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Abstract

:

Content published in social media (SM) can be motivating. It can induce action, stimulate demand, and shape opinions. On the other hand, it can demotivate, cause helplessness, or overwhelm with information. Still, the impact of SM is not always the same. The paper aims to analyse the relations between sex, personality, and the way social media is used and motivation to take specific actions. The conclusions are founded on a survey (n = 462). The data were analysed with statistical methods. The study revealed that the use of SM has a significant impact on the motivation to act. Browsing through descriptions and photographs of various achievements posted by others in SM increased the intrinsic motivation of the respondents. Positive comments and emojis had a similar effect. Moreover, women and extraverts noted a significantly greater impact of SM on their intrinsic motivation concerning health and beauty effort, travel, hobby, and public expression of opinions than men and introverts. The results can be useful to recruiters. Extravert women that are open to cooperation, thorough, and well-organised are more likely to be active in SM.
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1. Introduction


Numerous studies demonstrated that the way social media (SM) is used depends on sex, age, and personality traits [1,2,3,4]. Their significant portions focused on SM use drivers and the question of actions motivated by SM [5,6,7,8]. Polish researchers investigated SM use by business and public institutions, but also the use of SM to contact these organizations [9,10,11,12]. Sedkowski [10] demonstrated that there is still a significant potential of SM left untapped in Poland. The question is, what area of SM is still to be harnessed and how to do it? One of such domains can be the user’s motivation to use SM in the context of demographics, individual needs, experience, patterns, and motivational factors. Motivation determines engagement, frequency and manner of SM use [6,13,14,15].



The motivational aspect of SM use has been investigated globally. Some relevant countries include Slovakia [9], Norway [15], Malaysia, India, and Pakistan [16], the United States, Germany, China, and India [17], South Korea [18], Romania and Tunisia [19], and Russia [20]. Unfortunately, the volume of research on SM and motivation in Poland is relatively modest. The problem has been appreciated only recently, but grows more popular [11,12,21,22]. This fact substantiates the need for relevant research. The present research addressed a specific gap. We investigated the impact of SM on intrinsic motivation by an in-depth look into respondents personalities in the context of selected demographic characteristics. We sought answers to whether active use of social media increases the motivation to perform selected actions and whether the frequent use of SM, including browsing and posting, entails additional actions, motivates to act. Eventually, what actions and their frequencies are taken thanks to social media. The objective was to analyse the relations between sex, personality, and how SM was used and the motivation to perform specific actions. The research attempted to answer the following research question:




	
Question 1 (Q1). Does the motivating impact of SM (the motivational strength) depend on sex, SM use, and personality?



	
Question 2 (Q2). What does SM motivate people to most often, and does it depend on sex, SM use, and personality traits?








This paper is organised as follows. Section 2 looks into issues related to the growing popularity of SM and its perception in the context of: motivation to use SM (why and for what SM is used), SM as a source of motivation (what is motivated by SM and what actions are taken under its influence), and differences in the use of SM by sex and personality. Section 3 presents the research methodology, including the survey questionnaire, profile of the respondents, and statistical analysis. Section 4 describes the results that are then discussed and concluded.




2. Literature Review


People are always motivated; in fact, they are never unmotivated [23] (p. 145). Nevertheless, sometimes they are not motivated to do what they have to or should do. In psychology, motivation is a force that energises and directs behaviour towards a goal [24]. Just as a force moves an object, motivation moves a person. To continue the metaphor, if individuals are machines, motivation is the very engine that powers and directs individuals’ behaviour. Motives serve three essential functions: (1) energising us (i.e., turning the key and starting the motivational engine), (2) directing us (i.e., pointing us in a particular direction), and (3) helping us to select the behaviour most appropriate for achieving our goals [25] (p. 262). Motivation is an inner state that arouses an individual’s desire for a goal and maintains their efforts in a specific direction and time [23].



Motivation is among the key factors decisive for the effectiveness of the human effort. It may give strength to act, but it changes over time and space. Its two forms are intrinsic and extrinsic motivation [26,27]. The notion of intrinsic motivation, also known as internal or endogenous motivation, applies to those activities that are pursued for their own sake. Extrinsic (exogenous, instrumental) motivation is related to activities aimed at an incentive offered by the goal or effect [28].



Motivation makes people behave in certain ways. It affects the direction they pursue (what they are trying to do), the effort they make (how hard they try), and the perseverance (how long they keep trying). People are motivated when they expect their actions to lead to a goal and a reward to satisfy their needs. Very motivated people always pursue clear goals. They can be self-motivated, but most need some degree of extrinsic motivation [29]. Both sources of motivation, the environment providing external motivation and intrinsic motivation, affect how people use social media (the frequency and types of activities, such as browsing or posting), the types of platforms used, and how they are used. The influence is bidirectional. It is the specific motivation that determines SM use, but SM also motivates particular behaviour, activities, actions, or attitudes. Examining individual differences in the intrinsic motivations for SM use is essential for determining what causes individuals to enjoy using social networking sites and to engage more consistently in online activities [30].



2.1. Motivation and Social Media


Research on SM to date focused mostly on the impact of tools (technologies) for establishing relations on attitudes and behaviour that reinforce social capital of individuals. It demonstrated basic mechanisms through which SM generates social capital benefits and discussed the burdens and advantages of SM [31]. SM can, for example, provide emotional support from friends (from an SNS and through it) [32]. Steinfield et al. [31] demonstrated that social platforms significantly impact relationship management in large groups of people connected by an SNS. SNSs provide societal support and access to useful information. Other studies showed that people use SM to maintain bonds with friends and establish new relationships. Therefore, it facilitates specific social relationship-building to a certain degree [7,33]. The studies exhibited positive relationships between SM use and mental well-being understood as experience of positive emotions, good mood, and high life satisfaction level. Nevertheless, many studies suggest otherwise. The growing use of SM can cause increased exposure to fake news or accumulated negative information (of xenophobic, pessimistic nature, for example) and psychological abuse, which is deteriorating for well-being (by causing mental stress) and could result in anxiety or depression in the long term [34,35]. Hence, the need for education regarding effective creation of information and messages and, perhaps mainly, verification of the authenticity and quality of content and handling excess negative information and mental abuse. Research shows that SM users often disseminate rather than question disinformation [36]. It is more important for them to gain attention, ‘heat it up’, and establish social relations (also through controversies) than to make sure the information they pass on is accurate and true [37].



Chou and Edge [38] investigated the impact of SM use on the perception of the lives of others. Their research showed that people who used selected social platforms longer and watched SM profiles of others for a long time more often believed that others were happier and had better lives. Therefore, longer use of SM makes the users forget that SM is a projection with controlled, moderated, or even ‘doctored’ content. The ‘real life’ or ‘reality’ is not necessarily as positive, happy, and colourful as its representation in SM. Many users build an image that fails to reflect reality. Paradoxically, such a creation can motivate them to change their lives, for example, increase physical activity or commence education. One example is athletes who often publish videos on SM where they train with fake weights. On the one hand, it could motivate their audience to increased physical activity and more intensive workout, but on the other hand, it may contribute to injuries. It is, therefore, important to take SM content with a pinch of salt.



