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Abstract

:

Over the past two decades, social media have become a crucial and omnipresent cultural and economic phenomenon, which has seen platforms come and go and advance technologically. In this study, we explore the further development of social media regarding interactive technologies, platform development, relationships to news media, the activities of institutional and organizational users, and effects of social media on the individual and the society over the next five to ten years by conducting an international, two-stage Delphi study. Our results show that enhanced interaction on platforms, including virtual and augmented reality, somatosensory sense, and touch- and movement-based navigation are expected. AIs will interact with other social media users. Inactive user profiles will outnumber active ones. Platform providers will diversify into the WWW, e-commerce, edu-tech, fintechs, the automobile industry, and HR. They will change to a freemium business model and put more effort into combating cybercrime. Social media will become the predominant news distributor, but fake news will still be problematic. Firms will spend greater amounts of their budgets on social media advertising, and schools, politicians, and the medical sector will increase their social media engagement. Social media use will increasingly lead to individuals’ psychic issues. Society will benefit from economic growth and new jobs, increased political interest, democratic progress, and education due to social media. However, censorship and the energy consumption of platform operators might rise.
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1. Introduction


Since the launch of the first social media network SixDegrees in 1997 [1], social media have become an immensely popular and ubiquitous medium. Almost three billion people are currently using social media at least once per month [2].



Over the last two decades, social media as applications that allow the creation and exchange of user generated content [3] has significantly changed, based on technological advances, and new platforms have emerged while others have vanished [4]. Given these dynamics and the relevance of social media for individuals, organizations, and society [5], we engage in foresight [6,7,8,9] and ask the following research question: How will social media change over the next five to ten years? The timeframe of five to ten years has been chosen due to social media’s fast-paced dynamics [5]. More specifically, we aim to identify the most probable future scenario for social media in regard to interactive technologies, platform development, relationships to news media, institutional and organizational users, and effects of social media on the individual and the society. To achieve this goal, we conduct an international, two-stage Delphi study. Our study contributes to the existing knowledge base of social media research by adding a foresight perspective, which is relevant for both researchers and practitioners.



The results indicate changes in all addressed aspects of social media. The expert panel expects that we will interact on platforms using virtual and augmented reality, our somatosensory sense, and touch- and movement-based navigation. We will not be able to distinguish between other human users and AI-based entities. Social media platforms will massively extend their scope of activities, merge with the World Wide Web and advance to e-commerce, edu-tech, fintech, the automobile industry, and HR recruitment. However, there might be more inactive than active user profiles. Several platforms will introduce freemium business models. Cybercrime will become a major threat. News media will be dominated by social media at the expense of TV, radio, and print media. Fake news is expected to remain unsolvable. Firms will spend higher budgets on social media advertising. Institutions and organizations such as schools, politicians, and the medical sector, will more strongly engage in social media. Social media will have several negative effects on individuals’ well-being. On a societal level, social media is expected to be responsible for economic growth and new job creation, raise interest in politics and be beneficial for democracy and public education. However, we will see more censorship and energy consumption of platform operators is expected to increase.



The paper is structured as follows: After setting the background of the study and formulating projections (Section 2), which builds the foundation for the empirical study, we describe the procedure of the conducted Delphi study (Section 3). Next, we present the results statistically and in the form of a holistic scenario (Section 4). We discuss striking findings, address the limitations of the study, and make recommendations for future research (Section 5). The conclusion summarizes the findings of the study (Section 6)




2. Theoretical Background and Development of Projections


This section builds the foundation of the empirical study (Section 3). It distinguishes six thematic sections of the possible future development of social media and formulates specific projections, which are used for the expert questioning. The sections are: interactive technologies, platform development, relationships to news media, institutional and organizational users, and effects of social media on the individual and the society. In these clusters, we formulated 50 projections, which refer to the most relevant social platforms such as Facebook, Instagram, WeChat, WhatsApp, TikTok, and YouTube [10].



We decided to follow a broad rather than deep scenario approach [11,12,13], i.e., we aimed at a holistic image of future social media covering as many relevant topics as possible. However, as the number of projections had to be limited in order not to overstrain the respondents’ patience and risk low response and repetition rates, not every conceivable aspect in every topic could be addressed. Future research could pick single topics and immerse deeper.



2.1. Interactive Technologies


Perpetual innovation of digital technologies is transforming social media [14]. This is especially the case for the user experience when interacting with the platform [15]. From being mainly a text-based medium (e.g., early Twitter and Facebook) to incorporating image and videos (e.g., later Facebook, Instagram, and Pinterest), social media keeps on adapting new technologies [5].



One of these technologies that is already integrated into several digital services is Augmented Reality (AR), which adds virtual objects to the real physical world [5,16,17,18], and Virtual Reality, which creates an artificial environment for the user to immerse in [16,18,19,20,21,22,23,24]. In social media, AR is most commonly used in the shape of face filters, for instance on Snapchat. Furthermore, Facebook created a platform called Spark AR that allows users to create their own AR filters and effects for Instagram [25]. In addition to that, Facebook is working on a social VR experience that can be described as an interactive virtual world, where users can play, create, and explore together [26]. Therefore, we state the following projections: P1. Apart from text-, image-, and video-based social media platforms, also platforms mainly based on virtual reality will emerge. P2. Some social media platforms will use augmented reality (e.g., to display information or commercials while looking at things).



Besides sound and sight, other sensory stimuli such as touch, taste, and smell are mostly unused so far but could emerge in the future. Whereas touch- and movement-based human–technology interaction is on its way, gustatory and olfactory senses are dependent on chemical transduction, which cannot be easily digitized yet [27]. In that sense, we formulate the following projections. P3. Apart from the visual and auditory sense, some social media platforms will also address the somatosensory sense. P4. Apart from the visual and auditory sense, some social media platforms will also address the olfactory sense. P5. Apart from the visual and auditory sense, some social media platforms will also address the gustatory sense. P6. Apart from entering text or uploading media, some platforms will also allow for a touch- and movement-based interaction. P7. Apart from entering text or uploading media, some platforms will also allow for a thought-based interaction.



Social bots are another notable technology. These are computer algorithms able to interact in human-like behavior and create content [28,29,30,31,32]. Not only can bots influence and manipulate the opinion of users [33], they are also difficult to detect. Bots have become increasingly sophisticated and advanced in their behavior. Hence, recognizing the difference between a human and a bot is increasingly challenging [34]. Considering this, we posit as follows. P8. Users will not recognize a difference when interacting with a real person or an AI-based bot.




2.2. Platform Development


Social media platforms emerged as a sub-segment of the internet. In this section, we address possibilities of merging social media with other internet segments and other social realities. Whereas social media platforms are rather separated from the World Wide Web, as much content is only visible for logged in users, a closer approximation of both segments is conceivable. We therefore conclude as follows. P9. Social media and the World Wide Web will merge.



Similarly, social media could merge with e-commerce. Sales in e-commerce are projected to further increase in the future [35]. Social commerce relates to e-commerce activities on social media platforms that also include interactions by users [36]. First attempts to integrate e-commerce into social media are visible [37]. For example, on Facebook, users can offer secondhand goods. Similarly, Instagram offers businesses to integrate shopping features into their account, so that users can directly purchase goods from pictures and videos posted in the app [38]. In 2018, about 32% of the respondents of a survey in the United States used the option to directly shop on social media [39]. This leads to the following proposition: P10. Social media and e-commerce will merge.



So called “edtech” (educational technology) startups try to disrupt or at least bring technological innovation to the current education sector [40,41,42,43]. While these platforms often offer elements of social media, also the large social media platforms could further develop into the education sector. They already partly serve for educational purposes by supporting social interaction and collaborative learning [44]. However, currently academia is rather retrained regarding the use in higher education [45]. Nevertheless, Facebook groups are used as online co-learning groups for students, in order to communicate and interact [46]. In regard to these considerations, we posit: P11. Social media and educational platforms will merge.



Another potential platform development relates to the automotive industry. It is predicted that social media will be connected to users’ vehicles via its infotainment system [47]. Moreover, in autonomous vehicles, social media could be integrated so that it enables users to connect with people or share and consume content on the go, like a smartphone [48]. We therefore conclude: P12. Social media will move into the automobile industry.



Similarly, fintech (financial technology) startups attempt to disrupt or innovate the financial industry [49,50,51,52,53,54,55,56,57]. Social media platforms could also engage in this sector. An already visible advance in this direction is the Libra payment system [58]. Further developments like this are conceivable. As a consequence, we posit: P13. Social media will expand in the Fintech sphere.



Currently, users have to have several accounts when they want to use different platforms. In the future, one access point or even the merging of separate social media platforms to a unified platform is conceivable. This leads to the following notion: P14. There will be one unified social media platform.



However, also the opposite is possible, i.e., national governments regulate social media operators more strictly to break their predominant market power. For example, Facebook, which operates the Facebook platform, Instagram, and Whatsapp, could be forced to split up into three separate companies. A possible development could be: P15. State governments will break social media platform providers to de-monopolize the market.



Recruiters already use social media platforms to screen and select human resources despite ethical, legal, and practical concerns [59,60]. However, job seekers may also research an organization on social media, so that their perception of the potential employer might be influenced [61]. LinkedIn is the most suitable social media platform, when it comes to employment recruitment, as it is a professional networking platform for business professionals to connect [62]. In that sense, we state: P16. Social media will become the main channel for hiring staff.



In contrast to the expected increasing relevance of social media platforms, it could also be hypothesized that user numbers decrease, for example due to privacy concerns or excessive advertising. Additionally, Öhman and Watson state that the number of profiles on Facebook belonging to the deceased will probably outnumber the profiles belonging to the living before the end of the century [63]. These ideas can be summarized as follows: P17. On most of today’s leading social media platforms, the number of inactive, deleted, or profiles by dead people will exceed active users.



