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Abstract  

Over three quarters of a billion people use LinkedIn around the world, but our 

understanding of social media platforms like LinkedIn in organizations is that it is a tool used 

mostly by employees looking to leave of their current positions. Social media, however, are a 

form of social network and half a century of research on social networks tells us that employees, 

teams, and organizations can benefit from employees’ personal and professional networks. In 

this dissertation, I study how and why people develop these networks on social media. I draw on 

regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1997) to understand the types of behaviours people exhibit in 

the service of networking—connecting, relationship maintenance, and self-promotion—and the 

motives that drive them. Then I integrate social media theory (e.g., Leonardi & Vaast, 2017) and 

weak tie theory (Granovetter, 1973) to understand how these behaviours shape individuals’ 

professional networks and ultimately their performance. I test my model across five studies 

employing both experimental and survey methods. Featuring a randomized experiment, Study 1 

examines the degree to which people network differently depending on whether they approach 

networking with concerns for growth (promotion focus) or security (prevention focus). Studies 2 

and 4 examine perceived success or failure as a theoretically relevant moderator of the 

relationship between regulatory foci and networking behaviours using experimental and survey 

methods respectively. Study 3 features a multi-sample investigation of the construct validity and 

factor structure of networking behaviours and Study 5 examines the consequences of networking 

behaviours for network ties and performance outcomes among undergraduate business students 

nested in project teams. Although results across these studies show mixed support for the 

proposed relationships, they provide several important insights about networking in social media 

contexts and ultimately serve to inform future research on this topic.
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Professional Networking in the Social Media Context 

When the world went into lockdown in the early months of 2020, activity across social 

media sites surged. LinkedIn, for example, experienced a 26% increase in active users (Nadella 

et al., 2020) and it currently reports over 774 million users worldwide—double the amount of 

five years ago (linkedin.com). While there are many reasons why people flocked to social media 

in 2020, one reason is that people were looking for alternative ways to connect. Now more than 

ever, social media are integral to how people connect and share ideas (Rothbard et al., 2020), but 

we know very little about how and whether people leverage such tools to reach personal and 

professional goals. Most of our understanding of platforms such as LinkedIn at work is that they 

are a nuisance for organizations—a way for employees to waste time (e.g., Khansa et al., 2017) 

or look for newer and brighter opportunities elsewhere (e.g., Bizzi, 2018). At their core, 

however, social media are social networks (boyd & Ellison, 2007), and we know from over 50 

years of research on social networks that organizations can gain value and competitive advantage 

from their employees’ networks (e.g., Kilduff & Brass, 2010). 

This dissertation is guided by two overarching questions: (1) how do people leverage 

social media platforms like LinkedIn to manage their professional networks? and (2) how does 

networking on social media benefit networkers? To address these questions, I draw on regulatory 

focus theory (RFT; Higgins, 1997) as a motivational framework for understanding social media 

networking behaviours. In doing so, I extend theory on networking to social media—a unique, 

technologically-mediated context (e.g., McFarland & Ployhart, 2015)—and I answer calls for 

research on the motivational antecedents of network development (Casciaro et al., 2015). 

Moreover, to shed light on the consequences of networking behaviours, I integrate key principles 
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from weak tie theory (Granovetter, 1973) and social media theory (e.g., Leonardi & Vaast, 

2017).  

Social media are digital Web 2.0 platforms that facilitate information sharing, user-

created content, and collaboration across individuals. Common features among social media sites 

(e.g., LinkedIn, Facebook, Twitter) are the ability to build a public or semi-public profile, 

articulate a list of connected users, and view the contributions of others within the network (boyd 

& Ellison, 2007). Proponents of social media—practitioners, the popular press, student advisors, 

and social media platforms themselves—often claim that social media facilitate the development 

and management of vast networks of weak ties that ultimately lead to career success (e.g., 

Breitbarth, 2019; George, 2019). Recent studies have provided some evidence of the work and 

career benefits from social media use, such as work-relevant information and ideas and social 

support (Davis et al., 2020; Utz, 2016; Utz & Breuer, 2019). But the conclusions that can be 

drawn from these investigations are constrained by conflicting findings and methodological 

limitations such as a reliance on self-reported measures of informational benefits and cross-

sectional data. For example, while some studies suggest that individuals receive informational 

benefits from maintaining weak ties on social media (e.g., Utz, 2016), others offer weak support 

for such benefits (Davis et al., 2020). Research on relationship formation has also questioned the 

extent to which communication via social media and other digital mediums facilitates the 

development of relationships that produce such informational benefits (Ollier-Malaterre et al., 

2013; Schinoff et al., 2019). As a result, the extent to which social media enable individuals to 

effectively grow, manage, and benefit from networks of instrumental ties remains unclear.  

This is a critical shortcoming from both a theoretical and practical standpoint. The sheer 

number of people that use social media suggests that they have become an integral part of the 
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way that workers connect and interact with one another (Rothbard et al., 2020). Given that social 

media contexts might shape social behaviour and interactions in ways that are distinct from other 

communication mediums (e.g., email, face-to-face; Hampton, 2016; McFarland & Ployhart, 

2015; Treem & Leonardi, 2012), there is a need for research that understands how individuals 

interact with and are influenced by their networks on social media. Practically speaking, 

employees have finite resources that they can devote to their networks. Employees have an 

incentive to know how they can use social media to their advantage and likewise managers have 

an incentive to know whether encouraging employees to do so will benefit their teams and 

organizations. With the rise of the “Gig Economy” (e.g., Petriglieri et al., 2018) and the 

increasing prevalence of remote work and virtual collaboration (e.g., Raghuram et al., 2018), 

employees’ career success and work relationships are also influenced by the networks they 

develop online (Ollier-Malaterre et al., 2013; Pillemer & Rothbard, 2018; Rothbard et al., 2020). 

Understanding the antecedents and consequences of networking on social media will inform how 

professionals and university graduates alike can effectively leverage their online networks to 

meet their personal and professional goals.  

In this chapter, I review the relevant literatures on networking and social media, 

identifying points of intersection at which these literatures have been or can be integrated in such 

a way that provides the foundation for this dissertation. In Chapter 2, I lay out my theoretical 

foundations and build a conceptual model of the antecedents and consequences of networking on 

social media through a series of hypotheses. In the ensuing chapters, I present five studies that 

were designed to test the model using a mixture of experimental and survey methods.  
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Perspectives on Network Development and Networking  

How do people develop their professional networks? The social networks literature is an 

intuitive starting point for answering this question. Well-established findings point to factors 

such as propinquity (physical distance), homophily (attraction to similar others), and affect or 

emotion (Casciaro & Lobo, 2008; McPherson et al., 2001; Reagans, 2011) as key determinants 

of tie formation and maintenance. Other research examines how individual differences such as 

extraversion, self-monitoring, and gender influence individuals’ network structure and position 

(Brands et al., 2015; Fang et al., 2015; Kleinbaum et al., 2015). Despite these insights, however, 

scholars have noted a lack of attention to the role of individual actors’ behaviour and choices in 

network development (e.g., Kilduff & Brass, 2010). This is particularly the case regarding the 

impact of psychological processes such as motivation, as Casciaro and colleagues (2015) 

recently noted that even more so than affect, cognition, and personality, “the sophistication of 

psychological theory on motivation is still largely absent from network research” (p. 1169). 

Understanding how people develop their professional networks, therefore, requires the help of 

related literatures that focus on individual motives and behaviours.  

The distinct but related literature on networking has traditionally offered a more agentic 

perspective on network development. Networking is generally defined as “individuals’ attempts 

to develop and maintain relationships with others who have the potential to assist them in their 

work or career” (Forret & Dougherty, 2001; p. 284). Networking behaviour is linked to several 

desirable career outcomes including promotions and raises (Volmer et al., 2018; Wolff & Moser, 

2009, 2010), job offers (Porter et al., 2016; Wolff & Moser, 2010), and job performance (Gino et 

al., 2020; Pollack et al., 2015). These findings are consistent with the notion that efforts to 
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develop extensive networks of social ties benefit career success through the development of 

social capital (e.g., Seibert et al., 2001; Sparrowe et al., 2001). 

Behavioural approaches to networking are particularly useful for understanding the 

process of network development. For example, Wolff, Moser, and colleagues distinguish 

between networking behaviours aimed at building, maintaining, and using contacts to facilitate 

work-related activities (Wolff et al., 2008, 2011; Wolff & Moser, 2006, 2009; Wolff & Spurk, 

2020). Building on Wolff, Moser, and colleagues’ work, Porter and Woo (2015) developed a 

dynamic model of networking based on the idea that networking behaviours serve different 

functions at different stages of networking relationships. Their focus on the stages of dyadic 

networking relationship development involved excluding Wolff and colleagues’ “using” 

dimension in favour of a model in which networking relationships progress through stages of 

initiation, growth, and maintenance. Finally, Vissa’s (2012) inductive study found that 

entrepreneurs’ networking behaviours can be organized into network broadening behaviours 

(i.e., reaching out to new people and establishing knowledge of them) and network deepening 

behaviours (i.e., pacing interactions over time, relational embedding, and preserving existing 

ties).  

Despite the apparent differences, these perspectives on networking behaviour share at 

least two important insights that are relevant to this dissertation. The first insight is that 

behaviour directed at network development can be generally categorized as efforts to accumulate 

new ties and maintain existing ones. Organizing networking behaviour this way is consistent 

with most conceptualizations and operationalizations of networking, despite differences in 

context (e.g., entrepreneurs, leaders, job search; Forret, 2014) or whether networking is viewed 

as a behaviour (e.g., Wolff & Moser, 2006) or an ability (e.g., Ferris et al., 2005). The second 
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insight is that specific networking behaviours serve different functions, and by extension, may 

result in different outcomes for individuals (Porter & Woo, 2015; Wolff & Moser, 2010). For 

example, Porter and Woo (2015) theorized that network building and network maintenance 

behaviours differ by the types of resources exchanged by networking partners. They posited that 

network building behaviours involve the exchange of common resources (e.g., money, goods, 

general information) because sharing them represents less of a personal risk than particularistic 

resources (e.g., strategic information, support) which are more characteristic of network 

maintenance behaviours. Findings from longitudinal studies show that maintaining contacts 

outside of the organization increases—whereas building external contacts decreases—the 

likelihood of changing employers (Wolff & Moser, 2010). Similarly, Vissa (2012) showed that 

network deepening behaviours were associated with a higher number of job referrals, whereas 

network broadening behaviours were associated with fewer job referrals. In sum, a behaviour-

based perspective on networking as efforts to grow and maintain professional networks offers a 

useful starting point for understanding how individuals develop and manage their networks on 

social media.  

Social Media and Social Capital  

There is converging evidence that motivations to cultivate social capital underlie much of 

users’ behaviour on social media—especially in professional contexts (Ellison & Vitak, 2015). 

Social capital refers to the resources that individuals gain from their network of relationships 

(Lin, 2001; Payne et al., 2011) that manifest as things like knowledge, ideas, information, 

support, and opportunities. Individuals can draw on them to meet needs and goals in their 

personal and professional lives, such as emotional support from a close friend, help on a difficult 

task from a co-worker, or news of an upcoming job opportunity from a former colleague. Indeed, 
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a core tenet of social capital theory is that the advantages individuals gain from their networks 

depend on the types and arrangements of social relationships within them (Adler & Kwon, 2002; 

Burt, 1992, 2000). 

Research on the intersection of social capital and networks holds that both strong and 

weak ties have resource benefits (Adler & Kwon, 2002). Strong ties are relationships that are 

characterized by frequent interaction, strong norms of reciprocity, and mutual trust and upon 

which individuals typically rely for support (Granovetter, 1973). Dense networks of strong ties 

give rise to bonding forms of social capital such as cohesiveness, support, and reinforced group 

identity (Adler & Kwon, 2002; Putnam, 2000). These types of social capital are distinguished 

from bridging forms of social capital, which stem from weak ties that often exist between diverse 

individuals. Weak ties are characterized by infrequent communication and contact—as observed 

in relationships with acquaintances, former colleagues, and friends of friends (Granovetter, 

1973). Despite the benefits of strong ties, their characteristic closeness and interconnectedness 

mean that much of the information that gets passed between them lacks novelty. It is from weak 

ties, therefore, that people often receive non-redundant information (Granovetter, 1973). Indeed, 

the social capital of weak ties is predicated on the idea that they often serve as bridges between 

disparate groups, channeling the flow of unique information through a select number of 

individuals or “brokers” (Burt, 1992, 2000; Granovetter, 1973).  

In this research, I focus primarily on the informational benefits of weak ties for three 

reasons. First, the benefits of social media for network development have been advocated by 

many but empirically tested by few (e.g., Davis et al., 2020). Indeed, use of social media as an 

effective tool for building and maintaining weak ties is discussed in several conceptual papers 

(e.g., boyd & Ellison, 2007; Smith et al., 2017) and widely accepted in the popular press (e.g., 
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George, 2019; Li, 2019). Early work on social media posited that they would augment 

individuals’ abilities to maintain broader networks of weak ties (boyd & Ellison, 2007). 

Similarly, undergraduate and MBA students are frequently encouraged and coached to leverage 

LinkedIn to craft their “personal brand” and develop their professional networks. Few empirical 

studies, however, connect network ties on social media to work-relevant outcomes (Davis et al., 

2020; Utz, 2016; Utz & Breuer, 2019).  

The second reason is that foundational research and theory often treat social media as 

informational networks in which people seek and share knowledge (Ellison et al., 2011; 

Leonardi, 2014; 2015). Studies that connect social media networks to work-relevant outcomes 

have, therefore, focused primarily on informational benefits—i.e., getting access to knowledge 

that is helpful in mastering task work (e.g., Utz, 2016; Utz & Breuer, 2019). As an exception, 

Davis and colleagues (2020) measured an array of perceived benefits such as information and 

ideas, work-related assistance, social support, and political guidance (e.g., achieving political 

clout). They showed that how often MBA students used LinkedIn (i.e., frequency of usage) was 

most strongly related to perceived benefits in terms of information and ideas, work-related 

assistance, and political guidance. Importantly, however, these studies rely on self-reported 

measures of benefits and none of them have linked these benefits to objective measures of 

performance or career success. So, the extent to which the informational benefits of networking 

on social media contribute to performance on taskwork is an open question.  

The third reason is that weak ties might be disproportionately influenced by social media 

relative to strong ties. Work-related strong ties typically involve frequent (e.g., daily) interactions 

(Granovetter, 1973) that likely play out on more traditional mediums of communication such as 

face-to-face, video conferencing, and email (e.g., Driskell et al., 2003). Even if these 
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relationships also exist in part on social media, the more frequent and regular interactions that are 

characteristic of day-to-day work are likely to dilute any unique effects of social media on the 

relationship. I expect that social media connections play a more prominent role in defining weak 

tie relationships than strong tie relationships because they involve fewer interactions through 

other mediums of communication. There is evidence that individuals tend to add more weak ties 

to their professional networks than their personal networks (Utz, 2016), suggesting that an initial 

focus on weak ties is particularly appropriate for examining how employees manage their 

networks on LinkedIn. Utz and Breuer (2019) found that weak but not strong ties on LinkedIn 

predicted perceptions of information benefits. In group contexts, these weak ties often extend 

beyond the boundaries of the work group, and those that bridge such gaps are uniquely 

positioned to contribute to their group’s success (Cross & Cummings, 2004; Tushman & 

Scanlan, 1981). In this research, I consider social capital as the actual or potential informational 

resources that are inherent in individuals’ weak ties (e.g., boundary-spanning ties; Tushman & 

Scanlan, 1981). This is consistent with Burt’s (1997) view of social capital as “brokerage 

opportunities in a network” (p. 355) as well as researchers’ assumption that external ties are a 

primary source of bridging social capital (Adler & Kwon, 2002; Putnam, 2000).  

Informational Benefits of Social Media  

Early research on social media showed that a primary motive of social media users is the 

desire to keep in touch with friends (e.g., Lampe et al., 2006; Steinfield et al., 2009). boyd and 

Ellison (2007) posited that social media are used to enhance existing offline relationships (e.g., 

friends, coworkers) as well as support more expansive networks of weak ties. Gosling (2009) 

noted that one reason for Facebook’s popularity is the ease with which users can satisfy a basic 

desire to monitor network members and maintain social bonds regardless of geographical 
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distances. Even trivial interactions such as gossip and small talk serve important roles in creating 

and maintaining social bonds (Dunbar, 1998) and interactions on social media such as “liking” or 

commenting on posts may fulfill that need while requiring relatively small investments of time 

and effort (McFarland & Ployhart, 2015; Wilson et al., 2012). Indeed, the use of relationship 

maintenance features on Facebook such as browsing friends’ profiles or posting “happy 

birthday” to a friend’s Facebook Wall have been linked to higher perceptions of bridging social 

capital among undergraduate students (Ellison et al., 2011, 2014), prompting some to propose 

that social media reduce the perceived costs of maintaining weak ties (e.g., Ellison et al., 2014; 

McFarland & Ployhart, 2015). 

These findings are consistent with an affordances perspective on social media that 

emphasizes the types of activities, actions, and behaviours they enable or constrain (e.g., Gibbs 

et al., 2013; Leonardi & Vaast, 2017; Treem & Leonardi, 2012). Researchers find this 

perspective to be useful in differentiating social media from other forms of communication For 

instance, Treem and Leonardi (2012) argued that social media are characterized by high visibility 

(e.g., communications are visible to other members of the network), editability (e.g., shared 

information can be crafted and recrafted), persistence (i.e., communications remain accessible 

after interactions), and association (e.g., established and articulated connections between 

individuals). They posited that although other modes of communication might share some of 

these affordances (e.g., emails are highly editable), the combination of these affordances helps to 

distinguish social media communication from communication on other mediums (e.g., email, 

instant messaging, teleconferencing, and face-to-face; Treem & Leonardi, 2012). For example, 

users’ behaviours, knowledge, preferences, and network connections are highly visible on social 

media, making that information accessible, viewable, and searchable in more ways and to more 
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people than other modes of communication (boyd & Ellison, 2007; Ellison & Vitak, 2015; Gibbs 

et al., 2013; Smith et al., 2017; Treem & Leonardi, 2012).  

More recently, McFarland and Ployhart (2015) offered a contextual framework that 

distinguished between different modes of communication based on physicality, accessibility, 

latency, interdependence, synchronicity, permanence, verifiability, and anonymity. They argued 

that characteristics such as asynchronous communication, accessibility (i.e., more open access to 

enter networks), physicality (i.e., connections exist and are maintained independent of 

geographical distance), and latency (i.e., information spreads nearly instantaneously) change the 

way individuals perceive and maintain weak ties. Having access to others’ information online, 

being able to communicate asynchronously and share information instantaneously whilst 

spanning geographical distances might make maintaining relationships with network members 

less costly in terms of time and effort (McFarland & Ployhart, 2015). Others have similarly 

argued that affordances such as accessibility and visibility support relations by facilitating 

“persistent contact” between network members (Hampton, 2016; Kane et al., 2014). In sum, 

consistent with early theorizing on social media (boyd & Ellison, 2007), there is an emerging 

consensus that characteristics of social media facilitate broad networks of weak ties. 

These affordances can also be integrated with theory on the social capital of weak ties to 

understand how social media support the flow of information and ideas (Burt, 1992; Ellison et 

al., 2014; Smith et al., 2017; Utz, 2016). According to Burt (1992), informational benefits of 

network ties manifest in the form of access, timing, and referrals. Access means that individuals 

receive useful and novel information, whereas timing involves the extent to which individuals 

receive information in time to benefit from it (Burt, 1992). Social media platforms offer users 

opportunities to access expansive and diverse networks of individuals, organizations, and groups. 
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Entry to these networks rarely requires physical proximity or the same levels of trust and 

familiarity as most “offline” networks, and the flow of information is unconstrained by time 

(e.g., latency) and space (e.g., physicality; McFarland & Ployhart, 2015). Users’ connections, for 

example, are typically visible to other network members, which helps users’ reach beyond their 

own network to the communications of their network members’ contacts (boyd & Ellison, 2007; 

Kane et al., 2014; Leonardi, 2014). As McFarland and Ployhart (2015) note, “Most of us will 

never meet Richard Branson, but millions of people follow him on LinkedIn. Similarly, 

‘following’ a person who posts a great deal provides access to his or her content and expertise” 

(p. 1657). 

As members of networks on social media, individuals access information in a variety of 

ways both active (e.g., interacting directly with connections or posing questions to the network) 

and passive (e.g., browsing posts, comments, and profiles) in nature (Davis et al., 2020; Ellison 

et al., 2011; Ellison & Vitak, 2015; Ramirez et al., 2002; Utz, 2016). Social media may be 

particularly suited for passive consumption of information through features like digital profiles, 

newsfeeds, and network notifications that consolidate new information from one’s network. 

These affordances also reduce the amount of time it takes to find and retrieve useful information 

by limiting the need to manually search through communications and interact directly with 

individual contacts (Kane et al., 2014). Therefore, social media potentially increase and quicken 

access to useful and novel information. 

Finally, referrals involve the visibility and credibility people gain in the eyes of others 

based on their network contacts. Whereas access and timing concern information flowing to 

individuals from their networks, referrals involve the opposite—information flowing from 

individuals to their networks (Burt, 1992). The same mechanisms that enhance access and timing 
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(e.g., newsfeed, notifications) also enhance individuals’ visibility to network members (Treem & 

Leonardi, 2012). Digital profiles, newsfeeds, and notifications extend users’ presence to other 

parts of the broader network by exposing others to their communications, knowledge, and 

expertise. Other features operate by providing legitimacy in the eyes of others and facilitating 

trust development (Cummings & Dennis, 2018; Donath & boyd, 2004). Being connected to 

certain individuals (e.g., mutual contacts, influential people) can have trust signalling and 

legitimizing—or delegitimizing—effects on the impressions generated by others (Burt, 1992; 

Donath & boyd, 2004). Some platforms also feature more explicit forms of referral. For example, 

LinkedIn allows users to recommend others and endorse their specific skills. Together these 

features operate on the principle that other-generated information is more immune to 

manipulation (Walther & Parks, 2002) and therefore carries more weight in people’s impressions 

of others (Cummings & Dennis, 2018; Walther et al., 2008). Social media, therefore, facilitate 

referrals by highlighting individuals’ social and professional credentials among an expanded 

network of people that Burt (1992) aptly described as “the players whom you don't know but 

who are aware of you” (p. 63).  

Using an affordance perspective, researchers have examined how features of social media 

support knowledge sharing and information search (Leonardi, 2018; Majchrzak et al., 2013). 

Research that focuses on intraorganizational (enterprise) social media, for example, shows that 

employees benefit from being able to view the knowledge and expertise of disparate members of 

their organization and that such an affordance supports the development of shared cognitions 

about “who knows what” and “who knows whom” between members of the organization 

(Leonardi, 2015, 2018). In a similar line of work, Leonardi and Meyer (2015) found that 

individuals in need of knowledge from specific network members take advantage of accessible 
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information on social media to support more effective requests for knowledge. Studies on more 

direct forms of information retrieval also suggest that people gain useful recommendations 

through posing questions to their network of Facebook contacts (Vitak & Ellison, 2013).  

Recent research also suggests a link between specific types of LinkedIn use and work-

relevant information and support. For example, Utz (2016) found a positive relationship between 

both reading posts and posting professional content on LinkedIn and individuals’ reports of 

informational benefits from their LinkedIn networks. Similarly, Davis et al (2020) found that 

graduate students who reported more passive LinkedIn use (e.g., following groups, 

organizations, and influencers) also reported that their contacts had provided them with more 

information and ideas. Notably, however, neither active LinkedIn use (e.g., connections, group 

memberships) nor students’ overall number of contacts were significantly related to receiving 

more information and ideas (Davis et al., 2020).  

Taken together, there is solid conceptual and empirical evidence that social media 

support the development and management of network ties from which individuals can gather 

work-relevant resources. Understanding how individuals develop and leverage these ties is the 

central goal of this research.  

Dissertation Overview 

I begin Chapter 2 by conceptualizing three types of networking behaviours: connecting, 

relationship maintenance, and self-promotion. From there I build a model (Figure 2.1) that 

identifies motivational antecedents of these behaviours and downstream consequences for 

network ties and performance. Chapter 3 presents the results of two online experiments that were 

designed to examine the motivational predictors of networking behaviours. In Study 1, I 

developed a networking task that involved participants spending time networking on LinkedIn 
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and then reporting the behaviours they engaged in during the task. I administered this task to a 

sample of undergraduate business students in a between-subjects online experiment with three 

conditions (promotion vs. prevention vs. control) and with the goal of determining whether 

individuals exhibited different networking behaviours across conditions. In a second study, I 

improved on some of the design features from the first study and introduced goal 

discrepancies—perceptions of goal attainment or failure—as a theoretically relevant moderator. I 

administered this study to a sample of employed LinkedIn users recruited on Amazon’s 

Mechanical Turk in a 3 (promotion vs. prevention vs. control) x 3 (low vs. high-ideal vs. high-

ought goal discrepancy) design. The results of these two studies generally showed little support 

for the hypothesized effects of promotion and prevention focus on networking behaviours. They 

also highlighted several methodological challenges that, at the time, made conducting further 

experiments uniquely difficult. As a natural extension of that initial work, I used survey 

methodology in the studies that followed to examine the motivational antecedents of networking 

behaviours with trait operationalizations of regulatory foci and goal discrepancies in survey 

designs.  

Whereas Studies 1 and 2 sought to measure participants’ specific reported behaviours 

following the networking task, the survey-based studies that followed required the use of scales 

designed to measure networking behaviours on social media. As there were no validated 

measures of social media networking behaviours, I devoted Chapter 4 to investigating the factor 

structure and construct validity of the three networking behaviours. Study 3a featured a card sort 

task intended to establish the substantive validity of a list of items generated to measure the three 

constructs. Study 3b featured a multi-sample approach to establishing construct validity via 

exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis. The results of these studies showed support for two 
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of the three networking behaviours—relationship maintenance and self-promotion—as distinct 

constructs accompanied by psychometrically reliable measures. Factor analyses did not provide 

evidence for connecting behaviours as a distinct construct.  

In Chapter 5, I employed the measures developed in Chapter 4 in two multi-wave survey 

studies (Studies 4 and 5). Study 4 featured a two-wave online survey of LinkedIn users recruited 

on Prolific and was designed to test the effects of trait regulatory foci and chronic goal 

discrepancies on networking behaviours. In Study 5, I tested all of the relationships in the model 

in a three-wave online survey of undergraduate students nested in project teams. While 

demonstrating mixed support for the hypothesized relationships in the model, results across the 

studies generated several important insights about networking on LinkedIn and its consequences 

for networkers. They showed that motivational orientations that typically suppress networking—

and its associated advantages—in offline contexts do not have the same detrimental effects in the 

social media context. They also suggest that some but not all networking behaviours help people 

develop boundary-spanning ties with the potential to supply novel and useful information for 

their taskwork. I discuss these insights in greater depth in a general discussion in Chapter 6.  
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Chapter 2: A Model of Networking on Social Media 

Conceptualizing Networking Behaviours  

In Chapter 1, I reviewed research on the behaviours that people engage in when 

networking (e.g., Wolff & Moser, 2006). One of the insights from that literature is that 

networking can be generally described as efforts to develop new relationships and maintain 

existing ones. This serves as the logic for understanding networking on social media as efforts to 

initiate new connections and keep track of existing ones. Yet another way that people manage 

their relationships with the broader network is by managing how others see them online (e.g., 

Ollier-Malaterre et al., 2013). Many scholars have noted the importance of reputation and 

impression management on social media, arguing that efforts to control others’ impressions 

online are driven by motives to influence others for instrumental rewards (e.g., build and 

maintain instrumental ties) and create an image online consistent with one’s self-image (Kaplan 

& Haenlein, 2010; Kietzmann et al., 2011; Roulin & Levashina, 2016; van Dijck, 2013). In 

professional contexts, especially, people are motivated to manage impressions through self-

promotion (Roulin & Levashina, 2016). Therefore, networking on social media involves not only 

efforts to initiate new ties and maintain existing ones but also presenting a favourable image to 

potential networking partners (e.g., Roulin & Levashina, 2016). In the following sections, I 

describe these networking behaviours in more detail as connecting, relationship maintenance, 

and self-promotion behaviour.  

Connecting Behaviour 

Vissa’s (2012) qualitative work conceptualized network broadening behaviours as “the 

extent to which an [individual] reaches out to new people and establishes interpersonal 

knowledge about them” (p. 494). These connecting behaviours serve the function of adding new, 
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potentially valuable members to one’s network (Wolff & Moser, 2006). Research on “offline” 

networking has highlighted a variety of behaviours aimed at initiating new network ties such as 

introducing oneself to others at business events and cold calling potential contacts (Forret & 

Dougherty, 2001; Vissa, 2012; Wolff & Spurk, 2020). On social media, users establish new ties 

through browsing and initiating contact.  

Browsing is an information-seeking strategy that involves acquiring information about a 

potential tie from publicly available communications on social media (e.g., profile information, 

status updates, comments on others’ posts). A variety of information is available on social media, 

such that users’ profiles as well as their public communications with others (e.g., posts, 

comments) provide “observational opportunities akin to eavesdropping on a conversation” 

(Ramirez et al., 2002, p. 221). Browsing the public communications of potential network ties 

(i.e., people with whom one does not already share an online connection) represents a passive 

form of connecting behaviour because it does not involve direct interaction between networking 

partners (Davis et al., 2020; Ramirez et al., 2002). Indeed, research on Facebook notes that users 

often engage in social browsing (Ellison et al., 2007; Lampe et al., 2006) to learn more about the 

people with whom they share an offline connection.  

A more active form of connecting behaviour involves initiating communication with the 

intention of establishing a new connection. This may take the form of a direct message either as a 

private communication between the sender and recipient or a public message posted to a 

discussion board or user’s profile page (e.g., Facebook wall). Often following contact is an 

established “connection.” Connections between users on social media can vary in form and the 

extent to which both parties make explicit decisions to be connected. For example, platforms 

such as Twitter typically allow users to “follow” other users regardless of whether the recipient 
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chooses to follow the user in return. In contrast, Facebook and LinkedIn allow users to send 

“friend” or “connect” requests to which the recipient chooses to accept or reject, however, these 

platforms also include the option to follow certain users. Regardless of the precise nature of 

connection, scholars mostly agree that establishing connections with other users is one way that 

people signal that they are interested in initiating or reinforcing a social relationship (Leonardi & 

Vaast, 2017). Moreover, some researchers have described the act of connecting with others on 

social media as a form of network articulation (Donath & boyd, 2004; Ellison et al., 2011), 

whereby individuals “articulate a network of contacts from whom they receive information” 

(Leonardi & Vaast, 2017, p. 160). 

Relationship Maintenance Behaviour 

Like many things, relationships require maintenance lest they lose their efficacy. Even 

weak ties, which are considered less costly to maintain and therefore more efficient than strong 

ties (Burt, 1992; Hansen, 1999), require a minimum level of familiarity and goodwill to be 

sustained in order to facilitate effective exchanges of resources such as knowledge and 

information (Leonardi & Meyer, 2015). Relationship maintenance has been defined several ways 

including keeping a relationship in existence (e.g., protecting it from dying out), in a steady state 

(e.g., protecting a certain level of closeness and trust), in a satisfactory condition (i.e., 

maintaining relational satisfaction), and in repair (e.g., restoring damaged relationships; Dindia 

& Canary, 1993; Dindia, 2003). Within the context of weak ties on social media, I consider 

relationship maintenance behaviours as efforts to maintain relational continuity (i.e., the 

relationship exists), as well as keep relationships in a specific satisfactory state characterized by 

minimum levels of familiarity and goodwill.  
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Most theoretical models of networking include aspects of relationship maintenance (e.g., 

Forret & Dougherty, 2001; Porter & Woo, 2015; Wolff & Moser, 2006). For example, Vissa 

(2012) noted that entrepreneurs engage in network deepening behaviours aimed at preserving 

existing ties. Using an inductive approach, Forret and Dougherty (2001) identified several 

behaviours, such as going for lunch with contacts outside of the company and sending thank you 

notes or gifts to business contacts, that constitute efforts to maintain contacts. Wolff and Moser 

(2006) identified similar behaviours (e.g., meeting with acquaintances from other organizations 

outside work hours), whilst more explicitly distinguishing between networking directed at 

contacts within and outside the organization. 

Although most research on relationship maintenance focuses on close offline 

relationships (e.g., romantic relationships), recent research has extended the literature to social 

media contexts (e.g., Ellison et al., 2014; Tong & Walther, 2011). Active forms of relationship 

maintenance on social media involve overt communication such as commenting on or “liking” a 

network member’s post (Ellison et al., 2014). These activities signal one’s attention and desire to 

maintain relations with network members. They leave what Ellison and colleagues (2014) call 

“visible traces” of attention that “indicate one has seen and attended to any individual piece of 

content on the site” (p. 858). Early research on social networking sites (e.g., Donath, 2007; 

Donath & boyd, 2004) noted that such behaviour is a form of social grooming, which serves to 

signal attention and expectations of reciprocal attention and further interaction. Social grooming 

has been observed in both humans and other mammals (e.g., primates checking each other for 

parasites) and is considered a critical factor in maintaining social relationships (Dunbar, 1998; 

Tufekci, 2008). In a study on undergraduate students on Facebook, Ellison and colleagues (2014) 

found that relationship maintenance behaviours such as posting a “happy birthday” message to a 
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contact’s “Wall” contributed to higher perceptions of bridging social capital. On LinkedIn, a 

similar feature allows users to congratulate contacts on significant career events such as a new 

job or a job anniversary. Since these communications signal an investment of time and attention 

into networking relationships (Donath, 2007), failing to respond to messages or posts can also be 

construed as a lack of interest in that relationship. By the same token, posts that receive few or 

no “likes” or comments signal a lack of interest or attention from the members of one’s network 

(Ellison et al., 2014). 

Passive forms of relationship maintenance on social media involve more implicit 

manifestations of attention, such as browsing network members’ profiles, contact lists, or posts 

that appear on newsfeeds. Although these activities do not directly signal attention to others, they 

help individuals stay informed on the activities, accomplishments, and thoughts of network 

members, contributing to a general awareness of those in their network (Hampton, 2016; 

Leonardi & Meyer, 2015). For example, Hampton (2016) described a “pervasive awareness” that 

comes from “monitoring content on topics that range from the seemingly trivial to the important” 

(p. 103). Weak ties that have had little or no direct contact might stay informed on each other’s 

activities by viewing each other’s visible communications and other online activities (Ellison et 

al., 2007, 2011; Haythornthwaite, 2005). This social-media-enhanced awareness helps to 

maintain familiarity between networking partners even in the absence of direct communication 

(Ellison et al., 2011; Leonardi & Meyer, 2015; Ollier-Malaterre et al., 2013). 