SM postings can demotivate as well. Some people may feel overwhelmed by the number of success stories others boast about in SM. It can lead to demotivating mental attitudes ‘I will never achieve this much. It is not worth even trying’. According to Kross et al. [39], SM use may be detrimental to two components of (subjective) well-being: how people feel at a specific moment and how satisfied they are with their lives. These results conform to those by Chou and Edge [38].



Social media facilitate interactions and are the key factor in relationship marketing. They motivate specific attitudes or activities (SM is a source of motivation), but their use is also motivated (SM is used to achieve specific goals). Research shows that sports fans are motivated to use SM to establish closer relationships with the team or athlete they cheer. Fans exercise four key motives as they draw value from the SM-enabled connection to the team: passion, hope, esteem and camaraderie [6]. Brands strive to create interaction and reinforce consumer involvement through their online presence, particularly in SM. Enginkaya and Yılmaz [5] investigated consumer motivation to interact with brands in SM. Findings of exploratory and confirmatory analyses revealed five distinct motivation factors: ‘Brand Affiliation’, ‘Investigation’, ‘Opportunity Seeking’, ‘Conversation’, and ‘Entertainment’. Sweetser and Kelleher [29] demonstrated that identifying motivations for social media adoption and use is an important skill for leaders in public relations. Karahanna et al. [40] demonstrated, in turn, that psychological ownership motivation drives individuals to engage in SM use because SM has affordances to fulfil the underlying needs of psychological ownership.




2.2. Social Media Use and Sex


Chan and colleagues [37] demonstrated that women are more active in SM; they share information more often and more readily communicate through SM. Compared to women, men more often use SM to interact with others and express themselves [30]. Hassouneh and Brengman [41] demonstrated that the user motivation to use free-form/social virtual worlds depends primarily on sex. Manipulation, achievement, and relationship derive for males. Females: Friendship and escapism. Males are manipulators, uninvolved. Females are friendship seekers. Women who more often use chats and discussion groups exhibit higher levels of introversion and neuroticism [42]. Moreover, extraverts more often use social platforms, with less emotionally stable men being more regular users [1].



Content in SM affects women and men differently. It may be due to differences in the frequency and manner of SM use by women and men due to character differences. It is particularly true for engagement and susceptibility to SM content. Consequently, SM can motivate people belonging to a specific sex and with specific personality traits to particular actions more intensely and often. Moreover, sex and personality traits may predispose to certain attitudes (activities) in SM. Based on the literature, the following hypotheses is proposed:



Hypothesis 1 (H1).

The motivational strength of SM differs depending on sex.






2.3. Social Media Use and Personality


The impact of personality traits on SM use is most often investigated with the five-factor model [43]. The Big-Five framework is a model of personality that contains five factors representing personality traits at a broad level: extraversion, neuroticism, openness to experiences, agreeableness, and conscientiousness [2,44]. Extraversion, emotional stability, and openness to experience are positively correlated with the degree of SM use [1,45]. Extraverts tend to use SM more as they crave social interactions [46]. Moreover, extraverts usually have more relationships with others in SM and in real life. They also tend to have better self-esteem [47,48]. SM users are dissatisfied with their lives less often, which suggests that SM could help cope with low satisfaction and self-esteem [49]. In addition, personality can affect the choice of social platforms to a large extent. For example, according to Hughes and colleagues [2], extraverts and more sociable persons prefer Facebook, while introverts and less outgoing people choose Twitter. Extraversion, openness and neuroticism are robustly linked to the use of diverse social media platforms. Personality accounts for the variance in social media use significantly more compared to sex and age [50]. The literature review yielded the following research hypotheses:



Hypothesis 2 (H2).

The motivational strength of SM differs depending on personality traits.





The relationship between the frequency and scope of activities in SM and motivation to certain consumer or purchasing behaviour or refraining from such behaviour. Frequent exposure to specific content, both advertising and personal relations, such as tourist photographs, reviews of products and services (positive and negative both), can motivate others to a specific activity, such as a purchase, travel, or physical activity (along the lines of: ‘my friends in social media did it’, ‘this product has many positive reviews’, ‘my friends in social media were satisfied with it’ or to the contrary: ‘my friends advised against it in social media’). The literature review yielded the following research hypothesis:



Hypothesis 3 (H3).

Active use of SM increases motivation to certain activities.






2.4. Social Media in Poland


Social media research was carried among Polish Internet users as well. It was primarily cross-sectional studies focusing on attributes of users (including demographic parameters), their preferences, motivations and behaviour [51], but also on content published in SM and its impact on selected socioeconomic phenomena [52]. Differences in SM use between various generations were analysed, including Generation Y [22] and Generation Z [4]. Other SM studies in Poland included project management [21], use by various industries, institutions, and businesses, but also customers and consumers, for example, to choose tourist destinations [22], industrial buying [53] or corporate social responsibility [54].



Research shows that SM users in Poland mostly trust content shared in SM even though they are aware that such information does not necessarily reflect reality [22]. Werenowska and Rzepka [22] demonstrated that Facebook, YouTube, and Instagram are the most popular social platforms in Poland, particularly among Generation Y. Zdonek and Król [4] established that it is women who are much more active in SM in Poland, particularly on Instagram. They are also more active on Pinterest and Snapchat. Men, on the other hand, are more active on YouTube. Extraverts publish more often on Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, or Pinterest by a wide margin. They are also more active in general and more often judged SM content. Hysa et al. [12] investigated the frequency of SM use and the scope of use when planning a tourist trip. Their sample consisted of representatives of Baby Boomers and Generations X, Y, and Z. The research results showed that the frequency of SM use decreases with age. The differences between the generations are visible in such behaviours as using social media to check opinions about tourist places, recommending a holiday spot with positive opinions and comments in social media, as well as forgoing holiday trips based on negative opinions and comments [12].



Karasek and Hysa [11] investigated employer challenges regarding SM. They pointed out the need for increasing the use of SM in management, image building, and verification of job applicant information. Another research pointed out that the most common drivers of social media use for Internet users in Poland were immediate needs, often of pragmatic nature, such as rapid communication and exchange of information and social needs [4]. Fietkiewicz et al. [55] conducted an intercultural study in Germany, Poland and South Africa (Investigating the generation- and gender-dependent differences in social media use: a cross-cultural study in Germany, Poland and South Africa). The researchers found out that users in Poland used content from YouTube and Instagram differently than others. Their conclusions suggested that it could be a result of such socioeconomic factors as political and economic views, demography, and availability of SM. They further demonstrated that some SM use patterns are consistent across cultures considering user age structure. Younger generations tend to search for new social platforms and increasingly abandon established ones, such as Facebook and Twitter. Moreover, research by Fietkiewicz et al. [55] confirmed generational changes that favour platforms dedicated to mobile devices. Kot et al. [9] studied whether consumers in Slovakia and Poland based their purchases on information from SM. They concluded there was no significant difference in the use of selected platforms in the purchase process between Slovak and Polish customers. They further demonstrated that SM was used more often in the purchase process in Poland than in Slovakia.





