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Motivations that drive initial or occasional actions may have less impact as people repeat a behavior and form
habits that are automatically cued by contexts. We tested this shifting role of motivation with social media
engagement. Specifically, we assessed how the posting rates of habitual and nonhabitual social media users
varied with social rewards of others’ reactions and comments and with a platform design change in 2007 that
increased the salience of one’s own and others’ posts. In a preliminary study with Instagram users and in
Study 1’s controlled observation ofFacebook posting, nonhabitual posters increased engagement after receiv-
ing social rewards on a prior post, whereas habitual ones were unaffected. In Study 2, occasional Facebook
posters were motivated by the platform design to increase engagement, but frequent users were not; instead,
their postingwas disrupted by the new platform features. Finally, suggesting that these effects of reward were
not due to waning motivation, habitual posters self-reported being concerned about others’ reactions and
predicted they would increase engagement following the platform change. Thus, frequent users responded
automatically out of habit, showing insensitivity to their own motivations.

Keywords: social media, habit, reward, Facebook, motivation

Supplemental materials: https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000292.supp

Online social interactions have become a significant part of social
life, influencing the people who become our friends, our social com-
parisons and identities, and how we express ourselves (Anderson &
Wood, 2021; Bayer et al., 2022). The pervasive adoption of social
media, with 70% of Americans having active social media accounts
and the majority using them daily (Auxier & Anderson, 2021), pro-
vides a unique opportunity to test the role of social motivations
across repeated interactions. Understanding the drivers of repeated
actions is important given that many everyday actions only benefit

our health, well-being, and financial resources when performed
regularly.

Social media sites are ideal to test whether the effect of motivation
shifts from initiation to continued engagement with others. The dis-
crete, time-stamped metrics on these sites provide an ecologically
valid, socially meaningful context to test whether social rewards
motivate repeated, habitual interactions in the same way as initial
ones. We focus here on posting, given that it is a central means of
engagement on social media.

People initially start to use social media for a variety of reasons
(Bayer & LaRose, 2018). These include specific goals of relating
to others, affiliating, forming relationships, establishing group mem-
berships, reducing loneliness, or creating social networks. Such
goals are met as users experience social rewards on a site (e.g., oth-
ers’ likes, comments, social updates, and own self-expressions) that
build greater satisfaction, greater enjoyment, and stronger social ties
(Zell & Moeller, 2018). These various goals motivate continuance
intentions and repeated use of a platform (Hsiao et al., 2016). In
sum, the present article references broadly based social motivations
that potentially reflect a number of specific social goals. Such goals
are met through the social rewards that users receive as they interact
on social media.

Social media is designed for ease of use, encouraging frequent
repetition of a series of component behaviors, including retweet-
ing/reposting, liking others’ posts, commenting on/replying to
posts, writing posts, looking at others’ profiles, and messaging oth-
ers (Bayer et al., 2022). With enough repetition, users form habits or
mental associations between context cues and these responses.
Context cues may include the physical location in which one usually
posts on social media (e.g., the couch), time of day, emotions (e.g.,
boredom), the presence of one’s smartphone or laptop, the app icon,
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notifications, the layout of the app itself, and platform features (main
scroll feed, your own profile page, others’ pages; Anderson&Wood,
2021; Bayer et al., 2022). Once habits have formed, perception of
these recurring site cues automatically brings the response to mind
(Verplanken & Orbell, 2022; Wood & Rünger, 2016), enabling
relatively automatic responding with minimal deliberation
(Schnauber-Stockmann & Naab, 2019).
As a result of the habit-learning process, frequent users respond

quickly and accurately to stable platform cues indicating where,
when, and how to respond (Garaialde et al., 2020). Habitually
cued online responding thus is triggered automatically by context
cues with limited deliberation (Anderson & Wood, 2021;
Schnauber-Stockmann & Naab, 2019). The present research
explores whether this repeated, habitual social media posting also
proceeds with only limited influence of social motivation.
To test this idea, we compare habitual posters with occasional or

infrequent posters. Posting is one of the most ubiquitous, frequently
repeated behaviors across social media sites like Twitter, Facebook,
and Instagram. We start by reanalyzing a prior demonstration that
social rewards in the form of likes motivate posting on Instagram
(see Lindström et al., 2021). Specifically, we test whether this reward
effect holds for repeated as well as beginning and occasional posters.
Our first study then directly assesses habit strength and clarifies the
sequential relation between the social rewards on a prior post and
subsequent Facebook posting. Our second study evaluates a 2007
change in Facebook’s platform that was designed to increase the
salience of social rewards and spur increased user engagement.
We test whether the design change motivated posting of repeated,
habitual posters as well as initial and occasional ones.
When possible, we directly assess participants’ self-reported

motivation to respond to social rewards in order to ensure that habit-
ual posters possess similar levels of motivation as initial or occa-
sional ones. Our research measures this motivation broadly from
users’ reports of how much others’ feedback matters to them
(Study 1). Participants might report that feedback matters because
of any of the specific goals mentioned above (e.g., affiliation, social
group membership, loneliness). As an indirect indicator of motiva-
tion, we also assess self-predictions of how users would respond
to the platform design change intended to encourage them to post
(Study 2a).

Motivational Influences on Repeated Behavior

Many current theories of motivation in human social behavior do
not specify a change in motivation as people repeat an action (e.g.,
Fishbein & Ajzen, 2011; Inzlicht et al., 2021). A notable exception
is goal systems theory, in which repeated pairings of an activity
(means) and a goal (ends) increase intrinsic motivation by promoting
a fusion between means and ends (Kruglanski et al., 2018). Also
worth noting is Hull’s (1932) research on goal gradients, which dem-
onstrated that motivated responding increases as animals’ repeated
actions reduce their distance to a desired end state. Although these
important contributions recognize shifts in the content or intensity
of goals with repeated pursuit, they assume that well-practiced
actions as well as occasional or novel ones are motivated by goal
attainment (e.g., Kruglanski & Szumowska, 2020).
Yet, several classic theories in social psychology recognized that

the basic role of motivation shifts as people repeat behavior and
develop habits. For example, in Triandi’s (1977) theory of

interpersonal behavior, occasional or novel behaviors are guided
by intentions, whereas overlearned, frequently performed responses
are guided by habit, so that they become tied to cues within the per-
formance context. In support, behavior prediction research showed
that the impact of behavioral intentions lessens with increasing
habit strength (Gardner, 2015; Ouellette & Wood, 1998; Webb &
Sheeran, 2006). In the study of close relationships, Berscheid and
Regan (2005) proposed that repeated interactions with a partner
become meshed interaction sequences, or joint interaction habits,
that run off automatically as each partner’s behavior cues the other’s.
One consequence is that, for partners in successful relationships,
partner absence or other disruptions in habitual actions are required
for partners to respond to positive features of the relationship.

In predicting that motivation has limited influence on repeated,
habitual responding, the above theories are consistent with recent
laboratory research in cognitive psychology and behavioral neuro-
science. Although initial performance at simple tasks is guided by
goal pursuit, once habits form, perception of context cues automat-
ically brings practiced responses to mind without requiring goal acti-
vation (Amodio, 2019; Knowlton & Diedrichsen, 2018). This shift
has neural correlates; a meta-analytic review of fMRI studies
revealed that, with task repetition, neural activation increased in the
sensorimotor system, especially the putamen, which is not directly
modulated by reward expectancy (Patterson & Knowlton, 2018).

A shift in the role of motivations has been demonstrated in animal
learning research through insensitivity of habit performance to
changes in rewards (Perez & Dickinson, 2020). That is, animals per-
sist in acting habitually even when they no longer value the reward.
However, insensitivity to reward as behavior becomes habitual and
triggered by cues has not been obtained in some research on human
performance (de Wit et al., 2018). This failure has raised questions
about the nature of human habits (Kruglanski & Szumowska,
2020). One explanation is that human laboratory paradigms create
demand characteristics to act on current goals and not habits. Yet
cognitive drains may decrease people's capacity to respond to such
demands. Thus, people continue to act on habit despite their current
goals when goal pursuit is impeded by time pressure (Hardwick et
al., 2019), stress (Schwabe & Wolf, 2009), and fatigue (Neal et
al., 2013). It is not surprising, then, that the strongest evidence for
habit insensitivity to goals comes from studies of everyday behavior,
especially social media use. For example, more frequent users of
Facebook were more likely to respond automatically and accept
phishing scams, even when highly motivated to protect their privacy
(Vishwanath, 2015, 2017). Nonetheless, failures to find habit insen-
sitivity raise questions about whether motivation does or does not
guide habitual responding.

Social media sites’ time-stamped metrics of social rewards and
subsequent engagement enable fine-grained tests of habit insensitiv-
ity to rewards in an everyday setting. These enabled us to test how
habitual posting is influenced by two different forms of social
rewards: (a) the numbers of spontaneous likes and comments from
other users across two social platforms (Instagram in a preliminary
study and Facebook in Study 1) and (b) a Facebook platform change
that heightened social rewards by increasing the salience of friends’
posts and soliciting user posts and self-disclosure (an intrinsic
reward, Tamir & Mitchell, 2012). In so doing, we broadly captured
the kinds of rewards that motivate posting on social media platforms.

