the presented theoretical approach has proven to be useful to investigate social influence

processes on SNS such as Facebook, as evidence or the respective conformity goals was found.

Particularly when the social context as crucial factor for social influence is considered, the present

framework provides clear benefits in comparison to earlier conceptualizations of social influence in

CMC regarding the applicability to the Facebook environment (see chapter 3.2.3). As became evident

in the current chapter, the framework not only considers the relationship towards the influencing agents

but further situational and personal aspects - "adjusting screws" that can be used to characterize the

respective environment in detail and subsequently allow for the deduction of respective assumptions

for social influence based on these characteristics.

9.5 Methodological Implications

The present thesis employed a mixed method approach, so that disadvantages of each method may

be flared out by advantages of others. For example, study 1 as a first exploratory was necessary to

be able to interpret the quantitative results from study 2 and 3 because previous studies could only

provide lose evidence about which mechanisms might be observable in a SNS environment. This

way, it was possible to derive alternative explanations for certain findings, for example that a large

number of fans might eventually elicit reactance instead of conformity.

The approach used in study 3 turned out to be useful for the investigation of social context apart

from field experiments. The method employed here can be regarded as uncritical from a research

ethics point of view because it was possible to ensure informed consent. One particular result shall

be discussed at this point because it might hold implications for the interpretation of field experiments

on Facebook as well. The present results suggest that similarity served as important predictor for

behavior. The respective stimulus material was created in a way that allowed clarity regarding the

direction of the effect, hence causality. In detail, the presented content was combined with social

context (in the form of Facepiles) in a way that both were independent (supported by the findings that

participants’ previous attitude and familiarity with the topic were not associated with the content of the

Facepile). Had the Facepiles shown friends of participants who were actual fans of the presented

campaigns, it would not have been clear whether potential behavioral reactions were to be ascribed
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to the process of social influence elicited by similarity towards the presented friends or whether

these particular friends were presented because they shared a similar attitude with participants. In

the second case, participants’ behavioral reactions would not have been elicited by the similarity

with the presented friends but solely by their own attitude. These considerations raise an issue

that needs to be taken into account when planning and interpreting field experiments that employ

existing relationships. For example, if a field experiment were to show that the presentation of social

context increases like-behavior and that interaction frequency (assessed by means of social network

analysis) moderates the effect, two potential interpretations might be possible: a) the presentation

of close ties (in terms of interaction frequency) caused like-behavior or b) those participants who

already had a positive opinion on the topic were more likely to like the Page and were more likely

to be confronted with close ties (in terms of interactions frequency). Consequently, depending on

how field experiments are employed and how / whether they set up or assess the respective social

context, the causality of the found effects needs to be questioned.

9.6 Practical Implications

As outlined above, the present results suggest that like-displays can guide like-behavior and fur-

thermore elicit an impression or initial attitude about an unknown topic. These reactions might be

associated with different goals that marketers pursue with the maintenance of a Facebook Page, for

example conveying a positive impression (branding, consumer relationships), eliciting curiosity about

a new product or viral processes (in the form of electronic word-of-mouth).

It was found that social context is more efficient in eliciting (or guiding) these effects than a mere

number of fans. Considering this finding, it does not seem surprising that Facebook recently made

social context (if available) a fundamental component of all paid Facebook Ads (Facebook, 2014).

Marketers can still decide themselves whether to target solely friends of existing fans of a Page - a

strategy that seems promising (provided the potential reach is high enough) against the background

of the present results. Furthermore, when taking into account that similarity with the presented fans

served as predictor for conformity effects, combining the aforementioned "friends of fans"-targeting

with an interest-based targeting seems even more promising for marketing purposes in order to

confront users with topics that friends who share similar interests (related to the topic of the Page)

have liked. In the present thesis, this combination was most efficient in affecting according public and

private behavior.
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It was argued initially that the Facebook environment is very promising for electronic word-of-mouth

processes. Based on the present results however, it seems that viral effects caused by liking of

the Page is limited by potential self-presentational concern of the users. In detail, it seems unlikely

that a user who is confronted with an unfamiliar Page that a friend has liked will engage in this

behavior as well right away. Consequently, it might be more difficult for an unknown brand or a Page

with a controversial message to collect new likes because of potential self-presentational norms on

Facebook. Alternatively, marketing content that meets the purpose of self-presentation or allows for

respective adaptions is more likely to elicit viral effects. From a marketer’s perspective, the respective

concept is that of value for the customer, often associated with content marketing and entertainment

(Wikipedia, 2014). The idea to "trick" users into liking something in order to gain more reach on

Facebook, e.g. by presenting entertaining content that - in the terminology of the present thesis

- meets self-presentational goals on Facebook, has recently turned into a trend (like-baiting) that

Facebook responded to by punishing Pages that engage in this behavior, for example with a decrease

in reach (Facebook, 2014b). Consequently, providing content that meets users’ self-presentational

goals without offering true value and being related to the topic of the Page might even hold certain

dangers for Page owners.

9.7 Limitations and Future Research

Several limitations that concern foci and methodological aspects of the presented studies have

already been discussed in detail in the respective discussion sections. It is noticeable, that several of

the previously mentioned limitations apply to the respective kind of methodology. For example, in

the context of the interview study (study 1), the sample size and according limitations with regard to

generalization of the results have been mentioned, just like the problem of demand characteristics,

particularly when it comes to the topic of conformity and the associated concern of being (negatively)

evaluated as a conformist by the interviewer (see Leary & Kowalski, 1990). As mentioned before,

the second aspect was addressed in study 1 by taking several precautions (e.g. talking about all

aspects of a Facebook Page and not just the like-displays) to distract participants from the real

subject of the study. Another aspect mentioned in the context of study 1 was, that participants

seemed to have difficulties to explicitly verbalize reasons for conformity. This aspect became

salient again, when comparing results of the qualitative and quantitative studies with regard to the

characteristics of the relationship participants shared with the friends presented in the like-display:

the finding that tie strength was very salient in study 1, but did not show any effects in study 3

suggest certain discrepancies in what participants of study 1 verbalized and what the relationship
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actually characterized in more detail (see chapter 9.3.2.2). This finding in particular emphasizes the

usefulness of a mixed method approach to detect discrepancies like the one just mentioned. Some of

the shortcomings of the methodology of study 1 were addressed by the approach used in study 2,

such as limited generalization, along with a high internal consistency. However, the stimulus used in

study 2 and the experimental nature of the latter did not allow for the integration of actual social context,

like it was done in study 1 and 3. Consequently, the experimental approach of study 2 is limited

with regard to external validity and the topic of how characteristics of the relationship towards the

influencing agents affect conformity. Furthermore, the situation in study 2 might have been perceived

as somewhat artificial (suggested for example by the lack of results for the manipulation check

regarding the control condition), which in turn affects external validity negatively. The aforementioned

shortcomings of study 2 were again addressed by the methodology of study 3, which allowed the

integration of social context (and thus the investigation of relational aspects in more detail), but

lacked the strong internal reliability of study 2. As outlined in the method section of study 3, several

precautions when creating the stimuli were taken to ensure a clear interpretation of the direction of

potential effects. Nevertheless, due to the nature of the correlational approach, it was necessary

to include a variety of control variables (e.g. previous attitude) that were not absolutely needed in

study 2, in which participants were randomly assigned to the experimental conditions. To summarize

limitations noted for the single studies, it can be stated that the mixed method approach employed in

the present thesis helped to flare out disadvantages of each methodology by another methodology, in

order to gain a comprehensive picture of the topic at hand.

Apart from the limitations noted for every single study, there are a few limitations that apply to the

overall thesis, which need to be addressed. First, all three of the presented studies focused on very

particular Page topics, hence based on the present results it is not yet possible to generalize these

findings accordingly (e.g. to topics like books, music or sports clubs) or determine differences in

conformity and self-presentational behavior between different kinds of topics (e.g. brand promotions

in study 1 or social campaigns in study 2 and 3). This issue is also associated with concerns raised in

study 2 and 3 about the effects ascribed to familiarity with a topic. The variations employed within the

present thesis were not sufficient to determine the cause of effects with absolute certainty, as topics

also differed with regard to other aspects, such as controversy. Consequently, future research should

not only explore other topics but also take into account methods that allow for a broader generalization

by smoothing out effects of individual topics, for example by means of conjoint analyses (Himme,

2009), as already suggested in the discussion section of study 3.

The second aspect that needs to be addressed is the fact that like-intention was assessed, but not

actual like-behavior. Consequently, derivations about actual behavior should be made cautiously,
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although according to the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) "the stronger the intention to engage in

a behavior, the more likely should be its performance", provided that the acting agent holds volitional

control over the respective action (Ajzen, 1991, p. 181). Based on this, it is suggested that assessing

behavioral intention represents the next best method apart from assessing actual behavior, the latter

of which holds certain difficulties: Assuming that a like on Facebook might elicit reactions from peers

(as the present results suggest) and thus affect reputation and well-being accordingly, assessing

actual like-behavior was not ethically tenable here, as the presented stimulus was manipulated in

certain ways and thus did not represent a like-display participants would encounter in the course of

their everyday Facebook experience. This aspect has to be taken into account for future research,

particularly when it comes to field experiments where actual behavior is assessed and in which stimuli

are manipulated to a certain extent.

When addressing the kind of outcome variables assessed in this thesis, along with the methods

of assessment, it has to be noticed further that based on the present results, derivations about

the persistence of attitudes and behaviors are hardly possible, with one exception: Taking into

account that like-behavior is perceived to be a very public action in front of several self-presentational

audiences, it can be assumed that a public action in this environment is characterized by a certain

persistence (not across a longer period of time but across several social contexts). However, also

temporary persistence represents an important indicator for the kind of conformity outcome (private

acceptance or superficial compliance), as outlined in chapter 3.3.1. For future research it is imaginable

to employ a paradigm used by Kelman (1958), in whose study participants’ attitude about the topic of

the treatment was measured in different contexts and across different periods of time.

