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Abstract

Viewer engagement is central to the live-streaming economy. While existing litera-
ture primarily examines the dyadic relationship between a viewer and a streamer, it
largely overlooks the social context: viewers simultaneously witness the streamer’s
real-time interactions with peers. Drawing on Leader-Member Exchange (LMX)
differentiation and Social Comparison Theory, we introduce Perceived Closeness
Difference (PCD), defined as the cognitive gap between a viewer’s perceived close-
ness to the streamer and their perception of a peer’s closeness. Across six exper-
imental studies (N=1,980), we examine how PCD is associated with engagement
behaviors. Study 1 shows that witnessing a streamer favor a peer (Negative PCD) is
associated with lower engagement, whereas witnessing peer rejection (Positive PCD)
is associated with higher engagement, partly mediated by participants’ subjectively
measured PCD scores. Studies 2 and 3 identify boundary conditions, indicating that
these effects are stronger in emotional (vs. utility) contexts and among more emo-
tionally oriented viewers. Study 4 shows that the pattern varies with the peer’s group
identity (in-group vs. out-group). Study 5 indicates that PCD is more strongly related
to public/social engagement (e.g., commenting) than to private/financial engagement.
Finally, Study 6 links PCD to long-term loyalty via perceived streamer trustworthi-
ness. Together, these findings extend one-and-a-half-sided relationship perspectives
and offer implications for community management in interactive media.

Introduction

The rise of live streaming represents a paradigm shift in digital interaction. Unlike
static media, live streaming offers a synchronized, immersive environment where
content creation and consumption happen simultaneously [1]. This industry has
evolved into a dominant force in the global digital economy, driven by the audi-
ence’s desire for real-time engagement [2]. However, for streamers, the challenge
has shifted from merely attracting eyeballs to fostering sustained psychological
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bonds. While financial gifting and subscriptions are critical metrics, they are merely
the downstream behavioral outcomes of complex upstream psychological pro-
cesses [3,4].

To understand these processes, scholars have predominantly relied on the frame-
work of Parasocial Interaction (PSI) [5,6]. This extensive body of work posits that
viewers form intimate, illusory bonds with media figures, driven by the streamer’s
attractiveness, expertise, and responsiveness [7-9]. While valuable, this traditional
perspective has an important limitation, which we refer to as dyadic myopia. It
implicitly models the viewer-streamer relationship as an isolated, one-to-one channel,
ignoring the broader social reality of the platform.

A live stream is inherently a shared social space. A viewer does not interact with
the streamer in a vacuum; they interact within a visible, scrolling feed of peers [10].
Consequently, viewers are not only observers of the streamer, but also observers of
the streamer’s interactions with others. Recent media theory describes this as a one-
and-a-half-sided relationship [11], yet empirical models quantifying how witnessed
third-party interactions impact the focal viewer remain scarce. Social Comparison
Theory suggests that, in high-visibility social environments, individuals evaluate
their standing relative to others [12—14]. We argue that the streamer’s differential
treatment of viewers may function as a salient signal of social standing, with conse-
quences for viewers’ responses.

To operationalize this dynamic, we bridge media psychology with organiza-
tional behavior, drawing a novel parallel between streamers and organizational
leaders. Much like leaders in virtual teams [15,16], streamers manage a hierarchy
of relationships. The theory of Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) differentiation
posits that employees are sensitive not just to their own treatment, but to how
their treatment compares to that of their peers (Relative LMX) [17,18]. When a
leader displays favoritism, it violates norms of fairness and demotivates the wider
team [19].

Building on this cross-disciplinary logic, we introduce the construct of Perceived
Closeness Difference (PCD). We define PCD as a specific type of social compari-
son: the cognitive gap between a viewer’s perceived closeness to the streamer and
their perception of a peer’s closeness (PCD = Closenessoyn — Closenessoer). Unlike
general envy or jealousy, PCD is a comparative cognitive assessment of relational
status. We propose that PCD functions as a relational comparison cue. A Negative
PCD (witnessing a peer being favored) may trigger upward social comparison, posing
a threat to the viewer’s identity and status within the community [20] and reducing
engagement. Conversely, a Positive PCD (witnessing a peer being rejected) may
trigger downward social comparison, reinforcing the viewer’s sense of status and
distinctiveness [21], thereby increasing engagement.

In this paper, we present six experimental studies to examine the PCD construct
and its consequences. We aim to (1) test the effect of PCD on engagement behav-
iors beyond personal preference, (2) identify boundary conditions across content
types (emotional vs. utility) and viewer dispositions, (3) examine the moderating role
of social identity (in-group vs. out-group dynamics), and (4) assess downstream

PLOS One | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0347751

July 6, 2026 2/15



https://github.com/RunhuaHuang/Behind-the-Screen
https://github.com/RunhuaHuang/Behind-the-Screen

PLO\Sﬁ\\.- One

associations with streamer trustworthiness and loyalty. This research offers a broader view of live streaming by incorporat-
ing community dynamics alongside viewer-streamer intimacy.

Literature review

To ground the construct of Perceived Closeness Difference (PCD) and its theoretical mechanisms, we review three inter-
related streams of literature: (1) Parasocial Interaction in live streaming, (2) Social Comparison Theory in digital environ-
ments, and (3) Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) differentiation. We then synthesize these perspectives to develop our
formal hypotheses.

Parasocial interaction and live streaming engagement

The concept of parasocial interaction (PSI) was first introduced by Horton and Wohl [5] to describe the illusory sense of
intimacy that audiences develop with media performers. Rubin et al. [22] subsequently operationalized PSI, demonstrat-
ing that such relationships are driven by perceived proximity, attentiveness, and the regularity of media exposure. Giles
[6] consolidated these findings in a comprehensive review, establishing PSI as a robust predictor of media consumption
behavior.

With the advent of live streaming, PSI has taken on new dimensions. Unlike traditional broadcast media, live streaming
affords real-time, bidirectional communication between streamers and viewers [11]. Recent empirical work has confirmed
that PSI remains a central driver of engagement in this new context. Lee et al. [7] demonstrated cross-cultural stability
of PSI effects on viewing intentions, while Yen et al. [8] integrated PSI within the Elaboration Likelihood Model to predict
purchase behavior. Huang [9] further showed that PSI, combined with social presence, drives impulsive purchasing in live
commerce.

