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Abstract

Social media, technology and online influencers are prominent and powerful tools that can expose individuals to information, 
behaviors, and languages that influence their behaviors, values, and beliefs. Of importance are factors that influence vulnerability to 
be influenced by social media. This study’s main goal was to examine several personality variables and their relationship to being 
influenced by social media through an “influencer.” Examined in this study were impulsivity, self-esteem, and social desirability. 
Participants responded to one of two vignettes. One vignette described the influencer with little detail and encouraged the 
respondent to project their own favorite influencer into the vignette. The second vignette attributed characteristics to the influencer 
that research has shown to be present in CEO and influential individuals. After the participants rated how likely they were to engage 
in a variety of behaviors, etc., endorsed by the influencer. The results indicated that individuals who scored higher in impulsivity 
were more susceptible to being influenced by the influencer compared to those with moderate or low impulsivity. It was also found 
that the influencer who was attributed fewer specific characteristics was more effective as an influencer. Most striking was that the 
participants who indicated they were likely to be influenced indicated it was more long-term behaviors, attitudes, and beliefs that 
were subject to influence rather than momentary, rushed actions or behavioral act. These findings revealed that social media is most 
influential when it strikes a chord “deep” within a person through messages from individuals who are perceived to be influential.
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Introduction
A common phenomenon is the extent to which people use and 

are influenced by social media. In what has been termed “the Infor-
mation Age,” people don’t have to wait for the traveling troubadour, 
the town crier, a newspaper, or even the evening news to learn of 
the thoughts and actions of people far away-and those whom they 
have never met [1]. Research has shown that social media is widely 
viewed and accessed [2]. An individual’s personality traits and so-
cial desirability needs are believed to play a role in their behaviors, 
thought patterns, feelings, and how they react to both internal and 
external stimuli [3-7]. Furthermore, an individual’s personality 
may play a role in how they perceive the environment around them, 
which could play a role in the person’s likeliness to be influenced by 
social media [8,9]. Consequently, individuals’ interactions with so-
cial media can affect their perceptions of themselves and others [2]. 
A common term for the technology that brings the Information Age 
to ready access is social media. In that regard, various estimates are  

 
that there are about 2 billion individuals who engage in social me-
dia usage [10]. Examples of popular social media are YouTube, whi-
ch is estimated to be used by 81% of Americans; Facebook, which is 
estimated to be used by 69% of Americans, followed by other social 
media platforms such as Instagram, Pinterest, LinkedIn, and more 
[11]. Because of the widespread and easy availability of social me-
dia, what is presented in that medium has a tremendous possibility 
of influencing the attitudes and behaviors of people. The influence 
of attitudes and behaviors is likely a result of social media users 
perceiving social support and life satisfaction from consuming so-
cial media [10]. Some individuals are likely more susceptible to 
being influenced by social media than others. Some personality 
characteristics of interest that might contribute to this are impul-
sivity and borderline personality traits. A common theme that runs 
through these characteristics is often an inflated, yet vulnerable, 
self-image. Thus, these characteristics make one’s self-esteem fra-
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gile even though, on a conscious level, these people would claim 
high self-esteem and claim self-approval for their behavior even 
when it is counterproductive. Individuals may strive to present 
themselves in a good light and generally tend to refrain from repor-
ting potentially damaging opinions and behaviors as a result of im-
pression management, which derives from social desirability bias 
[12-16]. An individual’s vulnerability to social influence can be rela-
ted to their engagement in social comparison and their perception 
of others, especially as susceptibility to social influence, may play a 
role in their reported self-esteem [17]. Consequently, social influen-
ce and social comparison tend to be connected to certain aspects of 
personality. An extensive amount of literature on social influence 
and personality traits/characteristics provides ample evidence of 
the reality that personality characteristics are associated with vul-
nerability to social influence [18-20]. Social influence can function 
independently from an individual’s personality and is identified as 
having three unique types, such as conformity (majority influence), 
obedience, and minority influence [21,22]. Additionally, the usage 
of the “six principles of persuasion” has been found to play a role 
in social influence [23]. Common social influences that play a role 
in individuals who consume social media are compliance, interna-
lization, and identity, which are all types of conformity (majority 
influence) [24]. When examining social influence, research has 
found that personality aspects, such as Machiavellianism, are tied 
to the use of specific types of social influence techniques, including 
manipulation and deceit [25]. Individuals who are influencers in 
social media are purported to tend to score high on Machiavelliani-
sm [20]. Such influencers tend to be perceived as dominant, confi-
dent, power-oriented, ambitious, and intelligent [20,25]. Two other 
personality aspects that commonly play a major role in social in-
fluence are neuroticism and impulsivity. Elements of an individual 
with neuroticism traits, such as low self-esteem and inconsistent 
self-concept, lead to engagement in social comparison and thus a 
vulnerability to present themselves with socially condoned (desi-
rable) characteristics as defined by an influencer [17,26,27].

