
Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
http://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=tbit20

Download by: [174.208.17.67] Date: 19 November 2016, At: 09:40

Behaviour & Information Technology

ISSN: 0144-929X (Print) 1362-3001 (Online) Journal homepage: http://www.tandfonline.com/loi/tbit20

Effects of social support and personality on
emotional disclosure on Facebook and in real life

Iryna Pentina & Lixuan Zhang

To cite this article: Iryna Pentina & Lixuan Zhang (2016): Effects of social support and
personality on emotional disclosure on Facebook and in real life, Behaviour & Information
Technology, DOI: 10.1080/0144929X.2016.1258086

To link to this article:  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.2016.1258086

Published online: 19 Nov 2016.

Submit your article to this journal 

View related articles 

View Crossmark data

http://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=tbit20
http://www.tandfonline.com/loi/tbit20
http://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/0144929X.2016.1258086
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.2016.1258086
http://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=tbit20&show=instructions
http://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=tbit20&show=instructions
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/0144929X.2016.1258086
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/0144929X.2016.1258086
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/0144929X.2016.1258086&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2016-11-19
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/0144929X.2016.1258086&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2016-11-19


Effects of social support and personality on emotional disclosure on Facebook
and in real life
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ABSTRACT
This paper focuses on the roles of personality and social support in affecting the extent of emotional
disclosure in social media (SM) and compares them to those in face-to-face encounters. Specifically,
we consider the effects of the Big Five personality traits and perceptions of social support from
friends, significant others, and family on the extent of sharing positive and negative emotions on
Facebook (FB) vs. real life (RL). The data are collected via an online survey of a broad
demographic range of FB users. Our findings suggest that certain personality traits (extroversion,
agreeableness, and conscientiousness), as well as perceived social support from friends, are
significantly related to the disclosure of positive emotions on FB. We also report and discuss the
differences between drivers of emotional disclosure in SM and RL, as well as offer suggestions
for future research.
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Introduction

As a specific form of self-disclosure, emotional disclosure
focuses on the expression and communication of a per-
sonal emotional experience (Duprez et al. 2014). By shar-
ing positive emotions in face-to-face situations, individuals
enhance their positive affect far beyond the benefits result-
ing from the event itself (Langston 1994). Disclosing posi-
tive emotions in real life (RL) also strengthens social bonds
and improves relational well-being (Gable et al. 2004).
Similarly, the benefits of sharing negative emotions include
reduced stress and fear (Schachter 1959; Shim, Capella,
and Han 2011), greater perceived emotional support
(Ainsworth et al. 1978; Beals, Peplau, and Gable 2009),
and improved relational intimacy (Graham et al. 2008).
It has even been argued that the ability to share emotions
is closely related to mental health and social functioning
(Jourard 1971; Pennebaker, Zech, and Rimé 2001).

Social media (SM) have provided a new platform for
emotional disclosure (Naaman, Boase, and Lai 2010).
The social enhancement hypothesis suggests that
people’s behaviours in SM closely parallel those in RL
(Valkenburg, Schouten, and Peter 2005). Studies sup-
porting this hypothesis report that users with stronger
RL ties utilise Facebook (FB) more actively to strengthen
these ties (Papacharissi and Mendelson 2011). Similarly,
those who perceive high social capital in RL are more
likely to use FB for expressive information sharing,

companionship, and social interactions (Papacharissi
and Mendelson 2011; Giannakos et al. 2013). Addition-
ally, individuals who are more active on FB have more
confidants and closer ties to offline networks (French
and Read 2013; Johnston et al. 2013).

Studies also find that individuals express more positive
emotions on FB than in RL, and appear to others to be
happier on FB than in RL (Qiu et al. 2012). These findings
support the ‘positivity bias’ reported in online communi-
cations and illustrate the impression management func-
tion of SM (Reinecke and Trepte 2014). This view
suggests that in order to present a more desirable social
image in the digital space, users will avoid disclosing
their negative emotional experiences. Positive self-disclos-
ure on social networking sites appears to induce social
attraction, perceived intimacy, and psychological well-
being (Park, Jin, and Jin 2011; Reinecke and Trepte
2014), while negative self-disclosure is associated with
lower social attractiveness and is considered less appropri-
ate (Bazarova 2012). Although FB users with low self-
esteem tend to disclose more negative than positive infor-
mation (Forest and Wood 2012), their negative status
updates receive less favourable feedback from others.

