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Abstract
The present study seeks to examine the influence of viewing pages that are categorized as
positive, negative, or neutral on the social network (SN) Facebook in relation to college students’
levels of happiness and self-esteem. Viewers were predicted to spend more time viewing the
Facebook pages that have been coded as negative compared to positive or neutral pages because
of cognitive saliency, and they were predicted to show lower levels of self-esteem and happiness.
In addition, participants who view the positive pages were predicted show higher levels of selfesteem and happiness. The results suggested no significant difference in emotion on self-esteem
and happiness. However, on exploratory analysis those with positive emotion profiles were rated
higher in likability in comparison to negative and neutral, and spent more time viewing the
Facebook page with negative content only in comparison to the neutral page.
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Chapter 1: Don’t Bring Me Down: A Study of the Perceived Emotional Impact of Social Media
Exposure
The Internet has changed the way individuals communicate (Sheese, Brown, &
Graziano, 2004), and this could be due in part because and increasing portion of people’s lives
are happening online (Placencia & Lower, 2013). Social networking (SN) sites, such as
Facebook.com, have become the foremost means of social interaction (Bargh,McKenna, &
Fitzsimons, 2002). Frequently, SN users spend time online either seeking or communicating with
their current relationships (Yang & Brown, 2013). There are more than 1.6 billion SN users
worldwide, which consists of about 46% of the world’s population (Zip, 2013). Forty five
percent of adults and 66% of young adults in the United States have a smartphone, and 55% of
smartphone users use their phone for SN, giving them easy access to their acquaintances, friends,
family, classmates, coworkers, and potential friends (Bellin, 2013). Users have an average of 440
friends on Facebook (Manago, Taylor & Greenfield, 2013), and they spend an average of 28
minutes per day integrating it into their lives by sharing information, posting photos and
interacting with other users (Kim & Lee, 2011; Kramer, Guillory, & Hancock, 2013; Placencia &
Lower, 2013). Facebook users can create their online profile and include information about them
including their relationship status and education. The multimodal system of communication also
allows users to share links, videos, and photography, which then show up on their connection’s
“News Feed” (Placencia & Lower, 2013). Facebook users upload more than two billion photos
each month (Mackey, 2013) and an average of 300 million are uploaded each day (Henkel,
2013). The profile on Facebook is also known as the user’s timeline. The timeline allows users
to post information but also to receive information from their contacts or other users (Placencia
& Lower, 2013).
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With the amount of time and interaction that is spent online, several psychological and
cognitive studies have emerged in the field of SN communication. Theorists and philosophers
believe that the new media online has shaped and changed people’s memory and consciousness
(Hall, 2013). The present study aims to explore the effects of published communication on SN
sites, such as Facebook on an individual’s self-esteem and happiness levels. In other words, after
seeing negative pictures or positive content on Facebook, would it be more likely that an
individual feels happier with their lives or do they feel a lower self-esteem. As with verbal or
written prose (communication), which can create positive or negative emotional states for
individuals online communication may potentially also create deferring emotional and
psychological outcomes (Gotner, Rude, & Pennebaker, 2006). Whether individual’s emotions
shape their content or the content shapes the emotion creates a circular pattern of cause and
effect. In addition, a person’s psychological state can affect the behaviors they portray online
(Bollen, Gonçalves, Guangchen, & Huina, 2011). For example, if a person is lonely offline, they
are more likely to be lonely online. If a person is happy, they portray messages that reflect their
happiness and become surrounded by other people who do the same. One reason why people are
free to express these types of emotions online is because of the online disinhibition effect, which
predicts that people tend to express themselves more openly online because of lack of face-toface personal contact (Fries & Gurung, 2013), and the culture and tendencies of Internet
communication are pertinent to the present study. Upon the emergence of Internet
communication, studies that predated the popularity of social media sites had predicted that
presentations of self in electronic life would not be as popular as face-to-face interaction.
However, following the growing popularity of social media sites, studies suggest that social
media could be considered an expression and extension of a person’s true self (Bargh, McKenna,
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& Fitzmons, 2002). The extension of the “self” happens because of the amount of time users
spend and because of the amount of data and interaction they have with other users (Siibak,
2009).
Several studies have explored moods, levels of happiness, and personality types tied to
SN use. There were polarizing views on the correlations established and more on the
implications of SN influence. For example, some studies have established that the number of SN
connections does not affect an individual unless the connection is a deep-level connection or
depending on the motive the person is on the SN. Deep-level connection means that the
individuals disclosure more feelings. So, the effects of SN seem to depend on the individual.
Other self-centered tasks such as grooming, which consists of updating their SN profile and
posting pictures are indicators of narcissism, and extraversion predicts the number of friends, or
SN connections, a person is more likely to have (Utz, Tanis, & Vermeulen, 2012).
However, both popular extroverts and unpopular introverts have an opportunity to
equally connect with individuals on SN and be equally as popular (Utz, Tanis, & Vermeulen,
2012). Research also shows that people who use SN more frequently have higher levels of
narcissistic tendencies and antisocial behaviors (Turan, Tinmaz & Goktas, 2013). The
interactions that people have online have also been shown, however, to reflect their offline intent
and personalities. For example, SN users who engage in more conversations online, have been
shown to have lower levels of loneliness and higher levels of social adjustment. Those who
update their information with the intent to maintain relationships have higher levels of social
adjustment, but users do not do it with the intent of maintaining social relationships display
lower levels of social adjustment (Yang & Brown, 2013).