It is also possible that the business model which is mainly based on revenues from advertising could be turned into a freemium model, where paying users can avoid ads or get additional functionalities [64,65,66]. This is already the case on the business platform LinkedIn. Therefore, we hypothesize: P18. Several social media platforms will offer fee-based premium accounts with additional possibilities and services.



In view of the increase of general cybercrime over the last decades [67], it comes to no surprise that social media is also at risk for cyber threats [68]. Social media is not only extremely vulnerable to cybercrime, but that threat is also difficult to detect [68]. Besides identity theft and impersonation [68], automated bots also pose a problem, as they scrape data illegally [69]. The corresponding projection can be stated as follows: P19. Cybercrime will increase on social media platforms.



Various challenges that have already arisen such as fake news or privacy problems [70] might lead to an increased regulation by national governments, which might inhibit platforms’ further development. This would lead to the following thought: P20. Governments’ strict regulations will massively inhibit platform development.




2.3. News Media


The emergence of new media channels might not completely replace older ones [71], but clearly changes media consumption habits over time [72]. While news were mainly consumed through traditional media, social media now plays a vital part in news circulation [73]. It can be hypothesized that social media’s relevance for news distribution and consumption might even grow and have diminishing effects on more traditional news media channels. As a consequence, we can posit: P21. Social media will be the leading news distributor.



Whereas the time spent on the internet is increasing, it is predicted that the usage of television and radio will be constant [72]. However, it is also conceivable that social media platforms might offer TV and radio programs, making established broadcasters obsolete. This case can be formulated as follows: P22. Television will significantly diminish due to social media. P23. Radio will significantly diminish due to social media.



The situation seems to be clearer for print media such as newspapers and magazines, as their global consumption has been in decline for more than two decades [74,75]. It can be expected that this trend will continue, so we posit: P24. Print media will significantly diminish due to social media.



Social media is an essential news distributor especially for young adults, who consume news rather incidentally on social media and rely on their network to share relevant news. However, this development bears risks concerning the reliability of news spreading [73,76,77]. Although social media platforms have been attempting to fight fake news, the problem remains [78,79,80]. Therefore, we state: P25. Fake news on social media will still be an unsolvable problem.



As a consequence of the shift in media consumption, budget allocation concerning advertising expenses could also continue to shift. Social media advertising expenses are projected to increase in the future [81], in other words: P26. Advertising expenses on social media will significantly rise.




2.4. Institutional and Organizational Users


Social media platforms depict two-sided markets with consumers on the one side and organizations on the other side [82,83]. In this section, possible developments for institutional and organizational users are addressed. For example, schools could increasingly use social media in their communication with students [84]. Whereas using social media in general is correlated with students’ poorer academic performance, social media can slightly improve students’ academic performance when related with school [85,86]. This could lead to the following adjusted behavior of schools: P27. Schools will use social media for educational purposes.



Politics have already made intense use of social media for election campaigns. Such posts can influence real-life voting behavior [87]. Thus, political elections could be increasingly determined by social media or more concisely: P28. Political elections will be mainly determined by social media.



However, fake news related to political campaigns during elections might impact social media users to some extent [88]. Consequently, this could lead to election campaigns being banned on social media and we can state: P29. Election campaigns will be banned from social media.



As already stated in P26, advertising expenses on social media might significantly increase. Whereas this projection was mentioned in the context of the competitive situation between news media channels, we can, more generally, hypothesize that firms, as major organizational actors in societies, might increase the marketing budgets. This projection can also be seen as a control projection for P26. In that sense, we formulate the following projection: P30. Marketing budgets of companies will significantly increase.



Health care could also be increasingly affected by social media in the future. Social support and exchange among patients already plays a crucial role [89,90]. Twitter is used to prove general health advice and psychiatric consultation by health professionals, although privacy concerns exist [91]. This development could intensify. Therefore, we state: P31. Medical doctors will use social media for online consultations.




2.5. Individual Effects


Current effects of social media usage on individuals’ cognition and behavior have already been subject to intense research efforts. In this section, we will address possible future developments. The emergence of social media caused both optimism about promising benefits for individuals and concerns about potential negative effects [92,93]. We formulate projections for both cases.



Social media can pose potential advantages for users with mental illnesses, given that they connect with others in online communities on social media. Benefits of the interaction include sharing and providing advice and hope, a feeling of group belonging and connectedness and also potentially seeking mental health care treatment [93]. Lerman et al. support these findings and suggest that Facebook groups provide a positive, beneficial, and safe place for adolescents with depression [94]. However, several studies find a negative impact of social media on wellbeing [95]. Therefore, both assumptions could be used as a projection. We use the positive correlation (which could be rejected by the panel): P32. Social media will increase users’ general wellbeing.



Even though time spent on social media has not been directly linked to an increase in depression and anxiety among adolescents [96,97], several studies confirm negative effects for individuals. Therefore, we can assume: P33. Social media will increase depression among users.



Young adults with high social media use tend to feel more socially isolated than those with lower social media usage [98,99,100]. In contrast, Pittman and Reich emphasize that the perception of loneliness is actually decreasing, if image-based social media networks such as Instagram or Snapchat are visited [101]. Likewise, users’ experience with image-based platforms increased happiness and satisfaction with life [101]. Therefore, we posit two contradicting projections: P34. Social media will increase real-life social contacts between users. P35. Social media will increase users’ isolation and loneliness.



Salomon and Brown found that adolescents are more exposed to negative body image and body shame [102]. Moreover, the use of social media has been associated with body dissatisfaction and disordered eating behaviors [92]. Consequently, we formulate the following projection: P36. Social media will increase users’ negative body images.



Individuals who enjoy feeding their ego in terms of receiving instant feedback and positive recognition on social media platforms are more likely to show addictive behaviors towards social media [103]. Barry and McDougall agree that narcissism is associated with certain social media uses [104]. Narcissism relates to high levels of self-importance, self-esteem, and the imagination of unlimited success and power [105]. However, due to lack of evidence it is uncertain if social media is one of the causes of developing narcissism [104]. However, we can state the following assumption: P37. Social media will increase users’ self-centeredness and narcissism.



Different media types evoke different media consumption behaviors [106,107,108]. Due to the high pace and potential information overload of social media, its use might lead to decreased attention spans [109]: P38. Social media will reduce users’ attention span.




2.6. Societal Effects


Social media has effects way beyond the individual and organizations and already changed parts of society. In this section, we address social media’s effects in several societal spheres.



How will social media affect the economy? According to a report by Deloitte from 2016, Facebook had an economic impact of $227 billion and indirectly created 4.5 million jobs worldwide outside its company in 2014 [110]. Most of the economic impact is generated through marketing effects which drive online and offline sales. In addition, Facebook acts as a tool for app development, so that new and innovative features and third-party products and services are created. Being a popular platform, Facebook encouraged the purchase of devices and internet connections, which results in an increase in connectivity [110]. This notion can be summarized in the following projection. P39. Social media will (directly or indirectly) significantly increase economic growth.



Apart from that, the emergence of social networks created numerous new jobs that haven’t existed in the past [111]. Jobs like influencers, which are social opinion-leaders, wouldn’t exist without social media [5]. As a daring hypothesis, social media could stimulate birth rates. Both ideas can be stated as follows: P40. Social media will (directly or indirectly) significantly increase the creation of jobs. P41. Social media will increase birth rates in various countries.



Bond et al. state that social media influence, through peer pressure, encourages other users to vote [87]. Their experiment points out that social media users, who viewed a photo and message of their friends voting, were more likely to vote themselves than users, who only received an informational message without a photo of their friends. Hence, interests in politics increased through social influence on social media. According to this, we can conclude that this trend will continue: P42. Social media will (directly or indirectly) significantly increase political interest.



However, according to Aral and Eckles manipulation of elections through social media is potentially a threat to democracy and therefore, it should be measured [112]. Despite this argument, Enikolopov et al. claim that social media has the ability to hold governments and corporations accountable in terms of corruption, due to the possibility to share information independently, compared to traditional mass media [113]. Consequently, it could result in strengthening democracy [113]: P43. Social media will (directly or indirectly) significantly increase democracy.



The free flow of information on social media is not guaranteed though. National governments might try to influence news dissemination on platforms or platform operators could have an interest in specific news not being spread [114,115]. This is not necessarily limited to fake news. In that sense, we posit: P44. Censorship on social media will increase.



The relationship between social media and education is subject to extensive research. On the one hand, established educational institutions such as schools and universities can use social media as an additional educational medium to achieve educational goals in a better or at least different way [3,116,117]. On the other hand, it could be argued that social media could be seen as a new educational institution itself. Just as newspapers are not limited to inform the public about news but also can serve educational purposes, the same can be true for social media. Therefore, we formulate the following projection: P45. Social media will (directly or indirectly) significantly increase the public’s level of education.



As previously stated, social media has an effect on an individual’s mental health and well-being [92,93,94,102]. In an aggregated view, public health could also be affected. For example, social media could enable the public health community to study behaviors in order to understand diseases such as depression, type-II diabetes, or cardiovascular illnesses [118]. Additionally, it complements communication with the public [118]. For instance, during natural disasters or environmental concerns, social media can be utilized to warn the public, spread information by government, and assist public health workers to act quickly and efficiently [119]. Againt this background, we state: P46. Social media will (directly or indirectly) significantly increase public health.



Social media could also have an increasing effect on the environment. For example, social media can show how to make environmentally friendly choices in their everyday life [120]. Social media can also foster environmental movements. For example, Twitter supported the global climate change protests in 2018 and 2019 [121]. This idea can be summarized in the following projection: P47. Social media will (directly or indirectly) significantly reduce environmental pollution.



