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Abstract

Social networking sites (SNSs) have emerged astercéor daily social interactions. Every day,
millions of users contribute information about tremiwves, and consume information about others on
SNSs. In recent years, we have witnessed a gromumgber of studies on the issue of social
information contribution and consumption behavionlsSNSs. This paper aims to provide a systematic
literature review on this topic across differensclplines to understand the current research saae
shed light on controversial findings of SNS usaggarding users’ well-being. We identified 126
relevant articles published between 2008 and 2@hd, provide an overview of their antecedents and
associated outcomes. Our analysis reveals thatjantaof existing work focused primarily on social
information contribution, its antecedents and falde outcomes. Only few studies have dealt with
contribution behavior and the dark sides of SNS. iéevertheless, we could identify different
characteristics of social information determinintgetfavorability of contribution behavior. Further,
we categorized the scarce papers of consumptioravbeh regarding the social information
characteristics and identified different underlyiqgocesses: social comparison, monitoring and
browsing. These findings contribute to the InfoimmatSystems (IS) discipline by consolidating
previous knowledge about SNS usage patterns anddodl well-being.

Keywords: social information contribution, socialféormation consumption, social networking sites,
literature analysis.
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1 Introduction

Social networking sites (SNSs) have emerged asgially mediated experience for daily social
interactions (Bodker, Gimpel and Hedman 2014; Y6&®@. Every day, millions of users contribute
information and consume social information on theeéne social networks. Some users actively
contribute information to the sites by updatingithgatus, posting photos etc. that reflect their
thoughts and feelings; some enjoy consuming inftionathat fulfils their various needs by just
viewing profiles of friends and the news feed (Whiacludes constant updates on status, photos,
videos, links, app activity and likes from netwatkeontacts). Social information behavior has
become one of the most important phenomena in tedagtworked society. Contribution and
consumption of social information is the lifebloofisocial networking site that keeps it prosperous
(Zeng and Wei 2013). Not surprisingly, in one a# thost popular SNSs, Facebook, more than 4.75
billion pieces of social information are generafi@an users daily (Libert and Tynski 2013).

Understanding social information contribution armhsumption behaviors is vital to the success of
social networking sites. It helps us to estimatdetg consequences of a medium that has reached the
mainstream and should receive timely scholarly societal attention. Indeed, increasing scholarly
interest in the phenomenon has been demonstratéuebgxponential growth of published studies in
recent years. Research articles were found in dmsdiplinary research, including information
systems, psychology, communication, media, andakacience literature. A preliminary review of
these studies also revealed that the scope ofgheldli studies on social information behaviors on
SNSs is large and fragmented. We believe that gersydic synthesis and consolidation of existing
literature is needed to understand the currentarebestate and to guide future investigation ihie t
networked society issue. Scholars in the IS figldehechoed time and again the importance of having
a benchmark from which to track the status of amrging discipline that is based on a systematic
review of published research articles rather thanventional wisdom (Alavi and Carlson 1992;
Webster and Watson 2002). Therefore, this study &aim(a) provide a narrative review of the extant
research on social information contribution andstwnption behaviors on SNSs, including an in-
depth look into the theoretical foundations, chemastics of contributed and consumed information,
as well as antecedents and outcomes of these behgatterns; and (b) analyze existing research,
noting underlying mechanisms that could explainflading findings, and identify research gaps,
thereby allowing us to shed light on future reskaticections.

We organized the paper as follows. In the nextigectve described the literature identification and
selection procedures, and performed preliminarylyaigaon social information articles. We then
classified relevant articles into social informaticontribution and consumption behaviors, and
summarized the theoretical foundations, socialrmfdion characteristics as well as antecedents and
outcomes, and for each behavior. Finally, we cateduthe paper with a discussion on major
observations, theoretical and practical implicagidimitations, and future research directions.

2 Literature Identification, Selection and Analysis

2.1 Social information definition

In this paper, we rely on the formal definition ®RS from Kaplan and Haenlein (2010 who specify
SNS as “applications that enable users to conngdaréating personal information profiles, invite
friends and colleagues to have access to thosdesrofnd sending e-mails and instant messages
between each other.” Our study focuses on the ibotittn and consumption afser generated social
informationon SNSs. Following Salancik and Pfeffers’s (19d@@&jinition, social information refers to
information from people’s social environment th&wised to evaluate one’s self and one’s position. |
the SNS context, social information subsumes patsinformation reflecting a rich collection of
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social context typically expressed via status ugglaphotos, and conversations (Burke et al. 2010),
information of visible social connections in tha&frds or contact list (Karakayali and Kilic 2018hd
information about others (Ramirez and Bryant 20Ierefore, only information about users’
behavior, thoughts and feelings evaluated as retemse considered and information generated by
organizations and companies (e.g., marketing indtion and educational messages) is out of the
scope in this study. Since the focus in our papemi behavioural studies, it does not include work
around Big Data, information flow and informati@thnology use in general.

2.2 Literature identification and selection

We used a two-stage approach to identify relevaintles on social information contribution and

consumption behaviors on social networking siteselfgter and Watson 2002). This approach
provides a systemic guideline for our literaturersd and identification, thereby reducing data
collection bias (Sussman and Siegal 2003; Tranéekl. 2003).