1.1 Online Communication
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Users maintain these relationships in computer-mediated communications such as the use
of Facebook, by interacting with individuals who can interpret a person’s emotions through
verbal cues (Stieglitz & Dang-Xuan, 2013). These linguistic social cues are prominent online.
Some examples of social cues are emoticons, the type of information that is posted, the profile
picture chosen, biographical entries and even the number of Facebook friends (Hong, Tandoc,
Kim, Kim, & Wise, 2012). However, the nature of online communication can be subjective and
open to interpretation. The way something is communicated can be interpreted in different
manners depending on the reader. These perceptions are influenced by the participant’s existing
attitudes and experiences (Allen, 2012). A person’s interpretation of a message is affected by
prosodic factors such as verbal stress, intonation, and rate of speech. These factors can be
indicators of emotion and linguistic meaning of a word (Buchanan, Lutz, Mirzazade, Specht,
Shah, Zilles, & Jäncke, 2000). If a person is nervous or in a hurry, they are more likely to speak
faster; if a person is shy, their voice is more likely to be soft and mumbled (Steinhauer, Alter, &
Friederici, 1999). Prosodic factors help determine the emotional content of a word (Buchanan, et
al., 2000). For example, when a person asks, “What’s wrong?” And a person answers with,
“nothing,” the tone of voice can determine whether there really is nothing wrong. Since
information online is mostly written and stress and intonation are not present to clarify the
message, communication can be misinterpreted (Gonzales & Hancock, 2011). For example,
linguistic analyses on texts have shown trends in even the way a punctuation mark can be
interpreted. People have shown to omit the final punctuation mark, for example, as a manner to
sound “less mean” (Ling & Baron, 2007).
Participants who show more social cues have higher levels of perceived popularity and
higher levels of social attractiveness. If a user posts negative comments on their profile page,
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participants evaluate their profile as less socially attractive (Hong, Tandoc, Kim, Kim, & Wise,
2012). Photography is part of the social cues, and Facebook users most commonly post
photographs of themselves or special events in their lives such as ceremonies and trips. Placencia
and Lower (2013) propose that the average Facebook user posts photos to attract compliments
from their contacts and other Facebook users. Facebook users might choose photos that portray
them in a positive light to match their idealized online versions of themselves (Utz &
Beukeboom, 2011). People more likely show positive photos of themselves than try to make selfdescriptions on SN (Mehdizadeh, 2010). SN sites like Facebook and Instagram allow its users to
tag other users. Tagging creates a link to the other user's social media pages. When the users
click on a tag, people can be characterized and found through these tags. Their profile indicates
their relationship with other users and affiliations with companies (Cook & Pachler, 2012).
People, however, are consciously building their online image and sometimes alter their
photography with the use of filters and software to appear in more appealing light. Individuals
are more likely to seek positive appearance and for quality photography (Tidenberg, 2014).
Approximately, 45% of people have removed their associations with a photograph online mostly
because it is showing them in unfavorable light. For example, they might believe that a potential
employer will not like a photo of them drinking or having a “wild night” (Zip, 2013). The studies
suggest that people portray themselves in a positive light to gain popularity, which plays a large
role in social media and predicting self-esteem (Zywica & Danowski, 2008). People who are
popular offline, will more likely be popular on Facebook and vice versa. Zywica and Danowski
(2008) theorized that when people are accepted in all aspects of their life, they will more likely
have higher self-esteem and have a more positive outlook in life. However, both users with high
and low self-esteem will attempt to be popular on SN--one group to maintain their popularity
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status and the latter group to try to retain control of their lives. Indicators of popularity on
Facebook include their number of friends and the interaction they receive.
1.2 Effects of Emotion on SN
Depending on the medium, studies have suggested that SN users are moderately happy
and follow users who are likely optimistic (Bollen, Gonçalves, Guangchen, & Huina, 2011).
People gravitate toward other people of their same emotions. For example, SN users usually
connect with other users with the same levels of happiness. Bolleven, et al. (2011) compiled
Tweets in a timespan of six months. They measured the emotional content of the published
tweets and how the users connected and correlated with the intent of the content. They examined
actual interaction as opposed to only follower relations to determine which users truly read and
interacted with the messages of their followers. Although they could not survey the Twitter users
to measure their Subjective Well-Being (SWB), they inferred it by using public software called
OpinionFinder (OF), which measures the emotional content of the messages. There is also the
notion of “mood contagion,” which implies that unhappy users make others unhappy and happy
users influence happiness (Bollen, Gonçalves, Guangchen, & Huina, 2011). Even though users
are more likely to be influenced by happiness, studies have also shown that posting messages
with emotionally charged words regardless of whether it’s a positive or negative emotion has
been influential in SN sites such as Twitter. Tweets that have more emotionally charged words
were shared more and at a faster pace than messages that were labeled as neutral. These emotion
words attract attention to individuals by triggering more cognitive involvement (Stieglitz &
Dang-Xuan, 2013). In June 2014, Facebook was reported to manipulate which posts were seen
on the newsfeed of certain users based on negative or positive emotion words in a study by
Kramer (2013) (Rutkin, 2014). Kramer (2013), who works for Facebook, analyzed more than
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689,000 users on Facebook. His study revealed that emotion can be contagious among its users.
When users were only exposed to less positive content, they were less likely to post positive
content and were more likely to post more negative content. When users were exposed to less
negative posts, they were less likely to post negative content and more likely to post positive
content.