When interpreting these results, please note that, for simplicity,
we describe users as having strong or weak posting habits. In
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actuality, habit strength is a continuum, and our analyses are all con-
ducted on a continuous measure. Furthermore, our research uses mul-
tiple measures of habit strength, recognizing that frequent past
performance is a determinant of habit formation and automaticity in
response to cues is a consequence of it. In addition, although we
refer to habitual posting, in actuality, habit memories guide online
responding in combination with more deliberative processes. That
is, some posts just spread others’ comments with limited deliberation
(direct shares on Facebook), whereas others require original, self-
generated thought about content and phrasing (including shares with
commentary). Nonetheless, the basic set of responses are similar
each time users post on social media (e.g., clicking open the app,
clicking the text box, clicking the post button; Bayer et al., 2022).
In other words, the procedural processes become habitual. Habits
may automate especially the instigation of responding (Gardner,
2022) so that, once habits have formed, the learning infrastructure pro-
motes rapid, relatively mindless responses to cues on the site and
establishes a framework that enables additional decision-making
when required. In fact, social media use is higher in automaticity
and requires less behavioral control than other potentially habitual
behaviors (Gardner, 2022).

Preliminary Study: Rewards Motivate Initial/Occasional
Instagram Posting

In an initial, exploratory test of habit insensitivity in social media
posting, we reanalyzed an existing data set that had shown that
social rewards in the form of likes from others influenced social
engagement on Instagram (Lindström et al., 2021). Likes on social
media are experienced as a form of social endorsement that produces
neural signatures of reward processing (Sherman et al., 2016).
Further suggesting that these rewards are motivating, posts that get
more likes and comments from others are perceived as more positive
and important and are associated with posters’ greater happiness,
self-esteem, and satisfaction with others’ reactions (Zell &
Moeller, 2018). Accordingly, Lindström et al. (2021) found that
social media users were motivated to engage with others by posting
more rapidly when they had accrued more likes on the site. Users
posted more slowly when they received fewer such rewards.
We adapted these data to provide a preliminary test of the effects

of user habits. Our prediction was that social rewards would motivate
greater engagement with others, as reflected in lesser latency
between posts, primarily for initial or occasional Instagram posters.
Posters with stronger habits should continue posting at their usual
rate regardless of others’ reactions, given that their behavior is
largely controlled by context cues. This pattern should be evident
in a significant interaction between the number of rewards users
received on a post and the strength of users’ posting habits in anal-
yses predicting latency to post again.
The data set consisted of a random sample of 2,100 Instagram users

who participated in one of a series of 72 weekly photography compe-
titions between July 30, 2010, and February 17, 2017, yielding a total
of 1,705,451 posts (taken from Ferrara et al., 2014). Because it was an
analysis of historical data, this study was not registered with any insti-
tutional review board (IRB). To ensure that users were operating their
own accounts (not social media teams or consultants) and were not
purchasing likes (a common practice on Instagram at that time), we
did not include the 264 users who received more than a mean of
1,000 likes on each post. This left 1,836 users and 1,430,360 posts.

In the analyses, posting rate, our primary indicator of social
engagement, was represented by the log difference in seconds
between posts. Magnitude of rewards was represented by the number
of likes received by each post. As a proxy for users’ habit strength,
we relied on posting frequency, given that frequent use promotes the
formation of habits to use sites automatically with minimal thought
(Anderson & Wood, 2021; Schnauber-Stockmann & Naab, 2019).
Because this data set included people who started to use
Instagram at different points in time, the frequency measure might
be inflated for earlier adopters. Thus, we also conducted a supple-
mental analysis that reduced the impact of early joiners (i.e., begin-
ning observation on June 17, 2012; Unix timestamp 1.34× 109).
This alternative analysis yielded comparable results to those reported
below. Means and bivariate correlations are in Table S1-1 in the
online supplemental materials.

Multilevel models predicted latency to post again from the inter-
action between posting frequency and the number of likes received
on the immediately prior post. Importantly, the anticipated interac-
tion was significant, indicating that the number of likes had stronger
influence on less frequent posters—motivating them to post again
more rapidly, but had only limited influence on more frequent
ones, B= 0.01, 95% CI [0.0002, 0.01], p, .001, df= 1,429,000,
Cohen’s f2= 0.005. The only other significant predictor was an
uninformative main effect for past posting frequency, reflecting sim-
ply that more frequent posters also posted more rapidly, B=−0.01,
95% CI, p, .001, df= 1,795 (see Table S1-2 in the online supple-
mental materials).

In summary, the preliminary study replicated Lindström et al.’s
(2021) finding that social rewards on Instagram motivated greater
engagement with others, but showed additionally that this effect
held primarily for infrequent posters. With repetition, posting appar-
ently became more habitual, and social rewards had less impact on
engagement. Nonetheless, these results are only suggestive. We
treat this evidence as preliminary because the frequency measure
of habit strength available in these data necessarily overlaps with
the measure of post latency, given that more frequent, strongly habit-
ual posters by definition posted faster. To avoid this limitation in
Study 1 and Study 2, we estimated users’ past posting frequency,
a measure that is sequentially prior to our primary dependent vari-
able, time until a subsequent post. Another limitation of the prelim-
inary study is that timestamps were not available for receipt of
rewards. Thus, we cannot be certain that the cumulative number of
rewards on any one post were actually received prior to the next
post, and thus were able to motivate future engagement. To address
these issues, we conducted a live observational study with another
social media platform, Facebook.As in the preliminary study, social
rewards were defined here as numbers of others’ reactions to a post.
Habit strength was measured through both a self-report assessment
of automaticity as well as frequency of posting prior to the study’s
observation period. Furthermore, the temporal order of posts and
rewards was documented in real time. It is worth noting that the plat-
form cues that activate users’ posting habits were stable during the
observational period of Study 1, as Facebook did not update the plat-
form’s design during this time.

Study 1: Rewards Motivate Occasional Facebook Posting

As in the preliminary study, we predicted that weakly habitual
posters would increasingly engage with others and speed their
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posting rate after receiving positive reactions, but strongly habitual
ones would maintain their level of engagement regardless of others’
reactions. This pattern would be reflected in an interaction between
the number of rewards on a post and habit strength in analyses pre-
dicting latency to post again. The full study plan and predictions
were preregistered (#19360). All study procedures were approved
by the IRB at The University of Southern California, under the
name Social Media Habit Study (UP-18-00767).
In addition, we assessed the level of social motivation among our

participants. Contrary to our prediction that people act on habit with
limited input from motivation, it could be that users’ motivation
itself changes so that concern about others’ reactions wanes or alters
after repeatedly using a site. For example, members’motivation in a
group can shift with the transition from newcomers to established
participants (Yao et al., 2021). We tested this alternative account
with participants’ ratings of how much feedback from others
mattered to them—a broad motivational measure that encompasses
a variety of social goals (e.g., social comparison, recognition, sup-
port seeking). As another indicator, participants self-predicted
whether their posting rates would increase given greater rewards
from others. In prior research, self-predictions of future behavior
were highly dependent on current motivations (Koehler & Poon,
2006). Support for the altered motivation alternative would be
obtained if more frequent, habitual posters reported less social con-
cern and predicted less impact of reward on their own future
responding.

Method

Design

For a week, we observed participants’ Facebook posts and
recorded the timestamps on each one in order to measure the exact
latency between each post. In order to assess the temporal sequence
of social rewards and responses, coders tracked in real time others’
reactions and comments as they were made. To our knowledge,
this is one of the few live-monitoring observational studies of social
media use (see also Deters & Mehl, 2013; Lindström et al., 2021).

Participants

Our sample of 121 participants was recruited through two
sources: A snowball sampling method identified 80 active
Facebook posters from the psychology student pool at a large
California university, their family and friends, and posted adver-
tisements placed around campus; in addition, a paid online sample
(Prolific) provided 42 Facebook users. From these participants, we
observed 1,907 Facebook posts. Although all participants were
required to post at least twice per week, 57 additional participants
were excluded because they did not post on Facebook during the
study period.
To determine the sample size sufficient to detect an estimated

small-sized cross-level interaction effect in a multilevel model
(Cohen’s f2= 0.02), we used a power simulation tool, simr
(Version 1.04; Green et al., 2016). A minimum sample size of 50
participants, with an assumed mean of 15 posts collected per partic-
ipant and β= .2 CLI term, was estimated necessary to obtain 0.80
power. A description of these simulations and the R code for the
power analyses for all studies can be found in the supplement.

Procedure

During the initial session, participants provided background
information, indicated habit strength (see below), and added as
a “friend” a blank Facebook profile (procedure adapted from
Deters & Mehl, 2013). Participants’ posts were observed for
the following week via the observer profile. Participant privacy
was ensured by categorizing the observer profile’s friends list as
private.

To monitor comments and reactions to posts, two independent
coders tallied Facebook activity between 8 am and 11 pm daily.
All tallies were recorded into shared, password-protected spread-
sheet documents (a main sheet and backup, enabling the collected
data to be triple-checked for accuracy by both on-duty research assis-
tants as well as the lead author). Assistants monitored accounts
roughly every 15 min, and the lead author checked for consistency
between the main and backup sheets 4 times daily. During the
final session, participants were shown the list of comments on
their own posts, and they coded these for valence (negative, positive,
neutral). Finally, participants completed an exit survey including
habit and prediction measures and were debriefed.

Measures

Self-Reported Habit Strength (SRHI, Verplanken & Orbell,
2003). On this 12-item scale ranging from 1 (agree) to 7 (disagree),
participants rated the habit strength of Facebook posting. Items
included, “when I post on Facebook, I do so”….“automatically,”
“without thinking,” and “before I realize I am doing so” (α= .93).

Past Posting Frequency. After opening their Facebook page
and reviewing their own posting history, participants reported their
average number of weekly posts over the past month on a sliding
scale ranging from 0 to 100.

Social Motivation. Participants rated whether feedback (reac-
tions, comments) on their Facebook posts mattered to them on a
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree), as
well as how important this feedback was on a scale ranging from
1 (not at all important) to 9 (extremely important). Responses to
these items were highly correlated, r(113)= .91, p, .001, and
were averaged into an index reflecting reward motivation. Seven par-
ticipants failed to respond to this measure.