McLaughlin and Wohn [3] advanced the field by identifying community-level predictors of PSI, suggesting that view-
ers’ sense of belonging to a streamer’s community matters beyond the dyadic bond. Kowert and Daniel [11] formalized
this intuition, proposing a “one-and-a-half-sided” relationship model in which the interactive affordances of live streaming
create a qualitatively different parasocial experience. However, despite this theoretical advance, empirical models that
quantify how witnessed third-party interactions within the community affect the focal viewer’s engagement remain scarce.
This gap motivates the present research.

Social comparison theory in digital environments

Festinger’s [12] Social Comparison Theory posits that individuals evaluate their own abilities and opinions by comparing
themselves to others, particularly when objective standards are unavailable. Buunk and Gibbons [23] extended this frame-
work by demonstrating individual differences in social comparison orientation, showing that some people are disposition-
ally more prone to engage in comparative evaluation.

In digital environments, social comparison processes have been shown to have profound consequences. Vogel et al.
[13] demonstrated that exposure to idealized social media profiles triggers upward social comparison, resulting in lower
self-esteem. Le Blanc-Brillon et al. [24] confirmed similar effects on young adults’ mental health through Instagram use.
Conversely, Rither et al. [25] showed that downward social comparison with influencers can enhance self-esteem under
certain conditions. Liu et al. [26] identified social media envy as a mediator between social comparison and consumption
intentions.

Despite this rich literature, existing social comparison research in digital contexts has focused almost exclusively on
static platforms (e.g., Facebook profiles, Instagram posts). The real-time, public, and interactive nature of live streaming
creates a fundamentally different social comparison environment. In a live stream, viewers witness the streamer’s differ-
ential treatment of peers as it happens, making the comparison immediate, vivid, and difficult to dismiss. Our construct of
PCD captures this specific form of real-time social comparison.
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Leader-member exchange (LMX) differentiation

Leader-Member Exchange theory, as reviewed by Martin et al. [27], posits that leaders develop differentiated relationships
with individual followers, ranging from high-quality exchanges (characterized by trust, mutual respect, and obligation) to
low-quality, transactional relationships. A meta-analysis by these authors confirmed the robust link between LMX quality
and individual performance outcomes.

Crucially, recent work has shifted attention from absolute LMX quality to relative LMX—how an individual's exchange
quality compares to that of peers. Lee et al. [17] demonstrated that employees engage in social comparison of their LMX
standing, and that perceiving one’s LMX as lower than a peer’s triggers felt obligation and psychological entitlement.
Martin et al. [18] provided conceptual clarification of LMX differentiation, linking it to justice perceptions and team-level
outcomes. Choi et al. [19] showed that perceived LMX differentiation harms team performance by generating conflict and
perceptions of injustice. Liden et al. [28] established that differentiation effects depend on task interdependence, suggest-
ing that context moderates the impact of relative standing.

We draw a novel parallel between leaders and streamers. Like leaders in virtual teams [15,16], streamers manage a
hierarchy of relationships in a digital environment where interactions are visible to all members. When a streamer publicly
“favors” one viewer over another, this is functionally equivalent to a leader displaying LMX differentiation, with the critical
distinction that in live streaming, the differentiation is performed publicly in front of the entire community.

Hypotheses development

Synthesizing the three theoretical pillars above, we propose the following hypotheses:

Based on the PSI and social comparison frameworks, we predict that: H1: Witnessing a streamer’s differential treat-
ment of a peer viewer will significantly influence the focal viewer’'s engagement behavior (positively when the peer is
rejected; negatively when the peer is favored), even after controlling for the viewer’s baseline preferences.

To establish the mechanism, we propose: H2: Perceived Closeness Difference (PCD) mediates the effect of witnessed
peer interactions on engagement.

Drawing on the distinction between emotional and utilitarian consumption [29,30], we predict: H3: The effect of PCD on
engagement is stronger in emotionally-engaged streaming contexts than in utility-focused contexts.

Based on individual differences in social comparison orientation [23], we predict: H4: The indirect effect of PCD on
engagement is stronger for viewers with a higher emotional (vs. rational) disposition.

Grounded in Social Identity Theory [20], we predict: H5a: Negative PCD (favoritism) will produce a stronger negative
effect on engagement when the favored peer belongs to the viewer’s in-group (“betrayal” effect). H5b: Positive PCD
(rejection) will produce a stronger positive effect on engagement when the rejected peer belongs to an out-group (inter-
group distinctiveness effect).

Considering the social-evaluative nature of PCD, we predict: H6: PCD will have a stronger effect on public/social
engagement behaviors (e.g., commenting, sharing) than on private/financial engagement behaviors (e.g., tipping,
purchasing).

Finally, linking PCD to downstream relational outcomes, we predict: H7: PCD affects viewer loyalty indirectly through its
impact on perceived streamer trustworthiness.

Materials and methods
Overview and ethics statement

All studies reported in this manuscript were conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki. The research pro-
tocol was approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of Zhejiang Business College (Ref: ZJBC-2025-Exp003). All
participants provided informed consent electronically prior to participation. Data collection took place between September
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2024 and November 2024. To ensure statistical power, we conducted an a priori power analysis using G*Power 3.1.
Based on a medium effect size (f=0.25), an alpha level of 0.05, and a power of 0.80 for a one-way ANOVA, a minimum
sample size of 159 was required. We over-recruited in all studies to account for potential attention-check failures.

Study 1: The main effect of perceived closeness difference (PCD)

Participants and design. A total of 210 undergraduate students were recruited from Zhejiang Business College in
exchange for course credit (61% Female, Mg = 21.4, SD = 1.8). Participants were randomly assigned to a one-factor,
three-level between-subjects design (PCD Condition: Negative vs. Positive vs. Control).

Procedure. We developed a high-fidelity, web-based live streaming simulator using Python and HTML5. Upon logging
in, participants were assigned a pseudonym (e.g., “Jacky”) and entered a chat room interface mimicking popular platforms
(e.g., TikTok, Twitch). The visual layout of this simulated environment, including the real-time chat stream and video
player, is depicted in Fig 1.

The procedure consisted of three phases:

1. Immersion Phase (4 min): Participants watched a pre-recorded, 4-minute book-sharing session featuring a profes-
sional streamer.

2. Baseline Measurement: To control for individual preferences, participants were asked to gift virtual coins (range:
0-10) to the streamer. This score served as a covariate in subsequent analyses.