Some of the research that positively reflects on the use of SN toward its users suggests
that self-disclosure online has shown to boost self-esteem (Siegle, 2011). There are several
factors that correlate with self-esteem and SN use. One of those factors is the number of SN
connections or “friends.” People use SN to make friends and share details about their lives. Users
log in to talk to their current friends, to find new friends, and to enhance their reputation (Yang
& Brown, 2013). Wilcox and Stephen (2012) theorized that SN users are motivated to share
information online to fulfill their social needs and establish self-presentation to their connections
and relationships. People more often share positive information online and attempt to filter out
the negative information (Wilcox & Stephen, 2012). SN platforms such as Facebook allow users
to conveniently filter out information that could be seen in a negative light. For example, a user
could delete a photo he or she believes is unflattering or delete something they had published if
they change their mind. SN could also boost an individual’s self-esteem by facilitating an online
support system with a user’s contacts. Users could rely on SN whenever they are seeking
positive emotional support after a negative experience. The perceived social support helps create
intimacy among SN users and shows a positive correlation with increased self-esteem and lifesatisfaction (Wilcox & Stephen, 2012; Manago, Taylor, & Greenfield, 2013). SN could even
increase a user’s self-esteem just by viewing their own profile because of the objective selfawareness that is created (Gonzales & Hancock, 2011; Wilcox & Stephen, 2012). Forest and
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Wood (2012) theorized that when people post negative things on Facebook, their friends and
connections will more likely respond more positively as opposed to a stranger. For example, if a
user is seeing a stranger’s post as opposed to their friend’s post, they might be more sympathetic
toward the friend. In addition, if the user frequently posts negative content, the users who see the
posts are less likely to be interested in the post and refrain from posting or commenting. Their
results indicated that when people with low self-esteem made negative posts, they received more
feedback, or “social reward,” than when they posted positive content. However, there was a
significant difference between users who had high self-esteem on their positive and negative
posts with regards to social rewards. Users with high self-esteem received less interaction when
they posted negative content, and they received a lot more interaction when they posted positive
content.
However, the use of SN has also been associated with negative effects on its users. There
are contradicting research results that both show results of lowering depression, anxiety,
increasing satisfaction in life and higher levels of well-being (Kim & Lee, 2011; Zhang, Tang &
Leung, 2011; Grieve, Indian, Witteveen, Tolan, & Marrington, 2013). For example, reports show
that spending too much time on Facebook could be associated with lower levels of self-esteem
(Pettijohn, LaPiene, Pettijohn, & Horting, 2012). Those with lower self-esteem posted less
content that was self-promoting; therefore, there was no positive social feedback. The
questionnaire included items that showed friendship contingency for self-esteem with statements
such as “I only feel good about myself when things are going well in my friendships.” The users
who considered their relationships as a determining factor to their self-esteem reported spending
more time on Facebook. Pettijohn, et al. (2012) suggest that unstable friendship for those
individuals with high friendship contingent self-esteem should be limited. Logging into SN could
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then also be associated with avoiding loneliness and “keeping tabs” on people (Yang & Brown,
2013). Siegle (2013) proposes that young adults should especially learn how to use SN for their
benefit instead of needing the support of their online friends to boost their self-esteem.
1.3 Effects of SN on Self-Esteem
Conversely, even though there are studies that show that the use of SN decreases selfesteem among certain cases, other research links it with high self-esteem but with other
repercussions. For those users who spend a significant amount of time on SN, there have been
links that connect the time spent on SN to higher body mass index and higher levels of credit
card debt, even though higher levels of self-esteem were reported for those with strong ties with
their connections in Facebook (Wilcox & Stephen, 2012). The strong ties were determined by the
amount of interactions spent with contacts and the amount of time spent on SN overall. Selfesteem increases when SN users focus on how they present themselves to their contacts. Wilcox
and Stephen (2012) tested participants’ willingness to choose either a healthy food option or an
unhealthy option. After browsing Facebook as opposed to a neutral website such as CNN.com,
participants were more likely to choose the unhealthy cookie and experienced lower levels of
self-control, but their self-esteem was higher compared to those who viewed the neutral site.
They further investigated the theory by measuring the users’ body mass index (BMI) and asked
them to report their credit score. The results of the study suggest that those users who had strong
ties with their connections on Facebook exhibited strong indicators of low levels of self-control
and higher levels of self-esteem with SN exposure.
Social media sites such as Facebook have been in part responsible for the creation of
thousands of friendships and relationships. Those sites have also been attributed to the
enablement of negative relationships such as exposure to online predators or violations of an
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individual’s privacy (Abelson & Leedon, 2008). These authors illustrate stories in which
teenagers befriend strangers online. Several cases have been recorded in which these strangers
then harass and bully the individual calling them a “bad person” and claiming that “everybody
hates you.” In the worst case scenario, the individuals commit suicide. They suggest that the
Internet has made it easier to connect with other individuals online. Someone can simply find out
about another person by searching for the person’s name on Facebook or by using a search
engine such as Google.com. Siegle (2011) proposes that not everybody is a target of online
harassment. The difference between real-life harassment and online harassment is that the
interaction becomes explicitly documented, rather than only implicitly. The perceived “drama”
that surrounds social media has kept a small amount of people away from using SN entirely in
addition to other reasons such as waste of time and lack of interest (Turan, Tinmaz, & Goktas,
2013). Negative influences of SN can be attributed to higher levels of rumination and excessive
reassurance, which are linked to depression (Pettijohn, LaPiene, Pettijohn, & Horting, 2012).
Perhaps a drastic take on the effects of a message on SN is cyberbullying. Studies seem
to imply that the words have an effect on a person’s attitudes and even physiological reactions.