3. Materials and Methods


The research process has been divided into four stages. The first stage was a literature review focusing on the effect of sex, age, and personality traits on the use of SM and motivation to use SM. It identified the research gap and helped define the goal and research hypotheses more precisely. The second stage was an analysis of the digital ecosystem of SM in Poland and the world. The most popular social platforms in the research group were pinpointed. The third stage involved selecting research tools to determine respondents’ personalities and link their responses to the frequency of SM use. The personality test was conducted with 16Personalities.com (16P for short, NERIS Analytics Limited, Cambridge, UK, accessed on 24 September 2021) [56]. The personality results were verified with an original interactive survey, which included questions on personality traits and perception of SM impact on motivation to act in various domains of social and business activities. The survey questions employed a seven-point Likert scale, five-point ordinal scale, and a percentage score.



The anonymous survey was conducted from 10 December 2020 to 15 January 2021 among 18 to 49-year-old full-time and part-time students. The research sample was randomly selected. Invitations were sent to 700 persons, 543 of whom responded. Sampling was non-probabilistic. It employed the cluster sampling method [57]. The respondents comprised students of five fields: management, business analytics, logistics, production engineering, and project management. Student-focused surveys are gaining in popularity. The trend was confirmed in an in-depth literature analysis by LaRose and Tsai [58] and numerous studies involving academic circles [51,57,59].



Participation was voluntary, but the students were offered IT course engagement credits for taking the survey and discussing its results. They had to produce a code displayed after the completion of a survey questionnaire and be active during project classes to receive the credits. A high response rate with reliable questionnaires was important due to the personality test.



The responses were verified. Among the submitted questionnaires, 51 were of low quality (incomplete, duplicate, etc.) and were excluded. The population qualified for further analysis was 492.



3.1. Survey Questionnaire and Profile of the Respondents


One of the questionnaire topics was SM use depending on the declared sex and selected personality traits. To ensure the population is as homogenous as possible to focus on sex and personality, the statistical analysis was performed for responses of the most numerous group of respondents aged 18 to 25 (n = 462). Only 6.5% of the respondents failed to provide an answer or were unable to determine their character (Table 1).



The first part of the survey asked the respondents to complete the 16P test and see the results. Descriptions of the personality types used in the 16P test have been included in the Appendix A (Content 1). 16P was selected due to its research value, availability, and respondent-friendliness (which is important, as it motivates completing the test). The 16P form was used in other studies, such as personality profiling with SM posts [60], research on the impact of sex and personality on SM use during the pandemic [4], investigation of links between personality and personal abilities [61], or personality classification modelling [62].



In the second part of the survey, the respondents were asked to fill in an original questionnaire and specify their sex and the 16P test result. The questions in the questionnaire concerned the frequency of SM use, and the impact SM has on motivation.



The frequency of social media use was measured with an ordinal scale with the following values: less than several times a year or not at all (1), several times a year (2), several times a month (3), several times a week (4), and several times a day (5). The frequency of use of individual social platforms was analysed in three domains: posting (Q33), reacting (Q22), and browsing (Q11). The analysis involved the eight most popular in Poland and the age group social platforms: Facebook (FB), Instagram (IG), Snapchat (SC), YouTube (YT), TikTok (TT), Twitter (TW), Whatsapp (WA), and Pinterest (PR). Detailed questions related to the type of activity in SM and its impact on motivation to act (Table 2) and questions regarding the general impact of SM on motivation (Table 3) were measured on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7).



The questionnaire contained two more questions: (P1_X) To what percentage extent do you agree with the result and specification of your personality by the 16P test? (on a 0 to 100% scale) and (P1_Q) Do you agree with the result and specification of your personality by the 16P test? The respondents were asked to use a seven-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7).



Regarding question (P1_Q), the respondents agreed with their result of the 16P test in 76% on average (±17%). Most respondents (82.5%) considered the result of the 16P test to be consistent with their perception of their personalities in question (P1_X) (responses: strongly agree—13.9%, agree—37.2%, rather agree—31.4%). Only 7.8% did not agree with the result of the 16P test (responses strongly disagree—0.2%, disagree—0.6%, rather disagree—7%).



The personality types from the 16P test were grouped by descending importance: Mind (Extraverted {E} and Introverted {I}), Energy (Intuitive {N} and Observant {S}), Nature (Feeling {F} and Thinking {T}), and Tactics (Prospecting {P} and Judging {J}). This way, the respondents were divided into clear groups and roles for further analyses (Table 4).



Conformity between variable Mind (PP11) and P2 was verified by assuming values Extraverted (E) = 2, Introverted (I) = 1 in PP1 and values Introvert = 1, Rather Introvert = 2, Rather 50/50 (Ambivert) = 3, Rather Extravert = 4, Extravert = 5, Don’t know/Hard to say = NN in P2. This yielded a statistically significant Pearson’s correlation of r = 0.683 (p < 0.05) and Spearman’s rank correlation r = 0.691 (p < 0.05). This means a relatively high correlation between respondents’ assessment of their personality types (Introvert or Extravert) and results of the 16P test. Therefore, the 16P test result was very consistent with respondents’ declarations.




3.2. Statistical Analysis


Questions were assigned to factors with factor analysis to build relevant constructs. The reliability and validity of the scale for each construct were tested using reliability analysis with Cronbach’s alpha and Rho_A with results above the 0.7 threshold. We have also conducted convergent validity analysis with average variance extracted (AVE) with the result exceeding the 0.5 threshold. Only three constructs achieved AVE slightly below 0.5. They were still considered suitable because their composite reliability (CR) was above 0.6. An internal consistency test with CR yielded a result above the 0.7 threshold. Furthermore, the discriminant validity was tested with the HTMT criterion with a result below 0.85. Only one construct (Use of YT) failed to meet the threshold values and should be rejected from further analyses. The results show that the reliability and validity of scale for the constructs were acceptable (Table A1). The responses concerning YouTube (Use of YT) were interesting regarding the objective and scope of the study. Therefore, they were presented. The data were analysed statistically using univariate and bivariate methods. Univariate statistics are based on classic and positional descriptive analysis. The statistical analysis involved 462 questionnaires. It was more than the minimum random sample size estimated at 386 (for the maximum sample error of ±5% and confidence level of p = 0.95). The descriptive statistical analysis focused mostly on calculating such quantitative measures as the arithmetic mean (Mean), standard deviation (Sd), and median (Mdn).



The normality of variable distribution was tested with the Shapiro–Wilk test, and the homogeneity of variance was tested with the F test. The Mann–Whitney U test was applied because most of the data were not normally distributed or population variances were not homogeneous. When verifying statistical hypotheses, the statistical tests were used, taking into account significance at the level of α ≤ 0.05. At the same time, it was noted that the p probability of an error was not greater than 0.05. The statistical analysis was performed in Microsoft Excel (Microsoft, Redmond, WA, USA), Statistica (StatSoft, Kraków, Poland) and SmartPLS (SmartPLS GmbH, Bönningstedt, Germany).





4. Results


4.1. Impact of Social Media Use on Motivation to Act According to Sex Type


The authors conducted the Mann–Whitney U test to verify hypothesis H1 (The motivational strength of SM differs depending on sex).



The study shows numerous statistically significant differences between women and men in terms of SM use. The women in the population were much more active on such platforms as Instagram, Snapchat, Pinterest, WhatsApp, and TikTok. Men were more active on YouTube. The statistical differences in SM use between women and men are shown in the Appendix A (Table A2).



