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Behavioural mimicry or herd 
behaviour of Generation Z?  
Social media interactions in the 
context of information overload

A B S T R A C T
The article aimed to examine the relationship between Generation Z’s interactions on 
social networking sites in the context of herd behaviour and behavioural mimicry 
through central and peripheral content processing pathways. The study was conducted 
using the CAWI method on a group of 142 representatives of Generation Z from 
selected universities in Poland. Nonparametric tests were used for statistical analyses. 
In the case of information overload, approximately 20 % of respondents’ interactions 
on different social media platforms may result from behavioural mimicry and herd 
behaviours. This type of activity is influenced primarily by the observed number of 
interactions and the emotional nature of other users’ reactions. The observed 
differences are determined by gender, the type of social media platform, and related 
content specificity. Research limitations result from the specificity of the research 
sample in the context of its homogeneity and size. The theoretical contribution is 
related to the development of the cognitive-emotional-behavioural theory of memes 
about the imitation of interactions of social media users’ conditioned herd behaviour 
and behavioural mimicry. The novelty of the research lies in the application of the 
theoretical Elaboration Likelihood Model approach to the analysis of herd behaviour 
and behavioural mimicry in the context of research on the cognitive, emotional, and 
behavioural activities of various social media platform users. 

K E Y   W O R D S
social media interactions, behavioural mimicry, herd behaviours, information 
overload, Generation Z, elaboration likelihood model, memetics

10.2478/emj-2024-0031

Krzysztof Stepaniuk
Bialystok University of Technology, Marketing 

and Tourism Department, Tarasiuka 2,  
16-001 Kleosin, Poland

ORCID 0000-0003-4071-1053 
Corresponding author:

 e-mail: k.stepaniuk@pb.edu.pl

George Lăzăroiu
Cardiff Metropolitan University, Llandaff 

Campus, Western Avenue,  
CF5 2YB Cardiff, United Kingdom 

Curtin University, Kent Street,  
Bentley Western Australia 6102, Australia 

Toronto Metropolitan University, 350 Victoria 
Str., ON M5B 2K3 Toronto, Canada

ORCID 0000-0002-3422-6310
e-mail: phd_lazaroiu@yahoo.com

Chrystyna Misiewicz
Kozminski University, Marketing Department, 

Jagiellońska 57, 03-301 Warsaw, Poland
ORCID 0000-0002-7019-7107

e-mail: cmisiewicz@kozminski.edu.pl
 

Verónica Crespo Pereira
A Coruña University, Area of Marketing and 

Market Research, Faculty of Business and 
Economy, Campus Elviña, S/n, 15071,  

A Coruña, Spain
ORCID 0000-0001-7373-7204

e-mail: veronica.crespo@udc.es

Introduction

Social media interaction is any connection 
between different user types on a social networking 
site (SNS), expressed as a numerical indicator of user 
attitudes towards the shared content (Stavrositu  
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& Kim, 2014). Interactions, including likes, com-
ments, shares, tags, and profile following, are per-
ceived as specific “social media virality metrics 
(SMVM)”, informing viewers of how other people 
have reacted to the media content (Park & Jung, 
2023). Such interactions can be determinants of  
a brand’s success in social media communication 
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activities (Lauron, 2023). In peer-to-peer relations, 
the reactions could also be perceived as specific “digi-
tal social evaluation” (Fatt & Fardouly, 2023). In the 
realm of SNS presence, the primary motivation 
behind content creation is the desire to reach a broad 
audience (Müller & Christandl, 2019) and elicit  
a substantial number of interactions. The absence of 
reactions can potentially heighten the stress levels of 
individual content creators (Haug et al., 2024). For 
brands, it may signify a lack of interest in the content 
(Kohli et al., 2015), indicating the ineffectiveness of 
brand marketing communication activities in social 
media channels.

Popular content generates a high level of interac-
tion, which may result, among other things, from the 
phenomenon of herd behaviours (Sun, 2013) or 
behavioural mimicry (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999) as  
a specific “social glue” in the context of creating rela-
tionships. Cialdini et al. (1991) suggested that if  
a particular action (behaviour) is common, there are 
real and substantive reasons to behave in a particular 
way. This approach may result from the social learn-
ing theory (Bandura & McClelland, 1977), which 
maintains that human activity is conditioned by 
observation and imitation of the behaviours of oth-
ers. Observation, in turn, is conditioned by the per-
ception of other user interactions in a digital media 
environment (Bandura, 2001). 

Based on Chung et al. (2020), in the universally 
understood virtual space, which includes the space of 
social media, individual users learn specific behav-
iours from each other. As mentioned by Cracco et al. 
(2018), imitation can be understood as a way to 
achieve positive consequences, including social ones, 
by the imitator. The specific “positivity” of the conse-
quences arises from the suggestion put forward by 
Conte (2000), according to which people are not 
vectors of cultural transmission but actors who drive 
this process. 

In this context, it can be assumed that high content 
popularity represented by a single post and its specific 
reactions most likely result from the observed high 
number of interactions. Thus, their increase may be 
determined not so much by the substance of the post 
but by its popularity (Chang et al., 2020). In this case, 
the interactions associated with the post can refer to 
imitating the behaviour of others without delving into 
the content of the post itself. This type of dependency 
can be highly probable, especially from the perspective 
of fan pages with many followers and the presence of 
multiple and varied digital relations with peers or 

brands and digital communities. In such circum-
stances, content recipients are functioning under  
conditions of information overload (Jacoby et  
al., 1974) and attention economy (Menczer & Hills, 
2020).

This is particularly interesting from the viewpoint 
of multiple interactions between Generation Z groups 
operating on SNS, where disseminated content can 
influence several behaviour types of information 
recipients, and the behaviour of individual users. 
Both behavioural mimicry and herd behaviours can 
be perceived as one, although the latter involves  
a declaration of rejection of one’s own preferences in 
favour of the choices of other users.

Bearing in mind the fact that recipients some-
times disregard their own beliefs and imitate the 
behaviour of others (Whelan et al., 2013), an interest-
ing research problem would be to relate imitation 
behaviour to the theory of behavioural mimicry and 
herd behaviour to the central and peripheral routes 
(Petty & Cacioppo, 1986), ways of processing shared 
content in the context of the observed number of 
interactions.

The article aimed to identify the phenomenon of 
behavioural mimicry and herd behaviours related to 
the imitation of specific SNS user interactions under 
conditions of information overload and the economy 
of user attention. Due to the specific nature of Gen-
eration Z (Levickaitė, 2010; Herman et al., 2021; 
Krippes et al., 2024; Graczyk-Kucharska & Erickson, 
2020), who, unlike previous generations, are per-
ceived as “digital natives” (Smith, 2017), the study 
included this group.