Self-Predicted Response to Social Rewards. Using a scale
ranging from 1 (never) to 9 (always), participants rated how often
they increased their Facebook posting rate after receiving positive
feedback (reactions or comments) on a post. Seven participants
failed to respond to this measure.

Reactions and Comments. Coders tallied the number of emoji
reactions to each post as positive (like, love) or negative (anger, sad).
Surprise (wow) and laugh (haha) emojis were not coded, as their
valence is unclear. The counts of positive reactions received on
posts were standardized. Results comparable to those reported in
the text were obtained in analyses with raw, unstandardized numbers
of rewards, analyses calculating rewards centered around each par-
ticipant’s mean reactions per post (see Figures S2-2 and S2-3 and
Tables S2-1–S2-5 in the online supplemental materials), as well as
ratios of positive to negative reactions and comments (see Tables
S2-6 and S2-7 in the online supplemental materials). Perhaps due
to the low numbers, preliminary analyses revealed no effect of
negatively-valenced emoji reactions (M= 0.15, SD = 0.83; see
Tables S2-8 and S2-9 in the online supplemental materials).
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At the end of the study, comments on each post were tallied and
coded as positive or negative by the participants who received
them. Given the small numbers of comments and the assumption
that even negative comments reflect social recognition, we combined
them into the sum of all comments received on each post. This com-
ment measurewas then centered around the sample mean in the same
way as described above for emoji reactions.
Latency to Post Again. Our primary dependent variable is the

elapsed time in hours between postings. Given that high-frequency
posters had shorter latencies because they posted more often, the
data were skewed by greater numbers of short-latency posts. Thus,
analyses were conducted on log-transformed latencies, with 5 s
added to all latencies in order to prevent ln(0) from returning unde-
fined entries.

Results

Correlations, means, and standard deviations are shown in
Table 1. As predicted, past posting frequency, an antecedent of
habit strength, was strongly correlated with the SRHI (self-report
habit index), a consequence of habit strength. Thus, we use both
measures in the analysis. Between-post latency was negatively cor-
related with both past posting frequency and self-report habit (SRHI)
measures, reflecting just that users who posted more often in the past
also posted more rapidly during the week-long study. Also, perhaps
due to the structure of our sample, which necessarily included many
posts from habitual posters and relatively few posts from occasional
ones, shorter latency between posts during the study week was not
associated with more positive reactions and comments from others.
Suggestive support for our hypothesis comes from the negative

correlations between the two measures of habit strength (past post
frequency and SRHI) and the numbers of positive reactions and
comments per post during the study week. Thus, users with stron-
ger posting habits generally received fewer positive reactions and
comments per post than users with weaker posting habits, consis-
tent with high use levels not being driven by social motivation.
In addition, the motivation rating was linked to the speed of post-
ing and receipt of reward. As would be expected, participants who
reported being more motivated by others’ reactions received more
positive reactions per post during the study week. However,
motivation was unrelated to comments, perhaps due to the low
numbers of comments given. It is interesting to note that partici-
pants’ self-predictions were strongly associated with motivation
ratings, suggesting that predictions were based on experienced
motivation.

Model

Analyses were conducted with multilevel (hierarchical) models in
which the Level 1 equation models the relationship between individ-
ual j’s standardized numbers of positive reactions to the immediately
prior post (i− 1) and the log-normalized latency until the subse-
quent post (i), as well as the intercept term, β0j (see below). The var-
iance in posting latency unexplained by the model parameters is
represented in Equation 1 by ɛji. Thesewithin-participant parameters
are constrained by the between-participant components of the model
represented in the Level 2 equations (see below). Equation 2a mod-
els the participant-level intercept term β0j, which reflects latency to
post again, from the intercept, y00, and the fixed effect ( y01) of
PostHabitj which is habit strength (continuous, at the participant
level), as well as u0j, the Level 2 random intercept, which is the
deviation of the actual from the predicted participant intercept.
Equation 2b models the cross-level interaction, showing how the
participant-level reactions coefficient, β1j, is predicted from ( y10),
the fixed effect of reactions, and ( y11), which represents the fixed
effect of the cross-level interaction term, as well as the Level 2 ran-
dom slope (u1j) which is the deviation of the actual from the pre-
dicted participant slope.

Latencyij = b0j +j b1jReactionsi−1j + 1ji (1)

b0j = y00 + y01PostHabitj + u0j (2a)

b1j = y10 + y11PostHabitj + u1j (2b)

Influence of Positive Reactions

The above model was computed using the self-report habit index
(SRHI) and revealed the predicted interaction between more positive
reactions on the prior post and habit strength, B= 0.31, 95%
CI [0.17, 0.45], p, .001, df = 1,727.08, Cohen’s f2= 0.018 (see
Table 2). To graph the interaction, we plotted lines at meaningful
points, reflecting the sample minimum of posting two times per
week versus daily posters, or seven times per week. As can be
seen in Figure 1, greater numbers of positive reactions to the prior
post decreased latency to post again among weaker habit partici-
pants, B=−0.34, 95% CI [−0.58, −0.10], p= .005, but had no
effect for stronger habit ones, B= 0.13, 95% CI [−0.01, 0.27],
p= .103. Also as expected, a higher SRHI score significantly pre-
dicted lower latencies between posts (i.e., more rapid posting).

Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations: Study 1

Variables N M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Latency between posts 1,907 20.27 166.87 —

2. Mean positive reactions/post 1,907 2.95 7.66 .13** —

3. Mean comments/post 1,907 0.31 1.93 .06** .50** —

4. SRHI 122 3.17 1.39 −.31** −.25** −.21** —

5. Past posting frequency 122 15.85 19.19 −.52** −.28** −.19** .61** —

6. Social motivation 117 4.37 2.19 .33** .09** −.03 .25** .04 —

7. Self-predicted response to social rewards 117 4.30 2.54 .26** .11** −.04 .31** .03 .65**

Note. All means are unstandardized values. Correlations were calculated using standardized values of each measure. SRHI= self-report habit index.
*p, .05. **p, .01.
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The above model was also estimated using past post frequency
for habit strength. Again, the predicted interaction emerged
between the number of positive reactions on the prior post and
past posting frequency, B= 0.26, 95% CI [0.10, 0.43], p= .001,
df = 1,840.73, Cohen’s f2= .016 (see Table 3). Simple slope anal-
yses revealed that, among users who posted infrequently (2×/
week), greater numbers of positive reactions to their immediately
prior post slightly reduced latency until the next post, B=−0.18,
95% CI [−0.37, 0.01], p = .067 (see Figure 2). In contrast, users
who posted daily or more often did not increase their posting
rates when they received greater numbers of positive reactions,
B=−0.05, 95% CI [−0.19, 0.09], p = .513. The overall model
also revealed a main effect for past frequency, reflecting that greater
frequency of past posting predicted lower latencies during the study
week. No other effects were significant.

Influence of Comments

As another measure of social rewards, the above models were
computed using the raw number of comments on the prior post
as a predictor of posting latency. Echoing the results with

emoji rewards, the predicted interaction was significant between
habit strength (SRHI) and number of comments on the prior post,
B= 0.28, 95% CI [0.11, 0.44], p= .001, df = 1,558.56 (see
Table 4).

We conducted comparable analyses with habit strength in terms of
past posting frequency. Analyses predicted posting latency from the
raw number of comments on the prior post, habit strength, and
their interaction. However, the predicted interaction did not reach
significance in this model, B= 0.26, 95% CI [−0.04, 0.29],
p= .128, df = 1,901.09. Greater habit strength was again a signifi-
cant predictor of shorter between-post latency, B=−0.69, [−0.91,
−0.46], p, .001, df = 57.92 (see Table S2-10 in the online supple-
mental materials). It is possible that the predicted interaction failed to
emerge due to the low reliability of the comments measure, given the
few comments received on posts.

Social Motivation: Concern About Others’ Reactions

To assess the relation between habit strength and our broad mea-
sure of motivation as reflected in concern about others’ feedback, we
first computed separate regression analyses predicting this

Table 2
Multilevel Model Predicting Latency to Post Again From SRHI and
Positive Reactions: Study 1

Independent variables df B p 95% CI

Intercept 126.78 0.66 ,.001 [0.32, 0.99]
Positive reactions 1,260.08 0.13 .098 [−0.02, 0.28]
SRHI 88.08 −0.41 .008 [−0.72, −0.11]
Positive Reactions× SRHI 1,727.08 0.31 ,.001 [0.17, 0.45]

Note. Estimates are unstandardized coefficients (B). Degrees of freedom
(df) are calculated using the Satterthwaite method. CI= confidence
interval; SRHI= self-report habit index.

Table 3
Multilevel Model Predicting Latency to Post Again From Past
Posting Frequency and Positive Reactions: Study 1

Independent variables df B p 95% CI

Intercept 135.86 0.74 ,.001 [0.44, 1.04]
Positive reactions 1,359.52 0.08 .290 [−0.07, 0.23]
Past posting frequency 58.14 −0.68 ,.001 [−0.90, −0.46]
Positive Reactions× Past

Posting Frequency 1,840.73 0.26 .001 [0.10, 0.43]

Note. Estimates are unstandardized coefficients (B). Degrees of freedom
(df) are calculated using the Satterthwaite method. CI= confidence interval.