The next limitation to be addressed at this point is that of external validity of the stimuli used in this

thesis. As the present studies employed a forced-exposure paradigm, the according results cannot

provide information about conformity behavior when the respective Page and the like-displays are

presented as a part of a larger News Feed. For example, it is not yet clear whether a stimulus like

the one used in study 3 would receive as much attention if presented among other information. This

issue holds further potential for future research, in which for example a respective stimulus can be

combined with additional information or within an actual Facebook News Feed (in a field approach).

Regarding the latter idea, it needs to be noticed that in the actual Facebook environment, the News

Feed algorithm works in a way that might cause confoundings with regard to conformity studies.

Content that is presented in the News Feed is filtered based on different criteria, such as the users’

past behavior and also previous interactions with the content (Facebook, 2014a). As posts from

Pages that have received a lot of likes and comments are more visible, this mechanism causes a

pre-selection based on others’ behavior. This in turn might cause confoundings in field experiments
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in the sense that users are more likely to see (and thus react to) content that others have evaluated

positively as well, making it more difficult to determine causality.

Finally, as a shortcoming of the present studies, the respective samples have to be mentioned.

While in study 2, a broad sample was collected (regarding age and occupational status), study 1

and 3 focus on a student sample and thus a certain age group. This of course has consequences

when it comes to generalizing the present results to other groups. For example, it is imaginable that

self-presentational concerns on Facebook and the perception of certain implicit norms differ between

age groups. Particularly the present finding that there seems to be a norm about self-censorship

when it comes to political topics might not be generalizable to other age groups (or other majors), in

which a political opinion is manifested more strongly (statista, 2012).

Apart from the directions for future research derived from limitations of the present studies, the

presented theoretical framework itself holds great potential for future research. For example, open

questions remained regarding the potential subdivision of accuracy and affiliation goals: Do like-

displays communicate different kind of information that appeal to the goal of accuracy in different

ways, depending on the subject of evaluation? Would for example a high number of fans or the

expertise of a familiar friend be indicative of quality and thus have impact on a decision that aims

to be "right", while in a situation where the decision aims to assess a subject’s fit to personal

preferences, similarity with the influencing agent would be more important? With regard to affiliation

goals, do topics of Facebook Pages differ with regard to their likeliness to be used for protective

or acquisitive self-presentation and how do like-displays and personal characteristics affect the

respective processes? Furthermore, as already mentioned, the present results suggest that perceived

norms on Facebook might affect conformity behavior, raising the question to what extent they can be

altered by like-displays and to what extent those may differ between groups of users (see previous

paragraph). In addition to these aspects, the present results also raise questions with regard to the

differentiation of interpersonal and group processes. In the previous chapter, it was already outlined

how different characteristics of the like-display might render a social identity salient, although the

Facebook environment is inherently nonymous (Zhao et al., 2008). For future research, it is not

only imaginable to vary certain characteristics of the like-displays (such as the mention of names

versus presentation of profile photos), but one could also think about assessing to which extent a

situation like the one in study 3 of the present thesis is perceived as interpersonal or group-related, in

order to be able to further determine which characteristics of the like-display (and maybe also which

characteristics of the perceiver) play a role for the perception of the situation. Based on that, future

research could investigate which relational characteristics in particular affect conformity, based on

whether the process is a group process or an interpersonal one.
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Finally, further ideas for future research comprise the application of the present framework to different

contexts. On the one hand, it is imaginable to explore different contexts on the Facebook platform,

such as the evaluation (and according behavior) when it comes to single posts instead of Pages or the

evaluation (and according behavior) when it comes to friends’ posts instead of those of third parties.

In study 1, one participant mentioned the desire to help a favored Page with his own like; likewise

it is conceivable that when it comes to friends’ postings, even more psychological processes come

into play, such as social support or empathy, which could be expressed by liking a content. Finally,

future research could also apply the present framework to different social network platforms. In

chapter 2.4, it was described how mechanisms such as the like-feature and according social context

is also prevalent on other platforms, e.g. Twitter or Pinterest. Depending on the characteristics of

the respective social network, self-presentational concerns and thus conformity reactions could differ

between these platforms, making further research worthwhile.

9.8 Conclusion

The present thesis aimed to investigate how and through which mechanisms social influence works

on SNS, focusing on the display of other users’ likes on organizational Facebook Pages. Due to

a gap in previous theoretical conceptualizations of social influence on SNS as well as respective

empirical work, a new theoretical approach was suggested in which well-established concepts from

social psychology were applied to the Facebook environment. The core of the resulting framework

consisted of goals for yielding to social influence which were complemented by different kinds of

outcomes, influence factors and self-presentational concerns, the latter of which were concerned with

public conformity reactions. The three presented empirical studies followed a mixed-method approach

to investigate the guiding research questions that were derived from the framework from different

perspectives and with different foci. Empirical results suggest that the theoretical approach is useful

for explaining social influence processes on SNS, as several of the proposed goals for yielding to

social influence could be observed. Compared to previous theoretical conceptualizations, the present

approach considers not only social context (based on existing relationships between connected users)

but also the nonymity of the environment, the latter of which holds extensive consequences or public

conformity behavior (because self-presentational concerns may interfere with conformity goals). In

the course of the present thesis, the theoretical model was created based on previous research

from face-to-face contexts and specified based on the present results. Due to the complexity of the

framework, further research is required to further specify the different mechanisms in more detail.

However, it is this complexity that at the same time provides a certain flexibility (e.g. in contrast
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to SIDE) which should allow the framework to be applied to other SNS as well and also different

situations than the one investigated in the present thesis.

230



Chapter 10

Bibliography

Abrams, D., & Hogg, M. A. (1988). Comments on the motivational status of self-esteem in social

identity and intergroup discrimination. European Journal of Social Psychology, 18(4), 317–334.

doi: 10.1002/ejsp.2420180403

Abrams, D., Wetherell, M. S., Cochrane, S., Hogg, M. A., & Turner, J. C. (1990). Knowing what to

think by knowing who you are: Self-categorization and the nature of norm formation, conformity

and group polarization. British Journal of Social Psychology, 29, 97–199. doi: 10.1111/j.2044

-8309.1990.tb00892.x

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and interpreting interactions. Newbury

Park and CA: Sage Publications.

Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behaviour and Human Decision

Processes, 50, 179–211. doi: 10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T

Allen, V. L., & Levine, J. M. (1969). Consensus and conformity. Journal of Experimental Social

Psychology, 5(4), 389–399. doi: 10.1016/0022-1031(69)90032-8

American Psychological Association. (2010). Ethical principles of psychologists and code of conduct:

Standard 8: Research and publication. Retrieved May 15th 2014, from http://www.apa.org/

ethics/code/index.aspx?item=12#903

Arkin, R. M. (1981). Self-presentation styles. In J. T. Tedeschi (Ed.), Impression management theory

and social psychological research (pp. 311–333). New York and New York: Academic Press.

Asch, S. E. (1955). Opinions and social pressure. Scientific American, 19, 31–35.

Asch, S. E. (1956). Studies of independence and conformity: I. a minority of one against a unanimous

majority. Psychological Monographs: General and Applied , 70(9), 1–70. doi: 10.1037/h0093718

231

http://www.apa.org/ethics/code/index.aspx?item=12#903
http://www.apa.org/ethics/code/index.aspx?item=12#903


Axon, S. (2012). How to change to Facebook Timeline Business Pages. Retrieved May 15th 2014,

from http://sproutsocial.com/insights/2012/03/how-to-facebook-timeline-page/

Back, M. D., Stopfer, J. M., Vazire, S., Gaddis, S., Schmukle, S. C., Egloff, B., & Gosling, S. D. (2010).

Facebook profiles reflect actual personality, not self-idealization. Psychological Science, 21(3),

372–374. doi: 10.1177/0956797609360756

Bailyn, E. (2012). The difference between slacktivism and activism: How ’kony 2012’ is narrowing

the gap. Retrieved February 24th 2014, from http://www.huffingtonpost.com/evan-bailyn/

kony-2012-activism_b_1361791.html

Bak, P. M., & Keßler, T. (2012). Mir gefällt’s, wenn’s euch gefällt! konfor-

mitätseffekte bei Facebook. Journal of Business and Media Psychology, 3(2), 23–

30. Retrieved from http://journal-bmp.de/2012/12/mir-gefallts-wenns-euch-gefallt

-konformitatseffekte-bei-facebook/

Baron, R. S., Vandello, J. A., & Brunsman, B. (1996). The forgotten variable in conformity research:

Impact of task importance on social influence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology , 71(5),

915–927. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.71.5.915

Baumeister, R. F. (1982). A self-presentational view of social phenomena. Psychological Bulletin,

91(1), 3–26. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.91.1.3

Baumeister, R. F., & Jones, E. E. (1978). When self-presentation is constrained by the target’s

knowledge: Consistency and compensation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology , 36(6),

608–618. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.36.6.608

Bernecker, M., & Beilharz, F. (2012). Social Media Marketing: Strategien, Tipps und Tricks für die

Praxis; [inkl. Strategien für Vertrieb, Kundenbindung, Marktforschung und Recruiting] (3rd ed.).

Cologne, Germany: Johanna Verlag.

Bloch, M. (2012). I like - eine experimentelle Onlinestudie über den Einfluss von „gefällt mir“-

Angaben auf Facebook-Kampagnen auf die eigene Einstellung und das Verhalten (Bachelor’s

Thesis). Universität Duisburg-Essen, Duisburg.

Bond, R. (2005). Group size and conformity. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 8(4), 331–354.

doi: 10.1177/1368430205056464

Bond, R., & Smith, P. B. (1996). Culture and conformity: A meta-analysis of studies using Asch’s (1952,

1956) line-judging task. Psychological Bulletin, 119(111–137). doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.119.1.111

232

http://sproutsocial.com/insights/2012/03/how-to-facebook-timeline-page/
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/evan-bailyn/kony-2012-activism_b_1361791.html
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/evan-bailyn/kony-2012-activism_b_1361791.html
http://journal-bmp.de/2012/12/mir-gefallts-wenns-euch-gefallt-konformitatseffekte-bei-facebook/
http://journal-bmp.de/2012/12/mir-gefallts-wenns-euch-gefallt-konformitatseffekte-bei-facebook/


Bond, R. M., Fariss, C. J., Jones, J. J., Kramer, A. D. I., Marlow, C., Settle, J. E., & Fowler, J. H. (2012).