Question Q85 on the impact of SM on jealousy yielded interesting results. The study showed that the only statistical difference was found for sexes. Under the employed research design, women felt slightly more jealous when browsing other people’s achievements in SM than men (Q85, p < 0.001, M = 2.75 ± 1.66 Mdn = 2, F = 3.50 ± 1.79, Mdn = 3) (Table A3).



Women identified a much greater impact of SM on their intrinsic motivation to pursue selected activities (Table 5), including the effort to care for their health and beauty (Q92), travel (Q93), self-study (Q94), and shopping (Q95).



The results suggest that hypothesis H1 has been partially confirmed: the motivational impact of SM differs by sex. A greater influence on intrinsic motivation was found in women than in men. It was particularly visible in the strength of SM impact on personal activities.




4.2. Impact of Social Media Use on Motivation to Act According to Personality Type


The authors conducted the Mann–Whitney U test to verify hypothesis H2 (The motivational strength of SM differs depending on personality traits).



Extraverts identified a much greater impact of SM on their intrinsic motivation to (Table 6) care for their health and beauty (Q92), travel (Q93), pursue hobbies (Q96), and express their opinions in public (Q97).



No statistical differences were found for group PP12 (Intuitive and Observant). Group PP13 (Thinking and Feeling) exhibited a single difference in motivation to shop (Q95).



Significant differences were identified in group PP14 (Prospecting and Judging). Persons with the Judging {J} trait (i.e., resolute, thorough, and well organised) identified a greater impact of SM on their motivation to make an effort regarding their health and beauty (Q92), travel (Q93), self-study (Q94) and shop (Q95) (Table 7).



Regarding the other questions on the impact of individual SM activities, such as browsing (Q82, Q83), posting (Q86, Q87), and receiving positive comments and emojis (Q88), they were much more important to extraverts (Table A4). No significant differences were identified for the other groups (p < 0.01).



The results suggest that hypothesis H2 has been partially confirmed. Personality is a set of multiple individual traits. Only some of them affect the motivational strength of SM regarding the personal or public activity. Even though a greater motivational strength of SM concerning personal and public activity and all the listed activates was identified for extraverts, statistical differences were noted only for half of them. A similar pattern was found for group PP14 (Prospecting and Judging). Only half of Judging persons exhibited a greater motivational strength of SM to various activities. The H2 hypothesis was rejected for the two other personality trait groups (PP12 and PP13).



The authors used nonparametric tests to analyse differences between groups regarding SM use for all respondents with specific personality traits (PP11–PP14).



Significant differences between means in the groups were compiled into a matrix with a score of 2 for p < 0.01 (**) and 1 for p < 0.05 (*). When no significant differences between the groups were found, (–) was used. The positive or negative value (+/–) depended on the mean in each group. This yielded a ranking list of criteria that affected the use of SM the most (Table A5).



According to the analysis, SM use depends mostly on sex (Male and Female)—16/24 activities (a difference of 40 points), then on personality type Introvert—Extravert (PP11)—10/24 activities (a difference of 38 points), and then on Thinking vs. Feeling trait (PP13)—5/24 activities (a difference of 18 points). Sex and personality affected the use of the following platforms the most: Instagram (activities Q11_IG, Q22_IG, browsing and reacting); Snapchat (activities Q11_SC, Q22_SC, and Q33_SC, browsing, reacting, and posting), and TikTok (activity Q11_TT, browsing).




4.3. Impact of Social Media on Motivation to Act According to Active and Passive Use


The authors verified hypothesis H3 (Active use of SM increases motivation to certain activities) through the analysis of use of the most popular social platforms in Poland and then with the Mann–Whitney U test.



Analysis of responses to questions about the frequency and manner of using specific social platforms identified differences in their popularity. According to the study, the respondents used Instagram, Facebook, YouTube, Snapchat, WhatsApp, and TikTok most frequently. The study investigated three types of activities: browsing, reacting, and posting. The analyses included the mean, standard deviation, and median (Figure 1, Table 8).



The next stage was assigning weights to each activity type (Q11 = 1, Q22 = 2, Q33 = 3). Each user was assigned a value (AP_X) based on the frequency of use of each of the social platforms and the weight of each activity. This way, the respondents were categorised into two groups, those who were active users of SM (ACT) and passive users (PAS). The classification criterion was Mdn = 100. Selected statistics were calculated: min = 52, max = 177, Mean = 100.32, and Sd = 24.28 (Figure 2).



The analysis identified statistical differences for all the questions Q81–Q88 and Q91–Q98 for respondents that were active (ACT) and passive (PAS) SM users (Table 9 and Table A6). This means that the way one uses SM has a significant impact on their motivation to act. The results suggest that hypothesis H3 has been confirmed.



The use of SM and its motivating effect were related mostly to sex and personality (introvert or extravert in research question Q2). Women identified a much greater impact of SM on their intrinsic motivation to such activities as the effort to care for their health and beauty, travel, education, and shopping. Extraverts noted a significantly greater impact of SM on their intrinsic motivation concerning health and beauty, travel, hobby, and public expression of opinions. Moreover, women and extraverts found large numbers of positive comments and emojis important and motivating. The research further showed the people with the Judging {J} trait who are resolute, thorough, and well organised noted a much greater influence of SM on their motivation to make an effort for their health and beauty, travel, and self-study than Prospecting {P} people (who improvise, are flexible, and nonconforming; question Q2).





5. Discussion


Differences between people, mostly due to personality traits and demographic characteristics, affect motivation to use SM. A study by Zhang et al. [30] showed that personality traits are the best predictors of intrinsic motivation to use SM. The Big Five personality traits, such as agreeableness and extraversion, positively impacted social interaction and impression management, but conscientiousness had a negative impact on impression management. The study demonstrated that such demographic variables as age and sex affect the strength of intrinsic motivation to use SM. Moreover, Zhang et al. [30] demonstrated that men more often used SM to express themselves and expand their social interactions than women. They proved that respondents aged 25 and more had lower impression management needs than people 25 and younger. This observation was confirmed in research by Hassouneh and Brengman [41], who demonstrated that users’ motives for using SM (free-form SM/social virtual worlds) differ depending on age and sex.



Nielsen and Razmerita [63] investigated the motivation of Danish employees to share knowledge with their co-workers in SM. They pointed out that SM has a substantial potential to improve communication within organisations, but it is used for this purpose not nearly enough. According to Nielsen and Razmerita [63], it is individual and organisational factors that mostly hinder workplace knowledge sharing in SM. It calls for an SM attitude change at the top organisational level that would credit employees with a greater SM use freedom at work to improve organization’s workflow.



Customers engagement with brands on social media is critical to social media managers [8]. Mangold and Faulds [64] demonstrated that SM has become a primary source of reliable information for consumers/users. However, it requires substantial effort, knowledge, and skills on the part of marketing specialists to observe and recognise the context of chats and opinions expressed by consumers in SM. Content in SM can affect consumers, but can also be tools for influencing them as noted by Enginkaya and Yılmaz [5]. Brands strive to improve the visibility of their services and products in SM, nourish interactions, and fuel consumer/user engagement through their online presence. Exploratory analyses of consumer motives for interacting with brands and/or discussing them in SM identified five motivational factors. ‘Brand Affiliation’, ‘Investigation’, ‘Opportunity Seeking’, ‘Conversation’, and ‘Entertainment’. Considering the importance of SM as a tool for brand engagement and brand communities, the brand affiliation and conversation motives might play a key role in SM marketing implications [65]. Even though SM motivates to activity, it may require motivation on the part of the brand/company/person to exert a specific impact.