3. PCD Manipulation: The streamer invited viewers to nominate a book for the next session. The participant (Jacky) and
a simulated peer confederate (John) both submitted nominations. The Al-driven backend then delivered the experimen-
tal manipulation via the streamer’s verbal response and on-screen chat text.

(G >
Live Chat
BookWorm24:
Hello everyone!
FanBoy:
Love this stream!
. Jacky (You):
L I Ve St rea m | nominate Book A!
1 John:
Vldeo Player I nominate Book B!
Streamer:
@John: Wow! John! You always
know my taste. Because it's you,
| promise to review this!
ReaderPro:
Awesome!
Mod_Bot:
n N Welcome to the chat.
Shelly's Booking Sharing
15,204 watching
\. 2

Fig 1. The real-time simulation interface used to present the experimental manipulation. Participants witnessed a pre-scripted interaction (indi-
cated by purple arrows) designed to manipulate Perceived Closeness Difference (PCD). Note: The interface depicted here is a custom schematic for
illustrative purposes to comply with open-access CC BY 4.0 guidelines. The actual screenshots of the simulation interface used during the experiments
are publicly available in the study’s GitHub repository.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0347751.9001
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Experimental manipulation. The streamer acknowledged the participant’s gift with standard gratitude in all conditions.
The manipulation focused on the interaction with the peer (John):

» Control Condition (Equal Treatment): The streamer treated John with the same neutral politeness as the participant
(e.g., Thanks for the suggestion, John. | will consider it.).

* Negative PCD Condition (Peer Favored): The streamer exhibited excessive enthusiasm towards John (e.g., Wow!
John! You always know my taste. Because it's you, John, | promise to review this book next time!). This condition was
designed to elicit Closenessoy, < Closenessoiher-

» Positive PCD Condition (Peer Rejected): The streamer publicly dismissed John (e.g., Oh, John again... honestly, |
really dislike that author. | have to say no to you, John. Never gonna happen.). This condition was designed to elicit
Closenessoyn > Closenessoiner-

Measures. Perceived Closeness Difference (PCD): We measured PCD using a two-item closeness assessment
comparing the focal viewer’s perceived relationship with that of the peer viewer.

Engagement Index: Engagement was measured using a 7-item composite scale adapted from [2] and [3]. Items
included | would subscribe to this channel, | would share this stream, and | would send paid gifts. The scale showed high
internal consistency (« = 0.92). All items were rated on a 1-10 scale.

Study 2: Moderation by streamer type

Participants and Design. Participants (N=420) were recruited from two universities and randomly assigned to a
3 (PCD: Negative, Positive, Control) x 2 (Streamer Type: Emotionally-Engaged vs. Utility-Focused) between-subjects
design (37% Female, Mage = 21.8, SD = 1.9).

Procedure. The procedure mirrored Study 1, with the addition of a Streamer Type manipulation.

« Emotionally-Engaged Context: The live stream featured an attractive singer performing emotional ballads. The
streamer used language emphasizing connection, feelings, and soul [29].

« Utility-Focused Context: The live stream featured a professional technology reviewer analyzing the specifications of a
new laptop. The streamer used technical jargon and focused on objective metrics [30].

A manipulation check asked participants to rate the primary focus of the stream (1 =Purely Information, 7 =Purely
Entertainment), confirming the distinction (Myg = 2.3 vs. Mgp,o = 5.8, p <.001).

Study 3: Moderation by viewer disposition

Participants and procedure. We recruited 300 participants online (568% Female, M,ge = 22.1, SD = 2.0). Before the
experiment, participants completed the Affective Orientation Scale (AOS) [31] to measure their dispositional tendency
to rely on emotions versus reason. Participants were then randomized into the three PCD conditions using the Study 1
paradigm (dance performance context). The dependent variable was the Engagement Index (a = 0.92).

Study 4: Moderation by peer social identity

Participants and design. This study employed a 2 (PCD: Negative vs. Positive) x 2 (Peer Identity: In-Group vs. Out-
Group) between-subjects design (N=440; 60% Female, Mage = 21.6, SD = 1.9).
Manipulation of peer identity. WWe manipulated social identity using a Fan Badge paradigm adapted from [32].

* In-Group Condition: The interface displayed a Gold Badge next to the participant's name. The peer John also dis-
played a Gold Badge. The streamer remarked, | see John is a Gold Member, just like you, [Participant Name].
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» Out-Group Condition: The participant held a Gold Badge, but John displayed a Rival Clan badge. The streamer noted,
| see John is visiting from the [Rival] fan group.

Following this identity prime, the streamer delivered the PCD manipulation scripts (Favoritism or Rejection) as
described in Study 1.

Study 5: Differential impact on engagement types

Participants and measures. Participants (N=330; 59% Female, Mg = 21.9, SD = 1.8) were assigned to the three
PCD conditions. We distinguished between two types of engagement behaviors based on factor analysis:

1. Public/Social Engagement: Three items measuring visible actions: commenting, sharing to social media, and recom-
mending to friends (a = 0.87).

2. Private/Financial Engagement: Three items measuring high-cost or private actions: purchasing advertised products,
paid subscriptions, and anonymous tipping (« = 0.76).

Study 6: Downstream consequences on trust and loyalty

Participants and measures. Participants (N=280; 62% Female, Mg = 22.0, SD = 1.7) were assigned to the PCD
conditions. In addition to engagement, we measured:

» Perceived Streamer Trustworthiness: Measured using a 3-item scale adapted from [4] (e.g., This streamer treats
viewers fairly, | trust this streamer’s integrity; o = 0.93).

» Viewer Loyalty: Measured using 3 items assessing long-term intent (e.g., | will continue watching this streamer in the
future; o = 0.87).

Results
Preliminary analysis

Prior to hypothesis testing, we inspected the data for normality and outliers. Skewness and kurtosis values for all depen-
dent variables were within the acceptable range (+1.5). Randomization checks confirmed no significant differences in
demographic variables (age, gender) across conditions (p>.15).

To provide an overview of the research program, Table 1 summarizes the design, manipulations, and key findings
across the six studies.