A 61-million-person experiment in social influence and political mobilization. Nature, 489(7415),

295–298. doi: 10.1038/nature11421

boyd, d. (2008a). Facebook’s privacy trainwreck: Exposure, invasion, and social convergence.

Convergence: The International Journal of Research into New Media Technologies, 14(1), 13–20.

doi: 10.1177/1354856507084416

boyd, d. (2008b). Taken out of context: American teen sociality in networked publics (Unpublished

doctoral dissertation). University of California, Berkeley.

boyd, d., & Ellison, N. B. (2007). Social network sites: Definition, history, and scholarship. Journal of

Computer-Mediated Communication, 13(1), 210–230. doi: 10.1111/j.1083-6101.2007.00393.x

Brown, J., Broderick, A. J., & Lee, N. (2007). Word of mouth communication within online communities:

Conceptualizing the online social network. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 21(3), 2–20. doi:

10.1002/dir.20082

Brown, J. J., & Reingen, P. H. (1987). Social ties and word-of-mouth referral behavior. Journal of

Consumer Research, 14(3), 350–362. doi: doi:10.2307/2489496

Campbell, J. D., & Fairey, P. J. (1989). Informational and normative routes to conformity: The effect

of fraction size as a function of norm extremity and attention to the stimulus. Journal of Personality

and Social Psychology, 57 (3), 457–468. doi: 10.1037//0022-3514.57.3.457

Carlsmith, J. M., Ellsworth, P. C., & Aronson, E. (1976). Methods of research in social psychology.

Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Carr, C. T. (2010). The diametrics and modality of SIDE: A review and extension. In Paper presented

at the annual meeting of the International Communication Association 2010. Singapore.

Chen, S., Shechter, D., & Chaiken, S. (1996). Getting at the truth or getting along: Accuracy-

versus impression-motivated heuristic and systematic processing. Journal of Personality and

Social Psychology, 71(2), 262–275.

Cialdini, R. B., & Goldstein, N. J. (2004). Social influence: Compliance and conformity. Annual

Review of Psychology, 55(1), 591–621. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.55.090902.142015

Cialdini, R. B., & Trost, M. R. (1998). Social influence: Social norms, conformity, and compliance. In

D. Gilbert, S. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social psychology (Vol. 2, pp. 151–192).

New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

233



Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed ed.). Hillsdale and

N.J: L. Erlbaum Associates.

Coleman, J. F., Blake, R. R., & Mouton, J. S. (1958). Task difficulty and conformity pressures. The

Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 57 (1), 120–122. doi: 10.1037/h0041274

Conn, V. S., Chan, K. C., & Cooper, P. S. (2014). The problem with p. Western Journal of Nursing

Research, 36(3), 291–293. doi: 10.1177/0193945913492495

Cooper, B. B. (2013). The beginner’s guide to Edgerank: How Facebook’s news feed algo-

rithm actually works. Retrieved September 16th 2013, from http://blog.bufferapp.com/

understanding-facebook-news-feed-algorithm

Culnan, M., & Markus, M. L. (1987). Information technologies. In F. M. Jablin, L. L. Putnam,

K. H. Roberts, & L. W. Porter (Eds.), Handbook of organizational communication: An interdisci-

plinary perspective (pp. 420–444). Newbury Park and CA: Sage Publications.

Deutsch, M., & Gerard, H. B. (1955). A study of normative and informational social influences

upon individual judgment. The Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 51(3), 629–636. doi:

10.1037/h0046408

Deutsche Gesellschaft für Psychologie. (2004). Ethische Richtlinien der DGPs und des BDP.

Retrieved from http://www.dgps.de/fileadmin/documents/ethikrl2004.pdf

Dittes, J. E., & Kelley, H. H. (1956). Effects of different conditions of acceptance upon conformity

to group norms. The Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 53(1), 100–107. doi: 10.1037/

h0047855

Donath, J., & boyd, d. (2004). Public displays of connection. BT Technology Journal, 22(4), 71–82.

doi: 10.1023/B:BTTJ.0000047585.06264.cc

Douglas, K. M., & McGarty, C. (2001). Identifiability and self-presentation: Computer-mediated

communication and intergroup interaction. British Journal of Social Psychology, 40(3), 399–416.

doi: 10.1348/014466601164894

Eagly, A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1993). The psychology of attitudes. Fort Worth, TX: Harcourt Brace

Jovanovich College Publishers.

Edwards, C., Edwards, A., Qing, Q., & Wahl, S. T. (2007). The influence of computer-mediated

word-of-mouth communication on student perceptions of instructors and attitudes toward learning

course content. Communication Education, 56(3), 255–277. doi: 10.1080/03634520701236866

234

http://blog.bufferapp.com/understanding-facebook-news-feed-algorithm
http://blog.bufferapp.com/understanding-facebook-news-feed-algorithm
http://www.dgps.de/fileadmin/documents/ethikrl2004.pdf


Egebark, J., & Ekström, M. (2011). Like what you like or like what others like? conformity and peer

effects on Facebook. IFN Working Paper No. 886. Retrieved August 7th, 2014, from http://

papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1948802 doi: 10.2139/ssrn.1948802

Ellemers, N., Kortekaas, P., & Ouwerkerk, J. W. (1999). Self-categorization, commitment to the group

and group self-esteem as related but distinct aspects of social identity. European Journal of Social

Psychology, 29, 371–389. doi: 10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199903

Ellison, N., Heino, R., & Gibbs, J. (2006). Managing impressions online: Self-presentation processes

in the online dating environment. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 11(2), 415–441.

doi: 10.1111/j.1083-6101.2006.00020.x

Ellison, N. B., & boyd, d. (2013). Sociality through social network sites. In W. H. Dut-

ton (Ed.), The oxford handbook of internet studies (pp. 151–172). Oxford, UK: Ox-

ford University Press. Retrieved May 15th, 2014, from http://books.google.de/

books?hl=de&lr=&id=zXryMw4uVPoC&oi=fnd&pg=PA151&dq=Sociality+through+Social+

Network+Sites&ots=S6BiJwTkbp&sig=l-teWaYEeCtkXpEspOC5xdS6mjY#v=onepage&q=

Sociality%20through%20Social%20Network%20Sites&f=false

Ellison, N. B., Steinfeld, C., & Lampe, C. (2007). The benefits of Facebook friends: Social capital and

college students’ use of online social network sites. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication,

12(4), article 1. Retrieved May 15th, 2014, from http://jcmc.indiana.edu/vol12/issue4/

ellison.html

Ellison, N. B., Steinfield, C., & Lampe, C. (2011). Connection strategies: Social capital implications

of facebook-enabled communication practices. New Media & Society, 13(6), 873–892. doi:

10.1177/1461444810385389

eMarketer. (2013). Which social networks are growing fastest worldwide? Retrieved September

13th, 2013, from http://www.emarketer.com/Article/Which-Social-Networks-Growing

-Fastest-Worldwide/1009884

Encyclopaedia Britannica. (2014). Joseph Kony. Retrieved July 8th 2014, from http://www

.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/1017670/Joseph-Kony

Ericsson, K. A., & Simon, H. A. (1980). Verbal reports as data. Psychological Review , 87 (3),

215–251. doi: 10.1037/0033-295X.87.3.215

Facebook. (2012a). Facebook, Inc. , form 10-K Annual Report. Retrieved September 16th

2013, from http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1326801/000132680113000003/fb

235

http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1948802
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1948802
http://books.google.de/books?hl=de&lr=&id=zXryMw4uVPoC&oi=fnd&pg=PA151&dq=Sociality+through+Social+Network+Sites&ots=S6BiJwTkbp&sig=l-teWaYEeCtkXpEspOC5xdS6mjY#v=onepage&q=Sociality%20through%20Social%20Network%20Sites&f=false
http://books.google.de/books?hl=de&lr=&id=zXryMw4uVPoC&oi=fnd&pg=PA151&dq=Sociality+through+Social+Network+Sites&ots=S6BiJwTkbp&sig=l-teWaYEeCtkXpEspOC5xdS6mjY#v=onepage&q=Sociality%20through%20Social%20Network%20Sites&f=false
http://books.google.de/books?hl=de&lr=&id=zXryMw4uVPoC&oi=fnd&pg=PA151&dq=Sociality+through+Social+Network+Sites&ots=S6BiJwTkbp&sig=l-teWaYEeCtkXpEspOC5xdS6mjY#v=onepage&q=Sociality%20through%20Social%20Network%20Sites&f=false
http://books.google.de/books?hl=de&lr=&id=zXryMw4uVPoC&oi=fnd&pg=PA151&dq=Sociality+through+Social+Network+Sites&ots=S6BiJwTkbp&sig=l-teWaYEeCtkXpEspOC5xdS6mjY#v=onepage&q=Sociality%20through%20Social%20Network%20Sites&f=false
http://jcmc.indiana.edu/vol12/issue4/ellison.html
http://jcmc.indiana.edu/vol12/issue4/ellison.html
http://www.emarketer.com/Article/Which-Social-Networks-Growing-Fastest-Worldwide/1009884
http://www.emarketer.com/Article/Which-Social-Networks-Growing-Fastest-Worldwide/1009884
http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/1017670/Joseph-Kony
http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/1017670/Joseph-Kony
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1326801/000132680113000003/fb-12312012x10k.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1326801/000132680113000003/fb-12312012x10k.htm


-12312012x10k.htm

Facebook. (2012b). Facebook news room: One billion - key metrics. Retrieved

September 16th 2013, from http://newsroom.fb.com/imagelibrary/downloadmedia.ashx

?MediaDetailsID=4227&SizeId=-1

Facebook. (2013a). Advertise on Facebook. Retrieved September 16th 2013, from https://

www.facebook.com/advertising/

Facebook. (2013b). Facebook for business: Build your Page. Retrieved September 16th 2013, from

https://www.facebook.com/business/build

Facebook. (2013c). Facebook help center: What is Facebook Timeline? Retrieved September 16th

2013, from https://www.facebook.com/help/133986550032744

Facebook. (2013d). Facebook investor relations: Facebook reports second quarter 2013 re-

sults. Retrieved September 16th 2013, from http://investor.fb.com/releasedetail.cfm

?ReleaseID=780093

Facebook. (2013e). Facebook news room: Key facts. Retrieved September 16th 2013, from

http://newsroom.fb.com/Key-Facts

Facebook. (2013f). Facebook news room: Timeline. Retrieved September 16th 2013, from http://

newsroom.fb.com/Timeline

Facebook. (2013g). Facebook’s growth in the past year. Retrieved September

16th 2013, from https://www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=10151908376831729&set=a

.10151908376636729.1073741825.20531316728&type=1&theater

Facebook. (2013h). Introducing Timeline. Retrieved September 16th 2013, from https://www

.facebook.com/about/timeline

Facebook. (2014). Custom stories - post rich stories from your app using a strongly typed API.