The Present Study
This study assessed specific personality characteristics of vul-

nerable self-esteem, engagement in social comparison, and impul-
sivity. These personality dimensions were hypothesized to increase 
individuals’ susceptibility to being socially influenced and engaging 
in behaviors and beliefs adopted from influencers through the so-
cial influence process of exposure to influencers on social media. 
Due to the widespread use of social media, this study focused on the 
participants’ engagement and reactions regarding behaviors obser-
ved and modeled by social media influencers. Participants were 
recruited through Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, and Reddit. Parti-
cipants were randomly assigned a vignette that depicted and defi-
ned a social media influencer by using personality characteristics 
that have been found commonly in Chief Executive Officers (CEOs) 
and social media influencers. These characteristics were based on 
Machiavellianism personality traits such as dominance, being stra-
tegic, manipulative, ambitious, and power oriented [15,25,28]. An 
alternative vignette gave a minimal descriptor of the influencer, di-

recting the respondent to think in terms of an individual whom they 
respect, admire, and possibly follow online who would influence 
them. Once the vignette was presented, the participants were asked 
to report the likelihood of their engagement in behaviors, attitudes, 
values, etc., related to the influencer.

Methods
Participants

Participants were recruited through Reddit (forums r/psycho-
logy research and r/Sample Size), the researcher’s personal Face-
book, Twitter, and Instagram accounts. A recruitment message was 
posted on the forums, feed, and story with the recruitment mes-
sage in either text or image, along with one of two links to Survey 
Monkey. Those who accessed the study first received a screening 
questionnaire. Those who did not meet the screening criteria were 
directed to an exit page and thanked for considering participating. 
Those who met the eligibility criteria were presented with the In-
formed Consent form. Those who did not click “I agree to consent” 
were sent to an exit page and thanked for considering participating. 
The participants who clicked I agree with were asked to complete a 
demographic questionnaire. A total of 68 participants completed all 
aspects of the study out of the 80 who initially indicated an interest 
in the study. There were 29 female participants, 30 male partici-
pants, eight transgender/nonbinary participants, and one partici-
pant that did not disclose their genders. Thirty-three participants 
reported being White/Caucasian, 27 participants reported being 
Asian/Pacific Islander, five participants reported being Hispanic/
Latinx, and three individuals reported being other or mixed race. 
Participants’ age varied between 18 years old to 51 years old, with 
the average age being 27.07 (SD=7.958). All participants used so-
cial media once a day and used one or more of the following social 
media platforms: Twitter, Facebook, Reddit, YouTube, TikTok, or 
Instagram.