Figure 2
Plot of the Interaction Between Past Posting Frequency and Social
Reactions Predicting Latency to Post Again: Study 1
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Note. Latency (log hours) between posts as a function of past frequency of
weekly posts and number of positive reactions to the immediately prior post.
For the plot, habit strength was dichotomized with low-frequency users
posting 2× weekly and high-frequency ones posting daily. Error bars rep-
resent 95% CIs. CI= confidence interval. See the online article for the
color version of this figure.

Figure 1
Plot of the Interaction Between SRHI and Positive Reactions
Predicting Latency to Post Again: Study 1

Quantity of Like and Love Reactions

Ti
m

e 
Be

tw
ee

n 
Po

st
s,

 in
 ln

(H
ou

rs
)

Weak Habits
Strong Habits

5

0

-5

-10

0 5 10 15 20

Note. Latency (log hours) between posts as a function of habit strength
(SRHI) and number of positive reactions to the immediately prior post.
For the plot, habit strength was dichotomized with weak habits correspond-
ing to standardized SRHI scores for users posting 2× per week and strong
habits corresponding to scores for users posting 7× per week. Error bars
represent 95% CIs. CI= confidence interval; SRHI= self-report habit
index. See the online article for the color version of this figure.
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motivation from the two measures of habit strength. SRHI proved to
be positively related to concern about others’ feedback, B= 0.03,
95% CI [0.01, 0.05], p= .007, df = 113, indicating that strongly
habitual participants self-reported greater motivation than weak
habit participants. However, in analyses using the past posting fre-
quency measure of habit strength, habit was unrelated to concern
about others, B= 0.01, 95% CI [−0.01, 0.03], p= .628, df = 113.
Thus, habitual posters’ lesser sensitivity to rewards does not appear
to be due to waning social motivations. If anything, habitual posters
reported being more concerned about others’ reactions than less
habitual posters.
In analyses directly testing whether habit insensitivity to social

rewards was due to waning concern about others, we recomputed
the primary multilevel (hierarchical) models reported above with
habit strength in terms of SRHI and including concern as a covariate.
As anticipated, the interaction between habit strength (SRHI) and
positive reactions on the prior post was still significant, B= 0.31,
95% CI [0.17, 0.46], p, .001, df = 1,613.25. Whether feedback
mattered to users also predicted behavior, although in this model,
greater concern was unexpectedly associated with longer latency
(slower posting rates), B= 0.24, 95% CI [0.08, 0.39], p= .003, df
= 92.35 (see Table S2-11 in the online supplemental materials).
We also recomputed the primary multilevel (hierarchical) models

using past posting frequency as the measure of habit strength and
including concern as a covariate. As anticipated, the interaction
between habit strength remained significant, B= 0.32, 95% CI
[0.15, 0.50], p, .001, df = 1,724.98. Again, users reporting greater
concern with others’ feedback also had longer latencies between
posts, B= 0.21, 95% CI [0.08, 0.34], p= .002, df = 88.19 (see
Table S2-12 in the online supplemental materials).

Lay Theories: Self-Predicted Responses to Rewards

In regression analyses testing the relation between habit strength
(SRHI) and self-predictions, greater self-reported habit was associ-
ated with self-predictions of posting more rapidly after getting social
rewards, B= 0.05, 95% CI [0.2, 0.08], p= .005, df = 113. Habit
strength in terms of frequency of prior posting was unrelated to self-
predicted response to social rewards, B= 0.00, 95% CI [−0.02,
0.02], p= .746, df = 113. Thus, habitual posters were unaware of
their limited sensitivity to rewards. Instead, more habitual posters
self-predicted equal or greater responsiveness to others’ reactions
compared with less habitual posters. For completeness, we com-
puted multilevel models including self-predictions as alternatives
to social motivation, and continued to find that habitual posters

were insensitive to social rewards (see Tables S2-13 and S2-14 in
the online supplemental materials).

Single and Multiple Lag Results

Because each new post latency is driven by reactions that
occurred before that post, our reaction counts could be calculated
by tallying the number of reactions on the prior 1, 2, or 5 post
(s) during the week of the study. We calculated three different
models to reflect each of these tallies. Based on simple temporal
proximity, the single-post lag model (reflecting the number of reac-
tions received on the immediately prior post) that we presented
above should provide the strongest evidence of any causal effect
of rewards, and this effect might dissipate at longer delays.
Alternatively, if the greater experience of more habitual posters
leads them to construe social rewards more abstractly, then their
posting might be more sensitive to rewards at longer time scales
(Hubbard et al., 2021).

To test these accounts of reward influence across time frames, we
computed a 2-post lag model using the same predictors as the single
lag model, but aggregating rewards across the prior two posts.
Effects were similar to the ones we reported for the single-lag
posts (see Table S2-15 in the online supplemental materials).
However, the 5-post lag model did not yield the predicted interac-
tion, and the effects were largely uninterpretable, with posting
latency increasing for everyone after receipt of more positive feed-
back from others (see Table S2-16 in the online supplemental mate-
rials). This is likely due to limited data to test this model, given that
few participants provided five posts during the week-long observa-
tional period of our study. Thus, the results do not clearly reveal
any systematic effects of time frame, and we will not discuss these
further.

Discussion

The findings of Study 1 confirmed our prediction that others’ pos-
itive responses on Facebook motivated infrequent posters and those
with weak posting habits to engage again by posting more rapidly. In
contrast, high-frequency and strongly habitual posters displayed the
predicted reward insensitivity, and their posting rates were little
influenced by others’ reactions. They persisted in posting again
quickly regardless of whether they received high or low levels of
social recognition from others on their immediately prior post.

Thus, social media’s quantified metrics of repeated sequences of
posting and rewards yielded unique insight into the motivation
behind habitual social interaction. Prior experimental research in
lab contexts has not consistently shown this habit insensitivity to
motivation (e.g., de Wit et al., 2018). Our demonstration required
an observational design to isolate the temporal order of responses
and their outcomes as these were repeated across a week in an every-
day social setting, replete with the distractions, stresses, and fatigues
of daily life.

It is important to note that our two measures of habit, past posting
frequency and self-report habit index (SRHI), were highly corre-
lated. Users who self-reported strong posting habits were also
those who posted more frequently. This replicates prior research in
social media contexts (Anderson & Wood, 2021) and others
(Galla & Duckworth, 2015; Neal et al., 2013) and supports the
use of posting frequency as a measure of habit in our next study.

Table 4
Multilevel Model Predicting Latency to Post Again From Habit
Strength (SRHI) and Comments on Immediately Prior Post: Study 1

Independent variables df B p 95% CI

Intercept 132.53 0.65 ,.001 [0.32, 0.99]
Comments 1,305.66 0.12 .136 [−0.04, 0.27]
SRHI 92.86 −0.37 .017 [−0.68, −0.07]
Comments× SRHI 1,558.56 0.28 .001 [0.11, 0.44]

Note. Estimates are unstandardized coefficients (B). Degrees of freedom
(df) are calculated using the Satterthwaite method. CI= confidence
interval; SRHI= self-report habit index.
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This first study also ruled out several alternative accounts for the
pattern of habit insensitivity. First, we assessed whether frequent,
habitual posters experienced different levels of motivation or were
less concerned about others’ reactions than occasional posters.
Neither proved to be the case. On average, all participants reported
being concerned about others’ reactions. In additional tests, we
showed that habit insensitivity was maintained even after controlling
for the effects of users’ concern for others. Thus, occasional posters
acted on their concerns about social feedback and their expectations
that it would influence their engagement on Facebook. Habitual
posters reported similar motivations, but their behavior was unaf-
fected by others’ reactions. Given that habitual posters have had
extensive experience performing a behavior, they should be espe-
cially certain about their goals (Ji &Wood, 2007). Thus, goal clarity
is not likely to explain these effects.
Finally, one may argue that other types of user goals—which were

not measured here—affected the posting rates of habitual and non-
habitual posters. As noted in our introduction, some researchers
assume that well-practiced actions as well as occasional or novel
ones are motivated by goal attainment (e.g., Kruglanski &
Szumowska, 2020). We devised a broad motivational measure
assessing concern for others’ reactions—the social reward tested in
this study. This was designed to encompass a variety of personal, idi-
osyncratic goals participants might have for using social media (e.g.,
affiliation, group membership, loneliness), and habitual posters
reported that the social motivation activated by rewards was espe-
cially important. They reported caring about others’ reactions and
predicted that they would be motivated by them. The similar patterns
for motivation and prediction are understandable given that self-
predictions appear to be highly dependent on current intentions
(Koehler & Poon, 2006). Thus, habitual participants reported
being motivated by others’ responses but these responses did not
impact their posting behavior. This pattern rules out many alterna-
tive, goal-based explanations for the present results.
Finally, we note that the obtained pattern of habit insensitivity

cannot be attributed to a ceiling effect, in which social engagement
was already maximized among strongly habitual participants. In
fact, the habitual posters in our study ranged from those who posted
7 times weekly up to those who posted about 7 times per day. This
suggests that all but the most habitual posters could easily have
increased their engagement on Facebook and posted more often
when rewarded by others.

Study 2: Changes to Platform Cues Motivate Some Users,
Disrupt Others

The second study took a novel approach to testing whether fre-
quent Facebook use shifts the influence of motivation and increases
reliance on cues. Specifically, we evaluated a heretofore-untested
change in the 2007 posting design of the platform. At that time,
users interacted with others primarily by posting content onto others’
pages (or “walls”), and thus had to navigate to another part of the
site, away from their own page. In this way, social engagement on
Facebook has taken different forms over time.
These different platforms have been strategically designed and

tested to encourage users’ engagement (Hagey & Horwitz, 2021).
Social media sites are especially likely to make modifications that
increase repeated, consistent use, given that their business model
depends on creating a deep set of heavy users (Anderson &

Wood, 2021). In particular, the 2007 design change altered the
way that users posted on the site. It increased the salience of cues
to post by adding a blank on the profile page to provide one’s “cur-
rent status.” Viewing one’s own profile on Facebook is highly
rewarding and increases self-esteem (Gonzales & Hancock, 2011).
The design change also increased the prominence of friends’ posts
in the scroll feed, thereby heightening the salience of socially
rewarding content. Communicating with others on social media
has the additional rewarding effect of increasing feelings of social
support (Zhang et al., 2021). Thus, this platform change plausibly
motivated increased user engagement in a number of ways.