Study 1: The main effect of PCD and mediation analysis

Study 1 examined whether witnessed peer interactions influence focal viewer engagement beyond personal preference
(H1) and whether PCD mediates this relationship (H2). An Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted on the
Engagement Index, with PCD Condition as the independent variable and baseline preference as a covariate. The covari-
ate was significant, F(1,206) = 6.24,p = .013, ng =.03. Crucially, after controlling for preference, there was a significant
main effect of PCD Condition, F(2,206) = 31.92,p < .001,175 =.24,

Post-hoc pairwise comparisons (Bonferroni-corrected) revealed distinct patterns (see Table 2). Participants in the
Positive PCD (Peer Rejected) condition reported significantly higher engagement (Maq; = 5.75, SD = 1.07) compared
to the Control condition (M,g; = 4.94, SD = 1.09; p < .001, 95%CI[0.46, 1.18]). Conversely, participants in the Negative
PCD (Peer Favored) condition reported significantly lower engagement (M, = 4.28, SD = 1.15) than the Control group
(p <.001,95%CI[-1.02,-0.28]). These findings support H1.
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Table 1. Summary of experimental designs and key findings (Studies 1-6).

Study Objective Design Key Manipulations (IVs) | Key DVs Key Finding

1 Establish the main 3-group Witnessed peer Engagement Index, Mea- PCD mediates the effect of witnessed
effect of PCD and (PCD: Neg, interaction (positive, sured PCD. interactions on engagement (H2).
mediation. Pos, Control) negative, neutral).

2 Test moderation 3 (PCD)x 2 PCD manipulation; Engagement Index. PCD effect is amplified for emotional
by streamer type. (Streamer Streamer content streamers and attenuated for utility

Type) (Emotional vs. Utility). streamers (H3).

3 Test modera- 3 (PCD) x PCD manipulation; Engagement Index, Mea- PCD effect is amplified for
tion by viewer Continuous Viewer Disposition sured PCD. emotionally-driven viewers (H4).
disposition. (Disposition) (measured a priori).

4 Test moderation 2 (PCD: Neg, PCD manipulation; Peer | Engagement Index. Favoritism of an in-group peer is most
by peer’s social Pos) x 2 Identity (In-group vs. damaging (H5a); rejection of an out-
identity. (Peer Identity) Out-group). group peer is most beneficial (H5b).

5 Test differen- 3-group PCD manipulation. Public/Social Engagement PCD effect is stronger for public/
tial impact on (PCD: Neg, Index; Private/Financial social DVs and not significant for
engagement type. Pos, Control) Engagement Index. private/financial DVs (H6).

6 Test downstream 3-group PCD manipulation. Perceived Streamer The effect of PCD on loyalty is medi-
consequences on (PCD: Neg, Trustworthiness, Viewer ated by perceived streamer trustwor-
loyalty. Pos, Control) Loyalty. thiness (H7).

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0347751.t001

Table 2. Study 1: Adjusted means, standard deviations, and 95% confidence intervals.

PCD Condition m,, SD 95% CI for Mean

Lower Upper
Positive PCD (Peer Rejected) 5.75 1.07 5.49 6.01
Control (Equal Treatment) 4.94 1.09 4.68 5.20
Negative PCD (Peer Favored) 4.28 1.15 4.03 4.54

Note. Means are adjusted for baseline preference (covariate); SDs are observed within-condition standard deviations.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0347751.t002

Mediation Analysis. To test the mediating role of PCD (H2), we utilized Hayes’ PROCESS macro (Model 4) with 5,000
bootstrap resamples. Because the Negative PCD condition represents the theoretically critical case of upward social
comparison—the scenario in which a viewer witnesses a peer being favored—we focused the mediation on this contrast.
The model included Condition (dummy coded: Negative PCD =1 vs. Control/Positive =0) as the predictor (X), measured
PCD score as the mediator (M), and Engagement as the outcome (Y), controlling for baseline preference. First, the
manipulation significantly predicted the mediator (PCD score) (a =—-2.32, p <.001). Second, the PCD score significantly

predicted Engagement (b=0.15, p<.001). The analysis of the indirect effect confirmed mediation: the indirect effect of wit-
nessing peer interactions on engagement through PCD was significant (Effect=-0.35, SE=0.09, 95% CI [-0.55, -0.19]).
The direct effect remained significant but reduced (¢’ = —0.71, p <.001), indicating partial mediation. H2 is supported.
Taken together, Study 1 indicates that PCD accounts for part of the association between witnessed peer interactions and
engagement, independent of viewers’ initial preferences.

Study 2: The moderating role of streamer type

Study 2 tested whether the nature of the streamer (Emotional vs. Utility) moderates the PCD effect across differ-
ent content types (H3). A 3 (PCD Condition) x 2 (Streamer Type) ANOVA revealed a significant two-way interaction,
F(2,414) = 8.65,p < .001, 75 = .04.
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We decomposed this interaction using simple effects analysis (see Fig 2). As illustrated in the figure, the effect
of PCD was more pronounced in the Emotionally-Engaged context (F(2,207) = 52.54, p <.001, n5 = .34). The
difference between Negative PCD (M=4.10), Control (M=5.00), and Positive PCD (M=6.22) was substantial
(AMpos—neg = 2.12, p < .001). In contrast, in the Utility-Focused context, while the main effect of PCD remained significant
(F(2,207) = 14.37, p < .001, 5 = .12), the effect size was smaller. The difference between Negative PCD (M=4.62), Con-
trol (M=4.85), and Positive PCD (M=5.58) was attenuated (AMpos_neg = 0.96). These results support H3 and indicate that
streamer type (emotional vs. utility) is an important contextual boundary condition of the PCD effect.

Study 3: Moderation by viewer disposition

Study 3 examined the same boundary-condition question from the viewer’s perspective by testing whether the indirect
effect of PCD is conditional on the viewer’s affective disposition (H4). Using PROCESS Model 7 (Moderated Mediation),
we tested the interaction between Condition and Viewer Disposition (W) on the path to PCD (Path a). The interaction term
was significant (b=0.70, SE=0.17, p<.001). The Index of Moderated Mediation was significant (Index=0.11, 95% Cl
[0.05, 0.19]), confirming that the mediation strength varies by disposition.

To probe this effect, we used the Johnson-Neyman (J-N) technique to identify the region of significance (see Fig 3). The
floodlight analysis showed that the indirect effect of peer treatment on engagement via PCD was significantly negative for
viewers scoring below 1.92, non-significant across the mid-range from 1.92 to 3.31, and significantly positive for partici-
pants scoring above 3.31 on the emotional disposition scale. These results support H4 and suggest that viewer disposition
serves as an individual-level boundary condition alongside the contextual boundary established in Study 2.

Study 4: The role of social identity

Study 4 tested whether the peer’s group identity moderates the impact of PCD (H5). A 2 (PCD: Negative
vs. Positive) x 2 (Peer Identity: In-Group vs. Out-Group) ANOVA revealed a significant two-way interaction,
F(1,436) =6.21,p = .013,7; = .01.