Measures
Vignettes 

Participants were randomly assigned one of two vignettes de-
veloped by the researchers. One link to the study led to Vignette 
1 and the other to Vignette 2. After reading the vignette, partici-
pants were asked to answer questions related to their responses 
and behaviors to the influencer described in the vignette. The first 
vignette was a “projective” measure that consisted of two sentences 
depicting an influencer that the participant was to image as being 
respected, admired, and influential to the participant. This vignet-
te read as follows: “Imagine an individual whom you respect and 
admire. Think of someone you follow online who could possibly 
influence you.” The second vignette attributed characteristics to 
the influencer such as ambitious, outgoing, consistent, committed, 
and conscientious. The second vignette read as follows: “An influen-
cer is an individual who is very ambitious and outgoing. They are 
usually good-looking and charismatic. An influencer appears to be 
very social and is often seen as the leader of their group of friends 
and a prominent figure in the community. The influencer owns a 
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business, is their boss, and often owns some luxury items that they 
could buy from their work and the support from individuals online. 
They often post content daily on different platforms such as Insta-
gram, TikTok, YouTube, Facebook, and others. Individuals around 
you praise this influencer for the work they have done and how 
much they were able to achieve at their age.

After reading the vignette, participants were all asked: How 
likely would you say you would engage in the following behaviors 
with the knowledge you know so far about this influencer?”. Par-
ticipants were asked to answer 13 questions concerning their re-
actions to the vignette. Each question allowed participants to rate 
their level of agreement on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 being 
“Strongly Disagree” to 7 being “Strongly Agree” with different sta-
tements related to their levels of involvement and interactions with 
the influencer and their content.

Demographic Questionnaire

The questionnaire asked for age, gender, ethnicity, marital 
status, and the highest level of education. The demographics que-
stionnaire also included how often individuals spend time on so-
cial media, what social media platform is used, and what content 
is consumed.

Rosenburg Self-Esteem Scale

The Rosenburg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE) is a 10-item measure-
ment that asks respondents how strongly they agree or disagree 
(1 = Strongly Agree, 2 = Agree, 3 = Disagree, 4 = Strongly Disagree) 
with statements regarding their self-esteem. A total score was deri-
ved by adding up the ratings for each item. When scoring the RSE, 
items 3, 5, 8, 9, and 10 are reversed. For this study, score values were 
changed from 0-3 to range from 1-4, which shifted the scale ranges 
from 0-30 to 1-40. The classification criteria for categorizing scores 
used for this study were in accordance with [29]. Scores between 
10 to 24 were categorized as low self-esteem, scores between 25 to 
35 were categorized as normal self-esteem, and scores between 36 
to 40 were categorized as inflated self-esteem.

Brief Self-Control Scale

Participants were asked to complete the Brief Self-Control Sca-
le, which is a 13-item questionnaire. Each item allows participants 
to rate their level of agreement on a 5-point Likert scale from “very 
much like me” to “not at all like me.” [30]. When scoring the Brief 
Self Control Scale, items 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 10, 12, and 13 were reverse 
scored. After being reversed, all scores were added together, and 
scores in the range of 31 to 48 were considered normal. Scores that 
were between 13 to 30 were categorized as low levels of self-con-
trol, 31 to 48 were categorized as medium levels of self-control, 
and scores higher than 49 to 68 were categorized as high levels of 
self-control. Thus, low scores reflect high impulsiveness, and high 
scores reflect low impulsiveness.

Marlowe Crown Social Desirability Scale

Participants were asked to complete the Marlowe Crown Social 
Desirability Scale, a 33-item questionnaire [31]. Each item allows 

participants to rate whether they agree with a statement or not by 
responding “true” or “false.” All items are added and scored. Scores 
were categorized into three different levels: Low (0 to 8 total score), 
medium (9 to 19 total score), and high social desirability (20 to 33 
total score).

Procedures
For those participants who clicked on the “I consent” button 

on the Informed Consent page, the following measures were pre-
sented in the following order: one of the two vignettes, the 13 que-
stions concerning the vignette, the demographic questionnaire, the 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, the Brief Self-Control Scale, and the 
Marlowe Crown Social Desirability Scale. After completing all of the 
questionnaires, participants were redirected to the Debriefing sta-
tement. The questionnaires and vignettes took approximately 25 to 
30 minutes to complete. Participants were able to discontinue their 
participation at any time by simply clicking exit. All demographic 
and survey responses were kept on a password-protected compu-
ter.