Bazi et al. [8] investigated customer motivation to engage with luxury brands in SM. They identified thirteen motives in six domains: perceived content relevancy (brand news, post quality, and celebrity endorsement), brand–customer relationship (brand love, and brand ethereality), hedonic (entertainment), aesthetic (design appeal), socio-psychological (actual self-congruency, status signalling, and enhance and maintain face), brand equity (perceived brand quality), and technology factors (ease of use and convenience). It helped with understanding how to improve customer motivation to engage with luxury brand SM.



Werenowska and Rzepka [22] demonstrated that content shared in SM affects the selection of tourist destinations, and the most popular social platform for searching information on a planned trip in Poland is Facebook. Generation Y evaluates the tourist appeal of a place using SM opinions, and one of the primary goals for holiday trips is to acquire content (photographs, videos, etc.) that can be shared in SM. This suggests that SM affects motivation two-fold: (1) ‘on the outside’ by motivating to specific activities; posted content affects consumer choices, motivates consumers to specific decisions or activities and (2) ‘on the inside’—specific actions are taken so that relevant content can be published in SM (which is motivating). The present research confirmed these relationships, and it additionally looked at motivation in the context of demographics. Hence, it is an in-depth analysis. Hysa and Spałek [21] focused their research on communication in SM and its use in project management. They pointed out that SM motivates and improves employee commitment to projects and various corporate matters. Research by Hysa and Spałek [21] demonstrated that it is mostly younger respondents from Poland, predominantly Generations X and Y, who used social platforms more often for project management. Our results correspond with theirs, mainly regarding the motivating impact of SM. Hysa et al. [12] identified differences in SM use related to demographics. The differences are apparent in the sensitivity to specific content, particularly comments and opinions in SM. The motivational strength is different for Generation Y and Generation Z. Hysa et al. [12] demonstrated that women more often than men declared favourable attitudes towards information in SM. Moreover, positive opinions and comments in SM more often affected women (motivating or demotivating them). This finding corresponds with our results because women declared a much greater influence of SM on their intrinsic motivation than men. Moreover, women found large numbers of positive comments important and motivating. Fietkiewicz et al. [55] found that younger generations tend to search for new social platforms and more readily depart from popular ones, such as Facebook or Twitter. It was confirmed by Zdonek and Król [4], who also pointed out certain trends among young SM users from Poland to search for new SM and leave those platforms that are well established, such as Facebook. These studies identify a particular ‘outflow’ movement of young users to new media




6. Conclusions


SM affects people in at least two areas: the private domain of personal benefits and the social domain open to people. Hence, activities motivated by SM can be of a private, local nature (effects limited to a specific person and their immediate surroundings) or be global (effects surpassing local range, particularly regarding socioeconomics, culture, and the environment). Consequently, publication of specific content in SM (including its amount and form) can affect more people, motivate specific activities, elicit specific responses, or shape particular attitudes. There is room for further research in this regard.



Research shows that content published in SM may be motivating and inspire people to act, engender enthusiasm, stimulate, drive demand, and/or will depending on personal user traits. On the other hand, it can demotivate (with such factors as excess negative content, overwhelming success of others, helplessness, or information flood). Moreover, social platforms alone are used for specific reasons, which means that their use is motivated.



The research shows that SM motivated the respondents to travel and pursue their hobbies the most. SM was found to motivate consumption (shopping), health and beauty activities, and education. The motivational (impact) strength of SM differed depending on sex and personality traits. Women were more active SM users (reacting, browsing, and posting) than men. Moreover, active SM users noted a significantly greater impact of SM on their motivation to act in all the investigated domains. SM activity as such depended much more on sex than individual personality traits. The general conclusion is that sex and personality traits significantly impact SM use, while SM is a considerable motivator in stimulating activity.



Practical Implications and Limitations of the Research


Intense and directed activity in SM can motivate the audience and affect sales, demand, or other forms of target conversion. The research shows that women are more predisposed to be active in SM as they exhibit selected extravert traits: they are open to cooperation (Feeling), conscientious, and well organised (Judging). The research confirmed that people with these traits are more engaged and better motivated to act. A question arises from a slightly different perspective regarding methods for improving men’s engagement in active SM use and ways of increasing SM influence on men. The research shows that one way to improve the social media activity of men could be to increased video content. Note that women also readily watch videos. Use of this type of material can, therefore, improve site statistics, including time spent and the number of activities taken.



The study was carried out in Poland on respondents aged 18 to 25. Sampling was non-probabilistic. It employed the cluster sampling method, and the population included students of five fields. Therefore, the results cannot be generalised for the entire student population in Poland without further in-depth research. Personality traits were determined with the 16P tool and an original questionnaire, which may entail a measurement error despite their high quality. The analysis was founded on a specific advantage of one of two extreme poles of each personality trait (such as introvert vs. extravert or feeling vs. thinking), and the potential advantage of a trait was not considered. The research focused on activity on selected social platforms in Poland. These limitations are the research design framework for the study. The results should, therefore, be interpreted as ‘results under the employed research design’.
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Appendix A


Content 1: The personality types described in the 16P test are based on independent traits referred to with the following acronyms: Mind (Introverted {I}, Extraverted {E}), Energy (Observant {S}, Intuitive {N}), Nature (Thinking {T}, Feeling {F}), and Tactics (Judging {J}, Prospecting {P}). The last one is Identity (Assertive {-A}, Turbulent {-T}). All the acronyms and personality traits are discussed in detail on the 16P test website. Introverts {I} prefer solitary activities, are mostly sensitive to external stimulation, such as sounds, images, and odours. They get exhausted by social interaction; extraverted minds {E} prefer group activities and tend to be more easily excited than introverts. They get energised by social interaction; observant {S} individuals are highly practical and pragmatic. They tend to have strong habits and focus on what is happening; intuitive {N} individuals are very imaginative, open-minded, and curious. They prefer novelty over stability and focus on hidden meanings; thinking {T} individuals focus on objectivity and rationality, prioritising logic over emotions. They tend to hide their feelings and see efficiency as more important than cooperation; feeling {F} individuals are sensitive and emotionally expressive. They are more empathic than thinking types and focus on social harmony and cooperation; judging {J} individuals are decisive, thorough and highly organised. They value clarity and predictability, preferring structure and planning to spontaneity; prospecting {P} individuals are very good at improvising and spotting opportunities. They tend to be flexible, relaxed nonconformists who prefer keeping their options open [56]. The first letters of each identified trait are combined to define one of 16 personality types. Personality types according to the 16P test are Architect (INTJ), Advocate (INFJ), Logistician (ISTJ), Virtuoso (ISTP), Logician (INTP), Mediator (INFP), Defender (ISFJ), Adventurer (ISFP), Commander (ENTJ), Protagonist (ENFJ), Executive (ESTJ), Entrepreneur (ESTP), Debater (ENTP), Campaigner (ENFP), Consul (ESFJ), and Entertainer (ESFP). Selected traits of specific personalities can be grouped to represent four roles: Analysts (Intuitive {N} and Thinking {T}), Diplomats (Intuitive {N} and Feeling {F}), Sentinels (Observant {S} and Judging{J}), and Explorers (Observant {S} and Prospecting {P}). Each personality type and role has been described by NERIS Analytics Limited [56]. This way, personality traits could be linked to SM use and its impact on motivation.
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Table A1. Statistics for the reliability and validity of scale for the constructs used in the survey (n = 462).






