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Abstract 

 

Who Says What Goes?—Describing Normative Interactive Behavior on 

Facebook 

 

James Elijah Benson, M.A. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2014 

 

Supervisor: Kathleen Tyner 

 

The increasing popularity of sites like Facebook causes content providers to 

reassess how and where to provide their information in order to reach the most users 

through user interaction with content.  As such, news providers are building content not 

only to be online specific, but also to be Facebook specific.  This study investigates the 

communication framework that exists when people interact on Facebook to express 

approval or disapproval on posted topics.  Moreover, it studies what codes and 

conventions presented in Facebook site architecture shape user reaction on specific 

topics.  Lastly, this study investigates the connection between user reaction on topics and 

the rated level of closeness of respondents and their Facebook friends. 
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Technology Transforming Social Network Functionality 

  This study investigates the communication framework that exists when people 

interact on Facebook to express approval or disapproval on posted topics.  Moreover, it 

studies what codes and conventions presented in Facebook site architecture shape user 

reaction on specific topics.  The increasing popularity of sites like Facebook causes 

content providers to reassess how and where to provide their information in order to 

reach the most users through user interaction with content.  As such, news providers are 

building content not only to be online specific, but also to be Facebook specific.  The 

research also provides insights into the different ways users interact in accordance with 

who posts the information.  For instance, will a group or business page receive the same 

amount or type of interaction as someone in the users’ social circle? 

 This study further examines what modes of interaction, built into the Facebook 

platform, users choose to interact in response to a specific topic.   The study investigates 

the way that unspoken codes and conventions shape interaction in this space just as they 

do in offline spaces.  This study frames the set structure by which interaction takes place 

on Facebook over particular topics that users deem worthy of their approval or 

disapproval.   

 Granovetter (1974) explained that we form weak and strong “ties”, or social 

bonds, in our offline social network and call on those ties in specific situations based on 

that tie-strength (Granovetter, 1974, p. 1362).  This study uses a survey of college-aged 

users to collect data related to tie-strength, types and frequency of interactions.  Building 

on the work of Granovetter, this study hypothesizes that higher perceived tie-strength 
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correlates with a higher willingness to interact with the content that users provide.  Tie-

strength and types and frequency of interactions are addressed in this survey through 

specific questions relating to each. 

 According to insidefacebook.com, which studies and reports all aspects of 

Facebook, at the beginning of 2014 Facebook had grown to over 1.3 billion users 

worldwide with nearly half of those active on a daily basis.  The current study provides a 

lens to view the way that these interactions are managed and prioritized between users.  

Other work has been done to analyze why people have chosen this specific site, the time 

spent on the site, and why users are drawn to particular aspects of the site.  This study 

shows how users already take an active role in defining these behavioral parameters.   
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1.0 Framing Social Networks’ Evolution to Online Spaces 

The review of existing literature is grounded in late twentieth-century scholarship 

of computer-mediated communication (CMC) and will progress into the use of current 

sites, like Facebook, and the functions users are choosing.  Bridging the gap between 

studies from the mid-1990s and 2014 is an overview of the different forms online 

communities have used and the reasons some have been successful while others have not.  

This study will attempt to situate the literature in the uses and gratification 

communicational theory framework and apply discourse related to social tie-strength. 

1.1 Early Work in Uses and Gratification 

Uses and gratification theory sites a framework in the proliferation of mass media 

that implied active vs. passive audiences and attempted to understand why people use 

certain media and the effects that media had on its users (Katz 1959).  This construct has 

been widely used in studies since that time to understand the same questions about radio, 

television and other forms of mass media.  Katz’ study focused on the social uses of 

media in that individuals cannot be influenced by media if that individual has no “use” 

for it, psychological or social, in his/her life (Katz 1959). From this model I will move 

forward with the shared understanding of user agency and participatory roles.  Using 

“opted in” participation as a basis, the literature is reviewed in a way that will build on 

this principle idea and set computer-mediated communication firmly on that structure. 

 Uses and gratifications research has been most influenced by the work of Katz 

and for the purposes of this study “Uses and Gratifications Research,” by Katz, Blumler 

and Gurevitch (1973), will be used to situate the theoretical framework posited.  These 
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writings point to previous work done in gratifications of media and provide a “list of 

functions served either by some specific contents or by the medium in question”, which 

are “to match one’s wits against others, to get information or advice for daily living, to 

provide a framework for one’s day, to prepare oneself culturally for the demands of 

upward mobility, or to be reassured about the dignity and usefulness of one’s role.” 

(Katz, Blumler and Gurevitch, 1973, p.509)  According to Katz, Blumler and Gurevitch 

(1973) studies in this field are concerned with:  

 1) the social and psychological origins of 

 2) the needs which generate 

 3) expectations of 

 4) the mass media or other sources, which lead to  

5) differential patterns of media exposure (or engagement in other activities), 

resulting in 

 6) need gratifications and 

 7) other consequences, perhaps mostly unintended ones (p. 510). 

Various methodological approaches are presented by Katz et. al. for how individuals may 

come to their findings or, more importantly, how they might begin to structure the 

intended research.  Of most use to my study was one in which observed gratifications are 

used as a starting point and researchers then deconstruct their findings to point to the 

needs that are served (Katz, Blumler and Gurevitch, 1973).  Furthermore, this framework 

points to an internal coherence of related studies in this field which present five elements 

in particular that are congruent with the current study.  These elements are that the 

audience is active, that initiative lies with the audience member, that media compete with 
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other sources, that goals of mass media use are derived from audience members and that 

value judgments about cultural significance should be suspended while audience 

orientations are explored on their own terms (Katz, Blumler and Gurevitch, 1973, p. 515).  

Placing the study in this context will provide key perspective for viewing the motivation 

of the respondents, but may also provide a set of limitations. 

Scholarship related to the uses of social ties has sought to relate perceived tie-

strength, or the level of perceived closeness one person feels to another person in their 

network, to the types of interactions. Granovetter explained that we form weak and strong 

“ties”, or social bonds, in our network and call on those ties in specific situations based 

on our perceived tie-strength (Granovetter, 1974, p.1362).  He provides the definition as; 

“the strength of a tie is a (probably linear) combination of the amount of time, the 

emotional intensity, the intimacy (mutual coding), and the reciprocal services which 

characterize the tie” (Granovetter, 1974, p. 1361).  His study looked at how, and how 

quickly, information was shared between related contacts and the role the closeness of 

those contacts played in accruing social capital.  This study will look to apply 

Granovetter’s framework to analyze the way that Facebook users interact according to 

tie-strength once information has been shared. 

1.2 Facebook through Uses and Gratifications Theory  

Other studies on Facebook use have also been grounded in uses and gratifications 

theory.  Some of the focus was on establishing the needs of the user in relation to the type 

of interactions they sought (Raacke and Bonds-Raacke, 2008, p. 170). Their work studied 

the particular reasons that users sought out Facebook to interact, as well as looking into 

the types of functions used to interact in relation to type of information the user sought to 
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share.  They found high overall usage by college-aged students and they found that 

respondents reported over an hour a day of time spent on the site.  Over eighty percent 

made personal information available on the site and only about half had their pages to 

private (Raacke and Bonds-Raacke, 2008, p. 172).  These findings again point to a desire 

by users to share information and function in a participatory role on the site. 

