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Abstract

From 2006 to 2012, Facebook membership grew tocappately 980 million users (1). For
those many users, the social networking site (3NS)become an integral part of their daily
routine, and thus provides invaluable data for pelagical research. The current study
investigated photo-posting activityby users in pineviously definedSNS typologies: Activist,
Observer, Entrepreneur, Scrap Booker, and SociteBly (2). Data was collected from 220
Facebook profiles.Trained coders recorded eachcymamtt's age, gender, friend count, and
picture posting frequencyalong with his/her ten tmegsent photo-posting actions and their
respective tone -- positive, negative, or neuBabsequent data analysis highlighted common
behavioral themes and usage patterns. As initiddiypothesized, SNSusers posted
predominantly positive photos, possibly as a mezngnline impression management. Not
surprisingly, such photo posts received more respdhan either neutral or negative photo
posts. In addition, a significant difference waarfd in the number diikesreceived among
the five typologies. Specifically, Scrap Booker fi®received more responses than any of
the others. This study offers a glimpse into thenglex processes that underlie online photo
posting behavior and, at the same time, createsia for further inquiry using the typologies.

Keywords: Social Networking Sites, Facebook Typology, Impi@sdManagement, Photo
Sharing.
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I ntroduction

For more than one billion active monthly users Farebook, with its fast and convenient
means of communication, has become an importamegiein daily social connection. In
turn, these numbers provide an observable dataifadiéfering, but stable (4),online social
interaction (5). Social networking sites (SNSktsas Facebook,provide valuable data across
geographical regions, age groups, religious dfififes, socioeconomic status, and social
class, in other words, for varied demographics. V&ying personality characteristics and
social motivations(6,7)of SNS users produce an lggwariable set ofobservable online
behaviors.

Previous research shows that SNSusersrarely utiilezsitesto create new online relationships
(8). Rather users generally use SNSs to enhanaeethisting real-world relationships. That
is, users tend to develop relatively accurate enfersonas (9) while also engaging in
impression management. One study (10) showeduets’ online personas represent a
slightly idealized version of their offline self XL The fact that SNS users can select or
emphasize characteristics they deem socially d#sjmhile eliminating or de-emphasizing
undesirable ones, means they can create a speoifie identity. In one study, SNS users
reported that they chodmest-fit picturesand untagged themselves from photos they deemed
unflattering (12).Additionally, 24% of participanteported posting photos to communicate
their self-concept “a whole lot,” while 34% repattthey did so to communicate same “quite
a bit.”

Although users are always in a position to conteil (e.g., by deleting disliked comments),
photos appear to play a more defined role in ordimgal interaction.One study showed that
adult SNS users often post photos as a “conversatater’mainly because a picture is a way
to quickly communicate much personal informatio8)(XClearly, SNS profile photos give a
first impression; others, like those that chronitidestones and communicate more extensive
information, contribute to elements of users’ oalindentity. Through photos, online
friendsmay gain more nuanced information than that whisbrsi can provide through their
written profile.Photo posting, a now ubiquitous Sfé&ture, represents a valuable database
for aspects of social interaction and warrantshenstudy.

The present study examinedSNS social interactiords @sage patterns through picture
posting behavior as a function of previously vatidh typologies -- Activist, Observer,
Entrepreneur, Scrap Booker, and Social Butterfihat developed out of research conducted
by the California State University, Long Beach (C8)Psychology Department Facebook
Research Group directed by Professors Martin Fielvet Christopher Warren (2). Previous
studies examined Facebook birthday greetings mtiosl to gender and relationship status
(14); the long-term stability of the five typologi€l5); and SNS behaviors according to age
cohort(16).

The current research examines common behavior&rpatof online photo postings as a
function of these five typologies, as well as, thiee of the picture posts. Because previous
research suggested that SNS users put forwardzdeég]17), or partially idealized (12, 10)
online identities for self-presentation (9, 17),whas hypothesized that users would post
predominately positive photos to the same end.ofigh previous research identified various
motivations for SNS usage (8) and examined theopeaigy motivators (6, 7), few studies
have examined the role of reciprocal SNS interactiithin online photo posting, which we
address in the current study.
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M ethod

Participants

A convenience sample of 227 participants wasranga@lected via Facebook. Seven of the
participants were excluded from analyses due t@imgsor incomplete data, resulting in a
sample of 220 participants (98 men, 122 wonMy,. = 26.7, age range: 18-77 years). The
meanfriend count was 518riends.