Self-Promotion Behaviour  

Self-promotion is a type of impression management strategy that involves highlighting 

accomplishments, taking credit for positive outcomes, name-dropping important others and 

downplaying the severity of negative outcomes with which one is associated (Bolino et al., 
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2008). On social media, users engage in self-promotion by highlighting their accomplishments, 

displaying interests and expertise, as well as displaying connections to prestigious others or 

groups (Guillory & Hancock, 2012; Rosenberg & Egbert, 2011; Roulin, 2014; Roulin & 

Levashina, 2016; Tufekci, 2008). Celebrities (e.g., John Mayer) and politicians (e.g., Barack 

Obama) were among the first to capitalize on the self-marketing and self-promotion potential of 

social media to create “real-world” (i.e., offline) rewards (van Dijck, 2013). But these practices 

have become a normalized and accepted part of the lives of the masses (Pera et al., 2016), as van 

Dijck (2013) notes, individuals “have come to understand the art of online self-presentation and 

the importance of [social media] as tools for (professional) self-promotion [emphasis author’s 

own]” (p. 200).  

Motivations for self-promotion may be especially strong on LinkedIn, where individuals 

have relatively high control over the information they disclose (Roulin & Levashina, 2016, 

2019a; Rui & Stefanone, 2013) and the relevance of impressions are made salient by their 

visibility to large groups of other users (Leary & Kowalski, 1990; Treem & Leonardi, 2012). 

Indeed, research in several contexts shows that individuals recognize the visibility afforded by 

social media and are therefore strategic in presenting themselves to others (Leonardi & Treem, 

2012; Fox & Rooney, 2015; Ellison, Heino, & Gibbs, 2006). LinkedIn is particularly oriented to 

help users manage their “personal brand” (Gorbatov et al., 2018, 2019). Whereas platforms like 

Facebook focus on facilitating personal self-presentation, LinkedIn caters to the need for 

professional self-promotion (van Dijck, 2013). For example, LinkedIn prompts users to highlight 

their skills and “showcase” their best work when filling out their profiles. It also gamifies the 

process of constructing a profile by featuring a “profile strength” meter that gauges the likely 

success of users’ self-promotion in terms of being noticed by others. Indeed, van Dijck (2013) 
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posits that one’s profile on LinkedIn functions not just as a resume for potential employers but 

also as “inscriptions of normative professional behaviour: each profile shapes an idealized 

portrait of one’s professional identity by showing off skills to peers and anonymous evaluators” 

(p. 208). 

It is important to note that self-promotion in the service of presenting an ideal or 

favourable image of oneself does not necessarily imply that one is presenting a deceptive or fake 

image. Research on self-promotion, both on social media and in face-to-face interactions, 

acknowledges that it can take both honest and deceptive forms (Roulin et al., 2015; Roulin & 

Levashina, 2016, 2019b). Leary and Kowalski (1990) argue that people generally try to project 

images that are consistent with how they see themselves and that—somewhat paradoxically—

individuals often engage in impression management tactics such as self-promotion to be viewed 

accurately by others. In other words, people might highlight their own accomplishments on 

LinkedIn to ensure that others perceive them as the successful persons they believe themselves to 

be. There is also evidence that users’ social media profiles generally provide accurate reflections 

of their personality traits (e.g., Back et al., 2010; Park et al., 2015). Unlike on early forms of 

social media, users on Facebook and LinkedIn are rarely anonymous. Since many of their online 

connections exist in some form offline, it is difficult for users to fabricate or exaggerate traits or 

accomplishments beyond what is perceived to be believable (Leary & Kowalski, 1990; Wilson et 

al., 2012). Increased access to information online also makes individuals’ claims—where 

someone received their MBA, for example—easier to verify for other network members 

(McFarland & Ployhart, 2015). Therefore, deceptive forms of self-promotion on LinkedIn are 

bounded by the extent to which network members can reasonably be convinced of their veracity. 
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Most self-promotion likely involves efforts to portray a favorable image that reflects what people 

see as the best parts of themselves while downplaying or concealing the worst parts. 

Predicting Networking on LinkedIn: A Regulatory Focus Perspective 

Regulatory Focus and Strategic Goal Pursuit  

For decades, researchers have argued that people share basic needs for nurturance and 

security across social contexts and stages of life. Building on this notion, regulatory focus theory 

(RFT; Higgins, 1997) posits that individuals employ different goal-oriented self-regulatory 

strategies in the service of meeting these basic needs. Specifically, nurturance-related self-

regulation involves a promotion focus—a regulatory system concerned with ideals, gains, and 

advancement—whereas security-related self-regulation involves a prevention focus—a 

regulatory system concerned with oughts, safety, and responsibility. A critical tenet of RFT is 

that people engage in different behaviours to achieve the same goal, depending on whether they 

are regulating to meet needs for nurturance (i.e., promotion focus) or safety (i.e., prevention 

focus). Therefore, when people adopt a promotion focus, they think about and pursue their goals 

in a different way than they do when they adopt a prevention focus. 

According to RFT, the promotion and prevention regulatory systems are independent but 

mutually inhibitory (Higgins, 1997), meaning that individuals can strive for goals with both 

promotion and prevention strategies, but only one regulatory system is activated at a specific 

point in time. Whether individuals regulate with promotion or prevention at any given time 

depends on individuals’ predispositions and on situational factors (Higgins, 1997, 2012). So 

promotion and prevention focus are studied as both chronic dispositions and psychological states 

(Higgins, 1997; Higgins & Spiegel, 2004). Dispositional approaches to regulatory focus assume 

that individuals differ in their tendency to regulate towards ideals (i.e., hopes and aspirations) 
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versus oughts (i.e., duties and obligations; Higgins, 1997). Individuals develop habitual 

preferences for pursuing goals with promotion or prevention from a young age through 

socialization (e.g., learning from caretakers; Higgins & Silberman, 1998) and through repeated 

experiences (Higgins, 1997). Therefore, people possess chronic and habitual inclinations towards 

pursuing goals with a promotion or prevention focus across different situations. 

Research on regulatory focus as a psychological state considers situationally induced 

orientations that direct individuals’ responses in a specific moment or situation (Higgins, 1997; J. 

Y. Shah et al., 1998). From this perspective, environmental cues temporarily activate either a 

promotion or prevention focus by making individuals’ personal ideals or oughts more cognitively 

accessible (e.g., J. Y. Shah et al., 1998) or by framing a situation in terms of gains (i.e., 

promotion) or losses (i.e., prevention; Higgins et al., 1994). Therefore, despite having relatively 

stable orientations towards promotion or prevention, individuals may adopt one focus—and 

associated behavioural strategies—over another depending on the situation. 

Finally, some researchers have examined the implications of domain-specific forms of 

trait regulatory focus by considering the extent to which individuals hold stable preferences for 

promotion or prevention in specific contexts or domains of life (Boldero & Francis, 2000; 

Browman et al., 2017; Faddegon et al., 2008; Gino et al., 2020). For example, studies on 

identity-specific motivations for promotion or prevention (e.g., one’s identity as a student) 

suggests that such preferences are more predictive of emotional and behavioural outcomes in 

situations that activate the corresponding identities (e.g., writing a student essay; Browman et al., 

2017). Moreover, Gino et al (2020) recently showed that both stable and experimentally 

manipulated promotion and prevention motives specific to the domain of networking predicted 

networking outcomes. 
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RFT holds that promotion-focused individuals strive for goals that are characterized by 

hopes, aspirations, and ideals. When they self-regulate towards such goals, they do so in relation 

to their ideal selves—what one ideally would or would not like to be or do—and are guided by 

achievement and salient outcomes associated with gains (approached as a desired end-state) or 

non-gains (avoided as an undesired end-state). In contrast, prevention-focused individuals are 

concerned with security-related goals. Self-regulation towards such goals occurs in relation to 

the “ought self,” which involves one’s own or others’ beliefs about their responsibilities, duties, 

and obligations—what one believes they ought or ought not to be or do. It is guided by salient 

outcomes associated with losses (avoided as an undesired end-state) or non-losses (approached 

as a desired end-state). Unlike promotion focus, prevention focus prompts a sensitivity to the 

presence or absence of negative outcomes (i.e., losses or non-losses), which elicits vigilant 

strategies in the service of one’s security needs (Higgins et al., 1994; Higgins & Spiegel, 2004; 

Shah et al., 1998). To summarize these differences in sensitivity to positive and negative 

outcomes, promotion-focused individuals are “concerned with moving from the status quo ‘0’ to 

attain a better state ‘+1,’” whereas prevention-focused individuals are “concerned with 

maintaining (or restoring) a satisfactory status quo ‘0’ against a worse state ‘−1’” (Higgins & 

Pinelli, 2020, p. 26).  

A large body of research spanning multiple contexts shows how promotion- and 

prevention-focused strategies differentially impact goal pursuit and performance (Higgins & 

Cornwell, 2016; Higgins & Pinelli, 2020; Lanaj, Chang, & Johnson, 2012). For example, 

individuals that adopt a promotion focus tend to prioritize speed over accuracy during tasks 

(Förster, Higgins, & Bianco, 2003; Wallace & Chen, 2006), think more creatively (Higgins et al., 

2001), consider more new and innovative opportunities (Tumasjan & Braun, 2012), and be more 
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willing to switch strategies or try out alternative solutions to problems (Ahmadi, Khanagha, 

Berchicci, & Jansen, 2017; Liberman, Idson, Camacho, & Higgins, 1999; Molden & Hui, 2011). 

In contrast, individuals that adopt a prevention focus tend to prioritize accuracy and safety over 

speed on tasks (Förster et al., 2003; Wallace & Chen, 2006), more strictly adhere to workplace 

rules and social norms (Keller, Hurst, & Uskul, 2008; Wallace & Chen, 2006; Zhang, Higgins, & 

Chen, 2011), and are reluctant to give up on existing possessions, goals, and strategies in favor of 

new opportunities even if those opportunities appear more desirable (Ahmadi et al., 2017; 

Liberman et al., 1999; Molden & Hui, 2011). 

Implications of Regulatory Focus for Networking Behaviour on Social Media 

The different strategies adopted by promotion- and prevention-focused individuals have 

implications for network development. Recent research suggests that individuals with a 

promotion focus network more frequently because they view such behaviour as an opportunity to 

create future gains, whereas individuals with a prevention focus network less frequently because 

they view it in terms of the potential costs in time and effort (Pollack et al., 2015). Pollack and 

colleagues (2015) showed that entrepreneurs’ promotion focus predicted contact with a greater 

number of people within an entrepreneurial networking group than prevention focus, which in 

turn predicted higher revenue generation from the network. Casciaro et al (2014) theorized that 

motivations for instrumental networking may depend on whether people see it as an opportunity 

for success and growth (i.e., promotion focus) or as a duty or obligation (i.e., prevention focus). 

More recently, Gino et al (2020) tested those predictions through the lens of moral impurity. In a 

series of studies, they showed that people who engage in instrumental networking with a 

promotion focus experience less discomfort (i.e., feeling inauthentic or dirty) than those who 

network with a prevention focus. As a result, people who approach instrumental networking with 



 

 

39 

39 

a promotion focus tend to network more frequently and exhibit higher job performance because 

of it (Gino et al., 2020).  

Together, these studies show that people have different motivations for networking, 

which impacts how frequently they engage in networking (Gino et al., 2020; Pollack et al., 

2015). But extant literature linking RFT to networking does not account for the different 

networking behaviours that people engage in and their functional differences (e.g., Porter & 

Woo, 2015; Wolff & Moser, 2006). One of the core insights of RFT—that people strive for 

similar goals using dissimilar behaviours (e.g., Higgins, 1997; P. D. Johnson et al., 2015)—

suggests that promotion- and prevention-focused individuals may differ by how they network 

and not just how much they network. For example, although Gino and colleagues (2020) 

differentiate between nurturing strategic connections with both new and existing ties, these 

behaviours serve fundamentally promotion-focused goals (i.e., need for nurturance) and do not 

account for a prevention focus’s need for security by maintaining a tie in its existing, satisfactory 

state—for example, preventing ties from decaying or growing dormant (Burt, 2000; Dindia, 

2003). Finally, although prevention-focused individuals may be deterred by the perceived costs 

of maintaining a broad network of ties (Pollack et al., 2015), research suggests that the extent to 

which these ties exist on social media may constrain how costly they are to maintain (Ellison et 

al., 2011; Hampton, 2016; McFarland & Ployhart, 2015). In this research, therefore, I explore the 

extent to which promotion and prevention focus lead individuals to network differently on social 

media.  

With regard to promotion focus, I expect that the eager strategies adopted by promotion-

focused individuals will manifest as more connecting and self-promotion behaviours and fewer 

efforts to maintain existing ties. Consistent with a focus on positive outcomes, promotion-
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focused individuals exhibit eager behaviour strategies in the service of meeting needs for growth 

and nurturing advancements (Higgins et al., 1994; Higgins & Spiegel, 2004; Shah et al., 1998). 

Eager behavioural strategies involve maximizing the chances of achieving desired outcomes and 

minimizing the chances of missed opportunities, even at the expense of making errors or 

incurring losses. Studies involving signal detection tasks show that promotion-focused 

individuals are willing to commit false positive errors to increase the likelihood of making more 

“correct” choices (e.g., Crowe & Higgins, 1997) and in research examining the trade-off between 

speed/quantity and accuracy/quality, promotion-focused individuals prefer to maximize their 

chances of success by prioritizing speed and quantity (Förster et al., 2003; Wallace & Chen, 

2006). Promotion-focused individuals are also more willing than prevention-focused individuals 

to explore new opportunities, switch to alternative strategies, and substitute new objects for 

objects they already possess (Liberman et al., 1999). Therefore, promotion-focused individuals 

exhibit preferences for risking errors and mistakes associated with being too inclusive in 

pursuing opportunities, in favor of ensuring that they do not miss out on any beneficial 

opportunities (Roese et al., 1999). Applied to networking behaviours on social media, 

promotion-focused individuals will be motivated to devote time and attention to initiating new 

connections to maximize opportunities gained from adding new contacts to a network. Their 

emphasis on gains rather than guarding against losses means that they are less concerned with 

protecting existing ties from disappearing through a negative interaction or neglect (Burt, 2002). 

Based on these arguments, I also expect that promotion-focused individuals will be 

concerned with ensuring positive outcomes in relation to their online image. This involves efforts 

to maximize positive impressions through self-promotion (e.g., posting more frequently about 

one’s accomplishments). Studies linking regulatory focus and self-evaluations provide indirect 
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support for these arguments (Leonardelli et al., 2007; Scholer et al., 2014). Leonardelli and 

colleagues (2007), for example, found that priming a promotion focus activates the pursuit of 

self-esteem (as opposed to self-certainty) through building a positive self-concept and Scholer 

and colleagues (2014) found that individuals with a promotion focus tend to inflate positive self-

evaluations by emphasizing strengths and positive traits over weaknesses and negative traits.  

In sum, promotion-focused individuals’ eager strategies and sensitivity to gains versus non-

gains—the difference between “0” and “+1”—means that they are more motivated to create new 

network connections that increase their chances of connecting with the “right” people and guard 

against passing up beneficial connections than maintaining existing ties. In addition, promotion-

focused individuals are motivated to engage in self-promotion on LinkedIn to maximize positive 

impressions about themselves.  

Hypothesis 1: Promotion focus increases a) connecting behaviour, b) decreases 

relationship maintenance behaviour, and c) increases self-promotion behaviour on 

LinkedIn. 

In contrast, I expect that the vigilant strategies adopted by prevention-focused individuals 

will manifest as fewer connecting and self-promotion behaviours and more efforts to maintain 

existing ties. Vigilant behavioural strategies involve minimizing the chances of making a mistake 

or incurring losses, even at the expense of missing out on beneficial opportunities (Crowe & 

Higgins, 1997). For example, prevention-focused individuals prioritize accuracy, quality, and 

safety over speed and quantity (Förster et al., 2003; Wallace & Chen, 2006) and are less willing 

to consider new opportunities, instead preferring to stick with strategies, objects, and people with 

whom they are familiar (Liberman et al., 1999; J. Y. Shah et al., 2004). Therefore, prevention-

focused individuals exhibit a preference for foregoing potentially rewarding opportunities if it 
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means ensuring that they avoid making any mistakes that could jeopardize their security goals 

(P. D. Johnson et al., 2015; Roese et al., 1999). 

Applied to networking behaviours on LinkedIn, prevention-focused individuals will be 

motivated to devote time and attention to maintaining relationships within their network at a 

specific, satisfactory state (Dindia & Canary, 1993; Tong & Walther, 2011). For example, when 

asked to think about strategies for friendship, prevention-focused individuals prioritized tactics 

that involve staying in touch, not losing contact, and not neglecting friends (Higgins et al., 1994). 

There is evidence that prevention-focused individuals are especially concerned with social norms 

such as reciprocity (Keller et al., 2008; Zhang et al., 2011), suggesting that they are motivated to 

maintain existing relationships through fulfilling obligations and duties. Indeed, Shin and 

colleagues (2017) found that prevention-focused employees engage in citizenship behaviours 

that protect the status quo by supporting and maintaining interpersonal relationships within the 

workplace (see also Dewett & Denisi, 2007).  

Consistent with their preference for maintaining the status quo and sensitivity to losses 

versus non-losses (i.e., the difference between “0” and “-1”), prevention-focused individuals will 

also be less motivated to add new members to their network because doing so is a gain-seeking 

activity (i.e., going from “0” to “+1”; Higgins, 1997) that has potential costs in terms of time and 

effort (Pollack et al., 2015). Initiating contacts for instrumental purposes is also associated with 

feelings of inauthenticity and dirtiness (Casciaro et al., 2014) which deters prevention-focused 

individuals from seeking new relationships (Gino et al., 2020). Furthermore, initiating new 

contacts on LinkedIn also carries a risk of rejection if the other person is not interested in 

connecting or of violating social norms if a request is perceived to be inappropriate by the 

requestee. Similarly, engaging in self-promotion on social media can also be a risky behaviour to 
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the extent that others perceive it as inauthentic or inappropriate (Erhardt & Gibbs, 2014; Ollier-

Malaterre et al., 2013; Scott & Ravenscroft, 2017). When it comes to evaluating themselves, 

prevention-focused individuals tend to favor more accurate and certain self-perceptions by 

reining in or deflating the positivity of their self-evaluations (Leonardelli et al., 2007; Scholer et 

al., 2014). Therefore, individuals that adopt a prevention focus will be more concerned with the 

security that comes with protecting and maintaining a favorable online image rather than 

enhancing it. In sum, prevention-focused individuals’ vigilant strategies mean that they are more 

likely to maintain existing network ties and less likely to pursue new network connections or 

engage in self-promotion on LinkedIn. 

Hypothesis 2: Prevention focus decreases a) connecting behaviour, b) increases 

relationship maintenance behaviour, and c) decreases self-promotion behaviour on 

LinkedIn.  

Moderating Effect of Perceived Goal Discrepancy 

An important feature of RFT is that it provides insight into the differential emotional and 

motivational consequences of goal success and failure (Förster et al., 2001; Higgins, 1997, 

2012). It posits that people in a promotion focus attend to information about their progress 

towards goals based on the discrepancy between their actual self and ideal self (i.e., hopes and 

ideals related to a specific goal), whereas prevention-focused individuals attend to the 

discrepancy between their actual self and ought self (i.e., duties and obligations related to a 

specific goal). A critical outcome of these differences in self-regulation is that promotion- and 

prevention-focused individuals respond differently to perceptions of success and failure in terms 

of their emotional responses and motivation intensity (Förster et al., 2001; Idson et al., 2000; 

Idson & Higgins, 2000). When in a promotion focus, individuals respond to success with 
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cheerful-related feelings and an increase in motivational intensity (e.g., eager approach 

strategies) but respond to failure with dejection-related feelings and a decrease in motivational 

intensity (e.g., sad withdrawal). When in a prevention focus, however, individuals respond to 

success with quiescent-related feelings and a decrease in motivational intensity (e.g., calm 

passive) but respond to failure with agitation-related feelings and an increase in motivational 

intensity (e.g., tense, anxious vigilance; Higgins et al., 1997; Idson & Higgins, 2000). These 

responses to success and failure also hold for anticipated success and failure in addition to actual 

success and failure (Idson et al., 2000). 

The asymmetry with which promotion- and prevention-focused individuals experience 

and respond to success and failure has implications for networking as a goal-directed activity 

(e.g., Porter & Woo, 2015). Social media provide a great deal of feedback and diagnostic 

information about users’ progress on network development. Some of this feedback is explicit, as 

in the case of users being able to see exactly how many views their profile receives—as in the 

case of LinkedIn—or how many times other users “like,” comment on, or share their posts, and 

how expansive their network is and easily compare these figures with other users in their 

network. Other feedback is more implicit and subjective; seeing the accomplishments and 

achievements of other network members may prompt comparative thoughts about the value of 

one’s personal brand or network of contacts. Indeed, recent research shows that jobseekers tend 

to compare themselves with others who appear more accomplished on LinkedIn and 

consequently feel less confident in their ability to find a job (M. A. Johnson & Leo, 2020). 

Therefore, users can draw from many sources of information on social media to inform 

judgments about the discrepancy between their actual self and ideal (i.e., promotion) and ought 

(i.e., prevention) selves.  
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Based on the effects of this relationship on emotion and motivation, I expect that 

perceptions of success or failure will moderate the relationships between regulatory foci and 

networking behaviours by enhancing or suppressing individuals’ motivation to engage in such 

behaviours. With regards to promotion focus, increases in the perceived discrepancy between 

one’s actual self and ideal self will dampen individuals’ motivation to initiate new contacts, 

maintain relationships, and engage in self-promotion. This is consistent with promotion-focused 

individuals’ tendency to experience dejection, withdrawal, and a decrease in motivational 

intensity when they fail to meet their hopes and aspirations (Higgins et al., 1997; Idson et al., 

2000; Yen et al., 2011).  

Hypothesis 3: Perceived goal discrepancy moderates the relationship between promotion 

focus and networking behaviours, such that when perceived goal discrepancy is high a) 

the positive relationship between promotion focus and connecting behaviour is weaker, b) 

the negative relationship between promotion focus and relationship maintenance 

behaviour is stronger, and c) the positive relationship between promotion focus and self-

promotion behaviour is weaker.  

In contrast, when prevention-focused individuals perceive failure in the pursuit of 

meeting duties and obligations they feel anxious and agitated (Higgins et al., 1997) and 

experience an increase in motivational intensity focused on vigilant strategies aimed at securing 

safety and security (Idson et al., 2000; Higgins, 2012). This type of reaction to perceived 

discrepancies between one’s actual self and ought self should intensify the predicted 

relationships between prevention focus and networking behaviours, such that prevention-focused 

individuals are more motivated to maintain existing relationships but even less motivated to 

initiate new connections and engage in self-promotion.  
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Hypothesis 4: Perceived goal discrepancy moderates the relationship between prevention 

focus and networking behaviours, such that when perceived goal discrepancy is high a) 

the negative relationship between prevention focus and connecting behaviour is stronger, 

b) the positive relationship between prevention focus and relationship maintenance 

behaviour is stronger, and c) the negative relationship between prevention focus and self-

promotion behaviour is stronger. 

Consequences of Networking on Social Media: Linking Motives and Outcomes 

Research suggests that managing weak ties outside of one’s workgroup or organization 

can have a positive impact on an individual’s work and career success (Seibert et al., 2001; N. P. 

Shah et al., 2018). These “boundary-spanning” connections have long been considered an 

important conduit through which information and other forms of social capital enter groups and 

organizations (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; Cross & Cummings, 2004; Oh et al., 2004, 2006; 

Tushman & Katz, 1980; Tushman & Scanlan, 1981). In this section, I examine how networking 

behaviours—motivated by promotion- or prevention- focused approaches to networking—

indirectly influence performance outcomes by determining the number of boundary-spanning ties 

from which individuals can draw information and ideas. Consistent with research and theory on 

the potential informational benefits of weak ties on social media (e.g., Davis et al., 2020; Smith 

et al., 2017; Utz, 2016), I consider novel ideas and task performance as relevant outcomes for 

employees’ efforts to develop their networks on social media.  

LinkedIn Networking Behaviour and Boundary-Spanning Ties  

In this research I conceptualize boundary-spanning as contacts on social media that 

extend outside of the workgroup (e.g., different department or organization; Cross & Cummings, 

2004) and consider them a key source information-based social capital for individuals. I expect 
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that the number of boundary-spanning ties that individuals have in their networks will be directly 

shaped by certain networking behaviours on social media. First, connecting behaviours involve 

reaching out to others with whom one does not share a connection (Ellison et al., 2007, 2011). 

Individuals that engage in connecting behaviours actively seek out new connections and are 

more likely to initiate contact (e.g., send invitations to connect) with others. Connecting 

behaviours also involve social browsing—gathering information from the target’s profile and 

communications to support more productive initial interactions that may ultimately lead to a 

connection (Ellison et al., 2011; Leonardi & Meyer, 2015). For instance, Ellison et al (2011) 

found that the extent to which students used Facebook to gather information on people within 

their broader network contributed positively to perceived bridging social capital. Connecting 

behaviours broaden individuals’ potential contacts within a network and increase the likelihood 

that they will make connections with others in disparate groups. Therefore, individuals that 

engage in more connecting behaviours are expected to develop more boundary-spanning ties. 

Second, self-promotion behaviour involves curating a favorable online image by 

highlighting accomplishments, interests, expertise, and connections with others. These 

behaviours increase an individual’s number of boundary-spanning ties by communicating to 

potential contacts that one is a potentially valuable network member (Cummings & Dennis, 

2018). Individuals that engage in self-promotion behaviour increase their visibility within the 

broader network (e.g., through referral processes; Burt, 1992) and set themselves apart from 

other users (Gorbatov et al., 2019). This increases the likelihood that they will be noticed by 

others from diverse groups and ultimately solicited for connections. For example, recent research 

shows a positive correlation between posting professional content (e.g., professional successes) 

on LinkedIn and users’ number of weak ties (Utz, 2016; Utz & Breuer, 2019). On social media, 
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self-promotion behaviour makes individuals’ more visible to a broader range of audiences, 

increasing the likelihood that they will secure connections with members of these disparate 

groups. Therefore, individuals that engage in more self-promotion behaviours are expected to 

develop more boundary-spanning ties.  

Finally, relationship maintenance behaviour is aimed at preserving existing ties rather 

than initiating new ties. In contrast to connecting behaviour, I do not expect relationship 

maintenance to be related to the number of boundary-spanning ties within one’s network. Given 

that individuals have finite resources of time, effort, and attention that can be devoted to 

networking, the more they engage in relationship maintenance behaviour the fewer new 

relationships they are likely to develop. Indeed, longitudinal research shows that entrepreneurs 

who make greater efforts to preserve and maintain contact with existing ties add fewer new 

exchange partners to their network over time (Vissa, 2012). Such behaviours, however, are also 

unlikely to lead people to remove connections from their network as they are intended to 

preserve existing relationships. Therefore, because relationship maintenance behaviours are not 

expected to cause an increase or decrease in peoples’ boundary-spanning ties, I do not offer a 

formal hypothesis for that relationship.  

Hypothesis 5: Connecting behaviour is positively related to an individual’s number of 

boundary-spanning ties.  

Hypothesis 6: Self-promotion behaviour is positively related to an individual’s number of 

boundary-spanning ties. 

Boundary-Spanning Ties and Performance 

An abundance of research shows that boundary-spanning ties are positively related to 

creative ideas and innovation (Burt, 2004; Fleming & Mingo, Chen, 2007; Tushman, 1977) and 
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are positively related to performance ratings (Cross & Cummings, 2004; N. P. Shah et al., 2018) 

because they provide individuals with access to diverse knowledge and information (e.g., Seibert 

et al., 2001). Similarly, teams exhibit higher performance and generate more innovative solutions 

as a result of team members’ relationships with other units either in different departments or 

organizations (e.g., Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; Marrone, 2010; Marrone et al., 2007). As 

discussed earlier, social media is expected to afford individuals with increased access to 

information within their network, access to that information faster, and also more referrals to 

people who might have important information, useful ideas, or helpful ways to solve problems 

(Burt, 1992). Indeed, more frequent LinkedIn users report receiving more information and ideas, 

work-related assistance, social support, and political guidance from their online contacts (Davis 

et al., 2020) and the number of weak ties individuals have on LinkedIn positively predicts 

perceived informational benefits (Utz, 2016; Utz & Breuer, 2019). Therefore, I expect boundary-

spanning ties on social media to positively effect employees’ novel ideas and task performance. 

Hypothesis 7: An individual’s number of boundary-spanning ties is positively related to 

a) novel ideas and b) task performance. 

Linking Regulatory Foci and Performance through Networking Behaviours and Boundary-

Spanning Ties 

Considering that promotion and prevention focus differentially predict connecting, 

relationship maintenance, and self-promotion behaviours (H1a-c, H2a-c), that connecting and 

self-promotion behaviours differentially predict boundary-spanning ties (H5, H6), and that 

boundary-spanning ties predict employees’ novel ideas and task performance (H7a, b), I derive 

the following hypotheses regarding the indirect effects of promotion and prevention focus on 

performance through social media networking behaviours and boundary-spanning ties:  
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Hypothesis 8: Promotion focus is positively related to a) novel ideas and b) task 

performance through connecting behaviour and boundary-spanning ties.  

Hypothesis 9: Promotion focus is positively related to a) novel ideas and b) task 

performance through self-promotion behaviour and boundary-spanning ties. 

Hypothesis 10: Prevention focus is negatively related to a) novel ideas and b) task 

performance through connecting behaviour and boundary-spanning ties. 

Hypothesis 11: Prevention focus is negatively related to a) novel ideas and b) task 

performance through connecting behaviour and boundary-spanning ties. 

Relationship Maintenance Behaviour as a Moderator  

Social capital theory notes that the “liquidity” of social capital resources is an important 

factor that determines how easily individuals and groups can access resources in their networks 

(Oh et al., 2006). Structuralist approaches to social networks propose that individuals and groups 

have greater liquidity by way of the positions (e.g., boundary-spanning, structural holes) that 

group members hold within broader social networks (e.g., Oh et al., 2004). But it is also possible 

that relational factors such as networking interactions also affect the flow of social capital 

resources by fostering goodwill between network ties (Porter & Woo, 2015). For instance, 

research on knowledge sharing points to trust, familiarity, and liking among other consequential 

factors that reduce the amount of time and effort needed to transfer knowledge within 

interpersonal relationships (Hansen, 1999; Reagans & McEvily, 2003). Indeed, individuals have 

less qualms about divulging important and strategic information to network members with whom 

they are familiar and share a relationship (Jarvenpaa & Majchrzak, 2008; Porter & Woo, 2015). 

For these reasons, I expect that the extent to which individuals engage in relationship 

maintenance qualifies the extent to which they benefit from boundary-spanning ties by 
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influencing the level of reciprocal awareness and familiarity between individuals and their 

network members (Hampton, 2016; Leonardi & Meyer, 2015).  

A characteristic of weak ties in “offline” networks is their tendency to dissolve as 

physical distance increases, contact decreases (e.g., graduating from school and/or moving to a 

new city), and as individuals make cost-benefit calculations about which ties to maintain or not 

(Burt, 2000, 2002; Kleinbaum, 2018). In contrast, Hampton (2016) argued that social media 

enable relationships to overcome constraints of time and space by facilitating “relational 

persistence” and “sustained awareness” between individuals and their broader network. 

Relationship maintenance behaviours such as reading and responding to others’ posts sustains a 

minimum level of contact and familiarity between people and their network members. In this 

way, users ensure that their contacts are kept “on their radar” and that they themselves stay on 

their contacts’ radars. Persistent contact on social media facilitates an implicit awareness of the 

state of network members’ lives and careers as well as where specific knowledge and expertise 

can be found within a network (Hampton, 2016; Leonardi, 2015; Levordashka & Utz, 2016). 

Individuals that stay up to date on their contacts’ activities through their newsfeed should come 

across more new information more quickly and be more efficient about seeking knowledge 

within their network (Davis et al., 2020; Utz, 2016). For example, ties that have not interacted 

directly in several years but have kept tabs on each other over LinkedIn may require less time 

and effort to restart effective communication and knowledge transfer (Leonardi & Meyer, 2015). 

Consistent with these arguments, I propose that relationship maintenance behaviours amplify the 

relationship between individuals’ boundary-spanning ties and novel ideas and task performance.  

Hypothesis 12: Relationship maintenance behaviour moderates the relationship between 

boundary-spanning ties and work outcomes; when relationship maintenance behaviour is 
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high the relationship between boundary-spanning ties and a) novel ideas and b) task 

performance is stronger.  

A summary of the relationships proposed in this chapter is presented in Figure 2.1. Taken 

together, I proposed that people network on social media through different behaviours including 

connecting, relationship maintenance, and self-promotion. The extent to which people engage in 

each type of behaviour depends on their motivational orientation (promotion vs. prevention) as 

well as their perceptions of success and failure regarding their networking efforts. I also 

proposed that networking behaviours facilitate more information-rich ties that ultimately help 

users come up with more creative ideas and perform better at their work tasks. The indirect 

effects proposed in this chapter suggest that promotion-focused networkers experience more 

informational benefits than prevention-focused networkers because they engage in more 

connecting and self-promotion behaviours. These predictions are consistent with research on 

offline networking that shows that people in a promotion focus network more frequently than 

those in a prevention focus (Gino et al., 2020; Pollack et al., 2015). Importantly, however, the 

model diverges from prior research by considering the extent to which individuals can 

effectively extract resources from their network ties. Despite accumulating fewer ties than 

promotion-focused people, those in a prevention focus are better able to extract the resources 

they need from their network by prioritizing relationship maintenance. In this sense, I consider 

the extent to which the behavioural strategies driven by promotion and prevention serve unique 

and complimentary functions in the pursuit of networking goals (Brockner et al., 2004). 
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Figure 2.1 

 

Conceptual Model of Networking on Social Media 
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Chapter 3: Experimental Tests of the Relationship Between Regulatory Foci and 

Networking Behaviours 

In this chapter I describe two studies that were designed to examine whether people 

primed to adopt a promotion, prevention, or neutral motivational orientation differ in the extent 

to which they engage in connecting, relationship maintenance, and self-promotion behaviours 

(H1a-c, H2a-c). I develop and pilot a LinkedIn networking task in Study 1. I draw on three 

sources of information (i.e., existing scientific literature, popular press articles on networking on 

LinkedIn, and the LinkedIn user interface) to develop a list of 19 behaviours that operationalize 

connecting, relationship maintenance, and self-promotion for the task. By manipulating 

regulatory focus, I examine the effects of promotion and prevention focus on reported 

networking behaviours in a sample of undergraduate business students. Study 1 also served a 

secondary purpose of gathering information on the social media habits of undergraduate business 

students, which helped me determine whether a student sample was appropriate for Study 5. The 

results of this part of the survey will be discussed in Chapter 5 along with Study 5.  