Retrieved June 3rd 2014, from https://developers.facebook.com/docs/opengraph

Facebook. (2014). Facebook brand ressources. Retrieved December 6th 2014, from https://

www.facebookbrand.com/

Facebook. (2014a). News Feed FYI: A window into News Feed. Retrieved August 2nd 2014, from

https://www.facebook.com/business/news/News-Feed-FYI-A-Window-Into-News-Feed

236

http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1326801/000132680113000003/fb-12312012x10k.htm
http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1326801/000132680113000003/fb-12312012x10k.htm
http://newsroom.fb.com/imagelibrary/downloadmedia.ashx?MediaDetailsID=4227&SizeId=-1
http://newsroom.fb.com/imagelibrary/downloadmedia.ashx?MediaDetailsID=4227&SizeId=-1
https://www.facebook.com/advertising/
https://www.facebook.com/advertising/
https://www.facebook.com/business/build
https://www.facebook.com/help/133986550032744
http://investor.fb.com/releasedetail.cfm?ReleaseID=780093
http://investor.fb.com/releasedetail.cfm?ReleaseID=780093
http://newsroom.fb.com/Key-Facts
http://newsroom.fb.com/Timeline
http://newsroom.fb.com/Timeline
https://www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=10151908376831729&set=a.10151908376636729.1073741825.20531316728&type=1&theater
https://www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=10151908376831729&set=a.10151908376636729.1073741825.20531316728&type=1&theater
https://www.facebook.com/about/timeline
https://www.facebook.com/about/timeline
https://developers.facebook.com/docs/opengraph
https://www.facebookbrand.com/
https://www.facebookbrand.com/
https://www.facebook.com/business/news/News-Feed-FYI-A-Window-Into-News-Feed


Facebook. (2014b). News Feed FYI: Cleaning up News Feed spam. Retrieved Au-

gust 2nd 2014, from http://newsroom.fb.com/news/2014/04/news-feed-fyi-cleaning-up

-news-feed-spam/

Facebook. (2014c). An update to Facebook Ads. Retrieved June 3rd 2014,

from https://www.facebook.com/notes/facebook-and-privacy/an-update-to-facebook

-ads/643198592396693

Facebook Developers. (2013). Social plugins. Retrieved September 16th 2013, from https://

developers.facebook.com/docs/plugins/

Facebook Developers. (2014). Facepile. Retrieved March 24th 2014, from https://developers

.facebook.com/docs/plugins/facepile/

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.-G., & Buchner, A. (2007). G*power 3: a flexible statistical power

analysis program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Behavior Research Methods,

39(2), 175–191.

Fenigstein, A., Scheier, M. F., & Buss, A. H. (1975). Public and private self-consciousness:

Assessment and theory. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 43(4), 522–527. doi:

10.1037/h0076760

Festinger, L. (1954). A theory of social comparison processes. Human Relations, 7 (2), 117–140.

doi: 10.1177/001872675400700202

Festinger, L., Gerard, H. B., Hymovitch, B., Kelley, H. H., & Raven, B. (1952). The influence

process in the presence of extreme deviates. Human Relations, 5(4), 327–346. doi: 10.1177/

001872675200500402

Flynn, P. (2012). Timeline for Facebook Pages: The complete guide. Retrieved September 16th

2013, from http://www.smartpassiveincome.com/timeline-facebook-pages-guide/

Fogg, B. J. (2008). Mass interpersonal persuasion: An early view of a new phenomenon. In

H. Oinas-Kukkonen, P. Hasle, M. Harjumaa, K. Segerstrahl, & P. Ohrstrom (Eds.), Lecture notes in

computer science (pp. 23–34). Berlin and Heidelberg: Springer Berlin Heidelberg. doi: 10.1007/

978-3-540-68504-3_3

French, J. R. P., & Raven, B. H. (1959). The bases of social power. In D. Cartwright (Ed.), Studies in

social power (pp. 150–167). Ann Arbor, MI: Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan.

Frenzen, J. K., & Davis, H. L. (1990). Purchasing behavior in embedded markets. Journal of

Consumer Research, 17 (1-12). doi: 10.1086/208532

237

http://newsroom.fb.com/news/2014/04/news-feed-fyi-cleaning-up-news-feed-spam/
http://newsroom.fb.com/news/2014/04/news-feed-fyi-cleaning-up-news-feed-spam/
https://www.facebook.com/notes/facebook-and-privacy/an-update-to-facebook-ads/643198592396693
https://www.facebook.com/notes/facebook-and-privacy/an-update-to-facebook-ads/643198592396693
https://developers.facebook.com/docs/plugins/
https://developers.facebook.com/docs/plugins/
https://developers.facebook.com/docs/plugins/facepile/
https://developers.facebook.com/docs/plugins/facepile/
http://www.smartpassiveincome.com/timeline-facebook-pages-guide/


Ganster, T. (2011). You like, we like, i like? an empirical study about the impact of user comments

posted on commercial Facebook profiles with particular focus on processes of social identification

(Unpublished master’s thesis). Universität Duisburg-Essen, Duisburg.

Garety, P. (2013). Three advantages of the Facebook like button you should know about. Re-

trieved September 16th 2013, from http://ezinearticles.com/?Three-Advantages-of-the

-Facebook-Like-Button-You-Should-Know-About&id=4738806

Gerard, H. B. (1954). The anchorage of opinions in face-to-face groups. Human Relations, 7 (3),

313–325. doi: 10.1177/001872675400700303

Gibbons, F. X. (1990). Self-attention and behavior: A review and theoretical update. In M. P. Zanna

(Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 23, pp. 249–295). Elsevier. Retrieved Jan-

uary 24th, 2014, from http://books.google.de/books?hl=de&lr=&id=TSJa6nE8ztoC&oi=

fnd&pg=PA249&dq=Self-attention+and+behavior:+A+review+and+theoretical+

update&ots=sjHFTRANxl&sig=5o74M7-RCFSyA7ICiHipQ3a2DhY#v=onepage&q=Self

-attention%20and%20behavior%3A%20A%20review%20and%20theoretical%20update&f=

false

Gogolinski, T. B. (2010). Effects of self-monitoring and public self- consciousness on percep-

tions of facebook profiles. Colonial Academic Alliance Undergraduate Research Journal(1). Re-

trieved August 19th, 2014, from http://publish.wm.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=

1024&context=caaurj

Gosling, S., Gaddis, S., & Vazire, S. (2007). Personality impressions based on facebook profiles.

Boulder and CO. Retrieved May 1st, 2014, from http://www.icwsm.org/papers/paper30

.html

Graf, A. (2004). Eine deutschsprachige Version der Self-Monitoring-Skala. Zeitschrift für Arbeits-

und Organisationspsychologie, 48(3), 109–121. doi: 10.1026/0932-4089.48.3.109

Haferkamp, N. (2010). Sozialpsychologische Aspekte im Web2.0 - Impression Manangement und

sozialer Vergleich. Stuttgart: Kohlhammer.

Haferkamp, N., & Krämer, N. C. (2010). Creating a digital self. impression management and

impression formation on social networking sites. In K. Drotner & K. C. Schrøder (Eds.), Digital

content creation: Perceptions, practices & perspectives (pp. 129–146). New York, NY: Peter Lang

Publishers.