Results
Analysis of the Relationships of Vignettes to Self-Esteem, Im-
pulsiveness, and Social Desirability Responding

Measures of self-esteem, impulsiveness (self-control), and so-
cial desirability responding were administered to each participant. 
Although participants were randomly assigned to either Vignette 1 
or Vignette 2, it is possible that the participants assigned to a par-
ticular vignette differed regarding one or more of those characteri-
stics. Therefore, ANOVAs were conducted to check to see whether 
participants who responded to a particular vignette differed on any 
of those domains from those who received the other vignette. The-
re were no significant effects found for self-esteem, impulsiveness, 
nor social desirability between the vignettes. Thus, any differences 
obtained between the vignettes as to how the participants answe-
red any of the 13 questions regarding the degree of influence the 
influencer would have with them are not confounded by the parti-
cipant’s degree of reported self-esteem, impulsiveness, nor social 
desirability responding.

Differences between the Vignettes in Degree of Influence of the 
Influencer

The influencer in Vignette 1 could be somewhat of a “projective” 
vignette that permitted the participant to form their specific image 
of the influencer in contrast to the more detailed description of the 
influencer in Vignette 2. Participants were asked 13 questions re-
garding the influencer’s possible degree or likelihood of influence 
on the participant. A significant difference was found for the Vi-
gnette Total Score between the two vignettes (F (1,78) =16.611 p 
=.00.). Therefore, 13 ANOVAs were conducted, one for each of the 
13 questions to see if there were differences in how influenced the 
participants reported they would be on each of the 13 components 
of the vignette Total Score of Vignette 1 compared to Vignette 2. 
Statistically significant differences were found for 10 of the 13 que-
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stions. These significant differences are reported in Table 1, which 
contains the means, standard deviations, and F test results for the 
significant differences. It can be seen from Table 1 that regarding 
these 10 questions, participants who read Vignette 1 indicated 
being more likely to be influenced by the influencer in Vignette 1 
compared to the degree to which participants who read Vignette 2 

indicated how likely they were to be influenced by the influencer in 
Vignette 2. It should be noted that the middle point on the influence 
scale is 4.0. Thus, in general, participants were reporting they were 
not highly likely to be influenced by influencers, and that influence 
was most likely to occur when the participant (social media user) 
seems to find a “connection” with the influencer.

Table 1: Means, Standard Deviation, F, and P values for the rating of the vignette questions for each of the vignettes for which there 
were significant differences and the total scores.

Vignette Influence Questions
Vignette 1 (n=40) Vignette 2 (n=40)

F (1,78) p
M SD M SD

Total Vignette Scores 44.5 15.518 29.75 16.825 16.611 0

Question 1. I would look through this person’s content 
(photos, videos, podcasts, et cetera) regularly. 5.07 1.685 3.1 1.823 25.315 0

Question 3. I would buy products that this person 
would promote or be sponsored by 2.53 1.585 1.9 1.297 3.725 0.057

Question 4. I would spend money on merchandise/
products made by this person 3.68 2.018 2.08 1.803 13.986 0

Question 5. I would find myself talking like this person 3.7 1.897 2.15 1.61 15.519 0

Question 6. I would find myself picking up habits that 
this person would exhibit or talk about. 3.65 1.889 2.35 1.642 10.796 0.002

Question 7. I would develop new personal beliefs, or 
my perspective may shift from consuming content 

from this person.
3.7 1.884 2.5 1.664 9.117 0.003

Question 8. I would find myself using the language that 
this person would use outside of talking about them. 3.85 2.032 2.45 1.663 11.367 0.001

Question 9. I would find myself picking up behaviors 
or habits that I would see them engaging in on social 

media.
3.25 1.765 1.95 1.395 13.356 0

Question 12. If this person did something that would 
be considered controversial by some and has apologi-

zed for it, I would likely still support them.
3.85 1.791 2.42 1.615 13.963 0

Question 13. If this person told the audience to go 
do something I have never thought of doing before, I 
would likely consider doing it as long as this person 

has done it themselves or others have.