Study 2: Moderation by Streamer Type

Engagement Index

Negative PCD Control Positive PCD
PCD Condition

BN Emotional Streamer W Utility Streamer

Fig 2. Study 2 results showing the PCD x Streamer Type interaction. The effect of PCD on engagement is significantly stronger for the emotional
streamer than for the utility streamer.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0347751.9002
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Fig 3. Johnson-Neyman floodlight analysis of the indirect effect of Condition on Engagement via PCD, moderated by Viewer Disposition
(Study 3). The solid blue line represents the point estimate of the indirect effect, and the shaded area indicates the 95% bootstrap confidence interval.
The indirect effect is significantly negative at low levels of viewer disposition (below 1.92), non-significant across the mid-range, and significantly positive
once viewer disposition exceeds 3.31.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0347751.9003

Simple effects analysis, visualized in Fig 4, clarified the mechanism:

» Under Negative PCD (Favoritism): Participants reacted more negatively when an In-Group peer was favored
(M=3.99) compared to an Out-Group peer (M=4.77), |{|(218) = 5.33, p<.001, d=0.72. This supports H5a and is consis-
tent with an in-group favoritism threat interpretation.

* Under Positive PCD (Rejection): As shown in the right side of Fig 4, participants reported higher engagement when an
Out-Group peer was rejected (M=6.26) compared to an In-Group peer (M=4.96), |(218) = 8.69, p<.001, d=1.17. This
supports H5b (Intergroup distinctiveness).

These findings support H5a and H5b, indicating that the social identity of the peer (in-group vs. out-group) is an import-
ant moderator of PCD effects, consistent with Social Identity Theory.

Study 5: Public vs. private engagement

Study 5 examined the behavioral scope of PCD by distinguishing between public/social and private/financial engagement
types (H6). A total of 330 participants were tested using a Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) with two dependent
variables: Public/Social Engagement and Private/Financial Engagement. The multivariate effect of PCD was significant,
Wilks’ A = 0.72, F(4,652) = 29.47, p < .001.

Univariate follow-up tests revealed differential effects across engagement types:
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Study 4: Moderation by Peer Identity

Engagement Index

Negative PCD Positive PCD
PCD Condition

B Pecr is In-Group W Peer is Out-Group

Fig 4. Study 4 results showing the PCD x Peer Identity interaction. Negative PCD (favoritism) is most damaging when the peer is in-group. Positive
PCD (rejection) is most beneficial when the peer is out-group.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0347751.9004

« Public/Social Engagement: The effect of PCD was significant, F(2,327) = 64.10, p < .001, 77,2) =.28. Post-hoc tests
showed a clear ordering between the three conditions (Mpos > Mcon > Myeg)-

 Private/Financial Engagement: The effect was non-significant, F(2,327) =1.78,p = .171,n§ =.01. Although the trend
was consistent (Mpos = 5.16, Mcon = 4.93, Myeg = 4.90), the manipulation did not significantly alter willingness to pay.

This supports H6 and indicates that PCD—as a social-comparative construct—primarily relates to public,
reputation-based behaviors rather than transactional ones.

Study 6: Downstream consequences on loyalty

Study 6 examined whether PCD relates to longer-term outcomes in streamer trustworthiness and viewer loyalty through
perceived trust (H7). We tested a serial mediation model (PROCESS Model 6): Condition — PCD — Trustworthi-
ness — Loyalty. The specific indirect effect was significant (Effect=0.09, 95% CI [0.05, 0.16]). The specific path analysis
revealed: 1. Condition significantly predicted PCD (b=1.04, p<.001). 2. PCD significantly predicted Perceived Trust-
worthiness (b=0.14, p<.001). 3. Perceived Trustworthiness significantly predicted Loyalty Intentions (b=0.65, p<.001).
These results suggest that single instances of PCD can function as diagnostic cues for streamer trustworthiness, with
downstream implications for loyalty. Study 6 therefore extends the analysis beyond immediate engagement to longer-term
relational outcomes.

Discussion

Across six studies, we introduced, defined, and validated the Perceived Closeness Difference (PCD) as a critical con-
struct for understanding viewer engagement. Taken together, the findings suggest a consistent pattern. Study 1 showed
that witnessing differential treatment of a peer viewer was associated with PCD and with changes in engagement
beyond viewers’ initial preference. Studies 2 and 3 identified boundary conditions, showing that this pattern was stronger
for emotionally-engaged streamers and for more emotionally-oriented viewers. Study 4 showed that the social identity of
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the peer target (in-group vs. out-group) moderated the effect, consistent with Social Identity Theory. Study 5 narrowed
the behavioral scope of the effect, showing stronger differences for public, social responses than for private, financial
responses. Finally, Study 6 linked PCD-related events to loyalty through streamer trustworthiness.

This research makes several contributions to theory. First, we extend parasocial relationship theory [6,7] by mov-
ing beyond the dyad. The present findings provide empirical support for a one-sided to one-and-a-half-sided [11] or
community-based [3] account of parasocial engagement. PCD offers one way to operationalize and measure social-
comparative dynamics within this community, providing a mechanism for cross-viewer influence.

Second, we bridge media psychology and organizational behavior. By drawing a parallel between streamer-viewer
and leader-member dynamics, we outline a Viewer-Member Exchange (VMX) differentiation perspective—a framework
in which streamers, like organizational leaders, develop differentiated relationships with individual community members,
and viewers, like employees, are sensitive to how their treatment compares to that of their peers. Our findings on PCD are
broadly consistent with organizational behavior research on Relative LMX [17] and LMX differentiation [27]. Furthermore,
the interactive experimental paradigm used here may also be useful for organizational behavior researchers examining
LMX differentiation in virtual settings [15,33].

Third, we provide a new, dynamic, and ecologically valid paradigm for social comparison theory. We operationalize
Negative PCD as an acute upward social comparison event and Positive PCD as a downward comparison event. Our
findings—disengagement (for Negative PCD) and reinforced engagement (for Positive PCD)—represent the behavioral
consequences of the self-esteem threats [13,24] and boosts [25] documented in social psychology.