Papacharissi studied the architecture, or site design, of Facebook and defined it as 

the “composite result of structure, design, and organization…with the understanding that 

they are all specified by programming code.” (Papacharissi, 2009, p.205)  This means 

that all types of interactions are built in, therefore limited, to the underlying technical and 

design constraints of each site.  Papacharissi sought to understand how the design of 

Facebook lends itself to support and constrain users’ addition of content to their social 

and professional online spaces (Papacharissi, 2009, p.209).  Her study compared 

Facebook to LinkedIn and ASmallWorld and how each site allowed users to manage what 

is public and what is private.  She argues that a “professional etiquette offline transfers 

online and a network that emulates protocol, routines and formalities of professional 

interaction is created.” (Papacharissi, 2009, p.211)  This correlation points to interactive 

protocols that exist and are embedded in SNS like Facebook. 

Work has also been done in attempts to deconstruct how Facebook users feel 

about the utility of the actions allowed by the site. Uses were ranked high to low from 

friend functions, personal information, practical information, regulatory functions, 

groups, events, and misc (Bumgarner 2007).  Bumgarner found that the highest ratings 

were given to social utility, using Facebook with friends and reviewing friends, were 

gauged as having the highest uses.  The lowest ranked among uses were miscellaneous 
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features which included initiating relationships, particularly romantic.  These findings 

show high levels of perceived use of Facebook by respondents in relation to staying 

informed about how one’s friends were interacting on the site. While Bumgarner’s work 

did unpack uses, his work did not address linking usefulness of functions to the type of 

content produced as the study here intends.  

A 2011 study done on the uses of Facebook has disassembled use to explore the 

motivations to use specific features (Smock et al, 2011, p. 2323).  Their findings here 

help show the high resulting usage of these features as well as the varying reasons they 

choose the feature to communicate.  For example, they found high instances in using a 

status update to share expressive information.  Smock, et al, found high uses of other 

functions such as wall posts and chats in relation to “passing time”. (Smock et al, 2011, p. 

2325)  Their findings here are of note because they provide information and positively 

reinforce the hypothesis that users look to specific features for specific functions.  The 

study builds on work related to design features and social uses to demonstrate 

relationships between the type of communication desired and the corresponding features 

of a site. 

A body of work also focuses on the types of information shared by users on social 

networks.  Fenton (2012) urges that “-we should not fall into the trap of diminishing the 

importance of who is communicating what to whom” (Fenton, 2012, p.127).  She points 

out that Facebook is the world’s second most popular website and that 22 percent of all 

time spent on the internet is spent on social networking sites (SNS).  Fenton found that in 

2012 the average Facebook user spent 25 minutes on the site; compared to 5 minutes for 

the next most popular site.  Also according to Fenton, 48 percent of Facebook users were 
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ages 18-34 (Fenton, 2012, p. 128).  Through this usage data she structures SNS as places 

that “-allow for acts of association that bring with them notions of being in control, 

having autonomy and expressing the self” (Fenton, 2012, p.130).  She goes on to state 

that “An increase in emphasis of the values of self-expression seems to point to the 

development of new social habits.” (Fenton, 2012, p.132)  Her work aligns with the 

research base that positions these sites as interactive spaces used for self-expression.   

1.3 Communication Studies and Rules of Interaction 

 Study has been done in the field of communication relating to the types of 

normative behaviors that facilitate interaction and move it toward efficiency.  There have 

been several key ways to term these studies including rules, coordinate management of 

meaning and uncertainty reduction. At their core, all discuss the ways that those 

interacting use both internal and external cues to facilitate understanding in 

communication transactions.   

 “Rules” theories have been constructed with some of the essential work being 

done by Shimanoff, who studied the types of normative behavior that helps guide to 

appropriate and effective communicative behavior.  Shimanoff (1980) defines rules as “a 

followable prescription that indicates what behavior is obligated, preferred, or prohibited 

in certain contexts.”  (Shimanoff, 1980, p. 24)  This type of work lays the groundwork for 

the notion that there are behavioral norms which are in adhered to in communication 

interactions.  Shimanoff (1980) explains this further through Rules Governing Theory: 

“In order for communication to exist, or continue, two or more interacting 

individuals must share rules for using symbols. Not only must they have rules for 

individual symbols, but they must agree on such matters as how to take turns at 
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speaking, how to be polite or how to insult, to greet, and so forth.  If every symbol 

user manipulated symbols at random, the result would be chaos rather than 

communication.” (Shimanoff, 1980, p. 14) 

 Coordinated Management of Meaning (CMM) is another set of theory pertaining 

to how interlocutors use systems to organize speech and communication with particular 

attention paid to external forces that have an effect on these systems. Pearce, et al (1980) 

provided a working definition for this type of study that stated: 

Coordinated Management of Meaning, “CMM, describes the causal forces in 

conversation in terms of two concepts: logical force and practical force. Assuming 

that persons transform sensory perceptions into implications for meaning and 

action and that the process for this transformation may usefully be described in 

terms of the actor's "rules," (Pierce et al, 1980, p. 24) 

CMM includes the notion that rules exist and that actors are constantly navigating these 

sets of rules which are highly contextual and socially constructed (Pearce et al, 1980, 

p.25).  They go on to state that these rules are necessary because, along with creating and 

understanding meaning, they help us understand how to act appropriately. 

 Uncertainty Reduction Theory is based on the idea that those communicating lead 

into a new interaction under a set of socially constructed normative behaviors that allow 

them to gain more information about one another. Early work by Berger and Calebrese 

(1975) laid out seven sets of rules that help us frame the way these interactions take place 

and construct understanding. They are as follow: 

1) As the amount of verbal communication between strangers increases, uncertainty 

decreases; as uncertainty is reduced, verbal communication increases;  
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2) As the amount of nonverbal warmth expressed between strangers increases, 

uncertainty decreases; as uncertainty is reduced, nonverbal expressions of warmth 

increase; 

3) When uncertainty is high, information-seeking behavior is frequent; as 

uncertainty decreases, information-seeking behavior decreases; 

4) When uncertainty is high, the intimacy level of communication content is low; as 

uncertainty decreases, the intimacy level of communication content increases; 

5) When uncertainty is high, partners are more likely to reciprocate each other's 

communication behaviors; as uncertainty decreases, the rate of reciprocity 

decreases; 

6) Similarities between communication partners decrease uncertainty; dissimilarities 

between communication partners increase uncertainty; and 

7) When uncertainty is high, liking for a communication partner is low; as 

uncertainty decreases, liking increases (Berger & Calebrese, 1975, p. 105). 

This type of information acquisition and subsequent diminishing of uncertainty takes 

place via a set of socially constructed actions and questions that take place before the 

initial interaction and are on-going.  This set of communication behaviors, along with the 

explanation of how liking and reciprocity increase, will help the current study in the 

attempt to explain what rules apply on Facebook and how increased intimacy governs 

interaction in that space. 

1.4 Media Rituals 

 Scholarship exists that positions online social networking via the internet as a 

means of communication for the public, by the public.  Amount of study on the internet 
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and the role that it takes in societies has been increasing with much of the working 

investigating social media interaction.  Couldry (2003) introduced a term ‘media rituals’ 

which he explained as our findings after we have examined all texts and are left with: 

“For we would still have to explain the media’s role in ordering our lives and 

organizing social space.  We would still have to explain those times when our 

attention to media seems more than casual, even necessary, and when the media 

appears to stand in for something essential about our lives as social being.” 