3.3 1.728 2.32 1.639 6.705 0.011

It can also be seen in Table 1 that there were no significant dif-
ferences between the vignettes on questions 2, 10, and 11 [Que-
stion 2 “I would buy products that this person would mention per-
sonally using or recommend”; Question 10 “I would participate in 
social media trends that this person would engage in”; Question 11 
“I would consider myself a ‘Stan’ of this person” (The term “Stan” 
is used to describe a devoted fan)]. It appears that knowing a lot 
about the influencer does not reduce perceiving oneself as a “de-
voted fan” (Stan) but does reduce the degree of influence that the 
influencer has.

Relationship of Self-Control/Impulsiveness to Being Influen-
ced

A major theory of this study was that individuals who scored 
higher in impulsiveness (scored low in self-control) would be more 
likely to be influenced than those who scored lower in impulsive-
ness (scored high in self-control). This hypothesis was tested by an 
ANOVA using three levels of self-control (high, medium, and low) 

for each of the 13 questions compared to the two levels (high/low) 
categorization prior research utilized for this measure. Statistical-
ly significant effects were found for Self-Control/Impulsiveness on 
the Vignette Influence Total Score and 6 of the 13 questions. The-
se results are reported in (Table 2). To determine which levels of 
self-control differed from which levels for each of the 6 questions 
for which there were significant differences among the three levels 
of self-control (impulsiveness), Multiple Comparisons were made 
using the LSD (Least Significant Difference) statistic. Those results 
are presented in Table 3. It can be seen in Table 3 that in general, 
participants rated as low in self-control (high in impulsiveness) 
reported a greater tendency to be influenced than those rated as 
moderate or high in self-control. Thus, it was found that those who 
were especially low in self-control (high in impulsiveness) repor-
ted a greater tendency to be influenced by the influencer, as was 
reflected in 6 of the 13 influence questions (and this difference held 
across vignettes).
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Table 2: F and P values for the rating of the vignette influence questions for the questions for which were significant effects of 
self-control and the total vignette score.

Vignette Influence Questions and Total Vignette Score F (2,64) p

Total Vignette Score 4.383 0.016

Question 1. I would look through this person’s content (photos, videos, podcasts, et cetera) regularly. 4.486 0.015

Question 6. I would find myself picking up habits that this person would exhibit or talk about. 3.167 0.049

Question 7. I would develop new personal beliefs, or my perspective may shift from consuming content from 
this person. 5.113 0.009

Question 8. I would find myself using the language that this person would use outside of talking about them. 5.479 0.006

Question 9. I would find myself picking up behaviors or habits that I would see them engaging in on social 
media. 5.212 0.008

Question 12. If this person did something that would be considered controversial by some and has apologized 
for it, I would likely still support them. 3.735 0.029

Vignette Influence Questions and Total Vignette Score F (2,64) p

Total Vignette Score 4.383 0.016

Question 1. I would look through this person’s content (photos, videos, podcasts, et cetera) regularly. 4.486 0.015

Question 6. I would find myself picking up habits that this person would exhibit or talk about. 3.167 0.049

Question 7. I would develop new personal beliefs, or my perspective may shift from consuming content from 
this person. 5.113 0.009

Question 8. I would find myself using the language that this person would use outside of talking about them. 5.479 0.006

Question 9. I would find myself picking up behaviors or habits that I would see them engaging in on social 
media. 5.212 0.008

Question 12. If this person did something that would be considered controversial by some and has apologized 
for it, I would likely still support them. 3.735 0.029

Table 3: Means, Standard Deviations, and p values comparing each level of Self Control with each level of self-control where there 
were significant overall F ratios on the Vignette Influencer Questions.