Table A1. Statistics for the reliability and validity of scale for the constructs used in the survey (n = 462).













	
	Items
	Cronbach’s

Alpha
	Rho_A
	Composite

Reliability
	Average Variance

Extracted (AVE)





	Motivation 2 Private Activities
	Q92, Q93, Q94, Q95, Q96
	0.824
	0.825
	0.824
	0.484



	Motivation 2 Social Activities
	Q91, Q97, Q98
	0.721
	0.753
	0.724
	0.475



	Reasons for Activity
	Q83, Q84, Q86, Q87, Q88
	0.865
	0.868
	0.866
	0.564



	Use of FB
	Q22_FB, Q33_FB
	0.648
	0.664
	0.654
	0.488



	Use of IG
	Q11_IG, Q22_IG, Q33_IG
	0.818
	0.834
	0.813
	0.597



	Use of PR
	Q11_PR, Q22_PR, Q33_PR
	0.722
	0.824
	0.744
	0.519



	Use of TT
	Q11_TT, Q22_TT, Q33_TT
	0.755
	0.825
	0.788
	0.564



	Use of TW
	Q11_TW, Q22_TW, Q33_TW
	0.891
	0.917
	0.898
	0.748



	Use of WA
	Q11_WA, Q22_WA, Q33_WA
	0.874
	0.886
	0.876
	0.704



	Use of SC
	Q11_SC, Q22_SC, Q33_SC
	0.893
	0.909
	0.893
	0.739
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Table A2. Differences between groups. Mann–Whitney U test for variable sex (Male, Female)—variables Q11_FB—Q33_WA.






Table A2. Differences between groups. Mann–Whitney U test for variable sex (Male, Female)—variables Q11_FB—Q33_WA.












	Variable
	p-Value
	Significance
	Male
	Female





	Q11_FB
	0.4432
	
	4.71 ± 0.61 Mdn: 5
	4.68 ± 0.67 Mdn: 5



	Q11_IG
	0.0000
	***
	3.66 ± 1.65 Mdn: 4
	4.48 ± 1.23 Mdn: 5



	Q11_TW
	0.3195
	
	1.58 ± 1.24 Mdn: 1
	1.38 ± 0.93 Mdn: 1



	Q11_YT
	0.0000
	***
	4.78 ± 0.51 Mdn: 5
	4.24 ± 0.80 Mdn: 4



	Q11_TT
	0.0000
	***
	1.67 ± 1.29 Mdn: 1
	2.71 ± 1.74 Mdn: 2



	Q11_SC
	0.0002
	***
	2.86 ± 1.74 Mdn: 3
	3.47 ± 1.65 Mdn: 4



	Q11_PR
	0.0000
	***
	1.30 ± 0.76 Mdn: 1
	2.34 ± 1.29 Mdn: 2



	Q11_WA
	0.0004
	***
	2.04 ± 1.40 Mdn: 1
	2.54 ± 1.51 Mdn: 2



	Q22_FB
	0.2816
	
	3.32 ± 1.39 Mdn: 3
	3.49 ± 1.21 Mdn: 4



	Q22_IG
	0.0000
	***
	2.89 ± 1.67 Mdn: 3
	3.94 ± 1.38 Mdn: 4



	Q22_TW
	0.0851
	
	1.35 ± 0.90 Mdn: 1
	1.27 ± 0.86 Mdn: 1



	Q22_YT
	0.0014
	**
	2.97 ± 1.53 Mdn: 3
	2.49 ± 1.30 Mdn: 2



	Q22_TT
	0.0000
	***
	1.45 ± 1.13 Mdn: 1
	2.17 ± 1.60 Mdn: 1



	Q22_SC
	0.0000
	***
	1.95 ± 1.47 Mdn: 1
	2.60 ± 1.64 Mdn: 2



	Q22_PR
	0.0000
	***
	1.07 ± 0.32 Mdn: 1
	1.73 ± 1.18 Mdn: 1



	Q22_WA
	0.0000
	***
	1.42 ± 0.97 Mdn: 1
	1.90 ± 1.32 Mdn: 1



	Q33_FB
	0.6965
	
	2.10 ± 1.12 Mdn: 2
	1.98 ± 0.91 Mdn: 2



	Q33_IG
	0.0000
	***
	1.71 ± 0.92 Mdn: 1
	2.30 ± 0.92 Mdn: 2



	Q33_TW
	0.3879
	
	1.12 ± 0.49 Mdn: 1
	1.11 ± 0.55 Mdn: 1



	Q33_YT
	0.0000
	***
	1.65 ± 1.02 Mdn: 1
	1.17 ± 0.50 Mdn: 1



	Q33_TT
	0.5997
	
	1.12 ± 0.55 Mdn: 1
	1.14 ± 0.59 Mdn: 1



	Q33_SC
	0.0000
	***
	2.07 ± 1.49 Mdn: 1
	2.82 ± 1.65 Mdn: 3



	Q33_PR
	0.0021
	**
	1.02 ± 0.23 Mdn: 1
	1.12 ± 0.51 Mdn: 1



	Q33_WA
	0.0002
	***
	1.42 ± 1.00 Mdn: 1
	1.79 ± 1.24 Mdn: 1







Note: ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
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Table A3. Differences between groups. Mann–Whitney U test for variable sex.
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	Variable
	p-Value
	Significance
	Male
	Female





	Q81
	0.0053
	**
	4.86 ± 1.48 Mdn: 5
	5.20 ± 1.48 Mdn: 5



	Q82
	0.0033
	**
	3.98 ± 1.71 Mdn: 4
	4.45 ± 1.63 Mdn: 5



	Q83
	0.0014
	**
	2.43 ± 1.54 Mdn: 2
	2.86 ± 1.53 Mdn: 3



	Q84
	0.0022
	**
	3.92 ± 1.99 Mdn: 4
	4.47 ± 1.86 Mdn: 5



	Q85
	0.0000
	***
	2.75 ± 1.66 Mdn: 2
	3.50 ± 1.80 Mdn: 3



	Q86
	0.1088
	
	3.21 ± 1.87 Mdn: 3
	3.47 ± 1.80 Mdn: 3



	Q87
	0.0346
	*
	2.64 ± 1.59 Mdn: 2
	2.94 ± 1.62 Mdn: 3



	Q88
	0.0456
	*
	3.67 ± 2.01 Mdn: 4
	4.05 ± 1.87 Mdn: 5







Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
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Table A4. Differences between groups. U Mann–Whitney test for variable personality trait PP11 (Introverted, Extraverted).
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	Variable
	p-Value
	Significance
	Introverted
	Extraverted