(Couldry, 2003, p.20) 

Media rituals suggests that of equal importance as media themselves, is the need of being 

engaged with the media and being able to communicate messages to others for financial, 

political or social gain (Fenton, 2012, p.21).  Couldry and Fenton explore not only the 

increasing presence of computer mediated communication, but also the interactive role of 

the users.  Nearly 60 percent of respondents for the current study claimed to check 

Facebook multiple times a day which indicates the ritualized nature of Facebook in their 

lives. 

1.5 Computer Mediated Communication 

Late twentieth century computer-mediated communication (CMC) studies 

focused on email, chat rooms and virtual worlds, but more recent studies have gravitated 

to the study of social network sites (SNS) due to their proliferation over the last ten years.  

boyd and Ellison (2007) define social network sites as sites that allow individuals to:  

 1) Construct a public or semi-public profile within a bounded system,  

 2) Articulate a list of other users with whom they share a connection and  
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3) View and traverse their list of connections and those made by others within the 

system. (boyd and Ellison, 2007, p. 211) 

 Similarly, boyd and Ellison focused on the role of these sites in relationship management 

and social interaction. Specifically, their study looks at which particular features of 

Facebook were used to maintain users’ public profile and maintain relationships with 

other users in their network. 

 Perhaps some of the most explanatory work for the role of CMC in building 

relationships comes from Walther who studied three types of communication that take 

place via CMC.  He categorized them as impersonal, interpersonal and hyperpersonal 

(Walther 1996).  Studies of online communication effects, before Walther, posited that 

the outcome of this type of interaction would be impersonal communication due to lack 

of sociological cues.  Walther argues that perhaps the opposite takes place and that users 

are likely to form hyperpersonal communication, that communication which exceed 

interpersonal, due to some of the same reasons (Walther, 1996, p.15).  In this study he 

points to the fact that people who occupy the same online spaces view a commonality and 

therefore are more likely to take part in these hyperpersonal exchanges (Walther, 1996, 

p.22).  The idea that people occupy the same mediated space as they would the same 

offline space and brings them to an almost instant commonality is one that may begin to 

help us understand the choice of these spaces by users.  This study asked users to rate 

their perceived level of closeness to other persons in their network.  Their ratings were 

then used compared to types of interaction in the following order a) if hyperpersonal 

relationships were evident; and b) how perceived closeness affected interaction.  
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 Key to understanding the reasons that people use CMC is an investigation into the 

psychological and sociological factors of use.  Stritzke et. al. (2004) seeks to relate users’ 

characteristics to their media usage.  As previously posed, key to framing the study of 

online communication is the idea that certain aspects of one’s offline personality are 

carried into their online interactions, though some effects can be mitigated (Stritzke, 

Nguyen & Durkin, 2004, p.5).  In this study of college-aged students the researchers 

found that individuals with measured levels of shyness can be less limited when 

interacting in an online space, but that an individual who was considered shy would 

continue to be so in some measurable form when interacting face-to-face.  In their 

discussion they conclude that the individuals that self-identified as shy would more likely 

look to continue certain relationships or aspects of relationships in a manner carried out 

online.  Respondents were 134 college students invited to participate in a questionnaire 

measuring the use of CMC and levels of shyness via an email from their respective 

departments.  Limitations do exist in the study which consisted of all college students and 

a two-third female-to-male ratio, but it provides a useful frame for a certain demographic 

which is considered heavy users of the internet.  This demographic was similar to the 

current study, therefore useful to examine how interactions via Facebook features either 

maintain or mitigate personal characteristics. 

Another useful way to analyze media usage and the formation and maintenance of 

relationships in relation to the growth of hyperpersonal communication is to study how 

friendships move toward hyperpersonal interaction.  Henderson and Gilding (2004) also 

studied the idea of trust and the use of hyperspersonal communication in online 

friendships.  Their study moves the communication forward into the realm of 
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relationships which are themselves closer than those strictly maintained offline.  

Henderson & Gilding (2004) point to Giddens’ sociological perspective on the idea of a 

“pure relationship” that is formed when “sentiments of closeness are reciprocated for 

their own sake (Henderson & Gilding, 2004, p.488).  Open-ended questions set up their 

qualitative study which analyzes responses situated in theoretical framework viewed from 

a sociological perspective.  Interviews were conducted online and offline in this study 

and the resulting responses were compared using key words to determine the extent to 

which either method limited the presentation of information.  The goal of this study was 

to refute early notions that anonymity would limit online trust.  Application of this 

framework to the current study proved useful in the context of a space where anonymity 

did not come into play.  That is, to investigate what conventions of communication on 

Facebook were used in relation to social category in order to move toward pure 

relationships.  

These studies exploring trust, hyperpersonal relationships and “pure 

relationships” were of specific interest to the current study because they help show a 

pattern of less inhibited interaction.  Mitigated shyness also helps point to the fact that 

users are acting in a way that is authentic and uninhibited in this space.  The goal was to 

try and understand how these types of relationships and characteristics help shape modes 

of communication on Facebook. 

1.6 Methodology  

This study, Who Says What Goes?, builds on the research base related to 

users’ active participatory role, the types of very personal relationships formed 

online, uninhibited interactions online and uses of particular features on Facebook 
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according to specific communicative intentions.  All of these ideas are important 

to the current study in that they provide relevant evidence to analyze interactions 

that take place on Facebook.  The current study hopes to show that users are 

uninhibited in their uses of specific features to relate to other “friends” how the 

interactions should take place.  For the purposes of this study, a “friend” refers to 

the individuals chosen by users for their Facebook network.  These individuals 

could be family members or acquaintances and this study sought to extrapolate 

the way that communication changed in relation to these relationships. 

Based on the previously reviewed literature the Who Says What Goes analyzes 

Facebook usage in relation to the follow research questions: 

RQ1) Do specific topics generate more or less interactive engagement than 
others? 
 
RQ2) What topics motivate users to select specific conventions and functions of 
Facebook to interact? 

 
RQ3) Is the degree of interactive engagement related to user tie strength? 

 

Through these questions the current study hopes to show that users’ approval or 

disapproval of posted content is expressed using specific features.  

1.7 Participants 

Who Says What Goes used as a convenience sample a class of 125 undergraduate 

students in communication studies at The University of Texas at El Paso (UTEP).  The 

college-aged students were chosen in part due to their high levels of Facebook usage 

(Raacke and Bonds-Raacke, 2008, p.170).  Data collection followed ethical guidelines 

related to research with human subjects.  The study and questionnaire were approved by 
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the Institutional Review Boards of the University of Texas at Austin and the University 

of Texas at El Paso.  Nearly half of respondents were ages 18-20 years while another 40 

percent were ages 21-25.   

Table 1.0: Age of Respondents 
N=125 

 
An additional distinction was made through a specific question in the instrument 

to differentiate between those who use Facebook and those who do not.  The 15 

respondents who reported no active Facebook page were excluded from the study for a 

total sample size of 110.  

Nearly sixty percent (59.4%) of the respondents were female and forty percent 

(40.6%) were male. The gender for respondents is shown in figure 1.1 on the following 

page. 
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Table 1.1: Gender 
N=125 

 

Respondents were also asked to identify their ethnicity in order to compare possible 

future trends across ethnic groups.  While many ethnic groups were represented, two 

major representations combined to include most respondents.  The majority of 

respondents identified as white (48.5%) with Hispanic (35.0%) comprising the second 

largest ethnic grouping. The ethnic group percentages are broken down in the following 

table; Table 1.2. 
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Table 1.2: Ethnicity Percentages 
N=125 

 

1.8 Questionnaire Design 

 This study situates itself as explanatory because it attempts to relate Facebook 

usage differences according to other existing variables which are relationship strength, 

types of topic, and types of interaction.  Due to the nature of Facebook it is not possible 

to gain access to users or their profiles unless they have opted to be one’s “friend”.  As 

such, a convenience sample was used to administer the instrument and gain access to a 

college-aged group of university undergraduate students.   