Questions that had significant effects on self-con-
trol and the Total Score

Self-Control Low v. 
Me-

dium

Low v. 
High

Mode-
rate v. 
High

Low (n=18) Medium (n=43) High (n=9)

M SD M SD M SD

Question 1. 4.89 1.711 3.91 1.938 2.67 2.062 0.039 0.002 0.046

I would look through this person’s content (photos, 
videos, podcasts, et cetera) regularly.

Question 6. 3.94 1.862 2.81 1.79 2.22 1.787 0.023 0.017 0.354

I would find myself picking up habits that this person 
would exhibit or talk about.

Question 7. 3.89 1.967 2.91 1.702 1.56 1.333 0.044 0.001 0.034

I would develop new personal beliefs, or my perspecti-
ve may shift from consuming content from this person.

Question 8. 4.22 2.058 3.05 1.864 1.78 1.394 0.014 0.001 0.062

I would find myself using the language that this person 
would use outside of talking about them.

Question 9. 3.56 1.977 2.37 1.48 1.44 1.014 0.007 0.001 0.099

I would find myself picking up behaviors or habits that 
I would see them engaging in on social media.

Question 12. 3.17 1.581 3.23 1.837 1.57 1.118 0.883 0.024 0.009

If this person did something that would be conside-
red controversial by some and has apologized for it, I 

would likely still support them.

Total Vignette Scores 43.89 17.822 36.02 16.136 23.89 15.568 0.074 0.002 0.035
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Self-Esteem and Influence

A single, statistically significant effect was found for Self-Este-
em on question 7 of the vignette, F (2, 65) = 4.779, p = .011. These 
means and SDs are reported in (Table 4). According to the classifica-
tion criteria for categorizing scores as specified in [24]. and for this 
study, response categories were changed from 0-3 to a range of 1-4. 
This raised the ranges for total scores from 0-30 possible to 10-40 
as the possible Total score. Based on the actual scores obtained by 
the participants in this study, scores between 10 to 24 were catego-
rized as low self-esteem, scores between 25 to 35 were categorized 

as normal self-esteem, and scores between 36 to 40 (the highest 
score obtained by any participant) were categorized as inflated 
self-esteem in accord with [24]. To determine which levels of self-e-
steem differed from which levels for the question for which there 
was a significant overall effect of self-esteem, Multiple Comparisons 
were made using the LSD (Least Significant Difference) statistics. 
Those results are presented in Table 4. It can be seen in Table 4 that 
participants rated as low in self-esteem reported a lower tendency 
to develop new personal beliefs or shifts in perspective from consu-
ming content than those rated as moderate or high in self-esteem.

Table 4: Means, Standard Deviations, and p values comparing Self-Esteem Level for Vignette Influence Question 7.

Question 7

Self-Esteem
Low v. Me-

dium Low v. High Moderate v. 
HighLow (n=25) Medium (n=39) High (n=7)

M SD M SD M SD

I would 
develop new 

personal 
beliefs, or 
my per-

spective may 
shift from 

consuming 
content from 
this person.

