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“Don't pretend to be my friend!” When an informal brand

communication style backfires on social media
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10. General discussion

Social media use has been exploding, and social networking sites
have become essential platforms for marketing communications
(Simply Measured, 2015). The sheer volume of daily consumer-brand
interactions on these platforms has highlighted the need for guidance
concerning how brands should communicate with consumers to foster
relationships and, in particular, to gain their trust. However, little aca-
demic research is available to help marketers understand the best prac-
tices for communicating with consumers through such platforms. The
present research takes a first step toward addressing this issue and of-
fers some guidelines for communicating with consumers in social
media environments. Specifically, across three experiments, we investi-
gated the role of informal communication style on brand trust. Brand
trust is considered a milestone in building consumer-brand relation-
ships in social media environments (e.g., Gleeson, 2012; Porter &
Donthu, 2008). Experiment 1 provides evidence that, when communi-
cating to consumers who are already familiar with a brand, the use of
an informal style increases trust in that brand. Experiment 2 shows
the opposite effect on brand trust for consumers who are unfamiliar
with the brand. Experiment 3 jointly tests these two findings within
the context of one brand and provides evidence for the moderating
role of brand familiarity on the effect of an informal style on brand
trust. In addition, Experiment 3, which explored an underlying mecha-
nism as well, shows that the effects of the informal style on brand
trust are mediated by the perceived appropriateness of the brand com-
munication style.
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