Finally, the findings from Study 6 suggest that parasocial fairness may be an important antecedent of trust and loyalty.
While trust is a well-established driver of loyalty in live streaming [4,34], an emerging but separate body of work has iden-
tified perceived fairness (interpersonal, distributive, etc.) as an antecedent to parasocial bond formation [20,35,36]. Our
study experimentally manipulates this form of interpersonal fairness (via a salient PCD event) and shows that it is associ-
ated with perceived streamer trustworthiness, which in turn predicts loyalty.

Comparison with existing literature

To situate our findings within the broader landscape of research, we briefly compare the present work with key prior stud-
ies across four dimensions.

First, regarding the relationship model, Kowert and Daniel [11] proposed the theoretical shift from “one-sided” to
“one-and-a-half-sided” parasocial relationships, but their study was conceptual in nature. Our work provides an empirical
examination of this triadic dynamic (Self-Streamer—Peer) by operationalizing PCD as a measurable construct and testing
its association with engagement across multiple experiments.

Second, regarding social comparison in digital environments, prior studies such as Vogel et al. [13] and Liu et al. [26]
investigated social comparison on static social media platforms (e.g., Facebook, Instagram) using correlational designs.
Our study extends this literature to the real-time, interactive environment of live streaming with a causal, experimental
approach. While Vogel et al. focused on self-esteem as an outcome of passive profile viewing, our PCD construct cap-
tures the immediate, vivid comparison that occurs when differential treatment is witnessed as it happens.

Third, regarding LMX differentiation, Lee et al. [17] and Choi et al. [19] demonstrated the detrimental effects of per-
ceived LMX differences in workplace settings. Our study applies this organizational perspective to a consumer/media
context, suggesting that related dynamics—sensitivity to differential treatment, justice perceptions, and behavioral
adjustment—also operate in streamer—viewer communities. Notably, the effect sizes in our emotional streaming context
(775 =.34) remain substantial and suggest that the public nature of live streaming may strengthen these dynamics.

Finally, regarding the trust—loyalty pathway, Kim et al. [4] and Tian et al. [34] established that trust in streamers predicts
loyalty, identifying parasocial intimacy as the primary antecedent. Our Study 6 complements this by demonstrating that
fairness—not just intimacy—is an independent and experimentally manipulable antecedent of trust. Where prior work
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modeled trust as arising from the quality of the viewer’s own relationship with the streamer, we show that trust can be
undermined (or reinforced) by the streamer’s observed behavior toward third parties.

The findings offer practical implications for streamers, content creators, and platform managers. First, visible fairness
appears to matter. Across studies, the Negative PCD (favoritism) condition was associated with the lowest engagement.
This suggests that repeatedly validating one “top fan” at the expense of others may reduce engagement among viewers
who witness that pattern. Second, manage the community, not just the dyad. Streamers must shift their perspective
from managing thousands of individual viewer-streamer dyads to managing a community. This means ensuring that inter-
actions, even positive ones, are distributed fairly and that all viewers feel a sense of belonging and equitable treatment.
Third, we observe a possible engagement benefit of fair rejection. Witnessing a negative peer interaction (Positive PCD)
was associated with higher engagement. This pattern is consistent with downward social comparison [25]. Streamers who
enforce community rules (e.g., banning a “troll”) or reject a poor suggestion may, under some conditions, increase the
engagement of other viewers who witness it by reinforcing a positive PCD and strengthening in-group/out-group boundar-
ies [37].

This research is not without limitations. First, while our interactive experimental design enhanced experimental control
and causal inference, it is still a lab setting. Future research should seek to replicate these findings in the field, perhaps
by scraping chat logs and correlating gifting/subscription behaviors with public “shout-outs” from a streamer. Second, our
studies examined a single, acute PCD event. Future longitudinal research should explore the effects of chronic or consis-
tent PCD (e.g., the long-term impact on a viewer who is always ignored). Third, our exploration of social identity in Study 4
was a first step. This could be expanded to explore more complex inter-group dynamics, such as rival fan “cliques” within
a single streamer’s channel [38]. Finally, while we propose a self-esteem-based mechanism, future work could explicitly
measure mediating emotions like envy [26,39], which is a common outcome of upward social comparison.

Conclusion

The dynamics of live streaming involve more than a series of one-to-one interactions. This research extends dyadic
perspectives in media psychology by showing that a viewer’s engagement is also related to the witnessed treatment of
others. We introduced and examined Perceived Closeness Difference (PCD) as a social-evaluative construct that cap-
tures this comparison process. Across six studies, viewers appeared to use streamer-peer interactions as cues to their
own relative standing. When a peer was favored (Negative PCD), the focal viewer tended to withdraw; when a peer was
rejected (Positive PCD), the focal viewer tended to report higher engagement.

Theoretically, this work connects parasocial interaction research with organizational behavior. By developing a
Viewer-Member Exchange differentiation perspective, we provide empirical support for extending one-sided models
toward a one-and-a-half-sided relationship account. The finding that PCD relates more strongly to public, reputation-based
behaviors (commenting, sharing) than to private, transactional ones (gifting) further suggests that live streaming should be
understood as a social as well as economic environment.

Practically, these findings suggest that visible favoritism may carry community-level costs. In the pursuit of monetizing
“super fans,” streamers may unintentionally alienate other viewers through differential treatment. Sustainable community
growth therefore requires attention not only to individual relationships, but also to relationship patterns within the channel.
As digital interactions become increasingly immersive, understanding these triangular dynamics—Self, Streamer, and
Other—may become increasingly important for explaining engagement in virtual spaces.

Beyond its academic and industry implications, this research also has broader societal relevance. First, PCD sug-
gests that unfair treatment in live streams may pose a subtle threat to viewers’ self-esteem and psychological well-being,
contributing to the growing body of evidence that digital social comparison processes have mental health consequences
[13,24]. Awareness of PCD mechanisms can inform the design of healthier digital platforms that promote equitable
and inclusive interactions. Second, our findings have implications for platform governance and policy: platforms may
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consider developing algorithmic tools or community guidelines that flag or mitigate visible favoritism, thereby reducing the
social-comparative harm documented in our studies. Third, understanding PCD dynamics contributes to digital literacy
efforts by equipping users—particularly younger audiences who constitute a large share of live-streaming consumers—
with the knowledge to recognize and resist social comparison traps in interactive media environments. Finally, our results
highlight an issue of equity in the creator economy: viewers may be disadvantaged by streamer behaviors that privilege a
vocal minority, with implications for fairness in digital labor, consumption, and community participation.