In the first stage, we identified articles addnegssocial networking site uses. We targeted academi
and peer-reviewed journals as data sources bedhegeare generally considered as validated
knowledge that influences the academic and busifielsls (Podsakoff et al. 2005). We used two
methods to identify relevant articles. First, wendocted a systematic search in the following
electronic databases: ABI/INFORM Complete (ProQueAicademic Search Premier (EBSCO),
Communication Abstracts, Communication & Mass Medimmplete, Education Resources
Information Center (ERIC), Sociological AbstracBsycARTICLES, and PsycINFO. Given the
variety of terminology describing social networkieije and its usage behaviors, we conducted the
literature search based on a range of keywordsidintg “social network* site*”, “social network*
web site*”, “social network* website*”, “online s@l network*”, “Facebook”, and “Twitter”. Since
we are interested in understanding the currentareseand dynamics behind social information
contribution (in contrast to purely informative r@wthe choice of our key words covers social
networking sites, because they are organized arqamndonal user profiles and focus on social
network relationships. In contrast, the term onieenmunity is often subject to knowledge exchange
(e.g. Wikipedia) and created for specific topicg(&uora) (see Johnson, Safadi and Faraj 2015) and
therefore has not been included in our keywordcsele. Second, we conducted a manual search in
eight leading IS journals in the senior scholaesKket of journals (i.e., Management Information
Systems Quarterly, Information Systems Researctrndb of Management Information Systems,
European Journal of Information Systems, Informat®ystems Journal, Journal of Information
Technology, Journal of Strategic Information Systeand Journal of the Association for Information
Systems) to ensure that no major IS articles weglected. We identified an initial set of 5381
articles published since 2004 addressing socialar&ing sites.

In the second stage, we applied inclusion and siaucriteria to the initial set of articles to ans

that only relevant and appropriate articles aréugted in subsequent analyses (Webster and Watson
2002). Inclusion criteria included the followingt)(social networking site was the main focus of
investigation, (2) the study was empirical and vidlial-level in nature, and (3) the study examined
social information contribution and/or consumptits@haviors. Exclusion criteria included the
following: (1) the study focused on social mediaioformation communication technologies in
general, (2) the study examined general social oring site uses (e.g., frequency and duration)
without specifying the actual social informatiomtribution and consumption behaviors, and (3) the
study focused on a specific target group like desrs, patients etc. 126 articles were selected for
subsequent analyses after the application of ifariusnd exclusion criteria.

2.3 Preliminary analyses

To provide better insights into the social inforimatbehaviors on SNSs, we performed preliminary
analyses on the selected articles and classifesd thy year, quantity, subject area, and topic area.
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2.3.1  Atimeline of research on social information behaviors on SNSs

We identified 126 relevant articles published b&tw&008 and 2014. Published articles on social
information behaviors on SNS first appeared in 2088 then increased steadily over years. The
number of publication was small in the earlier ge@e., 2008-2011), but had a significant incraase
2012 and the years afterward. There were 104 jburizles published between 2012 and 2014,
indicating that the phenomenon has received incrgaholarly attention from multiple disciplines.
Specifically, researchers from the psychology gisoe (49 papers) have devoted significant effort
into the investigation of social information bel@gi on SNSs, followed by researchers from the
information systems discipline (21 papers), and imathd communication journals (10 papers). The
remaining pieces of articles were found in jourradlsther multiple disciplines.

2.3.2 Social information behaviors on SNSs

Following the categorization advocated by Zeng ‘afed (2013), we classified the selected articles on
social information behaviors on SNSs into two maimtegories, information contribution and
information consumption behaviors. The largest grawilt the papers dealing with information
contribution with 112 published journal articlesheéBe works contain behaviors like for example,
contribution behavior, content creation, socialrsttg posting, disclosure, self-presentation etxi&
information consumption papers were scarce witly dial papers dealing with browsing, reading or
monitoring behavior on SNSs. Three papers invesith@oth behavior patterns; therefore, the total
amount of papers reaches 126.

3 Social information behavior and related constructs

Section 3.1 focuses on previous studies dealin@ widtcial information contribution behavior on
SNSs, theoretical foundations, social informatioharacteristics antecedents, and associated
outcomes. We use the terms social information dmrtion and content contribution synonymously
below. The high selectivity and asynchronous natfreself-presentation has influence on what
information other users encounter while browsing&8. In analogy, we analyze content consuming
behavior in section 3.2.

3.1 Social information contribution behaviors on SNSs

To get a better understanding of the context aflisfuinvestigating social information contribution
behavior, we give an overview about applied theorend investigated social information
characteristics in section 3.1.1. In the next secB.1.2, we take a close look at associated atgete
and outcomes of content contribution papers. Taldesplays the accumulated results of the analysis
of 112 papers. Numbers in squared brackets refdhdorespective paper. Finally, we analyzed
underlying processes with regard to the contribstaglal information in section 3.1.3.