238

http://ezinearticles.com/?Three-Advantages-of-the-Facebook-Like-Button-You-Should-Know-About&id=4738806
http://ezinearticles.com/?Three-Advantages-of-the-Facebook-Like-Button-You-Should-Know-About&id=4738806
http://books.google.de/books?hl=de&lr=&id=TSJa6nE8ztoC&oi=fnd&pg=PA249&dq=Self-attention+and+behavior:+A+review+and+theoretical+update&ots=sjHFTRANxl&sig=5o74M7-RCFSyA7ICiHipQ3a2DhY#v=onepage&q=Self-attention%20and%20behavior%3A%20A%20review%20and%20theoretical%20update&f=false
http://books.google.de/books?hl=de&lr=&id=TSJa6nE8ztoC&oi=fnd&pg=PA249&dq=Self-attention+and+behavior:+A+review+and+theoretical+update&ots=sjHFTRANxl&sig=5o74M7-RCFSyA7ICiHipQ3a2DhY#v=onepage&q=Self-attention%20and%20behavior%3A%20A%20review%20and%20theoretical%20update&f=false
http://books.google.de/books?hl=de&lr=&id=TSJa6nE8ztoC&oi=fnd&pg=PA249&dq=Self-attention+and+behavior:+A+review+and+theoretical+update&ots=sjHFTRANxl&sig=5o74M7-RCFSyA7ICiHipQ3a2DhY#v=onepage&q=Self-attention%20and%20behavior%3A%20A%20review%20and%20theoretical%20update&f=false
http://books.google.de/books?hl=de&lr=&id=TSJa6nE8ztoC&oi=fnd&pg=PA249&dq=Self-attention+and+behavior:+A+review+and+theoretical+update&ots=sjHFTRANxl&sig=5o74M7-RCFSyA7ICiHipQ3a2DhY#v=onepage&q=Self-attention%20and%20behavior%3A%20A%20review%20and%20theoretical%20update&f=false
http://books.google.de/books?hl=de&lr=&id=TSJa6nE8ztoC&oi=fnd&pg=PA249&dq=Self-attention+and+behavior:+A+review+and+theoretical+update&ots=sjHFTRANxl&sig=5o74M7-RCFSyA7ICiHipQ3a2DhY#v=onepage&q=Self-attention%20and%20behavior%3A%20A%20review%20and%20theoretical%20update&f=false
http://publish.wm.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1024&context=caaurj
http://publish.wm.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1024&context=caaurj
http://www.icwsm.org/papers/paper30.html
http://www.icwsm.org/papers/paper30.html


Hagen, L. M., & Hofmann, D. (2013). Effects of eWOM on Facebook - results of a field experiment on

the diffusion and adoption of electronic word of mouth. In Paper presented at the annual meeting

of the International Communication Association 2013. London, UK.

Harrison, G. W., & List, J. A. (2004). Field experiments. Journal of Economic Literature, 42(4),

1009–1055.

Hayes, A. F. (2009). Beyond Baron and Kenny: Statistical mediation analysis in the new millennium.

Communication Monographs, 76(4), 408–420. doi: 10.1080/03637750903310360

Heider, F. (1946). Attitudes and cognitive organization. The Journal of Psychology, 21(1), 107–112.

Retrieved August 7th, 2013, from http://psychclassics.yorku.ca/Heider/attitudes.htm

doi: 10.1080/00223980.1946.9917275

Heider, F. (1958). The psychology of interpersonal relations. Hillsdale. NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Heinemann, W. (1979). The assessment of private and public self-consciousness: A german replica-

tion. European Journal of Social Psychology, 9(3), 331–337. doi: 10.1002/ejsp.2420090311

Hennig-Thurau, T., Gwinner, K. P., Walsh, G., & Gremler, D. D. (2004). Electronic word-of-mouth via

consumer-opinion platforms: What motivates consumers to articulate themselves on the internet?

Journal of Interactive Marketing, 18(1), 38–52. doi: 10.1002/dir.10073

Hewstone, M., & Martin, R. (2012). Social influence. In M. Hewstone, W. Stroebe, & K. Jonas (Eds.),

An introduction to social psychology (pp. 235–272). West Sussex, UK: BPS Blackwell.

Himme, A. (2009). Conjoint-Analysen. In S. Albers, D. Klapper, U. Konradt, A. Walter, & J. Wolf

(Eds.), Methodik der empirischen Forschung (pp. 283–298). Wiesbaden: Gabler Verlag. doi:

10.1007/978-3-322-96406-9_19

Hönisch, L., & Strack, M. (2012). My brand and I – Facebook brand Pages and self-completion.

Journal of Business and Media Psychology, 3(2), 12–22. Retrieved from http://journal-bmp

.de/wp-content/uploads/2012/12/H%C3%B6nischStrack_181212.pdf

Hogg, M. A. (2000). Subjective uncertainty reduction through self-categorization: A motivational

theory of social identity processes. European Review of Social Psychology, 11(1), 223–255. doi:

10.1080/14792772043000040

Hogg, M. A. (2001). Social categorization, depersonalization, and group behavior. In M. A. Hogg

& R. S. Tindale (Eds.), Blackwell handbook of social psychology: Group processes (pp. 56–85).

Oxford, UK: Blackwell. doi: 10.1111/b.9781405106535.2002.00005.x.

239

http://psychclassics.yorku.ca/Heider/attitudes.htm
http://journal-bmp.de/wp-content/uploads/2012/12/H%C3%B6nischStrack_181212.pdf
http://journal-bmp.de/wp-content/uploads/2012/12/H%C3%B6nischStrack_181212.pdf


Hogg, M. A., Abrams, D., Otten, S., & Hinkle, S. (2004). The social identity perspective: Intergroup

relations, self-conception, and small groups. Small Group Research, 35(3), 246–276. doi: 10.1177/

1046496404263424

Hogg, M. A., & Tindale, R. S. (2005). Social identity, influence, and communication in small groups.

In J. Harwood & H. Giles (Eds.), Intergroup communication: Multiple perspectives (pp. 141–164).

New York, NY: Peter Lang Publishers.

Horn, J. L. (1965). A rationale and test for the number of factors in factor analysis. Psychometrika,

30(2), 179–185. doi: 10.1007/BF02289447

Hornstein, H. A., Fisch, E., & Holmes, M. (1968). Influence of a model’s feeling about his behavior

and his relevance as a comparison other on observers’ helping behavior. Journal of Personality

and Social Psychology, 10(3), 222–226. doi: 10.1037/h0026568

Huang, W., Raman, K., & Kwok-Kee Wei. (1997). Effects of group support system and task type on

social influences in small groups. IEEE Transactions on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics - Part A:

Systems and Humans, 27 (5), 578–587. doi: 10.1109/3468.618257

Hung, K. H., & Li, S. Y. (2007). The influence of ewom on virtual consumer communities: Social

capital, consumer learning, and behavioral outcomes. Journal of Advertising Research, 47 (4), 485.

doi: 10.2501/S002184990707050X

Hutter, T. (2014). Facebook: 30 Mio. KMU nutzen Facebook. Retrieved June 9th 2014, from http://

www.thomashutter.com/index.php/2014/06/facebook-30-mio-kmu-nutzen-facebook

Insko, C. A., Drenan, S., Solomon, M. R., Smith, R., & Wade, T. J. (1983). Conformity as a function of

the consistency of positive self-evaluation with being liked and being right. Journal of Experimental

Social Psychology, 19(4), 341–358. doi: 10.1016/0022-1031(83)90027-6

Insko, C. A., Smith, R. H., Alicke, M. D., Wade, J., & Taylor, S. (1985). Conformity and group size:

The concern with being right and the concern with being liked. Personality and Social Psychology

Bulletin, 11(1), 41–50. doi: 10.1177/0146167285111004

Jones, E. E., & Gerard, H. B. (1967). Foundations of social psychology. New York, NY: John Wiley.

Jones, E. E., & Pittman, T. (1982). Towards a general theory of strategic self-presentation. In J. Suls

(Ed.), Psychological perspectives on the self (p. 231-262). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Kapin, A. (2013). Infographic: How foundations use social media. Retrieved May 7th 2014,

from http://www.frogloop.com/care2blog/2013/11/17/infographic-how-foundations

-use-social-media.html

240

http://www.thomashutter.com/index.php/2014/06/facebook-30-mio-kmu-nutzen-facebook
http://www.thomashutter.com/index.php/2014/06/facebook-30-mio-kmu-nutzen-facebook
http://www.frogloop.com/care2blog/2013/11/17/infographic-how-foundations-use-social-media.html
http://www.frogloop.com/care2blog/2013/11/17/infographic-how-foundations-use-social-media.html


Kaplan, M. F., & Miller, C. E. (1987). Group decision making and normative versus informational

influence: Effects of type of issue and assigned decision rule. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 53(2), 306–313. doi: 10.1037//0022-3514.53.2.306

Kelman, H. C. (1958). Compliance, identification, and internalization three processes of attitude

change. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 2(1), 51–60. doi: 10.1177/002200275800200106

Kelman, H. C. (1961). Processes of opinion change. Public Opinion Quarterly, 25(1), 57. doi:

10.1086/266996

Kelman, H. C., & Eagly, A. H. (1965). Attitude toward the communicator, perception of communication

content, and attitude change. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1(1), 63–78. doi:

10.1037/h0021645

Kiesler, C. A., & Kiesler, S. (1970). Conformity (2nd ed.). Reading and Mass.: Addison-Wesley.

Kim, Y. J. (2013). Online social influence: Past, present and future. In Paper presented at the annual

meeting of the International Communication Association 2013. London.

Knoll, J. (2013). The context is the message. social influence of user-generated content on online ad-

vertising effects. In Poster Presentation at the annual meeting of the International Communication

Association 2013. London, UK.

Kramer, A. D. I., Guillory, J. E., & Hancock, J. T. (2014). Experimental evidence of massive-scale

emotional contagion through social networks. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,

111(24), 8788–8790. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1320040111

Krämer, N. C., & Winter, S. (2008). Impression management 2.0. Journal of Media Psychology:

Theories, Methods, and Applications, 20(3), 106–116. doi: 10.1027/1864-1105.20.3.106

Lafrance, A. (2014). Even the editor of Facebook’s mood study thought it was creepy. Re-

trieved April 3rd, 2014, from http://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2014/06/

even-the-editor-of-facebooks-mood-study-thought-it-was-creepy/373649/

Lampe, C., Ellison, N. B., & Steinfeld, C. (2007). A familiar Face(book): Profile elements as signals

in an online social network. San Jose, CA.

Lampe, C., Ellison, N. B., & Steinfield, C. (2006). A Face(book) in the crowd: social searching vs.

social browsing. In Cscw ’06 proceedings of the 2006 20th anniversary conference on computer

supported cooperative work (p. 167-170).

241

http://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2014/06/even-the-editor-of-facebooks-mood-study-thought-it-was-creepy/373649/
http://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2014/06/even-the-editor-of-facebooks-mood-study-thought-it-was-creepy/373649/


Lampinen, A., Taminen, S., & Oulasvirta, A. (2009). All my people right here, right now: Management

of group co-presence on a social networking site. In Proceedings of the ACM 2009 international

Conference on Supporting Group Work (pp. 281–290).

