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To probe the motivational roles of hedonic gratification and social gratification in
giving “Like” feedback on social media, we developed a set of novel pictures to
simulate WeChat Moments. We subsequently examined how the personality trait of
extraversion and stimulus content characteristics (e.g., emotional valence, personal
relevance) influenced “Liking” behavior. A 2 (extraversion: extrovert group vs. introvert
group) x 3 (emotional valence: positive vs. neutral vs. negative) x 2 (personal relevance:
personally relevant vs. personally irrelevant)-mixed experimental design was applied
to data obtained from 56 WeChat Moments users. These participants included 28
individuals with the highest extraversion scale scores (the extrovert group), and 28
individuals with the lowest extraversion scale scores (the introvert group), according to the
NEO Five-Factor Inventory. Briefly, participants observed pictures on an interface similar
to that of WeChat Moments and were given the option to “Like” each picture. “Like”
rates and response time were then compared across groups and conditions by applying
a mixed-design analysis of variance. Pearson’s correlation coefficients were calculated
to explore relationships between the “Like” rates under each condition and the scores
for each personality trait. Compared with the neutral pictures, the positive and negative
pictures were “Liked” more and less frequently, respectively (F2 108 = 46.22, p < 0.001).
Compared with the poster-unrelated pictures, the personally related pictures were “Liked”
more frequently (F154 = 19.54, p < 0.001). In the extrovert group, the frequency
of “Likes” given to unrelated negative content positively associated with neuroticism
(r=0.42, p = 0.025) and negatively associated with conscientiousness (r = —0.46, p =
0.014). No correlations were observed in the introvert group. Compared with not giving
“Like” feedback, participants gave “Likes” to positive and negative pictures more quickly
(o = 0.035) and slowly (0 < 0.001), respectively. These results support the hypothesis
that hedonic gratification and social gratification motivate “Like” feedback for positive
content and personally related content, respectively. “Liking” behavior was not affected
by extraversion, but was related to neuroticism and conscientiousness. Content-related
differences in time intervals for giving “Like” feedback in this study suggest that people
do not hesitate to give “Like” feedback to positive content on WeChat Moments, yet
linger in deciding to give “Like” feedback to negative content.

Keywords: social media, WeChat Moments, giving “Like” feedback, emotional valence, personal relevance,
personality traits
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INTRODUCTION

With the booming development of social media platforms
such as WeChat Moments, QQ Zone, Microblog, Facebook,
Twitter, and Instagram, the “Like” button has become one of
the easiest and most rapid response options to enable users to
communicate through a single click. Consequently, the “Like”
option has become immensely popular (Sumner et al., 2018).
“Liking” behavior on social media platforms is also an important
indicator of how users give feedback, obtain feedback, and
make social comparisons. For example, on WeChat Moments
(a popular social media platform in China, hereafter referred
to as “Moments”), users can “Like” content posted by their
friends without any implicit, ambiguous, or double-entendre
implications. Users can also review “Like” feedback from their
friends after posting content, and “Like” feedback from mutual
friends after their friends post content. The number of “Likes”
received from friends are readily observable below each post.
Thus, “Liking” is standardized, visual, and quantifiable feedback,
respectively. Compared with face-to-face or peer-to-peer social
contact, “Liking” represents a novel type of communication.

To investigate why people provide “Like” feedback on social
media, a number of studies have been conducted. Motivations
for “Liking” behavior on social media have been discussed within
the theoretical framework of uses and gratifications (U&G) (Kim,
2014; Hayes et al.,, 2016; Lee et al., 2016; Gan and Chunmei,
2017; Ozanne et al., 2017; Hossain et al., 2019; Shao and Kwon,
2019; Wang et al,, 2019), which is a well-known and effective
approach for understanding why and how people use media
(Ruggiero, 2000). Previous studies have empirically validated the
hypothesis that behavioral intentions of “Liking” are predicted by
three aspects of gratification, hedonic, social, and utilitarian (Gan
and Chunmei, 2017; Ozanne et al., 2017; Hossain et al., 2019).
Hedonic gratification refers to enjoyment (Lee et al., 2016; Gan
and Chunmei, 2017; Hossain et al., 2019; Shao and Kwon, 2019),
entertainment (Kim, 2014; Ozanne et al., 2017), and passing time
(Lee et al., 2016). Social gratification refers to social support
(Hayes et al, 2016; Gan and Chunmei, 2017), interpersonal
relationships (Lee et al, 2016), social interactions (Hossain
et al,, 2019), bonding (Ozanne et al., 2017), and socialization
(Kim, 2014). Meanwhile, utilitarian gratification refers to seeking
information (Kim, 2014; Gan and Chunmei, 2017; Ozanne et al.,
2017; Hossain et al., 2019) and expression (Kim, 2014; Shao and
Kwon, 2019). These factors have been proved as motivations
which significantly predict “Liking” behavior either directly or
indirectly based on intention, and this in turn decides “Liking”
behavior (Shao and Kwon, 2019).