3.1.1 Theoretical foundation and social information characteristics

The first observation is that there is no comprehentheory used by a majority of authors to explai
content contribution behavior on SNSs. Our reviémveed that applied theoretical backgrounds are
heterogeneous with the uses and gratificationsyhgtollenbaugh and Ferris 2014) topping the Ifst o
most implemented theories explaining antecedents pépers). The communication privacy
management theory built the theoretical foundatibthree investigated papers in the privacy context
(3 papers). Social capital theory (9 papers), aglftdésclosure literature (9 papers) as well as
Goffman’s (1959) impression management theory @k have been used as theoretical foundation
to explain associated outcomes.
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Interestingly, nearly one third of the articles diot build their investigation on a specific thearal
foundation (35 papers). While most other authorsrdweed further theories from social science
research like commitment theory (Chen et al. 20@8ory of mind (Bae et al. 2013) or Bandura’s
social relation theory (Robbin 2012), up to now, 8NS-specific theories on social information
contribution behaviors have been developed anddeSke table 1 for an overview.

Theory

Antecedents Outcomes

Uses-and-gratifications-theof$,16,37, 40,46,66] Impression-management-theory [11,26,29,41]
Technology acceptance model (TAM) [12,15,77] Self-disclosure context [7,8,19,59,73,76,79,81,88]
Communication-privacy-management-theory [20,26,60%ocial capital [12,14,20,27,28,36,62,66,80]

Social Information Char acteristics

General (including amount, depth, breath, experiencesijrfge)] emotions etc.)
[3,12,17,20,21,23,24,26,28,30,32,36,39,40,41,45(491,52,54,59,61,62,66,69,77,81,88,104,109]

Per sonal information piece (including profile information like interests, gégr, education etc. and location)
[2,11,13,14,15,16,29,31,33,38,42,45,60,63,74,784392,95,97,98,99,101,102,103,110,111]

Feature (including status updates, posts, likes, commghistos etc.)
[1,4,5,6,7,8,12,13,14,18,27,32,34,35,37,43,44,463186,57,58,64,66,70,71,72,76,80,81,85,86,89,98391
94,96,100,105,106,108,112]

Content characteristics (including positive, negative, intimate, incongryeritical etc. content)
[5,7,8,9,10,19,22,25,27,32,41,42,44,48,51,55,64%13,81,82,83,87,90,96,100,105,107,108,112]

Table 1. Theoretical foundation and social inforraatcharacteristics of contribution behavior
Note: Corresponding articles are indicated in tlewiew reference list.

Information characteristics range from general eontlike emotions, feelings and thoughts (31
papers) to concrete content characteristics lilgitipity or negativity of contributed text (31 papg
When authors investigated specific SNS featurepépkrs), photos in particular profile pictures and
status updates received high attention. Informatiweracteristics for papers dealing with privacy ar
in particular focused on personally identifiabléoitation pieces (28 papers) like birthday, gerater
education. See table 1 for corresponding articksmnetimes more than one category was relevant
(e.g., positive status updates).

3.1.2 Antecedents and outcomes of social information contribution on SNSs

Majority of authors investigated antecedents oftiwbuting behavior with a share of 77% (86
papers): We categorized investigated antecedents into twin rdimensions: situational cues and
individual characteristics (Smith et al. 2011). ®iiational dimension includes cultural factors! an
group norms. Individual characteristics are sepdrato six broader themes: motives (or expected
benefits) of usage (1), personal needs (2), pelispriaits (3), attitudes (4), user competence and
experience (5), and risks (6). Table 2 provides\arview.

Among the situational cues, we could identify norhike social conformity (Yoo et al. 2014).
Additionally, cultural influences like collectivistand individualistic mindsets have been investda
(Cho and Park 2013).

! Differentiation between antecedents and outconieSNS use was done in accordance with the auth@septing the
studies in their papers. Yet it is notable, thastretudies used a cross-sectional design not altpamy causal implications.
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ANTECEDENTS

USAGE

OUTCOMES

1. Situational cues
Culture [4,19,21,43,39,55]
Norms and social pressure [7,14,15,18,53,69,92033109,111]
2. _Individual characteristics
Motives
Social [3,8,11,12,16,18,37,40,49,52,53,56,62,692%,903,105,109]
Hedonic [12,26,28,40,41,43,49,52,60,85,92]
Utilitarian [12,15,17,40,43,49,52,60,82,85]
Perceived total benefit [60]
Need
for affiliation [20,40,53,79,106,109]
for attention [40,45,46,85,100]
for popularity [64,106]
Personality traits
Self-esteem [13,23,32,40,47,53,72,93,96]
Narcissism [13,35,47,57,65,72,76,78,106]
One or more personality traits (Big 5) [17,19,38,
40,53,55,57,71,73,76,86,87,90,91,104,106]
Well-being related antecedents (intimacy, loneknesmmitment etc.)
[2,18,44,61,82,83,100,107]
Attitudes
Trust [15,16,20,23,32,60,62,67,98,103]
Value of privacy [17,20]
Perceived control [26,52]
User competence and experience
Privacy policy consumption [31,95,111]
Previous privacy invasion [24,98,111]
Risks
Privacy concerns [30,31,36,49,65, 95,99,102,103]
Costs [95], and perceived total risk [60]

