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2. Contemporary social media platforms provide users with multiple ways to communicate, ranging from
direct exchanges to more broadly visible messages. These environments challenge traditional distinctions
in communication research and raise questions about how users navigate different communicative options
depending on their goals and audiences. Please answer the following questions:

(1) Define masspersonal communication. Explain how it differs from interpersonal communication and
mass communication, and describe how it is used in social media environment. { 10% )

{(2) From a computer-mediated communication context, how can researchers examine users’ motivations
and interaction goals when choosing different communication modes on social media? Propose theoretical
approaches that could be applied to study why users communicate in one way rather than another, and
explain how these theories help account for such choices. (10% )
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Money is a valuable resource, and having more money is preferable to having less. If' a consumer has a
choice of paying either $2 or $7 for a coffee drink, it is in the consumer’s best interest to opt for the $2
option. However, social influence research suggests that if everyone in line at the coffee shop is paying $7,
the target consumer is likely to set aside their own self-interest, conform to the group, and also pay $7.
Research also shows that this tendency of conformity is much weaker if only one consumer pays $7. But
what if everyone in line is paying $27 And how about if only one individual is paying $2? While paying
$2 may seem selfish, would consumers prioritize their self-interest as others do?

Understanding how consumers are influenced by others is a crucial area of interest for marketers
(Bearden and Ftzel 1982; Cialdini and Goldstein 2004; Dahl 2013; Goldstein, Cialdini, and Griskevicius
2008; Shalev and Morwitz 2012), Social influence, in which an individual’s behavior is altered by
observing the actions of others, sometimes even against their personal preference, is a widely observed
phenomenon among consumers. In fact, the entire influencer and celebrity industry is built on the
assumption that consumers are susceptible to the influence of others (Chung, Ding, and Kalra 2023).
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Understanding the consumer psychology of social influence, as well as the various factors that affect it,
can enable marketers to create more effective marketing campaigns, develop better communication
strategies, and make more accurate predictions regarding consumer responses to marketing campaigns.

Among the research on the role of social influence in consumnptiorn, a significant body of research has
attempted to elucidate the relationship between the number of people involved in a behavior that could
potentially influence a target person and the extent to which a target person is influenced by that behavior
(Asch 1956). In general, studies have found supportive evidence for the fundamental intuition that the
impact of the influence group on the behavior of a target person is an increasing concave function of the
group size (Bond 2005; Latané 1981). That is, all else being equal, the influence 7 of a group of size N is
expected to be stronger than the influence of a group of size N — 1 (N > IN—1). This intuition also implies
that when multiple people are involved in a behavior, their combined influence is likely to be greater than
that of a single individual (i.e., for N>>1, IN > I1). In other words, social influence is scope sensitive to the
size of the influence group.

While this intuition is a widely accepted notion in the literature, its implicit assumption that social
influence operates independently of a consumer’s pre-existing intentions and preferences may not hold
true. In reality, consumers have their own intentions and preferences that may interact with the effect of]
group size on social influence. For example, the price a consumer is willing to pay for a coffee drink could
be influenced by others’ payments, but it could also be shaped by the consumer’s individual preferences.
Therefore, it is essential to consider whether the alignment or misalignment of the influencer’s behavior
and the target’s pre-existing preference affects the relationship between group size and its level of social
influence. In the opening scenario, if a consumer prefers to pay a low price but observes others paying $7,
how would the influence of the group change with its size? In comparison, if the consumer who prefers to
pay a low price observes others paying only $2, would the social influence of the group vary with its size?

In this research, we examine how a group’s influence is determined not only by its size but also by the]
alignment of its behavior with the target’s pre-existing preferences. Expanding the earlier finding that an
influence group’s effect follows an increasing concave function of its size, we present evidence that in
certain situations, this concave function can become flat, making a single individual largely as influential
as a larger group. We propose that the occurrence of this phenomenon depends on whether the focal
behavior of the influence group is consistent with the pre-existing preference of the target person,
specifically whether the focal behavior is selfish or unselfish.

In the current research, we define selfish behavior as actions that primarily benefit the self without regard
for the well-being of others (Crocker, Canevello, and Brown 2017). For example, downloading pirated
music and returning a worn garment can both be considered selfish because such actions save the individual
money while depriving the singer or retailer of potential revenue. Similarly, paying a low price to a
merchant can be seen as selfish because it allows the consumer to enjoy the same product at a reduced cost
but reduces the merchant’s earnings, and allocating less money to a partner is also deemed selfish because
it favors the allocator’s interest over that of the recipient. In the current research, we describe behaviors
that do not prioritize selfish interest as “unselfish” rather than “selfless.” Selflessness predominantly
limplies a willingness to sacrifice self-interest for the betterment of others, whereas unselfishness can
encompass both selfless behaviors and impartial actions that treat oneself and others fairly.

IR A © Yang, Z., & Zhang, Y. (2024). Easy to be selfish: when and why is one individual as
influential as multiple individuals. Jowrnal of Consumer Research, 51(3), 595-615.
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