Understanding what factors affect the emotional dis-
closure in SM has become an important research topic.
Through analysing SM posts, researchers have investi-
gated how situational factors such as weather (Park
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et al. 2013), time and location (Golder and Macy 2011),
and emotional state (De Choudhury et al. 2013) are
related to expressed emotions on FB and Twitter. Only
few existing studies have investigated the role of person-
ality in emotional disclosure in social networks (Seidman
2013, 2014). For example, Seidman (2013) found that
among the Big Five personality traits, extroversion and
neuroticism are significantly related to emotional dis-
closure. In another paper, it was shown that FB users
who want to express their ‘true self’ are more likely to
post emotional content (Seidman 2014). However, both
of her studies only addressed negative emotional
disclosure.

Several studies have investigated the roles of social
network properties in emotional sharing. Lin, Tov, and
Qiu (2014) found that FB users with denser network
are more likely to disclose both positive and negative
emotions and that FB users with larger networks are
more likely to disclose positive emotions. Similar results
were found among Twitter users (Kivran-Swaine and
Naaman 2011). However, Burke and Develin (2016) dis-
covered that people share more positive and negative
emotions when their networks are smaller and denser.

Researchers have also studied how various social fac-
tors affect general self-disclosure in SM, without specifi-
cally focusing on emotional disclosure. Their studies
generally find a positive relationship between social sup-
port and self-disclosure in general (Lee, Noh, and Koo
2013; Liu and Brown 2014). One study, however, did
not find social cohesion as being significantly related to
self-disclosure (Hollenbaugh and Ferris 2014).

The current study extends this emerging research
stream and contributes to the literature by simul-
taneously investigating the roles of personality traits
and social support that were earlier identified as separate
important antecedents to both self-disclosure in general
and emotional disclosure in particular. Both negative
and positive emotional disclosure are examined.
Additionally, we compare this combined influence of
personality and social support on emotional disclosure
in SM with that in the RL context, adding further insight
to the research domain. More specifically, we determine
the roles of perceived social support from friends, family,
and significant others and the Big Five personality traits
in the incidence of positive vs negative sentiments
expressed in posts on FB compared to RL.

Literature review

Social support

Social support is defined as ‘an exchange of resources
between at least two individuals perceived by the

provider or the recipient to be intended to enhance the
well-being of the recipient’ (Schumaker and Brownell
1984, 13). It operates as a coping resource provided to
the individual by significant others to relieve stress and
negative emotions (Thoits 1995). Perceived social sup-
port has been consistently associated with reduced
impacts of major life events and chronic strains on phys-
ical and mental health (Cohen and Wills 1985). It has
been suggested that reassurance provided by family
members, friends, and significant others bolsters self-
esteem, improves the sense of identity, and sustains com-
petence. On the contrary, negative interaction with
family members, lack of close relationship, and
inadequate parenting are associated with lower self-
esteem. Social support is believed to operate through
encouragement, monitoring and regulation, or co-par-
ticipation in desirable behaviours (Thoits 1995). Social
support plays an important role in engendering positive
emotional experiences and reducing the negative effects
of stress, thus enhancing self-esteem and a sense of con-
trol over the environment (Zimet et al. 1998). These
findings suggest that individuals who perceive greater
social support would be more willing to disclose both
negative and positive emotions in face-to-face situations.
Therefore we propose:

H1a: Greater perceived social support is positively
related to both positive and negative emotional disclos-
ures in RL.