Author contributions
Conceptualization: Runhua Huang.
Data curation: Huichao Guo.
Formal analysis: Huichao Guo.
Methodology: Runhua Huang.
Software: Huichao Guo.

References

1. Glover E. Most Popular Streaming Service Statistics: Biggest Streaming Services by Market Share. 2026. Forbes Home. https://www.forbes.com/
home-improvement/internet/streaming-stats/

2. Van Doorn J, Lemon KN, Mittal V, Nass S, Pick D, Pirner P. Customer engagement behavior: theoretical foundations and research directions. Jour-
nal of Service Research. 2010;13(3):253-66. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670510375599

3. McLaughlin C, Wohn DY. Predictors of parasocial interaction and relationships in live streaming. Convergence: The International Journal of
Research into New Media Technologies. 2021;27(6):1714—34. https://doi.org/10.1177/13548565211027807

4. Kim B, Chen'Y, Kim D. The role of trust in streamers and live streaming commerce in predicting customer loyalty. soc behav pers. 2025;53(1):1-10.
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.13940

5. Horton D, Wohl RR. Mass communication and para-social interaction; observations on intimacy at a distance. Psychiatry. 1956;19(3):215-29.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00332747.1956.11023049 PMID: 13359569

6. Giles DC. Parasocial Interaction: A Review of the Literature and a Model for Future Research. Media Psychology. 2002;4(3):279-305. https://doi.
0rg/10.1207/s1532785xmep0403_04

7. LeeH, SunY, Rojas H. Parasocial relationships with live streamers: Evidence from South Korea and the United States. Asian Journal for Public
Opinion Research. 2024;12(3):166—-83. https://doi.org/10.15206/ajpor.2024.12.3.166

8. Yen C-S, Chen G-L, Kang C-C, Wang Y-H, Yang S-C. Investigating Factors that Influence Purchase Intentions in Live-Streaming Contexts Through
the Elaboration Likelihood Model: The Perspectives of Para-Social Interaction and Information Quality. Rev Socionetwork Strat. 2024;18(2):387—
406. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12626-024-00166-2

9. Huang Y, Mohamad SH. Examining the impact of parasocial interaction and social presence on impulsive purchase in live streaming commerce
context. Front Commun. 2025;10. https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2025.1554681

10. Ding L, Xiang G, Peng M, Bi F. A study on the causes of viewers’ non-continuous following intention in tourism live streaming. Sci Rep.
2025;15(1):8307. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-025-93200-4 PMID: 40065034

11. Kowert R, Daniel E Jr. The one-and-a-half sided parasocial relationship: The curious case of live streaming. Computers in Human Behavior
Reports. 2021;4:100150. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chbr.2021.100150

12. Festinger L. A Theory of Social Comparison Processes. Human Relations. 1954;7(2):117—40. https://doi.org/10.1177/001872675400700202

13. Vogel EA, Rose JP, Roberts LR, Eckles K. Social comparison, social media, and self-esteem. Psychology of Popular Media Culture.
2014;3(4):206-22. https://doi.org/10.1037/ppm0000047

14. Stets JE, Burke PJ. Social comparison in identity theory. Communal Functions of Social Comparison. Cambridge University Press. 2014. 39-59.
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9781139035583.004

15. Mahbub A. Leader-member exchange (LMX) in virtual teams: Insights on team dynamics and organizational commitment. Journal of Human
Resource and Sustainability Studies. 2025;13(2):226-37. https://doi.org/10.4236/jhrss.2025.132013

16. Avolio BJ, Sosik JJ, Kahai SS, Baker B. E-leadership: Re-examining transformations in leadership source and transmission. The Leadership Quar-
terly. 2014;25(1):105-31. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.003

17. LeeA, Gerbasi A, Schwarz G, Newman A. Leader—member exchange social comparisons and follower outcomes: The roles of felt obligation and
psychological entitlement. J Occupat & Organ Psyc. 2018;92(3):593-617. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12245

PLOS One | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0347751 July 6, 2026 14715



https://www.forbes.com/home-improvement/internet/streaming-stats/
https://www.forbes.com/home-improvement/internet/streaming-stats/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670510375599
https://doi.org/10.1177/13548565211027807
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.13940
https://doi.org/10.1080/00332747.1956.11023049
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/13359569
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532785xmep0403_04
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532785xmep0403_04
https://doi.org/10.15206/ajpor.2024.12.3.166
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12626-024-00166-2
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2025.1554681
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-025-93200-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/40065034
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chbr.2021.100150
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872675400700202
https://doi.org/10.1037/ppm0000047
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9781139035583.004
https://doi.org/10.4236/jhrss.2025.132013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2013.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12245

PLO\Sﬁ\\.- One

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.
33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Martin R, Thomas G, Legood A, Dello Russo S. Leader—member exchange (LMX) differentiation and work outcomes: Conceptual clarification and
critical review. J Organ Behavior. 2017;39(2):151-68. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2202

Choi D, Kraimer ML, Seibert SE. Conflict, justice, and inequality: Why perceptions of leader—member exchange differentiation hurt performance in
teams. J Organ Behavior. 2020;41(6):567-86. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2451

Tajfel H, Turner JC. An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In: Austin WG, Worchel S. The Social Psychology of Intergroup Relations. Monte-
rey, CA: Brooks/Cole. 1979. 33-47.

Grier SA, Deshpandé R. Social Dimensions of Consumer Distinctiveness: The Influence of Social Status on Group Identity and Advertising Persua-
sion. Journal of Marketing Research. 2001;38(2):216—24. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.38.2.216.18843

Rubin AM, Perse EM, Powell RA. Loneliness, parasocial interaction, and local television news viewing. Human Comm Res. 1985;12(2):155-80.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.1985.tb0007 1.x

Buunk AP, Gibbons FX. Social comparison: The end of a theory and the emergence of a field. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Pro-
cesses. 2007;102(1):3—-21. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2006.09.007

Le Blanc-Brillon J, Fortin J-S, Lafrance L, Hétu S. The associations between social comparison on social media and young adults’ mental health.
Front Psychol. 2025;16:1597241. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1597241 PMID: 40861344

Rither L, Jahn J, Marksteiner T. #influenced! The impact of social media influencing on self-esteem and the role of social comparison and resil-
ience. Front Psychol. 2023;14:1216195. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1216195 PMID: 37860292

Liu D, He B, Feng R, Huang X, Liu G. How social media sharing drives consumption intention: the role of social media envy and social comparison
orientation. BMC Psychol. 2024;12(1):157. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40359-024-01627-7 PMID: 38491525