In Study 2, I add a manipulation of actual-ideal and actual-ought goal discrepancies as 

they relate to networking on LinkedIn to test the interactive effects of regulatory focus and 

perceptions of success or failure on networking behaviours (H3a-c, H4a-c). I also make several 

adjustments to the study design based on my findings from Study 1, including making the 

regulatory focus manipulation more salient, using a different sample (i.e., LinkedIn users on 

Amazon’s Mechanical Turk), shortening the LinkedIn networking task, and measuring 

networking intentions in addition to reported behaviours. I discuss these changes in more detail 

following Study 1. 
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Study 1 

Participants and Procedure  

I recruited 1871 undergraduate students enrolled in commerce courses at a Canadian 

university to participate in a 30-minute online experiment for course credit. I advertised the study 

with the requirement that participants have an active LinkedIn account. I excluded seven 

participants because they did not finish the study and 16 participants that did not indicate that 

they had an active LinkedIn account when asked at the end of the study. As an initial indicator of 

careless responding, I examined extremely short and long survey completion times (Meade & 

Craig, 2012). Exceptionally short completion times may indicate careless responding whereas 

long completion times indicate participants that left the survey inactive for extended periods of 

time. Both cases would jeopardize the integrity of the regulatory focus manipulation and lower 

confidence in the accuracy of participants’ reported behaviours, so I removed five participants 

who completed the survey in under 15 minutes2 or over one hour. These exclusions left a final 

sample of 159 participants. The sample was 48% female, the average age was 19.80 years (SD = 

1.19), and 89% of participants reported using LinkedIn about once a week or more frequently. 

Participants were randomly assigned to one of three between-subjects conditions: 

promotion, prevention, and control. After reading initial instructions welcoming them to the 

study, participants were asked to complete a writing task (e.g., Freitas & Higgins, 2002; Gino et 

al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2011) and were informed that the researchers were interested in 

 
1 I used G*Power (Faul et al., 2009) to determine that a minimum sample size of 159 was needed for a 

three-level (promotion vs. prevention vs. control) between-subjects design with sufficient power (1-β = .80; 𝛼 = .05) 

and a moderate effect size (𝑓 = .25). Given the lack of existing research on specific networking behaviours, I chose a 

moderate effect size following prior research on overall networking frequency (e.g., Gino et al., 2020). 
2 Given that the LinkedIn task took 10 minutes to complete for all participants, survey completion times of 

under 15 minutes indicated participants spent less than 5 minutes on all other elements of the study (i.e., reading 

instructions, writing task, reporting behaviours, and survey measures).  
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examining “detailed writing skills, and in the way people naturally express themselves” (Gino et 

al., 2020). As in Zhang et al (2011), participants in the promotion focus condition were asked to 

think and write about something they would ideally like to do (i.e., a hope or aspiration), whereas 

participants in the prevention focus condition were asked to think and write about something 

they ought to do (i.e., a duty or obligation). Participants in the control condition wrote about an 

activity they usually do in the evening. All participants then completed two manipulation check 

questions. See Appendix A for the complete manipulation instructions.  

After the writing task, participants were asked to sign into their personal LinkedIn 

account and spend 10 minutes “managing their professional network.” The instructions were 

purposefully open-ended so as not to encourage participants to engage in certain behaviours (see 

Appendix B). Participants were not permitted to proceed to the next part of the task until the 10-

minute period was complete. After 10 minutes, participants were given a list of LinkedIn 

behaviours and asked to indicate which behaviours they engaged in and what proportion of time 

(i.e., out of 10 minutes) they spent on each behaviour. Finally, participants completed the study 

with a brief survey that included items on personality, demographics, and social media.  

Measures 

See Appendix C for the complete list of measures used in Study 1.  

Manipulation Check. I used two questions from Wan et al (2009) to check the adequacy 

of the regulatory focus manipulation. Using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very 

much), participants indicated the extent to which they focused on achieving positive outcomes 

(“To what extent did you focus on achieving positive outcomes as you completed this writing 

task?”) and avoiding negative outcomes (“To what extent did you focus on avoiding negative 

outcomes as you completed this writing task?”) while they completed the writing task.   
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LinkedIn Networking Behaviours. I compiled a list of 18 LinkedIn behaviours for the 

LinkedIn networking task using three sources: the academic literature, popular media outlets, and 

the LinkedIn user interface. Each behaviour was included on the basis that it aligned with the 

conceptualization of either connecting (e.g., “invite someone to connect”), relationship 

maintenance (e.g., “like or leave a comment on an update from one of your connections”), or 

self-promotion (e.g., “posted about a recent activity or accomplishment that you are proud of”) 

outlined in Chapter 2. The complete list of behaviours is provided in Table 3.1. 

I first searched the academic literature on social media for existing measures and 

examples of connecting, relationship maintenance, and self-promotion behaviours. In one stream 

of research, Ellison and colleagues explored connection strategies among undergraduate 

Facebook users (Ellison et al., 2007, 2011, 2014; Lampe et al., 2006). For example, Ellison et al 

(2007, 2011) examined the extent to which students try to learn more about their fellow 

classmates by looking them up on Facebook (e.g., “Browse their profile on Facebook”, “I use 

Facebook to learn more about other people in my classes”) and initiate ties with other students 

they do not know (“Add them as a Facebook friend”). They found that while many students 

reported using Facebook to learn more about classmates, relatively few reported using Facebook 

to connect with strangers (Ellison et al., 2011). This is consistent with other research suggesting 

that most Facebook connections originate offline before moving online (Lampe et al., 2006)—as 

in the case of someone adding a close friend, acquaintance, or friend of a friend to their online 

network. While many LinkedIn connections may also originate offline (e.g., meeting at a 

networking event, adding coworkers to one’s LinkedIn network), there is reason to believe that 

users of professional social media may have less qualms about connecting with people they have 

not met offline if they perceive instrumental benefits to doing so (e.g., growing one’s 
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professional network; Leonardi & Vaast, 2017). Therefore, although not directly pertaining to 

the context of professional networking, these connecting behaviours within the context of 

Facebook can serve as a starting point for identifying connecting behaviours on LinkedIn.  

Pertinent to relationship maintenance on LinkedIn, Ellison et al. (2014) developed the 

Facebook Relationship Maintenance Behaviour Scale (FRMB) which examines specific 

Facebook behaviours that support relationship maintenance and includes items such as “When I 

see a friend or acquaintance sharing good news on Facebook, I try to respond” and “When a 

Facebook friend has a birthday, I try to post something on their wall.” Research in this area also 

points to actions like visiting profiles and clicking on links posted by friends as more passive 

forms of relationship maintenance (Ellison et al., 2014; Facebook Data Team, 2009). Although 

Facebook and LinkedIn differ in terms of their specific features, functionality, and the goals of 

their users (see van Dijck, 2013), some of the behaviours described in the Facebook literature 

have LinkedIn analogues. For example, LinkedIn highlights employment-related anniversaries 

much in the same way that Facebook highlights birthdays. Therefore, in developing the list of 

behaviours for relationship maintenance I drew heavily on Ellison and colleagues’ work on 

Facebook behaviour. 

For self-promotion, I drew from research on self-presentation on Facebook (Rosenberg & 

Egbert, 2011; Roulin, 2014; Rui & Stefanone, 2013) as well as recent research on impression 

management on social media in the recruitment context (Guillory & Hancock, 2012; Roulin & 

Levashina, 2016). For example, research suggests that social media users are selective in what 

information, comments, and photos they place on their profiles in order to make a good 

impression on friends and create a positive online image (Ollier-Malaterre et al., 2013; Ollier-

Malaterre & Rothbard, 2015; Roulin, 2014). Roulin and Levashina (2016) posited that self-
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promotion on LinkedIn involves strategically posting “information, comments, or pictures 

allowing them to highlight personality traits that are universally valued by organizations (e.g., 

conscientiousness, emotional stability)” (p. 235) or showcasing one’s knowledge, skills, and 

abilities by posting information about past experience or accomplishments (e.g., degrees earned, 

volunteering activities). Similarly, Guillory and Hancock (2012) explored the extent to which 

LinkedIn users exaggerate their abilities, interests, job responsibilities, and involvement in 

certain job activities on their LinkedIn profiles.  

As a second source of information about LinkedIn networking behaviours, I reviewed a 

list of popular press, business publications, and blog posts that encouraged individuals to engage 

in specific LinkedIn behaviours. I first conducted a general search on Google using terms such as 

“LinkedIn tips” and “LinkedIn + networking.” I then conducted website searches for “LinkedIn” 

on four popular online business magazines (i.e., Fast Company, Inc, Business Insider, and 

Forbes). Together, these steps compiled a list of 20 articles. I stopped collecting new articles 

once the information supplied by additional articles started to become redundant. Many articles 

focused on ways in which an individual might grow their network by making new connections. 

For example, five articles encouraged readers to join groups on LinkedIn as a way of generating 

new contacts (e.g., Arruda, 2014; Quast, 2015) and two articles instructed individuals to be 

diligent about initiating connections with classmates, colleagues, and social acquaintances (e.g., 

Li, 2019). Moreover, six articles offered suggestions on how people might more effectively make 

connections such as browsing profiles of potential connections and crafting personal messages to 

connect (Daum, 2020; Li, 2018).  

Several articles also focused on ways in which an individual might grow their network by 

tailoring their profile to create a more visible and positive personal brand. For example, eight 
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articles recommended that individuals regularly update their profiles to showcase their skills, 

interests, and job responsibilities and seven articles recommended that individuals frequently 

post about their activities and accomplishments. Finally, relatively fewer articles specifically 

discussed maintaining relationships on LinkedIn. Three articles encouraged individuals to 

maintain relationships in their network by offering congratulations when network members start 

new positions, commenting on posts, and staying up to date on connections by reviewing their 

profile updates (e.g., Arruda, 2017; Pollak, 2013).  

The final source of information for developing the list of behaviours was the LinkedIn 

user interface. Here, I spent time exploring the user interface to identify the types of networking 

behaviours that the platform itself encourages and facilitates. For example, the platform 

facilitates certain connecting behaviours such as browsing by offering suggestions of new 

profiles to view or groups to join. Relationship maintenance behaviours such as liking or 

commenting on posts are encouraged by prominent “like” and “comment” buttons under posts as 

well as pre-written messages such as “Well deserved!” and “Congratulations!” that users can 

also send. Finally, the platform encourages users to showcase their desirable qualities and 

populate their profile with information about themselves using a series of prompts including 

specialized fields for skills and accomplishments and a “Profile Strength” meter that rates how 

likely a profile will be viewed by others. 

Social Media Usage. Participants listed the social media platforms for which they had an 

active account and visited at least once a month. For each platform that participants listed, they 

were asked to indicate how often they visited or used the platform on a 6-point scale (1 = about 

once a month, 6 = several times a day). Nine additional questions asked participants to indicate 

how likely (or unlikely) they were to use each platform for different purposes (e.g., “Grow 
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and/or manage your professional network.”). Participants responded to each of these questions 

on a scale of 1 (extremely unlikely) to 5 (extremely likely).  

Trait Regulatory Focus. I measured trait regulatory focus using the Composite 

Regulatory Focus Scale (Haws et al., 2010). Participants responded to five promotion focus 

items and five prevention focus items on a scale of 1 (strong disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). I 

included this measure in the survey as a preliminary test of the relationship between trait 

regulatory focus and LinkedIn networking behaviours, in addition to state regulatory focus. This 

scale has been shown to combine the strengths of earlier regulatory focus measures and make up 

for some of their limitations (Haws et al., 2010) and has also been used recently in research 

linking RFT and networking (Gino et al., 2020). The Cronbach’s alphas for the promotion and 

prevention focus scales were .80 and .60, respectively. As the alpha for the prevention focus 

items was well below the conventional cut-off of .70 (Nunnally, 1978), I explored whether it 

might be improved by dropping problematic items. Removing one item from the prevention scale 

(“Not being careful enough has gotten me into trouble at times.”) improved the reliability of the 

scale to .72., representing a significant improvement to the coefficient alpha for that scale. I 

proceeded with a four item measures of prevention focus.  

Extraversion. I measured extraversion using the Big Five mini-IPIP scale (Donnellan et 

al., 2006), which asks participants to rate how accurately each statement describes them using a 

5-point scale ranging from 1 (very inaccurate) to 5 (very accurate). The Cronbach’s alpha was 

.68 and could not be improved by removing any items. I measured personality, and extraversion 

in particular, as a potential control variable because it is positively related to how frequently 

people network (Wanberg et al., 2000) and use social media in general (Bowden-Green et al., 

2020). 
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Pilot Study 1 

Prior to Study 1, I piloted the writing and LinkedIn networking tasks with a sample of 50 

undergraduate students (Mage = 19.58, SDage = 1.32; 48% female) enrolled in business courses at a 

Canadian university. Participants signed up for a 30-minute online study for course credit. They 

were randomly assigned to either a promotion, prevention, or control condition before 

completing the writing task, manipulation checks, and LinkedIn networking task. Forty-four out 

of the 50 participants completed the pilot study, and one participant was excluded because they 

did not indicate that they had an active LinkedIn account. Using the same procedures outlined 

above, I removed an additional seven participants who completed the survey in under 15 minutes 

or over one hour, which left a final sample of 36 participants (Mage = 19.90, SDage = 1.27; 45% 

female).  

To examine the effectiveness of the regulatory focus manipulation, I conducted a one-

way ANOVA. Although the sample size was not large enough to detect significant effects of the 

condition on either the promotion manipulation check [F(2, 32) =2.56, p = .09, η2 = .14] or the 

prevention manipulation check [F(2, 33) = .53, p = .60, η2 = .03], an examination of the means 

showed initial support for the manipulation. Participants in the promotion condition (M = 6.40, 

SD = .74, n = 15) appeared to focus more on achieving positive outcomes during the writing task 

than participants in the prevention (M = 5.50, SD = 1.17, n = 12) and control conditions (M = 

5.75, SD = 1.34, n = 8), whereas participants in the prevention condition (M = 5.33, SD = 1.78, n 

= 12) appeared to focus more on avoiding negative outcomes during the writing task than 

participants in the promotion (M = 4.93, SD = 2.37, n = 15) and control conditions (M = 4.33, SD 

= 2.45, n = 9). This pattern of results showed initial support for the effectiveness of the 

regulatory focus manipulation.  
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Next, I examined participants’ responses on the LinkedIn task. During the task, 

participants were presented with 18 behaviours and a blank space to write other behaviours not 

included in the list. Five participants reported behaviours that were not included in the original 

18 behaviours including searching through job postings (n = 3) and adding a more professional 

profile image (n = 2). Although browsing job postings is not a networking behaviour, I decided 

to add “Edited or changed your LinkedIn profile image to make yourself look more professional” 

to the list of networking behaviours because it is a self-promotion behaviour particularly relevant 

to LinkedIn (Fox & Rooney, 2015; Sczesny & Kaufmann, 2018). Therefore, participants in the 

primary sample of Study 1 were presented with a list of 19 networking behaviours (see Table 

3.1).  

Results  

Manipulation Checks. I first examined the efficacy of the regulatory focus manipulation 

in Study 1. An ANOVA with experimental condition as the independent variable showed a 

significant effect on the extent to which participants focused on achieving positive outcomes 

during the writing task, F(2, 156) = 12.21, p < .001, η2 = .14. Post hoc tests (with Bonferroni 

corrections) indicated that ratings associated with achieving positive outcomes were higher in the 

promotion condition (M = 6.08, SD = 1.13, n = 51) than in the control condition (M = 4.71, SD = 

1.64, p < .001, n = 51) but not the prevention condition (M = 5.47, SD = 1.40, p =.08, n = 57). 

Ratings associated with achieving positive outcomes were also higher in the prevention condition 

than in the control condition (p = .02). The extent to which participants focused on avoiding 

negative outcomes did not vary significantly, F(2, 156) = 1.62, p = .20, η2 = .02. These results 

suggest that the manipulation was only partially successful, which makes testing the main effects 

of regulatory focis problematic because one of the central principles on which promotion focus is 
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distinguished from prevention focus is a motive for achieving positive outcomes rather than 

avoiding negative outcomes (e.g., Higgins 1997). Therefore, the manipulation was not 

completely successful in priming the intended motivational orientations and tests of the 

hypotheses involving this manipulation need to be interpreted with caution. 

Hypothesis Testing. Table 3.2 displays the means, standard deviations, and 

intercorrelations for the focal study variables. To test the hypotheses, I first created aggregate 

variables for connecting, relationship maintenance, and self-promotion by calculating the total 

sum of seconds spent on each cluster of behaviours. The amount of time that participants spent 

on connecting [F(2, 156) = .02, p = .98, η2 = .00], relationship maintenance [F(2, 156) = .27, p = 

.77, η2 = .00], and self-promotion [F(2, 156) = 1.14, p = .32, η2 = .01] did not vary significantly 

by condition. Table 3.3 displays the means and standard deviations for each paired comparison. I 

found similar results when examining individual networking behaviours as the independent 

variable. Therefore, Hypotheses 1a-c and 2a-c were not supported. 

Discussion  

The results of this first study offered no support for the proposed relationships between 

regulatory foci and LinkedIn networking behaviours. Specifically, participants across the control, 

promotion, and prevention conditions did not differ significantly in the amount of time they 

spent on connecting, relationship maintenance, and self-promotion behaviours during the 

LinkedIn task. Although there is limited existing research on specific networking behaviours to 

which these findings can be contrasted, they are also not consistent with research on overall 

networking frequency. Research generally shows that individuals in a promotion focus tend to 

network more frequently, whereas individuals in a prevention focus tend to network less 

frequently (e.g., Pollack et al., 2015). An early and perhaps precipitous conclusion from these 
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findings would be that the established relationships between promotion and prevention focus on 

networking are negligible or at least different when it comes to networking on LinkedIn. Extant 

literature, however, gives little reason to believe that regulatory focus would be completely 

unrelated to LinkedIn networking behaviours. Therefore, an alternative explanation for the lack 

of support for Hypotheses 1 and 2 is that limitations to the study itself hindered the ability to 

detect significant effects. First, the manipulation was only partially successful. While individuals 

in the promotion condition did report focusing more on positive outcomes during the writing task 

than individuals in the control condition, neither manipulation checks differed significantly 

between the promotion and prevention conditions. That the two regulatory focus conditions were 

not distinguishable based on how much participants focused on positive or negative outcomes 

during the writing task casts doubt on the extent to which the experiment adequately 

operationalizes regulatory foci and tests their effects on networking behaviour. 

Second, given that data collection occurred during the COVID-19 pandemic when it was 

impossible to conduct studies in controlled and physical settings, there was no way to confirm 

that participants were completing the LinkedIn task attentively. Indeed, a significant portion of 

the sample needed to be excluded based on their study completion time or because they did not 

report having a LinkedIn account. These exclusions based on data quality meant that the study 

had just enough power to detect a medium effect size but not enough to detect any smaller 

effects. Moreover, it was unclear how attentively participants engaged with the LinkedIn task 

which cast doubt on the reliability of participants’ reports of time spent on specific networking 

behaviours. In the next section, I describe the changes that I made to the design in Study 2 to 

address some of these limitations. 
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Study 2 

Rationale 

The purpose of Study 2 was to retest the causal relationship between regulatory focus and 

LinkedIn networking behaviours (H1 and H2) as well as test the moderating effect of goal 

discrepancies (H3 and H4). I also made four important changes to the design to improve on some 

of the limitations that I noted in Study 1. First, I made the regulatory focus manipulation more 

salient by adding a short question prior to the LinkedIn networking task that asked participants to 

think about what they had written during the writing task that manipulated regulatory focus. This 

question was intended to remind participants of their responses on the writing task and it has 

been used in prior research for that purpose (e.g., Gino et al., 2020). I reasoned that either the 

wording of the manipulation check items or the strength of the manipulation itself likely caused 

the two regulatory focus conditions to be indistinguishable based on participants’ responses to 

the manipulation checks in Study 1. I chose to make the manipulation more salient because the 

manipulation check items had been used successfully in prior research (Wan et al., 2009) and 

there is established theoretical and empirical precedence for distinguishing between regulatory 

foci based on approaching positive outcomes and avoiding negative ones (Crowe & Higgins, 

1997; Higgins, 1997). 

The second change involved using a different sample of participants. Given my concerns 

about the quality of the data collected in Study 1, I sought to determine whether my hypotheses 

were better tested in a sample of LinkedIn users recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk 

(MTurk). While concerns about the quality of data gathered from MTurk workers have been 

debated for over a decade (see Buhrmester et al., 2011; Chmielewski & Kucker, 2020), there is 

evidence that MTurk workers are more attentive to instructions than members of traditional 
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subject pools (e.g., undergraduate students; Hauser & Schwarz, 2016). Moreover, the quality of 

data from MTurk can be significantly improved by following several best practices such as 

recruiting participants based on their reputation in previous research studies (Aguinis et al., 

2021; Hauser et al., 2018; Peer et al., 2014)—an option that is typically not available in 

traditional subject pools. 

The third change was to measure networking intentions prior to the LinkedIn task. Given 

that data collection occurred online, there was no way to confirm that participants were 

completing the LinkedIn task attentively. Therefore, directly prior to completing the LinkedIn 

task, participants were asked to indicate how likely they were to engage in each of the 19 

LinkedIn networking behaviours. Although intentions are not as robust as actual behaviour, they 

provide an alternative dependent variable that is not affected by concerns about participants’ 

engagement with the LinkedIn task. Moreover, there is both theoretical and meta-analytical 

evidence that intentions are strongly related to behaviours (e.g., Ajzen, 1991; Webb & Sheeran, 

2006) as well as experimental research that has measured networking intentions as an indicator 

of future behaviour (Gino et al., 2020; Raj et al., 2017). 

The fourth and final change involved shortening the LinkedIn networking task from ten 

minutes to five minutes. Given that I was unable to observe participants in a physical setting, I 

was concerned that participants would not be engaged for the full duration of the ten-minute task, 

choosing to spend a portion of that time performing other actions or, perhaps ironically, 

browsing other social media sites while they waited for the survey to proceed to the next page. I 

reasoned that shortening the length of the networking task would increase the chances that 

participants would remain engaged for its full duration. 
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Participants and Procedure 

I recruited 2023 participants from MTurk to participate in a 25-minute online study. 

Participants received $3.25 USD for completing the study. Using MTurk’s built-in qualifications, 

I restricted participation to individuals located in Canada, the United States, or the United 

Kingdom, who had an active LinkedIn account, were employed either full-time or part-time, and 

had a 98% approval rating from participating in previous studies on the platform. I removed 32 

participants that did not complete the study and three participants that indicated “No” on a self-

reported single-item indicator (SRSI) that asked whether they felt their data should be used for 

analysis (Meade & Craig, 2012). These exclusions left a sample of 167 participants. The sample 

was 41% female, the average age was 40.20 years (SD  = 12.20), and 63% of participants 

reported using LinkedIn about once a week or more frequently.  

Participants were randomly assigned to one of six between-subjects conditions in a 3 

(regulatory focus: promotion vs prevention vs control) x 3 (goal discrepancy: low vs high ideal 

vs high ought) design. I used the same procedures to manipulate regulatory focus as described in 

Study 1. Participants read initial instructions that welcomed them to the study and then were 

asked to complete the writing task followed by the manipulation check described in Study 1. 

Next, participants completed a second writing task that I adapted from Packard and Wooten 

(2013) and that was designed to manipulate goal discrepancies by priming the accessibility of 

ideal (vs actual) or ought (vs actual) self-concepts (Higgins et al., 1986). This method has been 

used in prior research to manipulate discrepancies between actual and ideal states (Packard & 

Wooten, 2013; Wasylkiw et al., 2010). Participants were randomly assigned to high-ideal, high-

ought, or low goal discrepancy conditions and asked to “think about yourself as a LinkedIn 

 
3 Similar to Study 1, the minimum sample size for Study 2 was 159 based on an a priori power analysis 

using G*Power (Faul et al., 2009; 1-β = .80; α = .05, moderate effect size f = .25).  
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user.” In the low goal discrepancy condition, participants completed three essay tasks describing 

(1) how successful they actually are as LinkedIn users, (2) at least five attributes they believe 

they possess as people who use LinkedIn to manage their professional network, and (3) any 

change over the years in how successful they actually are at managing their professional network 

on LinkedIn. In the high goal discrepancy conditions, participants described ideal or ought levels 

for the same three tasks (e.g., how successful they ideally would/ought to be as a LinkedIn user). 

The complete instructions for this priming task are provided in Appendix D.  

Participants were then asked to think about what they wrote for the first writing task. 

Using a similar procedure as Gino and colleagues (2020), the instructions asked participants to 

recall and list two or three words that came to mind when thinking about what they written. 

Participants then completed a similar prompt asking them to think about what they wrote for the 

goal discrepancy writing task. Next, participants used the list of LinkedIn networking behaviours 

generated for Study 1 to indicated how likely they were to take each action on LinkedIn in the 

near future. Finally, participants completed a 5-minute version of the LinkedIn task featured in 

Study 1, with several minor changes to the instructions4 (see Appendix E).  

Measures 

See Appendix F for the complete list of measures used in Study 2. 

Regulatory Focus Manipulation Check. As in Study 1, I used the two manipulation 

check questions from Wan et al (2009) to check whether participants differed across conditions 

 
4 These changes involved simplifying the wording of the instructions used in Study 1 by removing several 

superfluous statements. Of note, the instructions used in Study 1 included examples of the types of behaviours that 

individuals could engage in during the task (e.g., “checking up on existing connections or their posts”). While I 

included examples of all three types of networking behaviours in that statement, I was concerned that it might 

introduce unnecessary demand characteristics that could influence the types of behaviours that participants engaged 

in during the task. Therefore, I removed that sentence in Study 2. 
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in the extent to which they focused on achieving positive outcomes and avoiding negative 

outcomes while completing the writing task.  

Goal Discrepancy Manipulation Check. To measure the efficacy of the goal 

discrepancy manipulation, I measured the difference between participant’s actual and ideal or 

ought self-concepts regarding networking on LinkedIn using six items that participants rated 

using a 7-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much). I used three items to measure each 

participant’s actual (e.g., “I am good at managing my professional network on LinkedIn”; α = 

.93), ideal (e.g., “I wish I was better at managing my professional network on LinkedIn”; α = 

.85), and ought (e.g., “I ought to be better at managing my professional network on LinkedIn”; α 

= .91) self-concepts. Following Packard and Wooten (2013), I then calculated the difference 

between the means of the actual- and ideal-self and actual- and ought-self items to form the goal 

discrepancy scores. This created separate analogous dependent variables (i.e., manipulation 

checks) for which high-ideal and high-ought goal discrepancies could be independently 

contrasted with low goal discrepancies. Because actual-self scores are subtracted from ideal- and 

ought-self scores, increasingly positive values indicate increasingly larger goal discrepancies. A 

successful manipulation is apparent if participants in the high-ideal (or high-ought) discrepancy 

conditions report significantly higher actual-ideal (or actual-ought) goal discrepancies than those 

in the low discrepancy condition. There should be no significant difference in mean goal 

discrepancies between the high-ideal and high-ought goal discrepancy conditions.  

LinkedIn Networking Intentions. I measured LinkedIn networking intentions using the 

LinkedIn behaviours generated in Study 1. Seven items measured connecting behaviours (e.g., 

“Look for people you might want to add to your LinkedIn network.” α = .92), six items measured 

relationship maintenance behaviours (e.g., “Like or leave a comment on an update from one of 
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your LinkedIn connections (e.g., congratulate them on a job anniversary).” α = .89), and six 

items measured self-promotion behaviours (e.g., “Post on LinkedIn about a recent activity or 

accomplishment that you are proud of.” α = .91). Participants were asked to indicate how likely 

they were to engage in each behaviour on LinkedIn in the near future on a 7-point Likert scale (1 

= not at all, 7 = very much).  

Pilot Study 2  

I first piloted the procedures with a sample of 62 participants recruited from MTurk using 

the same criteria as the main study. Participants received $1.50 USD for completing the 12-

minute study. Twelve participants did not complete the study and were removed leaving a final 

sample of 50 participants for the pilot study (Mage = 40.30, SDage = 12.90; 44% female), 66% of 

which reported using LinkedIn about once a week or more frequently. I conducted a one-way 

ANOVA to examine the effectiveness of the regulatory focus manipulation. The sample size was 

not large enough to detect significant effects of the condition either the promotion manipulation 

check [F(2, 47) = 2.05, p = .14, η2 = .08] or the prevention manipulation check [F(2, 47) = .87, p 

= .43, η2 = .04], however, an examination of the means showed initial support for the 

manipulation. Participants in the promotion condition (M = 6.11, SD = 1.49, n = 18) appeared to 

focus more on achieving positive outcomes during the writing task than participants in the 

prevention (M = 5.46, SD = 1.30, n = 15) and control conditions (M = 5.24, SD = 1.15, n = 17), 

whereas participants in the prevention condition (M = 4.40, SD = 2.23, n = 15) appeared to focus 

more on avoiding negative outcomes during the writing task than participants in the promotion 

(M = 3.77, SD = 2.28, n = 18) and control conditions (M = 3.35, SD = 2.23, n = 17). This pattern 

of results showed initial support for the effectiveness of the regulatory focus manipulation.  
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A similar examination of means across goal discrepancy conditions for the two goal 

discrepancy manipulation checks showed only partial support for the efficacy of the 

manipulation, albeit no significant effects on ideal goal discrepancies [F(2, 47) = .25, p = .78, η2 

= .01] or ought goal discrepancies [F(2, 47) = .24, p = .79, η2 = .01]. Participants in the high-

ought goal discrepancy condition (M = .41, SD = 1.91, n = 17) appeared to exhibit higher actual-

ought discrepancies than participants in the low goal discrepancy (M = .12, SD = 2.31, n = 17) 

and high-ideal goal discrepancy (M = -.03, SD = 1.19, n = 16) conditions. In contrast, 

participants in the high-ideal goal discrepancy condition (M = -.03, SD = 1.23, n = 16) did not 

appear to exhibit higher actual-ideal discrepancies than participants in the low goal discrepancy 

(M = .27, SD = 2.02, n = 17) and high-ought goal discrepancy (M = .38, SD = 1.82, n = 17) 

conditions. Therefore, this pilot study offered only partial evidence that the goal discrepancy 

manipulation was adequate.  

Results  

Manipulation Checks. I first examined the efficacy of the regulatory focus manipulation 

in Study 2. An ANOVA with regulatory foci condition as the independent variable showed a 

significant effect on the extent to which participants focused on achieving positive outcomes 

during the writing task, F(2, 164) = 8.53, p < .001, η2 = .09. Post hoc tests (with Bonferroni 

corrections) indicated that ratings associated with achieving positive outcomes were higher in the 

promotion condition (M = 6.25, SD = 1.06, n = 56) than in the control condition (M = 5.16, SD = 

1.68, p < .001, n = 55) and the prevention condition (M = 5.45, SD = 1.50, p =.01, n = 56). 

Ratings associated with achieving positive outcomes did not differ between the prevention and 

control conditions (p = .91). The extent to which participants focused on avoiding negative 

outcomes also varied significantly, F(2, 164) = 7.73, p < .001, η2 = .09. Post hoc tests (with 
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Bonferroni corrections) indicated that ratings associated with avoiding negative outcomes were 

higher in the prevention condition (M = 4.45, SD = 1.99, n = 56) than in the control condition (M 

= 3.18, SD = 2.05, p = .005, n = 55) and the promotion condition (M = 3.05, SD = 2.15, p =.002, 

n = 56). Ratings associated with avoiding negative outcomes did not differ between the 

promotion and control conditions (p = 1.00). These results confirm those from the pilot study and 

suggest that the manipulation was effective at priming promotion and prevention focus.  

Next, I examined the efficacy of the goal discrepancy manipulation. An ANOVA with 

goal discrepancy condition as the independent variable showed no significant effects on the 

measured indicators of actual-ideal [F(2, 156) = .76, p = .47, η2 = .01] and actual-ought [F(2, 

164) = .81, p = .45, η2 = .01] goal discrepancies. These results suggest that the manipulation was 

unsuccessful in priming high and low goal discrepancies across conditions. They indicate that 

tests of the main and interactive effects of goal discrepancies in this study are likely to be 

inaccurate because participants are indistinguishable across conditions based on their reported 

perceived goal discrepancies.  

Hypothesis Testing. Table 3.4 displays means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations 

for the focal study variables. I first ran a series of one-way ANOVAs to determine whether 

intentions to engage in connecting, relationship maintenance, and self-promotion behaviours 

varied significantly between regulatory focus conditions. I observed a significant overall effect 

of condition on intentions to engage in connecting [F(2, 154) = 3.71, p = .03, η2 = .05], 

relationship maintenance [F(2, 154) = 3.56, p = .03, η2 = .04], and self-promotion [F(2, 154) = 

3.48, p = .03, η2 = .04]. I conducted a series of Bonferroni-correct post-hoc comparisons to 

compare the means between experimental conditions on each outcome.  



 

 

88 

88 

Table 3.5 displays the means and standard deviations for each dependent variable across 

experimental conditions. Hypotheses 1a and 2a predicted that promotion focus increases 

connecting behaviour and prevention focus decreases connecting behaviour, respectively. 

Individuals in the promotion condition (M = 5.04, SD = 1.38, n = 53) did not report higher 

intentions to engage in connecting behaviour than those in the control (M = 4.69, SD = 1.38, n = 

53, p = .51) or prevention (M = 5.38, SD = 1.12, n = 51, p = .53) conditions. Moreover, counter 

to Hypothesis 2a, individuals in the prevention focus condition (M = 5.38, SD = 1.12) reported 

higher intentions to engage in connecting behaviour than those in the control condition (M = 

4.69, SD = 1.38, p = .02) but not the promotion condition (M = 5.04, SD = 1.38, p = .53). 

Therefore, Hypothesis 1a and 2a were not supported. 

Hypotheses 1b and 2b predicted that promotion focus decreases relationship maintenance 

behaviour and prevention focus increases relationship maintenance behaviour respectively. 

Individuals in the promotion focus condition (M = 4.95, SD = 1.49) did not report lower 

intentions to engage in relationship maintenance behaviour than those in the control (M = 4.65, 

SD = 1.28, p = .73) or prevention (M = 5.33, SD = 1.08, p = .41) conditions. In partial support of 

Hypothesis 2b, however, individuals in the prevention focus condition (M = 5.33, SD = 1.08) 

reported higher intentions to engage in relationship maintenance behaviour than those in the 

control condition (M = 4.65, SD = 1.28, p = .03) but not the promotion condition (M = 4.95, SD 

= 1.49, p = .41). Therefore, Hypothesis 2b was partially supported, while Hypothesis 1b was not.  

Hypotheses 1c and 2c predicted that promotion focus increases self-promotion behaviour 

and prevention focus decreases self-promotion behaviour, respectively. Individuals in the 

promotion focus condition (M = 5.07, SD = 1.45) did not report higher intentions to engage in 

self-promotion behaviour than those in the control (M = 4.56, SD = 1.40, p = .16) or prevention 
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(M = 5.22, SD = 1.14, p = 1.00) conditions. Moreover, counter to Hypothesis 2a, individuals in 

the prevention focus condition (M = 5.22, SD = 1.14) reported significantly higher intentions to 

engage in self-promotion behaviour than those in the control condition (M = 4.56, SD = 1.40 p = 

.03) but not the promotion condition (M = 5.07, SD = 1.45, p = 1.00). Therefore, Hypothesis 1c 

and 2c were not supported. 