In SM, social support is one of the most important
elements of interactions (Park, Kee, and Valenzuela
2009), an important factor for engaging in commerce
on SM (Shin 2013) and a major reason for online social
networking (Oh, Ozkaya, and LaRose 2014). SM height-
ens users’ awareness of the activities and resources of
their social ties as a result of fast and short exchanges
on SM platforms (Hampton, Lee, and Her 2011; Hamp-
ton 2016). When a FB user updates his/her status or
posts on the wall, he/she is conducting an act of self-dis-
closure. The feedback to the status update and wall post,
which may come in the digital forms of likes and com-
ments, or offline communication such as phone calls
or face-to-face conversions (Lu and Hampton, in
press) leads to the user’s awareness of his/her social sup-
port. This awareness provides a clue to the FB user on
how to deal with ‘audience problem’ (Hampton 2016)
and assess the level of social support from each audience.
It is found that FB users share more intense and less posi-
tive messages in private messages than in status updates
(Bazarova et al. 2015).

Although there have been conflicting results on the
relationship between perceived social support and the
intensity of FB use (Vitak, Ellison, and Steinfield 2011;
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Lu and Hampton, in press), positive correlation was
reported between the perceptions of social support
from FB friends and positive emotions experienced
after supportive interactions. Additionally, a positive
association was found between emotional content shar-
ing and expected social support (Buechel and Berger
2012).

Studies have shown that individuals express more
positive emotions on FB than in RL, and appear to others
to be happier on FB than in RL (Qiu et al. 2012). These
findings underscore the impression management func-
tion of SM, suggesting that in order to present a more
desirable social image in the digital space, users will
avoid disclosing their negative emotional experiences.
Existing studies, however, have not identified any signifi-
cant relationship between perceived social support and
negative emotional disclosure in SM. The characteristics
of SM may impact how people share negative emotions.
First, since channels such as status updates and wall
posts are publically visible, the messages are not targeted
at anyone in particular. SM users are aware that a general
public may view the negative message content. In
addition, since a wall post may lead to comments from
network members, the audience may easily expand
beyond an imagined targeted audience (Bazarova and
Choi 2014). Under these circumstances, the effect of per-
ceived social support from significant others, family, and
friends may diminish on negative emotional disclosure
when the audience is not visible or ill-defined. Therefore,
we do not hypothesise any effect of perceived social sup-
port on negative emotional disclosure in SM.

H1b: Greater perceived social support is positively
related to positive emotional disclosures in SM.

Extroversion

A number of propositions exist regarding the effect of
the Big Five personality traits on experiencing and shar-
ing emotions in RL. Generally, extroversion is associated
with positive emotionality, energy, and interpersonal
warmth or gregariousness (Costa and McCrae 1992).
In addition, extroverted individuals have a greater ten-
dency to be sociable and should be more likely to share
both negative and positive emotions in face-to-face situ-
ations (Larsen and Ketelaar 1991). On the other hand,
introverts, characterised by shyness and self-conscious-
ness in social situations, may be more sensitive to poten-
tial rejection cues from others (Melchior and Cheek
1990; Henderson and Zimbardo 2001). This sensitivity
may lead them to suppress emotional expression and
sharing in face-to-face situations (Ayduk et al. 2000).
Extroverts are more likely to join FB (Ryan and Xenos

2011), have more FB friends (Landers and Lounsbury
2006), join groups on FB (Ross et al. 2009), and disclose
more personal information (Hollenbaugh and Ferris
2014). Extroversion is also positively related to negative
emotional disclosure on FB (Seidman 2013). Therefore,
we hypothesise the difference in the extent of emotional
sharing between extroverts and introverts for both face-
to-face and FB contexts:

H2: Extroverts are more likely to disclose emotions
(both positive and negative) in RL and SM than
introverts.

Emotional stability

Emotional stability (ES) assesses one’s capacity to main-
tain emotional balance under stressful circumstances.
Individuals high on ES are not prone to high levels of
negative affect and, therefore, may be less overwhelmed
by their negative emotions. As a result, more emotionally
stable individuals are better able to regulate their
emotional disclosure and tend to disclose less than
those low on ES in RL (John and Cross 2004). Users
characterised by low ES are more likely to use the Inter-
net for communication (Wolfradt and Doll 2011), to
avoid loneliness (Melchior and Cheek 1990), and to
post accurate personal information in anonymous SM
(Amichai-Hamburger, Wainpel, and Fox 2002). Recent
research finds that ES is negatively associated with social
use of FB (Hughes et al. 2012) and emotional disclosure
on FB (Seidman 2013), possibly helping less stable indi-
viduals to avoid loneliness (Butt and Phillips 2008). ES
also negatively correlates with the frequency of FB status
updates and the emotional content of these updates
(Buechel and Berger 2012).