The paper consists of separate sections. The lit-
erature review offers an extensive overview of theories 
related to social media content and user interactions 
in the context of behavioural mimicry and herd 
behaviours. This section culminates in presenting 
research questions and outlining specific objectives. 
Then, the methodological part provides detailed 
insights into the research methods. The results sec-
tion presents the research findings. The subsequent 
section discusses the results and their practical and 
theoretical implications of SNS behavioural mimicry 
and herd behaviours, particularly in the context of 
memetic imitation theory. The need and areas for 
further research were also highlighted. The conclu-
sion section discusses and summarises the most 
important findings from the study and describes the 
examination limitations, along with concluding 
explanations and remarks.
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1. Literature overview

1.1. Social media content and user 
interactions 

The functionalities of social media platforms 
provide users with a broad spectrum of options for 
content creation and dissemination. Social media 
content may take the form of User Generated Content 
(UGC), created by individual users and representing 
their unique experiences (Fu et al., 2015). It could 
also be Marketer Generated Content (MGC), directly 
or indirectly associated with a specific brand or prod-
uct (Qian et al., 2022) created and shared by busi-
nesses or other commercial and non-commercial 
entities. The primary motivation behind content crea-
tion is the desire to reach a broad audience (Müller  
& Christandl, 2019) and elicit a substantial number of 
reactions. Thus, the obtained reactions could be per-
ceived as a specific “digital social evaluation” (Fatt  
& Fardouly, 2023). The absence or low level of inter-
actions, defined as “paralinguistic digital affordances” 
(Hayes et al., 2016), particularly in UGC, can poten-
tially heighten the stress levels of content creators 
(Haug et al., 2024). It could also be perceived as a lack 
of social support (Wohn et al., 2016). 

The reactions are directly connected with content 
popularity, measured by the volume of specific met-
rics such as likes, comments, and shares (Vanden-
bosch et al., 2022). The metrics are related to cognitive 
(i.e., connected with content consumption and 
assimilation of specific knowledge resulting from 
content processing), affective (referring to the usually 
emotional effect triggered by the assimilation of 
knowledge/ideas arising from content and external-
ised through likes or dislikes in various graphical 
forms depended on a platform), and behavioural user 
activities externalised through comments and shares. 
Such a typology of activities is based on the AIDA 
model of consumer behaviour (Strong, 1925). The 
model was the core for other models related to web 
content consumption, i.e., AIDAT (Attention, Inter-
est, Desire, Action, Tell; Charlesworth, 2012) and 
COBRA (Muntinga, 2013), which is based on the 
level of consumption of the shared content without 
distinction of the affective stage, indicating the lowest 
level of content consumption (viewing and reading), 
a moderate level of content consumption (comment-
ing), and the highest level of contribution, which 
refers to creating and sharing user-generated content 
(UGC). 

1.2. Information overload and 
attention economy

Information overload is a recipient’s condition 
caused by too much information (Jacoby et al., 1974). 
Information overload, next to communication over-
load (i.e., too frequent occurrence of communication 
episodes), is one of the elements of universally under-
stood technological overload (Karr-Wisniewski & Lu, 
2010), which significantly reduces the individual’s 
productivity and reduces the ability to properly pro-
cess the message. Information overload combined 
with system function overload (a factor related to the 
presence of too many complex software functions in 
the context of user needs) are key elements contribut-
ing to emotional exhaustion and social media fatigue 
(Sheng et al., 2023) and causing user dissatisfaction 
(Zhang et al., 2016).

Similarly, Cao et al. (2021) indicate that informa-
tion overload from a cognitive–emotional–behav-
ioural perspective may generate recipients’ lack of 
independent thinking and the resulting unfavourable 
socio-economic consequences and contributes to the 
excessive and uncontrolled spread of fake news 
(Zhang & Ghorban, 2020). Therefore, user attention 
is a factor for which different information sources 
compete in the context of the attention economy 
(Menczer & Hill, 2020).

A way to reduce the inability to consume excess 
content may be the phenomenon of behavioural 
mimicry, i.e. imitating the behaviour of known and 
trusted people, i.e., influencers (Geyser, 2022), or 
peers. This happens when content feels valuable 
because of shared experiences or represented views 
(Modgil et al., 2021; Sasahara et al., 2021). 

1.3. Behavioural mimicry, herd 
behaviours, and SNS

Mimicry is an individual’s interaction with oth-
ers through observing and imitating attitudes, 
expressions, and behaviours (Stel & Vonk, 2010). 
Mimicry occurs in a variety of contexts and situa-
tions, e.g., in face-to-face interactions (Chartrand  
& Bargh, 1999). From the perspective of social media, 
mimicry may involve, among others, user willingness 
to imitate the lifestyle and behaviours of online idols 
(Ruvio et al., 2013). From the perspective of mimicry 
itself, the emotions of message recipients result from 
imitating the sender’s statements (Hatfield et al., 
2011). As suggested by Harringan et al. (2012), SNS 
users build and strengthen mutual relationships by 
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interacting with others and sharing knowledge. Users 
imitate not only themselves but also the behaviour of 
virtual avatars (Fasya et al. (2024). In the context of 
the spread of offensive speech, Song et al. (2022) 
proposed four mechanisms related to imitating inter-
actions: general reciprocity, direct reciprocity, leader 
mimicry, and peer mimicry related to mutual imita-
tion of the behaviour of others.

Flores and Hilbert (2023) analysed microblogs 
and showed that from the perspective of shares, nega-
tive emotions are imitated in information cascades. 
Luo et al. (2023) showed that the greater the popular-
ity of the shared content in the Q&A community, the 
greater the likelihood of imitating the author’s lin-
guistic style. Similarly, Fleck and Quester (2007) and 
Xu et al. (2022) showed the influence of the cognitive-
emotional factor, which may contribute to imitating 
both the language of the message and its emotional 
nature. 

Of course, imitation of behaviour can also take 
the form of herd behaviour, where users, despite hav-
ing different views or opinions, may react similarly to 
the majority (Sun, 2013). From this perspective, 
Mattke et al. (2020) showed that only “likes” from 
well-known users or those who are perceived as 
knowledgeable users (i.e., perceived as experts) can 
generate similar intentions to click. Tan and Cousin 
(2016) pointed out this type of dependency in Weibo 
comments. Ahmad (2023) also confirmed this 
mechanism in the case of sharing content.

1.4. Theoretical framework

Therefore, in the context of the cognitive–emo-
tional–behavioural models indicated above, user 

actions may take the following form (individual or in 
combination with others):
•	 Cognitive, relating to the acquisition of knowl-

edge (Kowalczyk-Purol, 2015), e.g., associated 
with shaping public opinion on various aspects of 
social life (Firth et al., 2019).

•	 Affective, referring to the usually subconscious 
emotional effect produced by acquiring knowl-
edge and influencing behaviour (Zhang et al., 
2024).

•	 Behavioural, linked to behaviour patterns based 
on the assimilated message (Sun et al., 2024). 
The above considerations fit directly into the 

elaboration likelihood model (ELM, Petty  
& Cacioppo, 1986; Bhattacherjee & Stanford, 2006), 
which constitutes the theoretical framework of the 
study. In this model, peripheral (affective) and central 
(cognitive) signals (cues) may be responsible for the 
development of a specific activity. Affective signals 
accompanying the message are processed superfi-
cially and peripherally (i.e., without direct consump-
tion of the content). From a central perspective, 
emerging behaviours are related to direct consump-
tion and holistic processing of content. It was assumed 
that behavioural mimicry and herd behaviours are 
related to the peripheral route and involve the devel-
opment of imitative behaviours related to generating 
interactions in response to shared content without 
delving into the substance of the content (Chang et 
al., 2020).