However, digital technologies are part of the reason for a growing energy demand [11,122]. Facebook is committed to become more sustainable and claims that 86% of their facilities and data centers worldwide use renewable energy and that they reduced their greenhouse gas emissions by 59% in 2019 [123]. If this trend continues, the following projection is likely to come true: P48. Energy demand for operating social media platform servers will have a two-digit percentage of the global energy consumption.



Individualism and collectivism as fundamental societal values or ideologies could also be affected by social media, just as social media are affected by them [124]. Whether the individual or society (or at least groups) are prioritized mainly depends on the national country, which, in turn, can be influenced by mass media such as social media. Therefore, we formulate the two final opposing projections as follows: P49. Social media will (directly or indirectly) significantly increase individualism. P50. Social media will (directly or indirectly) significantly increase collectivism.



All projections are summarized in Table 1.





3. Methodology


3.1. Research Design


The aim of this study is to forecast the future development of social media and for formulate a corresponding holistic future scenario. To achieve this goal, we conducted a two-stage Delphi study. Delphi studies are used to forecast social phenomena [125] which are, unlike natural phenomena, based on human intentions and actions, social interactions, and coincidences [126]. The method is well-established as it was used in 175 studies published in business and management journals between 1975 and 2017 [127]. Whereas scenario analyses aim at generating multiple future scenarios [128,129,130,131], Delphi studies try to identify the scenario with the highest probability of occurrence. The scenario consists of several, in our case 50, projections, which are presented to experts in the field on inquiry to be assessed (at least) twice, informing the panel about the results from the first round in the second round with the goal of enhancing the consensus [12,125,132,133,134,135].




3.2. Panel


For our Delphi study, we employed purposive sampling. The main criterium of selecting participants is their status as an expert in the field, because experts are considered to be able to provide a higher forecasting accuracy, i.e., the congruence between the prediction in the present and its actual occurrence in the future [136], than laypersons [135,137,138,139,140,141,142]. Delphi panels are usually small [139,143,144]. Gordon (1994) found that most Delphi studies comprise 15 to 35 participants, depending on the specificity of the research field [137]. Seven is considered as the minimum [145]. For the first round, with 63 experts, we recruited a larger panel because social media can be considered a broad rather than narrow field, and the six thematic sections comprise diverse topics that require different areas of expertise.



In order to identify appropriate experts for the study [146], we searched for researchers who published on social media, social media managers and employees, social media marketers, influencers/bloggers, and public relations (PR) managers with a focus on social media. We also included social media heavy users. We invited respondents from Australia, Europe, and the USA. The experts were not offered a monetary benefit for taking part in the study. The panel characteristics are depicted in Table 2.




3.3. Data Collection


The first round of the survey took place from 29 April until 31 May 2020. 548 experts were invited via e-mail to participate in the study. Of them, 63 experts participated in the first round of the study. The second round took place from 6 June until 25 June 2020. In total, 25 participants gave their ratings, which equals a repetition rate of 39.7%. There are a variety of possible reasons for the decrease in participants: sick leaves, vacation, increased workload, or lack of motivation to conduct the survey again.



In both rounds, the participants rated each projection on a four-point Likert scale in a structured questionnaire [146], with “agree,” “somewhat agree,” “somewhat disagree,” and “disagree” as possible ratings. A fifth option (neutral/unsure) was not included to have clear outcome from the respondents [147]. At the end of each section, a commentary field allowed the respondents to comment on the projections. Additionally, the participants were also asked to disclose their age, gender, their relation to social media, and their e-mail address, so that they could be contacted for the second round where the questionnaire showcased the results for every projection from the first round by means of a pie chart. That way, the participants were able to grasp the results quickly. The survey was ended after two rounds, as the high consensus did not require further rounds.





4. Results


4.1. Descriptive Statistics


For our analysis, we ascribed the following values to the respondents’ assessments: 1–agree, 2–somewhat agree, 3–somewhat disagree, and 4–disagree. Table 3 depicts the aggregated first (I) and second (II) round results with regard to the median (x0.5), the lower (x0.25) and upper quartile (x0.75), and the interquartile range (IQR = x0.75 – x0.25) as the scattering measure. The last main column showcases the differences between both rounds. Table 4 summarizes the final (dis)agreements with the projections (x0.5(II)), the changes of (dia)agreement (x0.5(II) – x0.5(I)), and the changes of the scatterings (IQRII – IQRI).



As a result, the experts (somewhat) agreed to the majority of projections. They somewhat disagreed with P4, P5, P7, P15, P20, P29, P32, P34, P41, P46, and P47, and disagreed only with P14. For 41 projections, no change of the median occurred. Hence, the experts did not change their opinions regarding the rating of most projections. The median of P7 and P14 increased, leading to a stronger rejection of these two projections. In contrast, the median decreased for P1, P13, P22, P30, P36, P37, and P45, indicating a shift towards acceptance for 14% of the projections. The scattering decreased for 15 projections across all thematic fields. Only the scattering of P47 increased. Therefore, in respect of the overall aim of the Delphi study, an increased or at least steady consensus was reached.




4.2. Scenario


Based on the results, we can formulate the following scenario. According to the experts, the ways users interact with social media platforms will rise above current technologies within the next five to ten years, and include virtual and augmented reality, address users’ somatosensory sense and allow touch- and movement-based interaction. Users will not recognize a difference between a real person and an AI-based entity on social media platforms.



Social media platforms will change over the next five to ten years in several ways. The boundaries between social media platforms and the World Wide Web, e-commerce, edutech, and fintechs will diminish. Social media will move into the automobile industry and become the primary channel for HR recruitment. The number of inactive user profiles will exceed active ones. Several social media platforms will change to a freemium business model offer fee-based premium accounts with additional possibilities and services. Cybercrime will become more relevant.



Social media’s impact on news media will increase. It will become the leading news distributor, whereas the relevance of TV, radio, and print media will diminish. However, fake news will continue to be a problematic issue. Advertising expenses on social media will rise strongly.



Institutional and organizational users will increase their engagement in social media. For example, schools will use them for educational purposes. The results of political elections will be mainly dependent on social media communication. Firms will increase their marketing budgets. Medical doctors will offer online consultations via social media channels.



Social media will have significant negative effects on individuals such as depression, feelings of isolation and loneliness, negative body images, self-centeredness, and narcissism. Also, users’ attention spans will decrease.



Furthermore, societal effects will be significant. The economy will increasingly grow, and more jobs will be created due to social media. The public’s interest in politics will increase, and therefore democracy will progress. However, we will also see rising censorship on social media platforms. Society will also benefit from a higher level of citizen’s education. However, energy consumption of social media operators will represent a high share of global energy demand. Social media might increase both individualism and collectivism.



In contrast, the experts do not expect several developments to happen that were addressed in further projections. Regarding the interactive technology, they do not see that social media will address the olfactory or gustatory sense. Also thought-based interaction is not expected, at least not in the given timeframe. The change of social media platforms will not include their unification to one large network. National governments will neither de-monopolize large social media operators nor encumber them with regulations which might inhibit their further development. It is also not expected that political campaigns will be banned from social media. The experts do not see positive effects on individuals caused by social media, such as an increased general wellbeing or more real-life social contacts. Several societal effects induced by social media can also be negated. For example, social media will have no effects on birth rates, will not increase public health, and not reduce pollution.





5. Discussion


5.1. Striking Results and Implications of the Findings


The experts (somewhat) agreed with 38 of the 50 projections, which can be considered as a high acceptance rate. However, a full acceptance was not strived for as several projections were formulated in a rather provocative way or contradicted each other. They help to verify that not all projections get blind acceptance but are carefully considered and evaluated. The scattering of almost all projections is a satisfying IQR of 1 or even 0. The IQR was reduced for 15 projections from the first to the second round. Considering that many projections already had an IQR of 0, the group consensus was already high in the first round and further increased in the second round. Only for a few projections, the IQR still was 2, indicating a lower consensus than for most projections and therefore some uncertainty among the panel members.



For example, in Section 1 (interactive technology), it is no surprise that the statements about the olfactory (Projection 4) and gustatory sense (Projection 5) were rejected. Lots of fantasy is needed to imagine devices that can produce many different smells and tastes, and it is doubtful if many customers are interested in such experiences, also because these senses play a subordinate role in our everyday lives, compared to seeing and hearing. However, these ideas are not completely absurd, as shown by only a partial (median 3) rather than complete disagreement. It can be assumed that five to ten years are just not seen as enough time to digitize these sensory experiences. The same is true for thought-based interaction. The feasibility of myoelectric or mind-controlled prostheses has already been proven, and it is conceivable that such technologies might diversify into other fields. Therefore, it is understandable that as many as 44% of the experts (somewhat) agreed to the projection. However, also here, the question is not only what technology can offer but also what consumers accept. A majority might have strong reservations about the risk that the software could also read thoughts that are not to be disclosed. One respondent commented that the negation of his projection “is likely due to emotional and cultural barriers as it may be perceived as an invasion of privacy”. This could explain why the experts changed their opinion towards rejection of this projection from the first to the second round. A comparably high scattering (IQR = 2) appeared for Projection 8, indicating that the experts show less consensus than for the other projections regarding the statement that users will not recognize the difference between bots and human beings when interacting on social media platforms.