In addition to the U&G approach, scholars have considered
other theories to account for factors that empirically influence
“Liking” behavior on social media. Based on the theory of
planned behavior (TPB), some studies have shown that relational
facilitation, self-presentation, and metacommunication are key
drivers of “Liking” activity on Facebook (Sumner et al., 2018;
Dhir et al, 2019). By integrating guanxi theory and the
affective response model, another study has indicated that guanxi
cues (i.e., mianzi giving, renqing, and ganqing) positively and
indirectly affect the intention of Chinese people to “Like” on

the Moments platform (Zhao and Zhang, 2020). Since relational
facilitation, self-presentation, metacommunication, and guanxi
have also been examined in interpersonal relationships (Sumner
et al,, 2018; Dhir et al,, 2019; Zhao and Zhang, 2020), it is
consistent for these factors to be considered for their social value
in influencing “Liking” behavior in social media.

It has been demonstrated that hedonic gratification, social
gratification, and utilitarian gratification can motivate “Like”
intentions (Chin et al., 2015; Sun et al., 2016; Dhir et al,
2019; Hossain et al,, 2019; Shao and Kwon, 2019; Wang et al.,
2019). According to TPB, individual behavior is influenced by
behavioral intention (Ajzen, 1991). Consequently, the stronger
the “Like” intention of users, the greater the chance that
“Liking” behavior will be exhibited. However, it is important
to note that “Like” intention does not universally lead to
actual “Liking” behavior (Sun et al., 2016). In addition, given
that an unobtrusive measure of actual “Liking” behavior is
not obtainable, self-reporting data (Lee et al., 2016; Gan and
Chunmei, 2017; Hossain et al., 2019; Shao and Kwon, 2019;
Li and Wang, 2021) or information from interviews (Hayes
et al., 2016; Ozanne et al.,, 2017) have been used to obtain
individuals’ recollections of past behaviors. Yet, while “Like”
intentions have been used to predict past “Liking” behavior,
it remains for actual “Liking” behavior to be investigated to
reveal how gratifications drive actual “Liking” behavior on
social media. Chin et al. (2015) conducted a field experiment
to investigate the relationship between motivations and actual
“Liking” behavior. They developed 32 different combinations
of content posted on Facebook while controlling five variables:
hedonic, utilitarian, affiliation, compliance, and conformity
motivations. Each content posted on Facebook was displayed
to participants, and the participants subsequently responded on
survey forms. The resulted showed that the five motivations
examined all had a positive impact on the participants’ attitudes
toward “Liking,” which in turn had a positive impact on their
“Like” intention. Furthermore, it was observed that “Like”
intention had a positive impact on actual “Liking” behaviors
(Chin et al., 2015).

The design of the field experiment described above provides
a useful reference for investigations of the relationships between
motivations and actual “Liking” behavior. However, there are two
aspects that need to be considered in future studies. One is that
Chin et al. (2015) used structural equation modeling to examine
the relationships among five motivations, attitudes toward
“Liking,” “Like” intentions, and “Liking” behavior. However,
it remains unknown whether these motivations represent
independent variables that drive users to give or not give “Like”
feedback on social media. The second aspect to consider is that
utilitarian gratification was confused with hedonic gratification
in the study by Chin et al. (2015), since four types of positive and
negative narratives were designated as hedonic and utilitarian.
Utilitarian gratification includes expression and information
seeking as motivations of “Liking” behavior, and these can vary
greatly among individuals. Consequently, it is not feasible to
control utilitarian gratification as a variable of content posted
on social media. Therefore, in the design of the present study,
only hedonic gratification and social gratification were examined,
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with different types of simulated Moments content developed to
address these two motivation variables.

It has been suggested that the motivations for using social
media can vary according to individuals’ personality traits
(Papacharissi and Mendelson, 2011). However, to date, few
studies have investigated the relationship between personality
traits and “Liking” behavior on social media. Moreover, among
the studies which have performed these investigations, their
results are not consistent. For example, Kabadayi and Price
(2014) observed that extraversion, neuroticism, and openness
to experiences indirectly influenced “Liking” behavior. In
another study, affective attitudes toward Facebook “Liking”
were positively predicted by extraversion and agreeableness,
while openness to experiences was a negative predictor (Lee
et al, 2016). In a more recent study, agreeableness and
conscientiousness, yet not extraversion, had positive and negative
effects on “Liking” behavior, respectively (Li and Wang, 2021). In
terms of social media use, extraversion has been associated with
a greater number of Facebook friends (Tazghini and Siedlecki,
2013). Moreover, some studies have found that extraversion is the
most significant personality trait predictor for use of social media
(Wilson et al., 2010; Gosling et al., 2011). Extraversion describes a
person’s tendency to be sociable and his/her ability to experience
positive emotions (Butt and Phillips, 2008). Thus, extraversion is
related to both social gratification and hedonic gratification. In
the present study, extraversion will be evaluated as a personality
trait variable to examine whether extroverts or introverts exhibit
greater “Liking” behavior on social media.