Although the increased salience of social rewards should increase
the posting rates of occasional or new posters, more frequent, habit-
ual posters should not be affected in this way. In fact, the platform
changes might have deleterious effects on habitual posters. Given
that habit performance is activated by recurring cues, changes in
site design can slow responding and increase user errors
(Garaialde et al., 2020). Prior research found just these effects in
an analysis of an earlier Facebook platform change (Anderson &
Wood, 2021). The disruptive impact of context changes on habit per-
formance have been labeled habit discontinuity (Verplanken et al.,
2008; Verplanken&Orbell, 2022). Such disruptions remove trigger-
ing cues and increase deliberation about what to do next (Wood et
al., 2005). Although we were unable to identify the changes in spe-
cific cues that could impact users, our study focuses on the full com-
plement of cues within the social media platform itself that influence
responding.

Study 2 thus consists of a quasiexperiment testing whether post-
ing rates increased or decreased after the 2007 platform change.
Specifically, we anticipated an interaction between the timing of
the platform change and past posting frequency. That is, being
more motivated to engage with others following the change, occa-
sional and new posters should post more rapidly. However, the post-
ing of more frequent posters should be relatively unaffected by site
features that increase motivation. Instead, for them, the changemight
disrupt the cue-based automaticity with which they post on the site
and increase their deliberation about whether and how to post again.
Thus, frequent posters may fail to become more engaged and instead
the change in platform cues may make them slower to interact with
others online.

Method

Design

The study used an existing data set to evaluate a previously untested
Facebook platform change that occurred on April 20, 2007
(Vishwanath et al., 2009). This change encouraged posts by present-
ing a greater amount of friends’ content at the top of the newsfeed
along with the addition of the phrase, “USERNAME is…,” next to
the status update bar, with the user’s name provided and blank
space to indicate how they are feeling and/or what they are doing.
At that time, users were posting directly within the Facebook platform
rather than sharing posts from outside the platform, and thus all post-
ers encountered this phrase. Because this was an analysis of historical
data, this study was not registered with any IRB.

From this prior data set, we included 5,319 Facebook users who
had posted at least once during the 6-month period (September 20,
2006 to March 20, 2007) prior to our target assessment period
(March 20–May 20, 2007), and also posted at least once during
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the assessment period. This ensured that our sample included users
with a range of posting frequency, our indicator of habit strength.
Specifically, we tested wall-posting rates the month before (March
20–April 19, 2007) versus the month after the platform change
(April 20–May 20, 2007). Participants made a total of 41,199 wall
posts during this period.

Measures

Latency ofFacebookWall Posts. Posting rate was measured as
the log latency of seconds between posts during the month before the
platform change (March 20, 2007–April 19, 2007) as well as latency
during the month after the change (April 20, 2007–May 20, 2007).
As in Study 1, this measure was transformed to a natural log scale to
mitigate the strong skew in observed posting behavior, as more rapid
posts are by definition also more frequent posts.
Past Posting Frequency. We estimated habit strength as past

posting frequency, using the posting behavior of each user (number
of posts) during the 6 months prior to the start of assessment of the
impact of the change (i.e., September 20, 2006–March 20, 2007).
In so doing, we build on Study 1’s findings that past posting fre-
quency was substantially correlated with perceived habit strength
(SRHI).
Platform Change Indicator. Timing of the platform change is

a group-level variable measuring whether posts were made before or
after the platform change (0= before April 20, 2007 at 12 am, 1=
after this date).
Self-Post Versus Other-Post. In an exploratory analysis, we

examined whether the platform change had differential effects on
posts to a user’s own page/wall as opposed to others’walls.We spec-
ulated that the changes might especially motivate posting on others’
walls, given the increased visibility of friends’ posts. Consistent with
this possibility, the predicted interaction held in the analysis on posts
to others’ walls but not the analysis on posts to one’s own wall.
However, this failure to find an effect with self-posts could also be
due to low power, given the small sample size of self-posts (N=
294). Thus, we do not present these results in further detail here
(see Tables S3-4 and S3-5 in the online supplemental materials),
and the reported analyses include self posts with posts to others’
walls.

Results

In the data set, participants had posted an average of 14.66
(SD= 19.76) times in the past 6 months, and the mean latency
between posts was 21.58 hr or 77,679.34 s (SD= 1,792,592.02).
Correlational analyses revealed that the past frequency of posting
during the 6 months prior to our assessment of the platform change
was negatively associated with the latency between posts during the
2 months of the study, r(5,317)=−.33, p, .001.

Model

Analyses were conducted with multilevel (hierarchical) models in
which the Level 1 equation models the relationship between the tim-
ing (PlatformChangeIndicator) of a user’s ( j) post (i) and the log-
normalized latency until the subsequent post (i + 1), as well as the
intercept term, β0j (see below). The variance in posting latency unex-
plained by the model parameters is represented in Equation 3 by ɛji.
These within-participant parameters are constrained by the between-

participant components of the model represented in the Level 2
equations below. Equation 4a models the participant-level intercept
term β0j, which reflects latency to post again, from the intercept, y00,
and the fixed effect ( y01) of PostHabitj which is habit strength (con-
tinuous, at the participant level), as well as u0j, the Level 2 random
intercept, which is the deviation of the actual from the predicted
participant intercept. Equation 4b models the cross-level interaction,
in which the participant-level reactions coefficient, β1j, is predicted
from ( y10), the fixed effect of the platform change indicator,
and y11 PostHabitj, which represents the fixed effect of the cross-
level interaction term, as well as the Level 2 random slope (u1j)
which is the deviation of the actual from the predicted participant
slope.

Latency(i+1)j = b0j +j b1jPlatformChangeIndicatorij + 1ji (3)

b0j = y00 + y01PostHabitj + u0j (4a)

b1j = y10 + y11PostHabitj + u1j (4b)

Posting Latency Before Versus After Change in Platform
Cues

As would be expected, the analysis revealed that latency was neg-
atively associated with the platform change, indicating that the
change overall increased user engagement as reflected in shorter
latency between posts (see Table 5). In addition, the main effect of
habit strength reflected the expected shorter latency between posts
among more frequent posters. Most importantly, the interaction
between habit strength and the change in platform design was signif-
icant, B= 0.003, df= 40,230, p, .001, Cohen’s f2= 0.0003.

To illustrate the interaction, we performed a spotlight analysis on
infrequent, once-per-week posters (i.e., 26 posts over the 6 study
months) and more frequent, daily posters (i.e., 180 posts over
6 months). Consistent with our predictions, the between-post latency
decreased for infrequent, weak habit posters, B=−0.10, CI [−0.15,
−0.05], p, .001, whereas it increased for more frequent, strong
habit posters, B= 0.36, CI [0.14, 0.58], p, .001 (see Figure 3).

Table 5
Multilevel Regression Predicting Latency Between Posts as a
Function of the Platform Change and Past Posting Frequency:
Study 2

Independent variables Df B p 95% CI

Intercept 8,959 12.91 ,.001 [12.84, 12.98]
Past posting frequency (habit

strength) 3,705 −0.028 ,.001 [−0.03, −0.025]
Timing of change (0= before,

1= after) 41,040 −0.181 ,.001 [−0.25, −0.11]
Past Posting Frequency×

Timing of Change 40,230 0.003 ,.001 [0.001, 0.004]

Note. Estimates are the nonstandardized coefficients (B) of the terms in the
multilevel model predicting latency between posts (log seconds). Past posting
frequency is a participant-level variable reflecting the number of posts a
participant made in the 6 months prior to the analysis period. Degrees of
freedom were calculated using the Satterthwaite method.

LIMITED INFLUENCE OF SOCIAL MOTIVATIONS 115

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
ti
s
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al
A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le
is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al
us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al
us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000292.supp
https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000292.supp
https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000292.supp


Testing Artifacts: Comparing Engagement Before Versus
After Randomly Chosen Dates

To test whether our findings are due to artifacts such as regression
to themean, we selected an arbitrary date of 1 month after our assess-
ment, May 20, 2007, and evaluated posting latency before and after
that date. Suggesting that the above effect is not spurious, no signifi-
cant interaction emerged between users’ past posting frequency and
the month before versus after this date, B= 0.001, df= 41,530,
p= .16. When we extended this analysis to include the day after
this arbitrary date (May 21, 2007) or the day before (May 19,
2007), again no significant interactions emerged, B= 0.001, df=
41,500, p= .12, and B= 0.001, df= 41,550, p= .14, respectively
(see Tables S3-1–S3-3 in the online supplemental materials).
Finally, we tested whether users’ posting rates returned to their

initial levels after the platform change. Such a pattern would be con-
sistent with our explanation of the posting rate slowdown among fre-
quent, habitual posters as due to cue disruption. That is, they should
regain their automaticity with continued posting. In line with this
possibility, habitual posting rates increased to prior levels during
themonths after the change (see the regression discontinuity analysis
and Figure S3-1 in the online supplemental materials). Although
their posting was initially disrupted by the platform change, habitual
posters apparently recovered as they gained familiarity with the new
platform.