H3: More emotionally stable individuals will disclose
fewer positive and negative emotions in RL and SM
than less emotionally stable individuals.

Openness to experiences

Individuals who are open to new experiences often have
broad interests, seek novelty, and avoid conventional
wisdom (Costa and McCrae 1992). People who are
more open to new experiences are more likely to con-
sider new technologies easier to use (Svendsen et al.
2013). Researchers find that being open is a double-
edged sword, since open individuals experience positive
and negative emotions more intensely than others
(Costa and McCrae 1984) and thus are more likely to
share their experiences and feelings (O’Brien and
DeLongis 1996). On the Internet, individuals who are
highly open to new experiences are more sociable on
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FB (Ross et al. 2009), disclose more information, post
more frequently (Buechel and Berger 2012), and discuss
a wider variety of topics (Hollenbaugh and Ferris 2014).
Therefore, we hypothesise that:

H4: Individuals characterised by greater openness to
new experiences will disclose more positive and negative
emotions both in RL and in SM than those characterised
by lower openness.

Conscientiousness

Individuals with a high level of conscientiousness tend
to be careful, hard-working, and purposeful. Those
high in conscientiousness (characterised by self-disci-
pline, dutifulness, deliberation, and self-control)
would disclose fewer emotions due to the realised
need to control emotional sharing (Lopes, Salovey,
and Straus 2003). In SM, individuals characterised by
greater conscientiousness disclose less in-depth infor-
mation (Hollenbaugh and Ferris 2014), and in general
avoid using FB, potentially to dedicate more time to
other pursuits (Ross et al. 2009). They were also
found to have more friends and upload fewer pictures
(Amichai-Hamburger and Vinitzky 2010; Moore and
McElroy 2012). Therefore, it is hypothesised that indi-
viduals characterised by greater conscientiousness will
disclose fewer emotions than those characterised by
lower conscientiousness.

H5: Individuals characterised by greater conscientious-
ness will disclose fewer positive and negative emotions
both in RL and in SM than those characterised by
lower conscientiousness.

Agreeableness

Agreeableness reflects a disposition to be good-natured,
courteous, sympathetic, and warm (Costa and McCrae
1992). In face-to-face environments, agreeableness is
associated with positive affect (McCrae and Costa
1991) as well as with positive emotions derived from
intimate social relationships (Shiota, Keltner, and
John 2006). In SM, those who are more agreeable
usually disclose less information, but with greater
depth, and also cover a broader variety of topics (Hol-
lenbaugh and Ferris 2014). Additionally, people high
in agreeableness are more likely to post about their
life and upload more pictures on SM (Amichai-Ham-
burger and Vinitzky 2010; Moore and McElroy 2012).
We hypothesise that the disposition to be good-natured
and kind may lead to more positive emotional disclos-
ure and less negative emotional disclosure, both in RL
and on FB.

H6a: Individuals characterised by greater agreeableness
will disclose more positive emotions, both in RL and
in SM, than those characterised by lower agreeableness.

H6b: Individuals characterised by greater agreeableness
will disclose fewer negative emotions, both in RL and in
SM, than those characterised by lower agreeableness.

Method

Given the dominant role of FB in the SM domain, the
investigation was limited to surveying FB users. Data
were collected from students who are FB users enrolled
in two public universities in the mid-Western USA
using an online survey. We also asked students to pass
on the survey to any FB users who are aged 40 years or
older for greater age representation in the sample.
After removing questionnaires with too many missing
values, 293 questionnaires were retained for subsequent
analysis. Among the respondents, 157 were males
(53.6%) and 134 (43.7%) were females. The majority of
participants (75.1%) were Caucasian. In all, 162 respon-
dents (53.2%) were between 18 and 25 years old, 50
respondents (17.1%) were between 26 and 40 years old,
and 78 respondents (26.6%) were over 40 years old.
The respondents had a mean of 540 followers (min = 2,
max = 2876), and spent on average 29 minutes per day
on FB during the past week (min = 0, max = 120). On
average, they have used FB for 5.3 years (min = 1
month, max = 10 years).