Next, I examined whether the amount of time that participants reported spending on 

connecting, relationship maintenance, and self-promotion behaviours varied as a function of 

regulatory focus condition. The results of another series of one-way ANOVAs indicated that 

reported time spent on connecting [F(2, 154) = .08, p = .93, η2 = .00], relationship maintenance 

[F(2, 154) = .91, p = .41, η2 = .02], and self-promotion [F(2, 154) = .65, p = .52, η2 = .01] did 

not vary significantly by regulatory focus condition. 

General Discussion 

The results from Study 1 and Study 2 offer little support for the relationship between 

regulatory foci and LinkedIn networking behaviours. Despite the improved regulatory focus 

manipulation in Study 2, participants in the promotion focus condition did not differ significantly 

from other participants in terms of their intentions to engage in specific LinkedIn networking 

behaviours, nor the amount of time they reported spending on those behaviours during the task. 

Therefore, promotion focus does not appear to be significantly related to networking behaviours. 

Offering partial support for Hypothesis 2b—but contradicting Hypotheses 2a and 2c—the results 

from Study 2 suggest that prevention-focused individuals, compared to a control group, are more 

likely to engage in connecting, relationship maintenance, and self-promotion. 

Broadly speaking, these findings diverge from existing research on networking 

frequency, which generally suggests that individuals in a promotion focus tend to network more 
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frequently, whereas individuals in a prevention focus tend to network less frequently (e.g., 

Pollack et al., 2015). RFT speaks to the strategies that people adopt when pursuing goals 

(Higgins, 1997). In aggregate, however, the results of Study 1 and 2 suggest that when it comes 

to online contexts such as LinkedIn, the extent to which people engage in networking behaviours 

is not dependent on such strategies. Therefore, one conclusion from these findings is that the 

effects of promotion and prevention focus on networking are altered when moving from offline 

contexts to online contexts such as LinkedIn (McFarland & Ployhart, 2015). This has potential 

implications for our understanding of previously established links between regulatory foci, 

networking frequency, and performance outcomes, which typically suggest that prevention-

focused individuals are at a distinct disadvantage compared to promotion-focused individuals 

(Casciaro et al., 2014; Gino et al., 2020; Pollack et al., 2015). If promotion- and prevention-

focused people do not differ in how and how much they network on social media, then the 

performance benefits of networking may not be restricted to promotion-focused individuals in 

online contexts, as they are in offline contexts. That said, it is critical not to confound the lack of 

significant effects with the absence of effects and additional research is needed to clarify this 

relationship. 

I was unable to test the interaction effects outlined in Hypotheses 3 and 4 in Study 2 

because the goal discrepancy manipulation was unsuccessful. This might have been because the 

goal discrepancy manipulation explicitly referenced participants’ ideal and ought selves which 

share strong conceptual links with promotion and prevention (Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Higgins, 

1997; Higgins et al., 1994). That is, promotion-focused individuals strive to achieve ideals and 

prevention-focused individuals strive to meet obligations. In a 3 x 3 experimental design, this 

meant that some participants in the actual-ideal goal discrepancy condition would have already 
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been primed to adopt a prevention focus and some in the actual-ought goal discrepancy condition 

would have already been primed to adopt a promotion focus. Conflict between promotion-ought 

and prevention-ideal pairings could have severely weakened the effect of the goal discrepancy 

manipulation, because it was administered after participants had already completed the 

regulatory focus manipulation. Although it was important to ensure that the manipulations across 

experimental groups were balanced by administering the goal discrepancy manipulation equally 

across regulatory focus conditions, I might have manipulated perceived success or failure in 

more general terms instead of referencing participants’ ideal or ought selves. Manipulating 

perceived success and failure more generally might reduce the extent to which the two 

manipulations conflicted with each other. 

Study 2 also suggested something unique about the relationship between prevention focus 

and networking on LinkedIn. Although differences in intentions to engage in networking 

behaviours were not observed between participants in the promotion and prevention conditions, 

the results suggest a positive relationship between prevention focus and networking behaviours 

compared to a control group—a group for which prevention orientations are not activated. 

Although this positive effect was expected for relationship maintenance, it was not expected for 

connecting or self-promotion. As discussed in the previous paragraph, one potential reason for 

the positive relationship between prevention focus and all three networking behaviours is that 

social media exhibits contextual effects that change the relationship in substantial ways 

(McFarland & Ployhart, 2015). For example, researchers have cited the potential costs in time, 

effort, and socioemotional discomfort as reasons for the negative relationship between 

prevention focus and networking in offline settings (Gino et al., 2020; Pollack et al., 2015). In 

the social media context, however, such costs are limited or even erased when communication is 
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computer-mediated and physically distanced, editable, and asynchronous (e.g., McFarland & 

Ployhart, 2015). Indeed, the tendency for even risk averse individuals to engage in bolder, 

disinhibited behaviour on social media is well documented in the cyberpsychology literature (see 

Aiken, 2017). Moreover, prevention-focused individuals may view the ability to craft and edit 

messages privately and communicate on their own time as a convenient way to grow and manage 

their networks. Therefore, the extent to which prevention-focused individuals network less due to 

the perceived costs associated with networking may be negligible when it comes to networking 

on social media. 

Another explanation for the positive effects of prevention focus on all three networking 

behaviours is the high correlations between intentions to engage in connecting, relationship 

maintenance, and self-promotion (.70-.86), which suggest that if individuals are engaging in one 

type of networking behaviour, they are likely to be engaging in others. Correlations of that 

magnitude introduce concerns about discriminant validity because they suggest that connecting, 

relationship maintenance, and self-promotion are capturing much of the same variance in 

behaviour. This highlights a limitation of Study 2 in that the clusters of items used to measure 

networking intentions, although demonstrating adequate internal reliability, have not undergone 

rigorous psychometric evaluation. There are, in fact, no validated measures of connecting, 

relationship maintenance, and self-promotion behaviours on LinkedIn. 

A second limitation that bares discussing is that it is difficult to determine how reliably 

participants reported their behaviours during the online task in Studies 1 and 2. While shortening 

the task and including a self-report measure of data quality in Study 2 did help to limit and 

identify the participants that did not give the task their full attention, it is impossible to determine 

how attentively participants engaged with the online task. Therefore, a necessary next step is to 
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carry out the study in a physical laboratory where participants can be monitored and where 

distractions to participants can be limited. That, however, was not a viable option at the time of 

data collection due to restrictions during the COVID-19 pandemic. In the studies that follow I 

move beyond state operationalizations of regulatory foci and goal discrepancies to chronic 

operationalizations of these constructs. This is a natural extension given that regulatory foci and 

goal discrepancies are studied as both situational states and chronic dispositions (e.g., Higgins & 

Tykocinski, 1992; Liberman et al., 2001; Tykocinskl et al., 1994) and researchers frequently test 

hypotheses using both operationalizations (e.g., Gino et al., 2020; Zou et al., 2014). 
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Table 3.1 

 

Networking Behaviours Generated for the LinkedIn Task in Study 1 

 

LinkedIn Behaviours 

1. Invited someone to connect (e.g., by sending them a personal message) on LinkedIn. (C) 

2. Browsed the LinkedIn profile of someone you are not connected with to learn more about them. (C) 

3. Found out more about someone on LinkedIn, whom you have heard about or met previously. (C) 

4. Joined a LinkedIn Group of people that have similar interests (e.g., specific industry or job title). (C) 

5. Started following someone on LinkedIn. (C) 

6. Looked for people you might want to add to your LinkedIn network. (C) 

7. Searched for people you already know (e.g., friends, classmates, or coworkers) to connect on LinkedIn. (C) 

8. Browsed updates and information about your LinkedIn contacts (e.g., on your newsfeed). (RM) 

9. Read a post written by a LinkedIn connection. (RM) 

10. Reviewed the LinkedIn profile of someone you are already connected with. (RM) 

11. Liked or left a comment on an update from one of your LinkedIn connections. (RM) 

12. Left a recommendation on one of your LinkedIn connection’s profile. (RM) 

13. Endorsed a LinkedIn connection’s skills. (RM) 

14. Updated your LinkedIn profile to highlight your accomplishments (e.g., degrees/certificates earned, awards, work 

experience, volunteering activities). (SP) 

15. Edited your LinkedIn profile to showcase your different skills, abilities, interests, and expertise. (SP) 

16. Posted on LinkedIn about a recent activity or accomplishment that you are proud of. (SP) 

17. Updated your responsibilities in current or past job positions that best highlight your expertise on LinkedIn. (SP) 

18. Edited your LinkedIn headline to promote your professional value. (SP) 

19. Edited or changed your LinkedIn profile image to make yourself look more professional. (SP) 

 

Note: C, RM, and SP refer to connecting, relationship maintenance, and self-promotion respectively. 
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Table 3.2 

 

Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations for the Focal Variables in Study 1  

 

  M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. Regulatory focus condition 2.04 .83 -           
2. Prevention manipulation check 4.74 1.88 .13 -          
3. Promotion manipulation check 5.42 1.50 .20* .43 -         
4. Extraversion  3.48 .79 .02 .04 .10 (.68)        
5. Gender 1.48 .50 -.03 .03 -.01 .04 -       
6. LinkedIn usage 2.66 1.28 .01 .01 .02 .24** -.15 -      
7. Trait promotion focus 5.62 .93 -.06 .00 .10 .30*** .01 .05 (.80)     
8. Trait prevention focus 5.29 1.09 -.01 .09 -.04 -.03 .17* -.12 .41 (.72)    
9. Connecting  253.89 189.65 .02 .00 .05 .02 -.07 .05 -.01 .01 -   

10. Relationship maintenance 143.84 150.17 .01 -.02 -.15 -.10 .13 .05 -.03 .00 -.06 -  
11. Self-promotion 62.36 105.63 -.08 -.01 .06 .10 .12 -.35*** .16 .10 .02 -.16* - 

 

Note: N = 159. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. M indicates mean. SD indicates standard deviation. Connecting, relationship 

maintenance, and self-promotion represent summed measures of networking behaviours in seconds. Gender was coded 0 = Male and 1 

= Female. Regulatory focus conditions were coded 0 = Control, 1 = Promotion, and 2 = Prevention. Cronbach’s alphas are displayed 

in parentheses in the diagonal where appropriate.
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Table 3.3 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Paired Comparisons Across Time Spent on Connecting, Relationship Maintenance, and Self-

Promotion Behaviours During the LinkedIn Task in Study 1 

 

Variable   Connecting  Relationship Maintenance  Self-Promotion 

 

n  M 

M 

95% CI 

[LL, UL] 
SD  M 

M 

95% CI 

[LL, UL] SD  M 

M 

95% CI 

[LL, UL] SD 

              

1. Control  

52  358.80 

[301.29, 

416.31] 154.01  139.81 

[97.92, 

181.69] 150.45  66.25 

[33.49, 

99.01] 117.67 

2. Promotion 

56  343.97 

[293.78, 

394.15] 131.93  129.71 

[88.52, 

170.89] 146.44  71.22 

[41.16, 

101.27] 106.85 

3. Prevention 

51  348.27 

[286.02, 

410.52] 154.11  153.48 

[113.12, 

193.85] 150.73  45.36 

[20.99, 

69.72] 90.97 

              

 

Note. N = 159. n, M, SD represent cell size, mean, and standard deviation, respectively. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits 

of the 95% confidence interval for the mean respectively.  
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Table 3.4 

 

Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations for the Focal Variables in Study 2 

 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1. Regulatory focus 

condition 2.01 .82 -              
2. Goal discrepancy 

condition 1.50 .50 .07 -             
3. Promotion focus 

manipulation check 5.62 1.50 .08 .19 -            
4. Prevention focus 

manipulation check 3.56 2.15 .24** -.03 .15 (.93)           
5. Ideal goal discrepancy 

manipulation check .20 1.63 -.03 -.11 -.08 -.02 (.91)          
6. Ought goal discrepancy 

manipulation check .13 1.75 .01 -.11 -.11 .00 .93 -         
7. LinkedIn usage 3.83 1.43 .08 .06 .14 .02 -.24** -.27 -        
8. Gender 1.42 .50 .03 -.02 .00 .21** .17* .14 -.20* -       
9. Connecting intentions 5.03 1.33 .21** .13 .18* .05 -.04 -.12 .34*** -.04 (.92)      
10. Relationship maintenance 

intentions 4.97 1.32 .21** .11 .05 .05 -.12 -.19* .37*** -.01 .86*** (.89)     
11. Self-promotion intentions 4.95 1.36 .20* .16 .20* .06 .08 .05 .27*** .00 .78*** .70*** (.91)    
12. Connecting (sec) 29.72 35.14 .02 -.20 -.01 .05 .10 .10 .12 -.15 .02 .02 .02 -   
13. Relationship maintenance (sec) 19.64 25.78 .11 -.05 -.01 -.04 -.06 -.02 .19 -.18 .06 .12 .02 .36*** -  
14. Self-promotion (sec) 10.70 20.80 -.09 .16 -.05 .12 .02 .06 -.10 -.07 .04 .01 .10 .01 -.03 - 

 

Note: N = 167. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. M indicates mean. SD indicates standard deviation. (sec) indicates summed measures of 

networking behaviours in seconds. Gender was coded 0 = Male and 1 = Female. Regulatory focus conditions were coded 0 = Control, 

1 = Promotion, and 2 = Prevention. Goal discrepancy conditions were coded 0 = Low, 1 = High ideal, 2 = High ought. Cronbach’s 

alphas are displayed in parentheses in the diagonal where appropriate. 
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Table 3.5 

 

Means and Standard deviations for the Paired Comparisons Across Intentions to Engage in Connecting, Relationship Maintenance, 

and Self-Promotion in Study 2 

 

Variable   Connecting  Relationship Maintenance  Self-Promotion 

 

n  M 

M 

95% CI 

[LL, UL] 
SD  M 

M 

95% CI 

[LL, UL] 

SD  M 

M 

95% CI 

[LL, UL] 

SD 

              

1. Control  53  4.69 [4.31, 5.07] 1.38  4.65 [4.30, 5.01] 1.28  4.56 [4.18, 4.95] 1.40 

2. Promotion 53  5.04 [4.66, 5.42] 1.38  4.95 [4.54, 5.36] 1.49  5.07 [4.67, 5.47] 1.45 

3. Prevention 51  5.38 [5.07, 5.70] 1.12  5.33 [5.03, 5.63] 1.08  5.22 [4.90, 5.54] 1.14 

              

 

Note. N = 167. n, M, SD represent cell size, mean, and standard deviation, respectively. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits 

of the 95% confidence interval for the mean respectively. 



 

 

107 

107 

Chapter 4: Understanding the Factor Structure and Construct Validity of 

Networking Behaviours 

This chapter presents the findings of a study that was designed to examine the construct 

validity and psychometric properties of the connecting, relationship maintenance, and self-

promotion behaviours on LinkedIn. There is no validated measure of connecting behaviour on 

social media or LinkedIn specifically. Moreover, although there are measures of relationship 

maintenance (i.e., Facebook Relationship Maintenance Behaviour Scale; Ellison et al., 2014) and 

self-promotion (Roulin, 2014) on Facebook, neither appear to have undergone significant 

construct validation or psychometric evaluation. Therefore, I adapted items from these Facebook 

scales and combined them with the behaviours generated in Study 1 to assess LinkedIn 

networking behaviours. I adapted the items to match both the LinkedIn context and a behavioural 

frequency scale. For example, I changed: “When a Facebook friend has a birthday, I try to post 

something on their wall” from Ellison et al’s (2014) scale to “Congratulated a LinkedIn 

connection that had a work anniversary or started a new job” and I changed “Tell people on my 

social network (e.g., Facebook) about my positive accomplishments” from Roulin’s (2014) scale 

to “Posted on LinkedIn about your positive accomplishments.”  

In Study 3a, I examine the substantive validity of the LinkedIn behaviours through a card 

sort task completed by a small sample of LinkedIn users recruited from Prolific. In Study 3b, I 

examine the construct validity of the LinkedIn behaviours in a survey conducted among 

LinkedIn users recruited from MTurk.  
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Study 3a 

Participants and Procedure 

I recruited 25 participants on Prolific to complete a seven-minute online item sort task for 

which they each received $1.53 CAD. I removed two duplicate responses leaving a final sample 

of 23 participants. The average age was 29.30 years (SD = 8.98) and 57% of participants were 

female. I used Prolific’s in-house screening to select for participants that held a LinkedIn account 

and spoke English as their first language. Participants were first given brief definitions for 

connecting, relationship maintenance, and self-promotion behaviours (see Appendix G). After 

reading the definitions, participants were given a list of 29 LinkedIn behaviours that included the 

19 items generated in Study 1 and the items adapted from the Facebook scales by Ellison et al 

(2014) and Roulin (2014). Participants were asked to sort each behaviour according to which 

category it fit best. In addition to the three networking constructs, participants could also place 

behaviours into categories labeled “Does not make sense/is confusing” and “Does not fit in any 

category.” 

Results 

I used two indices recommended by Anderson and Gerbing (1991) to assess the 

substantive validity of the LinkedIn behaviours: the proportion of substantive agreement (psa), 

which assesses the proportion of respondents who assign an item to its intended construct and the 

coefficient of substantive validity (csv), which is the extent to which respondents assign an item 

to its intended construct more than to any other construct and can also be tested for statistical 

significance. Following Colquitt et al’s (2019) benchmarks for what constitutes “moderate” to 

“very strong” coefficients, I determined specific LinkedIn behaviours to have sufficient 

substantive validity if psa  ≥ .60 and csv ≥ .21. I calculated the significance of csv values using 
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Howard and Melloy’s (2016) modification of Anderson and Gerbing’s (1991) equation which is 

more conservative than its predecessor and adjusts for item-sort tasks that feature more than two 

categories. Based on these parameters, I determined four connecting behaviours, four 

relationship maintenance behaviours, and ten self-promotion behaviours to have sufficient 

substantive validity. Table 4.1 shows the full list of items and results from the item-sort task. 

Study 3b 

Participants and Procedure 

I recruited a large sample of LinkedIn users on MTurk to participants in a two-wave 

online survey. Participants received $1.82 USD for completing a 15-minute survey at Time 1 and 

$0.50 USD for completing a four-minute survey at Time 2. The two surveys were separated by a 

period of four weeks to allow significant time for participants to engage in networking 

behaviours on LinkedIn. I chose this time interval because research suggests that LinkedIn usage 

is better measured on a weekly or monthly, rather than daily, basis (Gino et al., 2020; Utz, 2016). 

Using MTurk’s premium qualifications, I restricted participation to people that held LinkedIn 

accounts, had a 98% approval rating, were employed either full-time or part-time, and were in 

Canada, the United States, or the United Kingdom. I also followed up with my own data 

screening procedures within the survey. At the first timepoint, I received surveys from 764 

participants and excluded 204. I excluded 201 participants who provided bot-like responses (i.e., 

nonsensical answers) or had IP addresses that were exact duplicates (Dennis et al., 2018) and 

three participants that indicated “No” on the same SRSI for data integrity used in Study 2. These 

exclusions left a final sample of 560 participants at Time 1. At Time 2, I gathered surveys from 

90 participants that had completed the Time 1 survey and passed the screening procedures in the 

first survey. I removed 11 incomplete responses and one participant that indicated “No” on the 
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SRSI for data integrity. These exclusions left a final sample of 78 responses at Time 2 that could 

be matched to responses at Time 1. The sample was 41% female, the average age was 37.00 

years (SDage = 10.80).  

At Time 1, participants completed measures of networking behaviours, and a battery of 

other measures to be used for assessing convergent and discriminant validity. Four weeks later, 

participants completed measures of networking behaviours and reported the number of 

connections they had on LinkedIn at the time of the survey. 

Construct Validity 

For convergent and discriminant validity, constructs should be empirically related to, but 

unique and distinct from theoretically linked constructs (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). In this 

section, I outline a handful of predictions about the nomological network of LinkedIn networking 

behaviours to establish initial evidence of convergent, discriminant, and predictive validity. I 

draw on dimensions from a handful of constructs that are relevant to networking including 

personality, political skill, and impression management.  

Connecting. For convergent validity, I expected that connecting behaviours would be 

positively correlated with extraversion, networking ability, and gender. Connecting behaviours 

primarily concern efforts to grow one’s professional network by researching and initiating new 

connections. Extraverted people—who are typically outgoing, gregarious, and assertive (McCrae 

& John, 1992)—tend to seek out social connections and accumulate more network ties (Fang et 

al., 2015; Feiler & Kleinbaum, 2015). Similarly, networking ability is the extent to which 

individuals are adept at developing friendships and a diverse network of people (Ferris et al., 

2005) and research suggests that men are more likely than women to use social networking sites 

to initiate new connections (Muscanell & Guadagno, 2012). Given the conceptual links between 
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extraversion, networking ability, and gender with efforts to accumulate new connections, I 

expected that connecting behaviours would exhibit moderate to strong correlations with these 

constructs.  

For discriminant validity, I expected that connecting behaviours would demonstrate only 

weak or null correlations with age, agreeableness, interpersonal influence, and apparent sincerity. 

First, while young people may be more likely to seek out and initiate new network connects, I 

expect that amongst LinkedIn users this relationship is driven more by individuals’ career stage 

or field of employment than their age. Second, agreeable people tend to be cooperative, trusting, 

and generous (McCrae & John, 1992). While they typically create positive interactions that 

might lead to new relationships (Harris & Vazire, 2016), aggregable people are not specifically 

oriented to forge new ties and therefore should not be more or less likely to engage in connecting 

behaviour. Finally, interpersonal influence and apparent sincerity concern the extent to which 

someone is adept at influencing others and appearing genuine, authentic, and sincere, 

respectively (Ferris et al., 2005). While both components of political skill are likely to enable 

individuals to initiate new ties more effectively, neither involve a specific orientation towards 

doing so. Therefore, individuals who are high on interpersonal influence or apparent sincerity 

should not be especially likely to engage in connecting behaviours. Finally, for predictive 

validity, I expected that connecting behaviours would be positively correlated with one’s number 

of LinkedIn connections at Time 2. 

Relationship Maintenance. For convergent validity, I expected that relationship 

maintenance would be positively correlated with agreeableness, extraversion, networking ability, 

ingratiation, and gender. Agreeableness and extraversion reflect individuals’ tendencies to be 

cooperative and sociable respectively (McCrae & John, 1992). Indeed, agreeable people tend to 
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prioritize high quality relationships (Harris & Vazire, 2016; Kong et al., 2015) and get along 

with others (Barrick et al., 1998) and extraverted people tend to engage in more self-disclosure 

and have higher quality relationships (Berry et al., 2000). I expected relationship maintenance 

behaviours to be positively correlated with networking ability because in addition to developing 

network ties, individuals high in networking ability are also adept at maintaining network ties, 

such that they are “well positioned in order to both create and take advantage of opportunities in 

their network” (Ferris et al., 2005, p. 129). Ingratiation is a form of impression management that 

involves offering favours and flattery to cultivate perceptions of liking from others (Bolino & 

Turnley, 1999). Such other-oriented behaviours are conceptually linked to relationship 

maintenance behaviours on LinkedIn, which involve efforts to sustain goodwill with others 

through attention signalling (e.g., liking posts, endorsing connections’ skills, and offering 

congratulations and encouragement). Finally, research also indicates that women more frequently 

report using social media to communicate and interact with friends (i.e., existing connections) 

than men (Muscanell & Guadagno, 2012).  

In terms of discriminant validity, I expected that relationship maintenance behaviours 

would demonstrate weak or null correlations with neuroticism, apparent sincerity, and age. 

Neuroticism reflects individuals’ tendencies to be anxious and emotional unstable (McCrae & 

John, 1992). Although studies in both Facebook and offline settings show that neurotic people 

engage in more relationship maintenance behaviours (Holden et al., 2014; Seidman, 2019), these 

behaviours typically involve sharing information about one’s relationships and making public 

declarations of possession (i.e., as in the case of a close or romantic relationship). Such 

behaviours, however, are unusual in professional settings and are unlikely to involve the weak 

ties in one’s network. Apparent sincerity is concerned with how adept individuals are at 
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appearing sincere, genuine, and authentic (Ferris et al., 2005). Although individuals that are 

particularly skilled at appearing sincere may also be more effective at maintaining relationships, 

there is no conceptual reason to believe that they are more likely to engage in relationship 

maintenance behaviours. I also did not expect age to be strongly related to relationship 

maintenance behaviour based on the same reasoning outlined for connecting behaviour. Finally, 

given the theoretical focus of relationship maintenance behaviours on preserving exisitng ties, I 

did not expect a strong correlation between relationship maintenance behaviours and the number 

of connections in one’s LinkedIn network at Time 2. 

Self-Promotion. Self-promotion on LinkedIn is concerned with communicating a 

positive self-image to others online. For convergent validity, I expected a strong positive 

correlation between self-promotion on LinkedIn and self-promotion at work (Bolino & Turnley, 

1999) given the conceptual similarities between the two constructs. I also expected that self-

promotion would be positively correlated with extraversion, self-monitoring, networking ability, 

and apparent sincerity. First, extraverts are highly motivated by opportunities to compete for and 

obtain rewards (Stewart, 1996), therefore they tend to be more likely to communicate their 

accomplishments and strengths during job interviews than introverts and also more comfortable 

doing so (Kristof-Brown et al., 2002). Second, high self-monitors tend to pay close attention to 

their environment and how they are perceived such that they actively regulate how they present 

themselves to others (Snyder, 1974). Indeed, research has demonstrated that high self-monitors 

are more likely than low self-monitors to engage in self-promotion (Bolino & Turnley, 2003). 

Third, although not an explicit part of Ferris et al’s (2005) definition of networking ability, 

managing impressions—and promoting one’s image in a positive way specifically—is inherent 

in individuals’ ability to effectively develop and manage relationships. Fourth, I expected a 
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positive relationship between apparent sincerity and self-promotion because of the conceptual 

link between one’s ability to portray a genuine self-image and behaviours aimed at presenting a 

favourable image on LinkedIn. 

For discriminant validity, I expected self-promotion on LinkedIn to exhibit only weak or 

null correlations with gender, agreeableness, and age. First, although there is evidence that men 

are more likely to engage in impression management tactics than women (e.g., Bolino & 

Turnley, 2003), I did not expect these differences to be prominent on professional social media 

sites like LinkedIn, where communicating one’s strengths and accomplishments is normalized 

and even encouraged (van Dijck, 2013). Second, while prior research demonstrates a link 

between agreeableness and managing impressions, agreeable people are more likely to use other-

focused impression management tactics, such as opinion conformity, and less likely to use self-

focused tactics like self-promotion (Kristof-Brown et al., 2002). Finally, for the same reason 

outlined above, I did not expect a significant correlation between self-promotion on LinkedIn 

and age. For predictive validity, I expected that self-promotion would be positively related to the 

number of LinkedIn connections at Time 2 because such behaviours make individuals appear 

more attractive as potential contacts, thereby increasing the likelihood that others will add them 

their network or accept a request to connect.  

Measures 

See Appendix H for the complete list of measures used in Study 3. Unless otherwise 

specified, Cronbach’s alphas are shown in the diagonal in Table 4.3 and participants rated items 

on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

LinkedIn Networking Behaviours. I measured connecting (four items), relationship 

maintenance (four items), and self-promotion (10 items) using the items retained from Study 3a. 
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For all measures of LinkedIn networking behaviours, participants rated how frequently they 

engaged in each behaviour in the past month on 7-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 7 

(extremely often or always). The Cronbach’s alphas for connecting, relationship maintenance, 

and self-promotion were .90, .90, and .96 respectively.  

Big Five Personality Traits. I measured the Big Five personality traits using the mini-

IPIP scale developed by Donnellan and colleagues (2006). Participants were asked to rate how 

accurately each statement describes them using a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (very inaccurate) 

to 5 (very accurate).  

Self-Monitoring. I measured self-monitoring using the eight positively worded items 

from Snyder and Gangestad (1986), which has been used in prior research as a reliable substitute 

for the longer 18-item measure (see Allen et al., 2005; Scott et al., 2012).  

Political Skill. I measured political skill using Ferris and colleagues’ (2005) 18-item 

Political Skill Inventory (PSI). This scale was designed to assess four dimensions relevant to 

political skill: networking ability, self-perceptions of social astuteness, apparent sincerity, and 

interpersonal influence.  

Impression Management at Work. I measured self-promotion and ingratiation using 

the five- and four-item subscales of self-promotion and ingratiation from Bolino and Turnley’s 

(1999) multi-dimensional 15-item measure of impression management at work. Participants 

indicated how frequently they had engaged in each impression management strategy in the past 6 

months on a scale of 1 (never behave this way) to 5 (often behave this way).  

LinkedIn Connections. I asked participants to sign into their LinkedIn account and 

report the number of connections they had at that time. 
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LinkedIn Usage Frequency. Participants responded to a single question asking how 

often they visit or use LinkedIn on scale of 1 (less than once a month) to 7 (several times a day).  

Trait Regulatory Focus. As in Study 1, I measured trait regulatory focus using the 10-

item Composite Regulatory Focus Scale (Haws et al., 2010). The Cronbach’s alphas for the 

promotion and prevention focus scales were .74 and .66, respectively. As the prevention focus 

coefficient alpha was below the conventional cut-off of .70 and both values were below the 

recommended cut-off of .80 (Lance et al., 2006; Nunnally, 1978), I explored whether they might 

be improved by dropping problematic items. Removing one item from the promotion scale 

(“When it comes to achieving things that are important to me, I find that I don’t perform as well 

as I would ideally like to do.”) and one item from the prevention scale (“Not being careful 

enough has gotten me into trouble at times.”) improved the reliabilities of each scale to .79 and 

.72 respectively5. Given that these changes significantly improved both coefficient alphas, I 

proceeded with four item measures of the two regulatory focus constructs. 

Analytical Strategy  

I randomly split the data into three sub-samples. Samples 1 and 2 each consisted of 230 

responses for exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis. Sample 3 included 100 responses to 

examine convergent, discriminant, and predictive validity. I deemed an initial exploratory 

approach appropriate because the high correlations between networking intentions in Study 2 

raise questions about the extent to which connecting, relationship maintenance, and self-

promotion on LinkedIn are distinct constructs and because the amount of prior theory and data 

 
5 Although prior research using this scale shows adequate reliabilities (Gino et al., 2020; Haws et al., 2010), 

some studies have reported lower reliabilities and excluded one problematic item from each dimension (Tuncdogan 

& Dogan, 2020). 



 

 

117 

117 

on the relationships between LinkedIn networking behaviours is limited (Fabrigar & Wegener, 

2012). 

Sample 1: Exploratory Factor Analysis 

I submitted the LinkedIn networking items to an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using 

the psych package (Revelle, 2020) for R (R Core Team, 2021). I used maximum likelihood 

estimation to compute indices of model fit and direct oblimin rotation to account for expected 

correlations between common factors. To determine the appropriate number of common factors, 

I focused on the three procedures recommended by Fabrigar and Wegener (2012): scree test, 

parallel analysis, and model fit. The scree test suggested two factors, however, the parallel 

analysis indicated three factors. A three-factor model demonstrated adequate fit based on most of 

the fit indices, χ2(102) = 292.20, p < .001, CFI = .95, TLI = .93, RMSEA = .09, SRMR = .03. 

More importantly, it fit to the data significantly better than a two-factor model Δχ2(16) = 200.53, 

p < .001 [χ2(118) = 492.73, p < .001, CFI = .91, TLI = .88, RMSEA = .12, SRMR = .04]. Given 

these indicators and my theoretical basis for three factors I proceeded with a three-factor 

solution. 

After testing all 18 items retained from Study 3a, one self-promotion item and three 

connecting items split across two factors with loadings of .30 or higher. After removing these 

items and recomputing the EFA, an additional two self-promotion items cross-loaded, and one 

relationship maintenance behaviour had a factor loading that was below the recommended cut-

off (< .50; Hinkin, 1998). I removed these items from the model. Moreover, the remaining 

connecting item loaded on a factor that was dominated by self-promotion items, indicating that 

connecting behaviours were not represented by a distinct latent construct in the model. 

Therefore, I chose to remove the connecting item in addition to the others and recompute the 



 

 

118 

118 

EFA a third time. The ensuing model achieved a simple structure (see Table 4.2). The first factor 

was made up of three relationship maintenance behaviours. A second factor was made up of four 

self-promotion behaviours (hereafter in this chapter referred to as “general self-promotion 

behaviours”) that describe posting about or emphasizing one’s accomplishments and strengths 

(e.g., “Posted about your positive qualities on LinkedIn.”). Finally, a third factor constituted 

three of the self-promotion items generated in Study 1 that specifically describe behaviours 

involved with making changes to one’s LinkedIn profile (e.g., “Edited your LinkedIn profile to 

showcase your different skills, abilities, interests, and expertise”; hereafter in this chapter 

referred to as “profile-specific self-promotion behaviours”). This model demonstrated acceptable 

fit to the data χ2(18) = 43.10, p < .001, CFI = .98, TLI = .97, RMSEA = .08, SRMR = .02.  

Sample 2: Confirmatory Factor Analysis  

To further assess construct validity and factor structure, I conducted a CFA with 

maximum likelihood estimation using the lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012) for R (R Core Team, 

2021). I began by comparing the model fit indices of the three-factor model indicated by the 

EFA to five alternative models. The three-factor model demonstrated a better fit for the data 

[χ2(32) = 135.34, p < .001, CFI = .95, TLI = .93, RMSEA = .11, SRMR = .04] than the following 

more parsimonious models: a two-factor model in which all self-promotion items loaded on the 

same factor Δχ2(2) = 88.72, p < .001 [χ2(34) = 224.07, p < .001, CFI = .91, TLI = .88, RMSEA = 

.16, SRMR = .05]; a two-factor model in which relationship maintenance and general self-

promotion items loaded on the same factor Δχ2(2) = 87.35, p < .001 [χ2(34) = 222.70, p < .001, 

CFI = .91, TLI = .88, RMSEA = .16, SRMR = .05]; a two-factor model in which relationship 

maintenance and profile-specific self-promotion items loaded onto the same factor Δχ2(2) = 

80.66, p < .001 [χ2(34) = 216.01, p < .001, CFI = .91, TLI = .88, RMSEA = .15, SRMR = .05]; 
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and a one factor model Δχ2(3) = 157.83, p < .001 [χ2(35) = 293.17, p < .001, CFI = .87, TLI = 

.84, RMSEA = .18, SRMR = .06]. These results show support for the three-factor model 

suggested by the EFA in Sample 1. 

Next, I sought to determine the extent to which the correlations between the three factors 

were caused by a second-order factor that captured overall networking behaviours on LinkedIn. 

A second-order model—in which the three first-order latent factors loaded onto a second-order 

latent factor—demonstrated slightly better fit to the data than the three-factor model Δχ2(2) = 

68.80, p = .02 [χ2(41) = 155.51, p < .001, CFI = .95, TLI = .93, RMSEA = .11, SRMR = .04]. 