Given that habitual and nonhabitual posters reacted differently to
the design change, it is also possible that the platform change acti-
vated different goals for habitual and nonhabitual posters. We
could not ask the users from the 2007 data set directly about what
drove their behavior, but Study 2a below tests our habit-based expla-
nation by examining current users’ predictions about a similar
design-change disruption.

Study 2a: Effect of the Design Change on Users’
Self-Predictions

We used a proxy rating from current users to ascertain what role
motivation played in also the platform design change. In an attempt
to make the assessment as concrete as possible, we asked participants
to self-predict how the change would influence their posting. Given
self-predictions’ high correlations in Study 1 with motivations, we
expected that self-predictions in this study would also largely reflect
experienced motivation (also Koehler & Poon, 2006). The study
method and plan were pre-registered (#58751).

Participants were 243 Facebook users recruited via Amazon’s
MTurk CloudResearch panels who were U.S.-based English speak-
ers with a Facebook account. They completed a survey that assessed:
(a) habit strength in terms of past frequency of posting on Facebook,
(b) habit strength from a subscale of the SRHI (Verplanken&Orbell,
2003; the four items of the Self-Report Behavioral Automaticity
Index, SRBAI; Gardner et al., 2012), and (c) self-predicted posting
rates given the platform change: “If Facebook put your friends’ posts
closer to the top of your newsfeed and added a prompt to post what
you’re doing right now, how would this impact your next posts?” (1
= I wouldn’t post again for a long time; 4= it wouldn’t change how I
posted; 7= I would post again almost immediately).

A regression analysis revealed that the frequency of past posting
influenced anticipated responses to the platform change, such that
participants who had posted more frequently in the past also antici-
pated that they would further speed up posting following the design
change, B= 0.008, t(241)= 2.07, p = .04. In a separate regression,
stronger self-reported behavioral automaticity (SRBAI) was simi-
larly associated with predictions of posting faster after the design
change, B= 0.08, t(241)= 3.08, p = .002. In summary, these find-
ings suggest that frequent, habitual posters expected their engage-
ment to increase given the design change as much or more than
less frequent, non-habitual posters. Thus, it is likely that design
changes do not decrease posting rates among habitual posters by
reducing their motivation to post or by activating different goals,
but instead decreased posting rates because they disrupted the con-
text cues that triggered habitual responding.

Discussion

Study 2 provided novel insight into the differing impact of social
motivation and reliance on cues among frequent and infrequent
Facebook posters. The 2007 platform change was broadly effective
in motivating greater user engagement, as reflected in the decrease
in latency between posts following the implementation of the new
design. However, this pattern held among occasional and new posters
but not among frequent posters, who presumably had stronger habits.
Frequent posters did not respond to the new design prompts with
increased engagement. Instead, the new platform cues actually slowed
the engagement of highly frequent posters (see the regression

Figure 3
Plot of Latency Between Facebook Posts as a Function of the
Platform Change and Past Posting Frequency: Study 2

Note. Posting latency (log seconds), with higher numbers reflecting
greater latency between Facebook posts, is depicted as a function of the
timing of the Facebook design change (1 month before vs. after) and
past posting frequency (dichotomized only for presentation-analyzed as a
continuous variable), with strong habits defined as 180 posts during the
6 months prior to the assessment, and weak habits as 26 posts. Error bars
represent 95% CIs. An alternative plot using habit strength as a continuous
variable is available in Figure S3-1 in the online supplemental materials.
CI= confidence interval. See the online article for the color version of
this figure.
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discontinuity analysis and Figure S3-1 in the online supplemental
materials). As Anderson and Wood (2021) found with an earlier
Facebook platform change, the altered cues apparently disrupted
automated use of the site.
We were able to rule out several alternative explanations for the

findings of Study 2. First, we demonstrated that they were not an arti-
fact of regression toward the mean. When we tested changes in post-
ing latencies on three randomly-selected dates without a platform
change, users did not change their posting behavior. Also notewor-
thy are additional analyses showing that the design disruption effect
waned over time for frequent posters (see the regression discontinu-
ity analysis and Figure S3-1 in the online supplemental materials).
That is, frequent posting rates increased when we examined posting
in the month following the 1 month disruption period, as they appar-
ently regained their facility in using the new site design.
Given that we could not assess the actual motives and goals of the

2007 Facebook users, it remains possible that the varying responses
to the platform change stemmed from the different goals held by
more and less frequent posters. We suspect that this is not the
case, given that the survey in Study 2a revealed that current
Facebook users expected the design change to motivate greater
engagement with others on the site. These ratings thus converge
with Study 1 in suggesting a disconnect between reported motiva-
tion and actual behavior among habitual posters.

General Discussion

Across our preliminary study of Instagram use and two studies
with Facebook, social rewards had less impact on repeated, habitual
engagement with others than on occasional or new engagement.
Social media sites’ time-stamped sequences of posts, social rewards,
and platform design changes proved to be well suited to reveal the
limited influence of social rewards on habitual actions, which are
largely triggered by recurring context cues.
Our preliminary study demonstrated this limited impact using an

existing Instagram data set that had supported the instrumental
learning prediction that greater numbers of social rewards motivate
greater engagement (Lindström et al., 2021). Our reanalysis revealed
that this was true for occasional and new posters, but not for more
frequent ones. Study 1 demonstrated this same pattern in a more con-
trolled design with Facebook users. Frequent, habitual posters con-
tinued to post again regardless of the positive recognition they
received from others on their prior post. Only occasional, weak
habit posters were motivated by others’ like, love, and comment
reactions to post more rapidly. The motivation produced by others’
reactions did not impact habitual posters. Finally, Study 2’s test of
a platform change revealed that strongly habitual posters were not
motivated to post faster when prompted by changes in Facebook’s
platform design that increased the salience of social rewards in
order to motivate users’ increased engagement. Although this
change was broadly effective in boosting the speed of wall posting
overall, and especially among low-frequency posters, the change
in cues apparently impeded automatic responses and slowed the
posting of highly frequent posters.
The reduced role of social motivations in driving habitual posting

was not due to waning motivation. Study 1’s frequent, habitual
Facebook posters reported being concerned about others’ reactions,
despite that social recognition actually had no effect on their posting
rates. Furthermore, analyses that included social motivation as a

covariate revealed that it did not explain the effects of frequent,
habitual use on posting rates. In Study 2a, current Facebook users
with stronger habits predicted that they would react more positively
to the design change than less habitual posters. However, the change
did not increase the actual engagement of frequent posters in 2007.
Overall, these findings suggest that the minimal influence of social
rewards among frequent, habitual posters was not traceable to
reduced levels of motivation, simply to the reduced influence of
motivation on behavior.

It is also worth noting that the limited influence of motives among
frequent, habitual posters emerged across four different measures of
posting habit strength (actual past posting frequency, self-reported
habit, self-reported past posting frequency, and perceived automatic-
ity). This uniformity across measures is not surprising given that fre-
quent posting on social media involves standardized ways of
interacting that, with repetition, might easily come to be represented
as habit (context-response) associations in memory. Furthermore,
habit insensitivity to reward was obtained with three different sam-
ples and selection criteria (snowball, MTURK online participants,
and archival data), although it is worth nothing that the participants
in these samples were all English-speakers and largely drawn from
the United States. We suspect that the international popularity of
social media sites like Instagram and Facebook reflects basic, com-
mon mechanisms of social learning and engagement that hold across
cultures. However, additional research on non-U.S. populations
would be required to address the cross-cultural generalizability of
our findings.

Although our studies demonstrated the influence of social rewards
on social media engagement, we did not evaluate other features of
the content of users’ posts. Features of content may drive the num-
bers of social rewards (likes, comments, etc.) received by users by
influencing how far and how fast posts spread within social plat-
forms (Vosoughi et al., 2018). Our analysis of social rewards thus
might indirectly reflect this influence of content on the reward
value of an individual post. Future research would usefully examine
the relations between different types of content and rewards for
habitual or nonhabitual posters.

In addition, Study 2 demonstrated that cues within the design of
social platforms have an impact on the posting rates of habitual post-
ers. Social media likely contains a multitude of general cues (e.g.,
basic platform layout) and specific ones (e.g., a specific type of
post in the news feed) that can drive habitual responses. It is interest-
ing to note that external cues, such as time of day or location, appear
to have little impact on the habitual use of online apps and media
(Schnauber-Stockmann & Naab, 2019). Future research might prof-
itably identify the particular cues that activate habits of social media
use.

In the present research, we were unable to clearly differentiate
between beginning and occasional, established users of social
media. Prior literature suggests that novice users and experienced
users of online social fitness apps differ in their motivations
(Stragier et al., 2016), much as newcomers to a group have differ-
ent social motivations than established group members (Yao et al.,
2021). Future studies would profitably examine these differences
to further identify the role of motivation on social media
platforms.

Finally, we believe that social media sites offer a number of
advantages for psychological research, including the high ecological
validity along with easily quantified, time-stamped response
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measures. However, causal inference from these data is not assured,
and we imposed a longitudinal design in Study 1 and created a
quasiexperiment in Study 2 in order to draw conclusions about the
effect of motivating experiences on users’ engagement. Our conclu-
sions gain confidence from the common finding across the three
study designs that social rewards motivated primarily initial and
occasional online social communication and had little impact on fre-
quent, habitual online social communication.