With the above in mind, the following research 
questions were stated:

RQ1: From the perspective of content shared on 
SNS, can the phenomenon of imitation of behaviours 
be observed through behavioural mimicry or herd 
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behaviours and related to generating interactions 
without consuming the content?

RQ 2: How does the number of reactions prompt 
users to behavioural mimicry or herd behaviours 
without delving into the content of the shared con-
tent?

RQ3: Which of the interactions of varied emo-
tional nature — likes, comments, or shares — most 
often influence the occurrence of behavioural mim-
icry and herd behaviours?

A graphical representation of the research ques-
tions is shown in Fig. 1.

2. Methods

2.1. Participants

The target group consisted of bachelor’s and 
master’s students (n=143) from Bialystok (Bialystok 
University of Technology — PB; n=69), Rzeszów 
(Rzeszów University of Technology — RUT; n=46) 
and Krakow (Krakow University of Economics — 
KUE; n= 25). Single surveys were received from 
Poznan (Poznan University of Economics — UEP; 
n=2) and Warsaw (Warsaw University of Life Sciences 
— WULS; n=1). Respondents were identified through 
purposive sampling (Davies et al., 2024). One 
respondent from PB refused to indicate their gender; 
therefore, this questionnaire was omitted from the 
statistical analyses. The number of responses was 
significantly lower than the number of people who 
were given both forms to access. From the  
point of view of respondents from PB and RUT, the 
number of responses represented approximately 40 % 
of the total number of invited respondents. For KUE, 
it was about 20 %. In turn, for PUE and SGGW, this 
value was below 5 %. The survey ensured complete 
anonymity, as it included no questions allowing 
respondents to be identified by name, nationality, 
specific age, or contact information. Consequently,  
it was determined that the act of completing  
and returning the survey would, in itself, imply con-
sent to participate in the study (Trinity College Dub-
lin, 2024). Data was collected in March and April 
2024.

2.2. Research procedure

The CAWI (Computer Assisted Web Interview) 
technique was used to collect data. The research tool 
was a survey generated in Google Forms and made 

available to respondents thanks to the kindness of 
lecturers from the universities indicated above. The 
form was made available as a QR code or a direct link 
to the survey. The questionnaire consisted of four 
parts (Table 1).

2.3. Data processing and analysis

Basic descriptive statistics were calculated for 
each of the analysed variables, i.e., mean and standard 
derivation (SD). Normality tests for each variable 
were performed using the Shapiro–Wilk (W) test. 
The reliability of individual questionnaire items was 
calculated using the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient. It is 
assumed that α values ≥ 0.7 are satisfactory (George 
& Mallery, 2016) and determine the appropriate 
coherence of the research tool.

During the initial processing of the collected 
data, four main social media platforms used by 
respondents were identified, i.e., Instagram (INST), 
TikTok (TT), Facebook (FB), and X (former Twitter). 
Those that were indicated sporadically (including 
Discord, Reddit, and YouTube) are grouped into  
a common category (Other).

From the perspective of the research questions 
presented above, it was assumed that although most 
respondents declare behaviours related to the central 
route (CR), some of them will declare behaviours 
related to the peripheral route (PR). Therefore, a lin-
ear relationship was assumed between PR and the 
number of interactions (RQ2), and PR and the emo-
tional nature of these interactions (RQ3).

To establish a statistically significant relationship 
between reporting of herd behaviour (PR3a)/behav-
ioural mimicry (PR3b) in the context of the number of 
observed interactions (PR3c) and from the perspective 
of the most frequently used platform, Spearman’s cor-
relation analyses were performed. A similar relation-
ship was analysed in the context of RQ3 for the 
variables PR3a/PR3b versus PR4a-PR4h. Spearman’s 
nonparametric correlation coefficient is widely used in 
social networking exploratory data analysis (Xiao et 
al., 2016). The following scale was used for interpreting 
Spearman coefficients: 0.0≤|ρ|≤0.2 — a lack of correla-
tion; 0.2<|ρ|≤0.4 — weak correlation; 0.4<|ρ|≤0.7 — 
average correlation; 0.7<|ρ|≤0.9 — strong correlation; 
0.9<|ρ|≤1.0 — a very strong correlation. 

Statistical analyses were conducted separately for 
each platform using the Statistica 13.3 software. The 
collected data and analyses were deposited in the 
Mendeley Data repository. ChatGPT 3.5 was used for 
final language corrections.
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3. Findings

The analyses used the results obtained from 142 
respondents. Fifty-four per cent (77) of respondents 
were women, and 46 % (65) were men. Informants 
use Instagram (61; 43 %), TikTok (36; 25 %), Face-
book (21; 15 %), X (16; 11 %), and “Other” (8; 6 %) 
platforms. The age structure (variable A1a) of the 
study sample by gender (variable S1b), the most fre-
quently used social media platform (variable P1c), 
and home university are presented in Table 2.

The results of the Shapiro–Wilk test suggest that 
none of the analysed variables has a normal distribu-
tion. The values of the W statistic for individual vari-
ables ranged from 0.68 to 0.86 (p = .00). 

Tab. 1. Structure of the research tool (questionnaire)

Group of variables Variables Source

demographics •	 age (A1a);
•	 sex (S1b);
•	 mostly preferred SM platform (choose one: Instagram,  

Facebook, TikTok, YouTube, other; P1c);
•	 city of studying (C1d)

Mattke et al. (2020), 
modified;

statements referred to the 
central route (CR2) of content 
consumption and processing 

•	 I leave the emotional reaction (I like/dislike) only after reading 
the content of the post (CR2a);

•	 I comment only after reading the content of the shared post 
(CR2b);

•	 I share the post only after reading its content (CR2c)

Petty and Cacioppo (1986); 
Bhattacherjee and Stanford 
(2006); Charlesworth 
(2012);
Muntinga (2013)

statements referred to the 
peripheral route (PR3) of 
content consumption and 
processing from the perspective 
of the perceived number of 
interactions

•	 being active in the virtual space, sometimes I react to shared 
content like most reacting users, even though I have a different 
opinion on a given topic (PR3a);

•	 sometimes, I react to shared content without reading it, in the 
same way that most of the reacting users did (PR3b);

•	 if a shared post causes many reactions (likes, comments, shares), 
sometimes I also react this way without going into the content 
of the post (PR3c)

Petty and Cacioppo (1986); 
Bhattacherjee and Stanford 
(2006)
Sun (2013);
Chang et al. (2020);
Bandura (2001); 
Charlesworth (2012);
Muntinga (2013)

statements referred to the 
peripheral route (PR4) of 
content consumption and 
processing from the perspective 
of the perceived type of 
emotional reaction

•	 if positive likes dominate, I react similarly, without going into the 
content of the post (PR4a);

•	 if negative likes dominate, I react similarly without going into the 
content of the post (PR4b);

•	 when people I know and respect leave their emotional reactions 
(I like/dislike), I react similarly without going into the content of 
the entry (PR4c);

•	 when positive comments dominate, I comment in the same way 
as users I know and/or respect, without reading the content of 
the posts (PR4d);

•	 I share posts with a large number of positive likes, but I do not 
read their content (PR 4e);

•	 I share posts with a large number of negative likes without read-
ing their content (PR4f);

•	 I share posts with a large number of positive comments without 
reading their content (PR4g);

•	 I share posts with a large number of negative comments without 
reading their content (PR4h)

Petty and Cacioppo (1986); 
Bhattacherjee and Stanford 
(2006)
Sun (2013);
Chang et al. (2020);
Bandura (2001);
Charlesworth (2012);
Mattke et al. (2020);
Muntinga (2013)

 
Informants were to respond to the indicated statements using a 5-point Likert scale, where “1” — strongly disagree; “2” — disagree;  
“3” — I do not know; “4” — agree”, and “5” — strongly agree. 