The advancement of interactive technologies suggests that users get even more immersed in social media in the future. This increased immersion does not only regard the time commitment but also the physical and mental proximity. At some point, the distance between reality and social media might become so small that the risk of excessive social media use and addiction as well as a loss of reality could arise. Public health experts and policy makers might have to address the dilemma between short-term individual wants and long-term human and societal needs and find adequate solutions [148]. In Section 2, Projection 14 about the unification is the only projection which received full rejection. Considering the different focuses current social media have and the competitive situation between platform operators, it is very unlikely that only one platform will exist to the end of the next decade. From the first to the second round, the rejection of this projection increased. One participant gave a clear reason for the rejection of that thesis in a comment: “in a free market, there will never be a unified platform”. Also, the opposite, the de-monopolization (Projection 15) of market-dominating platform operators or their strict regulation (Projection 20), is not seen as likely. Considering the tax avoidance strategies of platform operators, the problem of fake news, and possible electoral manipulations, these rejections were not obvious. Governments might come up with interventions when platform operators become too powerful. The scattering for all projections is low, indicating a high consensus level.



The further platform development indicates the melting of the boundaries between social media, other Internet sectors, and sectors of the “real” economy. As a consequence, the influence of social media becomes more omnipresent, and several industries might get disrupted by social media providers. Today’s national competition and antitrust laws might not cover these cross-industry cartel and market power problems and might need adjustment.



In Section 3, no projection was rejected. However, for Projection 23, the IQR was 2, showing that the experts are somewhat divided about their assessment whether radio consumption will drop due to social media. Almost a third (28%) of the experts rejects this projection. The two media channels are probably too different to interfere with each other. Especially, radio is rather used passively and could also be listened to while on social media.



Similar to the previous section, the findings regarding news media show the potential risk of oligopolistic or even monopolistic tendencies. The diversity of public opinions, as a pillar of democracies, strongly depends on media ownership and media systems [149]. Concentration of media ownership reduces diversity [150]. Therefore, a development towards stronger concentration in news distribution has to be considered with caution. Whereas the possibility of various social media user segments to express their opinions could increase the diversity of opinions, fake news and censorship might require new media policies and even lead to an increased relevance of the role of public or even state media.



In Section 4, only Projection 29 was rejected. Experts do not expect election campaigns to be banned from social media platforms. Considering that political campaigns are common on all news media channels, this forecast is plausible and not surprising. The only projection with an IQR of 2 and, therefore, a higher scattering than usual, is Projection 28. The experts are disunited when it comes to the determination of political elections by social media. Whereas the majority of experts agree with this projection, almost a third (28%) of them disagrees with that projection. A reason for this could be the specific formulation of the projection, which stated that political elections will mainly be determined by social media. Probably the experts agreed on the influence of social media on political elections, however, only some saw social media as the main influencer for them.



The results from the section on institutions and organizations also suggest a shift of the public space towards social media as a major channel for social interaction. This development might occur at the expense of other channels and involves the potential risk of a changing behavior of broad sections of the population.



In Section 5, the experts rather see negative effects of social media on individuals and, consequently, rejected the contradicting Projections 32 and 34, which expect an increased well-being and more real-life contacts. These assessments are plausible, but not obvious. The experts might have focused on social media impelling individuals to passivity and reducing physical activities. Opposed to this, specialized social media platforms could build fitness communities or increase the awareness for health [118,119]. However, it is not expected that the large platforms will head in that direction or the time horizon of five to ten years is seen as too short to accomplish this. Similarly, specialized social media platforms could foster real-life contacts. For example, mobile dating apps such as Tinder do this. However, again, the large platforms are not expected to evolve that way. No projection shows an IQR higher than 1, which indicates a high consensus among the experts.



The negative consequences of intensified social media use that have already been addressed above in regard to the advancement of interactive technologies are confirmed and specified in this section on the individual effects. As social media becomes even more ubiquitous, individual disorders become societal ones, which might call for public health initiatives. However, clear policies are difficult to identify as individual happiness and public health do not necessarily go hand in hand [151].



In Section 6, the societal effects of social media, experts did not see a positive effect on birth rates. It is no surprise that this daring hypothesis was neglected. Projection 46 resembles Projection 32 on an aggregated level. Therefore, it could be expected that also this projection was negated. Projection 48, which hypothesizes a positive effect of social media on sustainability, was also neglected. A good reason for this is given in the next Projection 49, which deals with the rising energy consumption by social media platform operators [122] and was agreed to by 56% of the experts. Consequently, this will not have a positive effect on pollution reduction. Additionally, consumers are not expected to change their environmental behavior. However, the experts are somewhat divided regarding this projection, as shown by an IQR of 2, which increased after the first round. Several experts might expect that social media platform operators could act as advocates for sustainable development promoting content that fosters environmental-friendly behavior. Facebook is already committed to become more sustainable in the future [123].



Besides the negative public health issues addressed above, this section suggests several positive effects on the societal level which will certainly be welcome by most individuals and groups. However, the risk of censorship requires public attention. Additionally, increasing energy consumption of social media platform operators calls for sustainable technological advancements. To compensate these and the other potential negative effects, social media platform operators might intensify their engagement in corporate social responsibility measures [152,153,154,155,156] and act as good corporate citizens [157,158].




5.2. Limitations and Future Research


As with every research, the results of this study are subject to several limitations. First, it has to be stressed again that man-made futures cannot be predicted with certainty [159]. Based on expert assessments, Delphi studies try to identify the most probable development, but cannot guarantee it. As social media is a fast-paced medium, developments can change rapidly, suggesting that forecasting of foresight studies on social media should be repeated regularly with current matters. Future research might also consider employing other forecasting methods, such as prediction markets [160,161].



Second, several critical issues regarding the methodology of Delphi studies have been addressed in literature. For example, exposing the first round results to the respondents interferes with independent judgments [162,163]. However, this procedure aims at increasing the group consensus and might therefore be acceptable. In general, decision-making in groups is not independent, when experts are present simultaneously. Also, the desirability bias [142,164] has to be kept in mind when interpreting the results of a Delphi study. It addresses the risk that the experts to not rate the projections regarding the likelihood of their occurrence but to the extent they would prefer this outcome. As many experts in the panel earn their income from social media, their further flourishing would be pleasant. Future research might include more experts which are independent from social media-related income. Another critique of Delphi studies is that the iterative study design does only lead to a pseudo-consensus that is not based on a better consideration of the statements but in fact be induced by group pressure [134,142,165,166]. The media shifts and IQR increases which occurred in this study, however, show that the experts were not too much impressed by the previous group ratings. Another general issue of Delphi studies is that they generate a future scenario as an outcome in the future but do not theorize about the antecedents and path that leads to that scenario. Future research might employ theories of future social change [167] to explain the emergence of the identified scenario.



Third, the broad scope of this study did not allow examining each thematic section thoroughly. However, 50 projections were already a quite high number and could only be further increased at the expense of lower response and repetition rates. However, future research could decrease the scope and focus on only one of the sections we addressed and dig deeper with more detailed projections.



Fourth, the number of participants in the second round was rather small. It is unclear if the median shifts would have occurred with a higher repetition rate. Also, some IQR reductions might not have taken place. Unfortunately, repetition rates can hardly be increased. Future research might consider presenting a smaller number of projections as the high number of 50 projections might have demotivated several respondents to do their second, too time-consuming assessment [146].



Fifth, the majority of participants came from western countries. Thus, opinions from other regions might be underrepresented. Future research might consider focusing on other regions to find out about different expectations. Sixth, this study was conducted during the economic crisis caused by COVID-19, which caused a high level of uncertainty among economic agents [168]. In that sense, the same study conducted earlier or later could have led to other results. However, as seen in the discussion, all rejections of projections are plausible and do not seem to correlate to the pandemic.





6. Conclusions and Implications


The purpose of this study was to identify the most probable future development of social media over the next five to ten years by conducting a two-stage Delphi study. Social media experts expect enhanced ways to interact with platforms including virtual and augmented reality, somatosensory sense, and touch- and movement-based navigation. AI-based entities cannot be distinguished from other social media users. Social media platforms will diversify into other spheres such as the World Wide Web, e-commerce, edu-tech, fintechs, the automobile industry, and HR recruitment. An upcoming problem will be that inactive user profiles will outnumber active ones. Paid memberships will reduce displayed advertisements and offer additional functionalities.



Cybercrime will become a predominant issue. Social media will become the most relevant distributor of news and cause a decline of TV, radio, and print media consumption. Fake news will remain an unsolvable problem. Firms will spend higher budgets on social media advertising. The other market-side of consumers, institutions, and organizations such as schools, politicians, and the medical sector, will become even more active on social media.



Social media is expected to increase individuals’ depression, feelings of isolation and loneliness, negative body images, self-centeredness, and narcissism. Social media will also further reduce users’ attention spans. However, on a societal level, social media will further lead to economic growth and new jobs, increase political interest and democratic progress as well as education of the population. In contrast, censorship in social media and energy consumption of platform operators might rise.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, L.S. and V.T.; methodology, L.S. and V.T.; formal analysis, L.S. and V.T.; investigation, L.S. and V.T.; writing—original draft preparation, L.S. and V.T.; writing—review and editing, V.T.; funding acquisition, V.T. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


This research received no external funding. The APC was covered by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft and Open Access Publishing Fund of University of Potsdam.




Acknowledgments


We acknowledge the support of the aforementioned institutions.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Boyd, D.M.; Ellison, N.B. Social network sites: Definition, history, and scholarship. J. Comput. Mediat. Commun. 2007, 13, 210–230. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



eMarketer. Number of Social Network Users Worldwide from 2010 to 2023 (in billions). 2019. Available online: https://www.statista.com/statistics/278414/number-of-worldwide-social-network-users (accessed on 12 June 2020).