Nine trained research assistants (RAs) chose Zbtof their Facebookriends, selecting
every third individual in theifriend list for inclusion in the sample.(Following the initial
collection period, one RA coded an additional 20fifgs). Participants were chosen for
inclusion in this manner primarily due to accesiibissues. RAs were required to have a
minimum of 100 friends prior to the start of datdlection. Facebook users that chose to hide
their friend count, or those that posted less than 10 photos in, tetale excluded from the
sample.The data collection procedure was approyethé Institutional Review Board at
California State University, Long Beach.

Procedure

Resear ch Assistant Training

All coderswere trained at the same time. During ttaning, a brief overview of the
Facebookwall was presented, and coders were familiarized \ighfitze distinct typologies
(i.e., Social Butterfly, Entrepreneur, Activist, €dvver, and Scrap Booker; 2). The training
addressed experimenter biases and stressed thertamg® of disregarding personal
assumptions.

Coding Procedures

Profiles included in the study were randomly se&ldcvia each coder'sriend list.To
commence profile coding, each coder accessed erériend list via Facebook and selected
every third friend displayed.The Facebdoiend list randomizes each time a person leaves
the page for another webpage; therefore, coders instructed to access théirend list only
once and subsequently open each individual prafile separate window. Participants
remained anonymous on the coding sheet, represemigdby a number (1 through 20,
respectively).

To begin data collection, the coder recorded deapiyc data (e.g., age, gender and friend
count) and began to code the user’'s 10 most ré@m@book picture posts (see Appendix A).
Picture typology, tone, and number Itfes received was recorded for each picture posting
event. To ensure picture posts had adequate omgyrttor social interaction, coders
disregarded posts that were within 7 days of thrdingpdate. In the same vein, coders were
instructed to code only pictures accompanied vétt in order to ascertain the general tone
of the post. Any picture posted without text osteal by someone other than the participant
was not recorded.

Results

According to analyses, 69% of photo posts weretipesin nature if = 1521), 26% were
neutral 6 = 581), and 5% were negative £ 108). A one-way Analysis of Covariance
(ANCOVA) indicated a significant main effect of T®@mvhenfriend count was held constant,
F(2, 2206) = 27.33p < .01. Pairwise comparisons utilizing the Bonfefr@orrection
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indicated that positive photos(= 10.03,SE = .30) received morkkes than both neutral
= 6.00, SE = .45) and negativeM = 6.66, D = 1.13) photosp < .01 andp < .001,
respectively.

Scrap Booker type photos represented the majofipiature postsr{ = 1033), followed by
Observer 1§ = 427), Social Butterflyr( = 427), Activist 6 = 215), and Entrepreneun €
107). A one-way ANCOVA revealed a significant maiffect of Typology wherfriend
count was held constang(4, 2204) = 17.08p < .001.0n average, following covariance with
friend count, Scrap Booker posts received 10.95 € .36) likes. Observer, Social Butterfly,
Activist, and Entrepreneur posts received, on ageerd.15 &€ = .57), 7.35 $E = .56), 5.96
(SE =.79), and 6.07FE = 1.13) likes, respectively. Subsequent simple pgamsons analysis
utilizing aBonferronitest revealed a significanffelience between the Scrap Booker typology
and each of the other four typologies,.001.

Discussion

Although the results support some of our predi&dhe links between photo sharing activity
and subsequent response rate variability warratitdo study. In line with our hypotheses,
picture posts were predominately positive in tam] positive photos elicited greater online
social interaction likes- than either neutral or negative ones.Scrap Bopketos received
significantly more interaction than Observer, Adiyand Entrepreneur posts, but contrary to
our prediction, Social Butterfly photos did noteae significantly more interaction than the
other categories.These results point towards argktrend of responding, at least in some
cases. And,as in social interactions, it seemsnentiehaviors elicit differential responses
based on the type of behavior, or persona,repregent

The current study capitalizes on a few conceptndlraethodological advantages and, as with
any study, presents several limitations. With apnately 2,000 data points, the current
study provides an expansive analysis of behavioatlerns and usage habits for the given
sample. In addition, the methodology and findipgsvide a framework for future research
on picture posting behaviors adding to a new anérgimg field in social psychology.
Although other studies have examined SNS behavicording to the Big Five personality
dimensions (6, 7), the current study is one of fevy that examines SNS behavior regarding
online photo posting based on tone of picturesthnough the five typologies (2).However,
with archival coding procedures, limitations exast to the robustness of the findings. Most
notably, although self-report biases are eliminatedf-presentation or self-monitoring may
cloud the true validity of the information codedngdortantly, however, the current study
focused its efforts on capturing self-presentattonsome degree; therefore, the online
behavior patterns observed may generalize nottonlyture online behavior, but also across
a variety of social networking media.
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Appendix A
Facebook Picture Coding Sheet
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