The value of Cronbach’s alpha internal consist-
ency coefficient for the questionnaire components 
used was α = .92 in the case of the central path (CR2) 
related to direct consumption and processing of con-
tent (subscale composed of three items: CR2a-CR2c). 
For the peripheral route (PR3; PR3a-PR3c) related to 
the perceived quality of content (perceived number of 
interactions), the subscale consisting of three items, 
the mentioned coefficient was .77. From the point of 
view of the last subscale, consisting of eight items 
(Peripheral route: affective, related to the perceived 
type of emotional reaction; PR4a–PR4h) α = .90. 
Details are shown in Table 3.

Considering RQ1, regarding the central path of 
consuming and processing information (CR), the 
obtained descriptive statistics indicate the dominant 
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Table 2. Characteristics of participants

No.  
of participants

(F/M)

Age of participants

FB
(F/M)

Platform 

INST
(F/M)

T-T
(F/M)

X
(F/M)

Other
(F/M)

BUT 68 (32/36)

18–21 52 (76 %)

1/8 16/16 12/2 1/8 2/222–25 14 (21 %)

26–29 2 (3 %)

RUT 46 (29/17)

18–21 45 (98 %)

3/5 9/5 14/4 3/2 0/122–25 1 (2 %)

26–29 -

KUE 25 (14/11)

18–21 2 (8 %)

2/1 8/5 4/0 0/2 0/322–25 23 (92 %)

26–29 -

PUE & 
WULS 3 (2/1)

18–21 -

1/0 1/1 - - -22–25 3 (100 %)

26–29 -

Total 142 (77/65)
21

(15 %)

61

(43 %)

36

(25 %)

16

(11 %)

8

(5 %)

tendency of users to consume content shared on their 
preferred social media platforms through the central 
route, followed by a reaction in the form of likes, 
comments or shares. However, some respondents 
(Fig. 2a) exhibit characteristics of herd behaviour or 
behavioural mimicry (“strongly disagree” and “disa-
gree”) concerning emotional reactions (CR2a), com-
menting (CR2b), and content sharing (CR2c). This is 
also reflected in the context of a direct declaration of 
herd behaviour (PR3a — “strongly agree” and “agree”) 
and behavioural mimicry (PR3b, PR3c — “strongly 
agree” and “agree”) related to the peripheral route of 
processing shared content (Fig. 2b).

Tab. 3. Descriptive statistics

Variables Cronbach’s α M SD W

CR2 CR2a
CR2b
CR2c

.92 3.71
3.92
3.99

4
5
5

1.42
1.45
1.48

.79

.72

.68

PR3 PR3a
PR3b
PR3c

.77 2.31
2.37
2.36

2
2
2

1.12
1.15
1.22

.85

.86

.85

PR4 PR4a
PR4b
PR4c
PR4d
PR 4e
PR4f
PR4g
PR4h

.90 2.06
1.88
2.31
1.92
1.68
1.62
1.66
1.57

2
2
2
2
2
1
2
1

1.05
.9

1.12
.95
.86
.83
.82
.77

.8
.78
.84

.8
.74
.69
.74
.69

In both cases, approximately 20 % of respondents 
declared this type of behaviour.

Therefore, from the perspective of RQ2, it was 
analysed whether the number of interactions occur-
ring under a post could have an impact on this type of 
behaviour. The findings indicate probable differences 
related to the type of platform, the structure of the 
content available on it, and gender-related differ-
ences. Facebook and Instagram (medium and strong 
correlations) are platforms where both genders are 
willing to engage in behavioural mimicry and herd 
behaviours in terms of the number of reactions 
observed. TikTok is a platform where this type of 
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behaviour is typical for women (average value of cor-
relation coefficient). Users of the “X” platform do not 
show behavioural mimicry, which may result from 
the specificity of the content. Due to the small num-
ber of respondents declaring the use of platforms 
grouped in the “Other” category, the results obtained 
there are most likely to be highly questionable. Details 
are presented in Table 4.

The analysis also encompassed the possibility of  
a potential relationship between the tendency of vari-
ous platform users to imitate the behaviour of others 
in the context of diverse emotional and behavioural 
reactions. Imitation in the context of herd behaviour 
(PR3a) was defined as “being active in the virtual 
space, I sometimes react to the shared content like 
most reacting users, even though I have a different 

Tab. 4. Influence of the number of interactions on the occurrence of behavioural mimicry and herd behaviours  
based on the value of Spearman’s ρ coefficient; n = 142 

Facebook Instagram TikTok X Other

♀
PR3a 0.88* 0.44* 0.59* 0.57 -

PR3b 0.76* 0.56* 0.5* 0.54 -

♂
PR3a 0.61* 0.73* 0.6 0.34 0.87*

PR3b 0.52 0.41* 0.45 0.51 0.84*
* — statistically significant; p < .05

Tab. 5. Respondent tendency to herd behaviour in the context of selected emotional and behavioural reactions; n = 142 

PR4a PR4b PR4c PR4d PR4e PR4f PR4g PR4h

Facebook

PR3a

(herd  
behaviours)

♀ 0.86* 0.90* 0.81* 0.40 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16

♂ 0.08 0.25 -0.11 0.21 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22

Instagram
♀ 0.41* 0.33 0.48* 0.44* 0.26 0.02 0.09 0.06

♂ 0.69* 0.52* 0.43* 0.63* 0.63* 0.46* 0.61* 0.45*

TikTok
♀ 0.44* 0.55* 0.39* 0.44* 0.30 0.19 0.37* 0.16

♂ 0.54 0.54 0.79 0.49 0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11

X
♀ 1.00 1.00 0.71 1.00 1.00 0.58 0.94 0.58

♂ 0.21 0.26 -0.03 -0.17 -0.31 -0.25 -0.25 -0.25

Other
♀ - - - - - - - -

♂ 0.51 0.51 0.08 0.02 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06
* — statistically significant; p < .05

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 1. Theoretical framework of the study 
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Tab. 6. Respondent tendency to engage in behavioural mimicry in the context of selected emotional and behavioural reactions; n = 142 

PR4a PR4b PR4c PR4d PR4e PR4f PR4g PR4h

Facebook

PR3b

(behavioural 
mimicry)

♀ 0.73 0.78* 0.64 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

♂ 0.37 0.79* 0.55* 0.53 0.55* 0.55* 0.55* 0.55*

Instagram
♀ 0.54* 0.51* 0.66* 0.45* 0.21 0.24 0.32 0.15

♂ 0.34 0.29 0.47* 0.23 0.15 -0.06 0.07 0.04

TikTok
♀ 0.48* 0.29 0.49* 0.31 0.43* 0.41* 0.48* 0.39*

♂ 0.77 0.77 0.70 0.82* 0.82* 0.61 0.61 0.61

X
♀ 0.94 0.94 0.50 0.94 0.94 0.82 0.78 0.82

♂ 0.69* 0.71* 0.36 0.41 0.28 0.32 0.32 0.32

Other
♀ - - - - - - - -

♂ 0.65 0.65 0.49 0.00 -0.32 -0.32 -0.32 -0.32
* — statistically significant; p < .05

opinion on a given issue”. About behavioural mimicry 
in the strict sense (PR3b), respondent tendency to 
directly imitate behaviour was examined about the 
statement, “I sometimes react to shared content with-
out reading it, in the same way as most of the reacting 
users did”.