Previous studies have used questionnaires, interviews, and
field experiments to investigate hedonic and social gratification
as motivations of “Liking” behavior on social media. However,
it remains unclear whether “Liking” behavior is related to
extraversion as a personality trait. Moreover, to date, no
experimental studies have strictly manipulated independent
variables and controlled irrelevant variables to confirm the effects
of extraversion, hedonic gratification, and social gratification
on actual “Liking” behavior. Therefore, the aim of this study
was to compare the responses of two groups of participants
who received high (extrovert group) vs. low (introvert group)
scores for the extraversion trait. Both groups were shown
images of simulated Moments content that exhibited different
emotional valences (positive vs. neutral vs. negative) and
different personal relevance to the poster (personally relevant
vs. personally irrelevant). The participants were given the
option to “Like” or “No-like” the pictures. Similar to the field
experiment study conducted by Chin et al. (2015), emotional
valences were designed to represent hedonic gratification in the
present study. Regarding social gratification, Chin et al. (2015),
affiliation motivation was designated according to whether or
not the posted content was related to the originators daily
lives or mood changes. Furthermore, estimates of the affiliation
motivation of the participants were based on scoring of items
such as, “the content of this post allows me to be informed
about poster’s living/mood/recent status” (Chin et al, 2015).
Therefore, personal relevance to the poster was designed to
represent social gratification in the present study. According to
U&G theory and the results of previous studies, the following

hypotheses were established for the present study. Hypothesis
1: Simulated positive images from Moments will receive more
“Likes” than neutral and negative images. Hypothesis 2: Pictures
accompanied by personally relevant captions will receive more
“Likes” than pictures accompanied by personally irrelevant
captions. Hypothesis 3: Participants in the extrovert group will
“Like” simulated Moments images more often than participants
in the introvert group.

METHODS

Participants

A total of 155 college students completed the NEO Five-Factor
Inventory (Luo and Dai, 2011). Among these students, 28 were
included in an extrovert group (3 males, 25 females), and 28
were included in an introvert group (4 males, 24 females). The
two groups were age-matched (extrovert group: 19.00 £ 1.05
years old, introvert group: 19.39 £ 0.99 years old, ts4 = —1.44,
p = 0.157, Cohen’s d = 0.38) and all of the participants exhibited
normal or corrected visual acuity. Informed consent forms were
collected from all of the participating students prior to the start
of the experiment, and each received remuneration at the end of
the experiment.

Stimuli and Tool

Images Simulating WeChat Moments

To simulate real WeChat Moments, the picture materials used
in this study included screenshots of images from actual online
Moments accounts. The images were subsequently processed
so that each image consisted of a consistent cover picture, two
WeChat avatars (viewer and poster), two nicknames (viewer and
poster), an emotional picture, and a caption (Figures 1A-D). The
emotional valence of each emotional picture (positive vs. neutral
vs. negative) and the personal relevance of each poster’s captions
(personally relevant vs. personally irrelevant) were independent
variables that were manipulated. To reduce interference from
irrelevant stimuli, the cover of each simulated Moments image
was set as a blue sky, while the avatars of the poster and viewer
were represented as WeChat logos. The nicknames of the
viewers were “My Moments” and the posters’ were labeled,
“Other’s Moments.” A total of 120 simulated Moments images
were divided into two sets of 60 images each. The emotional
pictures were repeated in both sets, but if one picture was paired
with personally relevant captions in one set, it was paired with
irrelevant captions in the other set. In each set, there were six
conditions (positive-personally relevant, neutral-personally
relevant, negative-personally relevant, positive-personally
irrelevant, neutral-personally irrelevant, and negative-personally
irrelevant), and each condition had 10 pictures. Half of the
participants were shown one set of simulated Moments images,
while the other half of the participants were shown the other set
of simulated Moments images. Consequently, each picture was
presented only once in the experiment.