NOILNGIHdLNOD NOILVINHO4NI TVIO0S

Positive outcomes

Personal gains

Well-being (life satisfaction, happiness less
loneliness etc.)
[22,34,48,59,461,62,68,70,83,104,106]

Self-esteem [33,97]

Positive feedback [66]

Satisfaction with the SNS [49]

Relational gains

Relationship development, social support and
intimacy [20,46,54,61,62,66,67,79,48,94,102]

Social rewards and attractiveness
[7,27,28,32,41,58,63]

Ugly outcomes

Per sonal disadvantages

Less well-beind9,22,68,91,108]

Physical symptoms [68]

Rumination [68]

Cognitive deprivation [97]

Challenges for privacy [11,12,14,15,17,23,24,30
31,36,49,52,60,65,74,75,92,95,98,99,101,102,
103,110,111]

Relational disadvantages

Relational aggression [1]

Less social attractiveness [7,32,41]
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One well-researched individual characteristic tcltise personal information are social motives like
maintaining or initiating relationships (e.g., Maksd Young 2013; Park et al. 2011), followed by
hedonic motives as passing time (Hollenbaugh amdsF2014) and utilitarian benefits like perceived
usefulness (Yoo et al. 2014). This is in line witle relatively often applied uses and gratificagion
theory (1). Need for affiliation (e.g., Park et 2011), attention (e.g., Seidman 2013) and populari
(e.g., Christofides et al. 2009) offer further expitions for content contributing behavior on SNSs
(2). Personality traits like narcissism (Ong et 2011), self-esteem (Stefanone et al. 2011) and
extraversion (Wang 2013) among others deliver ninsights into who is willing to contribute
information about oneself on SNSs (3). Trust invoek members (e.g., Tow et al. 2010) or into the
SNS provider (e.g., Chang and Heo 2014; Krasnowa.€2010), as well as the perceived value of
privacy (e.g., Chen and Sharma 2012) offer attitaldexplanations of social information contribution
behaviors (4). Also user competence and experigke@rivacy policy consumption (Stutzman et al.
2011), and previous privacy invasion (Zhao et Il received some attention (5). On the risk site,
we observed a strong focus on privacy concerns, (€ufekci 2008). Only two papers measured
general risks or expected costs of content corttabyLee et al. 2013a; Stutzman et al. 2011)(6).

Regarding the outcomes, we found that most studiesstigating content contribution about oneself
suggested a positive association between SNS ubeusers’ subjective well-being — a universal
“measure of the quality of life of an individual daef societies” (Diener et al. 2003, p. 405). These
personal gainsnclude improvements in life satisfaction (Leeakt 2011) and mood (Wang et al.
2014) as well as a reduction of loneliness (Jurad. 2012; Sheldon 2013). Also a boost of self@ste
(Gentile et al. 2012; Toma 2013) and an increassoial attractiveness (Bazarova 2012; Hong et al.
2012; Robbin 2012) could be observed frequently.iftaresting insight for SNS providers are the
observations from Special and Li-Barber (2012) thamber of disclosed personal items increased
SNS satisfaction — an important factor for ensuptgiform sustainability. Brandtzaeg et al. (2010)
and Vitak (2012) reported abouterpersonal gaindike social capital associated with content sharin
on SNSs. Papers claiming a privacy context highlfdtential negative outcomes for users’ privacy
through social information disclosure. For examplaying too many different social groups on the
platform without access restrictions implicate pay challenges in the form of social surveillanod a
social control for users (Brandtzeeg et al. 201)riiofides et al. (2012) highlighted possible
personal harms like meanness harassment and lgullgg downsides of social information
contribution on SNSs. However, these privacy-relatetcomes stay intangible and authors to not rely
on actual measures. Although rare, some authomtezpdetrimental outcomes for users associated
with social information contribution (e.g., Locdielt al. 2012).

3.1.3  Underlying processes of social information contribution on SNSs

When we explored the underlying mechanisms expigicontent contribution behaviors, we noticed

that there is no overall pattern of mechanismdHerrelationship of antecedents with self-disclesur

behaviors. Two studies, however, showed that middina and perceived benefits seem to be
interesting mediators. Seidman (2013) found thativatons mediated the relationship between
personality and self-disclosure. Yoo et al. (2084pwed that social conformity or the positive

evaluation of people from one’s social environmigrtreased the perceived value of the SNS and
thereby triggered content contribution.

Only a minority of authors discovered mechanismglaring the relationship between antecedents
and contribution behavior in the privacy context &t al. (2013) showed that privacy concerns act a
mediator between socially anxious users and theodisre of personal identifiable information. So, i
is not social anxiety per se that reduces selflaise, but its impact on privacy concerns thatehav
negative relationship with online information singri Findings from Stutzman et al. (2011) completed
this process showing how privacy concerns influesiselosure. They found that privacy behavior in
the form of privacy settings and privacy policy samption mediated disclosure behavior on SNSs.
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We encountered an amount of papers finding a féereelationship between social information
contribution behavior and subjective well-being kegis. Nevertheless, not all associated results are
desirable. Our interest was in identifying condiscassociated with positive respectively undesrabl
subjective well-being outcomes of social informatantribution behavior for users.