Conclusion

The pattern we documented of reward insensitivity among habit-
ual posters has broad implications for social media use. Habitual
posters’ lesser sensitivity to social rewards may be reflected also
in lesser sensitivity to outcomes of their behavior, including the
information they share online. In illustration, Ceylan et al. (2023)
found that habitual news sharers shared more misinformation and
information that conflicts with their own political views than less
habitual news sharers. The result is that habitual news sharers are
more likely to be superspreaders of misinformation than less habit-
ual ones. Reward insensitivity also affects other aspects of users’
content, including the possibility that personal attacks or even hate
speech are more likely to come from habitual posters. These findings
could be a gateway for future studies on how habits impact the con-
tent of users’ posts. For example, Brady et al. (2021) demonstrated
that users who frequently post on Twitter using language related to
moral outrage display some reward insensitivity to others’ feedback
in their subsequent moral outrage posts, much like the habitual post-
ers in the current research. In these ways, habitual responding is
insensitive to information content and social rewards, but dependent
on contextual triggers.
We anticipate that similar patterns will emerge whenever habits

are formed. Specifically, the behavioral patterns in social media
users are likely to characterize repeated responding in other life
domains, including consumer purchases, sustainable actions like
recycling, transport choices, productivity in school and work, and
financial behaviors. Understanding how motivations influence
repeated behavior is of practical importance, given that so many
life goals can only be reached through repeated action. It is also
important theoretically, given the recent debate regarding the degree
to which repeated actions are motivated by goals or depend on recur-
ring cues in the performance context (see Kruglanski & Szumowska,
2020; Wood et al., 2022). We hope that the present work spurs
research using repeated sequential assessments in other behavioral
domains to further test the role of motivation in repeated activities.

References

Amodio, D. M. (2019). Social cognition 2.0: An interactive memory systems
account. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 23(1), 21–33. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.tics.2018.10.002

Anderson, I. A., &Wood,W. (2021). Habits and the electronic herd: The psy-
chology behind social media’s successes and failures. Consumer
Psychology Review, 4(1), 83–99. https://doi.org/10.1002/arcp.1063

Auxier, B., & Anderson, M. (2021). Social media use in 2021. Pew Research
Center. https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2021/04/07/social-media-
use-in-2021/

Bayer, J. B., Anderson, I. A., & Tokunaga, R. (2022). Building and breaking
social media habits. Current Opinion in Psychology, 45, Article 101303.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2022.101303

Bayer, J. B., & LaRose, R. (2018). Technology habits: Progress, problems,
and prospects. In B. Verplanken (Ed.), The psychology of habit
(pp. 111–130). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-97529-0_7

Berscheid, E. S., & Regan, P. C. (2005). The psychology of interpersonal
relationships. Prentice Hall. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315663074

Brady, W. J., McLoughlin, K., Doan, T. N., & Crockett, M. J. (2021). How
social learning amplifies moral outrage expression in online social net-
works. Science Advances, 7(33), eabe5641. https://doi.org/10.1126/
sciadv.abe5641

Ceylan, G., Anderson, I. A., & Wood, W. (2023). Sharing of misinformation
is habitual, not just lazy or biased. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences, 120(4), Article e2216614120. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas
.2216614120

Deters, F. G., & Mehl, M. R. (2013). Does posting Facebook status updates
increase or decrease loneliness? An online social networking experiment.
Social Psychological and Personality Science, 4(5), 579–586. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1948550612469233

de Wit, S., Kindt, M., Knot, S. L., Verhoeven, A. A., Robbins, T. W.,
Gasull-Camos, J., Evans, M., Mirza, H., & Gillan, C. M. (2018).
Shifting the balance between goals and habits: Five failures in experimen-
tal habit induction. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 147(7),
1043–1065. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000402

Ferrara, E., Interdonato, R., Tagarelli, A. (2014, September 1–4). Online pop-
ularity and topical interests through the lens of Instagram. In Proceedings
of the 25th ACM conference on hypertext and social media, Santiago,
Chile (pp. 24–34). Association for Computing Machinery. https://
doi.org/10.1145/2631775.2631808

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (2011). Predicting and changing behavior: The
reasoned action approach. Psychology Press. https://doi.org/10.4324/
9780203838020

Galla, B. M., & Duckworth, A. L. (2015). More than resisting temptation:
Beneficial habits mediate the relationship between self-control and posi-
tive life outcomes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
109(3), 508–525. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000026

Garaialde, D., Bowers, C. P., Pinder, C., Shah, P., Parashar, S., Clark, L., &
Cowan, B. R. (2020). Quantifying the impact of making and breaking
interface habits. International Journal of Human-Computer Studies,
142, Article 102461. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2020.102461

Gardner, B. (2015). A review and analysis of the use of ‘habit’ in understand-
ing, predicting and influencing health-related behaviour. Health
Psychology Review, 9(3), 277–295. https://doi.org/10.1080/17437199
.2013.876238

Gardner, B. (2022). Habit and behavioral complexity: Habitual instigation
and execution as predictors of simple and complex behaviors. Current
Research in Behavioral Sciences, 3, Article 100081. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.crbeha.2022.100081

Gardner, B., Abraham, C., Lally, P., & de Bruijn, G.-J. (2012). Towards par-
simony in habit measurement: Testing the convergent and predictive valid-
ity of an automaticity subscale of the self-report habit index. International
Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity, 9(1), Article 102.
https://doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-9-102

Gonzales, A. L., & Hancock, J. T. (2011). Mirror, mirror on my Facebook
wall: Effects of exposure to Facebook on self-esteem. Cyberpsychology,
Behavior, and Social Networking, 14(1–2), 79–83. https://doi.org/10
.1089/cyber.2009.0411

Green, P., MacLeod, C. J., & Nakagawa, S. (2016). SIMR: An R package for
power analysis of generalized linear mixed models by simulation.Methods
in Ecology and Evolution, 7(4), 493–498. https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-
210X.12504

Hagey, K., & Horwitz, J. (2021, September 15). Facebook tried to make
its platform a healthier place. It got angrier instead. The Wall Street
Journal. https://www.wsj.com/articles/facebook-algorithm-change-zuckerberg-
11631654215

ANDERSON AND WOOD118

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
ti
s
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al
A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le
is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al
us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al
us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1002/arcp.1063
https://doi.org/10.1002/arcp.1063
https://doi.org/10.1002/arcp.1063
https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2021/04/07/social-media-use-in-2021/
https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2021/04/07/social-media-use-in-2021/
https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2021/04/07/social-media-use-in-2021/
https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2021/04/07/social-media-use-in-2021/
https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2021/04/07/social-media-use-in-2021/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2022.101303�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2022.101303�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2022.101303�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2022.101303�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2022.101303�
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-97529-0_7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-97529-0_7
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315663074
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315663074
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abe5641
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abe5641
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abe5641
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abe5641
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2216614120
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2216614120
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2216614120
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550612469233
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550612469233
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550612469233
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000402
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000402
https://doi.org/10.1145/2631775.2631808
https://doi.org/10.1145/2631775.2631808
https://doi.org/10.1145/2631775.2631808
https://doi.org/10.1145/2631775.2631808
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203838020
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203838020
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203838020
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000026
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2020.102461�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2020.102461�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2020.102461�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2020.102461�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2020.102461�
https://doi.org/10.1080/17437199.2013.876238
https://doi.org/10.1080/17437199.2013.876238
https://doi.org/10.1080/17437199.2013.876238
https://doi.org/10.1080/17437199.2013.876238
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crbeha.2022.100081�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crbeha.2022.100081�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crbeha.2022.100081�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crbeha.2022.100081�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.crbeha.2022.100081�
https://doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-9-102
https://doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-9-102
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2009.0411
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2009.0411
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2009.0411
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2009.0411
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12504
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12504
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12504
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12504
https://www.wsj.com/articles/facebook-algorithm-change-zuckerberg-11631654215
https://www.wsj.com/articles/facebook-algorithm-change-zuckerberg-11631654215
https://www.wsj.com/articles/facebook-algorithm-change-zuckerberg-11631654215
https://www.wsj.com/articles/facebook-algorithm-change-zuckerberg-11631654215
https://www.wsj.com/articles/facebook-algorithm-change-zuckerberg-11631654215


Hardwick, R. M., Forrence, A. D., Krakauer, J. W., & Haith, A. M. (2019).
Time-dependent competition between goal-directed and habitual response
preparation. Nature Human Behaviour, 3(12), 1252–1262. https://doi.org/
10.1038/s41562-019-0725-0

Hsiao, C. H., Chang, J. J., & Tang, K. Y. (2016). Exploring the influential
factors in continuance usage of mobile social apps: Satisfaction, habit,
and customer value perspectives. Telematics and Informatics, 33(2),
342–355. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2015.08.014

Hubbard, A. D., Kalkstein, D. A., Liberman, N., & Trope, Y. (2021).
Construal processes. In P. A. M. Van Lange, E. T. Higgins, & A.
W. Kruglanski (Eds.), Social psychology: Handbook of basic principles
(pp. 67–84). The Guilford Press.