2.16 1.491 3.33 1.84 4 2 0.011 0.016 0.354

Discussion
This study was designed to examine impulsivity, self-esteem, 

and social desirability and their relationship to vulnerability to be 
influenced by social media influencers. These factors were exami-
ned as prior research and theorizing proposed that there is a like-
lihood of individuals with these characteristics being influenced by 
influencers in social media [17,26,27]. There were two different 
influencers described in one of two vignettes. In one vignette, very 
little was described about the influencer, and the participant was 
encouraged to imagine an influencer whom they follow. In the other 
vignette, multiple characteristics of the influencer were detailed as 
identified in the literature as being characteristic of influencers. 
The study found that participants reported higher levels of influen-
ce regarding the influencer in the projective vignette It would ap-
pear that when the individual finds something about the influencer 
that appeals to them, they become more “available” to be influen-
ced. In contrast, it would appear that the more one knows about 
the influencer, the less power the influencer has. Additionally, the 
“projective” vignette may be more effective due to the participant 
previously being influenced by the influencer as they projected 
someone who has influence with them (Cialdini, 2007) [23]. In 
contrast, participants may not have been as influenced by the in-
fluencer in the second vignette due to some of the specific factors 
that were attributed to the influence, as it is possible that one or 
more such characteristics were not appealing to the participants 
or did not align with their possible definition of an individual who 

would influence them. Future research should address which of the 
multiple characteristics attributed to the influencer in the second 
vignette are differentially powerful.

Conceptual Grouping of Vignette Questions

After the differences between the vignettes in degrees of in-
fluence of the influencer were analyzed, two categories for grou-
ping the 13 questions were developed for the questions. It is pos-
sible that the 13 questions can be grouped into two “sub-scales” 
related to short-term or longer-term influences. The two sub-sca-
les for influence could be termed: Short-Term Changes and Long-
Term Changes. The questions in the Short-Term l Changes include 
questions 1, 3, 4, 5, and 13 (Question 1. I would look through this 
person’s content (photos, videos, podcasts, et cetera) regularly. 
Question 3. I would buy products that this person would promote 
or be sponsored by; Question 4. I would spend money on merchan-
dise/products made by this person; Question 5. I would find myself 
talking like this person; Question 13. If this person told the audien-
ce to go do something I have never thought of doing before, I would 
likely consider doing it as long as this person has done it themselves 
or others have).

The questions in the Long-Term Changes include questions 6, 
7, 8, 9, and 12 (Question 6. I would find myself picking up habits 
that this person would exhibit or talk about; Question 7. I would de-
velop new personal beliefs, or my perspective may shift from con-
suming content from this person; Question 8. I would find myself 
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using the language that this person would use outside of talking 
about them; Question 9. I would find myself picking up behaviors or 
habits that I would see them engaging in on social media; Question 
12. If this person did something that would be considered contro-
versial by some and has apologized for it, I would likely still sup-
port them). The significance of delineating the vignette questions 
into two sub-categories or sub-scales (Short-Term and Long-Term 
Changes) is that it may allow for further assessment of the level of 
an impact social media content may have on consumers regarding 
behaviors/cognitions that could either be temporary and changed 
or long-standing and difficult to change. An implication of the pos-
sible significance of differentiating short and long-term influences 
of social media may be seen in the findings regarding self-control/
impulsiveness discussed next.

Self-control/Impulsiveness

It was also expected that a person’s level of self-control (impul-
siveness) would be related to being susceptible to influence. The 
study found that participants who scored low on the self-control 
scale (high in impulsiveness) reported a greater tendency to engage 
in both short-term and long-term changes than those classified as 
moderate or high in self-control. These short-term and long-term 
changes included consuming content, developing habits/behaviors, 
new personal beliefs/perspective shifts, new language usage, and 
commitment to supporting the influencer. This finding is meanin-
gful since impulsivity is a vulnerability marker for different psycho-
logical disorders and risky behaviors [32-34]. Thus, finding that it 
is longer-term, more basic aspects of people’s behaviors, attitudes, 
and values that get influenced by social media has significant social 
implications. Due to impulsivity being a vulnerability factor, it can 
be informative and important to be able to understand how this 
personality trait, paired with exposure to influencers, may result 
in short-term and long-term behavioral changes. These changes 
may affect interpersonal relationships and result in impairments 
in functioning (if the behaviors are risky). Also, when dividing the 
questions into two possible sub-scales of short-term and long-term 
behavioral changes, it was found that the effects reported here of 
self-control and influence that were found on six of the questions 
was found on only one of the items proposed here for the Short-
term Behavioral changes sub-scale, while the other five were on 
the proposed Long-term Behavioral Change scale. It is possible that 
what has been found here is a very powerful/profound aspect of the 
relationship of self-control/impulsiveness to being influenced that 
when that operates, it is because it is striking a deep aspect of the 
person and thus relates to long-term effects on the person – which 
contrasts with an immediate (impulsive) short- term influence.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