Martin R, Guillaume Y, Thomas G, Lee A, Epitropaki O. Leader—-Member Exchange (LMX) and Performance: A Meta-Analytic Review. Personnel
Psychology. 2016;69(1):67—121. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12100

Liden RC, Erdogan B, Wayne SJ, Sparrowe RT. Leader-member exchange, differentiation, and task interdependence: implications for individual
and group performance. J Organiz Behav. 2006;27(6):723—46. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.409

Holbrook MB, Hirschman EC. The Experiential Aspects of Consumption: Consumer Fantasies, Feelings, and Fun. J CONSUM RES.
1982;9(2):132. https://doi.org/10.1086/208906

Batra R, Ahtola OT. Measuring the hedonic and utilitarian sources of consumer attitudes. Marketing Letters. 1991;2(2):159-70. https://doi.
org/10.1007/bf00436035

Petty RE, Cacioppo JT. The Elaboration Likelihood Model of Persuasion. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology. Elsevier. 1986. 123-205.
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0065-2601(08)60214-2

Taijfel H. Experiments in intergroup discrimination. Sci Am. 1970;223(5):96—102. https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamerican1170-96 PMID: 5482577
Ogunja M, Shurong Z, Ailing L, Wang Y, Anim Mante D. Analyzing LMX impact on organizational performance on SMEs: an integrated fuzzy rea-
soning approach. Curr Psychol. 2025;44(4):2125-40. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-024-07254-0

Tian B, Chen J, Zhang J, Wang W, Zhang L. Antecedents and Consequences of Streamer Trust in Livestreaming Commerce. Behav Sci (Basel).
2023;13(4):308. https://doi.org/10.3390/bs13040308 PMID: 37102822

Yuan S, Lou C. How Social Media Influencers Foster Relationships with Followers: The Roles of Source Credibility and Fairness in Parasocial
Relationship and Product Interest. Journal of Interactive Advertising. 2020;20(2):133—47. https://doi.org/10.1080/15252019.2020.1769514

Dwiphala F, Astuti RD. The role of source credibility and fairness on the formation of parasocial relationships and product interest and their
influence on purchase intention and e-wom of beauty brands in Indonesia. Eduvest - Journal of Universal Studies. 2024;4(8):7056—73. https://doi.
org/10.59188/eduvest.v4i8.1770

Wann DL, Branscombe NR. Sports fans: Measuring degree of identification with their team. International Journal of Sport Psychology.
1993;24(1):1-17.

Code J, Zaparyniuk N. Social identities, group formation, and the analysis of online communities. Handbook of research on social software and
developing community ontologies. IGI Global. 2009. 86—101. https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-60566-208-4.ch007

Liu X, Zheng X. The persuasive power of social media influencers in brand credibility and purchase intention. Humanit Soc Sci Commun.
2024;11(1). https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-023-02512-1

PLOS One | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0347751 July 6, 2026 15/15



https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2202
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2451
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.38.2.216.18843
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.1985.tb00071.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2006.09.007
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1597241
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/40861344
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1216195
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37860292
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40359-024-01627-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38491525
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12100
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.409
https://doi.org/10.1086/208906
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf00436035
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf00436035
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0065-2601(08)60214-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamerican1170-96
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/5482577
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-024-07254-0
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs13040308
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37102822
https://doi.org/10.1080/15252019.2020.1769514
https://doi.org/10.59188/eduvest.v4i8.1770
https://doi.org/10.59188/eduvest.v4i8.1770
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-60566-208-4.ch007
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-023-02512-1

	Behind the screen: Unraveling the role of perceived closeness difference in shaping viewers’ engagement behaviors
	Introduction
	Literature review
	Parasocial interaction and live streaming engagement‌‌
	Social comparison theory in digital environments
	Leader-member exchange (LMX) differentiation
	Hypotheses development

	Materials and methods
	Overview and ethics statement
	Study 1: The main effect of perceived closeness difference (PCD)
	Participants and design. A total of 210 undergraduate students were recruited from Zhejiang Business College in exchange for course credit (61% Female, ). Participants were randomly assigned to a one-factor, three-level between-subjects design (PCD Condit
	Procedure. We developed a high-fidelity, web-based live streaming simulator using Python and HTML5. Upon logging in, participants were assigned a pseudonym (e.g., “Jacky”) and entered a chat room interface mimicking popular platforms (e.g., TikTok, Twitch
	Experimental manipulation. The streamer acknowledged the participant’s gift with standard gratitude in all conditions. The manipulation focused on the interaction with the peer (John):
	Measures. Perceived Closeness Difference (PCD): We measured PCD using a two-item closeness assessment comparing the focal viewer’s perceived relationship with that of the peer viewer.

	Study 2: Moderation by streamer type
	Participants and Design. Participants (N = 420) were recruited from two universities and randomly assigned to a 3 (PCD: Negative, Positive, Control) × 2 (Streamer Type: Emotionally-Engaged vs. Utility-Focused) between-subjects design (37% Female, ).
	Procedure. The procedure mirrored Study 1, with the addition of a Streamer Type manipulation.

	Study 3: Moderation by viewer disposition
	Participants and procedure. We recruited 300 participants online (58% Female, ). Before the experiment, participants completed the Affective Orientation Scale (AOS) [31] to measure their dispositional tendency to rely on emotions versus reason. Participan

	Study 4: Moderation by peer social identity
	Participants and design. This study employed a 2 (PCD: Negative vs. Positive) × 2 (Peer Identity: In-Group vs. Out-Group) between-subjects design (N = 440; 60% Female, ).
	Manipulation of peer identity. We manipulated social identity using a Fan Badge paradigm adapted from [32].

	Study 5: Differential impact on engagement types
	Participants and measures. Participants (N = 330; 59% Female, ) were assigned to the three PCD conditions. We distinguished between two types of engagement behaviors based on factor analysis:

	Study 6: Downstream consequences on trust and loyalty
	Participants and measures. Participants (N = 280; 62% Female, ) were assigned to the PCD conditions. In addition to engagement, we measured:


	Results
	Preliminary analysis
	Study 1: The main effect of PCD and mediation analysis
	Study 2: The moderating role of streamer type
	Study 3: Moderation by viewer disposition
	Study 4: The role of social identity
	Study 5: Public vs. private engagement
	Study 6: Downstream consequences on loyalty

	Discussion
	Comparison with existing literature

	Conclusion
	References