Landis, J. R., & Koch, G. G. (1977). The measurement of observer agreement for categorical data.

Biometrics, 33, 159–174. doi: 10.1111/j.2044-8309.1990.tb00892.x

Latané, B. (1981). The psychology of social impact. American Psychologist, 36(4), 343–356. doi:

10.1037/0003-066X.36.4.343

Latané, B., & Wolf, S. (1981). The social impact of majorities and minorities. Psychological Review ,

88(5), 438–453. doi: 10.1037/0033-295X.88.5.438

Laux, L., & Renner, K.-H. (2002). Self-Monitoring und Authentizität: Die verkannten Selbstdarsteller.

Zeitschrift für Differentielle und Diagnostische Psychologie, 23(2), 129–148. doi: 10.1024//0170

-1789.23.2.129

Lea, M., Spears, R., & de Groot, D. (2001). Knowing me, knowing you: Anonymity effects on social

identity processes within groups. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27 (5), 526–537. doi:

10.1177/0146167201275002

Lea, M., Spears, R., & Watt, S. E. (2007). Visibility and anonymity effects on attraction and group

cohesiveness. European Journal of Social Psychology, 37 (4), 761–773. doi: 10.1002/ejsp.398

Leach, C. W., van Zomeren, M., Zebel, S., Vliek, M. L. W., Pennekamp, S. F., Doosje, B., . . . Spears,

R. (2008). Group-level self-definition and self-investment: A hierarchical (multicomponent) model

of in-group identification. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95(1), 144-165. doi:

10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.144

Leary, M. R. (1995). Self-presentation: Impression management and interpersonal behavior. Madi-

son, WI: Brown & Benchmark Publishers.

Leary, M. R., & Kowalski, R. M. (1990). Impression management: A literature review and two-

component model. Psychological Bulletin, 107 (1), 34–47. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.107.1.34

Lee, E.-J. (2004). Effects of visual representation on social influence in computer-mediated com-

munication. Human Communication Research, 30(2), 234–259. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2958.2004

.tb00732.x

Lee, E.-J. (2006). When and how does depersonalization increase conformity to group norms in

computer-mediated communication? Communication Research, 33(6), 423–447. doi: 10.1177/

0093650206293248

242



Lee, E.-J., & Nass, C. (2002). Experimental tests of normative group influence and representation

effects in computer-mediated communication. Human Communication Research, 28(3), 349–381.

doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2958.2002.tb00812.x

Lennox, R. D., & Wolfe, R. N. (1984). Revision of the self-monitoring scale. Journal of Personality

and Social Psychology, 46(6), 1349–1364. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.46.6.1349

Lott, A. J., & Lott, B. E. (1961). Group cohesiveness, communication level, and conformity. The

Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 62(2), 408–412. doi: 10.1037/h0041109

Lundgren, S. R., & Prislin, R. (1998). Motivated cognitive processing and attitude change. Personality

and Social Psychology Bulletin, 24(7), 715–726. doi: 10.1177/0146167298247004

Marsden, P. V., & Campbell, K. E. (1984). Measuring tie strength. Social Forces, 63(2), 482–501.

doi: 10.1093/sf/63.2.482

Marwick, A. E., & boyd, d. (2011). I tweet honestly, i tweet passionately: Twitter users, context

collapse, and the imagined audience. New Media & Society, 13(1), 114–133. doi: 10.1177/

1461444810365313

McQuarrie, E. F., & Munson, J. M. (1987). The Zaichkowsky personal involvement inventory:

Modification and extension. Advances of Consumer Research, 14, 36–40.

Meier, L. L. (2008). IRSE. interactions in multiple linear regression with SPSS and excel (version 1.6)

[computer software and manual]. Retrieved May 7th 2014, from http://www.urenz.ch/irse

Merola, N., & Hancock, J. (2009). Another look at SIDE: Visual and personal identifiability in

computer-mediated communication. In Paper presented at the annual meeting of the International

Communication Association 2009. New York, NY.

Mouton, J. S., Blake, R. R., & Olmstead, J. A. (1956). The relationship between frequency of

yielding and the disclosure of personal identity. Journal of Personality, 24(3), 339–347. doi:

10.1111/j.1467-6494.1956.tb01273.x

Muchnik, L., Aral, S., & Taylor, S. J. (2013). Social influence bias: A randomized experiment. Science,

341(6146), 647–651. doi: 10.1126/science.1240466

Mummendey, H. D., Bolten, H.-G., & Irle, M. (1993). Die Impression-Management-Theorie. In D. Frey

(Ed.), Theorien der Sozialpsychologie (pp. 57–77). Bern: Huber.

Mummendey, H. D., Eifler, S., & Melcher, W. (1995). Psychologie der Selbstdarstellung (2nd ed.).

Goettingen and Seattle: Hofgrefe-Verlag für Psychologie.

243

http://www.urenz.ch/irse


Nail, P. R. (1986). Toward an integration of some models and theories of social response. Psycho-

logical Bulletin, 100(2), 190–206. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.100.2.190

Nielsen. (2013). Paid social media advertising: Industry update and best practices 2013. Re-

trieved September 16th 2013, from http://www.nielsen.com/us/en/reports/2013/the-paid

-social-media-advertising-report-2013.html

Oldmeadow, J. A., Platow, M. J., Foddy, M., & Anderson, D. (2003). Self-categorization, status, and

social influence. Social Psychology Quarterly, 66(2), 138. doi: 10.2307/1519844

Osgood, C. E., & Tannenbaum, P. H. (1955). The principle of congruity in the prediction of attitude

change. Psychological Review , 62(1), 42–55. doi: 10.1037/h0048153

Papacharissi, Z. (2002). The presentation of self in virtual life: Characteristics of personal home

pages. Journalism and Mass Communication Quarterly, 79(3), 643–660.

Park, H., Kim, J. Y., Kwon, J., & Song, D. (2012). Relationship maintenance strategies on cor-

porations’ facebook brand Pages. In Paper presented at the annual meeting of the International

Communication Association 2012. Phoenix, AZ.

Pempek, T. A., Yermolayeva, Y. A., & Calvert, S. L. (2009). College students’ social networking

experiences on Facebook. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 30(3), 227–238. doi:

10.1016/j.appdev.2008.12.010

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1986). The elaboration likelihood model of persuasion. Advances in

Experimental Social Psychology, 19(123–205). doi: 10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60214-2

Pew Internet and American Life Project. (2013). Report: Social networking: 72% of online adults are

social networking site users. Retrieved September 17th 2013, from http://pewinternet.org/

Reports/2013/social-networking-sites.aspx

Pool, G. J., Wood, W., & Leck, K. (1998). The self-esteem motive in social influence: Agreement with

valued majorities and disagreement with derogated minorities. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 75(4), 967–975. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.967

Postmes, T., & Spears, R. (1998). Deindividuation and antinormative behavior: A meta-analysis.

Psychological Bulletin, 123(3), 238–259. doi: 10.1037//0033-2909.123.3.238

Postmes, T., Spears, R., Sakhel, K., & Groot, D. d. (2001). Social influence in computer-mediated

communication: The effects of anonymity on group behavior. Personality and Social Psychology

Bulletin, 27 (10), 1243–1254. doi: 10.1177/01461672012710001

244

http://www.nielsen.com/us/en/reports/2013/the-paid-social-media-advertising-report-2013.html
http://www.nielsen.com/us/en/reports/2013/the-paid-social-media-advertising-report-2013.html
http://pewinternet.org/Reports/2013/social-networking-sites.aspx
http://pewinternet.org/Reports/2013/social-networking-sites.aspx


PR Newswire. (2014). Facebook reports first quarter 2014 results. Retrieved April 23rd,

2014, from http://www.marketwatch.com/story/facebook-reports-first-quarter-2014

-results-2014-04-23

Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing and

comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behavior Research Methods, 40(3), 879–

891. doi: 10.3758/BRM.40.3.879

Prentice, D. A., Miller, D. T., & Lightdale, J. R. (1994). Asymmetries in attachments to groups and to

their members: Distinguishing between common-identity and common-bond groups. Personality

and Social Psychology Bulletin, 20(5), 484–493. doi: 10.1177/0146167294205005

Price, V., Nir, L., & Cappella, J. N. (2006). Normative and informational influences in online political

discussions. Communication Theory, 16(1), 47–74. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2885.2006.00005.x

Prislin, R., & Wood, W. (2005). Social influence: The role of social consensus in attitudes and attitude

change. In D. Albarracín, B. T. Johnson, & M. P. Zanna (Eds.), The handbook of attitudes and

attitude change (pp. 671–706). East Sussex, UK: Psychology Press.

Pulakos, E. D., & Schmitt, N. (1995). Experience-based and situational interview questions: Studies

of validity. Personnel Psychology, 48(2), 289–308. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.1995.tb01758.x

Quinn, A., & Schlenker, B. R. (2002). Can accountability produce independence? goals as

determinants of the impact of accountability on conformity. Personality and Social Psychology

Bulletin, 28(4), 472–483. doi: 10.1177/0146167202287005

Reicher, S. D. (1984). Social influence in the crowd: Attitudinal and behavioral effects of deindi-

viduation in conditions of high and low group salience. British Journal of Social Psychology, 23,

341–350. doi: 10.1111/j.2044-8309.1984.tb00650.x

Reicher, S. D., Spears, R., & Postmes, T. (1995). A social identity model of deindividuation phenom-

ena. European Review of Social Psychology, 6, 161–198. doi: 10.1080/14792779443000049

Ren, Y., Kraut, R., & Kiesler, S. (2007). Applying common identity and bond theory to design of

online communities. Organization Studies, 28(3), 377–408. doi: 10.1177/0170840607076007

Rosenbaum, J. E., Johnson, B. K., Stepman, P. E., & Nuijten, K. C. M. (2010). Just being themselves?

goals and strategies for self-presentation on Facebook. In Paper presented at the 80th annual

conference of the Southern States Communication Association 2010. Memphis,TN.