	



Kaplan, A.M.; Haenlein, M. Higher education and the digital revolution: About MOOCs, SPOCs, social media, and the cookie monster. Bus. Horiz. 2016, 59, 441–450. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Van Dijck, J. The Culture of Connectivity; Oxford University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2013. [Google Scholar]

	



Appel, G.; Grewal, L.; Hadi, R.; Stephen, A.T. The future of social media in marketing. J. Acad. Mark. Sci. 2020, 48, 79–95. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Fergnani, A. Corporate foresight: A new frontier for strategy and management. Acad. Manag. Perspect. 2020, in press. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Iden, J.; Methlie, L.B.; Christensen, G.E. The nature of strategic foresight research–A systematic literature review. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2017, 116, 87–97. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rohrbeck, R.; Battistella, C.; Huizingh, E. Corporate foresight: An emerging field with a rich tradition. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2015, 101, 1–9. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Semke, L.-M.; Tiberius, V. Corporate foresight and dynamic capabilities: An exploratory study. Forecasting 2020, 2, 180–193. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



We Are Social, Hootsuite and DataReportal. Most Used Social Media Platform. Available online: https://www.statista.com/statistics/272014/global-social-networks-ranked-by-number-of-users/ (accessed on 15 July 2020).

	



Höhne, S.; Tiberius, V. Powered by blockchain: Forecasting blockchain use in the electricity market. Int. J. Energy Sect. Manag. 2020, in press. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Skulmoski, G.J.; Hartman, F.T.; Krahn, J. The Delphi method for graduate research. J. Inf. Technol. Educ. 2007, 6, 1–21. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tiberius, V.; Hirth, S. Impacts of digitization on auditing: A Delphi study for Germany. J. Int. Account. Audit. Tax. 2019, 37, 100288. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kaplan, A.; Haenlein, M. Users of the world, unite! The challenges and opportunities of Social Media. Bus. Horiz. 2010, 53, 59–68. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Luther, L.; Tiberius, V.; Brem, A. User Experience (UX) in business, management, and psychology: A bibliometric mapping of the current state of research. Multimodal Technol Interact. 2020, 4, 18. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Flavián, C.; Ibáñez-Sánchez, S.; Orús, C. The impact of virtual, augmented and mixed reality technologies on the customer experience. J. Bus. Res. 2019, 100, 547–560. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hilken, T.; de Ruyter, K.; Chylinski, M.; Mahr, D.; Keeling, D.I. Augmenting the eye of the beholder: Exploring the strategic potential of augmented reality to enhance online service experiences. J. Acad. Mark. Sci. 2017, 45, 884–905. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Muñoz-Saavedra, L.; Miró-Amarante, L.; Domínguez-Morales, M. Augmented and Virtual Reality evolution and future tendency. Appl. Sci. 2020, 10, 322. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hudson, S.; Matson-Barkat, S.; Pallamin, N.; Jegou, G. With or without you? Interaction and immersion in a virtual reality experience. J. Bus. Res. 2019, 100, 459–468. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Laurell, C.; Sandström, C.; Berthold, A.; Larsson, D. Exploring barriers to adoption of Virtual Reality through Social Media Analytics and Machine Learning–An assessment of technology, network, price and trialability. J. Bus. Res. 2019, 100, 469–474. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Loureiro, S.M.C.; Guerreiro, J.; Eloy, S.; Langaro, D.; Panchapakesan, P. Understanding the use of Virtual Reality in marketing: A text mining-based review. J. Bus. Res. 2019, 100, 514–530. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Manis, K.T.; Choi, D. The virtual reality hardware acceptance model (VR-HAM): Extending and individuating the technology acceptance model (TAM) for virtual reality hardware. J. Bus. Res. 2019, 100, 503–513. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Martínez-Navarro, J.; Bigné, E.; Guixeres, J.; Alcañiz, M.; Torrecilla, C. The influence of virtual reality in e-commerce. J. Bus. Res. 2019, 100, 475–482. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tran, H.T.T.; Ngoc, N.P.; Pham, C.T.; Jung, Y.J.; Thang, T.C. A subjective study on user perception aspects in Virtual Reality. Appl. Sci. 2019, 9, 3384. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sparkar.facebook.com. Augmented reality: Enriching Personal Communication and Online Connection|Spark AR Studio. Available online: https://sparkar.facebook.com/augmented-reality (accessed on 3 July 2020).

	



Oculus. Facebook Horizon. Available online: https://www.oculus.com/facebookhorizon/ (accessed on 4 July 2020).

	



Obrist, M.; Velasco, C.; Vi, C.; Ranasinghe, N.; Israr, A.; Cheok, A.; Spence, C.; Gopalakrishnakone, P. Sensing the future of HCI: Touch, taste, and smell user interfaces. Interactions 2016, 23, 40–49. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kapočiūtė-Dzikienė, J. A domain-specific generative chatbot trained from little data. Appl. Sci. 2020, 10, 2221. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Maniou, T.A.; Veglis, A. Employing a chatbot for news dissemination during crisis: Design, implementation and evaluation. Future Internet 2020, 12, 109. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Neururer, M.; Schlögl, S.; Brinkschulte, L.; Groth, A. Perceptions on Authenticity in Chat Bots. Multimodal Technol. Interact. 2018, 2, 60. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sheehan, B.; Jin, H.S.; Gottlieb, U. Customer service chatbots: Anthropomorphism and adoption. J. Bus. Res. 2020, 115, 14–24. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Um, T.; Kim, T.; Chung, N. How does an intelligence chatbot affect customers compared with self-service technology for sustainable services? Sustainability 2020, 12, 5119. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hong, H.; Oh, H.J. Utilizing bots for sustainable news business: Understanding users’ perspectives of news bots in the age of social media. Sustainability 2020, 12, 6515. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ferrara, E.; Varol, O.; Davis, C.; Menczer, F.; Flammini, A. The rise of social bots. Commun. ACM 2016, 59, 96–104. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



eMarketer. E-commerce Share of Total Retail Sales. 2019. Available online: https://www.statista.com/statistics/534123/e-commerce-share-of-retail-sales-worldwide (accessed on 8 July 2020).

	



Liang, T.-P.; Turban, E. A research framework for social commerce. Int. J. Electron. Commer. 2011, 16, 5–14. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sembada, A.Y.; Koay, K.Y. How perceived behavioral control affects trust to purchase in social media stores. J. Bus. Res. 2019, in press. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Instagram for Business. Shopping on Instagram. Available online: https://business.instagram.com/shopping/ (accessed on 8 July 2020).

	



Statista Survey. Do you Use the Direct-Purchase Option When You Find an Interesting Product on Social Media? Available online: https://www.statista.com/forecasts/962003/usage-of-direct-purchase-on-social-media-by-us-consumers (accessed on 14 July 2020).

	



Burch, P.; Miglani, N. Technocentrism and social fields in the Indian EdTech movement: Formation, reproduction and resistance. J. Educ. Policy 2018, 33, 590–616. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cherner, T.; Mitchell, C. Deconstructing EdTech frameworks based on their creators, features, and usefulness. Learn. Media Technol. 2020, in press. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Macgilchrist, F. Cruel optimism in edtech: When the digital data practices of educational technology providers inadvertently hinder educational equity. Learn. Media Technol. 2019, 44, 77–86. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ramiel, H. Edtech disruption logic and policy work: The case of an Israeli edtech unit. Learn. Media Technol. 2020. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Manca, S. Snapping, pinning, liking or texting: Investigating social media in higher education beyond Facebook. Internet High. Educ. 2020, 44, 100707. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Manca, S.; Ranieri, M. Facebook and the others. Potentials and obstacles of social media for teaching in higher education. Comput. Educ. 2016, 95, 216–230. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cuesta, M.; Eklund, M.; Rydin, I.; Witt, A. Using Facebook as a co-learning community in higher education. Learn. Media Technol. 2015, 41, 55–72. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



IBM. Automotive 2030: Racing toward a Digital Future. Available online: https://www.ibm.com/thought-leadership/institute-business-value/report/auto-2030 (accessed on 16 July 2020).

	



Merchant, G.; Schlaff, D.; Pankratz, D.M. Experiencing the Future of Mobility. Deloitte Insights 2017. Available online: https://www2.deloitte.com/us/en/insights/focus/future-of-mobility/opportunities-for-media-and-entertainment-industry.html (accessed on 16 July 2020).

	



Alt, R.; Beck, R.; Smits, M.T. FinTech and the transformation of the financial industry. Electron. Mark. 2018, 28, 235–243. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Deng, X.; Huang, Z.; Cheng, X. FinTech and Sustainable Development: Evidence from China Based on P2P Data. Sustainability 2019, 11, 6434. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gimpel, H.; Rau, D.; Röglinger, M. Understanding FinTech start-ups–A taxonomy of consumer-oriented service offerings. Electron Mark. 2018, 28, 245–264. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Goo, J.J.; Heo, J.-Y. The impact of the regulatory sandbox on the fintech industry, with a discussion on the relation between regulatory sandboxes and open innovation. J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. Complex. 2020, 6, 43. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Haddad, C.; Hornuf, L. The emergence of the global fintech market: Economic and technological determinants. Small Bus. Econ. 2019, 53, 81–105. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Li, X.; Yuan, J.; Shi, Y.; Sun, Z.; Ruan, J. Emerging trends and innovation modes of internet finance–results from co-word and co-citation networks. Future Internet 2020, 12, 52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mhlanga, D. Industry 4.0 in Finance: The Impact of Artificial Intelligence (AI) on Digital Financial Inclusion. Int. J. Financial Stud. 2020, 8, 45. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tiberius, V.; Rasche, C. FinTechs-Disruptive Geschäftsmodelle im Finanzsektor; SpringerGabler: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2017. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhao, Q.; Tsai, P.-H.; Wang, J.-L. Improving Financial Service Innovation Strategies for Enhancing China’s Banking Industry Competitive Advantage during the Fintech Revolution: A Hybrid MCDM Model. Sustainability 2019, 11, 1419. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rirsch, R.; Tomanek, S. Facebook’s Libra: A case for capital markets supervision? J. Payments Strateg. Syst. 2019, 13, 255–267. [Google Scholar]

	



Henderson, K.E. They posted what? Recruiter use of social media for selection. Organ. Dyn. 2019, 48, 100663. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jeske, D.; Shultz, K. Using social media content for screening in recruitment and selection: Pros and cons. Work Employ. Soc. 2015, 30, 535–546. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Carpentier, M.; Van Hoye, G.; Weng, Q. Social media recruitment: Communication characteristics and sought gratifications. Front. Psychol. 2019, 10, 1669. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



About.linkedin.com. Available online: https://about.linkedin.com/ (accessed on 15 July 2020).