We could reveal three characteristics of sociabrimation that determine the favorability of the
relationship between social information contribatimehavior and positive outcomes: the amount of
self-disclosure per se, positivity of disclosedisbmformation, and authenticity of the contribdte
information which all had a positive associatiothaivell-being markers.

First, human beings have an intrinsic drive to ldse information to others in the form of experiesc
and feelings (Tamir and Mitchell 2012). Tamir andtd¥iell found that disclosing thoughts and
personal information to others is intrinsically @ding. So, already the pure amount of self-
disclosure has a beneficial effect in reducing limess (Deters and Mehl 2013; Jung et al. 2012) and
triggering positive feelings as well as life saigfon (Lee et al. 2011; Wang 2013). These resuéis

in line with the frequently applied self-disclosuheory.

Second, we could identify that positivity of disséal social information triggers subjective welldzgi

For example, positive disclosure was associated mitre social attractiveness (Bazarova 2012). By
reducing rumination in Locatelli et al’s (2012)udy, status updates transporting personal
achievements or achievements of friends had ameictdfavorable effect on affective and cognitive
well-being as they prevent the feeling of gettingtlin our thoughts (Locatelli et al. 2012). Pesiti
self-presentation had also a beneficial impact ne’'oown self-esteem (Gentile et al. 2012; Toma
2013). This means reflecting and presenting pasitiharacteristics about oneself enhances well-
being. Jin (2013) showed also a reduction in lomsis, when participants focused and presented
things they liked about themselves to others o8MN8.

Finally, honesty in SNS disclosure was, also ioraitudinally investigation, positively related tvit
subjective well-being markers (Reinecke and Trefé4). However, authors stated that positive
authenticity that represents a norm in SNSs mawreéwndividuals who have already high levels of
self-disclosure. In a second study, honesty inm@éentation had only an indirect relationshiphwit
well-being, since it initiated social support frasthers (Kim and Lee 2011). So, it seems not to be
authenticity per se, but the social resourcestivaes that are responsible for these effectseiRizny
social support in regard to one’s own social disate is a strong predictor of users’ well-beingt Fo
receiving social support from others disclosureésessary in the first place. Therefore, it is not
surprising that this process was empirically dertratesd (Ellison et al. 2014; Lee et al. 2013b).i8loc
capital theory offers a theoretical framework foege processes.

However, there exist some conditions when contidouf social information does not display
favorable consequences for users. Bazarova (204®yexl in her experimental study that publicly
shared content with intimate, personal detailsatesl social norms in a particular situation. Hence,
other users perceived this behavior as a not agptegisclosure and the social attractiveneshief t
sender diminished. Another important condition $ocial attractiveness is the congruence between
own-generated content and comments generated bysgtHong et al. 2012). So, obviously dishonest
self-presentation is no strategy to enhance oneis well-being. Further, negativity of disclosed
information in status updates was associated witheased loneliness (Jin 2013) and predicted the
tendency to ruminate which had a detrimental imfigeon life satisfaction and increased symptoms of
depression and even physical illnesses (Locatedli. 2012).

In the next section 3.2, social information constiampon SNSs is analyzed.
3.2 Social information consumption on SNSs

As we have outlined in the previous section, sadcifdrmation contribution behaviors on SNSs have
many facets and usually different features. Althguthe number of studies investigating content
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consumption on SNSs is small (only 17 papers} warth to take a closer look, since it is onehef t
major activities on SNSs (e.g., Pempek et al. 2009)the following, we analyzed theoretical
foundations of information consumption behaviorssection 3.2.1. Then, we studied associated
antecedents and outcomes of social informationwapson. Underlying processes are discussed in
section 3.2.2. Antecedents, outcomes, and sociafnmation characteristics of all 17 papers are
presented in table 3.

3.2.1 Theoretical foundation and information characteristics

Among other theories borrowed from social scienttes uses and gratification approach (Haferkamp
et al. 2012) for explaining antecedents and Festiag1954) social comparison theory (Haferkamp
and Kraemer 2011; Johnson and Knobloch-Westerw@dd2Jung et al. 2012, Lee 2014) seem to
offer fruitful theoretical foundations for the irstggation of information consumption encountered on
SNSs. Additionally, depending on the context aldachment theory (Fleuriet et al. 2014; Fox and
Warber 2013) and the theory of planned behaviornf@ket al. 2011) have been applied.

Studies investigating antecedents and consequafcaxial information consumption behaviors on
SNSs focused mainly on other users’ profiles ana lesser degree on messages, posts, status updates
or the newsfeed. In this context the contributortte content is of some importance. Six papers
focused on information from a specific person like (ex)partner or a rival. Also network structure
seems to be of some importance (see table 3 sofwaihation characteristics).

3.2.2  Antecedents and outcomes of social information consumption on SNSs

Social acceptance of monitoring (Darvell et al. P04nd a supportive network structure (Stefanone et
al. 2013) were both situational cues that predicsedial information consumption on SNSs.
Individual motives ranged from voyeuristic intemso(Jung et al. 2012) to information and curiosity
(e.g., Rau et al. 2008), hedonistic entertainmestives to social comparison (Haferkamp et al. 2012)
Personality traits like communication appreheng®tefanone et al. 2013) or uncertainty (Lee 2014)
were also investigated in the consumption cont&onitoring in the form of an attitude was
mentioned (Darvell et al. 2011), too. Outcomes Hagen shown to be positive and undesirable, but
there are more negative outcomes investigatedta®ée 3 for an overview.