From the perspective of herd behaviour (PR3a), 
in the case of women (♀) using Facebook, a strong 
correlation was found in the context of potential 
imitation of like/dislike reactions, including those 
conditioned by the influence of friends (PR4a–PR4c). 
An average relationship was also observed in TikTok. 
In this case, an additional weak positive relationship 
was observed in relation to the imitation of comments 
with an emotionally positive tone (PR4g). From the 
perspective of men (♂), a similar average relationship 
was observed only for Instagram in relation to a large 
number of comments and likes, regardless of their 
emotional nature (PR4a–PR4h). Details are presented 
in Table 5.

In the context of women’s behavioural mimicry 
(♀) concerning Instagram, an average relationship 
was observed in terms of likes, regardless of the emo-
tional tone and preferences conditioned by the influ-
ence of friends (PR4a–PR4c). This also applies to 
comments (PR4d). A similar relationship was also 
observed in the case of TikTok (PR4a, PR4c, PR4e–
PR4h) in terms of the intensity of positive comments, 
comments from the perspective of the influence of 
friends and shares of posts conditioned by a large 
number of reactions, regardless of their emotional 
nature. A strong relationship was observed in the case 
of negative comments on Facebook (PR4b).

From the perspective of men (♂), a tendency 
towards behavioural mimicry was observed on Face-
book in connection with negative comments (PR4b) 
and sharing posts characterised by a large number of 

emotionally diverse comments and likes (PR4e–
PR4h). In the context of Instagram, an average ten-
dency to respond similarly to friends was also 
observed (PR4c). A medium association with men’s 
imitation of an emotional response was observed for 
X (PR4a–PR4b). There was also a strong relationship 
related to imitating the behaviour of friends in com-
menting and sharing posts on TikTok (PR4d, PR4e). 
Details are presented in Table 6.

Discussion and conclusions

Liking, commenting, and sharing content are 
behaviours related to both the central and peripheral 
content processing routes. These activities can be 
described as consequences of direct content con-
sumption and, in some parts, as a synthesis of herd 
behaviour (HB) and behavioural mimicry (BM) 
related to respondents’ SNS activity. This statement is 
a direct reference to RQ1. Hence, interesting theo-
retical and practical implications regarding the pos-
sibility of using the ELM model in research on SNS 
content processing from the perspective of HD and 
BM in the aspect of various social media platforms. 
So far, Zha et al. (2018) have used the ELM model to 
analyse, among others, the quality of information in 
social media and the credibility of the source, demon-
strating the important role of the central route in 
terms of the impact of information quality and the 
peripheral route in the context of the role played by 
the source of the message and the level of trust in it. 
The obtained results also confirm the significant role 
of the peripheral route in the context of the influence 
of the peers interacting with content and the influ-
ence of reactions left by other known and trusted 
users.
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Similarly, Moradi and Zihagh (2022) pointed out 
the dominant role of the peripheral route from the 
point of view of content disseminated on social media 
platforms. In turn, Xu and Warkentin (2020) analysed 
the role of herd behaviour in the context of the ELM 
model, building messages related to information 
security and engaging employees in related behav-
iours. The current approach combines both the ELM 
model and the theory of herd behaviour and behav-
ioural mimicry in the context of various social media 
platforms. It was shown (RQ2) that the number of 
reactions left by other users and the influence of 
friends’ reactions, especially from the women’s per-
spective, on the appearance of HB (Facebook, Insta-
gram, and TikTok) play a significant role. In the 
context of RQ3, related to the influence of the emo-
tional context of various reactions of other users,  
a relationship was found between HB and the imita-
tion of likes/dislikes by women (Facebook, Instagram, 
and TikTok), which was most likely determined by 
the influence of friends (Facebook, Instagram, and 
TikTok). The same goes for positive comments (Ins-
tagram and TikTok). The full spectrum of herd 
behaviour for the analysed variables in terms of the 
peripheral route is also observed in men who are 
Instagram users.

Behavioural mimicry in the context of the 
observed number of likes and positive comments is 
declared by women who use Facebook, Instagram, 
and TikTok. Imitation activities related to sharing 
posts with a large number of reactions are particular 
to TikTok. In turn, men active on Facebook show BM 
in the context of posts with a large number of reac-
tions, while those active on the X platform imitate the 
behaviour of other recipients in the context of the 
number of likes.

As previously mentioned, it is important to 
emphasise that HB and BM can occur individually 
and jointly in the context of different social media 
platforms. The judgment also raises interesting impli-
cations regarding the directions of further research. 
Research should examine the extent to which HB and 
BM occur and the influence that opinion leaders have 
on them (Katz & Lazarsfeld, 1955). Their typology, 
presented by Bamakan et al. (2019), deserves special 
attention in this context, considering the scope of the 
impact, the positive or negative emotional nature of 
the impact, or the time (long-term vs. short-term). It 
would also be interesting to develop a theory about 
when and under what conditions HB and BM activi-
ties mainly occur. How do influencers (Geyser, 2023) 
contribute to the emergence of HB and BM, and what 

is their role in disseminating information (Casaló et 
al. 2018) based on both types of imitative behaviour?

Of course, the scope of the study should show 
managerial implications for content management 
that will encourage recipients to react in the way 
intended by the source of the message. From the 
viewpoint of the sample characteristics, it would be 
interesting to indicate personality traits that predis-
pose users to represent HB and/or BM. This would be 
particularly important from the point of view of 
building guidelines for creating or preventing herd 
behaviour. In the first case, creating herd behaviour 
or behavioural mimicry could help disseminate mes-
sages related to universally understood social mar-
keting to increase their reach. In the second case, 
both types of activities could be related to limiting the 
pace of dissemination of fake news or universally 
understood disinformation campaigns.

From the viewpoint of the central route, the effect 
of content processing and assimilation should be the 
emergence of a specific pattern of cognitive, emo-
tional (like/dislike) and/or behavioural activity that 
increases the level of adaptation of the individual to 
the group or community in their virtual environment. 
But such an effect could also be achieved using BM or 
HB, which is from the perspective of about 20 % of 
users who react to content without reading it or react 
in the same way as people they consider important to 
them (peers in this study). Both approaches can be 
justified in the context of specific social rewards 
(Matyjek et al., 2020; Smeijers et al.,2022). In this 
case, the occurrence of HB and BM can be viewed as 
one of the mechanisms for creating social bonds 
(Laninga-Wijnen & Veenstra, 2023) in a virtual envi-
ronment.