Cyberbullying is “the collective label used to define forms of bullying that use electronic means
such as the Internet and mobile phones to aggressively and intentionally harm someone. Like a
“traditional” bullying, cyberbullying typically involves repeated behavior and a power imbalance
between aggressor and victim” (Price & Dalgleish, 2010, p. 51) Unlike what is known as
traditional bullying, cyberbullying consists mostly of psychological and emotional pain using
electronic devices instead of face-to-face communication (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010). The
aggressors often do things to harm the reputation of the victim such as take and post unflattering
pictures or spread rumors. They also threaten the victim to cause physical harm. This causes a
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great amount of psychological stress to the victims and often leads them to isolation and feelings
of loneliness (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010; Sléglová, & Černá, 2011). People who have been
cyberbullied have shown lower levels of self-esteem than people who have not experienced that
type of bullying (Patchin & Hinuja, 2010). In addition to psychological effects, victims can also
experience a range of physiological damages such as headaches and stomach aches (Sléglová &
Černá, 2011). Sléglová and Černá studied several coping techniques to better the lives of the
victims. Among the techniques was the capability to identify the aggressor by their cognitive
patterns and the style of their communication. The techniques included, finding social support,
seeking a distraction, and avoidance.
1.4 Effects of Language on Emotion
Although there have been contradictory studies that show that people do not express their
emotional states as openly as others (Bollen, Gonçalves, Guangchen, & Huina, 2011), studies
have shown that there is a significant correlation in people’s linguistic styles and their emotions,
behaviors, and well-being. The words that individuals select when speaking naturally have been
related to reveal features of their personality (Scott, 2007; Slatcher, Chung, Pennebaker, &
Stone, 2007; Kazantzi, Reinecke, & Freeman, 2009). Words are then associated with cognitive
functions (Lee, Park, & Seo, 2006) and with social connectedness (Burke & Dollinger, 2005),
therefore language has been an indicator and as predictor for several factors including an index
of a relationship status. Theoretical and methodological approaches to language analysis have
examined and tested individual differences as they correlate to their language choice
(Pennebaker, Mehl, & Niederhoffer, 2003). The higher use of positive emotion words, for
example, has been associated with higher levels of health outcomes. There are statistical
differences between those people who are more prone to describing their emotional state as “I'm
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not happy,” vs. “I am sad.” Individuals who said they are not happy had healthier outcomes in
physiological exams than individuals who said the negative-emotion word, “sad.” People who
use more negative emotion words were at greater risk for subsequent health problems compared
to those who used fewer negative emotion words. Emotion words comprise of less than 5% of
the words in the English vocabulary. They serve as a classification to predict an emotional state,
like hatred or love. Emotion words can be classified as either positive emotion words or negative
emotion words (Pennebaker, Mehl, & Niederhoffer, 2003). An individual’s language patterns
have been able to predict a user’s levels of emotion, success, and overall health.
Sociolinguists have even studied word use and their correlation to individual's economic
and psychological background (Sheese, Brown, & Graziano, 2004). Statistical data on the
number of words in a language category have been a common predictor for depression, cognitive
complexity, age, gender, success, and honesty. For example, older people use positive emotion
words and less negative emotion words, in addition to more future tense and fewer past tense
words. As people get older, they show to use more positive emotion words and more future tense
words. Language use was also tied to health and longevity (Pennebaker, Mehl, & Niederhoffer,
2003). The uses of first-person pronouns were related to systolic and diastolic blood pressure
measures, coronary atherosclerosis and mortality (Scherwitz, Berton, & Leventhal, 1978).
Pronouns are classified under function words in the English language (Pennebaker, Mehl, &
Niederhoffer, 2003). The English vocabulary has fewer than 200 function words, but the average
English speaker uses them as much as the other 100,000 of words in the vocabulary (Chung &
Pennebaker, 2007). In other words, they are repeated more times than other words (Pennebaker,
Mehl, & Niederhoffer, 2003). The most common function words used in every day speech are
“I,” “the,” “and,” “to,” “a,” “of,” “that,” “in,” “it,” “my,” “is,” “you,” “was,” “for,” “have,”
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“with,” and “he” (Chung & Pennebaker, 2007). Pronouns connect words, give meaning to the
context of the sentence, and they serve as essential “glue” to the structure of a sentence (Meyer
& Bock, 1999). The purpose of pronouns is to avoid repetition of an earlier mentioned item
(Cowart & Carrns, 1987). The interpretation of pronouns has been dependent on what people
choose and dependent on the conversation. In other words, there are a finite number of pronouns
and a finite number of vocabulary words, but the order in which they are chosen depends on the
individual's style. Linguistic psychologists have studied the cognitive underpinnings of pronoun
interpretation. For example, an individual needed to process the conversation and pay attention
to know the context in which the pronouns were used. The following sentence can be perfectly
understandable, “I can't believe she said no.” However, the listener must know the context of the
sentence to determine the identity of “I” and “she.” Pronouns require the speaker and listener to
share critical information about what the speaker is referring to, so the conversation becomes
understandable. Pronouns provide insight on the way people use them for social integration and
self-focus (Pennebaker, Mehl, & Niederhoffer, 2003).