Emotional Pictures
A total of 20 positive, 20 neutral, and 20 negative emotional
pictures were selected from the Chinese Affective Picture System
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Cover picture

WeChat nickname  ~---

AR E HARRRE HARRE

BAOBRE

WeChat avatar < >
1. @ AANBRE @ AANBRE @ AARBRE
BORGERTHE T —MRES, RIE BEBRIAAR AR RIHERINT — BEBIAARAERNIRIHERINT — BORBEMATRET —HESD, BIE
Caption ..... - ERERGEIT TRKRS, FLREHE REERING, EHTR, THHL. RIENNRT, BNTR, RHFZ. ERERBEINT TXKRA, HLTHE
EHRK, ALK,

Emotional picture

Positive-personally relevant

Positive-personally irrelevant  Positive-personally irrelevant Positive-personally relevant

Shown to half of the subjects Shown to the other half of the subjects

Positive Neutral

Negative

FIGURE 1 | Examples of simulated Moments images and emotional pictures. A pair of positive emotional pictures of similar situations were matched with two types of
captions, personally relevant captions (A,D) or personally irrelevant captions (B,C). Half of the participants in the extrovert and introvert groups were shown (A) and
(B) during the experimental task, while the other half of the participants were shown (C) and (D). (E) Examples of emotional pictures. Three sets of positive, neutral,
and negative pictures, respectively. “F i 7 Bl”: “My Moments”; “BI A& BE”: “Other's Moments”; (A): “Bi4R 2 BETIEA T — M HiEd, IDTMERSE
FHTRIXEKIE A, AR T LR - 7 (“A new life was born recently. | put it on my farm and took this picture. | hope it will thrive.”); (B): “FHFE#E i Zs e AE i 3 17 %)
BEIT — ARG, 2, FEiAHE . 7 (“Jack, a field photographer, found a newborn chick on Bob’s farm with great vigor and hope.”); (C): “HEE#5# fi7fx
AR AR IS BT — HET AR/ M T, TR, TR - (“Jack, a field photographer, found a newborn rabbit on Bob’s farm with great vigor and hope.”);
(D): “FRIf I ARG A T — 1 FitE i, RIDEREERG BT Xk, FEERIHAK - 7 (“Anew life was born recently. | put it on my farm and took this

picture. | hope it will thrive.”). (Images retrieved with permission from: Chinese Affective Picture System).

(CAPS) database according to the emotional valence scores
assigned to each (Bai et al., 2005). Each type of emotion contained
10 pairs of pictures representing similar situations, resulting in a
total of 60 selected pictures. Representative pictures are shown
in Figure 1E. Additional college students (10 males, 10 females;
mean age: 20.60 £ 0.94 y) were recruited to score the emotional
valence of the selected emotional pictures using a 9-point scale
(1 = very negative, 5 = neutral, 9 = very positive). Significant
differences were observed among the emotional valence scores
received for the positive (7.14 = 0.53), neutral (5.79 & 0.47) and
negative (2.81 & 0.53) pictures (F» 57 = 379.26, p < 0.001, partial
n* = 0.93).

Captions

Four college students wrote a personally relevant and a personally
irrelevant caption for each emotional picture based on its
content. The former were related to the poster’s personal life

and included the terms “I” or “my.” In contrast, the latter
were not related to the poster’s personal life and included terms
such as “others,” “everyone,” or others’ names. For each pair
of emotional pictures for similar situations, one was paired
with a personally irrelevant caption, while the other was paired
with a personally relevant caption. Both captions described
the same topic. Figures 1A-D, show representative simulated
Moments images of emotional pictures of a similar situation with
personally relevant and personally irrelevant captions. Half of the
participants in each of the extrovert and introvert groups were
shown in Figures 1A,B in the formal experiment, while the other
half of the two groups were shown in Figures 1C,D for the task.

NEO Five-Factor Inventory

The 60-item NEO Five-Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI) was
previously compiled by Costa and McCrae (Costa and McCrae,
1992; Mccrae and Costa, 2004) to measure five basic personality
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factors: neuroticism, extraversion, openness, agreeableness, and
conscientiousness. Each scale includes 12 items for a total of 60
items. A Chinese translation of the NEO-FFI has been widely
used (Luo and Dai, 2011). Cronbach’s o coeflicients for each scale
among the Chinese college students were 0.77 for neuroticism,
0.78 for extraversion, 0.63 for openness, 0.72 for agreeableness,
and 0.74 for conscientiousness (Yao and Liang, 2010).

Experimental Procedure

A mixed-design of 2 (extraversion: extrovert group vs. introvert
group) X 3 (emotional valence of simulated Moments images:
positive vs. neutral vs. negative) x 2 (poster’s personal
relevance: personally relevant vs. personally irrelevant) was
used. Extraversion was the between-subjects variable, while
emotional valence and personal relevance were within-subjects
variables. “Like” rates and “Like”/“No-like” response times were
dependent variables.