Given that all the items were measured at the same time in the same survey, I also considered the 

role of common method variance in the relationship between measures and latent factors. I 

specified a model with a common latent factor on which all the items loaded, in addition to 

loading onto their respective factors (Podsakoff et al., 2003). This model fit significantly better 

than the second-order model Δχ2(10) = 69.83, p = .02 [χ2(31) = 85.68, p < .001, CFI = .97, TLI = 

.96, RMSEA = .09, SRMR = .08], indicating that common method bias did influence 

participants’ responses to the survey items. Therefore, I recomputed the second-order model 

while controlling for the effect of the common method factor. This model demonstrated a good 

fit to the data, χ2(30) = 66.55, p < .001, CFI = .98, TLI = .97, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .05, and it 

was a better fit than the original second-order model that did not account for the effects of the 

common method factor [Δχ2(11) = 88.96, p < .001]. 

All three factors demonstrated acceptable levels of internal consistency (α = .93, .87, and 

.91, for general self-promotion, relationship maintenance, and profile-specific self-promotion 

respectively). The intercorrelations between the relationship maintenance and general and 

profile-specific self-promotion factors were .75 (p < .001) and .74 (p < .001) respectively. The 
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intercorrelation between the two self-promotion factors was .79 (p < .001). Given these high 

correlations, I tested for discriminant validity using Fornell and Larcker’s (1981) criterion, which 

indicates that discriminant validity is established if a latent variable accounts for more variance 

in its associated measured variables than it shares with other latent variables in the model. In 

support of discriminant validity, the average variance extracted (AVE) scores for relationship 

maintenance (.70), general self-promotion (.77), and profile-specific self-promotion (.75), were 

larger than the squared correlations between the three constructs (highest squared correlation = 

.62).  

Sample 3: Construct Validity 

Next, I assessed the convergent, discriminant, and predictive validity of the relationship 

maintenance and general self-promotion constructs that emerged from Samples 1 and 2. I did not 

test the predictions about connecting behaviours because the EFA failed to show that those items 

are meaningfully distinct from the other relationship maintenance and self-promotion items. I 

also did not examine the psychometric properties of the third factor (profile-specific self-

promotion) because I did not have a prior theoretical reason to consider it a distinct construct. 

Table 4.3 displays means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations for the focal study variables. 

Relationship Maintenance. In support of convergent validity, relationship maintenance 

was positively correlated with networking ability (r = .46, p < .001) and ingratiation (r = .21, p = 

.03). Contrary to what I predicted, relationship maintenance was not correlated with 

agreeableness (r = .12, p = .22) or extraversion (r = .10, p = .31), nor were women more likely to 

exhibit these behaviours (r = .11, p = .32). It should be noted, however, that consistent with my 

convergent validity predictions, agreeableness was positively correlated with relationship 

maintenance measured at Time 2 (r = .27, p = .02). In support of discriminant validity, 
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relationship maintenance behaviours were not correlated with neuroticism (r = -.07, p = .50), 

apparent sincerity (r = .01, p = .92), or age (r = -.09, p = .37). Relationship maintenance at Time 

1, however, demonstrated a moderate rather than weak correlation with the number of LinkedIn 

connections at Time 2 (r = .27, p = .02). Finally, in support of the temporal stability of the 

relationship maintenance measure, relationship maintenance scores were highly correlated 

between Time 1 and Time 2 (r = .78, p < .001). Taken together, these findings lend some support 

for the construct validity of the relationship maintenance measure.  

General Self-Promotion. In support of convergent validity, general self-promotion on 

LinkedIn exhibited positive correlations with self-promotion at work (r = .34, p < .001), 

extraversion (r = .17, p = .04), self-monitoring (r = .16, p = .04), and networking ability (r = .45, 

p < .001). Contrary to what I predicted, general self-promotion was not related to apparent 

sincerity (r = -.02, p = .85). In support of discriminant validity, general self-promotion was not 

correlated with agreeableness (r = -.06, p = .54) or gender (r = .03, p = .76) and there was only a 

small to moderate correlation between age and self-promotion (r = -.26, p = .01). Unexpectedly, 

general self-promotion at Time 1 was not significantly correlated with LinkedIn connections at 

Time 2 (r = .06, p = .61). Finally, demonstrating support for the temporal stability of the general 

self-promotion measure, measurement at Time 1 was highly correlated with measurement at 

Time 2 (r = .84, p < .001). Taken together, these findings lend support for the construct validity 

of the general self-promotion measure. 

Discussion  

The purpose of Study 3 was to examine the construct validity and factor structure of the 

three LinkedIn networking behaviours theorized in Chapter 2. The model introduced three 

LinkedIn networking behaviours as separate but related constructs. Connecting behaviours 
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involve efforts to grow one’s network by gathering information on and initiating contact with 

new ties. Relationship maintenance behaviours involve efforts to preserve existing network 

connections, primarily through signalling attention (e.g., Ellison et al., 2014), and self-promotion 

behaviours involve efforts to communicate and display one’s accomplishments, strengths, and 

expertise.  

The EFA and CFA results offer partial support for the proposed model. As expected, 

relationship maintenance and self-promotion behaviours on LinkedIn emerged as distinct 

constructs measured by their respective items. Moreover, the measures of relationship 

maintenance and general self-promotion demonstrate adequate construct, convergent, and 

discriminant validity as well as temporal consistency. Connecting behaviours, however, did not 

emerge as a distinct construct. The items developed to measure connecting behaviours mostly 

cross-loaded between the relationship maintenance and general self-promotion factors, indicating 

that individuals made sense of behaviours such as inviting others to connect or joining a 

LinkedIn group in similar ways as they did self-promotion or relationship maintenance. The 

results from the card sort task in Study 3a also support this conclusion, as participants appeared 

to have the most disagreement on items developed to measure connecting and relationship 

maintenance behaviours. Moreover, disagreements about connecting behaviours that resulted in 

low substantive validity scores for certain items were usually attributable to a significant portion 

of the sample sorting them into the relationship maintenance category. 

Study 3 suggests that when it comes to behaviours reflected by the 29 items shown in 

Table 4.1, individuals do not meaningfully differentiate efforts to initiate new connections from 

efforts to maintain existing ones on LinkedIn or, to a lesser extent, efforts to present a favourable 

online image. One plausible explanation for this finding is that the items developed in Study 1 do 
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not adequately capture the connecting behaviour construct and the characteristics that distinguish 

it from relationship maintenance and self-promotion. Although the item generation procedures 

described in Study 1 involved both a comprehensive review of relevant literatures and 

consideration of multiple sources of information, the number of items generated was relatively 

small. Moreover, the decisions to include specific behaviours as items were primarily based on 

secondary data (e.g., research articles, popular press). Given the lack of existing theory about 

networking on social media, a more inductive approach that sought information directly from 

LinkedIn users may have been a more appropriate first step for generating items (Hinkin, 1998). 

Directly asking a sample of LinkedIn users about the types of behaviours they exhibit might have 

helped to ensure that a full range of behaviours was generated at the outset. This approach could 

have also helped to better understand how LinkedIn users made sense of the relationships and 

distinctions between different networking behaviours. 

A second explanation is that in the context of LinkedIn, efforts to initiate new 

connections or maintain existing ones are not meaningfully distinguishable. While both the 

networking (e.g., Porter & Woo, 2015) and social relationship (e.g., Dindia, 2003) literatures 

clearly distinguish between behaviours involving initiating and maintaining relationships, it is 

possible that contextual characteristics unique to social media cause the two constructs to 

converge. For example, it typically requires very different physical behaviours to initiate and 

maintain relationships in offline contexts. The former might involve walking up to a stranger and 

introducing oneself, whereas the latter might involve keeping in touch with a network member 

by inviting them to lunch. In contrast, the LinkedIn analogues to these behaviours—e.g., sending 

a request to connect and sending a message to check in on a network member—involve, quite 

literally, little more than the click of a button. Therefore, as the amount of time, attention, and 
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physical effort required to perform these networking tasks decrease when moving from offline to 

online contexts, so too may the psychological distinction between them.  

Some researchers have recently argued that behaviours such as initiating contacts and 

posting on LinkedIn constitute examples of “active” LinkedIn use, whereas joining groups or 

reading posts are more “passive” examples of LinkedIn use (Davis et al., 2020; Utz, 2016; Utz & 

Breuer, 2019). Although there is little theory to support this dichotomy, it suggests that 

relationships between networking behaviours on LinkedIn may be attributed to a broader 

construct that captures the extent to which individuals actively engage in networking on 

LinkedIn. In a series of post-hoc analyses, I did not find support for a two-factor model, whereby 

“active” behaviours (e.g., “Congratulated a LinkedIn connection that had a work anniversary or 

started a new job.”) load on one factor and more “passive” behaviours (e.g., “Reviewed the 

LinkedIn profile of someone you are already connected with.”) load on the other. Nevertheless, 

the CFA results from Sample 2 of Study 3b show support for a second-order model, whereby the 

relationship between relationship maintenance and self-promotion is explained in large part by 

the presence of a global LinkedIn networking construct. An important implication of this finding 

is that LinkedIn networking behaviours can be measured in two ways. Much in the same way as 

other hierarchical constructs such as organizational citizenship behaviours (Tepper et al., 2004) 

and team processes (Mathieu et al., 2020), LinkedIn networking behaviours can be assessed as 

specific behaviours (i.e., relationship maintenance, self-promotion) or as a broader networking 

construct. 

Although the data demonstrated support for three factors, it was a second self-promotion 

factor that emerged instead of the hypothesized connecting factor. This factor appears to capture 

self-promotion behaviour specifically as it relates to users’ LinkedIn profiles (e.g., “Edited your 
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LinkedIn profile to showcase your different skills, abilities, interests, and expertise.”). This is 

interesting because prior research on social media has given little consideration to where 

individuals engage in self-promotion within the social media context (van Dijck, 2013), let alone 

the extent to which individuals promote their online image by posting about achievements versus 

updating their profiles. It could be that some forms of self-promotion such as describing 

strengths in one’s LinkedIn profile are viewed as more normative than others and as such, may 

be more palatable to individuals that are uncomfortable communicating their strengths and 

accomplishments in other settings (Kristof-Brown et al., 2002). Importantly, however, while the 

data did demonstrate evidence for discriminant validity, the correlation between the two self-

promotion constructs was very high. Further research is needed to determine whether they 

capture distinct constructs with meaningfully distinct outcomes. 

Limitations and Directions for Future Research  

This research also has several limitations that warrant discussion. First, the EFA and CFA 

results demonstrated only partial support for the hypothesized three-factor model. I found no 

support for the presence of a connecting behaviour construct that was distinct from other 

networking behaviours, and this might have been caused by the items not capturing the construct 

in its entirety. Future research, therefore, might take an inductive approach to item generation 

that considers first-hand accounts of LinkedIn users. 

A second limitation is that the relationship maintenance and self-promotion scales 

showed little evidence of predicting LinkedIn connections as expected. I predicted that self-

promotion behaviours would be positively correlated with LinkedIn connections at Time 2, 

whereas relationship maintenance behaviours would exhibit only a weak or null relationship with 

LinkedIn connections. In contrast, relationship maintenance behaviours were positively 
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correlated with LinkedIn connections and self-promotion behaviours were not. Although the 

correlation between relationship maintenance and LinkedIn connections was not strong (r = .27), 

it is surprising given the null correlation between self-promotion and LinkedIn connections. One 

explanation is that people with more LinkedIn connections also engage in more other-focused 

behaviours like relationship maintenance. Self-promotion, on the other hand—being an 

inherently self-serving form of impression management (Bolino et al., 2016)—may be exhibited 

by people with many connections or just a few. It could also be that self-promotion deters 

potential connections when it is perceived as inauthentic or excessive (Turnley & Bolino, 2001), 

thereby supressing the extent to which it attracts new network members. Importantly, however, 

neither relationship maintenance nor self-promotion was significantly related to the change in the 

number of LinkedIn connections between Time 1 and Time 2, therefore, the relationship between 

these constructs and network ties is still unclear. In the next chapter, I directly test the 

relationship between LinkedIn networking behaviours and boundary-spanning ties (Hypotheses 6 

and 12).  

A third limitation is that common method variance was present in the data in Study 3b. 

One of the primary problems with common method variance is that it can inflate the correlations 

between variables in the model, leading to inaccurate conclusions about scale reliability and 

convergent validity (Podsakoff et al., 2003, 2012). Despite controlling for the effects of a 

common method factor in Sample 2 of Study 3b, the precise nature and cause of the method bias 

is unclear. For instance, the latent method factor in Sample 2 may have reflected characteristics 

of the sample (i.e., MTurk workers), the survey method, the single timepoint, the items 

themselves, or some other unknown factor. Further investigative work is needed to examine the 
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factor structure of LinkedIn networking behaviours in different settings and samples to determine 

whether method bias is characteristic of the items or if it is unique to the data in Study 3. 

Finally, while I measured several constructs in concurrence with networking behaviours 

to establish convergent and discriminant validity, the list of constructs is not exhaustive. Indeed, 

both a lack of prior theory on LinkedIn networking and the need to moderate survey length 

means that some unmeasured construct could provide valuable information about the construct 

validity of the relationship maintenance and self-promotion measures. Study 3 represents a 

significant step towards psychometrically valid measures of relationship maintenance and self-

promotion on LinkedIn. But it is still an initial step, and further evidence would help to confirm 

that these measures are psychometrically sound. For example, further research could seek to 

cross-validate the measures of relationship maintenance and self-promotion using new samples 

(MacKenzie et al., 2011). These new samples might represent LinkedIn users from different 

settings (e.g., an office or MBA classroom) or industries (e.g., marketing, consulting) to 

determine whether the measures are psychometrically invariant across groups and populations. 

 In the next chapter, I employ the newly developed relationship maintenance and (general) 

self-promotion measures in two survey studies. In Study 4, I employ the measures in a two-wave 

online survey of employed LinkedIn users to test the relationship between chronic regulatory 

focus and LinkedIn networking. In Study 5, I administer the measures in a three-wave online 

survey of undergraduate business students with the goal of testing the downstream consequences 

of LinkedIn networking for network ties and performance outcomes. 
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Table 4.1  

Results of the Item Sort Task in Study 3a 

Networking Behaviour psa csv 

Connecting  

1. Invited someone to connect (e.g., by sending them a personal message) on 

LinkedIn.★ 
.96 .91** 

2. Browsed the LinkedIn profile of someone you are not connected with to learn 

more about them. 
.48 .13** 

3. Found out more about someone on LinkedIn, whom you have heard about or met 

previously. 
.57 .00 

4. Joined a LinkedIn Group of people that have similar interests (e.g., specific 

industry or job title).★ 
.70 .52** 

5. Started following someone on LinkedIn.★ .83 .70** 

6. Looked for people you might want to add to your LinkedIn network.★ .78 .70** 

7. Searched for people you already know (e.g., friends, classmates, or coworkers) to 

connect on LinkedIn. 
.70 .00 

Relationship Maintenance (Study 1) 

8. Browsed updates and information about your LinkedIn contacts (e.g., on your 

newsfeed). 
.65 .48** 

9. Read a post written by a LinkedIn connection.  .52 .26** 

10. Reviewed the LinkedIn profile of someone you are already connected with.★ .75 .61 

11. Liked or left a comment on an update from one of your LinkedIn connections.★ .87 .78** 

12. Left a recommendation on one of your LinkedIn connection’s profile.  .52 .17** 

13. Endorsed a LinkedIn connection’s skills.  .48 .22** 

Relationship Maintenance (Ellison et al., 2014) 

14. Responded when you saw a connection sharing good news on LinkedIn.★ .70 .48** 

15. Responded when you saw a connection sharing bad news on LinkedIn.  .65 .48** 

16. Responded when you saw someone asking for advice on LinkedIn. .48 .00 

17. Congratulated a LinkedIn connection that had a work anniversary or started a 

new job.★ 
.87 .74** 

18. Responded to someone on LinkedIn that was asking a question you knew the 

answer to. 
.48 .22** 

Self-Promotion (Study 1) 

19. Updated your LinkedIn profile to highlight your accomplishments (e.g., 

degrees/certificates earned, awards, work experience, volunteering activities).★ 
.91 .87** 

20. Edited your LinkedIn profile to showcase your different skills, abilities, 

interests, and expertise.★ 
.87 .78** 

21. Posted on LinkedIn about a recent activity or accomplishment that you are 

proud of.★ 
.83 .65** 



 

 

136 

136 

22. Updated your responsibilities in current or past job positions that best highlight 

your expertise on LinkedIn.★ 
.78 .70** 

23. Edited your LinkedIn headline to promote your professional value.★ .91 .87** 

24. Edited or changed your LinkedIn profile image to make yourself look more 

professional.★ 
.87 .78** 

Self-Promotion (Roulin, 2014) 

25. Posted on LinkedIn about your positive accomplishments.★ .91 .87** 

26. Posted about your positive qualities on LinkedIn.★ .91 .87** 

27. Emphasized to others on LinkedIn how important a task was when you 

succeeded at it. 
.65 .48** 

28. Pointed out the positive things you do on LinkedIn, which other people fail to 

notice.★ 
.83 .74** 

29. Posted on LinkedIn when you do well at tasks others find difficult.★ .87 .78** 

 

Note: psa = Proportion of substantive agreement. csv = coefficient of substantive validity. csv values 

followed by ** are significant based on a p-value of .01. ★ denotes behaviours that were retained. 
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Table 4.2 

 

Simple Structure Factor Loadings from the Exploratory Factor Analyses in Study 3b, Sample 1 

 

 Three-Factor Model 

 Factor 

1 
 
Factor 

2 
 
Factor 

3 

RM11 Liked or left a comment on an update from one of your 

LinkedIn connections. 
.90  -.02  .05 

RM14 Responded when you saw a connection sharing good news on 

LinkedIn. 
.74  .17  -.03 

RM17 Congratulated a LinkedIn connection that had a work 

anniversary or started a new job. 
.92  -.05  .01 

SP21 Posted on LinkedIn about a recent activity or accomplishment 

that you are proud of.  
.07  .82  .04 

SP26 Posted about your positive qualities on LinkedIn. 
.13  .83  .13 

SP27 Pointed out the positive things you do on LinkedIn, which 

other people fail to notice. 
.09  .80  .09 

SP28 Posted on LinkedIn when you do well at tasks others find 

difficult. 
.05  .94  -.01 

SP19 Updated your LinkedIn profile to highlight your 

accomplishments (e.g., degrees/certificates earned, awards, 

work experience, volunteering activities).  

-.01  -.04  .98 

SP20 Edited your LinkedIn profile to showcase your different skills, 

abilities, interests, and expertise.  
.12  .08  .72 

SP22 Updated your responsibilities in current or past job positions 

that best highlight your expertise on LinkedIn.  
.06  .23  .64 

 

Note: Item numbers correspond to numbers assigned in Table 4.1. 
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Table 4.3  

 

Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations for the Focal Variables in Study 3b, Sample 3 

 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Gender 1.45 .50 -          
2. Age 37.37 10.57 .12 -         
3. LinkedIn use 3.77 1.65 -.17 -.04 -        
4. Relationship maintenance  3.30 1.60 .11 -.09 .01 (.85)       
5. Relationship maintenance (T2) 3.07 1.65 .02 -.08 .01 .78*** (.92)      
6. Self-promotion 2.73 1.55 .03 -.26** .01 .73*** .59*** (.90)     
7. Self-promotion (T2) 2.54 1.50 -.08 -.24* .1 .69*** .76*** .84*** (.93)    
8. Extraversion 2.77 1.06 -.02 .04 -.17 .10 .10 .17* .16 (.81)   
9. Agreeableness 3.76 .83 -.07 -.04 -.18 .12 .27* .06 .14 .23* (.77)  
10. Neuroticism 2.44 .91 .15 -.09 -.23* -.07 -.13 -.06 -.09 .04 -.08 (.72) 

11. Networking ability (PI) 4.19 1.52 .01 -.17 -.03 .46*** .42*** .45*** .43*** .54*** .16 -.21* 

12. Interpersonal influence (PI) 5.24 1.19 .03 -.13 -.11 .12 .22† .12 .09 .33*** .44*** -.33*** 

13. Apparent sincerity (PI) 5.73 1.06 .03 -.02 -.22* .01 .12 -.02 -.06 .07 .53*** -.13 

14. Self-promotion (IM) 2.69 1.01 .08 -.05 -.04 .31*** .29* .34*** .28* .34*** .05 .18 

15. Ingratiation (IM) 2.99 .97 .16 -.17 -.01 .21* .19† .22* .08 .27** .12 .19 

16. Self-monitoring 3.43 1.35 -.04 -.13 -.04 .11 .06 .16* .21† .38*** -.30** .25* 

17. LinkedIn connections (T2) 248.20 322.88 -.08 -.01 .29* .27* .25* .06 .15 .17 .12 -.17 

18. Trait promotion focus 5.33 1.02 .09 -.03 .13 .03 .17 -.01 .00 -.06 .18 -.03 

19. Trait prevention focus 4.89 1.20 -.05 .02 .03 -.07 .14 -.06 .15 .00 .12 .16 
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Table 4.3 continued 

 

 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

1. Gender          

2. Age          

3. LinkedIn use          

4. Relationship maintenance           

5. Relationship maintenance (T2)          

6. Self-promotion          

7. Self-promotion (T2)          

8. Extraversion          

9. Agreeableness          

10. Neuroticism          

11. Networking ability (PI) (.93)         

12. Interpersonal influence (PI) .54*** (.86)        

13. Apparent sincerity (PI) .2 .67*** (.84)       

14. Self-promotion (IM) .38*** .12 -.01 (.92)      

15. Ingratiation (IM) .36*** .34*** .23* .54* (.89)     

16. Self-monitoring .37*** .02 -.14 .40*** .33*** (.87)    

17. LinkedIn connections (T2) .19 -.02 -.09 .06 .07 .20 -   

18. Trait promotion focus -.01 .11 .09 .13 .21† -.11 .11 (.79)  

19. Trait prevention focus -.05 -.02 .05 .06 -.13 -.03 .14 .17 (.72) 

 

Note: N = 100. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. M indicates mean. SD indicates standard deviation. T2 indicates Time 2. Unless 

specified otherwise, all measures were taken at Time 1. Gender was coded 0 = Male and 1 = Female. PI indicates political skill and IM 

indicates impression management. Cronbach’s alphas are displayed in parentheses in the diagonal where appropriate. 
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Chapter 5: Survey-Based Tests of the Antecedents and Consequences of Networking 

Behaviours 

In Chapter 3, I presented two experiments that were designed to examine the relationship 

between state regulatory focus and networking behaviours. The findings offered little support for 

the hypothesized model, but challenges with manipulating regulatory foci and goal discrepancies 

and with measuring networking behaviour in an experimental setting raised questions about the 

extent to which they adequately tested the proposed relationships. I concluded at the end of 

Chapter 3 that a more effective test of the model might employ survey methods. Given that prior 

research often examines both state and trait operationalizations of regulatory foci (e.g., Gino et 

al., 2020; Zou et al., 2014) and considering the methodological challenges that became apparent 

with Studies 1 and 2, survey methodology represents both a natural and practical direction for the 

project. In this chapter, I will present the findings from two survey-based studies. In Study 4, I 

use the measures developed in Study 3 to re-test the relationships examined in Studies 1 and 2 in 

a two-wave survey of LinkedIn users recruited from Prolific. In Study 5, I extend the findings of 

Study 4 by testing the remaining relationships in the model—the downstream effects of 

networking behaviours on boundary-spanning ties and performance outcomes—with a sample of 

undergraduate business students nested in project teams. 

Study 4 

Participants and Procedure 

I recruited a sample of LinkedIn users located in Canada, Great Britain, and the United 

States to participate in a two-wave online survey using Prolific. I used Prolific’s in-house 

screening questions to select for participants that held a LinkedIn account, spoke English as their 

first language, and were employed full-time. I verified these criteria with my own pre-screen 
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questions in the survey at Time 1, and people whose answers did not match their Prolific 

qualifications were not allowed to participate. Participants received $3.27 CAD for completing a 

15-minute survey at Time 1 and $1.27 CAD for completing a 5-minute survey four weeks later at 

Time 2. 

I collected 232 responses at Time 1 and excluded one person that indicated “No” on the 

SRSI for data integrity used in the previous studies. At Time 2, 209 participants completed the 

survey and I excluded two people that indicated “No” on the SRSI for data integrity. This left a 

final sample of 206 matched responses between Time 1 and Time 2. The average age was 35.30 

(SD = 10.70) and 45% of respondents were female. At Time 1, participants completed measures 

of trait regulatory focus, chronic goal discrepancies, personality, and demographics and at Time 

2 participants completed measures of LinkedIn networking behaviours.  

Measures  

See Appendix I for the complete list of measures used in Study 4. 

Trait Regulatory Focus. Given the low reliabilities that I observed for Haws et al’s 

(2010) regulatory focus scale in Studies 1 and 3, I decided to administer a second measure of 

regulatory focus in Study 4. In addition to Haws et al’s (2010) 10-item measure, I also 

administered Lockwood, Jordan, and Kunda’s (2002) 18-item scale, which has been used 

frequently in the organizational literature (e.g., Lin & Johnson, 2015; Sun et al., 2013). 

Following prior research (Lin & Johnson, 2015), I adapted the items to reference a professional 

context (e.g., “I often think about how I will achieve professional success.”). Participants rated 

the extent to which each statement accurately described them on a scale of 1 (not at all true of 

me) to 9 (very true of me). The Cronbach’s alphas for promotion and prevention focus as 

measured by Haws et al’s scale were .64 and .61 respectively, however, as before in Study 3, 
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removing one item from each of the scales improved the alphas to .75 and .68 respectively6. The 

Cronbach’s alphas for promotion and prevention focus as measured by Lockwood et al’s scale 

were .90 and .89 respectively. Given the sizable difference in reliability between the scales, I 

decided to proceed with Lockwood et al’s measure. 

Chronic Goal Discrepancies. I measured chronic goal discrepancies as individuals’ 

actual-ideal and actual-ought self-discrepancies using a modified version of the Regulatory 

Focus Strength Questionnaire (as in Higgins et al., 1997). Participants were asked to think about 

their goals as they relate to networking on LinkedIn and provide four attributes they would 

ideally like to possess and four attributes they believe they ought to possess. After each ideal-self 

attribute, participants rated the extent to which they would ideally like to possess that attribute 

(ideal-self rating), and the extent to which they actually possess that attribute (actual-self rating). 

After each ought-self attribute, participants rated the extent to which they believe they ought to 

possess that attribute (ought-self rating), and the extent to which they actually possess that 

attribute (actual-self rating). Each of the ratings were given on a scale of 1 (slightly) to 4 

(extremely).  

To measure each participant's actual-ideal and actual-ought discrepancy, I created four 

actual-ideal and four actual-ought discrepancies by subtracting participants’ actual-self ratings 

from their ideal-self and ought-self ratings. For the four actual-ideal discrepancy scores the 

Cronbach’s alpha was .69; and for the four actual-ought discrepancy scores the Cronbach’s alpha 

was .70. I then summed these discrepancy scores to create one value for each type of goal 

discrepancy.  

 
6 The items removed were the same as those removed in Study 3: “When it comes to achieving things that 

are important to me, I find that I don’t perform as well as I would ideally like to do” (promotion) and “Not being 

careful enough has gotten me into trouble at times” (prevention). There were no differences in the results when 

using the full or revised versions of the promotion and prevention scales.  
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Networking Behaviours. I measured relationship maintenance behaviours and self-

promotion behaviours using the measures developed in Study 3. Three items measured 

relationship maintenance (e.g., “Responded when you saw a connection sharing good news on 

LinkedIn.”) and four items measured the self-promotion (e.g., “Posted about your positive 

qualities on LinkedIn.”). Participants reported how frequently they had engaged in each 

behaviour in the past month on a scale of 1 (never) to 7 (extremely often or always). The 

Cronbach’s alphas for relationship maintenance and self-promotion were .88 and .87 

respectively. For exploratory purposes, I administered the three items that measured “profile-

specific” self-promotion (α = .88) and calculated overall networking behaviour scores by 

aggregating all of the networking constructs (α = .91) as suggested by the findings in Study 3. 

But given that neither profile-specific self-promotion nor general networking were hypothesized 

constructs, I did not include them in my hypothesis testing. 

Controls. Given research linking personality traits with networking frequency (e.g., 

Casciaro et al., 2014; Wanberg et al., 2000), I measured extraversion and the other Big Five 

personality traits as well as self-monitoring. In addition, I measured the frequency with which 

participants use LinkedIn. I used the same instruments as in Study 3 to measure these potential 

control variables. Cronbach’s alphas for these scales are shown in Table 5.1. 

Results 

Measurement Model. I first examined the measurement model using confirmatory factor 

analysis. I randomly created three parcels for each of the regulatory focus scales (containing 

three items each) to manage the ratio between sample size and parameters estimated because 

lower ratios can contribute to unstable factor solutions (Landis et al., 2000; Little et al., 2002). 

Both scales are unidimensional, thereby meeting an important criterion for parceling (Little et al., 



 

 

144 

144 

2002). The hypothesized six-factor model was a good fit to the data, χ2(174) = 244.38, p < .001, 

CFI = .97, TLI = .96, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .06. This model also fit better than a five-factor 

model in which relationship maintenance and self-promotion items loaded on the same factor 

Δχ2(5) = 220.29, p < .001 [χ2(179) = 464.68, p < .001, CFI = .86, TLI = .84, RMSEA = .15, 

SRMR = .07]; a five-factor model in which promotion and prevention focus items loaded on the 

same factor Δχ2(5) = 328.69, p < .001 [χ2(179) = 573.08, p < .001, CFI = .81, TLI = .78, RMSEA 

= .10, SRMR = .11]; and a five-factor model in which actual-ideal and actual-ought 

discrepancies loaded on the same factor Δχ2(5) = 14.783, p = .01 [χ2(179) = 259.17, p < .001, 

CFI = .96, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .06]. 

Hypothesis Testing. Table 5.1 displays means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations 

for the focal study variables. I simultaneously tested the direct and conditional effects of 

promotion and prevention focus on relationship maintenance and self-promotion in a series of 

path analyses (see Table 5.2). To help with interpreting the interaction coefficients, I mean-

centered all predictors in the model (Aguinis et al., 2017; Aiken & West, 1991). Finally, I 

controlled for the effects of extraversion and LinkedIn usage frequency (Table 5.2, Model 1) to 

test the impact of regulatory foci and goal discrepancies over a meaningful trait-based predictor 

of networking behaviours and individuals’ general tendencies to use LinkedIn. 

Hypothesis 1b and 1c predicted that promotion focus would be negatively related to 

relationship maintenance and positively related to self-promotion. Promotion focus positively 

predicted both relationship maintenance (b = .25, SE = .07, p < .001) and self-promotion (b = 

.16, SE = .07, p = .02), therefore, Hypothesis 1c but not 1b was supported. Hypothesis 2b and 2c 

predicted that prevention focus would be positively related to relationship maintenance and 

negatively related to self-promotion. Prevention focus was not significantly related to either 
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relationship maintenance (b = .05, SE = .05, p = .34) or self-promotion (b = .11, SE = .05, p = 

.03). Notably, however, prevention focus positively predicted both relationship maintenance (b = 

.13, SE = .06, p = .03) and self-promotion (b = .11, SE = .06, p = .01), when removing overall 

LinkedIn usage frequency as a control (Table 5.2, Model 3). This suggests that the relationship 

between prevention focus and LinkedIn networking behaviours is explained in large part by the 

frequency with which individuals use LinkedIn generally, rather than something specific about 

prevention focus. Therefore, I found only limited support for Hypothesis 2b (when excluding 

LinkedIn usage frequency as a control) but no support for Hypothesis 2c.  

 Hypothesis 3b predicted that perceived actual-ideal goal discrepancies would moderate 

the relationship between promotion focus and relationship maintenance. The interaction term for 

the effect of promotion focus and actual-ideal goal discrepancies on relationship maintenance 

was significant (b = -.05, SE = .02, p = .04). Figure 5.1 illustrates the interaction. The 

relationship between promotion focus and relationship maintenance is strong and positive when 

actual-ideal discrepancies are low (b = .38, SE = .10, p < .001) and becomes weaker and 

nonsignificant as actual-ideal discrepancies increase (moderate goal discrepancy: b = .25, SE = 

.07, p < .001; high goal discrepancy: b = .11, SE = .10, p = .27). Hypothesis 4b predicted that 

perceived actual-ought goal discrepancies would moderate the relationship between prevention 

focus and relationship maintenance. The interaction term for the effect of prevention focus and 

actual-ought goal discrepancies on relationship maintenance was nonsignificant (b = -.00, SE = 

.02, p = .99). Therefore, Hypotheses 3b and 4b were not supported.  

Hypothesis 3c predicted that perceived actual-ideal goal discrepancies would moderate 

the relationship between promotion focus and self-promotion and Hypothesis 4c predicted that 

perceived actual-ought goal discrepancies would moderate the relationship between prevention 
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focus and self-promotion. The interaction term for the effect of promotion focus and actual-ideal 

goal discrepancies on self-promotion was nonsignificant (b = -.02, SE = .02, p = .48), as was the 

effect of the interaction between prevention focus and actual-ought goal discrepancies (b = -.01, 

SE = .02, p = .53). Therefore, Hypotheses 3c and 4c were not supported. 

Follow-up Analyses. To compliment the results reported in the previous section, I also 

tested the hypotheses using measures of connecting, relationship maintenance, and self-

promotion that incorporated all items intended to measure each construct. These involved the 

original 7-item measure of connecting behaviours, an 11-item measure of relationship 

maintenance, and an 11-item measure of self-promotion. Promotion focus positively predicted 

connecting behaviour (b = .23, SE = .06, p < .001), relationship maintenance (b = .23, SE = .06, p 

< .001), and self-promotion (b = .30, SE = .07, p < .001), therefore, Hypothesis 1a and 1c but not 

1b were supported. Prevention focus was positively related to connecting behaviour (b = .15, SE 

= .04, p < .001), but not significantly related to either relationship maintenance (b = .06, SE = 

.04, p = .16) or self-promotion (b = .07, SE = .05, p = .12). Therefore, I found no support for 

Hypothesis 2a, 2b, or 2c.  

The interaction terms for the effects of promotion focus and actual-ideal goal 

discrepancies on connecting (b = -.01, SE = .02, p = .57), relationship maintenance (b = -.03, SE 

= .02, p = .13), and self-promotion (b = -.02, SE = .02, p = .29) behaviours were nonsignificant, 

lending no support for Hypotheses 3a-b. Therefore, in contrast to the results reported above, 

including all of the items developed to measure relationship maintenance does not yield a 

significant effect for Hypothesis 3b. The interaction terms for the effects of prevention focus and 

actual-ought goal discrepancies on connecting (b = -.01, SE = .01, p = .54), relationship 

maintenance (b = -.01, SE = .01, p = .68), and self-promotion (b = -.00, SE = .02, p = .81) 
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behaviours were nonsignificant, lending no support for Hypotheses 4a-b. Taken together, 

including all of the originally developed items when measuring networking behaviours yields 

results that are very similar to those reported above.  