Measures for emotional self-disclosure were borrowed
from Snell, Miller, and Belk (1988). To reduce the analy-
sis complexity and to better focus on positive and nega-
tive categories, as opposed to individual emotions, out of
the eight types of emotion identified by Snell, Miller, and
Belk (1988) (depression, happiness, jealousy, anxiety,
anger, calmness, apathy, and fear), we selected two posi-
tive (happiness and calmness) and two negative (jealousy
and anxiety) emotions. The respondents were asked how
willing they are to talk with their friends when they feel
each of these emotions. For FB disclosure, they were
asked how willing they are to post on their FB wall.
Emotional disclosure was measured on a 5-point Likert
scale, where 1 was ‘not at all willing to’ and 5 was ‘totally
willing to’. The four dimensions exhibited good
reliability (Cronbach’s alphas range from 0.75 to 0.83).
Perceived social support was measured by the multidi-
mensional scale of perceived social support (Zimet
et al. 1998) that had been previously validated on college
student populations, and shown to contain three dimen-
sions: perceived support by family, friends, and signifi-
cant others. In our data, all the three sub-dimensions
showed consistently high reliabilities (Cronbach’s alphas
range from 0.92 to 0.95) and were included into further
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analysis by averaging the respective indicator variables.
The Ten-item Personality Inventory (TIPI) was used to
measure personality (Gosling, Rentfrow, and Swann
2003). All constructs are listed in the appendix.

Results

To test H1 through H6, a total of eight multiple linear
regressions were run with personality and social support
as independent variables and emotional disclosure dimen-
sions as dependent variables, both in RL and on FB. When
the dependent variables are emotional disclosure variables
in FB, gender (1 = Female, 0 =Male) and age (1 = age
between 18 and 25 years, and 0 for otherwise) are used
as control variables. When the dependent variable is
emotional disclosure on FB, an additional variable is
added as control – total number of FB friends. Since the
variable is not normally distributed, its logarithmic value
is used. All models are statistically significant, except the
one where the dependent variable is ‘calmness on FB’.
We also notice that the independent variables explain
much larger variance in emotional disclosure in RL than
on FB, as indicated by adjusted R-squares. The results
are presented in Tables 1 and 2.

In support of H1a, perceived social support from
friends has a positive significant relationship with all
four types of emotional disclosure in RL. Social support
from family and significant others did not exhibit any
role in RL emotional sharing, potentially due to the
wording of the question that only contained sharing
with friends. Perceived social support is not related
to positive emotional disclosure on FB; therefore,
H1b is not supported. Interestingly, social support
from significant others has significant negative
relationships with expressing anxiety (p < .05) and jea-
lousy (p < .1) on FB .

H2 is partially supported. Extroverts are more likely to
express both positive (happiness) and (marginally) nega-
tive emotions (jealousy) than introverts in RL and on FB.
H3 is not supported: there is no difference in emotional
disclosure between individuals characterised by high vs.
low ES on FB. In RL, ES is marginally significantly
related to calmness. H4 is not supported: there is no
difference in emotional disclosure between individuals
characterised by high vs. low openness on FB. In RL,
openness is marginally significantly related to happiness.
H5 is partially supported. Conscientious individuals
express less negative emotions than those characterised
by lower conscientiousness on FB. Contrary to our
hypothesis, in RL, individuals characterised by greater
conscientiousness express more happiness than those
characterised by lower conscientiousness. We find par-
tial support in H6a in the fact that there is a positive
association between agreeableness and sharing happiness
on FB. In RL, individuals characterised by greater agree-
ableness express less jealousy than those characterised by
lower agreeableness.