Questionnaire Testing and Screening

The NEO-FFI was completed by groups of participants before
the formal experiment. A total of 155 valid questionnaires were
collected. Scores for each of the five scales were calculated
separately for each participant. For the formal experiment, the
participants with the highest extraversion scale scores (n = 30)
were included in an extrovert group, while participants with
the lowest extraversion scale scores (n = 30) were included in
an introvert group. Behavioral data for two participants in the
extrovert group and two participants in the introvert group did
not match with their questionnaire scores, so data from these
four individuals were excluded from analysis. Consequently, a
total of 28 participants in the extrovert group and 28 participants
in the introvert group were included in the final analysis. The
differences in extraversion scores between the two groups were
very significant (extrovert group: 45.07 =+ 2.60, introvert group:
31.07 £ 4.60, t54 = 14.02, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 3.75).

Formal Experiment

The experiments were conducted in a quiet room and each
participant performed their tasks individually. The experimental
procedure was presented by E-prime 2.0 (Psychology Software
Tools, Inc., Pittsburgh, PA, USA). Briefly, each participant
was asked to respond with or without a “Like” keystroke to
simulated Moments images presented on a screen. There was no
requirement for the participants to respond as quickly as possible.
After understanding the instructions, the participants pressed the
space bar to start the experiment. Each trial started with a white
“+” gaze point presented on a gray screen for 350 ms. This was
followed by presentation of a simulated Moments image in the
center of the gray screen. If the participant wanted to “Like” the
image, they were instructed to press “F.” If the participant did
not want to “Like” the image, they were instructed to press “J.” A
blank gray screen was subsequently displayed for 1,500 ms before
the next trial was started. A total of 60 trials were completed by
each participant. At the end of the experiment, the purpose of
the experiment was explained to each participant and they were
asked to keep the experiment confidential.

Data Analysis

All statistical analyses were performed by using SPSS 19.0 (SPSS,
Inc., Chicago, IL, USA). The independent samples ¢-test was used
to compare age and extraversion scores between the extrovert
and introvert groups. To compare the emotional valences of
the emotional pictures, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)
between subjects was performed.

The experiments conducted recorded whether the participants
“Liked” the simulated Moments images presented, and when they
“Liked” or “No-liked” the pictures. These data were subsequently
analyzed. “Like” rate was equal to the number of trials “Liked”
for a given condition divided by the total number of trials for
that same condition. “Like”/“No-like” response time was also
recorded and was defined as the time between presentation of
a simulated Moments image and the reaction recorded by a
participant. If a participant’s “Like”/“No-like” rate was zero, then
the participant’s “Like”/“No-like” reaction time was calculated
as the average of all the participants’ “Like”/“No-like” response
times under this condition.

“Like” rate data were entered into a 2 (extrovert vs. introvert
groups) x 3 (positive vs. neutral vs. negative emotional valence)
x 2 (personally relevant vs. personally irrelevant) mixed-design
ANOVA, with repeated measures on the last two factors.
Similarly, “Like”/“No-like” response times were entered into a
2 (extrovert vs. introvert groups) x 2 (“Like” vs. “No-like”)
x 3 (positive vs. neutral vs. negative emotional valence) x
2 (personally relevant vs. personally irrelevant) mixed-design
ANOVA, with repeated measures on the last three factors. If the
main effect (greater than or equal to three levels) or interaction
effect of ANOVA was significant, a post hoc test or simple effect
analysis was performed.

Pearson’s correlations were computed to explore relationships
between the “Like” rates and the scores for each dimension of
the NEO-FFI. A Greenhouse-Geisser correction was applied to
the ANOVA results when the data did not meet the spherical
assumption, with the df value still reporting the result before
correction. The effect size of ANOVA was reported by using
partial eta squared (partial n?). Cohen’s d was used as a t-test
effect measure. Bonferroni correction was used for both post
hoc test and simple effects analyses. The significance level of the
results was set at p < 0.05.