Discussion  

Study 4 examined the effects of trait regulatory foci and chronic goal discrepancies on 

LinkedIn networking behaviours in a two-wave survey study. The findings showed that 

promotion focus, but not prevention focus, is a significant positive predictor of both relationship 

maintenance and self-promotion on LinkedIn. People who are motivated to pursue ideals and 

aspirations are more likely to use LinkedIn to both maintain relationships and promote their 

professional image. These results suggest that promotion-focused individuals’ orientation 

towards growth and advancement do not come at a cost to relationship maintenance. Indeed, the 

positive relationship observed in this study indicates that promotion-focused individuals may not 

view such behaviours as merely maintenance but also opportunities to grow or nurture 

relationships (Gino et al., 2020). 

The positive relationship between promotion focus and relationship maintenance is also 

conditional on individuals’ chronic actual-ideal goal discrepancies, such that the relationship is 

weakened by higher goal discrepancies. This positive relationship was in direct contrast to what I 

predicted in Hypothesis 1b. Nevertheless, the nature of the moderation effect is consistent with 

the theoretical arguments laid out in Chapter 2: promotion-focused individuals feel excited and 

more motivated to reach their goals when they experience success (i.e., low goal discrepancy) 

and they feel dejected and demotivated when they experience failure (i.e., high goal discrepancy; 

Förster et al., 2001; Idson et al., 2000; Idson & Higgins, 2000). These results suggest that 

promotion-focused networkers get a motivational boost to interact with people in their network 
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when they feel like they are successful at networking on LinkedIn, but they withdraw from such 

behaviours when they feel less successful at networking.  

Contrary to both Study 2 and prior research, prevention focus was not significantly 

related to LinkedIn networking behaviours when controlling for the frequency within which 

people use LinkedIn in general. Therefore, motivations to fulfill duties and obligations do not 

appear to translate into more or less networking behaviours on LinkedIn in the same way that 

motivations to pursue ideals and aspirations. I will discuss these findings in more detail at the 

end of this chapter. 

Overall, the purpose of Study 4 was to re-examine the findings of Studies 1 and 2 using 

trait-based operationalizations of regulatory foci and goal discrepancies. Up to this point, 

however, the studies in this project have focused on predicting networking behaviours without 

considering their consequences. Therefore, in Study 5 I extended this work by examining the 

effects of networking behaviours on network ties and performance outcomes.  

Study 5 

In Study 5, I tested all of the relationships in the model simultaneously using a multi-

wave survey design. It served the dual purpose of attempting to replicate the findings of Study 4 

as well as examining the downstream effects of LinkedIn networking behaviours for network 

development and performance outcomes. To that end, I surveyed undergraduate business 

students enrolled in an introduction to organizational behaviour course at a Canadian university 

during the Winter semester of 2021. Within months of beginning their degree, business students 

are encouraged to start developing relationships with fellow students, alumni, professionals 

beyond the school that will help them secure highly competitive summer internships and 

positions on school committees. One of the ways that students are encouraged to do so is by 
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networking and managing their personal brand on LinkedIn. In Study 1, I surveyed a sample of 

this population and asked them about how they use LinkedIn and other social media platforms. 

Eighty-eight percent of the students in the sample had a LinkedIn account. Of students in their 

first year in the program, 85% had a LinkedIn account, with 50% reporting that they use the 

platform about once a day or more frequently and only 11% reporting that they use the platform 

every few weeks or less frequently. Table 5.3 shows the survey results for different uses of 

LinkedIn with a particular focus on students in their first year which make up most of the sample 

in Study 5. More students indicated that they were likely to use LinkedIn to find information that 

might benefit their performance in the program, get ideas and information that might help them 

execute course projects, and manage their professional network than for any of the other social 

media platforms (e.g., Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat). Therefore, undergraduate students can 

benefit from and care about networking on LinkedIn, suggesting this is an appropriate empirical 

context.  

Participants and Procedure 

I recruited the students to participate in a three-wave online survey study. The students 

were assigned to semester-long project teams for the course, providing an ideal opportunity to 

measure both boundary-spanning ties and peer ratings of performance. Data collection was 

integrated with the course to increase participation and reduce the survey load on students. This 

meant that while students participated in the study at their own discretion, certain parts of each 

survey (e.g., Big Five personality questionnaire, peer performance ratings) were part of the 

course and therefore mandatory. For the mandatory measures, participants indicated their 

consent to have their data used in the study. 
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Participants received partial course credit for completing each survey. For ethics 

purposes, I could not exclude participants based on whether they had a LinkedIn account or not, 

therefore, I screened for this information in the survey and built a sub-sample of LinkedIn users. 

At Time 1 (January 2021), 295 participants completed measures of trait regulatory focus, chronic 

goal discrepancies, and personality. At Time 2 (March 2021), 176 participants completed 

questions about LinkedIn networking behaviours and network connections. Finally, at Time 3 

(April 2021), 447 participants rated their team members’ contributions to the team project and 

creative ideas.7 Across the three timepoints, I removed two participants that indicated “No” on 

the same SRSI for data integrity used in the previous studies and 21 participants that did not 

report having a LinkedIn account. Together, the exclusions and response rates between 

timepoints left a final sample of 1048 participants matched between Time 1 and Time 2, 225 

participants matched between Time 1 and Time 3, 153 participants matched between Time 2 and 

Time 3, and 96 participants matched between all three timepoints. Most of the participants were 

in their first or second year of study (i.e., 93%, approximately 18-20 years of age) and 48% of 

respondents were female. 

Measures 

See Appendix J for the complete list of items used in Study 5.  

Trait Regulatory Focus. I measured regulatory focus using Haws et al’s (2010) 10-item 

measure9. The Cronbach’s alphas for the promotion and prevention focus scales were .71 and 

 
7 The unusual trend in response rates reflects typical engagement trends in the school’s research 

participation system over the course of a semester. Participation rates usually experience a lull in the middle of the 

semester and increase at the end of the semester before final exams. 
8 The number responses reported at Time 2 and Time 3 represent a sample of the broader course and not of 

those that completed Time 1. For ethical reasons, I could not exclude participants if they had not completed the prior 

surveys. Therefore, the matched N is smaller than the average N between timepoints.  
9 The first wave of data collection for this study began around the same time as data collection for Study 3 

and before data collection for Study 4, therefore, I was not able to introduce a more reliable measure of promotion 

and prevention focus as I did in Study 4.  
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.62, respectively. As in Studies 1 and 3, removing one item from the promotion scale (“When it 

comes to achieving things that are important to me, I find that I don’t perform as well as I would 

ideally like to do.”) significantly improved the internal consistency reliability to .82. For the 

prevention scale, removing two items (“Not being careful enough has gotten me into trouble at 

times” and “I usually obeyed the rules and regulations that were established by my parents.”) 

improved the internal consistency reliability to .69. Given that these changes significantly 

improved both coefficient alphas, I proceeded with a four-item measure for promotion focus and 

a three-item measure for prevention focus. There were no differences in the results between 

analyses using the full and revised versions of the scales.  

Chronic Goal Discrepancies. I measured chronic goal discrepancies using the same 

method described in Study 4. The Cronbach’s alpha for the four actual-ideal discrepancy scores 

the was .72; and the Cronbach’s alpha for the four actual-ought discrepancy scores was .70. 

Networking Behaviours. As in Study 4, I measured relationship maintenance behaviours 

and self-promotion behaviours using the three- and four-item measures developed in Study 3. 

Participants reported how frequently they had engaged in each behaviour in the past month on a 

scale of 1 (never) to 7 (extremely often or always). The Cronbach’s alpha for relationship 

maintenance and self-promotion were .89 and .87 respectively. 

Boundary-Spanning Ties. Following Cross and Cummings (2004), I measured the 

number of boundary spanning ties for each participant using a two-step name 

generator/interpreter methodology (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). I used a combination of roster-

based and free-recall approaches to generate names for participants’ network ties (Reagans et al., 

2004). Participants signed into their LinkedIn account and navigated to their list of LinkedIn 

connections before identifying up to twenty people that have been important in terms of 
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providing them with information relevant to their coursework and/or career goals or helping 

them think about complex problems posed by their coursework or career-related activities. The 

maximum number of names reported was 20, however the average was 9.18 (SD = 7.43). For 

each name that a participant provided, they were asked to specify whether that person was a 

member of their team, section in the course, year in the program, and/or program of study. These 

interpreter questions helped to determine which boundaries (e.g., team, year in the program) each 

reported connection spanned. 

Task Performance. I measured task performance as the quality of students’ 

contributions to their team project as rated by their team members using the Group Assessment 

of Peers and Self (GRASP) Questionnaire (https://www.queensu.ca/onqsupport/grasp). GRASP 

is a five-item web-based tool used by university instructors to gather peer reviews of 

performance. As part of the course syllabus, students were asked to evaluate each of their team 

members on five dimensions—contributing to the team’s work, interacting with teammates, 

keeping the team on track, expecting quality, and having relevant knowledge skills and 

abilities—using a scale of 1 to 5. The Cronbach’s alpha for the five-item measure was .95. The 

peer ratings demonstrated sufficient interrater agreement (mean rwg = .75, median rwg = .87, ICC1 

= .46, ICC2 = .92), therefore, I created aggregate scores of peer ratings for each participant.  

Novel Ideas. I measured novel ideas using three items from Brykman and Raver’s (2021) 

Voice Quality Scale that are designed to measure the extent to which an individual’s 

contributions are unique and different from what is generally suggested (α = .93). The peer 

ratings demonstrated sufficient interrater agreement (mean rwg = .74, median rwg = .86, ICC1 = 

.43, ICC2 = .87), therefore, I created aggregate scores of the ratings for each participant.  
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Controls. As in the previous studies, I measured extraversion, self-monitoring, and 

overall LinkedIn usage frequency as potential control variables. Extraversion, in addition to the 

other Big Five personality traits, was assessed as a required part of the course using a web-based 

personality assessment tool developed by ITPmetrics (itpmetrics.com). The online questionnaire 

draws items from the International Personality Item Pool (IPIP.ori.org; Goldberg et al., 2006; 

Johnson, 2014). Participants rated how accurately each statement described them on a scale of 1 

(very inaccurate) to 5 (very accurate). The Cronbach’s alpha for the 24 items measuring 

extraversion was .89. Self-monitoring was assessed as a required part of the course using 

Snyder’s (1974) 25-item measure. Participants used a dichotomous scale to indicate whether 

each statement was true (or mostly true) or false (or mostly false) as applied to them. All items 

were scored in the direction of high self-monitoring. High self-monitoring was indicated by 

agreement on 13 items and disagreement on the remaining 12 items. The Cronbach’s alpha for 

this scale was .62. I measured LinkedIn usage frequency using the same instrument as Study 3. 

Results 

Measurement Model. I first assessed the fit of the measurement model using 

confirmatory factor analysis. Given the small sample size when examining all variables across 

the three time points (N = 96), I evaluated separate measurement models for items measured at 

each time point (e.g., Lin & Johnson, 2015). The first model was comprised of the four focal 

predictor variables measured at Time 1 (regulatory foci and goal discrepancies). The four-factor 

model was a good fit to the data χ2(84) = 120.33, p = .01, CFI = .96, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .04, 

SRMR = .05. This four-factor model also demonstrated better fit than three other models: a 

three-factor model in which promotion and prevention focus loaded on the same factor Δχ2(3) = 

89.18, p < .001 [χ2(87) = 209.51, p < .001, CFI = .87, TLI = .85, RMSEA = .08, SRMR = .08], a 
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three-factor model in which actual-ideal and actual-ought goal discrepancies loaded on the same 

factor Δχ2(3) = 25.15, p < .001 [χ2(87) = 145.48, p < .001, CFI = .94, TLI = .93, RMSEA = .05, 

SRMR = .06], and a two-factor model in which promotion focus and actual-ideal goal 

discrepancies loaded on one factor and prevention focus and actual-ought discrepancies loaded 

on the other Δχ2(5) = 425.14, p < .001 [χ2(89) = 545.47, p < .001, CFI = .53, TLI = .44, RMSEA 

= .14, SRMR = .17]. The second model was comprised of the variables measured at Time 2 

(LinkedIn networking behaviours and boundary-spanning ties). The three-factor model was an 

acceptable fit to the data, χ2(18) = 43.23, p < .001, CFI = .96, TLI = .94, RMSEA = .09, SRMR = 

.06, based on an RMSEA cut off value of .10 for sample sizes below 100 (see Kenny et al., 2015) 

and Hu and Bentler’s (1999) combinational rules for poor fit (i.e., CFI < .96, SRMR > .09). This 

model also fit better than a two-factor model in which relationship maintenance and self-

promotion loaded on the same factor Δχ2(2) = 98.44, p < .001 [χ2(20) = 141.67, p < .001, CFI = 

.83, TLI = .76, RMSEA = .20, SRMR = .08]. The third model included the outcome variables 

measured at Time 3 (task performance and novel ideas). The two-factor model was a good fit to 

the data χ2(19) = 31.63, p = .01, CFI = .99, TLI = .99, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .03, and it fit 

better than a one-factor model that loaded all outcomes on one factor Δχ2(1) = 457.87, p < .001 

[χ2(20) = 489.50, p < .001, CFI = .77, TLI = .67, RMSEA = .30, SRMR = .14]. 

Hypothesis Testing. Table 5.4 displays means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations 

for the focal study variables. I tested the hypotheses via regression and path analysis using the 

PROCESS macro for SPSS (Hayes, 2013). As in Study 4, I controlled for the effects of 

extraversion and overall frequency of LinkedIn usage (Table 5.5, Model 1) and I mean-centered 

all of the predictors in the model (Aguinis et al., 2017; Aiken & West, 1991). Hypothesis 1b and 

1c predicted that promotion focus would be negatively related to relationship maintenance and 
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positively related to self-promotion respectively. Promotion focus was not significantly related to 

relationship maintenance (b = .14, SE = .17, p = .17) or self-promotion (b = .06, SE = .16, p = 

.61), therefore, Hypothesis 1c and 1b were not supported. Hypothesis 2b and 2c predicted that 

prevention focus would be positively related to relationship maintenance and negatively related 

to self-promotion, respectively. Prevention focus was not significantly related to relationship 

maintenance (b = -.17, SE = .15, p = .08) or self-promotion (b = -.09, SE = .14, p = .44), 

therefore, Hypothesis 2b and Hypothesis 2c were not supported. 

Hypothesis 3b predicted that perceived goal discrepancy would moderate the relationship 

between promotion focus and relationship maintenance and Hypothesis 4b predicted that 

perceived goal discrepancy would moderate the relationship between prevention focus and 

relationship maintenance. The interaction term for the effect of promotion focus and ideal goal 

discrepancies on relationship maintenance was nonsignificant (b = -.06, SE = .04, p = .21), as 

was the effect of the interaction between prevention focus and ought goal discrepancies (b = -

.002, SE = .04, p = .96). Therefore, Hypotheses 3b and 4b were not supported. Hypothesis 3c 

predicted that perceived goal discrepancy would moderate the relationship between promotion 

focus and self-promotion and Hypothesis 4c predicted that perceived goal discrepancy would 

moderate the relationship between prevention focus and self-promotion. The interaction term for 

the effect of promotion focus and ideal goal discrepancies on self-promotion was nonsignificant 

(b = .01, SE = .04, p = .87), however, the effect of the interaction between prevention focus and 

ought goal discrepancies was significant (b = .08, SE = .04, p = .04). Figure 5.2 depicts this 

interaction. At first glance, when ought goal discrepancies are low the relationship between 

prevention focus and self-promotion appears to be negative (b = -.23, SE = .17, p = .17), but that 

relationship becomes weaker and positive at mean (b = -.02, SE = .13, p = .87) and high (b = .19, 
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SE = .17, p = .26) levels of ought goal discrepancies respectively. A closer look at this 

interaction via a Johnson–Neyman plot of the regions of significance (Figure 5.3) shows that the 

relationship between prevention focus and self-promotion approaches significance at low and 

high levels of ought goal discrepancies but does not cross the threshold into statistical 

significance. Indeed, given that the sample size in this analysis is relatively small (N = 121), a 

region of statistical significance might be detected in a larger sample. Despite the significant 

interaction effect, therefore, these effects need to be interpreted with caution. Altogether, these 

results demonstrate little support for Hypotheses 3c and 4c. 

Table 5.6 presents the regression results for the remaining analyses. Hypotheses 6 

predicted that self-promotion behaviour is positively related to an individual’s number of 

boundary-spanning ties. I controlled for the effects of extraversion and overall LinkedIn usage 

frequency (Model 1). But given the strong correlation between overall LinkedIn usage frequency 

and both LinkedIn networking behaviours and boundary-spanning ties, I examined Hypothesis 6 

with (Model 2) and without (Model 3) that variable entered as a control. While controlling for 

extraversion, self-promotion positively predicted students’ number of LinkedIn ties that extended 

beyond the boundaries of their project team (b = .18, SE = .41, p = .02). This effect, however, 

became nonsignificant when controlling for LinkedIn usage frequency (b = .09, SE = .41, p = 

.25), suggesting that the frequency with which individuals use LinkedIn in general partially 

explains the relationship between self-promotion and boundary-spanning ties. Although not 

hypothesized, relationship maintenance behaviour positively predicted boundary-spanning ties (b 

= .31, SE = .44, p = .004) and this effect was significant even after controlling for LinkedIn 

usage frequency (b = .18, SE = .39, p = .04). Hypothesis 7 predicted that team members with 

more boundary spanning ties would a) contribute more novel ideas to the team project and b) 
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exhibit higher task performance during the team project. Group boundary spanning ties were not 

significantly related to peer-rated scores of novel ideas (b = -.07, SE = .01, p = .41) or task 

performance (b = -.02, SE = .01, p = .82). Therefore, Hypotheses 7a and 7b were not supported.10 

Hypotheses 9 and 11 predicted that self-promotion and boundary-spanning ties would 

serially mediate the relationship between promotion focus and prevention focus and performance 

outcomes respectively. To test these hypotheses, I ran a series of serial mediation models in 

PROCESS (model 6; Hayes, 2013). As shown in Table 5.6, the indirect effect of promotion 

focus on novel ideas through self-promotion and boundary-spanning ties was nonsignificant (b = 

-.00, SE = .00, 95% CI [-.01, .01]), as was the indirect effect on task performance (b = -.00, SE = 

.00, 95% CI [-.01, .01]), offering no support for Hypotheses 9a and 9b. Similarly, the indirect 

effects of prevention focus on novel ideas (b = .00, SE = .00, 95% CI [-.01, .01]) and task 

performance (b = .00, SE = .00, 95% CI [-.01, .00]) were nonsignificant, offering no support for 

Hypotheses 11a and 11b. Finally, Hypothesis 12 predicted that relationship maintenance 

behaviour would moderate the relationship between boundary-spanning ties and a) novel ideas 

and b) task performance. The interaction between relationship maintenance and boundary-

spanning ties was not significantly related to novel ideas (b = -.00, SE = .01, p = .73) or task 

performance (b = -.00, SE = .01, p = .88), therefore Hypotheses 12a and 12b were not supported. 

Follow-Up Analyses. As for Study 4, I conducted a series of analyses to examine 

whether including the full measures of networking behaviours in the hypothesis tests had a 

meaningful impact on the results. For these analyses I tested the hypotheses including a 7-item 

measure of connecting behaviour, 11-item measure of relationship maintenance, and 11-item 

 
10 Both performance outcomes were strongly negatively skewed (see Table 5.4), therefore, I also ran the 

analyses after reflecting (i.e., reverse-coding) the variables and transforming them via a log function. This 

transformation did not change the results, therefore, I report the analysis without transformations. 
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measure of self-promotion. Promotion focus was not significantly related to connecting 

behaviour (b = .17, SE = .11, p = .12), relationship maintenance (b = .19, SE = .13, p = .14), or 

self-promotion (b = .12, SE = .14, p = .39), therefore, Hypothesis 1a, 1b, and 1c were not 

supported. Prevention focus was not significantly related to connecting behaviour (b = -.05, SE = 

.10, p = .61), relationship maintenance (b = -.16, SE = .11, p = .14), or self-promotion (b = -.07, 

SE = .12, p = .57), therefore, Hypothesis 2a, 2b, and 2c were not supported. While controlling for 

extraversion, connecting behaviour (b = .22, SE = .48, p = .01) and self-promotion (b = .23, SE = 

.46, p = .01) positively predicted students’ number of LinkedIn ties that extended beyond the 

boundaries of their project team. Similar to the results reported in the main analyses, however, 

both effects became nonsignificant when controlling for LinkedIn usage frequency, suggesting 

that the frequency with which individuals use LinkedIn in general partially explains both 

relationships.  

The indirect effect of promotion focus on novel ideas through connecting behaviours and 

boundary-spanning ties was nonsignificant (b = -.00, SE = .01, 95% CI [-.02, .00]), as was the 

indirect effect on task performance (b = -.00, SE = .00, 95% CI [-.01, .00]). Moreover, the 

indirect effect of promotion focus on novel ideas through connecting behaviours and boundary-

spanning ties was nonsignificant (b = -.00, SE = .01, 95% CI [-.02, .00]), as was the indirect 

effect on task performance (b = -.00, SE = .00, 95% CI [-.00, .00]). Therefore, Hypotheses 8 and 

9 were not supported.  

Regarding prevention focus, the indirect effects of prevention focus on novel ideas (b = 

.00, SE = .00, 95% CI [-.01, .01]) and task performance (b = .00, SE = .00, 95% CI [-.00, .00]) 

through connecting behaviours and boundary-spanning ties were nonsignificant. Moreover, the 

indirect effects of prevention focus on novel ideas (b = .00, SE = .01, 95% CI [-.00, .01]) and 
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task performance (b = .00, SE = .00, 95% CI [-.00, .00]) through self-promotion behaviours and 

boundary-spanning ties were nonsignificant. These results provided no support for Hypotheses 

10 and 11. Finally, Hypothesis 12 predicted that relationship maintenance behaviour would 

moderate the relationship between boundary-spanning ties and a) novel ideas and b) task 

performance. The interaction between relationship maintenance and boundary-spanning ties was 

not significantly related to novel ideas (b = -.00, SE = .01, p = .97) or task performance (b = -.00, 

SE = .01, p = .65), therefore Hypotheses 12a and 12b were not supported. Taken together, the 

results of these follow-up analyses mirror those reported in the previous section.  

Discussion 

Study 5 set out to examine the downstream consequences of LinkedIn networking 

behaviours for network ties and performance outcomes. The results offer little support for the 

relationships in the model. Specifically, networking behaviours on LinkedIn were not determined 

by individuals’ motivational orientations to pursue ideals and aspirations or fulfill duties and 

obligations. Boundary-spanning ties were more strongly predicted by individuals’ efforts to 

maintain relationships rather than promote their online image on LinkedIn, however, neither 

boundary-spanning ties nor networking behaviours translated into higher peer ratings of novel 

ideas and contributions to the team.  

This study failed to replicate the effects of regulatory foci and goal discrepancies on 

networking behaviours that were observed in Study 4. Two key differences between the studies 

may explain this lack of convergence. First, whereas Study 4 surveyed a population of adult and 

employed LinkedIn users, the sample in Study 5 was comprised of undergraduate students—

most of whom were in the first year of their degree. While there was compelling evidence to 

suggest that undergraduate students are active LinkedIn users, it is possible that many students’ 
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motivations to use LinkedIn were more diffuse than those of the employed adults surveyed in 

Study 4. Undergraduate students at early stages of their degree might understand the need for and 

benefits of networking without having clear motivations or goals regarding their online 

networks. Indeed, many of the students may have been just beginning to think about what their 

network should look like to help them reach their professional goals. For some students in the 

sample, networking on LinkedIn may not yet be the goal-directed activity that it is for 

professionals (Porter & Woo, 2015). If that were the case, it would weaken the extent to which 

motivational orientations determine how and how much individuals network and the extent to 

which that effect is contingent on perceptions of goal attainment and failure.  

Second, in Study 4 I chose to test the hypotheses using Lockwood et al’s (2002) measure 

of regulatory focus instead of Haws et al’s (2010) measure due to the differences in reliabilities 

between the items. In contrast, Study 5 only included Haws et al’s (2010) measure because the 

first wave of data collection—which needed to coincide with the beginning of the Winter 2021 

semester—was administered before I had fully analyzed the data from Study 3 and become 

concerned about the reliability of that scale. Study 4 showed that there are notable differences 

between the two measures in terms of both their reliability and how they predict networking 

behaviours. Results from re-analyzing the Study 4 data using the Haws et al (2010) measure are 

generally consistent with those of Study 5. Neither promotion focus (b = -.03, SE = .12, p = .79) 

nor prevention focus (b = .05, SE = .10, p = .59) were significantly related to self-promotion. 

When predicting relationship maintenance, however, the effect of promotion focus was 

nonsignificant (b = -.03, SE = .14, p = .81) while the effect of prevention focus was significant 

and positive (b = .36, SE = .11, p = .002). The positive relationship between prevention focus 

and relationship maintenance supports Hypothesis 2b and is consistent with the results of the 
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experiment in Study 2. But these results need to be interpreted with caution given the low 

reliability of the prevention focus scale (α = .68), which likely decreased the expected observed 

correlations between the measures as well as the power to detect them (Lance et al., 2006). More 

broadly, results from both Study 4 and 5 suggest that relationships between regulatory foci and 

networking behaviours are difficult to detect when using Haws et al’s (2010) measure.  

This is surprising, not only because prior research has used that measure to predict 

networking frequency across multiple studies (e.g., Gino et al., 2020), but because it was 

designed as a composite measure to have higher predictive validity than other regulatory focus 

measures and even draws some of its items from Lockwood et al’s scale (Haws et al., 2010). One 

potential explanation is that some of Lockwood et al’s items—which were originally written for 

an academic context—often need to be adapted to the appropriate context (c.f. Lin & Johnson, 

2015), as I did in Study 4. Given that none of the items that needed to be adapted were used in 

Haws et al’s scale, it is possible that Lockwood et al’s items more explicitly captured 

individuals’ professional goals, thereby expressing a stronger link between regulatory foci and 

networking behaviours. Clearly, more work needs to be done to understand the extent to which 

the divergent findings between Studies 4 and 5 are a product of the samples and measures that 

were used. 

Study 5 also showed that relationship maintenance behaviours were a better predictor of 

boundary-spanning ties than self-promotion behaviours. In Chapter 2, I reasoned that 

relationship maintenance behaviour would not be significantly related to boundary-spanning ties 

because efforts to maintain existing relationships necessarily draw time and effort away from 

initiating new ones. The positive relationship between relationship maintenance and boundary-

spanning ties observed in Study 5 suggests something unique about relationship maintenance. 
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Given that the effect was significant after controlling for both extraversion and the frequency 

with which students use LinkedIn, it is unlikely that the relationship is caused by the fact that 

people who are more sociable or who use LinkedIn more often are likely to have more contacts 

and interact with them more frequently.  

One explanation is that people who engage in more relationship maintenance behaviours 

have a greater awareness of and familiarity with people in their network (Hampton, 2016; 

Leonardi, 2015; Leonardi & Meyer, 2015) and are able to recall a greater number of those people 

from which they receive useful resources and information. Alternatively, such behaviours could 

also foster more information-rich ties (Leonardi & Meyer, 2015). Given that students were 

specifically asked to recall individuals that have been important sources of information for their 

academic and career goals, it may be that relationship maintenance behaviours help people 

transform LinkedIn connections into those types of ties specifically (Porter & Woo, 2015), rather 

than more ties in general. Additional research is needed to determine whether this effect is a 

product of the type of boundary-spanning tie being measured (i.e., information ties) or the fact 

that students could list a large range of names—as is the case when using a free-recall technique 

(Wasserman & Faust, 1994). Future research might shed light on this question by measuring the 

focal variables in a context that allows for a roster-based approach to name generation (i.e., an 

organization with defined boundaries). Rosters provide a finite list of people from which 

participants can articulate their network, thereby limiting the roles of memory and accessibility 

in determining how many ties are reported (Wasserman & Faust, 1994).  

It is also possible that people with more boundary-spanning ties tend to interact more 

frequently with others in their network. This ultimately points to a limitation in the data because 

both mediating variables were measured at Time 2, which precludes making inferences of 
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causality based on temporal precedence. A necessary next step would be to measure networking 

behaviours and boundary-spanning ties at separate points in time with enough time in between 

for individuals’ networking behaviours to have an impact on their network ties.  

The data in Study 5 also demonstrated no support for the downstream effects of 

networking behaviours and boundary-spanning ties on performance outcomes. Although 

evidence from Study 1 suggested that students expected to gather information and ideas from 

their LinkedIn connections (see Table 5.3), those resources may not have translated into their 

performance on the group project. Moreover, given that restrictions due to the COVID-19 

pandemic necessitated the course be delivered remotely, teams may not have had as many 

opportunities to meet and observe each other’s contributions as they might have had if they could 

meet and collaborate on campus. Indeed, peer ratings of both novel ideas and task performance 

were strongly negatively skewed, exhibiting both high means and low standard deviations (see 

Table 5.4), which suggests that team members would have been either unwilling or unable to 

assign lower ratings to peers if their contributions had been relatively poor. The high means 

paired with low variances on both performance outcomes may have also restricted the ability to 

detect significant relationships with the other variables in the model. Future research might 

examine the implications of networking behaviours using different measures of performance 

(e.g., revenue generated; Pollack et al., 2015) in a different performance context where there is a 

stronger link between the information shared through peoples’ LinkedIn networks and their work 

tasks. For instance, networking on LinkedIn might be critical for a real estate agent’s revenue to 

the extent that initiating and maintaining relationships increases referrals and self-promotion 

attracts new clients. Likewise, members of research and development teams might leverage their 

LinkedIn networks to find new ideas and unique solutions to problems. Although the design of 
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this study represents an improvement on prior research that relies on self-report measures of 

informational benefits (Davis et al., 2020; Utz, 2016), more research is required to determine 

whether networking behaviours have a meaningful impact on informational benefits and 

performance outcomes. 
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Table 5.1  

Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations for the Focal Variables in Study 4 

 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1. Gender 1.47 .50 -              

2. Age 35.61 10.72 -.18** -             

3. LinkedIn use 2.95 1.31 .01 -.24*** -            

4. Extraversion 2.94 .95 .11 .03 .06 (.82)           

5. Self-monitoring 3.53 1.12 -.11 -.05 .07 .33*** (.79)          

6. Prevention focus (L) 5.43 1.63 .22** -.19** .18* -.14 .11 (.89)         

7. Promotion focus (L) 6.73 1.18 .16* -.26*** .16* .24*** .23** .17* (.90)        

8. Promotion focus (H) 5.16 .75 .09 -.15* -.04 .32*** .07 -.26*** .60*** (.75)       

9. Prevention focus (H) 4.82 .88 .30*** -.31*** .20** -.15* -.14† .60*** .26*** -.07 (.68)      

10. Ideal goal 

discrepancies 
4.04 2.90 .09 -.19** -.05 -.09 -.05 .28*** .08 -.15* .23*** (.69)     

11. Ought goal 

discrepancies 
3.24 2.98 .13† -.12† -.12† -.20** -.14* .22** -.04 -.19** .24*** .63*** (.70)    

12. Relationship 

maintenance 
3.86 1.48 .14* -.16* .52*** .25*** .12† .17* .35*** .08 .17* .09 -.07 (.88)   

13. Self-promotion 2.40 1.25 -.12† -.18* .27*** .26*** .17* .13† .26*** .06 .02 -.03 -.15* .52*** (.87)  

14. Global LinkedIn 

networking 
3.20 1.14 .02 -.21** .40*** .28*** .19** .17* .40*** .13† .09 .04 -.10 .79*** .88*** (.91) 

 

Note: N = 206. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001; † p < .10. M indicates mean. SD indicates standard deviation. Gender was coded 0 = 

Male and 1 = Female. L and H indicate the Lockwood et al and Haws et al measures, respectively. Cronbach’s alphas are displayed in 

parentheses in the diagonal where appropriate. 



 

 

171 

171 

Table 5.2 

 

The Effects of Trait Regulatory Foci and Chronic Goal Discrepancies on Networking Behaviours in Study 4 

 

 
Relationship Maintenance Behaviours 

 
Self-Promotion Behaviours 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

 B(SE) B(SE) B(SE) B(SE)  B(SE) B(SE) B(SE) B(SE) 

Extraversion  .32(.09)*** .29(.09)** .31(.10)**   .35(.09)*** .28(.09)** .29(.09)**  
LinkedIn usage frequency .25(.06)*** .51(.06)***    .58(.07)*** .19(.06)**   

Promotion focus   .25(.07)*** .31(.08)*** .38(.08)***   .16(.07)* .18(.07)** .25(.07)*** 

Prevention focus   .05(.05) .13(.06)* .10(.06)†   .08(.05) .11(.05)* .08(.05) 

Ideal goal discrepancies  .08(.03)** .07(.03)* .08(.03)*   .01(.03) .01(.03) .01(.03) 

Ought goal discrepancies  -.03(.03) -.06(.03)† -.08(.03)*   -.04(.03) -.05(.03) -.07(.03)* 

Promotion focus x Ideal goal 

discrepancies  -.05(.02)* -.06(.03)* -.05(.03)†   -.02(.02) -.02(.02) -.01(.02) 

Prevention focus x Ought goal 

discrepancies  -.00(.02) -.01(.02) -.02(.02)   -.01(.02) -.01(.02) -.02(.02) 

R2 .32 .36 .17 .17 
 

.13 .14 .12 .10 

 

Note: N = 206. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001; † p < .10. Regression coefficients are standardized.  
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Table 5.3  

 

Survey Results of LinkedIn Usage Among a Sample First Year Commerce Students in Study 1 

 

Extremely 

unlikely 

Somewhat 

unlikely 

Neither 

likely 

nor 

unlikely 

Somewhat 

likely 

Extremely 

likely 

Find information that might 

help benefit your performance 

in the Commerce program. 

4% 11% 5% 21% 39% 

Find information that might 

help you with your professional 

goals. 

2% 0% 4% 9% 86% 

Stay in touch with other people 

with similar professional 

interests and goals. 

0% 2% 4% 21% 73% 

Connect with experts in fields 

that interest you. 
2% 0% 0% 14% 84% 

Get to know your 

colleagues/classmates on a 

personal basis. 

9% 23% 14% 21% 32% 

Find new career opportunities. 0% 2% 0% 25% 73% 

Get knowledge, ideas, and 

information that might help you 

execute course projects. 