Since antecedents and associated outcomes of cptisarbehavior as well as the type of consumed
information are very fragmented, we choose to eluste literature regarding the investigated social
information and to investigate possible underlyilygpamics separately. The investigation of others’
profiles and the subsequent social comparison bjecbof some papers. Thsocial comparison
processs analyzed first. Second, if information frompeesific sender was the object of the study, the
paper was sorted into a consumption category nanwdtoring Less specified browsing of general
social information on SNSs are summarized withidsecategory obrowsing

3.2.3  Underlying processes of social information consumption on SNSs

Six studies indicate that social encountered infdrom on SNSs triggers si@l comparison processes
above the general social comparison orientatioarofndividual (Lee 2014). Some studies indicate
that social comparison can be a motivation for lziag others’ profiles (Haferkamp et al. 2012). Self
uncertainty is a personality characteristic thabahcreased comparison frequency on SNSs (Lee
2014). To benchmark oneself across the easily sittessocial information of SNS, may provide
insights into one’s own standing in comparisontteecs. Smith et al. 2013 referred to negative $ocia
evaluations resulting from unfavorable comparisonsSNSs as maladaptive SNS usage behavior.
Since self-presentation on SNSs is highly selectivest social comparisons on SNSs are upward in
nature, (i.e., users compare themselves most dirtteeto superior others). For example, Haferkamp
and Kramer (2011) found that people tended to megative emotions after their social comparison
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on SNSs (i.e., comparing oneself to attractive ifgrgsictures). Smith et al. (2013) even observed
women having eating disorders after SNS comparisdhg relationship was mediated by body
dissatisfaction.

Summarized, SNSs offer a lot of social informatfon social comparisons. Some personality traits
enhance the tendency for comparison. Social cosgariprocesses triggered through social
information encountered on SNS behavior are assmtiavith negative well-being and even
detrimental health outcomes.

ANTECEDENTS USAGE OUTCOMES

1. Situational cues Social Comparison Positive

Social acceptance of monitoring Haferkamp et al. (2012) Well-being (Jung et
(Darvell et al. 2011) Haferkamp and Kramer (2011) al. 2012;
i foti Lee (2014) Stefanone et al.

2. Individual Characteristics .

Motive Johnson and Knobloch-Westerwick 2013)
Voyeuristic (Jung et al. 2012) (2014) Negative _
Impression Management (Jung etal. | Jund etal. (2012) Negative emotion

2012) Smith et al. (2013) (Barnett et al.

Information (Haferkamp et al. 2012; RadM onitoring 2013; Cohen et

et al. 2008) Cravens et al. (2013) al. 2014; Fleuriet
Curiosity (Karakayali and Kilic 2013) | Cohen etal. (2014) etal. 2014,
Search for friends (Haferkamp etal. | Darvell etal. (2011) Haferkamp and

2012) Fleuriet et al. (2014) Kramer 2011,
Entertainment (Haferkamp et al. 2012) Fox and Warber (2014) Lee 2014,
Social comparison (Haferkamp etal. | Marshall (2012) Marshall 2012;

2012) Browsing Wise et al. 2010)

Per sonality traits Barnett et al. (2013) Network

Self-esteem (Darvell et al. 2011; Lee Karakayali and Kilic (2013) consciousness
2014) Rau et al. (2008 (Karakayali and
Self-consciousness (Lee 2014) Stefanone et al. (2013) Kilic 2013)
Social comparison orientation Wise et al. (2010) Body dissatisfaction
(Haferkamp et al. 2012; Lee 2014) | Social infor mation characteristics (Haferkamp a}nd
Uncertainty (Lee 2014) General Kramer 2011;
Relational uncertainty (Fox and Warber (Lee 2014) Smith et al.
2014) Feature £ .201? g
Communication apprehension (Cohen et al. 2014; Fleuriet et al. 2014; atmsg _|t510r elr
(Stefanone et al. 2013) Haferkamp et al. 2012; Haferkamp anc (ZOTflj‘t) etal.
Attitudes _ Kraemer 2011; Johnson and Knobloch- i
Attitude towards surveillance (Darvell et westerwick 2014; Jung et al. 2014; ers%na I
al. 2011) Marshall 2012Smith et al. 2013; Wise et eve oprﬂelr;t
Trust (in partner) (Darvell et al. 2011) | 4. 2010) (-) (Marsha
Perceived behavioral control (Darvell eicontent D 2012!\)/I hal
al. 2011) (Barnett et al. 2013; Johnson and |stre25051(2 arsha
Negative attitude (Barnett et al. 2013) | Knobloch-Westerwick 2014; Rau et al. Longing 1 )
Mood (Johnson and Knobloch- 2008) onging Tor ex-
Westerwick 2014) _ Sender (partner, rival etc.) ?ﬁgpsega”

User cor_npetence_and experience (Cohen et al. 2014; Cravens et al. 2013; 2012)
Negative experiences (Barnett et al. Darvell et al. 2011;Fleuriet et al. 2014; =55 .
2013) Fox and Warber 2014; Marschall 2012 b E b I