	Q81
	0.2303
	
	5.13 ± 1.51 Mdn: 5
	5.02 ± 1.47 Mdn: 5



	Q82
	0.0004
	***
	3.94 ± 1.68 Mdn: 4
	4.52 ± 1.63 Mdn: 5



	Q83
	0.0007
	***
	2.42 ± 1.47 Mdn: 2
	2.90 ± 1.58 Mdn: 3



	Q84
	0.0026
	**
	3.97 ± 1.88 Mdn: 4
	4.48 ± 1.94 Mdn: 5



	Q85
	0.9307
	
	3.21 ± 1.76 Mdn: 3
	3.22 ± 1.80 Mdn: 3



	Q86
	0.0019
	**
	3.05 ± 1.68 Mdn: 3
	3.61 ± 1.9 Mdn: 3.5



	Q87
	0.0007
	***
	2.53 ± 1.50 Mdn: 2
	3.05 ± 1.66 Mdn: 3



	Q88
	0.0158
	*
	3.65 ± 1.90 Mdn: 4
	4.09 ± 1.94 Mdn: 4







Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
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Table A5. Statistical differences in SM use for specific criteria and groups.
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Classification

Criterion/Social Media

	
SEX

	
PP11

	
PP12

	
PP13

	
PP14




	
MA

	
FE

	
I

	
E

	
N

	
S

	
T

	
F

	
P

	
J






	
Q11_FB

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Q11_IG

	
−2

	
2

	
−2

	
2

	
−2

	
2

	
-

	
-

	
−1

	
1




	
Q11_TW

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Q11_YT

	
2

	
−2

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Q11_TT

	
−2

	
2

	
−2

	
2

	
-

	
-

	
−1

	
1

	
-

	
-




	
Q11_SC

	
−2

	
2

	
−2

	
2

	
−2

	
2

	
−2

	
2

	
-

	
-




	
Q11_PR

	
−2

	
2

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
−2

	
2

	
-

	
-




	
Q11_WA

	
−2

	
2

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
−1

	
1




	
Q22_FB

	
-

	
-

	
−2

	
2

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Q22_IG

	
−2

	
2

	
−2

	
2

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
−1

	
1




	
Q22_TW

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Q22_YT

	
2

	
−2

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Q22_TT

	
−2

	
2

	
−1

	
1

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Q22_SC

	
−2

	
2

	
−2

	
2

	
-

	
-

	
−2

	
2

	
-

	
-




	
Q22_PR

	
−2

	
2

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Q22_WA

	
−2

	
2

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Q33_FB

	
-

	
-

	
−2

	
2

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Q33_IG

	
−2

	
2

	
−2

	
2

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Q33_TW

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Q33_YT

	
2

	
−2

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Q33_TT

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Q33_SC

	
−2

	
2

	
−2

	
2

	
-

	
-

	
−2

	
2

	
-

	
-




	
Q33_PR

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Q33_WA

	
−2

	
2

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
SUM

	
−20

	
20

	
−19

	
19

	
−4

	
4

	
−9

	
9

	
−3

	
3








Note: Sum (SUM), groups: SEX (Male (MA), Female (FE), PP11 (Introverted (I), Extraverted (E)), PP12 (Observant (S), Intuitive (N)), PP13 (Thinking (T), Feeling (F)), PP14 (Judging (J), Prospecting (P)).
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Table A6. Differences between groups. Mann–Whitney U test for variable activity AP_X (Active, Passive).






Table A6. Differences between groups. Mann–Whitney U test for variable activity AP_X (Active, Passive).





	Variable
	p-Value
	Significance
	Passive
	Active





	Q81
	0.0094
	**
	4.87 ± 1.59 Mdn: 5
	5.26 ± 1.35 Mdn: 5



	Q82
	<0.0001
	***
	3.85 ± 1.74 Mdn: 4
	4.69 ± 1.50 Mdn: 5



	Q83
	<0.0001
	***
	2.25 ± 1.42 Mdn: 2
	3.14 ± 1.55 Mdn: 3



	Q84
	<0.0001
	***
	3.70 ± 1.94 Mdn: 4
	4.82 ± 1.75 Mdn: 5



	Q85
	<0.0001
	***
	2.89 ± 1.76 Mdn: 2
	3.54 ± 1.74 Mdn: 3



	Q86
	<0.0001
	***
	2.87 ± 1.74 Mdn: 3
	3.87 ± 1.79 Mdn: 4



	Q87
	<0.0001
	***
	2.41 ± 1.48 Mdn: 2
	3.25 ± 1.63 Mdn: 3



	Q88
	<0.0001
	***
	3.34 ± 1.91 Mdn: 3
	4.47 ± 1.79 Mdn: 5







Note: ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
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Figure 1. Social Media: reacting (Q22), posting (Q33). Scale: less than several times a year or not at all (1), several times a year (2), several times a month (3), several times a week (4), and several times a day (5). 
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Figure 2. Classification of the respondents by SM use (passive or active). 
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Table 1. Profile of the respondents.






Table 1. Profile of the respondents.










	Demographic Items (n = 462)
	Frequency
	Percentage (%)





	(S1) Sex
	
	



	Female
	287
	62.1



	Male
	175
	37.9



	(A1) Age
	
	



	18–25
	462
	100



	(P2) Personality 2 (own opinion)
	
	



	Introvert
	64
	13.9



	Rather Introvert
	67
	14.5



	Both (Ambivert)
	136
	29.4



	Rather Extravert
	95
	20.6



	Extravert
	70
	15.2



	Don’t know/Hard to say
	30
	6.5
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Table 2. Survey questions concerning motivation (M-ACT).
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	Q81
	I think when I select a product (or service) to buy, I am sometimes consciously or unconsciously driven by anonymous opinions online.



	Q82
	Browsing the achievements of others in social media increases my intrinsic motivation (will) to act.



	Q83
	Browsing information posted by others increases my intrinsic motivation (will) to publish my information on social media.



	Q84
	Positive comments and emojis I receive on social media (such as ‘likes’ or hearts) increase my intrinsic motivation to act.



	Q85
	Browsing the achievements of others on social media sometimes makes me jealous.



	Q86
	Publishing of my achievements increases my intrinsic motivation to act.



	Q87
	Posting my information increases my intrinsic motivation to use specific social platforms.



	Q88
	Positive comments and emojis I receive (such as ‘likes’ or hearts) increase my motivation to use specific social platforms.
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Table 3. General questions concerning motivation (M-OUT).
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	Q91
	Social media increases my intrinsic motivation to share knowledge and information.



	Q92
	Social media increases my intrinsic motivation to make an effort regarding my health and beauty.



	Q93
	Social media increases my intrinsic motivation to travel.



	Q94
	Social media increases my intrinsic motivation to learn by myself.



	Q95
	Social media increases my intrinsic motivation to shop.



	Q96
	Social media increases my intrinsic motivation to pursue my passions.



	Q97
	Social media increases my intrinsic motivation to express my opinions publicly.