Respondents were asked in their survey to fill in all the ways they would react on 

Facebook to a specific person, or group of people, in their social network based on a 

specific topic. They were presented with options available on Facebook which include 

click like, comment, direct message and unsubscribe/block/unfriend.  Multiple answers 

were allowed if they felt they reacted in multiple ways to a specific person or topic.  
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There was also a space for the respondent to answer that they had “no reaction” on 

Facebook to either the topic or the social category.   

The data collection instrument was designed to address the research questions 

through items that asked for respondents’ levels of interaction on Facebook.  Survey 

items are designed to measure areas including levels of interaction, relationships with 

other users and Facebook design features used in online social interaction.  Responses 

provide evidence of user patterns related to types and levels of expression and means of 

expression on Facebook.  The questionnaire was also designed to collect responses 

related to users’ interaction using the given features in Facebook in relation to various 

degrees of interactivity.  The questionnaire collected data related to the way users interact 

using the given features in Facebook by listing them in order in relation to degree of 

interactivity.  Finally, the survey instrument was designed so that responses related to the 

degree of interaction.  For example, clicking “like” on Facebook is intended to be less 

interactive than opening another user’s “comments” section and responding with written 

text there.  At the opposite end of the spectrum from clicking “like” is “unfriend” or 

“block” which would mean that the interactivity would then cease between those users on 

Facebook.   

1.9 Data Presentation 

The survey was administered in April of 2014 at the University of Texas at El 

Paso to 125 undergraduate communication students.  Surveys were collected and answers 

were tabulated by frequency of usage of the given interactive features on Facebook.  

These overall numbers were then calculated and presented as a percentage of usage 

compared to overall number of respondents.  The data are presented, in order, according 
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to question number in tables that follow.  Additional visual representation of data can be 

found in Appendix A. 

Table 2.0- (Q2): How do you react on Facebook when someone shares good news?* 
N=110 Click 

"like" 

Comment Direct 

Message 

Unsubscribe/Block

/Un-friend 

No Reaction 

 Friend 86.4% 60.0% 20.0% 0.9% 6.4% 

 Family 81.8% 57.3% 17.3% 0.9% 15.5% 

 Classmate 66.4% 15.9% 5.6% 0.0% 36.5% 

 Workmate 64.8% 15.7% 7.4% 0.0% 37.0% 

 Business Page 52.7% 3.6% 0.9% 1.8% 49.1% 

 Group page 60.9% 9.1% 0.9% 0.9% 42.7% 

 Friend of Friend 26.9% 2.8% 0.0% 0.9% 74.1% 
*Percentages may not total 100% due to multiple responses and rounding 

 
“Family” and “Friend” received the most interaction with over 80 percent clicking “like” 

for both.  Respondents chose to “comment” on 57.3 and 60 percent, respectively, for 

“Family” and “Friend”.  This first question began a trend that was seen throughout 

wherein users reported that they provided no reaction more to “Friend of a Friend” 

(74.1%) than to business pages (49.1%) and group pages (42.7%). 

Table 2.1-(Q3): How do you react on Facebook when someone shares bad news?* 

n=110 Click 

"like" 

Comment Direct 

Message 

Unsubscribe/Block/

Un-Friend 

No Reaction 

 Family 11.8% 59.1% 45.5% 0.9% 21.8% 

 Friend 10.0% 66.4% 43.6% 0.9% 20.0% 

 Classmate 10.1% 20.4% 3.7% 2.8% 71.3% 

 Workmate 8.3% 25.7% 8.3% 1.8% 67.0% 

 Business Page 8.3% 6.4% 0.0% 6.4% 85.3% 

 Group Page 6.4% 10.1% 0.0% 5.5% 85.3% 

 Friend of Friend 6.5% 5.6% 0.9% 6.5% 87.0% 

*Percentages may not total 100% due to multiple responses and rounding 

 
Participants were not given a definition for the term “bad”.  This question and answer led 

to the highest levels of direct messaging via Facebook; mostly among “Friend” (43.6%) 

and “Family” (45.5%) categories.  Also, high levels of “No Reaction” were recorded for 
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all categories except “Friend” and “Family” for this topic.  “Friend of Friend”, 

“Business” and “Group” all received over 85 percent “No Reaction”. “Class”- and 

“Workmates” received 71 and 67 percent, respectively, of “No Reaction”. 

Table 2.2-(Q4): How do you react on Facebook to comments on social issues with 
which you agree?* 

n=110 Click 

"like" 

Comment Direct 

Message 

Unsubscribe/Block/

Un-Friend 

No Reaction 

 Family 82.6% 40.4% 6.4% 0.0% 12.0% 

 Friend 79.8% 47.7% 6.4% 0.0% 12.0% 

 Classmate 67.6% 24.1% 1.9% 0.0% 25.0% 

 Workmate 61.7% 15.9% 0.93% 0.9% 36.5% 

 Business Page 49.1% 8.3% 0.0% 0.9% 47.2% 

 Group page 51.9% 11.0% 0.0% 0.9% 46.3% 

 Friend of Friend 36.5% 7.5% 0.0% 1.9% 61.7% 
 *Percentages may not total 100% due to multiple responses and rounding 

 
Participants were asked to categorize social issues individually and select their reaction.  

No prompting or criteria were shared to define social issues for respondents.  Once again, 

high levels of interaction took place with “Friend” and “Family” categories.  “Class”- and 

“Work-mate” also recorded high amounts of interaction for this question.  The largest 

level of “No Reaction” related to “Friend of Friend” category. 

Table 2.3-(Q5): How do you react on Facebook to comments on social issues with 
which you disagree?* 

n=110 Click 

"like" 

Comment Direct 

Message 

Unsubscribe/Block/

Un-friend 

No Reaction 

 Family 6.4% 34.0% 7.3% 1.8% 60.6% 

 Friend 6.4% 44.0% 6.4% 1.8% 54.1% 

 Classmate 5.6% 19.4% 0.9% 4.6% 75.0% 

 Workmate 4.6% 18.5% 2.8% 2.8% 77.8% 

 Business Page 5.6% 10.2% 0.9% 5.6% 82.4% 

 Group page 6.5% 11.1% 0.9% 4.6% 81.5% 

 Friend of Friend 4.7% 4.7% 0.0% 6.5% 88.8% 
 *Percentages may not total 100% due to multiple responses and rounding 
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High levels of commenting were expressed in relation to “Friend” (44.0%) and “Family” 

(34.0%) categories.  All categories received higher than 50 percent “No Reaction” for 

this question and answer.  This question of disagreement also pushes respondents near or 

past 5 percent on the “Unsubscribe” feature related to “Friend of Friend”, “Business” 

pages and “Group” pages. 