0% 16% 14% 29% 41% 

Grow and/or manage your 

professional network. 
0% 2% 0% 12% 86% 

Network with peers (i.e., other 

students at Queen’s) 
0% 2% 11% 14% 73% 

 

Note: N = 56. 
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Table 5.4  

 

Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations for the Focal Variables in Study 5 

 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1. Gender 1.52 .50 - 
             

2. LinkedIn use 3.16 1.71 -.12 -             

3. Extraversion 3.50 .52 -.10† .14† (.89)            

4. Self-monitoring 14.42 3.74 -.11† .21* .27*** (.62)           

5. Promotion focus 5.64 .96 -.12† -.05 .41*** .16* (.82)          

6. Prevention focus 5.20 1.05 -.07 .08 -.02 .24*** .36*** (.69)         

7. Ideal goal 

discrepancies 
4.31 2.78 .19** .03 -.19** .02 -.20** .07 (.72)        

8. Ought goal 

discrepancies 
3.23 2.75 .12† -.02 -.12† .00 -.11† .01 .58*** (.70)       

9. Self-promotion 2.95 1.41 -.08 .34*** .15† .09 .00 -.03 -.32*** -.23** (.87)      

10. Relationship 

maintenance 
3.67 1.69 -.07 .53*** .25** .14 .08 -.04 -.21* -.08 .66*** (.89)     

11. Global LinkedIn 

networking 
3.5 1.29 -.09 .51*** .25** .17† .09 .00 -.28** -.19* .88*** .88*** (.92)    

12. Boundary-

spanning ties 
8.91 7.22 .10 .33*** .11 .09 .07 .13 .03 .01 .21** .31*** .28*** -   

13. Task performance 4.34 .55 .10† .04 .03 .02 .15* .05 .03 .04 -.07 .02 .02 -.02 (.95)  

14. Novel ideas 5.89 .76 .05 .13 .10 -.01 .14* .03 .10 .01 .01 .07 .08 -.07 .56*** (.93) 

 

Note: N ranges from 120 to 288. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001; † p < .10. M indicates mean. SD indicates standard deviation. Gender 

was coded 0 = Male and 1 = Female. Cronbach’s alphas are displayed in parentheses in the diagonal where appropriate. 
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Table 5.5  

 

The Effects of Trait Regulatory Foci and Chronic Goal Discrepancies on Networking Behaviours in Study 5 

 

 
Relationship Maintenance Behaviours 

 
Self-Promotion Behaviours 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

 B(SE) B(SE) B(SE) B(SE)  B(SE) B(SE) B(SE) B(SE) 

Extraversion  .17(.26)* .17(.29)** .55(.31)† .61(.31)† 
 

.10(.24) .27(.07)** .21(.29) .20(.29) 

LinkedIn usage frequency .51(.07)*** .49(.08)* .48(.08)*** .47(.07)***  .31(.06)*** .08(.30) .21(.07)** .21(.07)** 

Promotion focus  
 .14(.17) .19(.17) .16(.17)   .06(.16) -.06(.16) -.08(.16) 

Prevention focus  
 -.17(.15)† -.20(.15) -.20(.15)   -.09(.14) -.02(.14) -.02(.13) 

Ideal goal discrepancies 
  -.18(.06)** -.18(.06)**    -.16(.06)** -.16(.06)** 

Ought goal discrepancies 
  .09(.06) .09(.06)    -.01(.06) -.02(.05) 

Promotion focus x Ideal goal 

discrepancies 
  -.06(.04)     .01(.04)  

Prevention focus x Ought goal 

discrepancies 
   -.00(.04)     .08(.04)* 

R2 .31 .31 .37 .36  .11 .09 .19 .22 

 

Note: N = 121. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001; † p < .10. Regression coefficients are standardized. 
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Table 5.6  

 

Hierarchical Regression and Mediation Results from Testing Hypotheses 6, 7, 9, 11, and 12 in Study 5 

  
Self-

promotion 

(M1) 

Boundary Spanning Ties 

(M2) 

Novel Ideas 

(Y1) 

Task Performance 

(Y2) 
 

Model 1 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

 B(SE) B(SE) B(SE) B(SE) B(SE) B(SE) B(SE) B(SE) B(SE) B(SE) B(SE) 

Extraversion  .06(.31) .07(1.25) .06(1.26) .09(1.29) -.02(1.64)  .11(.20)   -.06(.15)  
LinkedIn use .29(.07)** .32(.32)*** .29(.34)***  .35(.41)***  .21(.05)†   .11(.04)  
Promotion focus (X1) .03(.16)    .04(.87)  .20(.11)   .23(.08)†  
Prevention focus (X2) -.10(.14)    .10(.75)  -.09(.09)   -.11(.07)  
Self-promotion (M1) 

  .09(.41) .18(.41)* .10(.51)  -.07(.06)   -.18(.04)†  
Boundary-spanning ties 

(M2)      -.07(.01) -.19(.01)† -.01(.01) -.02(.01) -.04(.01) -.00(.01) 

Relationship maintenance  
  .18(.39)* .31(.44)**    .05(.05)   .01(.03) 

Boundary-spanning ties x 

relationship maintenance 

behaviour        -.00(.01)   -.00(.01) 

R2 .10 .11 .14 .10 .17 .01 .10 .01 .00 .06 .00 

Indirect effects Effect SE Lower CI Upper CI        

X1 -> M1 -> M2 -> Y1 -.001 .004 -.010 .008        

X1 -> M1 -> M2 -> Y2 -.000 .002 -.005 .005        

X2 -> M1 -> M2 -> Y1 .002 .004 -.005 .013        

X2 -> M1 -> M2 -> Y2 .000 .002 -.005 .004        

 

Note: N ranges from 109 to 150. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001; † p < .10. Regression coefficients are standardized. Lower and upper 

CIs represent 95% confidence intervals (5000 iterations). 
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Figure 5.1  

 

The Interactive Effects of Trait Promotion Focus and Chronic Actual-Ideal Goal Discrepancies 

on Relationship Maintenance Behaviour in Study 4 

 

 
 

Note: This figure depicts the interactive effects of trait promotion focus and chronic actual-ideal 

goal discrepancies on relationship maintenance while controlling for extraversion and overall 

LinkedIn usage frequency. Moderate, low, and high labels denote mean values and +/- one 

standard deviation from the mean. 
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Figure 5.2  

 

The Interactive Effects of Trait Prevention Focus and Chronic Actual-Ought Goal Discrepancies 

on Self-Promotion Behaviour in Study 5

 

Note: This figure depicts the interactive effects of trait prevention focus and chronic actual-ought 

goal discrepancies on self-promotion while controlling for extraversion and overall LinkedIn 

usage frequency. Moderate, low, and high labels denote mean values and +/- one standard 

deviation from the mean. 

 

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

Low Moderate High

Prevention Focus

S
el

f−
P

ro
m

o
ti

o
n
 B

eh
av

io
u

rs

Actual−Ought 
 Goal Discrepancies

Low

Moderate

High



 

 

178 

178 

Chapter 6: General Discussion 

The primary objective of my dissertation was to advance our understanding of 

networking on social media. I noted a discrepancy between what students and professionals are 

often told about networking on social media platforms like LinkedIn and the amount of empirical 

evidence that supports those claims. For years, popular practitioner outlets have claimed that 

networking on social media benefits employees and organizations in a variety of ways, from 

broadening professional networks to greater productivity, knowledge sharing, and more open 

communication (Nolinske, 2017; SHRM, 2021). In Chapter 2, I built a model of networking that 

considered both their motivational antecedents and their consequences for network development 

and performance. I drew on RFT (Higgins, 1997) as a motivational framework for understanding 

how people pursue networking goals on social media and I integrated literatures on networking 

and social media to give shape to the specific behaviours that people exhibit in pursuit of those 

goals. I then integrated weak tie theory (Burt, 2000, 2001; Granovetter, 1973) and theory on 

social media (e.g., Leonardi & Vaast, 2017) to understand the extent to which networking 

behaviours lead to informational and performance benefits. In the chapters that followed, I tested 

the model across five studies using different samples of LinkedIn users (i.e., students, 

employees) and research methods (i.e., experimental, cross-sectional, time-lagged). 

Contributions to Theory and Opportunities for Future Research 

Taken together, the studies in this dissertation demonstrate limited support for the model 

advanced in Chapter 2. Nevertheless, there are several important insights that contribute to the 

literatures on regulatory focus theory, networking, and social media. First, this research points to 

differences in how regulatory foci predicts offline and online networking and, by extension, how 

RFT helps us understand networking behaviours across different contexts. Prior research on 
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offline networking suggests that people in a promotion focus tend to network more frequently 

than people in a prevention focus because promotion-focused people are less deterred by the 

costs involved with networking (Gino et al., 2020; Pollack et al., 2015). Indeed, Pollack and 

colleagues (2015) found that prevention-focused individuals are dissuaded by the potential costs 

in time and effort associated with networking, and Gino and colleagues (2020) showed that 

prevention-focused people avoid networking because they are more likely to feel dirty and 

inauthentic doing so. Across four studies in this dissertation, only Study 4 found support for a 

positive relationship between promotion focus and networking behaviours. Perhaps the most 

consistent finding, however, was that prevention focus was not negatively related to networking 

behaviours, indicating that it is not the disadvantage to online networkers that it is to offline 

networkers.  

These findings suggest that social media—as a context in which people network 

(McFarland & Ployhart, 2015)—qualifies the extent to which promotion- and prevention-focused 

people engage in networking behaviours. Characteristics and affordances of social media, such 

as persistent and asynchronous contact and editable messages, might lower the costs associated 

with initiating and maintaining relationships to the point where those in a prevention or 

promotion focus are not meaningfully distinguished on by how much they network (Ellison et 

al., 2014; Hampton, 2016; Treem & Leonardi, 2012). There is also evidence that some of these 

characteristics (e.g., physical distance, asynchronous communication) have disinhibitory effects 

on moral judgment and behaviour (Lapidot-Lefler & Barak, 2012; Suler, 2004), suggesting that 

the negative emotional and psychological reactions to networking observed in some contexts are 

less prominent on social media. This is an increasingly important insight as social media—and 

LinkedIn, in particular—becomes a more popular medium through which people develop their 
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professional networks (Brenner et al., 2020; Davis et al., 2020; Johnson & Leo, 2020). It points 

to the social media context as a meaningful constraint on regulatory focus theory as a predictive 

framework for understanding how individuals develop and manage relationships. More broadly, 

this insight supports McFarland and Ployhart’s (2015) assertation that applying person-focused 

theories to how people think and behave on social media must consider the features that 

differentiate social media from other contexts. None of the studies in this dissertation directly 

compared the relationship between regulatory foci and networking behaviours in online and 

offline contexts. However, the few studies that have sought to disentangle the effects of offline 

and online social networks suggest that individuals’ social media networks have a unique effect 

on outcomes such as perceived support (Lu & Hampton, 2017). Therefore, future investigations 

might further our understanding of networking by contrasting networking behaviours across 

online and offline contexts. 

Alternatively, the fact that promotion- and prevention-focused individuals engage in 

similar levels of networking behaviours could also be explained by a more hierarchical model of 

regulatory focus (Elliot 2006; Scholer & Higgins, 2014). Scholars have distinguished between 

hierarchical levels of approach and avoidance, which range from broad goals or reference points 

(i.e., system level) to the means or process of moving towards those goals (i.e., strategic level) to 

the specific context-dependent ways in which individuals reach them (i.e., tactical level; Scholer 

& Higgins, 2014). A critical insight of this hierarchical approach is that promotion and 

prevention within one level operate independently of promotion and prevention in another level. 

The same approach-oriented tactic (e.g., “To present a positive online image, I will post about 

my accomplishments”) could serve either eager approach (e.g., “To be a good networker, I must 

be viewed positively by those in my network”) or vigilant avoidance (e.g., “To be a good 
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networker, I will avoid being viewed negatively by those in my network”). Therefore, adopting a 

hierarchical lens could help to further understand how regulatory foci predict networking 

behaviours, particularly within a social media context.  

A second insight from this research regards the nature and factor structure of networking 

behaviours on LinkedIn. In Chapter 2, I integrated research on networking and social media to 

highlight three distinct behaviours that people exhibit when networking on LinkedIn. In Chapter 

4, I assessed those behaviours in a multi-step construct validation study (Study 3). From a 

methodological standpoint, this research presents evidence for the psychometric properties and 

construct validity of two short measures of relationship maintenance and self-promotion on 

LinkedIn as well as a broader measure of LinkedIn networking behaviours. This is an important 

contribution given the dearth of psychometrically validated measures in the LinkedIn literature. 

Given that social media are an “extreme form of context” with meaningful differences from other 

digital (e.g., email) and nondigital (e.g., face-to-face) contexts (McFarland & Ployhart, 2015; p. 

1655), having reliable measurement tools that are unique to social media is a critical requirement 

for advancing the literature. Moreover, as survey measures, these instruments enable 

organizational scholars to examine questions about LinkedIn networking with greater external 

validity by targeting samples within organizational contexts.  

This research also shows that networking behaviours are strongly related to one another, 

such that they are best represented by a second-order model in which networking behaviours 

load onto a global networking construct. This is surprising given that most conceptualizations 

and measurements of networking behaviour are multidimensional (Forret & Dougherty, 2001; 

Porter & Woo, 2015; Wolff & Moser, 2006; Wolff & Spurk, 2020). Indeed, while most 

conceptualizations of networking behaviour distinguish between efforts to initiate and maintain 
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ties, I found no support for such a distinction for connecting and relationship maintenance on 

LinkedIn. As I discuss in Chapter 4, this may be explained by methodological limitations. But it 

is also possible that multiple motives (e.g., connecting with people, impression management) 

underlie some social media behaviours, making them overdetermined. For example, writing a 

post on LinkedIn may serve multiple motives and functions including demonstrating expertise, 

attracting new connections, and reminding existing contacts of one’s presence in the network. 

Similarly, it could be that individuals self-promote to varying degrees by seeking out new 

contacts and engaging in relationship maintenance behaviours. This makes it difficult to draw 

clear boundaries between networking behaviours on social media and it points to a limitation of 

conceptualizing them as social media analogues of offline networking behaviours. Indeed, the 

strong contextual influences of social media discussed earlier in this chapter might change how 

individuals think about and engage in networking. For instance, it could be that much of 

networking behaviour on social media is less goal-driven than in offline contexts, such that 

individuals mostly “network” through passive behaviours (e.g., monitoring, reading posts; Davis 

et al., 2020; Ramirez et al., 2005)—with less specific goals in mind—but switch to more active 

behaviours (e.g., information search, contacting) when the need arises (Leonardi & Meyer, 

2015). This suggests a more dynamic theory of social media networking in which individuals 

oscillate between networking states that involve different behaviours (e.g., reading posts, looking 

for new connections) and different levels of networking intensity (e.g., passively monitoring, 

actively seeking contacts). Therefore, future research might consider how networking on social 

media platforms does or does not fit with pre-existing theories and typologies of “offline” 

networking behaviour (e.g., Forret & Dougherty, 2001; Wolff & Moser, 2006). As I mention in 

Chapter 3, a fruitful avenue for future research could be to take an inductive approach to 
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understanding how people network on LinkedIn by considering first-hand accounts from 

LinkedIn users. 

 A third insight from this research concerns the extent to which LinkedIn networking 

behaviours predict boundary-spanning ties. While Study 5 did not support the relationship 

between boundary-spanning ties and performance outcomes for undergraduate students in the 

sample, there is strong theoretical and empirical evidence in favour of that relationship in most 

contexts. Study 5 showed that it was relationship maintenance, rather than self-promotion, that 

positively predicted the amount of information boundary-spanning ties that participants reported, 

even when controlling for their tendencies to be sociable (i.e., extraversion) and to use LinkedIn 

on a regular basis. This finding suggests something unique about relationship maintenance 

behaviours. In contrast to behaviours intended to promote one’s online image, relationship 

maintenance behaviours might help networkers develop more ties through which knowledge and 

information flow (Leonardi & Meyer, 2015) and also contribute to a heightened awareness of 

where these resources reside within their online networks (Hampton, 2016; Leonardi, 2015). A 

necessary extension of this work is to examine the extent to which LinkedIn networking 

behaviours enable people to develop boundary-spanning ties that help them perform better at 

work. Therefore, future investigations could significantly contribute to this discussion by 

extending this research into organizational contexts or by testing the relationships across 

different professions. 

This research also focused on a limited selection of outcomes related to performance 

(task performance and novel ideas) because it sought to test the assumption that networking on 

social media makes people more effective at their work. Examining how relationships between 

constructs contribute to performance is an important part of management theory and practice. 
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But developing a complete understanding of phenomena in organizational contexts requires 

considering other non-performance outcomes such as employee well-being (e.g., Sonnentag, 

2015), satisfaction (e.g., Judge et al., 2017), and career success (e.g., Guan et al., 2019).  

Future research, therefore, should consider whether networking on social media helps 

individuals accumulate resources and relationships that benefit long-term career success and 

advancement (e.g., Davis et al., 2020). There are also open questions about how networking on 

social media affects employee well-being and satisfaction through perceptions of social support 

(Lu & Hampton, 2017) or through the extent to which it helps or hinders collaboration. For 

example, Pillemer and Rothbard (2018) proposed that connecting on social media places tensions 

on work relationships because it blurs the boundaries between colleagues and friends. These 

tensions might simultaneously enhance familiarity and information sharing (Leonardi & Meyer, 

2015) while distracting from instrumental goals (Pillemer & Rothbard, 2018) and may be 

particularly problematic for women to the extent that they reinforce gender role stereotypes 

(Rothbard et al., 2020).  

The extent to which social media connections impact work relationships likely depends 

on the types and amounts of information individuals share on social media, which can vary by 

person and platform (e.g., Ollier-Malatere et al., 2013). These effects may also be bounded by 

factors such as industry or job type—as alluded to in the previous chapter—and by 

organizational or team norms about social media use or networking (Smith et al., 2017). There 

are, therefore, many outstanding questions about when and how networking on social media 

contributes to or hinders various productive working relationships. These types of questions offer 

fruitful avenues for this literature to grow and will only increase in importance as more work 
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interactions take place virtually and in social media contexts (Leonardi & Vaast, 2017; 

Raghuram et al., 2018).  

Practical Implications and Conclusions 

Networking is one way that people exercise control over their own career outcomes, and 

it has become increasingly important as the responsibility for employees’ careers gradually shifts 

from the organization to the individual (Arthur et al., 2005; Greenhaus & Kossek, 2014). These 

changes to the landscape of work tend to place greater pressure on employees to have networks 

of professional contacts that provide access to important resources that support their short-term 

(e.g., task performance) and long-term goals (e.g., career growth; Seibert et al., 2001; Sparrowe 

et al., 2001). From a practical standpoint, this research makes several recommendations for 

students, professionals, and managers when it comes to networking on social media.  

Researchers have advised that managers and organizations help employees that struggle 

with networking by encouraging them to focus on specific goals (e.g., ideals and aspirations) 

before approaching networking (e.g., Gino et al., 2020). While this is an elegant solution, people 

differ in the extent to which they shift between motivational orientations (Koopmann et al., 

2016). As traits, promotion and prevention focus describe peoples’ natural tendencies to 

approach specific goals and people differ in how strongly these predilections guide their 

behaviour (Higgins, 1997, 2012; Higgins & Pinelli, 2020). This research suggests that 

networking on LinkedIn might serve as a complementary solution for prevention-focused people 

that find it especially difficult to approach networking with a promotion focus. None of the 

studies showed support for the negative effect of prevention focus on networking that is observed 

in offline contexts (e.g., Gino et al., 2020). Moreover, Studies 2 and 4 actually indicated a 

positive relationship between prevention focus and networking behaviours. Those in the 
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prevention condition of Study 2 reported higher intentions to engage in networking behaviours 

than those in the control condition and in Study 4 the relationship between prevention focus and 

networking behaviours was positive in the absence of control variables. Instead of networking 

less frequently, prevention-focused individuals might supplement their offline networking by 

also seeking to initiate and maintain relationships on LinkedIn. This would be particularly useful 

to those whose jobs demand that they develop networks of professional connections. In such 

cases, organizations could look for ways to support their employees’ networking efforts on 

LinkedIn by normalizing the practice at work, subsidizing the fee for a premium LinkedIn 

account, and/or offering training sessions on how to leverage the platform to build useful 

connections. 

Finally, Study 5 suggests that networkers should prioritize relationship maintenance 

behaviours when it comes to developing information-rich ties. These types of behaviours 

maintain familiarity and awareness between networking partners that ultimately facilitate easier 

and more effective interactions (Ellison et al., 2011; Leonardi & Meyer, 2015). As relationships 

transition through stages of familiarity and goodwill, the information passed between partners 

becomes richer and more useful (e.g., task-related advice, political support, strategic information; 

Oh et al., 2004; Porter & Woo, 2015). Notably, relationship maintenance behaviours were the 

least likely to be discussed and recommended in the popular press articles that I reviewed in 

Study 1, suggesting that networkers could benefit significantly by prioritizing these behaviours.  

As I noted at the outset of this work, social media are social networks with potential 

value for employees and organizations. But the literature on social media and their place in 

organizations is still emerging. Now more than ever, virtual communication plays an important 

role in how people build and maintain relationships and the growing number of people that use 
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social media platforms like LinkedIn to do so suggests that these unique contexts will continue to 

shape how we connect and share information (e.g., Leonardi & Vaast, 2017). This dissertation 

takes one of the first steps toward understanding how people leverage those tools to be more 

effective employees and team members. 
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Appendix A: Study 1 Regulatory Focus Manipulation Instructions 

 

We will begin with a brief writing task. Here, we are interested in detailed writing skills, and in 

the way people naturally express themselves. 

 

Promotion Condition 

Please think about something you ideally would like to do. In other words, think about a hope or 

aspiration that you currently have. Please list the hope or aspiration below. 

 

Prevention Condition  

Please think about something you think you ought to do. In other words, think about a duty or 

obligation that you currently have. Please list the duty or obligation below. 

 

Control Condition 

Please think about something you usually do in the evening. Please list the activities you engage 

in during the evening on a typical day below. 
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Appendix B: Study 1 LinkedIn Task Instructions 

 

LinkedIn Task  

 

LinkedIn is quickly becoming an integral part of the way that we build and manage professional 

relationships.  

 

To prepare for this task, please click on the LinkedIn logo below and sign into your own 

LinkedIn account. Then return to this window and proceed to the next page.  

 
---- page break ---- 

 

Now that you have signed into your LinkedIn account, please spend the next 10 minutes 

managing your professional network.  

 

This might include but need not be restricted to initiating new connections, checking up on 

existing connections or their posts, or improving elements of your LinkedIn profile. There is no 

correct choice for this task, you should do what you believe will help you develop a professional 

network that will facilitate your academic and professional goals. There is no correct choice for 

this task, you should do what you believe will help you develop a professional network that will 

facilitate your academic and professional goals. 

 

To begin the task, please proceed to the next page. You will have 10 minutes from the time you 

move to the next page to complete this task. The survey will automatically forward you to the 

next part of the study once the time is up. 

 

Please be sure to spend the full allotted time for this task on LinkedIn. You will be asked to 

reflect on the networking activities you engaged in during the task later on in this study. 

 

---- page break ---- 

 

Please return to your LinkedIn account page and begin the networking task.  

 

The survey will automatically forward you to the next part of the study once the time for this task 

is up.  

 

It is a good idea to note the time on your computer right now so that you can return to this 

window in 10 minutes. 

 

---- page break ---- 
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Using the lists of behaviours below, please indicate which behaviours you engaged in during the 

10-minute task (check all that apply). 

 

 Invited someone to connect (e.g., by sending them a personal message) on LinkedIn.  

 Browsed the LinkedIn profile of someone you are not connected with to learn more 

about them.  

 Found out more about someone on LinkedIn, whom you have heard about or met 

previously.  

 Joined a LinkedIn Group of people that have similar interests (e.g., specific industry or 

job title).  

 Started following someone on LinkedIn.  

 Looked for people you might want to add to your LinkedIn network.  

 Searched for people you already know (e.g., friends, classmates, or coworkers) to 

connect on LinkedIn.  

 Browsed updates and information about your LinkedIn contacts (e.g., on your 

newsfeed).  

 Read a post written by a LinkedIn connection.  

 Reviewed the LinkedIn profile of someone you are already connected with. 

 Liked or left a comment on an update from one of your LinkedIn connections. 

 Left a recommendation on one of your LinkedIn connection’s profile.  

 Endorsed a LinkedIn connection’s skills. 

 Updated your LinkedIn profile to highlight your accomplishments (e.g., 

degrees/certificates earned, awards, work experience, volunteering activities).  

 Edited your LinkedIn profile to showcase your different skills, abilities, interests, and 

expertise.  

 Posted on LinkedIn about a recent activity or accomplishment that you are proud of.  

 Updated your responsibilities in current or past job positions that best highlight your 

expertise on LinkedIn.  

 Edited your LinkedIn headline to promote your professional value.  

 Edited or changed your LinkedIn profile image to make yourself look more 

professional.  

 

If you engaged in a behaviour(s) that you do not see above, please specify below:  

 

_________ 
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For each of the actions that you selected, please indicate approximately how much time, IN 

TOTAL, you spent on each action. If you are not sure, please give your best estimate. Remember 

that your estimates should add up to the total length of the task (i.e., approximately 10 minutes). 

 

You may use both the Minutes and Seconds columns to indicate times that are either shorter than 

a minute or between whole minutes.  

 

For example... 

0 Minutes, 30 Seconds 

2 Minutes, 20 Seconds 

5 Minutes, 0 Seconds 

 

 Minutes  Seconds 

Invited someone to connect (e.g., by sending them a personal message) on 

LinkedIn.  

   

Browsed the LinkedIn profile of someone you are not connected with to 

learn more about them.  

   

….  

(list of behaviours determined by what participants selected in the 

previous step). 
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Appendix C: Study 1 Measures 

 

Regulatory Focus Manipulation Checks  

 

1. To what extent did you focus on achieving positive outcomes as you completed this writing 

task?  

2. To what extent did you focus on avoiding negative outcomes as you completed this writing 

task? 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 7 (to a very great extent). 

 

Regulatory Focus  

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about yourself.  

 

Promotion-Focus  

1. When it comes to achieving things that are important to me, I find that I don’t perform as 

well as I would ideally like to do.  

2. I feel like I made progress toward being successful in my life.  

3. When I see an opportunity for something I like, I get excited right away.  

4. I frequently imagine how I will achieve my hopes and aspirations.  

5. I see myself as someone who is primarily striving to reach my “ideal self” –to fulfill my 

hopes, wishes, and aspirations.  

 

Prevention-Focus  

1. I usually obeyed rules and regulations that were established by my parents. 

2. Not being careful enough has gotten me into trouble at times.  

3. I worry about making mistakes.  

4. I frequently think about how I can prevent failures in my life.  

5. I see myself as someone who is primarily striving to become the self I “ought” to be –fulfill 

my duties, responsibilities and obligations. 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

 

Big Five Personality Traits 

Below are a series of phrases that describe people's behaviours. Please read each statement 

carefully, and indicate how accurately or inaccurately each statement describes you. Describe 

yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe yourself as you 

honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you know of the same sex as you are, and 

roughly your same age. I... 

1. Am the life of the party. 

2. Sympathize with others' feelings. 

3. Get chores done right away. 
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4. Have frequent mood swings. 

5. Have a vivid imagination. 

6. Don’t talk a lot. 

7. Am not interested in other people's problems.  

8. Often forget to put things back in their proper place.  

9. Am relaxed most of the time. 

10. Am not interested in abstract ideas.  

11. Talk to a lot of different people at parties. 

12. Feel others’ emotions.  

13. Like order.  

14. Get upset easily. 

15. Have difficulty understanding abstract ideas.  

16. Keep in the background. 

17. Am not really interested in others.  

18. Make a mess of things.  

19. Seldom feel blue.  

20. Do not have a good imagination. 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (very inaccurate) to 5 (very accurate). 

 

Self-Monitoring  

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about yourself.  

 

1. I can make impromptu speeches even on topics about which I have almost no information.  

2. I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain others 

3. I would probably make a good actor. 

4. In different situations and with different people, I often act like very different persons. 

5. I'm not always the person I appear to be  

6. I have considered being an entertainer.  

7. lean look anyone in the eye and tell a lie with a straight face (if for a right end).  

8. I may deceive people by being friendly when I really dislike them. 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 

 

Social Media Use/Habits 

The next part of this survey is about how you use social media. 

Please indicate the social media platforms for which you have an active account AND visit at 

least once a month: 

 

1. Facebook  

2. Instagram  

3. LinkedIn  

4. Microsoft Teams  
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5. Slack  

6. Snapchat  

7. Twitter 

 

About how often do you visit or use [selected platform] IN GENERAL: 

1. About once a month 

2. Every few weeks  

3. About once a week 

4. A few days a week 

5. About once a day  

6. Several times a day 

 

You've indicated that you tend to visit the following social media sites at least once a month: 

 

[selected platform(s)] 

 

In this next section, you will be asked to reflect on how you use these social media platforms. 

When answering these questions, please reflect on your own current uses for each platform, 

instead of the uses you think you might have in the future. 

 

Thinking about how you tend to use [selected platform] in your own life, please indicate how 

likely you are to use it to: 

 

1. Find information that might help benefit your performance in the Commerce program. 

2. Find information that might help you with your professional goals. 

3. Stay in touch with other people with similar professional interests and goals. 

4. Connect with experts in fields that interest you. 

5. Get to know your colleagues/classmates on a personal basis. 

6. Find new career opportunities. 

7. Get knowledge, ideas, and information that might help you execute course projects. 

8. Grow and/or manage your professional network. 

9. Network with peers (i.e., other students at Queen’s) 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (extremely unlikely) to 5 (extremely likely). 

 

Demographics 

 

How do you self-identify in terms of gender? 

1. Man  

2. Woman 

3. I do not identify within the gender binary  

4. I prefer not to disclose information concerning my gender 

 

What is your age? ______ 

 

What is your current year in the Commerce program? _______ 
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Appendix D: Study 2 Regulatory Focus and Goal Discrepancy Manipulation 

Instructions  

 

Regulatory Focus Manipulation 

 

We will begin with a brief writing task. Here, we are interested in detailed writing skills, and in 

the way people naturally express themselves. 

 

Promotion Condition 

Please think about something you ideally would like to do. In other words, think about a hope or 

aspiration that you currently have. Please list the hope or aspiration below. 

 

Prevention Condition  

Please think about something you think you ought to do. In other words, think about a duty or 

obligation that you currently have. Please list the duty or obligation below. 

 

Control Condition 

Please think about something you usually do in the evening. Please list the activities you engage 

in during the evening on a typical day below. 

 

Regulatory Focus Manipulation Booster 

 

Control 

Now please take a minute and think about what you wrote about earlier, about something you 

do in the evening on a typical day. Please reflect on your experience for a few moments, then 

write a few words that came to mind while you were reflecting (please list 2-3 words). Then 

proceed to the next page. 

 

Promotion  

Now please take a minute and think about what you wrote about earlier, about something 

ideally you would like to do. In other words, think about a hope or aspiration that you currently 

have. Please reflect on your experience for a few moments, then write a few words that came to 

mind while you were reflecting (please list 2-3 words). Then proceed to the next page. 

 

Prevention 

Now please take a minute and think about what you wrote about earlier, about something you 

ought to do. In other words, think about a duty or obligation that that you currently have. Please 

reflect on your experience for a few moments, then write a few words that came to mind while 

you were reflecting (please list 2-3 words). Then proceed to the next page. 

 

Goal Discrepancy Manipulation  

 

Low Goal Discrepancy  

For this next task, please think about yourself as a LinkedIn user. 
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1) Please reflect on the kind of person you are as a LinkedIn user. By LinkedIn user, we mean 

someone who uses LinkedIn to manage their professional network. Specifically, we're interested 

in how successful you actually are as a LinkedIn user. Once you've thought about this for a 

minute, please describe how successful you are as a LinkedIn user in your own words in the 

space below. 

 

2) Now, please list at least five personal attributes* you possess as a LinkedIn user. These can be 

single words or short phrases. 

*By "attributes" we mean personal characteristics, qualities, or abilities. 

 

Attribute 1 ______ 

… 

Attribute 5 ______ 

 

3) Lastly, please describe any change over the years you've perceived in terms of how successful 

you actually are as a LinkedIn user. Remember, by LinkedIn user, we mean someone who uses 

LinkedIn to manage their professional network. 

 

High Ideal Goal Discrepancy  

For this next task, please think about yourself as a LinkedIn user. 

 

1) Please reflect on the kind of person you are as a LinkedIn user. By LinkedIn user, we mean 

someone who uses LinkedIn to manage their professional network. Specifically, we're interested 

in how successful you would ideally like to be as a LinkedIn user. Once you've thought about this 

for a minute, please describe how successful you would ideally like to be as a LinkedIn user in 

your own words in the space below. 

 

2) Now, please list at least five personal attributes* you wish you possessed as a LinkedIn user. 

These can be single words or short phrases. 

*By "attributes" we mean personal characteristics, qualities, or abilities. 

 

Attribute 1 ______ 

… 

Attribute 5 ______ 

 

3) Lastly, please describe any change over the years you've perceived in terms of how successful 

you would ideally like to be as a LinkedIn user. Remember, by LinkedIn user, we mean someone 

who uses LinkedIn to manage their professional network. 

 

High Ought Goal Discrepancy  

For this next task, please think about yourself as a LinkedIn user. 

 

1) Please reflect on the kind of person you are as a LinkedIn user. By LinkedIn user, we mean 

someone who uses LinkedIn to manage their professional network. Specifically, we're interested 

in how successful you feel you should be as a LinkedIn user. Once you've thought about this for a 
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minute, please describe how successful you feel you should be as a LinkedIn user in your own 

words in the space below. 

 

2) Now, please list at least five personal attributes* you feel you should possess as a LinkedIn 

user. These can be single words or short phrases. 

*By "attributes" we mean personal characteristics, qualities, or abilities. 

 

Attribute 1 ______ 

… 

Attribute 5 ______ 

 

3) Lastly, please describe any change over the years you've perceived in terms of how successful 

you feel you should be as a LinkedIn user. Remember, by LinkedIn user, we mean someone who 

uses LinkedIn to manage their professional network. 

 

Goal Discrepancy Manipulation Booster 

 

Low Goal Discrepancy 

Now please take a minute and think about what you wrote about earlier, about how successful 

you actually are as someone who uses LinkedIn to manage their professional network. Please 

reflect on your experience for a few moments, then write a few words that came to mind while 

you were reflecting (please list 2-3 words). Then proceed to the next page. 

 

High Ideal Goal Discrepancy 

Now please take a minute and think about what you wrote about earlier, about how successful 

you ideally would like to be as someone who uses LinkedIn to manage their professional 

network. Please reflect on your experience for a few moments, then write a few words that came 

to mind while you were reflecting (please list 2-3 words). Then proceed to the next page. 

 

High Ought Goal Discrepancy 

Now please take a minute and think about what you wrote about earlier, about how successful 

you feel you ought to be as someone who uses LinkedIn to manage their professional network. 

Please reflect on your experience for a few moments, then write a few words that came to mind 

while you were reflecting (please list 2-3 words). Then proceed to the next page.  

 

Regulatory Focus Manipulation Checks  

 

1. To what extent did you focus on achieving positive outcomes as you completed this writing 

task?  

2. To what extent did you focus on avoiding negative outcomes as you completed this writing 

task? 

 

Goal Discrepancy Manipulation Check 

 

To what extent do you agree with the following statements about yourself? 