Discussion and future research directions

The study addressed the important issue of social and
personality-based drivers of emotional expressiveness
in online social networks and compared their effects to
those in RL. Perceived social support from friends
plays an important role in disclosing both negative and
positive emotions in RL, but not on FB, potentially sig-
nalling greater trust in face-to-face confidants. This find-
ing appears to confirm the roles of social support for
both coping with negative events and strengthening
social bonds (Rimé 2007). Contrary to expectations, per-
ceptions of social support are not correlated with sharing

Table 1. Regression results for RL emotional disclosure.
Happiness Calmness Jealousy Anxiety

Control variables
Gender 0.11* −0.04 0.03 0.11*
Age −0.03 −0.07 0.02 −0.00
Main variables
Extroversion 0.12** 0.03 0.11* 0.09
Emotional Stability 0.08 0.10* 0.01 −0.02
Openness 0.11* 0.06 0.07 0.07
Conscientiousness 0.13** 0.06 0.01 0.07
Agreeableness 0.03 0.02 −0.15** −0.10
Social support from
significant others

0.03 0.01 0.03 −0.04

Social support from family −0.01 0.03 −0.04 −0.02
Social support from friends 0.28*** 0.21*** 0.25*** 0.36***
F-statistics 9.79*** 3.49*** 3.40*** 5.82***
Adjusted R-square 23.30% 7.90%% 7.60% 14.30%

*p < .1.
**p < .05.
***p < .01.

Table 2. Regression results for FB emotional disclosure.
Happiness Calmness Jealousy Anxiety

Control variables
Gender 0.11* 0.04 0.00 0.035
Age −0.08 −0.146** −0.10 −0.11*
Total Number of FB friends 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.08
Main variables
Extroversion 0.16** 0.09 0.11* 0.08
Emotional Stability 0.03 0.06 0.02 −0.08
Openness 0.07 −0.04 −0.08 0.05
Conscientiousness 0.07 0.02 −0.14** −0.11*
Agreeableness 0.12* 0.07 −0.07 0.10
Social support from
significant others

−0.04 −0.06 −0.14* −0.21***

Social support from family −0.04 0.01 0.02 0.03
Social support from friends 0.05 0.03 0.06 0.07
F–statistics 3.25*** 1.14 1.84** 1.89**
Adjusted R-square 7.90% 0.50% 3.10% 3.33%

*p < .1.
**p < .05.
***p < .01.
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of positive emotions on FB, possibly implying reduced
need for strong emotional cohesion in weak-tie social
networks (Rimé 2007). Interestingly, those who perceive
less social support from significant others are more likely
to share anxiety with their FB friends. The latter finding
tentatively supports the role of social networks as a cop-
ing resource and warrants further investigation into the
importance of weak-tie broad public networks and
their nuanced role in offering social support to their
participants.

Confirming our expectations, extroversion contribu-
ted to greater sharing of happiness and (marginally) jea-
lousy, both in RL and on FB. Such similarity in the role of
extroversion in stimulating both positive and negative
sharing via different channels is in accord with the social
enhancement hypothesis, positing SM as an extension of
RL expressive communications. In support of our find-
ings, earlier studies report extroverts to belong to more
groups (Ross et al. 2009), to use FB more frequently
(Seidman 2013), and to disclose the most personal infor-
mation (Hollenbaugh and Ferris 2014). Given a greater
role of extroversion in fostering positive emotional shar-
ing, and the greater virality of positively charged mess-
ages, future research should investigate the impact of
this personality trait on other possible emotional
valences.

According to our results, low ES does not trigger
greater positive or negative emotional sharing in RL or
on FB. In fact, more emotionally stable individuals
tend to express (marginally) greater calmness in RL.
The recent reduction of privacy in social networks and
lack of anonymity do not allow less emotionally stable
individuals to feel in control of their shared emotions,
possibly making them unwilling to express themselves
in social networks. An interesting area deserving atten-
tion, thus, would be exploring the roles of personality
traits in perceptions of privacy, and the resulting changes
in SM disclosures.