In the above approach, imitation in terms of HB 
and BM is related to the transmission of cultural 
information, including methods of behaviour, which 
is related to the theory of memes. In the classic 
approach (Dawkins, 1976), memes are carriers of 
cultural information and are the subject of cultural 
evolution. Schlaile et al. (2018), based on Distin 
(2014), suggest that memes can be defined as a mental 
representation of cultural content that can influence 
and control behaviour. The more a meme increases 
the level of adaptability, the more often it is assimi-
lated and replicated from the perspective of social 
learning and imitation (Bandura, 2001). This means 
that the basic characteristics of a meme (Dawkins, 
1976), such as copy fidelity, longevity, and fecundity, 
are high, and the meme itself tends to spread and 
express itself quickly.
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Therefore, BM and HB can be seen as expressions 
of specific memes. However, explaining this phenom-
enon also requires detailed research on refining the 
meme concept and developing the related theoretical 
and practical implications. The current considera-
tions can be related to the concept of the meme as  
a cognitive–emotional–behavioural continuum men-
tioned by Cao et al. (2021), with the difference that it 
is consolidated and replicated only when it brings 
tangible benefits. Hence, the manifestations of BM 
and HB in the SNS, which in conditions of informa-
tion overload (Jacoby et al., 1974) determine a specific 
non-verbal social reward, can be perceived as memes 
— cultural units of information transmission that 
may have a cognitive nature, affective and behavioural 
impact on recipients.

The study has some limitations. It applies to 
Generation Z only. The behaviour of respondents 
from other generations (Levickaitė, 2010) would be 
different. Another problem is the small sample size, 
resulting from respondents’ reluctance to participate 
in even short CAWI surveys.

Literature

Ahmad, S. (2023). Social Media and Herd Mentality. Online 
content activates brain circuitry in ways you need to 
understand. Psychology Today (updated 8 September 
2023). Retrieved from https://www.psychologytoday.
com/us/blog/balanced/202309/social-media-and-
herd-mentality

Bamakan, S.M.H., Nurgaliev, I., & Qu, Q. (2019). Opin-
ion leader detection: A methodological review, Ex-
pert Systems with Applications, 115, 200-222. doi: 
10.1016/j.eswa.2018.07.069

Bandura, A. (2001). Social cognitive theory of mass com-
munication.  Media Psychology, 3, 265-299. doi: 
10.1207/S1532785XMEP0303_03

Bandura, A., & McClelland, D. C. (1977). Social learning 
theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. Pren-
tice-Hall.

Bhattacherjee, A., & Sanford, C. (2006). Influence processes 
for information technology acceptance: An elabora-
tion likelihood model. MIS quarterly, 805-825. doi: 
10.2307/25148755 

Cao, J., Liu, F., Shang, M., & Zhou, X. (2021). Toward street 
vending in post COVID-19 China: Social network-
ing services information overload and switching 
intention. Technology in Society, 66, 101669. doi: 
10.1016/j.techsoc.2021.101669

Casaló L. V., Flavián C., & Ibáñez-Sánchez S. (2018). Influ-
encers on Instagram: Antecedents and consequences 
of opinion leadership. Journal of Business Research, 
92, 168-178. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.07.005

Chang, H. H., Lu, Y. Y., & Lin, S. C. (2020). An elabora-
tion likelihood model of consumer respond action to 

Facebook second-hand marketplace: Impulsiveness 
as a moderator.  Information & Management,  57(2), 
103171. doi: 10.1016/j.im.2019.103171 

Charlesworth, A. (2012). Internet Marketing: A Practical 
Approach. Routledge, New York, p 290.

Chartrand, T. L., & Bargh, J. A. (1999). The chameleon ef-
fect: The perception–behavior link and social inter-
action.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
76(6), 893-910. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.76.6.893 

Chung, C. H., Chiu, D. K. W., Ho, K. K. W., & Au, C. H. (2020). 
Applying social media to environmental education: 
is it more impactful than traditional media? Infor-
mation Discovery and Delivery, 48(4), 255-266. doi: 
10.1108/IDD-04-2020-0047 

Cialdini, R. B., Kallgren, C. A., & Reno, R. R. (1991).  
A Focus Theory of Normative Conduct: A Theo-
retical Refinement and Reevaluation of the Role of 
Norms in Human Behavior. In M. P. Zanna, (Ed.), 
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 24, (pp. 
201–234), Academic Press. doi: 10.1016/S0065-
2601(08)60330-5

Conte, R. (2000). Memes through (social) minds. In  
R. Aunger (Ed.), Darwinizing culture: The status of 
memetics as a science (pp. 83–120). Oxford, Eng-
land: Oxford University Press. doi: 10.1093/acprof: 
oso/9780192632449.001.0001 

Cracco E., Genschow O., Radkova I., & Brass M. (2018). Au-
tomatic imitation of pro- and antisocial gestures: Is im-
plicit social behavior censored? Cognition, 170, 179-
189.  doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2017.09.019”10.1016/j.
cognition.2017.09.019

Davies, B., Turner, M., & Udell, J. (2023). It helps to be 
funny or compassionate: An exploration of user 
experiences and evaluation of social media micro-
intervention designs for protecting body image. 
Computers in Human Behavior, 150, 107999. doi: 
10.1016/j.chb.2023.107999

Dawkins, R. (1976). The Selfish Gene. Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press.

Distin, K. (2014). Foreword to the Chinese translation of The 
Selfish Meme. Cambridge University Press and Beijing 
World Publishing. Retrieved from http://www.distin.
co.uk/memes/scans/Foreword_Chinese.pdf 

Fasya, E. L., van den Bos, E., Heylen, D. K. J., & Kret,  
M. E. (2024). Smile mimicry smoothens human-vir-
tual human interactions. International Journal of Hu-
man-Computer Studies, 183, 103182. doi: 10.1016/j.
ijhcs.2023.103182

Fatt, S. J., & Fardouly, J. (2023). Digital social evalua-
tion: Relationships between receiving likes, com-
ments, and follows on social media and adolescents’ 
body image concerns. Body Image, 47, 101621. doi: 
10.1016/j.bodyim.2023.101621

Firth, J., Torous, J., Stubbs, B., Firth, J. A., Steiner, G. Z., Smith, 
L., Alvarez-Jimenez, M., Gleeson, .J., Vancampfort, 
D., Armitage, C.J., & Sarris. J. (2019). The “online 
brain”: how the Internet may be changing our cogni-
tion. World Psychiatry, 18(2),119-129. doi: 10.1002/
wps.20617 

Fleck, N. D., & Quester, P. (2007). Birds of a feather flock 
together… definition, role and measure of congru-
ence: An application to sponsorship.  Psychology  
& Marketing,  24(11), 975-1000. doi: 10.1002/
mar.20192

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780192632449.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780192632449.001.0001


32

Volume 16 • Issue 4 • 2024
Engineering Management in Production and Services

Flores, P. M., Hilbert, M. (2023). Lean-back and lean-
forward online behaviors: The role of emotions in 
passive versus proactive information diffusion of so-
cial media content. Computers in Human Behavior, 
147,107841. doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2023.107841

Fu, J. R., Ju, P. H., & Hsu, C. W. (2015). Understanding 
why consumers engage in electronic word-of-mouth 
communication: Perspectives from the theory of 
planned behavior and justice theory. Electronic Com-
merce Research and Applications, 14(6), 616-630. doi: 
10.1016/j.elerap.2015.09.003 

George, D., & Mallery, P. (2016). IBM SPSS statistics 23 step 
by step: A simple guide and reference. New York Rout-
ledge. 