	



Öhman, C.; Watson, D. Are the dead taking over Facebook? A Big Data approach to the future of death online. Big Data Soc. 2019, 6, 1–13. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Huang, H.C. Freemium business model: Construct development and measurement validation. Internet Res. 2016, 26, 604–625. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Li, Z.; Nan, G.; Li, M. Advertising or freemium: The impacts of social effects and service quality on competing platforms. IEEE Trans. Eng. Manag. 2020, 67, 220–233. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Voigt, S.; Hinz, O. Making digital freemium business models a success: Predicting customers’ lifetime value via initial purchase information. Bus. Inf. Syst. Eng. 2016, 58, 107–118. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



IC3. Amount of Monetary Damage Caused by Reported Cyber Crime to the IC3 from 2001 to 2019. Available online: https://www.statista.com/statistics/267132/total-damage-caused-by-by-cyber-crime-in-the-us (accessed on 9 July 2020).

	



Van der Walt, E.; Eloff, J.H.P.; Grobler, J. Cyber-security: Identity deception detection on social media platforms. Comput. Secur. 2018, 78, 76–89. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rahman, R.U.; Tomar, D.S. A new web forensic framework for bot crime investigation. Forensic Sci. Int. Digit. Investig. 2020, 33, 300943. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ali, S.; Islam, N.; Rauf, A.; Din, I.U.; Guizani, M.; Rodrigues, J.J.P.C. Privacy and security issues in online social networks. Future Internet 2018, 10, 114. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Riepl, W. Das Nachrichtenwesen des Altertums Mit Besonderer Rücksicht Auf Die Römer; Teubner: Leipzig, Germany, 1913. [Google Scholar]

	



Zenith. Daily Time Spent with Media Worldwide from 2011 to 2021. Available online: https://www.statista.com/statistics/256300/time-spent-with-media-worldwide (accessed on 23 June 2020).

	



Bergström, A.; Jervelycke Belfrage, M. News in social media. Digit. J. 2018, 6, 583–598. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Karimi, J.; Walter, Z. Corporate entrepreneurship, disruptive business model innovation adoption, and its performance: The case of the newspaper industry. Long Range Plan. 2016, 49, 342–360. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Van der Burg, M.; Van den Bulck, H. Why are traditional newspaper publishers still surviving in the digital era? The impact of long-term trends on the Flemish newspaper industry’s financing, 1990–2014. J. Media Bus. Stud. 2017, 14, 82–115. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Abonizio, H.Q.; de Morais, J.I.; Tavares, G.M.; Barbon, S., Jr. Language-independent fake news detection: English, Portuguese, and Spanish mutual features. Future Internet 2020, 12, 87. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jwa, H.; Oh, D.; Park, K.; Kang, J.M.; Lim, H. exBAKE: Automatic fake news detection model based on bidirectional encoder representations from transformers (BERT). Appl. Sci. 2019, 9, 4062. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Allcott, H.; Gentzkow, M.; Yu, C. Trends in the diffusion of misinformation on social media. Res. Politics 2019, 6, 1–8. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tchakounté, F.; Faissal, A.; Atemkeng, M.; Ntyam, A. A reliable weighting scheme for the aggregation of crowd intelligence to detect fake news. Information 2020, 11, 319. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhang, C.; Gupta, A.; Kauten, C.; Deokar, A.V.; Qin, X. Detecting fake news for reducing misinformation risks using analytics approaches. Eur. J. Oper. Res. 2019, 279, 1036–1052. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Statista. Social Media Advertising-Worldwide|Statista Market Forecast. Available online: https://www.statista.com/outlook/220/100/social-media-advertising/worldwide?currency=eur (accessed on 5 July 2020).

	



Kim, J.; Min, J. Supplier, tailor, and facilitator: Typology of platform business models. J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. Complex. 2019, 5, 57. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Reimers, K.; Guo, X.; Li, M. Beyond markets, hierarchies, and hybrids: An institutional perspective on IT-enabled two-sided markets. Electron. Mark. 2019, 29, 287–305. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Safapour, E.; Kermanshachi, S.; Taneja, P. A Review of Nontraditional Teaching Methods: Flipped Classroom, Gamification, Case Study, Self-Learning, and Social Media. Educ. Sci. 2019, 9, 273. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Marker, C.; Gnambs, T.; Appel, M. Active on Facebook and failing at school? Meta-analytic findings on the relationship between online social networking activities and academic achievement. Educ. Psychol. Rev. 2017, 30, 651–677. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sampasa-Kanyinga, H.; Chaput, J.; Hamilton, H.A. Social media use, school connectedness, and academic performance among adolescents. J. Primary Prevent. 2019, 40, 189–211. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bond, R.M.; Fariss, C.J.; Jones, J.J.; Kramer, A.D.I.; Marlow, C.; Settle, J.E.; Fowler, J.H. A 61-million-person experiment in social influence and political mobilization. Nature 2012, 489, 295–298. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Allcott, H.; Gentzkow, M. Social media and fake news in the 2016 election. J. Econ. Perspect. 2017, 31, 211–236. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dirkson, A.; Verberne, S.; Sarker, A.; Kraaij, W. Data-Driven Lexical Normalization for Medical Social Media. Multimodal Technol. Interact. 2019, 3, 60. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Smailhodzic, E.; Hooijsma, W.; Boonstra, A.; Langley, D.J. Social media use in healthcare: A systematic review of effects on patients and on their relationship with healthcare professionals. BMC Health Serv. Res. 2016, 16, 442. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Jamal, A.A.; Aldawsari, S.T.; Almufawez, K.A.; Barri, R.M.; Zakaria, N.; Tharkar, S. Twitter as a promising microblogging application for psychiatric consultation–Understanding the predictors of use, satisfaction and e-health literacy. Int. J. Med. Inform. 2020, 141, 104202. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Holland, G.; Tiggemann, M. A Systematic review of the impact of the use of social networking sites on body image and disordered eating outcomes. Body Image 2016, 17, 100–110. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Naslund, J.A.; Aschbrenner, K.A.; Marsch, L.A.; Bartels, S.J. The future of mental health care: Peer-to-peer support and social media. Epidemiol. Psychiatr. Sci. 2016, 25, 113–122. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lerman, B.I.; Lewis, S.P.; Lumley, M.; Grogan, G.J.; Hudson, C.C.; Johnson, E. Teen Depression Groups on Facebook: A Content Analysis. J. Adolesc. Res. 2016, 32, 719–741. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Duradoni, M.; Innocenti, F.; Guazzini, A. Well-Being and Social Media: A Systematic Review of Bergen Addiction Scales. Future Internet 2020, 12, 24. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Coyne, S.M.; Rogers, A.A.; Zurcher, J.D.; Stockdale, L.; Booth, M. Does time spent using social media impact mental health? An eight year longitudinal study. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2020, 104, 106160. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Puukko, K.; Hietajärvi, L.; Maksniemi, E.; Alho, K.; Salmela-Aro, K. Social media use and depressive symptoms—A longitudinal study from early to late adolescence. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 5921. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Berezan, O.; Krishen, A.S.; Agarwal, S.; Kachroo, P. Exploring loneliness and social networking: Recipes for hedonic well-being on Facebook. J. Bus. Res. 2020, 115, 258–265. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hunt, M.G.; Marx, R.; Lipson, C.; Young, J. No More FOMO: Limiting Social Media Decreases Loneliness and Depression. J. Soc. Clin. Psychol. 2018, 37, 751–768. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Primack, B.A.; Shensa, A.; Sidani, J.E.; Whaite, E.O.; Lin, L.; Rosen, D.; Colditz, J.B.; Radovic, A.; Miller, E. Social media use and perceived social isolation among young adults in the U.S. Am. J. Prev. Med. 2017, 53, 1–8. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Pittman, M.; Reich, B. Social media and loneliness: Why an Instagram picture may be worth more than a thousand Twitter words. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2016, 62, 155–167. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Salomon, I.; Brown, C. The Selfie Generation: Examining the Relationship Between Social Media Use and Early Adolescent Body Image. J. Early Adolesc. 2018, 39, 539–560. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Andreassen, C.S.; Pallesen, S.; Griffiths, M.D. The relationship between addictive use of social media, narcissism, and self-esteem: Findings from a large national survey. Addict. Behav. 2017, 64, 287–293. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Barry, C.T.; McDougall, K.H. Social media: Platform or catalyst for narcissism? In Handbook of Trait Narcissism; Hermann, A., Brunell, A., Foster, J., Eds.; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2018; pp. 435–441. [Google Scholar]

	



Bouncken, R.; Cesinger, B.; Tiberius, V. Narcissism, machiavellianism, and psychopathy of top managers—Can entrepreneurial orientation secure performance? Int. J. Entrep. Ventur. 2020, 12, 273–302. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Logan, R.K. Understanding New Media. Extending Marshall McLuhan; Peter Lang Publishing: New York, NY, USA, 2010. [Google Scholar]

	



McLuhan, M. Understanding Media. The Extensions of Man, 2nd ed.; MIT Press: Camdridge, MA, USA, 1994. [Google Scholar]

	



Postman, N. Amusing Ourselves to Death: Public Discourse in the Age of Show Business; Penguin: New York, NY, USA, 1985. [Google Scholar]

	



Lim, M. Many clicks but little sticks: Social media activism in Indonesia. J. Contemp. Asia 2013, 43, 636–657. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Deloitte. Facebook’s Global Economic Impact. 2016. Available online: https://www2.deloitte.com/tr/en/pages/technology-media-and-telecommunications/articles/the-global-economic-impact-of-facebook.html (accessed on 17 July 2020).