We found no significant effect of openness to new
experiences on the extent of emotional expression on
FB, and a marginal positive effect on expressing happi-
ness in RL. It is possible that FB participation is not con-
sidered a novel and stimulating experience any more,
and those characterised by greater openness are
migrating to more innovative venues of self-expression
(Seidman 2013). This explanation is partially reflected
in the findings by Ross et al. (2009), who report that
higher levels of openness correlate with lower levels of
FB commenting. Future research should test our suppo-
sition by examining personality roles in other SM
venues. Our results also show the positive role of con-
scientiousness in sharing happiness in RL, and its nega-
tive role in sharing jealousy on FB. Both results are

unexpected and deserve greater attention by researchers.
Finally, agreeableness is positively related to the sharing
of happiness and negatively related to the sharing of
anxiety on FB and sharing jealousy in RL. These findings
underscore the important role of agreeableness in
emotional sharing and warrant research on its role in
promoting social support in SM.

Our findings suggest that certain personality traits
(extroversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness) as
well as perceived social support from friends promote
the disclosure of positive emotions on FB. These results
underscore the importance for SM developers and FB
marketers and advertisers to encourage FB users to
share positive emotions in conversations with their
friends and with brands. Provided that positively charged
messages are more viral, encouraging their sharing
should increase user engagement and traffic to the plat-
forms, making themmore attractive to advertisers. Other
proposed efforts to increase traffic and interactivity
include activating such personality traits as extroversion,
agreeableness, and conscientiousness, as well as promot-
ing group cohesive activities to increase the perceptions
of social support.

Limitations

Some limitations of this study warrant caution in gener-
alising our results to broader contexts and populations.
First, a combination of convenience and snowball
sampling techniques was used that, although acceptable
at this early stage of investigation, does not offer reliable
representativeness of the population of interest. Random
sampling should be used in future studies to confirm the
reported findings. Second, the study’s survey instrument
relied on self-reported measures, which often raises the
concern of potential response bias and inaccuracy. It
may be possible to utilise semantic text analysis software
in future studies to evaluate the degree of actual positive
and negative emotional content posted by SM users.
Third, the study employed a cross-sectional survey
design, from which causal inferences cannot be drawn.
Future studies could use experiments or a longitudinal
design to test the proposed relationships. Fourth, the
wording of the question to measure RL emotional dis-
closure was mainly limited to disclosure to friends and,
therefore, may have affected the significance of other
dimensions of perceived social support. Finally, we
used the TIPI to measure personality (Gosling, Rentfrow,
and Swann 2003). Each of the five dimensions was
measured by two items. The instrument was chosen
due to its conciseness. Although the instrument was
shown to offer good predictive validity, test–retest
reliability, and convergence with the existing
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measurements in earlier studies (Gosling, Rentfrow, and
Swann 2003), it may be advisable to utilise more exhaus-
tive measures of personality in future research.
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Appendix

1. Emotional Disclosure Items

How willing will you to talk with your close friends [post on
Facebook wall] when you feel scale: 1 = not at all willing to dis-
cuss [post], 5 = totally willing to discuss [post]).

Happiness Calmness Jealousy Anxiety
Happy Calm Jealous Anxious
Cheerful Quiet Possessive Troubled
Joyous Serene Envious Worried
Delighted Tranquil Suspicious Uneasy

2. Perceived social support

The following items inquire about your perception to various
aspects of your current life and your perceptions of potential
future outcomes. For each of the following items, please select
only one answer scale: 1 – strongly disagree, 7 – strongly
agree).

1. There is a special person who is around when I am in
need.

2. There is a special person with whom I can share my joys
and sorrows.

3. My family really tries to help me.
4. I get the emotional help and support I need from my

family.
5. I have a special person who is a real source of comfort to

me.
6. My friends really try to help me.
7. I can count on my friends when things go wrong.
8. I can talk about my problems with my family.
9. I have friends with whom I can share my joys and

sorrows.
10. There is a special person in my life who cares about my

feelings.
11. My family is willing to help me make decisions.
12. I can talk about my problems with my friends.

3. Personality

I see myself as scale: 1 – strongly disagree, 7 – strongly agree).

1. Extraverted, enthusiastic
2. Critical, quarrelsome
3. Dependable, self-disciplined
4. Anxious, easily upset
5. Open to new experiences, complex
6. Reserved, quite
7. Sympathetic, warm
8. Disorganized, careless
9. Calm, emotionally stable

10. Conventional, uncreative
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