	Q98
	Social media increases my intrinsic motivation to support a specific political party or politician.
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Table 4. Populations of individual respondent groups by sex and personality traits.
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	Criterion
	Group A (No. of Respondents)
	Group B (No. of Respondents)





	Sex (SEX)
	Male {MALE} (175)
	Female {FEMALE} (287)



	Mind (PP11)
	Introverted {I} (196)
	Extraverted {E} (266)



	Energy (PP12)
	Observant {S} (219)
	Intuitive {N} (243)



	Nature (PP13)
	Thinking {T} (133)
	Feeling {F} (329)



	Tactics (PP14)
	Judging {J} (279)
	Prospecting {P} (183)
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Table 5. Differences between groups. Mann–Whitney U test for variable sex (Male, Female)—variables Q91–Q98.
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	Variable
	p-Value
	Significance
	Male
	Female





	Q91
	0.0764
	
	3.34 ± 1.75 Mdn: 3
	3.64 ± 1.75 Mdn: 4



	Q92
	0.0000
	***
	3.98 ± 1.84 Mdn: 4
	5.04 ± 1.54 Mdn: 5



	Q93
	0.0002
	***
	4.98 ± 1.77 Mdn: 5
	5.58 ± 1.47 Mdn: 6



	Q94
	0.0001
	***
	3.90 ± 1.85 Mdn: 4
	4.6 ± 1.65 Mdn: 5



	Q95
	0.0000
	***
	3.94 ± 1.73 Mdn: 4
	5.09 ± 1.63 Mdn: 5



	Q96
	0.1140
	
	4.98 ± 1.62 Mdn: 5
	5.21 ± 1.54 Mdn: 5



	Q97
	0.3293
	
	2.97 ± 1.82 Mdn: 3
	3.07 ± 1.66 Mdn: 3



	Q98
	0.4124
	
	3.01 ± 2.05 Mdn: 2
	3.1 ± 1.96 Mdn: 3







Note: *** p < 0.001.
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Table 6. Differences between groups. U Mann–Whitney test for variable personality trait PP11 (Introverted, Extraverted).
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	Variable
	p-Value
	Significance
	Introverted
	Extraverted





	Q91
	0.0785
	
	3.36 ± 1.72 Mdn: 3
	3.66 ± 1.77 Mdn: 4



	Q92
	0.0031
	**
	4.38 ± 1.74 Mdn: 5
	4.83 ± 1.72 Mdn: 5



	Q93
	0.0016
	**
	5.07 ± 1.72 Mdn: 5
	5.56 ± 1.5 Mdn: 6



	Q94
	0.3048
	
	4.22 ± 1.81 Mdn: 5
	4.42 ± 1.72 Mdn: 5



	Q95
	0.0825
	
	4.48 ± 1.79 Mdn: 5
	4.78 ± 1.72 Mdn: 5



	Q96
	0.0045
	**
	4.89 ± 1.62 Mdn: 5
	5.3 ± 1.52 Mdn: 5



	Q97
	0.0032
	**
	2.76 ± 1.67 Mdn: 2
	3.23 ± 1.74 Mdn: 3



	Q98
	0.0537
	
	2.85 ± 1.9 Mdn: 2
	3.22 ± 2.04 Mdn: 3







Note: ** p < 0.01.
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Table 7. Differences between groups. U Mann–Whitney test for variable personality trait PP14 (Prospecting, Judging).
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	Variable
	p-Value
	Significance
	Prospecting
	Judging





	Q91
	0.7724
	
	3.56 ± 1.79 Mdn: 4
	3.51 ± 1.73 Mdn: 4



	Q92
	0.0008
	***
	4.28 ± 1.82 Mdn: 5
	4.87 ± 1.64 Mdn: 5



	Q93
	0.0004
	***
	5.03 ± 1.71 Mdn: 5
	5.56 ± 1.51 Mdn: 6



	Q94
	0.0079
	**
	4.06 ± 1.79 Mdn: 4
	4.52 ± 1.72 Mdn: 5



	Q95
	0.0329
	*
	4.44 ± 1.79 Mdn: 5
	4.79 ± 1.72 Mdn: 5



	Q96
	0.0934
	
	4.96 ± 1.66 Mdn: 5
	5.23 ± 1.51 Mdn: 5



	Q97
	0.2287
	
	3.16 ± 1.78 Mdn: 3
	2.95 ± 1.68 Mdn: 3



	Q98
	0.7176
	
	3.10 ± 1.98 Mdn: 3
	3.04 ± 2.00 Mdn: 2







Note: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.













[image: Table] 





Table 8. Use of social platforms.
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Type of Activity

	
Browsing (Q11)

	
Reacting (Q22)

	
Posting (Q33)






	
Social Media

	
Mean

	
SD

	
Median

	
Mean

	
SD

	
Median

	
Mean

	
SD

	
Median




	
Facebook (_FB)

	
4.69

	
0.65

	
5.00

	
3.43

	
1.28

	
4.00

	
2.03

	
1.00

	
2.00




	
Instagram (_IG)

	
4.17

	
1.46

	
5.00

	
3.55

	
1.58

	
4.00

	
2.08

	
0.96

	
2.00




	
Twitter (_TW)

	
1.45

	
1.06

	
1.00

	
1.30

	
0.88

	
1.00

	
1.11

	
0.53

	
1.00




	
YouTube (_YT)

	
4.45

	
0.75

	
5.00

	
2.67

	
1.40

	
2.50

	
1.35

	
0.78

	
1.00




	
TikTok (_TT)

	
2.32

	
1.67

	
1.00

	
1.89

	
1.48

	
1.00

	
1.13

	
0.57

	
1.00




	
Snapchat (_SC)

	
3.24

	
1.71

	
4.00

	
2.35

	
1.61

	
1.00

	
2.54

	
1.63

	
2.00




	
Pinterest (_PR)

	
1.95

	
1.23

	
1.00

	
1.48

	
1.00

	
1.00

	
1.08

	
0.43

	
1.00




	
WhatsApp (_WA)

	
2.35

	
1.49

	
2.00

	
1.72

	
1.22

	
1.00

	
1.65

	
1.17

	
1.00








Note: n = 462; SD—standard deviation; Scale: less than several times a year or not at all (1), several times a year (2), several times a month (3), several times a week (4), and several times a day (5).













[image: Table] 





Table 9. Differences between groups. U Mann–Whitney test for variable SM use (AP_X).
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	Variable
	p-Value
	Significance
	Passive
	Active





	Q91
	<0.001
	***
	3.07 ± 1.79 Mdn: 3
	3.98 ± 1.59 Mdn: 4



	Q92
	<0.001
	***
	4.08 ± 1.85 Mdn: 4
	5.19 ± 1.42 Mdn: 5



	Q93
	<0.001
	***
	4.96 ± 1.79 Mdn: 5
	5.74 ± 1.30 Mdn: 6



	Q94
	<0.001
	***
	3.94 ± 1.86 Mdn: 4
	4.73 ± 1.57 Mdn: 5



	Q95
	<0.001
	***
	4.08 ± 1.80 Mdn: 4
	5.22 ± 1.52 Mdn: 5



	Q96
	<0.001
	***
	4.73 ± 1.73 Mdn: 5
	5.52 ± 1.29 Mdn: 6



	Q97
	<0.001
	***
	2.42 ± 1.51 Mdn: 2
	3.64 ± 1.71 Mdn: 4



	Q98
	<0.001
	***
	2.65 ± 1.88 Mdn: 2
	3.47 ± 2.01 Mdn: 4







Note: *** p < 0.001.
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