Supportive network structure (Stefanoneyetwork structure (2024‘3” etal.
etal. 2013) (Karakayali and Kilic 2013; Stefanone dt )
al. 2013)
Table 3. Antecedents, outcomes, and social infeomatharacteristics of consumption

behavior
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Monitoring, stalking or surveillance behavior is another n@intent consumption behavior on SNSs.
We have identified six papers dealing with sociafoimation from a special person like the
(ex)partner or a romantic rival. Individual chaeadtics like relational uncertainty (Fox and Warbe
2013), subjective norms towards monitoring (Darwdllal. 2011) are associated with monitoring
behavior. Two papers investigated outcomes of bedtavior which are altogether detrimental in
nature as they inhibited personal growth, caussttedis (Marshall 2012) and resulted in negative
feelings (Cohen et al. 2014; Fleuriet et al. 20F4). example, nonverbal message characteristies lik
a winking face emoticon or triple exclamation peinhat were ostensible sent by a rival were
associated with detrimental well-being outcomessuRe from Cohen et al.’s (2014) experiment
showed different reactions to ambiguous SNS messafji¢he romantic partner depending on the
exclusivity of the message. Messages shared whitto@der audience (e.g., a wall post) elicited more
negative feelings, higher threat perception andghaen probability to confront the partner with the
message. After infidelity was discovered on an Sh& emotional impact for the individuals was
comparable to offline infidelity processes (Cravetisal. 2013). In a nutshell, SNSs offer an easy
access for monitoring others. While the tendencgntmitor someone else is rooted in psychological
characteristics of the observer, the technicalipoiigs facilitate these motivations. Consequenoé
monitoring behaviors on SNSs are negative in nature

Browsingor online information seeking about old friends awedv acquaintances were found to have a
positive correlation with network size of suppogticontacts (Stefanone et al. 2013), curiosity to
investigate one’s own social ties (Karakayali antick2013), and informational gains (Rau et al.
2008). In this case, the social environment plagedmportant role in predicting social information
consumption about known others. This conclusiosugported by findings from Barnett et al. (2013)
who showed that teasing messages from peers wemg@rneted as anti- or prosocial depending on
previous experiences and students’ attitudes taweeasing. This interpretation in turn is assodiate
with an either positive or negative emotional rexsg Wise et al. (2010) even observed different
levels of pleasantness within different types odwWmsing. Engaging in social searching, searching
information about friends, had more favorable cqasaces than only browsing the newsfeed referred
to as social browsing. Overall, personal differen@eg., network size, curiosity or attitude) ased
information features (post vs. private messagdyiénice outcomes of browsing behaviors. Therefore,
differences in personality could explain mixed ecansences of browsing behaviors.

4 Discussion

The success of SNSs largely depends on active dlsatscontribute content on the site — one
requirement to keep it vital and alive. However,sinasers engage in the consumption of social
information on SNSs (e.g., Pempek et al. 2009).réfoee, we conducted a systematic literature
analysis on both SNS behaviors, social informatomtribution and consumption, to understand
antecedents, consequences, and underlying proceEs&dS usage. It is important to know what
drives users to contribute and consume social nmition and why their behaviors have favorable or
less desirable consequences for themselves, sifmenation and communication technologies like
SNSs play an essential part in our today’s netwbdaiety (Castells and Cardoso 2005).

4.1 Major observations and implications for theory and practice

After one decade since SNSs evolved and reachetdivesstream, a large body of investigations has
accumulated. However, the evaluation of SNSs omsusell-being remains controversial. In this
literature analysis, we took a closer look intdetfiént usage patterns which offer fruitful insight
social processes taking place in SNSs and thataxglain positive and less desirable usage outcomes.

The majority of authors who investigated sociabinfiation behaviors on SNS focused on social
information contribution behavior (section 3.1; 1papers) and could establish a rich body of
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associated antecedents and outcomes. Researadiesidb a far lesser degree how users perceive
and evaluate social information encountered on SfH&gtion 3.2; 17 papers) leaving many possible
avenues for future research.

A weakness of the investigated body of researteatsmany studies didn’t rely on a theoretical mode
at all. Among the major applied theories for expilag social information contribution behaviors on
SNSs, we identified social capital, impression ng@maent and uses and gratifications theories
borrowed from social science as useful frameworsis ihvestigating information contribution
behavior on SNSs. Social comparison theory, onother hand, serves as a primary framework for
investigations of information consumption behavamr SNSs. Additionally, monitoring processes
offer an interesting approach for users followihg tnformation of a particular person. Our analysis
unfolds a lack of SNS specific theories. Theories @averwhelmingly borrowed from social science
neglecting a variety of other disciplines. Here syreopportunities for challenging, adapting and
extending theories from other disciplines, and dlegelopment of accurately fitting SNS theories.
While IS research is interdisciplinary in naturg,1& theory should highlight the enabling role ®f |
and think about original contributions to the I8ldi (Benbasat and Zmud 2003).