	



Duffy, B.E.; Schwartz, B. Digital “women’s work?”: Job recruitment ads and the feminization of social media employment. New Media Soc. 2017, 20, 2972–2989. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Aral, S.; Eckles, D. Protecting elections from social media manipulation. Science 2019, 365, 858–861. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Enikolopov, R.; Petrova, M.; Sonin, K. Social media and corruption. Am. Econ. J. Appl. Econ. 2018, 10, 150–174. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dick, A.L. Established democracies, internet censorship and the social media test. Inf. Dev. 2012, 28, 259–260. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gumede, W. Rise in censorship of the Internet and social media in Africa. J. Afr. Media Stud. 2016, 8, 413–421. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Stathopoulou, A.; Siamagka, N.T.; Christodoulides, G. A multi-stakeholder view of social media as a supporting tool in higher education: An educator-student perspective. Eur. Manag. J. 2019, 37, 421–431. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tess, P.A. The role of social media in higher education classes (real and virtual)–A literature review. Comput. Hum. Behav. 2013, 29, A60–A68. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kass-Hout, T.A.; Alhinnawi, H. Social media in public health. Br. Med. Bull. 2013, 108, 5–24. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Finch, K.C.; Snook, K.R.; Duke, C.H.; Fu, K.-W.; Tse, Z.T.H.; Adhikari, A.; Fung, I.C.-H. Public health implications of social media use during natural disasters, environmental disasters, and other environmental concerns. Nat. Hazards 2016, 83, 729–760. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Haider, J. The Shaping of Environmental Information in Social Media: Affordances and Technologies of Self-control. Environ. Commun. 2015, 10, 473–491. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Boulianne, S.; Lalancette, M.; Ilkiw, D. “School Strike 4 Climate”: Social media and the international youth protest on climate change. Media Commun. 2020, 8, 208–218. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Morley, J.; Widdicks, K.; Hazas, M. Digitalisation, energy and data demand: The impact of Internet traffic on overall and peak electricity consumption. Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 2018, 38, 128–137. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Facebook Sustainability. Available online: https://sustainability.fb.com (accessed on 18 July 2020).

	



Leonhardt, J.M.; Pezzuti, T.; Namkoong, J.E. We’re not so different: Collectivism increases perceived homophily, trust, and seeking user-generated product information. J. Bus. Res. 2020, 112, 160–169. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Woudenberg, F. An evaluation of Delphi. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 1991, 40, 131–150. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tiberius, V. Towards a ‘Planned Path Emergence’ View on Future Genesis. J. Futures Stud. 2011, 15, 9–24. [Google Scholar]

	



Flostrand, A.; Pitt, L.; Bridson, S. The Delphi technique in forecasting–A 42-year bibliographic analysis (1975–2017). Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2020, 150, 119773. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gausemeier, J.; Fink, A.; Schlake, O. Scenario management: An approach to develop future potentials. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 1998, 59, 111–130. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kahn, H.; Wiener, A.J. The Year 2000–A Framework for Speculation on the Next Thirty–Three Years; Macmillan: New York, NY, USA, 1968. [Google Scholar]

	



Tiberius, V. Scenarios in the strategy process: A framework of affordances and constraints. Eur. J. Futures Res. 2019, 7, 7. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tiberius, V. Scenarios in business and management: The current stock and research opportunities. J. Bus. Res. 2020, in press. [Google Scholar]

	



Bell, W. Technological forecasting–What it is and what it does. Manag. Rev. 1967, 56, 64. [Google Scholar]

	



Dalkey, N.; Helmer, O. An experimental application of the DELPHI method to the use of experts. Manag. Sci. 1963, 9, 458–467. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rowe, G.; Wright, G. The Delphi technique as a forecasting tool: Issues and analysis. Int. J. Forecast. 1999, 15, 353–375. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rowe, G.; Wright, G. Expert opinions in forecasting: The role of the Delphi technique. In Principles of Forecasting: A Handbook for Researchers and Practitioners; Armstrong, J.S., Ed.; Kluwer: Boston, MA, USA, 2001; pp. 125–144. [Google Scholar]

	



Tiberius, V.; Lisiecki, L. Stock price forecast accuracy and recommendation profitability of financial magazines. Int. J. Financ. Stud. 2019, 7, 58. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gordon, T.J. The Delphi method. Futures Res. Methodol. 1994, 2, 1–30. [Google Scholar]

	



Graefe, A.; Armstrong, J.S. Comparing face-to-face meetings, nominal groups, Delphi and prediction markets on an estimation task. Int. J. Forecast. 2011, 27, 183–195. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hasson, F.; Keeney, S.; McKenna, H. Research guidelines for the Delphi survey technique. J. Adv. Nurs. 2000, 32, 1008–1015. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Parente, R.; Anderson-Parente, J. A case study of long-term Delphi accuracy. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2011, 78, 1705–1711. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Welty, G. Problems of selecting experts for Delphi exercises. Acad. Manag. J. 1972, 15, 121–124. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Winkler, J.; Moser, R. Biases in future-oriented Delphi studies: A cognitive perspective. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2016, 105, 63–76. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Okoli, C.; Pawlowski, S.D. The Delphi method as a research tool: An example, design considerations and applications. Inf. Manag. 2004, 42, 15–29. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tiberius, V.; Borning, J.; Seeler, S. Setting the table for meat consumers: An international Delphi study on in vitro meat. NPJ Sci. Food 2019, 3, 10. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dalkey, N.; Brown, B.; Cochran, S. Use of self-ratings to improve group estimates. Technol. Forecast. 1970, 1, 283–291. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Murry, J.; Hammons, J. Delphi: A versatile methodology for conducting qualitative research. Rev. Higher Educ. 1995, 18, 423–436. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wakita, T.; Ueshima, N.; Noguchi, H. Psychological Distance Between Categories in the Likert Scale. Educ. Psychol. Meas. 2012, 72, 533–546. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



McGregor, J.A.; Camfield, L.; Woodcock, A. Needs, wants and goals: Wellbeing, quality of life and public policy. Appl. Res. Qual. Life 2009, 4, 135–154. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Humprecht, E.; Esser, F. Diversity in online news: On the importance of ownership types and media system types. J. Stud. 2018, 19, 1825–1847. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Beckers, K.; Masini, A.; Sevenans, J.; van der Burg, M.; De Smedt, J.; Van den Bulck, H.; Walgrave, S. Are newspapers’ news stories becoming more alike? Media content diversity in Belgium, 1983–2013. Journalism 2019, 20, 1665–1683. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Graham, C. Happiness and health: Lessons–and questions–for public policy. Health Aff. 2008, 27, 72–87. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Abad-Segura, E.; Cortes-Garcia, F.J.; Belmonte-Urena, L.J. The sustainable approach to Corporate Social Responsibility: A global analysis and future trends. Sustainability 2019, 11, 5382. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chu, S.C.; Chen, H.T.; Gan, C. Consumers’ engagement with corporate social responsibility (CSR) communication in social media: Evidence from China and the United States. J. Bus. Res. 2020, 110, 260–271. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kvasničková Stanislavská, L.; Pilař, L.; Margarisová, K.; Kvasnička, R. Corporate Social Responsibility and social media: Comparison between developing and developed countries. Sustainability 2020, 12, 5255. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Latapí Agudelo, M.A.; Jóhannsdottir, L.; Davídsdóttir, B. A literature review of the history and evolution of corporate social responsibility. Int. J. Corp. Soc. Responsib. 2019, 4, 1. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Okazaki, S.; Plangger, K.; West, D.; Menéndez, H.D. Exploring digital corporate social responsibility communications on Twitter. J. Bus. Res. 2019, 117, 675–682. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Coldwell, C. Examining corporate citizenship: Balancing duties and opportunities in the modern organization. Bus. Ethics Q. 2004, 14, 775–780. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kruggel, A.; Tiberius, V.; Fabro, M. Corporate citizenship: Structuring the research field. Sustainability 2020, 12, 5289. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Saritas, O.; Oner, M.A. Systemic analysis of UK foresight results: Joint application of integrated management model and roadmapping. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2004, 71, 27–65. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Arrow, K.J.; Forsythe, R.; Gorham, M.; Hahn, R.; Hanson, R.; Ledyard, J.O.; Levmore, S.; Litan, R.; Milgrom, P.; Nelson, F.D.; et al. The promise of prediction markets. Science 2008, 320, 877. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tiberius, V.; Rasche, C. Prognosemärkte. Z. Plan. Unternehmenssteuerung/J. Manag. Control 2011, 21, 467–472. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Goodman, C. The Delphi technique: A critique. J. Adv. Nurs. 1987, 12, 729–734. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sackman, H. Summary evaluation of Delphi. Policy Anal. 1975, 1, 693–718. [Google Scholar]

	



Ecken, P.; Gnatzy, T.; von der Gracht, H.A. Desirability bias in foresight: Consequences for decision quality based on Delphi results. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2011, 7, 1654–1670. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bardecki, M.J. Participants’ response to the Delphi Method: An attitudinal perspective. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 1984, 25, 281–292. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hill, K.Q.; Fowles, J. The methodological worth of the Delphi forecasting technique. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 1975, 7, 179–192. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tiberius, V. Theorien des Wandels–Theorien der Zukunftsgenese? In Zukunftsgenese; Tiberius, V., Ed.; VS Verlag: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2012; pp. 11–54. [Google Scholar]

	



Kraus, S.; Clauß, Z.; Breier, M.; Gast, J.; Zardini, A.; Tiberius, V. The economics of COVID-19: Initial empirical evidence on how family firms in five European countries cope with the corona crisis. Int. J. Entrep. Behav. Res. 2020, in press. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Table] 





Table 1. Projections for the Delphi study.