Geyser W. (2022). What is an influencer? Social media in-
fluencers defined [updated February 14th, 2024]. In-
fluencer Marketing Hub. Retrieved from https://influ-
encermarketinghub.com/what-is-an-influencer

Graczyk-Kucharska, M., & Erickson, G.S. (2020). 
A  person-organization fit model of Generation 
Z: Preliminary studies. Journal of Entrepreneur-
ship, Management and Innovation, 16(4), 149-176. 
doi: 10.7341/20201645 

Harrigan, N., Achananuparp, P., & Lim, E. P. (2012). In-
fluentials, novelty, and social contagion: The viral 
power of average friends, close communities, and old 
news. Social Networks, 34(4), 470-480. doi: 10.1016/ 
j.socnet.2012.02.005 

Hatfield, E., Rapson, R. L., & Le, Y.-C. L. (2009). Emo-
tional contagion and empathy. In J. Decety  
& W. Ickes (Eds.),  The social neuroscience of empa-
thy  (pp. 19–30). Boston Review.  doi: 10.7551/mit-
press/9780262012973.003.0003 

Haug, M., Reiter, J., & Gewald, H. (2024). Content creators 
on Instagram - How users cope with stress on so-
cial media. Telematics and Informatics Reports, 13, 
100111. doi: 10.1016/j.teler.2023.100111 

Haug, M., Reiter, J., & Gewald, H. (2024). Content creators 
on Instagram - How users cope with stress on so-
cial media. Telematics and Informatics Reports, 13, 
100111. doi: 10.1016/j.teler.2023.100111 

Hayes, R. A., Carr, C. T., & Wohn, D. Y. (2016). One click, 
many meanings: Interpreting paralinguistic digi-
tal affordances in social media.  Journal of Broad-
casting & Electronic Media,  60(1), 171-187. doi: 
10.1080/08838151.2015.1127248 

Herman, L. E., Udayana, I. B. N., & Farida, N. (2021). Young 
generation and environmental friendly awareness: 
does it the impact of green advertising?. Business: 
Theory and Practice, 22(1), 159-166. doi: 10.3846/
btp.2021.12417

Jacoby, J., Speller, D. E., & Kohn, C. A. (1974). Brand Choice 
Behavior as a Function of Information Load.  Jour-
nal of Marketing Research,  11(1), 63-69.  doi: 
10.1177/002224377401100106 

Karr-Wisniewski, P. & Lu, Y. (2010). When more is too 
much: Operationalizing technology overload and ex-
ploring its impact on knowledge worker productiv-
ity, Computers in Human Behavior, 26(5), 1061-1072. 
doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2010.03.008

Katz, E., & Lazarsfeld, P. F. (1955). Personal influence: the 
part played by people in the flow of mass communica-
tions. Free Press.

Kohli, C., Suri, R., & Kapoor, A. (2014). Will social media 
kill branding? Business Horizons, 58(1), 35-44. doi: 
10.1016/j.bushor.2014.08.004 

Kowalczyk-Purol, K. (2015). Memes and cognitive schemas. 
Bridging the gap between memetics and social sci-
ences. Teksty z Ulicy. Zeszyt Memetyczny, 16, 27-41.

Krippes, M., Najmaei, M., & Wach, K. (2024). The impact 
of sustainable product attributes on the consumer 
behaviour of Generation Z in Germany. Polish Jour-
nal of Management Studies, 29(2), 346-364. doi: 
10.17512/pjms.2024.29.2.18.

Laninga-Wijnen, L., & Veenstra, R. (2023). Peer similar-
ity in adolescent social networks: Types of selection 
and influence, and factors contributing to openness 
to peer influence. In B. Halpern-Felsher (Ed.), Ency-
clopedia of Child and Adolescent Health (1st Edition,  
pp. 196-206), Academic Press. doi: 10.1016/B978-0-
12-818872-9.00047-9

Laurn, S. (2023). 7 Types of Social Media Interactions (and 
How To Handle Them). Retrieved from https://blog.
hootsuite.com/social-media-interaction/

Levickaitė, R. (2010). Generations X, Y, Z: how social net-
works form the concept of the world without borders 
(the case of Lithuania). Creativity Studies, 3(2), 170-
183. doi: 10.3846/limes.2010.17 

Luo, L., Liu, J., Shen, H., Lai, Y. (2023). Vote or not? How 
language mimicry affect peer recognition in an on-
line social Q&A community. Neurocomputing, 530, 
139-149. doi: 10.1016/j.neucom.2023.01.086

Mattke, J., Maier, Ch., Reis, L., & Weitzel, T. (2020). Herd 
behavior in social media: The role of Facebook  
likes, strength of ties, and expertise. Informa-
tion & Management, 57(8), 103370. doi: 10.1016/j.
im.2020.103370

Matyjek, M., Meliss, S., Dziobek, I., & Murayama,  
K. (2020). A Multidimensional View on Social and 
Non-Social Rewards. Frontiers in Psychiatry, 11, 818. 
doi: 10.3389/fpsyt.2020.00818 

Menczer, F. & Hill, T. (2020). The Attention Economy. Sci-
entific American Magazine, 323(6), 54. doi: 10.1038/
scientificamerican1220-54

Menczer, F., & Hills, T. (2020). The Attention Economy. Sci-
entific American, 323(6), 54-61. doi: 10.1038/scienti-
ficamerican1220-54 

Modgil, S., Singh, R.K., Gupta, S., & Donnehy, D. (2021).   
A Confirmation Bias View on Social Media Induced 
Polarisation During Covid-19.  Information Systems 
Frontiers, 26, 417-441. doi: 10.1007/s10796-021-
10222-9 

Moradi,  M., &  Zihagh,  F.  (2022).  A meta-analysis of the 
elaboration likelihood model in the electronic word 
of mouth literature. International Journal of Consum-
er Studies, 46(5), 1900-1918. doi: 10.1111/ijcs.12814 

Müller, J., & Christandl, F. (2019). Content is king - But 
who is the king of kings? The effect of content mar-
keting, sponsored content & user-generated content 
on brand responses. Computers in Human Behavior, 
96, 46-55. doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2019.02.006 

Muntinga, D. G. (2013). Catching COBRAs. Amsterdam: 
SWOCC.