RESULTS
“Like” Rates

“Like” rates were determined for the six types of simulated
Moments images presented to the extrovert and introvert
groups in this study (Figure 2A). Three-factor ANOVA results
demonstrate that the main effect of emotional valence was
significant (Fy103 = 46.22, p < 0.001, partial n* = 0.46)
(Figure 2B), indicating that the simulated Moments images
with different emotional valences received different “Like” rates.
The main effect of personal relevance was also significant
(Fis4 = 19.54, p < 0.001, partial > = 0.27) (Figure 2C),
with the simulated Moments images with personally relevant
captions receiving a higher “Like” rate than the pictures with
captions without personal relevance. In contrast, neither the
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FIGURE 2 | “Like” rates and their correlation with personality traits. (A) “Like” rates for the extrovert and introvert groups for the six conditions examined:
positive-personally relevant, neutral-personally relevant, negative-personally relevant, positive-personally irrelevant, neutral-personally irrelevant, and
negative-personally irrelevant. Three-factor ANOVA results demonstrate that the main effect of emotional valence (F5 105 = 46.22, p < 0.001, partial n? = 0.46) and
the main effect of personal relevance (F154 = 19.54, p < 0.001, partial n? = 0.27) were significant. (B) The main effect of emotional valence on “Like” rate (positive
vs. neutral: Cohen’s d = 0.63, positive vs. negative: Cohen’s d = 1.49, neutral vs. negative: Cohen’s d = 0.69). (C) The main effect of personal relevance on “Like”
rate (relevance vs. irrelevance: Cohen’s d = 0.26). (D) Correlations between “Like” rates and neuroticism scores for the negative-personally irrelevant condition. (E)
Correlations between “Like” rates and conscientiousness scores for the negative-personally irrelevant condition. Error bars indicate standard errors. *** p < 0.001.

main effect of extraversion, nor the interaction effect, were
significant (main effect of extraversion: Fij54 = 0.09, p =
0.769, partial n”” = 0.00; interaction effect of extraversion x
emotional valence: F 103 = 0.24, p = 0.786, partial n2 =
0.00; interaction effect of extraversion x personal relevance:
Fis4 = 153, p = 0221, partialp> = 0.03; interaction
effect of emotional valence X personal relevance: Fpjo3 =

111, p = 0332, partial > = 0.02; interaction effect
of extraversion x emotional valence X personal relevance:
Fy108 = 0.15, p = 0.857, partial r]z = 0.00). Thus, no
difference in “Like” rate was observed between the extrovert and
introvert groups.

A post hoc analysis of the main effect of emotional valence
identified a significant difference in the “Like” rates of positive
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FIGURE 3 | “Like"/“No-like” response times. (A) Emotional valence of responses under “Like” vs. “No-like” conditions (positive vs. neutral: Cohen’s d = —0.31,
positive vs. negative: Cohen’s d = —0.71). (B) “Like”/“No-like” effects for different emotional valence conditions (positive: “Like” vs. “No-like”: Cohen’s d = —0.35;
negative: “Like” vs. “No-like”: Cohen’s d = 0.36). Error bars indicate standard errors. *po < 0.05; **p < 0.001.

(0.73 £ 0.25), neutral (0.55 % 0.32), and negative (0.35 £ 0.26)
simulated Moments images (ps < 0.001, positive vs. neutral:
Cohen’s d 0.63, positive vs. negative: Cohen’s d 1.49,
neutral vs. negative: Cohen’s d = 0.69) (Figure 2B). A pairwise
comparison of the main effect of personal relevance also showed
that the “Like” rates of the simulated Moments images of personal
relevance (0.57 £ 0.23) were higher than those for the simulated
Moments images of personal irrelevance (0.51£0.23) (p < 0.001,
Cohen’s d = 0.26) (Figure 2C).

Correlation Between “Like” Rates and

Personality Traits

Correlation coefficients between the “Like” rates of the six types of
simulated Moments images and the scores from each dimension
of the NEO-FFI were calculated. No significant correlations
were observed when all of the participants were included in the
correlation analysis (ps > 0.05). However, when the correlations
were calculated separately for the extrovert and introvert groups,
the “Like” rates in the extrovert group for the negative-personally
irrelevant condition were found to positively correlate with
neuroticism scores (r 0.42, p 0.025) (Figure 2D)
and negatively correlate with conscientiousness scores (r
—0.46, p 0.014) (Figure 2E). In contrast, no significant
correlations were identified in the introvert group.

“Like”/“No-Like” Response Time

Participants in the extrovert and introvert groups responded to
the six types of simulated Moments images with “Like” or “No-
like” feedback. Four-factor ANOVA results showed that the main
effect of emotional valence was significant (Fp108 = 5.28, p =
0.007, partial n* = 0.09). Thus, differences were observed in the
duration of the participants’ decisions to “Like” or “No-like” the
simulated Moments images with different emotional valences.
In particular, whether to “Like” x emotional valence interaction
effect was significant (Fp108 = 6.27, p = 0.003, partial n2
0.10). These results indicate that the duration of a participant’s
decision to “Like” the simulated Moments images that have
different emotional valences differed from the duration of the

decision to “No-like” those images. The emotional valence
x personal relevance interaction effect was also found to be
significant (Fy 08 = 3.41, p = 0.044, partial n* = 0.06). The
latter result indicates that the duration of the decision to give or
not give “Like” feedback to the pictures with different emotional
valences differed for the personally relevant vs. personally
irrelevant conditions. No other main effect or interaction effects
were observed (ps > 0.05).