Limitations that participants may not have been a represen-
tative group of the general population due to unknown factors af-
fecting who chose to complete the study. Another limitation of the 
study was the fact that multiple participants opted out from conti-
nuing to participate in the research during different points of the 
study, which may have resulted in the data being skewed in some 

way. Due to the study being administered remotely, there may have 
been inconsistency with the standardization of the conditions un-
der which participants completed the study. A limitation within the 
study can be found in the vignettes and questions addressing the 
amount of influence participants experienced relating to the indivi-
duals described in the vignettes. The vignettes and questions were 
not tested for content validity, construct validity, and face validity 
before the research was conducted, which may have resulted in 
questions 2, 10, and 11 having no significance. Question 2, “I would 
buy products that this person would mention personally using or 
recommend” could be reworded to, “I would buy or use products 
that this person would mention personally using or recommen-
ding” to lessen the focus on investing money into products and 
more focusing on the short-term behavioral change that is shifting 
their product consumption to match the influencer. Question 11, 
“I would consider myself a ‘Stan’ of this person” (The term Stan is 
used to describe a devoted fan)] could be improved by utilizing the 
word “fan” instead of “Stan” as the wording of the question could 
be perceived as the question asking individuals if they engage in 
obsessive fan behavior. The vignettes and questions may require 
further editing and research for future studies to establish that the 
vignettes and questions are appropriately measuring and covering 
the construct of both influential individuals and levels of influence 
being experienced by the participants. The vignettes and questions 
require to be testing for reliability, validity, and test bias and require 
to be standardized within the population.

Another limitation is the possibility of respondent bias and 
the fact that the population sample of social media users isn’t cer-
tain and requires one to delineate what aspects of social media are 
being investigated. This is due to the variation of populations that 
may be a part of different interest groups within social media, de-
pending on their purpose and use of social media. For example, the 
population of individuals utilizing social media for political content 
could vary differently from individuals utilizing social media for en-
tertainment, social relationships, sports, and more. The population 
that was selected from these social media sites and that agreed to 
participate in the study may have presented characteristics that li-
mit the generalizability of the study, such as gender, ethnicity, edu-
cation, marital status, and more.

Summary and Conclusions
Social media is widely used around the world and can provide 

online users with access to a wide variety of content and informa-
tion that can be useful, entertaining, useless, and at times harmful. 
Due to social media’s ramped usage, researchers and clinicians 
need to understand its effects on individuals who use it and how 
it can influence cognition and behavior. With influencers rapidly 
gaining a massive number of views and consumers, it’s crucial to 
be able to understand how personality traits of the viewers, such 
as impulsivity, may result in short-term and long-term behavio-
ral changes. This study examined the impact of several personali-
ty traits (impulsivity, self-esteem, and social desirability) and the 
likelihood of individuals disclosing being influenced by either an 
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influencer of their choice or an influencer that has been depicted 
as having specific characteristics that research suggests would be 
effective for an influencer.

It was found that individuals with higher levels of impulsivity 
were more likely to report being influenced. An unexpected finding 
was that longer-term behavioral and personality characteristics 
were most susceptible to influence. This implies that there may be 
a relationship between consumption of the influencer’s content, 
impulsivity, and long-term behavioral changes in individuals con-
suming social media. Further exploration and research are requi-
red to better understand these relationships, and the impact these 
behavioral changes may be having. Further research will help to 
identify the power social media has and for whom that power is 
effective.
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