Table 1. Projections for the Delphi study.





	Projections





	Section 1. Interactive Technologies



	P1. Apart from text-, image-, and video-based social media platforms, also platforms mainly based on virtual reality will emerge.



	P2. Some social media platforms will use augmented reality (e.g., to display information or commercials while looking at things).



	P3. Apart from the visual and auditory sense, some social media platforms will also address the somatosensory sense.



	P4. Apart from the visual and auditory sense, some social media platforms will also address the olfactory sense.



	P5. Apart from the visual and auditory sense, some social media platforms will also address the gustatory sense.



	P6. Apart from entering text or uploading media, some platforms will also allow for a touch- and movement-based interaction.



	P7. Apart from entering text or uploading media, some platforms will also allow for a thought-based interaction.



	P8. Users will not recognize a difference when interacting with a real person or an AI-based bot.



	Section 2. Platform Development



	P9. Social media and the World Wide Web will merge.



	P10. Social media and e-commerce will merge.



	P11. Social media and educational platforms will merge.



	P12. Social media will move into the automobile industry.



	P13. Social media will expand in the Fintech sphere.



	P14. There will be one unified social media platform.



	P15. State governments will break social media platform providers to de-monopolize the market.



	P16. Social media will become the main channel for hiring staff.



	P17. On most of today’s leading social media platforms, the number of inactive, deleted, or profiles by dead people will exceed active users.



	P18. Several social media platforms will offer fee-based premium accounts with additional possibilities and services.



	P19. Cybercrime will increase on social media platforms.



	P20. Governments’ strict regulations will massively inhibit platform development.



	Section 3. News Media



	P21. Social media will be the leading news distributor.



	P22. Television will significantly diminish due to social media.



	P23. Radio will significantly diminish due to social media.



	P24. Print media will significantly diminish due to social media.



	P25. Fake news on social media will still be an unsolvable problem.



	P26. Advertising expenses on social media will significantly rise.



	Section 4. Institutional and organizational users



	P27. Schools will use social media for educational purposes.



	P28. Political elections will be mainly determined by social media.



	P29. Election campaigns will be banned from social media.



	P30. Marketing budgets of companies will significantly increase.



	P31. Medical doctors will use social media for online consultations.



	Section 5. Individual effects



	P32. Social media will increase users’ general wellbeing.



	P33. Social media will increase users’ depression among users.



	P34. Social media will increase real-life social contacts between users.



	P35. Social media will increase users’ isolation and loneliness.



	P36. Social media will increase users’ negative body images.



	P37. Social media will increase users’ self-centeredness and narcissism.



	P38. Social media will reduce users’ attention span.



	Section 6. Societal effects



	P39. Social media will (directly or indirectly) significantly increase economic growth.



	P40. Social media will (directly or indirectly) significantly increase the creation of jobs.



	P41. Social media will increase birth rates in various countries.



	P42. Social media will (directly or indirectly) significantly increase political interest.



	P43. Social media will (directly or indirectly) significantly increase democracy.



	P44. Censorship on social media will increase.



	P45. Social media will (directly or indirectly) significantly increase the public’s level of education.



	P46. Social media will (directly or indirectly) significantly increase public health.



	P47. Social media will (directly or indirectly) significantly reduce environmental pollution.



	P48. Energy demand for operating social media platform servers will have a two-digit percentage of the global energy consumption.



	P49. Social media will (directly or indirectly) significantly increase individualism.



	P50. Social media will (directly or indirectly) significantly increase collectivism.
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Table 2. Panel characteristics.
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	First Round
	Second Round





	Age range
	
	



	18–29
	48%
	48%



	30–39
	32%
	32%



	40–49
	14%
	16%



	50–59
	5%
	4%



	60+
	2%
	0%



	Role
	
	



	User
	22%
	24%



	Social Media Researcher
	14%
	12%



	Blogger/Influencer
	14%
	8%



	PR-Manager
	6%
	8%



	Social Media Marketing Manager/Employee
	22%
	24%



	Other Social Media Manager/Employee
	12%
	16%



	Not specified
	8%
	8%
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Table 3. Results of both rounds.






Table 3. Results of both rounds.





	
Projection

	
Second Round (N = 63)

	
Second Round (N = 25)

	
Differences






	
Section 1:

Interactive Technologies

	
x0.25

	
x0.5

	
x0.75

	
IQR

	
x0.25

	
x0.5

	
x0.75

	
IQR

	
x0.25

	
x0.5

	
x0.75

	
IQR




	
1. Virtual realty

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
0

	
−1

	
0

	
0




	
2. Augmented reality

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1

	
−1




	
3. Sematosensory sense

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
4. Olfactory sense

	
2

	
3

	
3

	
1

	
3

	
3

	
4

	
1

	
1

	
0

	
1

	
0




	
5. Gustatory sense

	
2

	
3

	
3

	
1

	
3

	
3

	
4

	
1

	
1

	
0

	
1

	
0




	
6. Touch- and movement

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
7. Tought-based interact.

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
3

	
1

	
1

	
+1

	
0

	
−1




	
8. AI-based bots

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
2

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
Section 2:

Platform Development

	
x0.25

	
x0.5

	
x0.75

	
IQR

	
x0.25

	
x0.5

	
x0.75

	
IQR

	
x0.25

	
x0.5

	
x0.75

	
IQR




	
9. WWW

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
10. E-Commerce

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
11. Educational platforms

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
12. Automotive industry

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
2

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
−1

	
−1




	
13. Fintechs

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
0

	
−1

	
0

	
0




	
14. Unified platform

	
3

	
3

	
4

	
1

	
3

	
4

	
4

	
1

	
0

	
+1

	
0

	
0




	
15. De-monopolization

	
2

	
3

	
3

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
3

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
16. HR Recruitment

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
2

	
0

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
17. Inactive Profiles

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
18. Freemium

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
19. Cybercrime

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1

	
−1




	
20. Regulations

	
2

	
3

	
3

	
1

	
3

	
3

	
3

	
0

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
Section 3:

News Media

	
x0.25

	
x0.5

	
x0.75

	
IQR

	
x0.25

	
x0.5

	
x0.75

	
IQR

	
x0.25

	
x0.5

	
x0.75

	
IQR




	
21. News distribution

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
22. TV

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
0

	
−1

	
−1

	
−1




	
23. Radio

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
2

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
24. Print media

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
25. Fake news

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
26. Advertising expenses

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1

	
−1




	
Section 4:

Institutions/organizations

	
x0.25

	
x0.5

	
x0.75

	
IQR

	
x0.25

	
x0.5

	
x0.75

	
IQR

	
x0.25

	
x0.5

	
x0.75

	
IQR




	
27. Schools

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
28. Political elections

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
2

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
2

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
29. No election campaigns

	
2

	
3

	
3

	
1

	
3

	
3

	
4

	
1

	
1

	
0

	
1

	
0




	
30. Marketing budgets

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
0

	
−1

	
0

	
0




	
31. Medical doctors

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
2

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
1

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
Section 5:

Individual effects

	
x0.25

	
x0.5

	
x0.75

	
IQR

	
x0.25

	
x0.5

	
x0.75

	
IQR

	
x0.25

	
x0.5

	
x0.75

	
IQR




	
32. Well-being

	
2

	
3

	
3

	
1

	
3

	
3

	
3

	
0

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
33. Depression

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
2

	
0

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
34. Real-life contacts

	
2

	
3

	
3

	
1

	
3

	
3

	
3

	
0

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
35. Isolation/loneliness

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
36. Negative body image

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
0

	
−1

	
0

	
0




	
37. Narcissism

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
0

	
−1

	
0

	
0




	
38. Reduced attention

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
Section 6:

Societal effects

	
x0.25

	
x0.5

	
x0.75

	
IQR

	
x0.25

	
x0.5

	
x0.75

	
IQR

	
x0.25

	
x0.5

	
x0.75

	
IQR




	
39. Economic growth

	
2

	
2

	
2

	
0

	
2

	
2

	
2

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
40. Job creation

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
41. Birth rates

	
3

	
3

	
4

	
1

	
3

	
3

	
4

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
42. Political interest

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
2

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1

	
−1




	
43. Democracy

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
44. Censorship

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
2

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
−1

	
−1




	
45. General education

	
2

	
3

	
3

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
1

	
0

	
−1

	
0

	
0




	
46. Public health

	
2

	
3

	
3

	
1

	
3

	
3

	
3

	
0

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
−1




	
47. Pollution

	
2

	
3

	
3

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
2

	
0

	
0

	
1

	
+1




	
48. Energy demand

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
49. Individualism

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
50. Collectivism

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
1

	
2

	
2

	
3

	
1

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0
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Table 4. Overview of projection assessments and changes.






Table 4. Overview of projection assessments and changes.





	Assessment/Change
	Projection(s)





	Agree
	1, 2, 6, 10, 13, 19, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 30, 36, 37, 38



	Somewhat agree
	3, 8, 9, 11, 12, 16, 17, 18, 23, 27, 28, 31, 33, 35, 39, 40, 42, 43, 44, 45, 48, 49, 50



	Somewhat disagree
	4, 5, 7, 15, 20, 29, 32, 34, 41, 46, 47



	disagree
	14



	Agreement increased
	1, 13, 22, 30, 36, 37, 45



	Disagreement increased
	7, 14



	IQR decreased
	2, 7, 12, 16, 19, 20, 22, 26, 31, 32, 33, 34, 42, 44, 46



	IQR increased
	47
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