Hull, C. L. (1932). The goal-gradient hypothesis and maze learning.
Psychological Review, 39(1), 25–43. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0072640

Inzlicht, M., Werner, K. M., Briskin, J., & Roberts, B. (2021). Integrating
models of self-regulation. Annual Review of Psychology, 72(1), 319–
345. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-061020-105721

Ji, M. F., & Wood, W. (2007). Purchase and consumption habits: Not neces-
sarily what you intend. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 17(4), 261–276.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1057-7408(07)70037-2

Knowlton, B. J., & Diedrichsen, J. (2018). Editorial overview: Habits and
skills. Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences, 20, iv–vi. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2018.02.009

Koehler, D. J., & Poon, C. S. (2006). Self-predictions overweight strength of
current intentions. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 42(4),
517–524. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.08.003

Kruglanski, A. W., Fishbach, A., Woolley, K., Bélanger, J. J., Chernikova,
M., Molinario, E., & Pierro, A. (2018). A structural model of intrinsic
motivation: On the psychology of means-ends fusion. Psychological
Review, 125(2), 165–182. https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000095

Kruglanski, A. W., & Szumowska, E. (2020). Habitual behavior is goal-
driven. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 15(5), 1256–1271.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691620917676

Lindström, B., Bellander, M., Schultner, D. T., Chang, A., Tobler, P. N., &
Amodio, D. M. (2021). A computational reward learning account of social
media engagement. Nature Communications, 12, Article 1311. https://
doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-19607-x

Neal, D. T., Wood, W., & Drolet, A. (2013). How do people adhere to goals
when willpower is low? The profits (and pitfalls) of strong habits. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 104(6), 959–975. https://doi.org/10
.1037/a0032626

Ouellette, J. A., & Wood, W. (1998). Habit and intention in everyday life:
The multiple processes by which past behavior predicts future behavior.
Psychological Bulletin, 124(1), 54–74. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
2909.124.1.54

Patterson, T. K., & Knowlton, B. J. (2018). Subregional specificity in human
striatal habit learning: A meta-analytic review of the fMRI literature.
Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences, 20, 75–82. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.cobeha.2017.10.005

Perez, O. D., & Dickinson, A. (2020). A theory of actions and habits: The
interaction of rate correlation and contiguity systems in free-operant behavior.
Psychological Review, 127(6), 945–971. https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000201

Schnauber-Stockmann, A., & Naab, T. K. (2019). The process of forming a
mobile media habit: Results of a longitudinal study in a real-world setting.
Media Psychology, 22(5), 714–742. https://doi.org/10.1080/15213269
.2018.1513850

Schwabe, L., &Wolf, O. T. (2009). Stress prompts habit behavior in humans.
Journal of Neuroscience, 29(22), 7191–7198. https://doi.org/10.1523/
jneurosci.0979-09.2009

Sherman, L. E., Payton, A. A., Hernandez, L. M., Greenfield, P. M., &
Dapretto, M. (2016). The power of the like in adolescence: Effects of peer

influence on neural and behavioral responses to social media. Psychological
Science, 27(7), 1027–1035. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616645673

Stragier, J., Abeele, M. V., Mechant, P., & De Marez, L. (2016).
Understanding persistence in the use of online fitness communities:
Comparing novice and experienced users. Computers in Human
Behavior, 64, 34–42. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.06.013

Tamir, D. I., &Mitchell, J. P. (2012). Disclosing information about the self is
intrinsically rewarding. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,
109(21), 8038–8043. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1202129109

Triandis, H. C. (1977). Interpersonal behavior. Brooks/Cole.
Verplanken, B., & Orbell, S. (2003). Reflections on past behavior: A self-

report index of habit strength. Journal of Applied Social Psychology,
33(6), 1313–1330. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2003.tb01951.x

Verplanken, B., & Orbell, S. (2022). Attitudes, habits, and behavior change.
Annual Review of Psychology, 73(1), 327–352. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev-psych-020821-011744

Verplanken, B., Walker, I., Davis, A., & Jurasek, M. (2008). Context change
and travel mode choice: Combining the habit discontinuity and self-
activation hypotheses. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 28(2),
121–127. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2007.10.005

Vishwanath, A. (2015). Habitual Facebook use and its impact on getting
deceived on social media. Journal of Computer-Mediated
Communication, 20(1), 83–98. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcc4.12100

Vishwanath, A. (2017). Getting phished on social media. Decision Support
Systems, 103, 70–81. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2017.09.004

Vishwanath, B., Mislove, A., Cha, M., & Gummadi, K. P. (2009). On the
evolution of user interaction in Facebook. In Proceedings of the 2nd
ACM workshop on online social networks (pp. 37–42). Association for
Computing Machinery. https://doi.org/10.1145/1592665.1592675

Vosoughi, S., Roy, D., & Aral, S. (2018). The spread of true and false news
online. Science, 359(6380), 1146–1151. https://doi.org/10.1126/science
.aap9559

Webb, T. L., & Sheeran, P. (2006). Does changing behavioral intentions
engender behavior change? A meta-analysis of the experimental evidence.
Psychological Bulletin, 132(2), 249–268. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
2909.132.2.249

Wood,W.,Mazar, A., &Neal, D. T. (2022). Habits and goals in human behav-
ior: Separate but interacting systems.Perspectives on Psychological Science,
17(2), 590–605. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691621994226

Wood, W., & Rünger, D. (2016). Psychology of habit. Annual Review of
Psychology, 67(1), 289–314. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-
122414-033417

Wood, W., Tam, L., &Witt, M. G. (2005). Changing circumstances, disrupt-
ing habits. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 88(6), 918–933.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.6.918

Yao, Z., Yang, D., Levine, J. M., Low, C. A., Smith, T., Zhu, H., & Kraut,
R. E. (2021). Join, stay or go?: A closer look at members’ life
cycles in online health communities. Proceedings of the ACM on
Human-Computer Interaction, 5(CSCW1), 1–22. https://doi.org/10
.1145/3449245

Zell, A. L., &Moeller, L. (2018). Are you happy for me… on Facebook? The
potential importance of “likes” and comments. Computers in Human
Behavior, 78, 26–33. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.08.050

Zhang, K., Kim, K., Silverstein, N. M., Song, Q., Burr, J. A., & Meeks, S.
(2021). Social media communication and loneliness among older adults:
The mediating roles of social support and social contact. The
Gerontologist, 61(6), 888–896. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1093/
geront/gnaa197

Received July 25, 2022
Revision received January 28, 2023

Accepted February 5, 2023 ▪

LIMITED INFLUENCE OF SOCIAL MOTIVATIONS 119

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
ti
s
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al
A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le
is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al
us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al
us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-019-0725-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-019-0725-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-019-0725-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2015.08.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2015.08.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2015.08.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2015.08.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2015.08.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2015.08.014
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0072640
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0072640
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-061020-105721
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-061020-105721
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1057-7408(07)70037-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1057-7408(07)70037-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2018.02.009�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2018.02.009�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2018.02.009�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2018.02.009�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2018.02.009�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2018.02.009�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2018.02.009�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000095
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000095
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691620917676
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691620917676
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-19607-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-19607-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-19607-x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032626
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032626
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.124.1.54
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.124.1.54
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.124.1.54
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.124.1.54
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.124.1.54
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.124.1.54
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2017.10.005�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2017.10.005�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2017.10.005�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2017.10.005�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2017.10.005�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2017.10.005�
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000201
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000201
https://doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2018.1513850
https://doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2018.1513850
https://doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2018.1513850
https://doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2018.1513850
https://doi.org/10.1523/jneurosci.0979-09.2009
https://doi.org/10.1523/jneurosci.0979-09.2009
https://doi.org/10.1523/jneurosci.0979-09.2009
https://doi.org/10.1523/jneurosci.0979-09.2009
https://doi.org/10.1523/jneurosci.0979-09.2009
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616645673
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616645673
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.06.013�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.06.013�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.06.013�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.06.013�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.06.013�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.06.013�
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1202129109
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1202129109
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1202129109
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2003.tb01951.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2003.tb01951.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2003.tb01951.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2003.tb01951.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2003.tb01951.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2003.tb01951.x
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-020821-011744
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-020821-011744
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-020821-011744
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2007.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2007.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2007.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2007.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2007.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2007.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcc4.12100
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcc4.12100
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcc4.12100
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2017.09.004�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2017.09.004�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2017.09.004�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2017.09.004�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2017.09.004�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2017.09.004�
https://doi.org/10.1145/1592665.1592675
https://doi.org/10.1145/1592665.1592675
https://doi.org/10.1145/1592665.1592675
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aap9559
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aap9559
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aap9559
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.2.249
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.2.249
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.2.249
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.2.249
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.2.249
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.2.249
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691621994226
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691621994226
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122414-033417
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122414-033417
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122414-033417
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.6.918
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.6.918
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.6.918
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.6.918
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.6.918
https://doi.org/10.1145/3449245
https://doi.org/10.1145/3449245
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.08.050�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.08.050�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.08.050�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.08.050�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.08.050�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.08.050�
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gnaa197
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gnaa197
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gnaa197
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gnaa197

	Social Motivations’ Limited Influence on Habitual Behavior: Tests From Social Media Engagement
	Outline placeholder
	Motivational Influences on Repeated Behavior

	Preliminary Study: Rewards Motivate Initial/Occasional &italic;Instagram&/italic; Posting
	Study 1: Rewards Motivate Occasional &italic;Facebook&/italic; Posting
	Method
	Design
	Participants
	Procedure
	Measures
	Self-Reported Habit Strength (SRHI, Verplanken  Orbell, 2003)
	Past Posting Frequency
	Social Motivation
	Self-Predicted Response to Social Rewards
	Reactions and Comments
	Latency to Post Again


	Results
	Model
	Influence of Positive Reactions
	Influence of Comments
	Social Motivation: Concern About Others’ Reactions
	Lay Theories: Self-Predicted Responses to Rewards
	Single and Multiple Lag Results

	Discussion

	Study 2: Changes to Platform Cues Motivate Some Users, Disrupt Others
	Method
	Design
	Measures
	Latency of &italic;Facebook&/italic; Wall Posts
	Past Posting Frequency
	Platform Change Indicator
	Self-Post Versus Other-Post


	Results
	Model
	Posting Latency Before Versus After Change in Platform Cues
	Testing Artifacts: Comparing Engagement Before Versus After Randomly Chosen Dates


	Study 2a: Effect of the Design Change on Users’ Self-Predictions
	Discussion

	General Discussion
	Conclusion
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /None
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /None
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /None
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