Table 2.4-(Q6): How do react on Facebook to a religious post with which you 
agree?* 

n=110 Click 

"like" 

Comment Direct 

Message 

Unsubscribe/Block/

Un-friend 

No Reaction 

 Family 67.0% 19.3% 1.8% 0.0% 35.8% 

 Friend 64.2% 19.3% 0.9% 0.0% 38.5% 

 Classmate 50.9% 9.3% 0.0% 0.0% 51.9% 

 Workmate 44.4% 9.3% 0.9% 0.0% 59.3% 

 Business Page 37.0% 3.7% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 

 Group Page 38.3% 5.6% 0.0% 0.0% 65.4% 

 Friend of Friend 32.4% 4.6% 0.0% 0.0% 71.3% 
 *Percentages may not total 100% due to multiple responses and rounding 

 
Participants responded with over 60 percent clicking “like” and nearly 20 percent 

“commenting” on their “Friend” and “Family” feeds.  All groups received over 35 

percent “No Reaction” with “Friend of Friend” showing the highest at 71 percent.  Once 

again, “Friend of Friend” showed interaction and “No Reaction” levels comparable to 

“Business” and “Group” pages. 
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Table 2.5-(Q7): How do you react on Facebook to a religious post with which you 
disagree?* 

n=110 Click 

"like" 

Comment Direct 

Message 

Unsubscribe/Block/

Un-friend 

No Reaction 

 Family 2.8% 23.9% 6.4% 1.8% 72.5% 

 Friend 1.8% 25.7% 5.5% 0.9% 73.4% 

 Classmate 0.9% 10.2% 1.9% 3.7% 88.9% 

 Workmate 0.9% 6.5% 0.9% 5.6% 90.7% 

 Business Page 0.9% 4.7% 0.0% 9.4% 88.8% 

 Group page 0.9% 4.7% 0.0% 7.5% 90.7% 

 Friend of Friend 0.9% 3.7% 0.9% 4.6% 94.4% 
*Percentages may not total 100% due to multiple responses and rounding 

 
Higher levels of commenting were recorded for question 7 with 23.9 percent for 

“Family” and 25.7 percent for “Friend”.  Once again, there was higher response of “No 

Reaction” related to disagreement.  The topic of religion showed the highest levels of 

“Unsubscribe/Block” with 5.6 percent for “workmate”, 4.6 percent for “Friend of Friend” 

and over 7.5 percent for “Business” and “Group” pages. 

Table 2.6-(Q8) How do you react on Facebook to a political post with which you 
agree?* 

n=110 Click 

"like" 

Comment Direct 

Message 

Unsubscribe/Block/

Un-friend 

No Reaction 

 Family 65.1% 21.1% 1.8% 0.00% 39.5% 

 Friend 67.0% 18.4% 0.9% 0.00% 37.6% 

 Classmate 50.9% 10.2% 0.9% 0.00% 50.0% 

 Workmate 40.7% 7.4% 0.0% 0.00% 60.2% 

 Business Page 35.2% 5.6% 0.0% 0.93% 65.7% 

 Group page 38.3% 5.6% 0.0% 0.93% 63.6% 

 Friend of Friend 26.9% 2.8% 0.0% 0.93% 75.0% 
 *Percentages may not total 100% due to multiple responses and rounding 

 
Politics as a topic mirrored Religion and Celebrity in that “No Reaction” reached nearly 

40 percent for both “Family and Friend” categories.  Politics had the lowest number of 

“click like” compared to all other topics among “Family” at 65 percent. 
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Table 2.7-(Q9): How do you react of Facebook to a political post with which you 
disagree?* 

n=110 Click 

"like" 

Comment Direct 

Message 

Unsubscribe/Block/

Un-friend 

No Reaction 

 Family 6.4% 24.8% 2.8% 0.9% 73.4% 

 Friend 5.5% 24.8% 2.8% 0.9% 73.4% 

 Classmate 3.7% 12.0% 0.9% 0.9% 86.1% 

 Group Page 3.7% 4.6% 0.0% 7.4% 88.0% 

 Workmate 2.8% 5.6% 0.0% 2.8% 90.7% 

 Friend of Friend 2.8% 3.8% 0.0% 3.8% 91.5% 

 Business Page 2.8% 5.6% 0.0% 8.3% 88.0% 
 *Percentages may not total 100% due to multiple responses and rounding 

 
Nearly 25 percent of respondents claimed that they would “comment” on the post of a 

Family member or “Friend”. All categories, including “Friend” and “Family”, recorded 

over 70 percent “No Reaction”, the highest percentage for any topic thus far. 

Table 2.8-(Q10): How do react on Facebook to a sports post with which you agree?* 
n=110 Click 

"like" 

Comment Direct 

Message 

Unsubscribe/Block/

Un-friend 

No Reaction 

 Family 76.4% 35.5% 2.7% 0.0% 23.6% 

 Friend 75.5% 39.1% 2.7% 0.0% 22.7% 

 Classmate 73.4% 21.1% 0.0% 0.0% 28.4% 

 Workmate 64.2% 19.3% 0.0% 0.0% 35.8% 

 Business Page 50.5% 6.4% 0.0% 0.0% 52.3% 

 Group Page 53.2% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 50.5% 

 Friend of Friend 48.6% 7.3% 0.0% 0.0% 54.1% 
 *Percentages may not total 100% due to multiple responses and rounding 

 
Sports as a topic showed some of the highest levels of interaction with over 70 percent 

“click like” for “Family”, “Friend” and “Classmate” categories.  “Family” and “Friend” 

each recorded over 35 percent commenting. Sports as a topic showed the highest 

interaction for the “Friend of Friend” category with over 48 percent “click like” and 7 

percent “comment”. 
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Table 2.9-(Q11): How do you react on Facebook to a sports post with which you 
disagree?* 

n=110 Click 

"like" 

Comment Direct 

Message 

Unsubscribe/Block/

Un-friend 

No Reaction 

 Family 10.9% 39.1% 1.8% 0.0% 61.8% 

 Friend 10.9% 39.1% 1.8% 0.0% 60.9% 

 Classmate 6.4% 23.9% 0.0% 0.0% 73.4% 

 Workmate 7.3% 24.8% 0.0% 0.0% 73.4% 

 Friend of Friend 4.6% 12.9% 0.0% 0.9% 84.4% 

 Group Page 4.6% 11.0% 0.0% 1.8% 83.5% 

 Business Page 3.7% 10.2% 0.0% 2.8% 86.1% 
 *Percentages may not total 100% due to multiple responses and rounding 

 
Sports as a topic recorded the highest amount of comments on a post with which 

participants disagree. Nearly 40 percent would “comment” on “Friend” and “Family" 

feeds and nearly 25 percent of respondents would “comment” on “classmate” and 

“workmate” feeds if they disagreed.  “Friend of Friend” received 12.9 percent comment 

as a reaction yet continued show “No Reaction” totals similar to “Business” and “Group” 

pages. 

Table 2.10-(Q12): How do you react on Facebook to a celebrity post with which you 
agree?* 

n=110 Click 

"like" 

Comment Direct 

Message 

Unsubscribe/Block/

Un-friend 

No Reaction 

 Family 67.3% 13.6% 0.9% 0.9% 34.6% 

 Friend 65.5% 18.2% 0.9% 0.9% 33.6% 

 Classmate 50.5% 11.0% 0.0% 0.9% 47.7% 

 Workmate 45.9% 8.3% 0.0% 0.9% 52.3% 

 Business Page 40.4% 1.8% 0.0% 0.9% 61.5% 

 Group Page 40.4% 2.8% 0.0% 0.9% 61.5% 

 Friend of Friend 30.3% 3.7% 0.0% 0.9% 68.8% 
 *Percentages may not total 100% due to multiple responses and rounding 

 
Celebrity as a topic had the lowest percentage of participants claiming that they would 

comment when they agreed. The “comment” interaction was at least 5 percentage points 

lower than any other topic at 13.5 percent for “Family” and 18.2 percent for “Friend”.  
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Celebrity also showed some of the lowest levels of “click like” at less than 70 percent for 

all social categories. 