Danner (2001) analyzed the autobiographical writing of nuns and concluded that there
was a positive relationship between the number of positive emotion words and life expectancy,
which emerged from longitudinal data. People who are on average more honest compared to
those who lie, showed more self-references such as the words “I” and “me” and said less words
that indicate motion, such as the words “walk” and “move” (Slatcher, Chung, Pennebaker, &
Stone, 2007). Slatcher et al. (2007) analyzed and counted the words and phrases that candidates
use when running for office. The candidates who used more optimistic vocabulary were more
likely to be elected. The biographies, speeches and interviews of candidates were examined for
levels of optimism. Theoretically speaking, language has been an indicator of depression. People
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who have low levels of self-acceptance are more likely to use terms such as “I” and “me”
compared to individuals who have higher levels of self-self-acceptance. With such
understanding, the researchers were able to transcribe interviews and speech samples and used a
computerized text analysis program, the Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC) to
categorize the words the candidates used. The content analysis of the candidates was able to
reveal by correlational data the cognitive complexity of the candidates, which includes higher
levels of exclusive words such as “but” and “maybe.” The analysis was also able to differentiate
between sex differences, depressive tendencies, age and honesty. All of the analyses were done
with a specific formula taken from previous correlational data. (Slatcher, Chung, Pennebaker, &
Stone, 2007). In addition, language can be an indicator of honesty (Hancock, Curry, Goorha, &
Woodworth, 2008). For example, individuals who have lied produced more words and say more
sense-based words like seeing or touching. People who lie produce less self-oriented phrases and
more other-oriented words compared to statements that are true. Slatcher, et al. (2007) created a
formula to determine honesty as an overall index of honesty: self-reference + reference to others
+ exclusion words - negative emotion words. The use of qualifiers has been tied to uncertainty or
to weaken a statement. For example, adding “I think” or “kind of.” These phrases have indicated
a lack of decisiveness or commitment to an issue (Weintraub, 2005). On the opposite end,
individuals who said the truth had higher levels of exclusive words than did individuals who lied.
When people undergo a traumatic events or changes in life, their language use will also
then change. For example, Pennebaker (2007) analyzed the language of individuals who had lost
their partners. The use and choice of their words changed significantly after the traumatic events,
such as the death of a child or spouse. In clinical studies, records indicate that compulsive
patients said words that are explanatory in nature, such as “because,” “therefore,” and “in order
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to.” Transformational grammarians predicted that psychiatric patients prefer passive grammatical
structures (Weintraub, 2005). Passive grammatical structure is ordered as object, verb, subject, in
which passive verb is used as the object of an active verb, such as the sentence, “The ball was
thrown by the boy.” Active grammatical structure is ordered as subject, verb, and object, such as,
“The boy threw the ball” (Marantz, 1984).
Linguistic style suggested correlation to psychological factors in individuals other than
honesty. For example, studies have suggested that individuals with depression significantly use
more first-person singular pronouns, such as “I,” “me,” and “my” (Slatcher, Chung, Pennebaker,
& Stone, 2007). Those individuals also used more exclusion words such as “but” or “without.”
Depression was represented by linguistic patters such as low levels of positive emotion words
and high levels of negative emotion words (happy vs. hate). An underlying reason why
individuals with depression have higher use of first-person singular pronoun might be that they
think a lot more about themselves (Pennebaker, Mehl, & Niederhoffer, 2003). Stirman and
Pennebaker (2001) conducted a study in which they analyzed the poetry of suicidal and nonsuicidal poets. The results paralleled previous studies in which suicidal poets used more first
person singular pronouns and fewer words that pertained to other people or the collective. The
study suggests that the self-focus plays a causal role in the way individuals interpret the events
and situations. Everything is interpreted in terms of themselves (Rude, Gortner, & Pennebaker,
2004).
From a correlational standpoint, Pennebaker and Lay (2002) analyzed the speech and
interview transcriptions of Mayor Rudolph Guiliani for his 8 years as mayor. During his first five
years as mayor, he was described as hostile and uncompromising. His transcripts reflected low
rates of first-person pronouns and low rates of positive emotion words. After his diagnosis for
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prostate cancer, Guiliani withdrew from the race and separated from his wife. He was
characterized as a warm person, and the count of use of first-person singular pronoun tripled in
count (Pennebaker, Mehl, & Niederhoffer, 2003). Studies have indicated that people who say the
first-person singular “you” more than “I” have other-focused attention (Ickes, Reidhead, &
Patterson, 1986) and are more likely to have higher rates of anger (Weintraub, 1981). In some
samples, anger was reflected in the number of negative emotion words that increased more than
five times compared to normal speech.
1.5 Effects of Emotion Words
Language can not only be a predictor of such outcomes, but it has also shown to cause
changes in an individual’s emotion, health, and behavior. Pennebacker and Stone (2003)
explored how treatments using expressive writing cause physiological and emotional changes.
As part of the expressive writing treatment, participants were asked to write their emotions using
emotion words as they best could about a certain traumatic event. The results of the studies
indicated that individuals with high levels of depression have improved their physical and
psychological well-being through expression writing treatments. Similarly, studies on writing
about gratitude have shown higher levels of happiness and well-being for the participants (Parks,
Della, Pierce, Zilca, & Lyubomrsky, 2012). Gotner, Rude, and Pennebaker (2006) explored the
benefits of expressive writing to lower the symptoms of depression. Studies have suggested that
people with depression symptoms avoid negative thoughts and ruminate, or have an incomplete
cognitive process of the way they interpret the negative experience or feelings. Subjects were
asked to write about an emotionally upsetting experience for 15-20 minutes for 3-4 days (Gotner,
Rude, & Pennebaker, 2006). Expressive writing showed to have physiological changes and
physiological correlations. In a study, expressive writing improved immune and hormonal
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functioning and has benefitted depression-prone individuals (Booth, Petrie, & Pennebaker,
1998).