Rosenberg, L. (1961). Group size, prior experience, and conformity. The Journal of Abnormal and

Social Psychology, 63(2), 436–437. doi: 10.1037/h0047007

245

http://www.marketwatch.com/story/facebook-reports-first-quarter-2014-results-2014-04-23
http://www.marketwatch.com/story/facebook-reports-first-quarter-2014-results-2014-04-23


Ross, C., Orr, E. S., Sisic, M., Arseneault, J. M., Simmering, M. G., & Orr, R. R. (2009). Personality

and motivations associated with Facebook use. Computers in Human Behavior , 25(2), 578–586.

doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2008.12.024

Rui, J., & Stefanone, M. A. (2012). Online social network profile management: Self-presentation,

self-concept, and social network perspectives. In Paper presented at the annual meeting of the

International Communication Association 2012. Phoenix, AZ.

Sampson, E. E., & Insko, C. A. (1964). Cognitive consistency and performance in the autokinetic

situation. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 68, 184–192.

Sassenberg, K. (2002). Common bond and common identity groups on the internet: Attachment

and normative behavior in on-topic and off-topic chats. Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and

Practice, 6, 27–37. doi: 10.1037//1089-2699.6.1.27

Sassenberg, K. (2011). An interactional approach to social influence in computer-mediated communi-

cation. In Z. Birchmeier, B. Dietz-Uhler, & G. Stasser (Eds.), Strategic uses of social technology: an

interactive perspective of social psychology (pp. 63–83). Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University

Press.

Sassenberg, K., Boos, M., & Rabung, S. (2005). Attitude change in face-to-face and computer-

mediated communication: private self-awareness as mediator and moderator. European Journal

of Social Psychology, 35(3), 361–374. doi: 10.1002/ejsp.254

Schlenker, B. R. (1980). Impression management: The self-concept, social identity, and interper-

sonal relations. Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.

Schlenker, B. R., & Pontari, B. (2000). The strategic control of information: Impression management

and self-presentation in daily life. In A. Tesser (Ed.), Psychological perspectives on self and identity

(pp. 199–232).

Schreier, M. (2012). Qualitative content analysis in practice. London, UK: SAGE Publications Ltd.

Shang, J., & Croson, R. (2009). A field experiment in charitable contribution: The impact of

social information on the voluntary provision of public goods. The Economic Journal, 119(540),

1422–1439. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-0297.2009.02267.x

Sherif, M. (1936). The psychology of social norms (2nd ed.). New York, NY: Octagon Books.

Shim, M., & Lee, M. (2006). Self-consciousness and socio-communicative orientation on the

net: An analysis of south korean college students’ photoblogging. In Paper presented at the

annual meeting of the international communication association. Retrieved April 15th, 2014,

246



from http://citation.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/9/3/1/

8/pages93180/p93180-1.php

Shin, J.-H., Carithers, H., Lee, S., Graham, M., & Hendricks, N. (2012). The current trends in social

media use: Analysis of facebook fan pages of fortune 500 companies. In Paper presented at the

annual meeting of the International Communication Association 2012. Phoenix, AZ.

Siegel, J., Dubrovsky, V., Kiesler, S., & McGuire, T. W. (1986). Group processes in computer-mediated

communication. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 37 (2), 157–187. doi:

10.1016/0749-5978(86)90050-6

Siibak, A. (2009). Constructing the self through the photo selection - visual impression management on

social networking websites. Cyberpsychology: Journal of Psychosocial Research on Cyberspace,

3, article 1.

Smock, A. (2010). Self-presentation on Facebook: Managing content created by the user and others.

In Paper presented at the annual meeting of the International Communication Association 2010.

Singapore.

Soysal, D. (2013). Gefällt mir! – was ich like muss einfach gut ankommen. eine Online-Studie

über den Einfluss der Anzahl der Likes von Freunden und Fans sowie der Selbstdarstellung auf

Facebook auf das eigene Like-Verhalten in Bezug auf Fanseiten (Bachelor’s Thesis). Universität

Duisburg-Essen, Duisburg.

Spears, R., & Lea, M. (1992). Social influence and the influence of the ’social’ in computer-mediated

communication. In M. Lea (Ed.), Contexts of computer-mediated communication (pp. 30–65).

Hertfordshire: Harvester Wheatsheaf.

Spears, R., Lea, M., & Lee, S. (1990). De-individuation and group polarization in computer-

mediated communication. British Journal of Social Psychology, 29(2), 121–134. doi: 10.1111/

j.2044-8309.1990.tb00893.x

Spears, R., Postmes, T., Lea, M., & Watt, S. E. (2001). A SIDE view of social influence. In

J. P. Forgas & K. D. Williams (Eds.), Social influence: Direct and indirect processes (pp. 331–350).

Philadelphia, PA: Psychology Press.

Sproull, L., & Kiesler, S. (1986). Reducing social context cues: Electronic mail in organizational

communications. Management Science, 32(11), 1492–1512. Retrieved September 16th, 2013,

from http://www.jstor.org/stable/2631506

247

http://citation.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/9/3/1/8/pages93180/p93180-1.php
http://citation.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/9/3/1/8/pages93180/p93180-1.php
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2631506


statista. (2012). Durchschnittsalter der Mitglieder der politischen Parteien in Deutschland am 31.

Dezember 2012. Retrieved August 19th, 2014, from http://de.statista.com/statistik/

daten/studie/192255/umfrage/durchschnittsalter-in-den-parteien/

Steffes, E. M., & Burgee, L. E. (2009). Social ties and online word of mouth. Internet Research,

19(1), 42–59. doi: 10.1108/10662240910927812

Sullivan, D. (2014). Facebook sponsored stories are dead: The rise of ubiquitous social context. Re-

trieved June 10th 2014, from http://allfacebook.com/crowdly-dan-sullivan-sponsored

-stories_b128359

Svensson, A. (2011). Facebook - the social newspaper that never sleeps: A study of Face-

book eWOM’s persuasiveness on the perceiver (Doctoral dissertation, University of Gotheborg,

Gothenburg/Helsingborg). Retrieved September 16th, 2013, from https://gupea.ub.gu.se/

bitstream/2077/26249/1/gupea_2077_26249_1.pdf

Tajfel, H. (1974). Social identity and intergroup behaviour. Social Science Information, 13(2), 65–93.

doi: 10.1177/053901847401300204

Tajfel, H. (1982). Social psychology of intergroup relations. Annual Review of Psychology , 33(1-39).

Tanis, M. (2003). Social cues and impression formation in cmc. Journal of Communication, 53(4),

676–693. doi: 10.1093/joc/53.4.676

Terry, D. J., Hogg, M. A., & McKimmie, B. M. (2000). Attitude-behaviour relations: The role of

in-group norms and mode of behavioural decision-making. British Journal of Social Psychology,

39(3), 337–361. doi: 10.1348/014466600164534

Tetlock, P. E. (1983). Accountability and the complexity of thought. Jounal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 45, 74-83. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.45.1.74

Tetlock, P. E., & Manstead, A. S. R. (1985). Impression management versus interpsychic explanations

in social psycology: A useful dichotomy? Psychological Review , 92(1), 59-77.

Tetlock, P. E., Skitka, L., & Boettger, R. (1989). Social and cognitive strategies for coping with

accountability: Conformity, complexity and bolstering. Jounal of Personality and Social Psychology ,

57 , 632–640. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.57.4.632

Toma, C. L., & Carlson, C. L. (2012). I’m so much cooler online: An examination of self-presentation in

Facebook profiles. In Paper presented at the annual meeting of the International Communication

Association 2012. Phoenix, AZ.

248

http://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/192255/umfrage/durchschnittsalter-in-den-parteien/
http://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/192255/umfrage/durchschnittsalter-in-den-parteien/
http://allfacebook.com/crowdly-dan-sullivan-sponsored-stories_b128359
http://allfacebook.com/crowdly-dan-sullivan-sponsored-stories_b128359
https://gupea.ub.gu.se/bitstream/2077/26249/1/gupea_2077_26249_1.pdf
https://gupea.ub.gu.se/bitstream/2077/26249/1/gupea_2077_26249_1.pdf


Turner, J. C. (1987). A self-categorization theory. In J. C. Turner, M. A. Hogg, P. J. Oakes, S. Reicher,

& M. S. Wetherell (Eds.), Rediscovering the social group: A self-categorization theory (pp. 42–67).

Oxford, UK: Blackwell.

Turner, J. C. (1991). Social influence. Milton Keynes, UK: Open University Press.

Uski, S., & Lampinen, A. (2014). Social norms and self-presentation on social network sites:

Profile work in action. New Media & Society, online version. Retrieved August 19th, 2014, from

http://nms.sagepub.com/content/early/2014/07/16/1461444814543164.short doi: 10

.1177/1461444814543164

Utz, S. (2010). Show me your friends and I will tell you what type of person you are: How

one’s profile, number of friends, and type of friends influence impression formation on social

network sites. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 15(2), 314–335. doi: 10.1111/

j.1083-6101.2010.01522.x

Utz, S., & Sassenberg, K. (2002). Distributive justice in common-bond and common-identity groups.

Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 5(2), 151–162. doi: 10.1177/1368430202005002542

Utz, S., Tanis, M., & Vermeulen, I. (2011). It is all about being popular: The effects of need for

popularity on social network site use. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking, 15(1),

37–42. doi: 10.1089/cyber.2010.0651

van der Heide, B., & Schumaker, E. M. (2013). Computer-mediated persuasion and compliance:

Social influence on the internet and beyond. In Y. Amichai-Hamburger (Ed.), The social net:

Understanding our online behavior (pp. 79–98). Oxford University Press.

Vitak, J. (2012). The impact of context collapse and privacy on social network site disclosures.

In Paper presented at the annual meeting of the International Communication Association 2012.

Phoenix and AZ.

Walther, J. B. (1992). Interpersonal effects in computer-mediated interaction: A relational perspective.