Table 2.11-(Q13): How do you react on Facebook to a celebrity post with which you 
disagree?* 

n=110 Click 

"like" 

Comment Direct 

Message 

Unsubscribe/Block/

Un-friend 

No Reaction 

 Family 6.4% 15.6% 0.9% 0.0% 80.7% 

 Friend 5.5% 15.6% 0.9% 0.9% 79.8% 

 Classmate 4.6% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 88.0% 

 Workmate 4.6% 5.6% 0.0% 0.0% 89.8% 

 Friend of Friend 4.7% 2.8% 0.0% 2.8% 89.7% 

 Business Page 4.6% 4.6% 0.0% 1.9% 88.9% 

 Group Page 4.6% 5.6% 0.0% 1.9% 88.0% 
 *Percentages may not total 100% due to multiple responses and rounding 

 
Celebrity posts with which participants disagreed show the highest “No Reaction” by 

over 5 percentage points more than any other topic. “Comment” totals when respondents 

disagreed were the lowest on the topic of celebrity and no social category recorded over 7 

percent “click like”. 
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2.0 Interpretation of Data 
 

The survey questions are posited in a way that separates the types of interactions 

that were allowed on Facebook.  The “click like” and “comment” options are visible by 

other users on the platform while sending a direct message is discrete and only seen by 

the receiver(s).  For the purposes of this study, a good way to structure the findings is to 

compare the visible interaction and the discrete reactions. For the purpose of comparison, 

I have devised a term that I call “Overall Public Interaction” (OPI) that refers to potential 

visible interactions on Facebook, depending on settings, that will show up on the 

“friends” newsfeed.   The OPI calculates the combined average percentages of responses 

for the “click like” and “comment” functions for each social category.  The results 

represent the average percentages of interaction between users that is visible to some 

larger group of users; that is, the users’ designated “public.”  The OPI are then compared 

to the average response percentages for the “direct message” feature in order to compare 

the degree of difference between public interactions and private interactions. 

2.1 Overall Public Interaction Results Based on Topic 

 Investigating OPI we see, first, that interactions do lead to similar averages among 

different social categories.  That is, the categories of “family” and “friends” receive 

similar interaction; thusly similar OPI averages.  Overall, “classmate” and “workmate” 

also perform similarly; as do “group” and “business” pages.  The category “Friend of 

Friend” average OPI was significantly lower that all others and did not register similar to 

any other group.  This group records numbers consistently lower than even the “Group” 

and “Business” page interaction.  The OPI percentages for each social category are listed 

in the chart that follows.  Table 3.0 represents the OPI number for each social category in 
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relation to the topic listed and whether respondents agreed or disagreed with a post on 

that topic. 

Table 3.0: Overall Public Interaction Frequency (n=110)* 
(+)=Agree  (-)=Disagree 

% Good Bad Soc 
(+) 

Soc 
(-) 

Rel 
(+) 

Rel 
(-) 

Pol 
(+) 

Pol 
(-) 

Spo 
(+) 

Spo 
(-) 

Cel 
(+) 

Cel 
(-) 

Family 69.6 34.5 61.5 20.2 43.1 13.3 43.1 16 56 25 40.5 11 
Friend 73.2 38.2 63.8 50.5 41.8 13.9 42.7 14.1 57.7 25 41.9 10.6 
Class 41.1 15.3 45.8 12.5 30.1 5.6 30.6 7.9 47.3 15.1 30.6 6.5 
Work 32.9 17 38.8 11.6 26.9 3.7 24.1 4.2 41.2 16.1 27.1 5.1 
Busin 28.2 7.3 28.7 7.9 40.7 2.8 20.4 4.2 28.4 6.6 21.1 4.6 
Group  35 8.3 31 8.8 22 2.8 22 41.2 30.8 7.8 21.6 5.1 
FriendFriend 14.8 6 22 4.7 18.5 2.3 14.9 3.3 28 8.7 167 3.7 

*Total added OPI may not total 100% due to multiple answers and rounding 
 

The questionnaire asks respondents to reflect on how they would react to posts on overall 

topics with which they agreed and disagreed.  In Table 3.0, even-numbered questions 

reflect positive, or “agree” and odd-numbered questions dealt with bad, or “disagree”.  

Each pair of questions listed represents the good/bad or agree/disagree for the same topic.  

The topic pairings included good and bad news (Q2 /Q3), social issues (Q4/5), religion 

(Q6/7), politics (Q8/9), sports (Q10/11) and celebrity (Q12/13)¹.  These OPI are applied 

to the research question that asks: 

RQ1) Do specific topics generate more or less interactive engagement than 

others? 

According to our OPI frequency averages, it is clear that certain topics receive 

more interaction than others.  The data also bear out that certain topics perform similarly.  

Question two of the survey asks whether respondents interacted in relation to posts 

considered good news.  This type of post receives the highest OPI for Family (69.6) and 

Friend (73.2) groups by a wide margin.  The question with the highest OPI after Q2 is 
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question four (Q4) that asks for reaction when respondents agreed with a post on social 

issues. The OPI percentages for Q4 were 61.5 percent for “Family” and 63.8 percent for 

“Friends”.  Question four (Q4) shares a similar amount of response with question ten 

(Q10), which related to agreement with sports’ posts.  Both of these questions receive 

approximately 60 OPI and are within 5 percentage points of one another.  The remaining 

questions regarding agreement with posts on specific topics perform similarly. They 

include the topics of religion, politics and celebrity.  All of those topics receive an OPI 

just above 40 percent with celebrity logging the lowest OPI at 40.5 percent. The numbers 

for family and friend categories are used here for the purpose of explanation, but all 

social categories perform similarly when considering interaction based on topic.  Through 

these numbers it is clear that topics like good news, social issues and sports generate 

more interactive engagement than topics like bad news, religion, politics and celebrity. 

The investigation of OPI numbers reveals additional interaction influences.  

Results indicate that agreement or disagreement with posts on a specific topic is a 

substantial factor that shapes interaction.  According to the OPI numbers, respondents 

have approximately 30-40 percent lower interaction on the same topic when they 

disagreed with the content of the post.  This means that the topic itself could receive a 

fairly high OPI, but that when users disagreed the OPI is much lower.  Religion, politics 

and celebrity also receive OPI numbers for posts related to disagreement.  The OPI 

averages for other specific topics when disagreeing are a bit higher, but none of those rise 

above 25 percent.  This shows that while a topic might generate more interaction overall, 

users are less likely to disagree “publicly” in this forum.   
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The survey questionnaire includes another measure to gauge interaction.  

Respondents are given the choice of “no reaction” in response to a post on a particular 

topic.  They could choose this category if they did not interact based on topic or social 

category.  The findings in these responses also point to other differences in interaction.  

Overall, the response “no reaction” is similarly used by both male and female and the 

data shows that OPI averages align accordingly. That is, the higher the OPI, the lower the 

no reaction percentage.  