Kuperman, Estes, Brysbaert, and Warriner (2014) studied the different reaction times
between negative, neutral, and positive words. Their results suggest that people pay more
attention to negative words compared to positive words, but they take longer to respond to the
command and recognize it showing a slower cognitive processing. The researchers used words
such as “coffin” under the negative stimulation and “cotton” under the neutral stimulation. The
process could be a cause of negative potency effect described by Rozin and Royzman (2010).
They theorized that negative events get more attention than positive event because negative
events are not common to the average person. Therefore, negative events are more salient in
comparison to common positive events. Becker (2012) explored the response time to identify of
negative, neutral, and positive images from the International Affective Picture System (IAPS). A
slideshow containing the pictures was shown to participants, and they then had to see each of the
images one at a time. The participants had to press a key to indicate that they remembered seeing
a picture. Their results indicated that participants were able to remember more negative images
correctly as opposed to positive or neutral images, which made the researchers conclude that
processing negative images takes longer than positive or neutral images.
Fredrickson and Roberta (2000) researched how positive emotions can affect a person’s
cardiovascular response after receiving negative physiological responses. In other words, they
wanted to know if positive emotions could undo the effects of negative emotions. Negative
emotions in individuals have shown to create cardiovascular aftereffects.
Negative emotions are theorized to have spurred from an evolutionary perspective in
which people used those emotions to survive life-threatening situations. In the long run, the
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negative emotions can affect an individual’s health. Participants Fredrickson and Roberta’s study
(2000) were shown videos that were supposed to elicit negative, positive or neutral responses.
After the initial stimulation, participants were then shown positive images to test whether they
can undo the effects of negative emotions. Positive images included pictures of waves and
puppies. Neutral images were pictures of sticks, and negative images were pictures of a child
crying witnessing his father’s death. Even though their studies did not support the theory that
positive undoes the physiological changes of the negative, it did support the notion that showing
more negative stimulation prolonged the cardiovascular recovery period. The English language
has a greater number of words to describe negative events than positive events. However,
positive terms are used more commonly compared to negative words because positive events
occur more commonly. The word “good,” for example, occurs 765 times per million spoken
words. The word “bad” only occurs 153 per million spoken words. The word “happy” occurs
117 times per million spoken words, and the word “sad” only occurs 34 times.
Kazantzis, Reinecke, and Freeman (2009) showed that there were benefits to positivism,
including physiological benefits. For example, positive expectations of the placebo effects have
led to release of dopamine and endorphins triggering healthier immunity (Scott, 2007). This
effect happens because the anticipation of a better outcome activates the NAC and Da
neurotransmitters, which is a central component of the brain reward system. Feelings of love and
gratitude were associated with well-being (Park et al., 2004), and levels of happiness were
correlated to positive outcomes such as employment, marriage and number of friends (Peterson,
2006).
1.6 Summary

DON’T BRING ME DOWN

23

The findings above implicate a theoretical claim that the psychological process of
language and images when attached to an emotion can have a greater effect than what normally
is assumed. In essence, what people view on social media sites could affect their emotional state,
including happiness and self-esteem. In addition, the experimental findings could mean that an
individual could potentially interpret language to change outcomes such as their health, wellbeing, and increase self-esteem and happiness. These studies correlating emotions and word
usage could have implications for the relationships and communication established on SNs.
1.7 Purpose of current study
The purpose of the study is to examine the impact of how words and terms people post on
the SN Facebook affect other user’s levels of happiness and self-esteem. This study also aimed to
explore the amount of time spent voluntarily viewing negative emotion content on SN Facebook.
Previous studies on social media communication focus mostly on the time spent on social
media with feelings of well-being associated with the use of social media communication (Pea,
2012). There have been previous studies on the effects and correlation of writing positive and
negative emotion words, but there have not been previous studies on a social media venue on the
exposure of positive or negative emotion words (Sheese, Brown, & Graziano, 2004). Social
media studies have searched for a correlation using social media technology and people's
psychological well-being including indicators of depression, isolation or sense of community
(Bollen, Gonçalves, Guangchen, & Huina, 2011). This study, however, aimed to understand the
psychological implications behind the perception of positive, negative, and neutral language and
images on SN. Studies on cyberbullying have overviewed the physiological and emotional
implications of negative language use (Siegle, 2011), but none have premeasures of emotion
levels. In addition, most of the studies performed with social media are correlational, and
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casualty should not be inferred (Grieve, Indian, Witteveen, Tolan, & Marrington, 2013), which is
why this study is designed to be experimental.
1.8 Hypotheses
Based on the review of literature, there were 12 hypotheses on the effect of positive,
negative, and neutral Facebook pages on the participant’s levels of happiness, self-esteem and
time spent viewing the pages examined in the current study (See Figures 17-19).
Effects on Happiness
1. Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with positive content will have
higher levels of happiness on their post-test scores compared to their pre-test scores.
2. Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with negative content will have
lower levels of happiness on their post-test scores compared to their pre-test scores.
3. Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with the neutral content will
have no significant difference on the levels of happiness on their post-test scores
compared to their pre-test scores.
4. Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with positive content will have
higher levels of happiness compared to participants who are exposed to the Facebook
profile with negative content.
5. Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with positive content will have
higher levels of happiness compared to participants who are exposed to the Facebook
profile with neutral content.
Effects on Self-Esteem
6. Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with positive content will have
higher levels of self-esteem on their post-test scores compared to their pre-test scores.

DON’T BRING ME DOWN

25

7. Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with negative content will have
lower levels of self-esteem on their post-test scores compared to their pre-test scores.
8. Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with neutral content will have
no significant difference on the levels of self-esteem on their post-test scores
compared to their pre-test scores.
9. Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with the positive content will
have higher levels of self-esteem compared to participants who are exposed to the
Facebook profile with negative content.
10. Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with the positive content will
have higher levels of self-esteem compared to participants who are exposed to the
Facebook profile with neutral content.
Effects on Time Viewing
11. Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with negative content will spend
more time viewing the page compared to participants who are exposed to the
Facebook profile with positive content
12. Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with negative content will spend
more time viewing the page compared to participants who are exposed to the
Facebook profile with neutral content.
Chapter 2: Method
2.1 Sample/Participants
Participants were recruited using social media promotion on random local social
networking sites including bloggers, local news and the university’s social network page. An
announcement was placed on the University of Texas at Brownsville’s announcement system
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which is targeted toward students. Participants were also recruited from General Psychology
courses, and Introduction to Business courses. Those who volunteered to participate were added
to a list with an identifying number with their email address. To protect the participant's
anonymity and confidentiality, a separate document had the participant's number in correlation
with their results and data.
An incentive of a $5 Starbucks eGift card was given to those who completed the second
portion of the study. Those who participated and completed the study were also given the
incentive of entering in a $100 eGift card raffle. The eGift cards were given to the participants
via email, so no addresses or further personal information was need to be collected.
A total of 304 individuals participated in the study (See Table 5). Seventy-three percent
of the sample consisted of female participants and 26% consisted of males. Participants’ ages
ranged from 16 years of age to 58. The largest percentages of age were 21 (10.2%) and 25
(11.8%). The primary language of 58%of the participants was Spanish, 37% English and 5.3%
was classified as “Other”.
The highest education achieved by the participants was high school or equivalent for
16.4%; vocational or tech for 5.9%; some college for 48.7%; bachelor’s degree for 14.1%;
master’s degree for 4.3%; some graduate school for 6.3%; and doctoral degree for 1%.
Eighty four percent of the participants classified themselves as Hispanic or Latino, 11.2%
as white Caucasian, 2.6% as Pacific Islander, 1 % as black or African American, and 1 % as
“Other”. The majority of participants lived in Brownsville, TX (74 %), and 5 % in Matamoros,
Tamaulipas, Mexico while 19 % lived in other parts of the Rio Grande Valley, Texas or the
nation.
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The participants were assigned to one of five fabricated Facebook groups: Positive
Female, Positive Male, Negative Female, Negative Male, and Neutral (See Table 1).There were
109 cases that were excluded from the study because they that did not answer the AHI or RSES
or they did not complete the second portion of the study.
2.2 Internet and Facebook Usage
Most of the participants (87.2 %) have been using the internet for 7 years or more, and
11.5 % have been using the internet for 4 to 6 years. Participants who filled out the survey and
participated in the study were not required to have an active Facebook account to view the pages.
Nearly 93% of participants had an active Facebook account, and 6.3% answered they did not
have an active Facebook account.
The participants were also asked to report the number of times they visited Facebook
during the day, and 49.3% visited Facebook more than three times a day, 27 % visited Facebook
1-2 times a week, 11.2 % visited Facebook more than three times a week, 5.6 % visited
Facebook less than once a week and 5.9 % never visit Facebook. Twenty three percent spend an
hour on average on Facebook, 17.4 % spend two hours, and 12.5 % spend three hours.
Nearly 30% of participants update their Facebook pages less than once a month; 26 %
don’t update their Facebook page; 21.1 % update their Facebook pages once every few weeks;
12.8 % update their pages once every few days; and 9.2 % update their Facebook pages once a
week.
2.3 Study Setting
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This study was administered through the use of SurveyMonkey and email communication
online. SurveyMonkey is an online resource to host survey questions. The initial email with the
consent form and instructions and the pre-test was sent out through the researcher's utb.edu email
address.
2.4 Tools
RSES is a global tool for measurement of self-esteem overviews respect, confidence and
self-worth. Participants must rank 10 statements in a four-point scale, ranging from strongly
agree to strongly disagree. The test has shown validity, consistency and good test-retest
reliability (Mongrain, Chin & Shapira, 2011). The AHI was developed to have a consistent
definition of happiness. The inventory has 24 positive and negative statements that questions
participants about their week. The measurement tool has a convergent validity compared to
Fordyce’s Happiness Scale (Schiffrin & Nelson, 2008). Once the participants agree to the study,
they were sent a link from SurveyMonkey with the preliminary pre-tests.
The Authentic Happiness Inventory had five-point scale, from 1-5. The lowest possibility
(1) being the least happy and the higher the answer the happiest (5). The questionnaire consisted
of 24 questions. The average score was taken from the participants answers and the mean
represented their score for the inventory. Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale consisted of 10
questions. Five of the questions were inverted because the highest possible score reflected a low
self-esteem to prevent participant bias. Therefore, 1 was changed to a 5, 2 was changed to a 4,
and the 3 remained the same. The mean score of the questions reflected their overall score on the
scale. The Likability Scale had 11 statements, and the scores were also on a five-point scale.
Participants with a lower score showed less likability toward the profile sown and participants
with a higher score showed more likability. The mean determined the overall score for this
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participant. A separate variable was created with the mean scores of the Authentic Happiness
Inventory, the Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale, and the Likability Scale. This scale was taken one
week before the participants viewed the treatment and after they were exposed to the Facebook
profile.