An analysis of the simple effect of whether to “Like” x
emotional valence interaction showed that when a participant
chose to give “Like” feedback, the response time for positive
pictures was shorter than that for the neutral pictures (p
0.036, Cohen’s d = —0.31) and for the negative pictures (p <
0.001, Cohen’s d —0.71). Conversely, when the participant
chose not to give “Like” feedback, there was no difference in
the response time to the positive, neutral, or negative pictures
(ps > 0.05) (Figure 3A). We further observed that the time taken
to “Like” the positive pictures was shorter than the time taken to
“No-like” the positive pictures (p = 0.035, Cohen’s d = —0.35).
Conversely, the time taken to “Like” the negative pictures was
longer than the time taken to “No-like” the negative pictures (p <
0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.36). Meanwhile, there was no difference
between the time taken to give, or not give, “Like” feedback to the
neutral pictures (p = 0.988) (Figure 3B).

DISCUSSION

“Like” responses of the extrovert and introvert groups to
simulated Moments images which had different emotional
valences and personal relevance were compared. The Moments
images that exhibited positive emotion received more “Likes” and
that exhibited negative emotion received less “Likes” compared
to the neutral emotion Moments images. In addition, the
personally relevant Moments images received more “Likes”
than the personally irrelevant Moments images. Meanwhile,
the “Like” rates of the extrovert and introvert groups did not
differ. However, in the extrovert group, the “Like” rate for
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the negative-personally irrelevant Moments images was found
to positively correlate with neuroticism scores, yet negatively
correlated with the conscientiousness scores. Finally, it took
participants less time to “Like” the positive Moments images than
to decide to not give a “Like.” Conversely, the participants took
less time to not click a “Like” for the negative Moments images
than to click “Like.” In contrast, there was no difference in the
time taken to “Like” or “No-like” the neutral Moments images.

Hedonic gratification motivates individuals to experience
positive affects (Meehl, 1975). Correspondingly, greater “Like”
feedback was provided for the positive Moments images that
were simulated in the present study. While positive emotional
stimulation is generally related to hedonic gratification, there
are differences. For example, hedonic gratification may be
motivated in some individuals by neutral emotional stimulation
of something they are interested in (such as a porcelain), or
even by negative emotional stimulation (such as a horror film)
(Martin, 2019). Functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI)
has been used to scan the brains of participants when they “Like”
photos posted by others on social media. It has been observed
that their orbitofrontal cortex (OFC), insula, ventral tegmental
area (VTA), striatum (including the pallidum), amygdala,
hippocampus, and medial prefrontal cortex (mPFC) in the brain
are activated (Sherman et al., 2018). These regions have also been
shown to be implicated in the hedonic network (Alexander et al.,
2021). Thus, whether “Liking” positive emotional stimulation
or negative emotional stimulation, positive hedonic gratification
may be experienced. Nevertheless, it is impossible to choose
the content to post on Moments according to the personal
characteristics of one viewer, either for a specific experimental
condition or for an actual poster on Moments. That is why
positive emotional images were simulated for this study and
were used to detect hedonic gratification of “Liking” behavior in
our cohort.

The emotional state of individuals browsing Moments images
may be complex and dynamic. If real-time fluctuations in the
emotions of a viewer could be monitored, it is anticipated
that powerful evidence of hedonic gratification for “Liking”
would be obtained. Recently, dynamic Affective Representation
Mapping was demonstrated as a technique for measuring real-
time fluctuations in emotions as the decision-process unfolds
(Heftner et al., 2021). With this tool, the subjective experience of
emotion can be precisely and mathematically mapped alongside
“Liking” decisions made on social media in future study.

Social gratification of “Liking” behavior is complicated (Kim,
2014; Hayes et al,, 2016; Lee et al., 2016; Gan and Chunmei,
2017; Ozanne et al., 2017; Hossain et al., 2019). In the present
study, only the desire for interpersonal contact was considered.
A multidimensional construct of affiliation motivation proposes
that the desire for interpersonal contact is greater among
individuals who especially value learning about others and
exploring what others are like (Hill, 1987). As a result, the
frequency of users sharing personal content has been found to
have a direct effect on the frequency of “Likes” they receive
from other users on social media (Bartsch et al., 2006; Marengo
etal., 2021). In the present study, the participants provided “Like”
feedback (as a type of interpersonal contact) for the simulated

Moments images that were related to the posters. This result
is consistent with a desire for interpersonal contact (namely,
social gratification) to serve as a motivation of viewers' “Liking”
behavior. Another study also observed that first-person narration
alongside images (equivalent to personally relevant Moments
images in the present study) gained more “Likes” because they
boost a user’s motivation to achieve social belonging (Changet al.,
2019). There are other social gratification factors to consider as
well. For example, conformity motivation and subjective norms
can affect viewers’ attitudes to “Like,” “Like” intention, and actual
“Liking” behavior (Chin et al., 2015; Dhir et al., 2019; Hossain
et al., 2019; Shao and Kwon, 2019). However, these factors are
not reflected in the contents of the simulated posts used in the
present study. Therefore, it remains for them to be addressed in
future experiments.