This literature review had a special focus on ottarsstics of the social information on SNSs
including their affordances. Sociotechnical afferdes provide cues to the consumers and shape
interpretation through the context in which theteomh occurs (Bazarova et al. 2012; Hogan and Quan-
Haase 2010). That is to say that contribution caretvarious features, including photographs, status
updates and posts differentiated through visihility example. The content users contribute may be
concrete data items (e.g., gender, education ar kbeation), or more complex information (e.g.,
positive and negative emotions). Social informatvess also assessed through more general items
depicting amount, and breath as well as sharedparexperiences, opinions and emotions. For
information consumers, also the sender plays aoritapt role in evaluating the information.

For all 126 identified papers, we summarized amtects related to contribution and consumption
behavior. Overall, two broad categories emergadasonal cues and individual characteristics. &hil
culture and norms are situational cues, we cowddtity six subcategories of individual charactérsst

(1) motives, (2) needs, (3) personality traits,g#itudes, (5) user competence and experiencgeths

as (6) risks. The literature review revealed thaspnality traits and motives for usage were strong
and most often investigated predictors of both sypEbehavior. The investigation of risks shows a
one-sided focus on privacy-related concerns foilabotformation contribution, and a neglect of sici
factors. In the context of social information comgtion no risk factors at all have been investigate
despite negative, associated well-being outcometur& studies should consider testing a broader
range of risks to receive a more cohesive picture.

Reported outcomes regarding content contributiohatiers are mainly favorable. Majority of
investigated papers focused on (inter)personalsgéon contributing users. Negative associations
between well-being and contribution behaviors ass llikely reported, but yet present. For example,
privacy threats challenge users’ security. Howepgracy research in the SNS context still lacles th
measurement of actual outcomes (Smith et al. 2@449. detrimental outcomes for users’ well-being
have been associated with this active form of Sb&gye.

Taking a look into the underlying processes of adaformation contribution, we could identify tlere
characteristics of social information that are agged with positive outcomes for users. First,iaoc
information disclosure per se has been shown tddmeficial for contributors according to self-
disclosure theory. Second, the positivity of selgentation is associated with positive conseqeence
for users, since this behavior creates positivé-asehreness. Finally, honest social information
contribution about oneself enhances social intemast social support and feedback having a positive
association with users’ mental states. On the o#liéde, contributed information arousing norm
violations, contradictory reactions from others mublishing negative content is shown to be
disadvantageous for users.
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Outcome results for content consumption are ratkgative for the investigated papers. While social
comparison with others’ well-constructed profileslanonitoring behavior of a romantic partner lead
to disadvantageous outcomes, associated conseguehe@ more general browsing behavior were
mixed. In-depth investigations of the two identifiprocesses and exploratory research regarding
browsing behavior offer fruitful perspectives fotdre studies.

We also derived practical implications for societworking site providers and users from our analysi
First, despite mainly positive outcomes associatéti contribution behavior providershouldn’t
blindly promote this usage pattern to their users, butidenshe conditions having a detrimental
effect. Second, providers should consider whiclesypf users look at what kind of information on
SNSs, since the consequences of social informatmsumption could be different for them. For
example, they could adapt their algorithm for thewl Feed respectively. Finally, users should be
aware what consequences different types of sadiatmation contribution and consumption have on
their well-being to get the best experience oytlafform usage.

Tables 1, 2, and 3 consolidate existing researohtaocial information contribution and consumption
in SNSs and offer a literature map for scientistd people who are interested in antecedents and
outcomes of SNS usage. This map offers researtiasiegground information when starting a new
research study.

4.2 Limitations

Some limitations should be taken into account wéplying the findings from this study. First, our
results and analysis are limited to the pool ofjals that satisfied our selection criteria. Howeve
there is still potential knowledge in practitionanticles, books, and conference proceedings which
researchers could gain insights. Future studiescammmended to explore articles and studies beyond
academic journals to enrich the integrative framdw8econd, keywords only included general terms
describing social networking sites and two mairssitWe did not consider social networks like
Instagram or Reddit explicitly within search terasspite increasing popularity. Future studies are
recommended to expand the keywords accordinghallyina quantitative meta-analysis and test of
the relative effects of the numerous antecedentsooral information behaviors on SNSs could be an
interesting next step for future research. We adtasreplicate the studies in different contextad
cultural settings, and strive for confirming théatmnships and effects among these factors thr@augh
meta-analysis.

5 Conclusion

It is important to know why individuals profit ouer from the usage of social information on SNSs,
since information and communication technologiée ISNS play an essential part in our today’s
networked society (Castells and Cardoso 2005). iBHksy to give policy makers, providers and users
founded advice how they can make a positive impattof social SNS usage for themselves and
others as well as communities and society as aewhol our current interdisciplinary review, we
identified 126 relevant studies from mainly so@galence and IS literatures that investigated social
information contribution and consumption behavibne main contribution of our paper is a cross-
disciplinary analysis shedding light on controvarsionsequences of social information contribution
and consumption behavior on SNSs. This review mnfilly helped us to identify antecedents and
outcomes of these behavior patterns and to pointemearch gaps. In particular, the less researched
area of social content consumption indicates isterg dynamics like social comparison, monitoring
and browsing processes, which yet have to be desedvin detail and offer fruitful perspectives for
future research.
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