Park, S., & Jung, J. (2023). The interplay between social 
media virality metrics and message framing in influ-
ence perception of pro-environmental messages and 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2023.107841
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2015.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2015.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.teler.2023.100111
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.teler.2023.100111
https://doi.org/10.1080/08838151.2015.1127248
https://doi.org/10.1080/08838151.2015.1127248
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2010.03.008
https://doi.org/10.3846/limes.2010.17
https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamerican1220-54
https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamerican1220-54
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.02.006


Volume 16 • Issue 4 • 2024

33

Engineering Management in Production and Services

behavioral intentions. Telematics and Informatics,  
78, 101947. doi: 10.1016/j.tele.2023.101947

Petty, R. E. & Cacioppo, J. T. (1986) The Elaboration Likeli-
hood Model of Persuasion. Advances in Experimental 
Social Psychology, 19, 123-205. doi: 10.1016/S0065-
2601(08)60214-2

Ruvio, A., Gavish, Y., & Shoham, A. (2013). Consumer’s 
doppelganger: A role model perspective on inten-
tional consumer mimicry. Journal of Consumer Be-
haviour, 12(1), 60-69. doi: 10.1002/cb.1415 

Sasahara, K., Chen, W., Peng, H., Ciampaglia, G. L., Flam-
mini, A., & Menczer, F. (2021). Social influence and 
unfollowing accelerate the emergence of echo cham-
bers.  Journal of Computational Social Science,  4(1), 
381-402. doi: 10.48550/arXiv.1905.03919

Schlaile, M. P., Knausberg, T., Mueller, M., & Zeman,  
J. (2018). Viral ice buckets: A memetic perspective 
on the ALS Ice Bucket Challenge’s diffusion. Cogni-
tive Systems Research, 52, 947-969. doi: 10.1016/j.
cogsys.2018.09.012

Sheng, N., Yang, Ch., Han, L., & Jou, M. (2023). Too much 
overload and concerns: Antecedents of social media 
fatigue and the mediating role of emotional exhaus-
tion. Computers in Human Behavior, 139, 107500. 
doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2022.107500

Smeijers, D., Uzieblo, K., Glennon, J. C., Driessen  
J. M. A, & Brazil, I. A. (2022). Examining Individual 
Differences in Social Reward Valuation: a Person-
Based Approach. Journal of Psychopathology and 
Behavioral Assessment, 44, 312-325. doi: 10.1007/
s10862-021-09934-8 

Smith, K. (2017). Mobile advertising to Digital Natives: 
preferences on content, style, personalization, and 
functionality. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 27, 1-14. 
doi: 10.1080/0965254X.2017.1384043

Song, Y., Lin, Q., Kwon, K. H., Choy, Ch. H. Y., Xu,  
R. (2022). Contagion of offensive speech online: An 
interactional analysis of political swearing. Comput-
ers in Human Behavior, 127, 107046. doi: 10.1016/ 
j.chb.2021.107046

Stavrositu, C. D., & Kim, J. (2014). Social media met-
rics: Third-person perceptions of health informa-
tion. Computers in Human Behavior, 35, 61-67. doi: 
10.1016/j.chb.2014.02.025

Stel, M., & Vonk, R. (2010). Mimicry in social interaction: 
Benefits for mimickers, mimickees, and their interac-
tion.  British Journal of Psychology,  101(2), 311-323.  
doi: 10.1348/000712609x465424

Strong, E. (1925). The Psychology of Selling. MacGraw-Hill, 
Nueva York.

Sun, H. (2013). A Longitudinal Study of Herd Behavior in 
the Adoption and Continued Use of Technology. MIS 
Quarterly, 37(4), 1013-1041. http://www.jstor.org/
stable/43825780

Sun, H., Feng, Y., & Meng, Q. (2024). Information dis-
semination behavior of self-media in emergency: 
Considering the impact of information synergistic-
hedging effect on public utility. Expert Systems with 
Applications (In Press, Journal Pre-proof), 124110. 
doi: 10.1016/j.eswa.2024.124110

Tan, X., & Cousins, K.C. (2016). Herding Behavior in So-
cial Media Networks in China. Americas Conference 

on Information Systems. Retrieved from https://core.
ac.uk/download/pdf/301368818.pdf 

Trinity College Dublin (2024). Frequently asked questions. 
Trinity College Dublin School of Linguistic, Speech 
and Communication Sciences Research Ethics Com-
mittee. Retrieved from www.tcd.ie/slscs/assets/docu-
ments/research/ethics/SLSCS_REC_FAQs.pdf.

Vandenbosch, L., Fardouly, J., & Tiggemann, M. (2022). 
Social media and body image: Recent trends and 
future directions. Current Opinion in Psychology, 45, 
101289. doi: 10.1016/j.copsyc.2021.12.002 

Whelan, G., Moon, J., & Grant, B. (2013). Corporations and 
Citizenship Arenas in the Age of Social Media. Jour-
nal of Business Ethics, 118(4), 777-790. doi: 10.1007/
s10551-013-1960-3 

Wohn, D. Y., Carr, C. T., & Hayes, R. A. (2016). How affec-
tive is a “Like”?: The effect of paralinguistic digital af-
fordances on perceived social support. Cyberpsychol-
ogy, Behavior, and Social Networking, 19(9), 562-566. 
doi: 10.1089/cyber.2016.0162 

Xiao, C., Ye, J., Esteves, R.M., & Rong, C. (2016). Using 
Spearman’s correlation coefficients for exploratory 
data analysis on big dataset. Concurrency and Com-
putation: Practice and Experience, 28, 3866-3878. 
doi: 10.1002/cpe.3745”10.1002/cpe.3745 

Xu, F., & Warkentin, M. (2020). Integrating elaboration 
likelihood model and herd theory in information 
security message persuasiveness. Computers & Secu-
rity, 98, 102009. doi: 10.1016/j.cose.2020.102009

Xu, M., Wei, Z., & Wu, J. (2022). How emotional com-
munication happens in social media: Predicting 
“Arousal-Homophily-Echo” emotional communi-
cation with multi-dimensional features. Telematics 
and Informatics Reports, 8, 100019. doi: 10.1016/j.
teler.2022.100019

Zha, X., Yang, H., Yan, Y., Liu, K., & Huang, Ch. (2018). Ex-
ploring the effect of social media information quality, 
source credibility and reputation on informational 
fit-to-task: Moderating role of focused immersion. 
Computers in Human Behavior, 79, 227-237. doi: 
10.1016/j.chb.2017.10.038

Zhang, S., Zhang, Y., Li, J., Ni, Z., & Liu, Z. (2024). Heart or 
mind? The impact of congruence on the persuasive-
ness of cognitive versus affective appeals in debunk-
ing messages on social media during public health 
crises. Computers in Human Behavior, 154, 108136. 
doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2024.108136

Zhang, S., Zhao, L., Lu, Y. & Yang, J. (2016). Do you get tired 
of socializing? An empirical explanation of discon-
tinuous usage behaviour in social network services. 
Information & Management, 53(7), 904-914. doi: 
10.1016/j.im.2016.03.006

Zhang, X., & Ghorbani, A. A. (2020). An overview of online 
fake news: Characterization, detection, and discus-
sion.  Information Processing & Management, 57(2), 
102025. doi: 10.1016/j.ipm.2019.03.004 

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1905.03919
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1007/s10862-021-09934-8
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1007/s10862-021-09934-8