 



 

 

204 

204 

Low Goal Discrepancy 

1. I am good at managing my professional network on LinkedIn. 

2. I am successful at using LinkedIn.  

3. I am effective at networking on LinkedIn. 

 

High Ought Goal Discrepancy 

1. I ought to be better at managing my professional network on LinkedIn. 

2. I ought to be more successful at using LinkedIn. 

3. I ought to be more effective at networking on LinkedIn 

 

High Ideal Goal Discrepancy 

1. I wish I was better at managing my professional network on LinkedIn 

2. I would like to be more successful at using LinkedIn. 

3. I would ideally be more effective at networking on LinkedIn 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 
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Appendix E: Study 2 LinkedIn Task Instructions 

 

LinkedIn Task  

 

For this next task, you will get an opportunity to network on LinkedIn. 

 

To prepare for this task, please click on the LinkedIn logo below and sign into your own 

LinkedIn account. Then return to this window and proceed to the next page. 

 
---- page break ---- 

 

Now that you have signed into your LinkedIn account, please spend the next 5 minutes managing 

your professional network on LinkedIn.  

 

There is no correct behaviour for this task, you should do what you believe will help your 

professional network facilitate your and professional goals. 

 

To begin the task, please proceed to the next page. You will have 5 minutes from the time you 

move to the next page to complete this task. The survey will automatically forward you to the 

next part of the study once the time is up. 

 

Please be sure to spend the full allotted time for this task on LinkedIn. You will be asked to 

reflect on the networking activities you engaged in during the task later on in this study.  

 

After reading this, please proceed to the next page. 

 

---- page break ---- 

 

Please return to your LinkedIn account page and begin the networking task.  

  

The survey will automatically forward you to the next part of the study once the time for this task 

is up. 

 

---- page break ---- 
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Appendix F: Study 2 Survey Items 

 

LinkedIn Networking Intentions 

 

Now please think about your professional network on LinkedIn, and how you may want to 

change it in the near future.  

 

In the near future, how likely are you to take the following actions on LinkedIn? 

 

1. Update your profile to highlight your accomplishments (e.g., degrees/certificates earned, 

awards, work experience, volunteering activities). 

2. Start following someone. 

3. Join a Group of people that have similar interests (e.g., specific industry or job title). 

4. Edit your profile to showcase your different skills, abilities, interests, and expertise. 

5. Endorse a connection’s skills. 

6. Search for people you already know (e.g., friends, classmates, or coworkers) to connect on 

LinkedIn. 

7. Like or leave a comment on an update from one of your connections. 

8. Browse the profile of someone you are not connected with to learn more about them. 

9. Edit your headline to promote your professional value. 

10. Update your responsibilities in current or past job positions that best highlight your expertise. 

11. Review the profile of someone you are already connected with. 

12. Posted about a recent activity or accomplishment that you are proud of. 

13. Read a post written by a connection. 

14. Look for people you might want to add to your network (e.g., people LinkedIn suggests you 

might now). 

15. Leave a recommendation on one of your connection’s profile. 

16. Invite someone to connect (e.g., by sending them a personal message). 

17. Find out more about a person you have heard about or met previously. 

18. Edit or change your profile image to make yourself look more professional. 

19. Browsing updates and information about your contacts (e.g., on your newsfeed). 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much). 

 

Self-Reported Single Item Indicator of Data Quality  

 

To the best of your knowledge, WERE YOU HONEST in your answers to our survey questions? 

(You will not be penalized based on your answer. We simply need to know if we can/should use 

the answers you provided). 

1. No  

2. For the most part  

3. Definitely yes 
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Appendix G: Study 3a Instructions 

 

Pre-Screen Question 

 

Which of the following social media sites do you use on a regular basis (at least once a month)? 

Choose any that apply. 

 

1. Facebook  

2. Instagram 

3. LinkedIn  

4. Twitter  

5. Pinterest 

 

---- page break ---- 

 

In this exercise you will be provided with a list of actions that people take while using LinkedIn. 

Your task will be to sort each behaviour into the category you think fits the best. To help you sort 

each action, you will first be asked to read three brief statements that define the categories you 

will have to work with. 

 

Each category represents a type of behaviour including behaviours aimed at connecting with 

others, maintaining relationships, and promoting one's online image. 

 

Please proceed to the next page and carefully read through each statement.  

 

---- page break ---- 

 

Category Definitions  

 

Connecting behaviours involve efforts to grow your professional network by seeking out and 

adding new members to it. Some of the ways that social media users find and connect with others 

are through their own contacts, through joining groups, and by browsing the communications 

and profiles of potential connections. People typically establish connections with others on 

LinkedIn by sending direct messages and/or connection requests. 

 

Relationship maintenance behaviours involve efforts to maintain relational continuity (i.e., 

keep a relationship in existence), and sustain minimum levels of awareness, familiarity, and 

goodwill between yourself and members of your professional network. Such efforts might 

involve overt communications to people in your network (e.g., liking, commenting) or more 

covert forms of attention like reading or browsing your network members' posts and profile 

information.  

 

Self-promotion behaviours involve efforts to portray a favorable image on LinkedIn that 

reflects what one sees as the best parts of themselves while downplaying or concealing the worst 

parts. This might involve highlighting one’s accomplishments, taking credit for positive 
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outcomes, name-dropping important others and downplaying the severity of negative outcomes 

with which one is associated. 

---- page break ---- 

 

Now that you have familiarized yourself with the definitions for each behaviour, please drag and 

drop each action into the category you think it fits the best.  

 

Two additional categories titled “does not fit any category” and “does not make sense/is 

confusing” are also available to you. 

 

To help you with this task, you may click here to open a separate window with the definitions you 

read earlier. 

 

Please sort the following behaviours into the category you think it fits the best. 

 

Sorting Categories  

1. Connecting behaviour 

2. Relationship maintenance behaviour 

3. Self-promotion behaviour 

4. Does not fit in any category  

5. Does not make sense/is confusing  

 

Self-Reported Single Item Indicator of Data Quality  

 

To the best of your knowledge, WERE YOU HONEST in your answers to our survey questions? 

(You will not be penalized based on your answer. We simply need to know if we can/should use 

the answers you provided). 

4. No  

5. For the most part  

6. Definitely yes 
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Appendix H: Study 3b Survey Measures 

 

Pre-Screen Questions 

 

Thank you for your interest in this study. Before you begin, please complete the following 

questions: 

 

Which letter is missing from this chain? 

abcdefghiklmnop 

 

1. b 

2. j 

3. k 

4. g 

 

What is this a picture of? 

 
 

1. Tree 

2. Dog 

3. Cat  

4. Star 

 

LinkedIn Networking Behaviours 

In this next section, you will be asked to reflect on how you use LinkedIn. When answering these 

questions, please reflect on the behaviors you actually exhibit instead of the behaviors you think 

you might exhibit in the future.  

 

The following questions are about how you typically use LinkedIn. In the past month, how often 

have you... 

 

Connecting  

1. Invited someone to connect (e.g., by sending them a personal message) on LinkedIn.  

2. Browsed the LinkedIn profile of someone you are not connected with to learn more about 

them. 

3. Found out more about someone on LinkedIn, whom you have heard about or met previously. 

4. Joined a LinkedIn Group of people that have similar interests (e.g., specific industry or job 

title).  

5. Started following someone on LinkedIn.  

6. Looked for people you might want to add to your LinkedIn network.  
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7. Searched for people you already know (e.g., friends, classmates, or coworkers) to connect on 

LinkedIn. 

 

Relationship Maintenance 

1. Browsed updates and information about your LinkedIn contacts (e.g., on your newsfeed). 

2. Read a post written by a LinkedIn connection.  

3. Reviewed the LinkedIn profile of someone you are already connected with.  

4. Liked or left a comment on an update from one of your LinkedIn connections.  

5. Left a recommendation on one of your LinkedIn connection’s profile.  

6. Endorsed a LinkedIn connection’s skills.  

7. Responded when you saw a connection sharing good news on LinkedIn.  

8. Responded when you saw a connection sharing bad news on LinkedIn.  

9. Responded when you saw someone asking for advice on LinkedIn. 

10. Congratulated a LinkedIn connection that had a work anniversary or started a new job.  

11. Responded to someone on LinkedIn that was asking a question you knew the answer to. 

 

Self-Promotion 

1. Updated your LinkedIn profile to highlight your accomplishments (e.g., degrees/certificates 

earned, awards, work experience, volunteering activities).  

2. Edited your LinkedIn profile to showcase your different skills, abilities, interests, and 

expertise.  

3. Posted on LinkedIn about a recent activity or accomplishment that you are proud of. 

4. Updated your responsibilities in current or past job positions that best highlight your 

expertise on LinkedIn. 

5. Edited your LinkedIn headline to promote your professional value. 

6. Edited or changed your LinkedIn profile image to make yourself look more professional. 

7. Posted on LinkedIn about your positive accomplishments. 

8. Posted about your positive qualities on LinkedIn. 

9. Emphasized to others on LinkedIn how important a task was when you succeeded at it. 

10. Pointed out the positive things you do on LinkedIn, which other people fail to notice. 

11. Posted on LinkedIn when you do well at tasks others find difficult. 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (never) to 7 (extremely often or always). 

 

Big Five Personality Traits 

Below are a series of phrases that describe people's behaviours. Please read each statement 

carefully, and indicate how accurately or inaccurately each statement describes you. Describe 

yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe yourself as you 

honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you know of the same sex as you are, and 

roughly your same age. I... 

1. Am the life of the party. 

2. Sympathize with others' feelings. 

3. Get chores done right away. 

4. Have frequent mood swings. 

5. Have a vivid imagination. 
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6. Don’t talk a lot. 

7. Am not interested in other people's problems. 

8. Often forget to put things back in their proper place. 

9. Am relaxed most of the time. 

10. Am not interested in abstract ideas. 

11. Talk to a lot of different people at parties. 

12. Feel others’ emotions. 

13. Like order. 

14. Get upset easily. 

15. Have difficulty understanding abstract ideas. 

16. Keep in the background. 

17. Am not really interested in others. 

18. Make a mess of things. 

19. Seldom feel blue. 

20. Do not have a good imagination. 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (very inaccurate) to 5 (very accurate). 

 

Self-Monitoring  

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about yourself. 

 

1. I can make impromptu speeches even on topics about which I have almost no information. 

2. I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain others 

3. I would probably make a good actor. 

4. In different situations and with different people, I often act like very different persons. 

5. I'm not always the person I appear to be 

6. I have considered being an entertainer. 

7. lean look anyone in the eye and tell a lie with a straight face (if for a right end). 

8. I may deceive people by being friendly when I really dislike them. 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

 

Political Skill  

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each statement about yourself. 

 

Networking Ability 

1. I spend a lot of time and effort at work networking with others. 

2. I am good at building relationships with influential people at work. 

3. I have developed a large network of colleagues and associates at work whom I can call on for 

support when I really need to get things done. 

4. At work, I know a lot of important people and am well connected. 

5. I spend a lot of time at work developing connections with others. 

6. I am good at using my connections and network to make things happen at work. 

 

Interpersonal Influence 

1. I am able to make most people feel comfortable and at ease around me. 
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2. I am able to communicate easily and effectively with others. 

3. It is easy for me to develop good rapport with most people. 

4. I am good at getting people to like me. 

 

Social Astuteness 

1. I understand people very well. 

2. I am particularly good at sensing the motivations and hidden agendas of others. 

3. I have good intuition or savvy about how to present myself to others. 

4. I always seem to instinctively know the right things to say or do to influence others. 

5. I pay close attention to people’s facial expressions. 

 

Apparent Sincerity 

1. When communicating with others, I try to be genuine in what I say and do. 

2. It is important that people believe I am sincere in what I say and do. 

3. I try to show a genuine interest in other people. 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

 

Impression Management  

Thinking about how you behave at work (or when you work from any location), please indicate 

how frequently have you used each of the strategies in the last 6 months. 

 

Self-Promotion 

1. Talk proudly about your experience or education. 

2. Make people aware of your talents or qualifications. 

3. Let others know that you are valuable to the organization. 

4. Let others know that you have a reputation for being competent in a particular area. 

5. Make people aware of your accomplishments. 

 

Ingratiation 

1. Compliment your colleagues so they will see you as likeable. 

2. Take an interest in your colleagues’ personal lives to show them that you are friendly. 

3. Praise your colleagues for their accomplishments so they will consider you a nice person. 

4. Use flattery and favours to make your colleagues like you more. 

5. Do personal favors for your colleagues to show them that you are friendly. 

 

Supplication 

1. Act like you know less than you do so people will help you out. 

2. Try to gain assistance or sympathy from people by appearing needy in some area. 

3. Pretend not to understand something to gain someone’s help. 

4. Act like you need assistance so people will help you out. 

5. Pretend to know less than you do so you can avoid an unpleasant assignment. 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (never behave this way) to 5 (often behave this way). 

 

Regulatory Focus  
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about yourself.  

 

Promotion-Focus  

1. When it comes to achieving things that are important to me, I find that I don’t perform as 

well as I would ideally like to do.  

2. I feel like I made progress toward being successful in my life.  

3. When I see an opportunity for something I like, I get excited right away.  

4. I frequently imagine how I will achieve my hopes and aspirations.  

5. I see myself as someone who is primarily striving to reach my “ideal self” –to fulfill my 

hopes, wishes, and aspirations.  

 

Prevention-Focus  

1. I usually obeyed rules and regulations that were established by my parents. 

2. Not being careful enough has gotten me into trouble at times.  

3. I worry about making mistakes.  

4. I frequently think about how I can prevent failures in my life.  

5. I see myself as someone who is primarily striving to become the self I “ought” to be –fulfill 

my duties, responsibilities and obligations. 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

 

Demographics 

How do you self-identify in terms of gender? 

1. Man  

2. Woman 

3. I do not identify within the gender binary  

4. I prefer not to disclose information concerning my gender 

 

What is your age? ______ 

 

What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? If currently enrolled, highest 

degree received? 

1. Some high school, no diploma 

2. High school graduate, diploma or the equivalent (for example: GED) 

3. Some college credit, no degree 

4. Trade/technical/vocational training 

5. Associate degree 

6. Bachelor’s degree 

7. Master’s degree 

8. Professional degree 

9. Doctorate degree 

 

What is your current employment status (check all that apply)? 

1. Employed for wages  

2. Self-employed  



 

 

214 

214 

3. Out of work and looking for work  

4. Out of work but not currently looking for work  

5. A homemaker  

6. A student  

7. Military  

8. Retired  

9. Unable to work  

 

About how often do you visit or use LinkedIn?  

1. Less than once a month 

2. About once a month 

3. Every few weeks  

4. About once a week 

5. A few days a week 

6. About once a day  

7. Several times a day 

 

Approximately how many connections do you currently have on LinkedIn? 

 

Self-Reported Single Item Indicator of Data Quality  

To the best of your knowledge, WERE YOU HONEST in your answers to our survey questions? 

(You will not be penalized based on your answer. We simply need to know if we can/should use 

the answers you provided). 

1. No  

2. For the most part  

3. Definitely yes 
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Appendix I: Study 4 Instructions 

 

Pre-Screen Questions 

Which of the following social media sites do you use on a regular basis (at least once a month)? 

Choose any that apply. 

- Facebook 

- Instagram 

- LinkedIn 

- Twitter 

- Pinterest 

 

What is the highest education level you have completed? 

1. No formal qualifications 

2. Secondary school/GCSE 

3. College/A levels 

4. Undergraduate degree (BA/BSc/other) 

5. Graduate degree (MA/MSc/MPhil/other) 

6. Doctorate degree (PhD/MD/other) 

 

What is your employment status?  

1. Full-Time  

2. Part-Time 

3. Due to start a new job within the next month  

4. Unemployed (and job seeking) 

5. Not in paid work (e.g., homemaker, retired, or disabled) 

6. Other 

 

Trait Regulatory Focus (Haws et al., 2010)  

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about yourself. 

 

Promotion-Focus  

1. When it comes to achieving things that are important to me, I find that I don’t perform as 

well as I would ideally like to do.  

2. I feel like I made progress toward being successful in my life.  

3. When I see an opportunity for something I like, I get excited right away.  

4. I frequently imagine how I will achieve my hopes and aspirations.  

5. I see myself as someone who is primarily striving to reach my “ideal self”–to fulfill my 

hopes, wishes, and aspirations.  

 

Prevention-Focus  

1. I usually obeyed rules and regulations that were established by my parents. 

2. Not being careful enough has gotten me into trouble at times. 

3. I worry about making mistakes.  

4. I frequently think about how I can prevent failures in my life.  

5. I see myself as someone who is primarily striving to become the self I “ought” to be–fulfill 
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my duties, responsibilities and obligations. 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

 

Trait Regulatory Focus (Lockwood et al., 2002) 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about yourself. 

 

Prevention Focus  

1. In general, I am focused on preventing negative events in my life. 

2. I am anxious that I will fall short of my responsibilities and obligations. 

3. I often think about the person I am afraid I might become in the future. 

4. I often worry that I will fail to accomplish my professional goals. 

5. I often imagine myself experiencing bad things that I fear might happen to me. 

6. I frequently think about how I can prevent failures in my life. 

7. I am more oriented toward preventing losses than I am toward achieving gains. 

8. My major goal at work right now is to avoid becoming a professional failure. 

9. I see myself as someone who is primarily striving to become the self I “ought” to be—to 

fulfill my duties, responsibilities, and obligations. 

 

Promotion Focus  

1. I frequently imagine how I will achieve my hopes and aspirations. 

2. I often think about the person I would ideally like to be in the future. 

3. I typically focus on the success I hope to achieve in the future. 

4. I often think about how I will achieve professional success. 

5. My major goal at work right now is to achieve my professional ambitions. 

6. I see myself as someone who is primarily striving to reach my “ideal self”—to fulfill my 

hopes, wishes, and aspirations. 

7. In general, I am focused on achieving positive outcomes in my life. 

8. I often imagine myself experiencing good things that I hope will happen to me. 

9. Overall, I am more oriented toward achieving success than preventing failure. 

 

Chronic Goal Discrepancies 

Please take a second to think about your goals with regard to networking on LinkedIn.  

You will now be asked to list: 

 

1. Attributes that describe how you HOPE TO BE on LinkedIn (the attributes of the person you 

would ideally like to be; the attributes of the person you wish or desire to be) 

2. Attributes that describe how you OUGHT TO BE on LinkedIn (the attributes of the person 

you should be; the attributes of the person you believe it is your duty or responsibility to be) 

 

You will be asked to provide these attributes one at a time. Please do not list any of the attributes 

more than once in this session. 

 

Please list an attribute of the type of person you HOPE TO BE on LinkedIn. (x4) 

1. For the last attribute, rate the extent to which you would IDEALLY LIKE to possess the 
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attribute. 

2. For the last attribute, rate the extent to which you believe you ACTUALLY possess the 

attribute. 

 

Please list an attribute of the type of person you OUGHT TO BE on LinkedIn. (x4) 

1. For the last attribute, rate the extent to which you believe you OUGHT to possess the 

attribute. 

For the last attribute, rate the extent to which you believe you ACTUALLY possess the attribute. 

 

Big Five Personality Traits 

Below are a series of phrases that describe people's behaviours. Please read each statement 

carefully, and indicate how accurately or inaccurately each statement describes you. Describe 

yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe yourself as you 

honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you know of the same sex as you are, and 

roughly your same age. I... 

1. Am the life of the party. 

2. Sympathize with others' feelings. 

3. Get chores done right away. 

4. Have frequent mood swings. 

5. Have a vivid imagination. 

6. Don’t talk a lot. 

7. Am not interested in other people's problems. 

8. Often forget to put things back in their proper place. 

9. Am relaxed most of the time. 

10. Am not interested in abstract ideas. 

11. Talk to a lot of different people at parties. 

12. Feel others’ emotions. 

13. Like order. 

14. Get upset easily. 

15. Have difficulty understanding abstract ideas. 

16. Keep in the background. 

17. Am not really interested in others. 

18. Make a mess of things. 

19. Seldom feel blue. 

20. Do not have a good imagination. 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (very inaccurate) to 5 (very accurate). 

 

Self-Monitoring  

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about yourself. 

 

1. I can make impromptu speeches even on topics about which I have almost no information. 

2. I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain others 
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3. I would probably make a good actor. 

4. In different situations and with different people, I often act like very different persons. 

5. I'm not always the person I appear to be 

6. I have considered being an entertainer. 

7. lean look anyone in the eye and tell a lie with a straight face (if for a right end). 

8. I may deceive people by being friendly when I really dislike them. 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

 

LinkedIn Networking Behaviours 

In this next section, you will be asked to reflect on how you use LinkedIn. When answering these 

questions, please reflect on the behaviours you actually exhibit instead of the behaviours you 

think you might exhibit in the future.  

 

The following questions are about how you typically use LinkedIn. In the past few months, how 

often have you... 

 

Relationship Maintenance 

1. Liked or left a comment on an update from one of your LinkedIn connections.  

2. Responded when you saw a connection sharing good news on LinkedIn.  

3. Congratulated a LinkedIn connection that had a work anniversary or started a new job.  

 

General Self-Promotion 

1. Posted on LinkedIn about a recent activity or accomplishment that you are proud of. 

2. Posted about your positive qualities on LinkedIn. 

3. Pointed out the positive things you do on LinkedIn, which other people fail to notice. 

4. Posted on LinkedIn when you do well at tasks others find difficult. 

 

Profile Specific Self-Promotion 

1. Updated your LinkedIn profile to highlight your accomplishments (e.g., degrees/certificates 

earned, awards, work experience, volunteering activities).  

2. Edited your LinkedIn profile to showcase your different skills, abilities, interests, and 

expertise.  

3. Updated your responsibilities in current or past job positions that best highlight your 

expertise on LinkedIn. 

 

Demographics 

 

How do you self-identify in terms of gender? 

1. Man  

2. Woman 

3. I do not identify within the gender binary  

4. I prefer not to disclose information concerning my gender 

 

What is your age? ______ 
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About how often do you visit or use LinkedIn?  

1. Less than once a month 

2. About once a month 

3. Every few weeks  

4. About once a week 

5. A few days a week 

6. About once a day  

7. Several times a day 

 

Approximately how many connections do you currently have on LinkedIn? 

 

Self-Reported Single Item Indicator of Data Quality  

 

To the best of your knowledge, WERE YOU HONEST in your answers to our survey questions? 

(You will not be penalized based on your answer. We simply need to know if we can/should use 

the answers you provided). 

1. No  

2. For the most part  

3. Definitely yes 
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Appendix J: Study 5 Survey Measures 

Time 1 Measures  

 

Demographics  

What section of COMM151/251 are you currently in? 

1. COMM151-001 (Miners)  

2. COMM151-002 (Miners)  

3. COMM151-003 (Miners)  

4. COMM151-004 (Berube)  

5. COMM151-005 (Berube)  

6. COMM151-006 (Haywood)  

7. COMM251-001 (Coulter) 

 

How do you self-identify in terms of gender? 

1. Man  

2. Woman 

3. I do not identify within the gender binary  

4. I prefer not to disclose information concerning my gender 

 

Please indicate the social media platforms for which you have an active account AND visit at 

least once a month: 

- Facebook  

- Instagram 

- LinkedIn 

- Microsoft Teams  

- Slack 

- Snapchat 

- Twitter 

 

About how often do you visit or use [insert platform name]?  

1. Less than once a month 

2. About once a month 

3. Every few weeks  

4. About once a week 

5. A few days a week 

6. About once a day  

7. Several times a day 

 

Trait Regulatory Focus  

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about yourself. 

 

Promotion-Focus  

1. When it comes to achieving things that are important to me, I find that I don’t perform as 

well as I would ideally like to do.  

2. I feel like I made progress toward being successful in my life.  
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3. When I see an opportunity for something I like, I get excited right away.  

4. I frequently imagine how I will achieve my hopes and aspirations.  

5. I see myself as someone who is primarily striving to reach my “ideal self” –to fulfill my 

hopes, wishes, and aspirations.  

 

Prevention-Focus  

1. I usually obeyed rules and regulations that were established by my parents. 

2. Not being careful enough has gotten me into trouble at times. 

3. I worry about making mistakes.  

4. I frequently think about how I can prevent failures in my life.  

5. I see myself as someone who is primarily striving to become the self I “ought” to be–fulfill 

my duties, responsibilities and obligations. 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 

 

Chronic Goal Discrepancies 

Please take a second to think about your goals with regard to networking on LinkedIn.  

You will now be asked to list: 

1. Attributes that describe how you HOPE TO BE on LinkedIn (the attributes of the person you 

would ideally like to be; the attributes of the person you wish or desire to be) 

2. Attributes that describe how you OUGHT TO BE on LinkedIn (the attributes of the person 

you should be; the attributes of the person you believe it is your duty or responsibility to be) 

 

You will be asked to provide these attributes one at a time. Please do not list any of the attributes 

more than once in this session. 

 

Please list an attribute of the type of person you HOPE TO BE on LinkedIn. (x4) 

1. For the last attribute, rate the extent to which you would IDEALLY LIKE to possess the 

attribute. 

2. For the last attribute, rate the extent to which you believe you ACTUALLY possess the 

attribute. 

 

Please list an attribute of the type of person you OUGHT TO BE on LinkedIn. (x4) 

1. For the last attribute, rate the extent to which you believe you OUGHT to possess the 

attribute. 

2. For the last attribute, rate the extent to which you believe you ACTUALLY possess the 

attribute. 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (slightly) to 7 (extremely). 

 

Self-Monitoring  

The statements below concern your personal reactions to a number of different situations. No 

two statements are exactly alike, so consider each statement carefully before answering. If a 
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statement is TRUE or MOSTLY TRUE as applied to you, select "True." If a statement is FALSE 

or NOT USUALLY TRUE as applied to you, select "False." 

 

1. I find it hard to imitate the behaviour of other people. 

2. My behaviour is usually an expression of my true inner feelings, attitudes, and beliefs. 

3. At parties and social gatherings, I do not attempt to do or say things that others will like. 

4. I can only argue for ideas which I already believe. 

5. I can make impromptu speeches even on topics about which I have almost no information. 

6. I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain people. 

7. When I am uncertain how to act in a social situation, I look to the behaviour of others for 

cues. 

8. I would probably make a good actor. 

9. I rarely seek the advice of my friends to choose movies, books, or music. 

10. I sometimes appear to others to be experiencing deeper emotions than I actually am. 

11. I laugh more when I watch a comedy with others than when alone. 

12. In groups of people, I am rarely the centre of attention. 

13. In different situations and with different people, I often act like very different persons. 

14. I am not particularly good at making other people like me. 

15. Even if I am not enjoying myself, I often pretend to be having a good time. 

16. I'm not always the person I appear to be. 

17. I would not change my opinions (or the way I do things) in order to please someone else or 

win their favour. 

18. I have considered being an entertainer. 

19. In order to get along and be liked, I tend to be what people expect me to be rather than 

anything else. 

20. I have never been good at games like charades or improvisational acting. 

21. I have trouble changing my behaviour to suit different people and different situations. 

22. At a party, I let others keep the jokes and stories going. 

23. I feel a bit awkward in company and do not show up quite as well as I should. 

24. I can look anyone in the eye and tell a lie with a straight face (if for a right end). 

25. I may deceive people by being friendly when I really dislike them. 

 

Big Five Personality: Extraversion (items for the remaining dimensions in Johnson, 2014) 

1. Make friends easily 

2. Feel comfortable around people  

3. Avoid contacts with others  

4. Keep others at a distance  

5. Love large parties 

6. Talk to a lot of different people at parties  

7. Prefer to be alone  

8. Avoid crowds 

9. Take charge  

10. Try to lead others 

11. Take control of things 

12. Wait for others to lead the way  

13. Am always busy  
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14. Am always on the go 

15. Do a lot in my spare time 

16. Like to take it easy 

17. Love excitement  

18. Seek adventure 

19. Enjoy being reckless 

20. Act wild and crazy 

21. Radiate joy 

22. Have a lot of fun 

23. Love life 

24. Look at the bright side of life 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (very inaccurate) to 5 (very accurate). 

 

Time 2 Measures 

 

Network Ties  

 

For this part of the survey, you will be asked to consider the people in your LinkedIn network. To 

help you do so, please take a minute to pull up a list of your LinkedIn contacts before moving to 

the next page. This step is important to help you answer the next questions as accurately as 

possible.  

 

Please start by signing on to your LinkedIn account in a new tab in your web browser. Then 

navigate to your list of connections by first clicking the “My Network” tab at the top of your 

homepage and then clicking the “Connections” link on the left-hand menu of the page. 

 

---- page break ---- 

 

Now that you are able to view the people in your network, please think about the connections 

that you interact with most often either directly (e.g., by commenting on their posts) or indirectly 

(e.g., by viewing or reading their posts on your newsfeed). 
 
Now, please scroll through your list of connections and identify up to twenty people that are 

important in terms of providing you with information that is relevant to your work-related goals 

(e.g., coursework, career-planning, gathering industry knowledge) or help you think about 

complex problems posed by your work-related activities (e.g., coursework, career planning). 

 

Full Name of Contact 1 _____ 

… 

Full Name of Contact 20 _____ 

 

Please check all that apply. [Name of Contact] is: 

- A member of my group project team for COMM151/251 

- In my section of COMM151/251 
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- In the same year as me, but outside of my program of study (e.g., Commerce, Psychology, 

Engineering, etc.) 

- In a different year and outside of my program of study (e.g., Commerce, Psychology, 

Engineering, etc.) 

- In a different year but in the same program of study (e.g., Commerce, Psychology, 

Engineering, etc.) 

- None of the above 

 

LinkedIn Networking Behaviours 

In this next section, you will be asked to reflect on how you use LinkedIn. When answering these 

questions, please reflect on the behaviours you actually exhibit instead of the behaviours you 

think you might exhibit in the future.  

 

The following questions are about how you typically use LinkedIn. In the past few months, how 

often have you... 

 

Relationship Maintenance 

1. Liked or left a comment on an update from one of your LinkedIn connections.  

2. Responded when you saw a connection sharing good news on LinkedIn.  

3. Congratulated a LinkedIn connection that had a work anniversary or started a new job.  

 

General Self-Promotion 

1. Posted on LinkedIn about a recent activity or accomplishment that you are proud of. 

2. Posted about your positive qualities on LinkedIn. 

3. Pointed out the positive things you do on LinkedIn, which other people fail to notice. 

4. Posted on LinkedIn when you do well at tasks others find difficult. 

 

Profile Specific Self-Promotion 

1. Updated your LinkedIn profile to highlight your accomplishments (e.g., degrees/certificates 

earned, awards, work experience, volunteering activities).  

2. Edited your LinkedIn profile to showcase your different skills, abilities, interests, and 

expertise.  

3. Updated your responsibilities in current or past job positions that best highlight your 

expertise on LinkedIn. 

 

Self-Reported Single Item Indicator of Data Quality  

To the best of your knowledge, were you honest and thoughtful in your answers to our survey 

questions? (You will not be penalized based on your answer. We simply need to know if we 

can/should use the answers you provided) 

1. No  

2. For the most part  

3. Definitely yes 

 

Time 3 Measures  

 

Please enter your team number for the COMM151/251 group project. ____ 
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Please enter the full names (e.g., Dwight Shrute) of each member of your group, including your 

own, in the spaces below. 

 

Group Member #1 _____ 

… 

Group Member #5 _____ 

 

Peer Evaluations of Team Member Performance  

1. Please rate [Group Member Name] on their contributions to the team's work: 

1. Does not do a fair share of the team's work. Delivers sloppy or incomplete work. Misses 

deadlines. Is late, unprepared, or absent for team meetings. Does not assist teammates. 

Quits if the work becomes difficult. 

2. Demonstrates behaviours described in both 1 and 3 

3. Completes a fair share of the team's work with acceptable quality. Keeps commitments 

and completes assignments on time. Fills in for teammates when it is easy or important. 

4. Demonstrates behaviours described in both 3 and 5 

5. Does more or higher-quality work than expected. Makes important contributions that 

improve the team's work. Helps to complete the work of teammates who are having 

difficulty. 

2. Please rate [Group Member Name] on their interactions with teammates: 

1. Interrupts, ignores, bosses, or makes fun of teammates. Takes actions that affect 

teammates without their input. Does not share information. Complains, makes excuses, or 

does not interact with teammates. Accepts no help or advice.  

2. Demonstrates behaviours described in both 1 and 3 

3. Listens to teammates and respects their contributions. Communicates clearly. Shares 

information with teammates. Participates fully in activities. Respects and responds to 

feedback from teammates. 

4. Demonstrates behaviours described in both 3 and 5 

5. Asks for and shows an interest in teammates' ideas and contributions. Improves 

communication among teammates. Provides encouragement/enthusiasm to team. Asks 

teammates for feedback and uses their suggestions to improve. 

3. Please rate [Group Member Name] on how they kept your team on track: 

1. Is unaware of whether the team is meeting its goals. Does not pay attention to teammates' 

progress. Avoids discussing team problems, even when they are obvious. 

2. Demonstrates behaviours described in both 1 and 3 

3. Encourages the team to do good work that meets all requirements. Wants the team to 

perform well enough to earn all available rewards. Believes that the team can fully meet 

its responsibilities. 

4. Demonstrates behaviours described in both 3 and 5 

5. Motivates the team to do excellent work. Cares that the team does outstanding work, even 

if there is no additional reward. Believes that the team can do excellent work. 

4. Please rate [Group Member Name] on their expectations regarding the quality of your team’s 

work: 

1. Satisfied even if the team does not meet assigned standards/requirements. Wants the team 

to avoid work, even if it hurts the team. Doubts that the team can meet its requirements. 
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2. Demonstrates behaviours described in both 1 and 3 

3. Encourages the team to do good work that meets all requirements. Wants the team to 

perform well enough to earn all available rewards. Believes that the team can fully meet 

its responsibilities. 

4. Demonstrates behaviours described in both 3 and 5 

5. Motivates the team to do excellent work. Cares that the team does outstanding work, even 

if there is no additional reward. Believes that the team can do excellent work. 

5. Please rate [Group Member Name] on the extent to which their knowledge, skills, and 

abilities contributed to your team’s work: 

1. Missing basic knowledge from the course that is needed to contribute to the team. 

Unprepared for team meetings or class activities (e.g., team case discussions). Unable to 

perform any of the duties of other team members. 

2. Demonstrates behaviours described in both 1 and 3 

3. Has prepared sufficient knowledge, skills, and abilities to contribute to the team's work. 

Prepares for class and team meetings to meet requirements. Able to perform some of the 

tasks normally done by other team members. 

4. Demonstrates behaviours described in both 3 and 5 

5. Demonstrates the preparation of knowledge, skills, and abilities to do excellent work. 

Acquires new knowledge or skills to improve the team's performance. Able to perform 

the role of any team member if necessary. 

 

Novel Ideas 

When [Group Member Name] spoke up, they… 

1. Proposed an innovative solution to address a current problem. 

2. Provided a novel way of addressing a current issue. 

3. Suggested an idea that nobody else thought of. 

 

Items rated on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
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You are reminded of your obligation to advise the GREB of any adverse event(s) that occur during this one-year 
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limited to, a complaint, a change or unexpected event that alters the level of risk for the researcher or participants 

or situation that requires a substantial change in approach to a participant(s). You are also advised that all 

adverse events must be reported to the GREB within 48 hours. 

 

You are also reminded that all changes that might affect human participants must be cleared by the GREB. For 
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