Extraversion is related to both social gratification and hedonic
gratification, since extraversion describes a person’s tendency to
be sociable and his/her ability to experience positive emotions
(Butt and Phillips, 2008). Thus, it is not surprising that
extraversion is related to “Liking” behavior on social media
(Kabadayi and Price, 2014; Lee et al., 2016). However, similar
to a previous study, we did not find a relationship between
extraversion and “Liking” behavior (Li and Wang, 2021). A
possible reason for this result is that both introverts and
extroverts benefit from “Liking” behavior for different reasons.
For example, introverts may build up their social relations with
“Liking” behavior, while extroverts may provide “Like” feedback
for social enhancement (Zywica and Danowski, 2008).

To simulate the actual response of users when they browse
Moments, the participants in our study were not asked to respond
as quickly as possible. Consequently, the time taken to make
a “Like”/“No-like” choice was analyzed. It was observed that
“Like” feedback was provided at a faster rate than “No-like”
feedback for positive emotional content, and was slower for
negative emotional content. Critical social cognitive processing
that is responsible for this dissociation between “Liking” and
“No-liking” behavior may involve the theory of mind (ToM).
ToM is responsible for the comprehension and representation
of other’s beliefs, intentions, emotions, and feelings, and for
predicting the behavior of others (Premack and Woodruff, 1978;
Frith and Frith, 2006; Wu et al., 2020). When providing feedback
to others, a user may think about how this specific poster may
react upon receiving this feedback (Meshi et al., 2015). A poster,
the mutual friends of a poster, and a viewer can check “Like”
feedback that is provided. Thus, the viewer who clicks “Like” or
“No-like” for a particular post may potentially infer the state of
mind of the poster. For “Liking” positive contents, ToM may
encompass an attractive force. However, ToM may encompass
a repulsive force for “Like” feedback for negative content. It is
possible that the task of “Liking” on Moments may represent an
effective paradigm for detecting cognitive vs. affective ToM.

As mentioned above, the results of the present study
provide further insight into possible reasons why viewers “Like”
content on social media, with hedonic and social gratification
identified as factors. The present results also suggest an effective
paradigm to investigate cognitive vs. affective ToM. Regarding
practical implications of the present study, a content strategy
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to attract more “Likes” on social media is demonstrated
for both individuals and commercial users. A recent study
demonstrated that the frequency of “Likes” received by others
positively related with perceived happiness (Marengo et al,
2021). Conversely, feelings of exclusion have been reported when
“Likes” are not received from close relations or socially superior
network members (Hayes et al., 2018). For brand marketers,
consumers’ “Likes” can not only enhance brand connections and
customer engagements, but can also positively affect online brand
endorsement (Hoffman and Fodor, 2010; Malhotra et al., 2013;
Bernritter et al., 2016). Overall, it is clear that individuals and
commercial users should effectively present on social media to
increase “Likes” received.

The current study has certain limitations which should be
addressed in future research. First, the effect of hedonic and
social gratification on “Liking” behavior on actual social media
could be further investigated. It has been reported that the
affective state in the Ultimatum Game is higher for unfair
offers, and is associated with the rejection of unfair offers.
More importantly, this pattern has only been observed for
offers proposed by human conspecifics, not for offers generated
by computers (van’t Wout et al., 2006). In the present study,
we attempted to simulate the details of Moments content as
realistically as possible. However, our participants are presented
with a computer that they know no one is behind. Consequently,
their “Liking” behavior may not be the same as that on actual
Moments. A second consideration is that additional studies
should be conducted to test other factors that may influence
“Liking” behavior from the perspective of hedonic and social
gratification. For example, the effect of the number of “Likes” that
a post has received and the influence of the relationship between
the viewer and poster on “liking” behavior could be examined.
Finally, a self-report measure of motivation for “Liking” behavior
was not included in the present study because we felt that self-
reports are uniquely ill-suited to the current research questions.
However, it must be acknowledged that there are individual
differences in hedonic and social gratification which motivate
“Liking” behavior.

CONCLUSION

The results of the current study demonstrate that “Liking”
behavior may be motivated by hedonic and social gratification.
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