The relation to OPI remains the same on overall topics, but there are differences 

in averages related to gender and specific topics.  Females have significantly lower “No 

Reaction” scores over the topics of good news (7.14%) and celebrity (30.96%) than 

males (good news-17.45/celebrity-41.86%).  This means that females interact at a higher 

rate with “friends” and “family” when it comes to good news and the topic of celebrity.  

Males (13.95%), however, show a significantly lower “no reaction” number to “sports” 

than females (31.75%).  Again, this translates into males interacting at a higher rate than 

females on the topic of sports. 

2.2 Specific Codes and Conventions on Facebook 

 The previous findings on OPI offer insights into the way that codes and 

conventions are used to communicate via Facebook.  OPI shows when the “like” and 

“comment” features are used according to specific topic to interact in ways that are 

visible to other users.  Another feature of Facebook is available to further investigate our 

second research question which states: 

RQ2) What topics motivate users to select specific conventions and functions of 

Facebook to interact? 
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OPI is a measure of interaction that is a combination of “likes” and “comments” whereas 

“direct messaging” is only visible to the parties included in the message.  Respondents’ 

OPI show that the direct messaging feature is also used in relation to specific topic. 

Table 4.0- Average Respondents Who Use Direct Messaging Feature on Facebook 
(n=110)* 

(+)=Agree  (-)=Disagree 
% Good Bad Soc 

(+) 
Soc 
(-) 

Rel 
(+) 

Rel 
(-) 

Pol 
(+) 

Pol 
(-) 

Sports 
(+) 

Sports 
(-) 

Celeb 
(+) 

Celeb 
(-) 

Family 17.3 45.5 6.4 7.3 1.8 6.4 1.8 2.6 2.7 1.8 0.9 0.9 

Friend 20 43.6 6.4 6.4 0.9 5.5 0.9 2.6 2.7 1.8 0.9 0.9 

Classmate 5.6 3.7 1.9 0.9 0 1.9 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Workmate 7.4 8.3 0.9 2.8 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Friend of Friend 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Business Page 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Group Page 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 *Average totals may not equal 100% due to multiple responses and rounding 

Table 4.0 shows that there are specific instances when a direct message is considered 

appropriate interaction by the sample’s Facebook users.  Respondents were asked (Q3) 

how they would react when someone in their newsfeed posted “bad news”.  This topic 

has by far the highest usage (45.5%) of the direct messaging feature on Facebook.  

Respondents feel that their reply to the bad news is best expressed privately via direct 

message.  Reaction to “good news” also motivates respondents to use the direct 

messaging feature, though it is only a third of the number (17.3%) compared to “bad 

news”.  Disagreement over “social” (7.3%) and “religious” (6.4%) posts also garner some 

usage of the direct message with the percentages both around 7 percent of respondents.  

No other topics reported marked usage of the direct messaging feature for interaction.  

This further demonstrates that using specific features is based on topic and social 

category. 
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 The topics of “social issues” and “religion” generated the only responses that 

acknowledged the use of what is the most extreme feature of disagreement on Facebook; 

“unsubscribe”, “block” or “un-friend”.  This feature cuts ties between users and would no 

longer allow any sharing from one party to be visible to the other.  These features are 

similar, but differ in relation to the type of user.  “Unsubscribe”, for instance, would be to 

hide all posts from that person or group while “un-friend” would be to hide all posts and 

visibly cut ties of Facebook network “friendship”.  No respondents reported the use of 

this feature for “family” or “friends” on Facebook, but do so for “friend-of-friends” as 

well as “business” and “group” pages.  Social contacts on Facebook must be confirmed 

by users so this may be one explanation for the reports that the most extreme response is 

used sparingly.  The low usage of a measure like this may denote that users are aware of 

the consequences and that their use of features is thoughtful and calculated. 

2.3 Overall Public Interaction Related to Tie Strength 

 The survey and research investigates one more research question that related to 

user interaction based on tie-strength which asks: 

RQ3) Is the degree of interactive engagement related to user tie strength? 

Respondents are asked to rate their closeness to the specific people, or groups of people, 

with whom they might interact on Facebook. Responses are displayed in Table 5.0, based 

on a Likert scale of 1=Low/5=High.   
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Table 5.0-Mean Level of Closeness 
(n=110) 

Social Category 1=Low 
5=High 

Family 4.05 

Friend 3.84 

Classmate 2.73 

Workmate 2.80 

Friend of Friend 2.15 

 
Table 5.0 shows us that respondents feel closest to “family” (4.05) and “friends” (3.84) 

by more than entire point of difference.  “Friend of friends” category has the lowest level 

of rated closeness (2.15).  

 The data show that there is a correlation between levels of interaction and levels 

of closeness.  OPI and direct messaging is used against these measures of closeness to 

examine interactions.  When OPI is examined across all social categories there are paired 

similarities of response.  The pairs are “family” and “friend”, “school”- and “workmate”, 

and “group” and “business” page.  “Friend of friend” has no group that reported similar 

interactions.  This is also reflected in table 5.0 where “family” and “friend” are rated 

similarly; as are “school”- and “workmate”, with “friend of friend” alone showing the 

lowest mean rating.  Table 3.0 shows that “family” and “friend” categories have the 

highest OPI throughout all questions.  Interaction for every topic whether respondents 

agreed or disagreed remains highest in these social categories.  “School”- and 

“workmate” also show similar interaction with one another, but their OPI is consistently 

20 points lower than “family” and “friend”.  The data indicate a correlation between tie-

strength and the degree of shared user interaction.  The “friend of friend” category further 
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demonstrates this point because it has both the lowest OPI and the lowest rating of 

closeness.  

“Group” and “business” pages are a part of the survey questionnaire to show 

another category of posts that might show up in a user’s Newsfeed.   These two groups 

have similar OPI, but what is of note is that “friend of friend” has a lower OPI than even 

these groups.  That is, users interact more with “group” and “business” pages than they 

do with “friends of friends” on Facebook.   

 OPI proved useful as a way to analyze respondents uses of specific functions and 

relationship of these uses between topics.  According to the respondents in this study; 

topics, codes and conventions allowed by Facebook and tie-strength all influence the 

interaction.  

2.4 Conclusion 

 Results of this survey support the research related to the uses of Facebook to 

maintain and reinforce interactive relationships.  According to Katz, users have a need for 

the media they choose and respondents use Facebook to interact over certain topics in this 

space (Katz, Blumler and Gurevitch, 1973, p. 5120).  Users’ responses indicate that this 

online space allows them to interact over topics in a specific way allowed by the 

Facebook design.  Fifty-eight percent of respondents claimed to check the site multiple 

times a day which is further indication that this platform is heavily monitored by this 

group of respondents. 

 This study does not support the existence of hyperpersonal relationships on 

Facebook, although they may exist in ways not defined here. Facebook allows for an 

“open” profile that leaves many aspects of users’ personal lives open to “friends” in their 
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network.  Users are able to, passively, interact with “friends” posts by reading and 

viewing the profile.  In this way, users attain personal information about one another.  

This exchange, if further studied, could provide evidence of heightened relationships.  

Respondents interact with the social category “Friend” on the site in type and frequency 

approaching the level of family interaction.  Results of this questionnaire did not provide 

enough data to analyze the degree to which Facebook is influential in personalizing social 

relationships.  However, the findings here show that responses that include mitigated 

personality traits, such as shyness, are more closely related to specific topics than general 

interaction in the space.  Users feel comfortable using certain public interactive means 

provided by Facebook according to topic, but avoid interaction over other topics.  This is 

especially true when the level of disagreement is added as a variable.  Due to the high 

rate of similarity between respondents on the function(s) used to respond, it can be 

assumed that users respond to social boundaries and “rules” in Facebook.  These “rules” 

construct an expectation that users’ Facebook “friends” will respond to their post(s) in a 

specific manner, if at all, based on the social category and topic. 