Communication Research, 19(1), 52–90. doi: 10.1177/009365092019001003

Walther, J. B. (1993). Impression development in computer-mediated interaction. Western Journal of

Communication, 57 (4), 381–398. doi: 10.1080/10570319309374463

Walther, J. B. (2009). Theories, boundaries, and all of the above. Journal of Computer-Mediated

Communication, 14(3), 748–752. doi: 10.1111/j.1083-6101.2009.01466.x

249

http://nms.sagepub.com/content/early/2014/07/16/1461444814543164.short


Walther, J. B., & Carr, C. T. (2010). Internet interaction and intergroup dynamics: Problems and

solutions in computer-mediated communication. In H. Giles, S. Reid, & J. Harwood (Eds.), The

dynamics of intergroup communication (pp. 209–220). New York, NY: Peter Lang Publishers.

Walther, J. B., Carr, C. T., Choi, S., DeAndrea, D. C., Kim, J. W., Tong, S. T., & van der Heide, B.

(2011). Interaction of interpersonal, peer, and media influence sources online: A research agenda

for technology convergence. In Z. Papacharissi (Ed.), The networked self: Identity, community and

culture on social network sites. (pp. 17–38). New York, NY: Routledge.

Walther, J. B., DeAndrea, D., Kim, J., & Anthony, J. C. (2010). The influence of online comments on

perceptions of antimarijuana public service announcements on YouTube. Human Communication

Research, 36(4), 469–492. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2958.2010.01384.x

Walther, J. B., Liang, Y. J., Ganster, T., Wohn, D. Y., & Emington, J. (2012). Online reviews,

helpfulness ratings, and consumer attitudes: An extension of congruity theory to multiple sources

in Web 2.0. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 18(1), 97–112. doi: 10.1111/j.1083

-6101.2012.01595.x

Walther, J. B., van der Heide, B., Hamel, L. M., & Shulman, H. C. (2009). Self-generated versus

other-generated statements and impressions in computer-mediated communication: A test of

warranting theory using Facebook. Communication Research, 36(2), 229–253. doi: 10.1177/

0093650208330251

Webopedia. (2013). Facebook News Feed. Retrieved September 16th 2013, from http://www

.webopedia.com/TERM/F/Facebook_News_Feed.html

Weiksner, G. M., Fogg, B. J., & Liu, X. (2008). Six patterns for persuasion in online social networks.

In H. Oinas-Kukkonen, P. Hasle, M. Harjumaa, K. Segerståhl, & P. Øhrstrøm (Eds.), Lecture

notes in computer science (pp. 151–163). Berlin and Heidelberg: Springer Berlin Heidelberg. doi:

10.1007/978-3-540-68504-3_14

Weimann, G. (1983). The strength of weak conversational ties in the flow of information and influence.

Social Networks, 5(3), 245–267. doi: 10.1016/0378-8733(83)90027-8

WhatIs. (2010). Facebook like button. Retrieved September 16th 2013, from http://whatis

.techtarget.com/definition/Facebook-Like-button

Wiese, J. (2013). Bericht: Der neue Newsfeed kommt (so) nicht! Retrieved December 23rd 2013,

from http://allfacebook.de/feeds/bericht-der-neue-newsfeed-kommt-so-nicht

250

http://www.webopedia.com/TERM/F/Facebook_News_Feed.html
http://www.webopedia.com/TERM/F/Facebook_News_Feed.html
http://whatis.techtarget.com/definition/Facebook-Like-button
http://whatis.techtarget.com/definition/Facebook-Like-button
http://allfacebook.de/feeds/bericht-der-neue-newsfeed-kommt-so-nicht


Wikipedia. (2013). Facebook News Feed. Retrieved September 16th 2013, from http://en

.wikipedia.org/wiki/Facebook#News_Feed

Wikipedia. (2014). Content Marketing. Retrieved August 2nd 2014, from http://de.wikipedia

.org/wiki/Content_Marketing

Wolfe, R. N., Lennox, R. D., & Cutler, B. L. (1986). Getting along and getting ahead: Empirical

support for a theory of protective and acquisitive self-presentation. Journal of Personality and

Social Psychology, 50(2), 356–361. doi: 10.1037//0022-3514.50.2.356

Wood, W. (2000). Attitude change: Persuasion and social influence. Annual Review of Psychology,

51(1), 539–570. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.51.1.539

Wood, W., Pool, G. J., Leck, K., & Purvis, D. (1996). Self-definition, defensive processing, and

influence: the normative impact of majority and minority groups. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 71(6), 1181–1193. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.71.6.1181

Wyer, R. S. J., & Albarracín, D. (2005). Belief formation, organization, and change: Cognitive and

motivational influences. In D. Albarracín, B. T. Johnson, & M. P. Zanna (Eds.), The handbook of

attitudes and attitude change (pp. 273–323). New York, NY: Psychology Press.

Zhao, S., Grasmuck, S., & Martin, J. (2008). Identity construction on Facebook: Digital empowerment

in anchored relationships. Computers in Human Behavior , 24(5), 1816–1836. doi: 10.1016/

j.chb.2008.02.012

251

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Facebook#News_Feed
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Facebook#News_Feed
http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Content_Marketing
http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Content_Marketing

	Introduction
	Facebook’s Potential for Social Influence in the Form of Electronic Word-of-Mouth
	Social Network Sites
	Facebook Features
	Personal Profile
	Public Contacts: Social and Open Graph
	Newsfeed
	The Like-Button

	Facebook Pages for Social Media Marketing
	Facebook’s Potential for Social Influence: eWOM and Viral Processes
	Use of Social Media for Marketing Purposes
	Facebook Pages
	Liking a Facebook Page

	Ubiquity of User-Page Connections
	Short Summary and Implications


	Social Influence
	Conceptualizing Social Influence for the Purpose of the Present Research
	Social Influence in Computer-Mediated Communication
	Empirical Findings
	Methodological Considerations
	Theoretical Approaches to Social Influence in CMC

	A Framework for Social Influence
	Consequences of Social Influence: Public Compliance and Private Acceptance
	Goals for Yielding to Social Influence
	The Goal of Accuracy
	The Goal of Affiliation
	The Goal of Positive Self-Evaluation
	The Goal of Cognitive Consistency

	Factors affecting Social Influence Processes
	Anonymity
	Relationship towards the Source of Influence
	Positive Orientation.
	Similarity.
	Tie Strength.

	Ambiguity of the Situation
	Number of Influencing Agents


	Short Summary: Conformity on Facebook

	Self-Presentation
	The Concept of Self-Presentation
	Self-Presentational Concerns
	Self-Presentation in Social Interaction
	Self-Presentation as Fore- and Background Agenda
	Self-Presentational Preferences
	Determinants of Self-Presentation

	Self-Presentation and Conformity
	Personality Aspects
	Focus of Self-Attention
	Self-Monitoring

	Self-Presentation on Social Network Sites
	Characteristics of Social Networks Sites relevant to Self-Presentation
	Controllability
	Anchored Relationships and the Warranting Principle
	Publicness and Undetermined/Multiple Audiences

	Empirical Results
	The Nature of Self-Presentation on SNS: Strategic and Flattering, but Authentic
	Strategies and Tactics
	Impact of Personality Characteristics



	Comprehensive Summary
	Study 1: Explorative Investigation of Conformity Goals, Influence Factors and Self-Presentational Concerns
	Introduction and Research Questions
	Method
	Sample and Procedure
	Interview Protocol
	Presented Material
	Data Analysis and Coding Frame

	Results
	Consideration of Likes for Evaluation Purposes (RQ1)
	Potential Reactions towards Like-Displays (RQ2)
	Motives for the Acceptance of Social Influence (RQ3a + RQ3b)
	Effects of the Relationship towards the Influencing Agent (RQ4a + RQ4b)
	Effects of the Number of Influencing Agents (RQ5a + RQ5b)
	Effects of Familiarity with and Attitude towards the Topic (RQ6)
	Motives for Liking a Facebook Page (RQ7a)
	Self-Presentational Motives Disrupting Social Influence Processes (RQ7b)

	Discussion

	Study 2: The Impact of Number of Fans and Number of Friends on Conformity Reactions
	Introduction, Hypotheses and Research Questions
	Method
	Sample and Procedure
	Experimental Design
	Stimulus Material
	Measures
	Dependent Variables
	Moderating Variables and Predictors
	Control Variables and Demographic Measures
	Manipulation Check


	Results
	Preliminary Analyses
	Effects of Fans and Friends (H1, H2, RQ1)
	Self-Presentational Audience (RQ2 + RQ3)
	Effects of Public Self-Consciousness on Conformity Behavior (H3 + H4)
	Self-Presentation on Facebook and Liking (RQ4)
	Open-ended Question: Influence Factors for Like-Intention (RQ5)

	Discussion

	Study 3: The Impact of the Relationship towards the Influencing Agent on Conformity Reactions
	Introduction and Research Questions
	Method
	Sample and Procedure
	Stimulus
	Measures
	Criterium Variables and Mediator
	Predictors
	Control Variables and Moderator
	Demographics and Facebook Use


	Results
	Preliminary Analyses
	Effects of Relational Aspects (H1 + H2)
	Self-Presentational Audience (RQ1 + RQ2)
	Protective Self-Monitoring (RQ3 + RQ4)
	Influence factors for Like-Intention (RQ5)

	Discussion

	Discussion
	Aim of Thesis and Theoretical / Empirical Approach
	Summary of Empirical Findings
	Interpretation of Results
	GRQ1: Goals for Conformity
	The Goal of Accuracy
	The Goal of Affiliation
	The Goal of Positive Self-Evaluation
	The Goal of Cognitive Consistency
	Summary GRQ1

	GRQ2: Influence Factors for Social influence
	Publicness of Evaluation
	Relationship towards the Influencing Agent
	Ambiguity of the Situation
	Number of Influencing Agents

	GRQ3: The Role of Self-Presentational Concerns in Conformity Processes

	Theoretical Implications
	Methodological Implications
	Practical Implications
	Limitations and Future Research
	Conclusion

	Bibliography