2.5 Limitations 
 
 The respondents of the survey represent heavy Facebook users.  While not 

generalizable for all users, this study may provide evidence for future study of this 

demographic. 

 The instrument was administered to one college class directly which further limits 

the types of respondents.  The convenience sample is not representative.  The 

demographic profile did not indicate a representational sample with nearly 90% of the 

respondents was either White/Caucasian or Hispanic.  
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2.6 Future Study 

 This study provides grounds for future research.  In addition to further questions 

related to topics specific to Facebook, administering follow-up interviews could provide 

details to contextualize the results.  The interview could address specific reasons that 

users chose not to react.  This study has significant levels of no reaction on some topics 

or in relation to certain social categories.  A follow up question or interview could 

acquire further insight into why users refrain from interaction.  The survey could be 

designed to collect additional data related to users’ public profile and relationship 

maintenance on Facebook.   

Another way to build on this data is to investigate how users perceive interactions 

directed at them.  This survey measures how respondents choose to interact with others 

according to topic and social category.  Future study could include research into how 

users feel when others interact with the content they post.  This type of study could 

further frame the way that the codes, conventions and design of Facebook contributes to 

user interaction with specific content and attitudes related to the social boundaries and 

user interaction. 

 Who Says What Goes’ results demonstrated that these Facebook users 

interact based on topic, conventions and tie-strength.  This group of respondents showed 

that they reacted similarly based on all three.  An additional finding provides evidence 

that the degree of user agreement or disagreement also dictates which function of 

Facebook they will use to react on a given topic.  The data showed that higher rated 

closeness resulted in higher probability of interaction as well as an increase in “degree” 

of interaction.  Granovetter’s work stated that we invoke our stronger “ties” when we 
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deem necessary and this was supported by the results of this study (Granovetter, 1974, p. 

1362).  Bumgarner’s work focused on social utility of Facebook while Papacharissi 

argued for an etiquette that transferred into online networks (Papacharissi, 2009, p. 211).  

Bumgarner’s highest rated uses for Facebook included using with “friends” and 

“reviewing friends” showing the use of Facebook to maintain relationships (Bumgarner, 

2007, p. 2027).  The study also supports the research related to the social utility and 

stratified levels of personal relationships in the use of Facebook (Bumgarner, 2007, p. 

127).   

In conclusion, Who Says What Goes supports the research that indicates the social 

utility and stratification of personal relationships on Facebook as heavy users interact 

over specific topics.  In addition, the evidence supports theories related to levels of 

interaction based on tie-strength, as well as the functionality and design of the site.  In 

short, Who Says What Goes Given results show that, indeed, approval or disapproval of 

posted content is expressed based on type of content, tie-strength and specific features of 

the site. 

 
 
 

 

 

  

 

 
 
 



38 
 

 
Appendix A 

 

Respondents were asked to mark how they would interact on Facebook if good news showed up 

in their newsfeed.  Friends and Family received the most interaction with over 80 percent clicking 

like and 60, or nearly 60, percent commenting directly on the post.  This first question began a 

trend that was seen throughout where Friend of a Friend received the highest levels of No 

Reaction, by far. Business and Group pages received more interaction than Friend of Friend 

throughout. 
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Respondents were asked to choose how they would interact when someone posted bad news to 

their newsfeed.  Participants were asked to categorize “bad” themselves.  This question and 

answer led to the highest levels of direct messaging via Facebook; mostly among Friend and 

Family categories.  Also, high levels of No Reaction were recorded for all categories except 

Friend and Family for this topic.  Friend of Friend, Business and Group all received over 85 

percent No Reaction. Class- and Workmates received 71 and 67 percent respectively of No 

Reaction. 
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Respondents were asked to answer how they would interact to a post on a social issue with which 

they agreed.  Participants were to categorize social issue on their own and check how they would 

respond.  Once again, high levels of interaction took place with Friend and Family categories 

with Class- and Work-mate also garnering high amounts of interaction.  The largest level of No 

Reaction appeared once again related to Friend of Friend category. 



41 
 

 

 

Respondents were asked how they would interact to a post about a social issue with which they 

did not agree.  High levels of commenting were expressed in relation to Friend and Family 

categories.  All categories received higher than 50 percent No Reaction for this question and 

answer.  This question of disagreement also pushes respondents near or past 5 percent on the 

Unsubscribe feature related to Friend of Friend, Business pages and Group pages. 
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Respondents were asked how they would interact concerning a post on religion with which they 

agreed.  Participants showed over 60 percent clicking like and nearly 20 percent commenting on 

their Friend and Family feeds.  All groups received over 35 percent No Reaction with Friend of 

Friend showing the highest at 71 percent.  Once again, Friend of Friend showed interaction and 

No Reaction levels comparable to Business and Group pages. 
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Respondents were asked how they would interact based on a religious post with which they 

disagreed.  Higher levels of commenting showed with 25,or nearly 25, percent for Friend and 

Family categories.  Once again, there were highest responses of No Reaction related to each 

category in relation to a topic with which they disagreed.  On this topic of religion we see the 

highest levels of Unsubscribe/Block with 5, or almost 5, percent for Workmate and Friend of 

Friend as well as over 7 percent for Business and Group pages. 
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Respondents were asked how they would interact based on a post on politics with which they 

agreed.  Politics as a topic mirrored Religion and Celebrity in that No Reaction was high even 

among Family and Friend categories with nearly 40 percent for each.  Politics had the lowest 

number of “click like” compared to all other topics among Family at 65 percent. 
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Respondents were asked how they would interact based on a political topic with which they 

disagreed.  Nearly a quarter of those who responded to this question did say that they would 

comment on the post of a friend or family member. All categories, including Friend and Family, 

were over 70 percent No Reaction, which are the highest numbers seen so far.   
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Respondents were asked how they would interact based on a post concerning Sports with which 

they agreed.  Sports as a topic showed some of the highest levels of interaction with over 70 

percent “click like” for three social categories and over 35 percent commenting for Friend and 

Family. Sports was the highest interaction for Friend of Friend category with over 48 percent 

click like and 7 percent commenting. 
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Respondents were asked how they would interact based on a sports topic with which they 

disagreed.  Sports as a particular topic received the highest amount on comment on a post with 

which participants disagree. Nearly 40 percent would comment on Friend and Family feeds and 

nearly a quarter of respondents would comment on class- and workmate feeds if they disagreed. 
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Respondents were asked how they would react to a post about celebrity with which they agreed.  

Celebrity as a topic in relation to agreement had the lowest percentage of participants claiming 

that they would comment. The comment interaction was at least 5 percentage points lower than 

any other topic at 13.5 percent for Family and 18.2 percent for Friend.  Celebrity also showed 

some of the lowest levels of click like at less than 70 percent for all social categories.   
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Respondents were asked how they would interact based on a post about celebrity with which they 

disagreed.  Celebrity posts with which participants disagreed show the highest No Reaction by 

over 5 percentage points more than any other topic.  Interaction was also low in that celebrity 

posts garnered the lowest comments if the respondent disagreed. 
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