2.5 Design and Procedure
The individuals were recruited were asked to send an email to isis.lopez@utb.edu stating
their interest to participate in the study or clicked on the survey link in the Announcements
system at The University of Texas at Brownsville (See Appendix A). The announcement system
is a biweekly communication email with an accompanying website. The email is sent to the
students’ of the institutions via their institutional email. And a link to the Announcements
website can be found on the university’s main homepage. Those who volunteered to participate
received an email from isis.lopez@utb.edu with instructions about how to fill out the consent
form, how to complete the assessment pre-tests and a week later, they received instructions with
further information about the study (See Appendix A). Participants were given a consent form
(See Appendix B), and instructed that the study is to measure their perceptions of others on
social media. Participants were told that as part of standardized procedures in a study, they were
to take the self-assessments, which included Authentic Happiness Inventory (AHI, Shepherd,
Oliver, & Schofield, 2014) and Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale (RSES, Rosenberg, 1965)
administered for the two experimental studies.
After a week from completing the pre-test, they were randomly assigned to the fabricated
profile page which allowed them to see the page and they were allowed to take as much time as
they needed to complete the post-test questions. They either receive an email from
isis.lopez@utb.edu with instructions on how to proceed with the study or clicked on the link in
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the announcement. The email and the announcement had a link to Survey Monkey which had the
additional instructions about viewing the fabricated Facebook pages (See Appendix A). The next
page following the introductory page on SurveyMonkey was linked to a randomly designated
and fabricated Facebook page. The posts on the page of the fabricated account had already been
created. There were five randomly assigned independent groups (See Table 1): a Positive Female
page, a Positive Male page, a Negative Female page, a Negative Male page, and a GenderNeutral page with neutral content (control). The independent variables of the experiment were
the emotional content (positive, negative, and neutral), and the dependent variables were time
spent on the Facebook pages, and the pre-test and post-test scores of self-esteem and happiness.
In the beginning of the study, it was predicted that the likability of the profiles could be used as a
possible covariate, but no hypotheses were made on the subject.
The profile pages had posts that are neutral, positive, or negative messages from the
criteria mentioned in the literature review with pre-selected words and phrases. Since this study
examined the effects of positive, negative, and neutral content on pseudo-Facebook profile
pages, the following descriptions have been created to illustrate the differences between the
manipulated pages. The Facebook pages were a positive male Facebook page, a positive female
Facebook page, a negative female Facebook page, a negative male Facebook page, and a neutral
page. The positive profiles were populated with images that are associated with positive emotion
words and the posts also consisted of positive emotion words, such as the word “good” and
“happy.” In addition, they included inclusive pronouns such as “we” and “us” to demonstrate
connection with other users. The negative profiles were populated with images that are
associated with negative emotions, and the words on the fake profile’s account also had negative
content and have self-centered words such as “I” and “me.” The profiles reflected words from

DON’T BRING ME DOWN

31

Anderson’s (1968) study on the rating of personality-trait words, which included a list of 555
words with their rating on likableness. The words with higher ratings of likableness were used on
the positive profiles, and the words with lower ratings were used in posts for the negative profile.
Among the top 50 highest-rated words are the words “honest,” “happy,” “clean,” “helpful,” and
“interesting.” The lowest 50 highest rated words include the words “rude,” “mean,” “liar,” and
“cold.” Images for the three types of profiles were follow topics from the International Affective
Picture System (IAPS) list of picture descriptions (Lang, Bradley, & Cuthbert, 2005). The
exhaustive list contains descriptions of images that have been rated using a nine-point Likerttype scale on valance and arousal. The photographs with high valance means were categorized
under positive images, and the photographs with low valance means were categorized under
negative images. Examples of images that have high valance arousals are family, the beach,
nature, and ice cream. Negative images examples include sad people, the hospital, injuries, and a
cemetery. Images that stood in the median of both scores were categorized, then, as neutral, and
they included pictures of rocks, sail boats, fabric, and abstract art.
After the participants have finished viewing the Facebook pages, they were instructed to
return to the SurveyMonkey link to proceed with the study. SurveyMonkey allows users to
record the time when the participants began the survey and when they click next. This was used
to measure the amount of time the participants spend viewing the Facebook page. After viewing
the assigned Facebook page, the participants were then asked to retake the self-assessment
inventories in addition to answering a likability questionnaire. The likability scale measured the
participant’s perceived likability toward the Facebook page they were exposed to. After the
study, the participants were debriefed on the nature of the study (See Appendix C).
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The individuals in this study were informed that this study is to examine the effects of
viewing positive and negative things on Facebook to their self-esteem and happiness levels.
Participants had to note their email address in the pre- and post-test so the researcher can
compare the repeated measures results. However, these emails were transferred to another
document, and each participants was assigned a number code once the data is analyzed in order
to protect their anonymity and confidentiality. The document with the participant's emails was
used to distribute the gift cards and to enter them in a drawing for a $100 gift card.
Chapter 3: Results
The study is comprised of one independent variable comprised of three categories—the
emotional content of a page categorized as positive, negative, and neutral. The dependent
variables in the present study are the happiness post-test scores, the self-esteem post-test scores
and the time spent viewing the pages.
The following predictions, based on hypotheses 1-3 and 6-8, were tested using a repeated
measure MANOVA to measure if there are any significant differences between the pre- and posttests. A MANOVA was used because of the multiple dependent variables.
A one-way MANOVA was used to test the difference between the independent variables,
positive, negative, and neutral emotional content, on happiness, self-esteem and time. A potential
covariate in the test is the likability of the participant’s perception toward the Facebook page
they were exposed to. This was determined by the results of the omnibus MANCOVA test.
The hypotheses were tested at a .05 level of significance. The results expected are that there
are significant differences between groups exposed to positive content and levels of happiness
and self-esteem at a.05 level of significance.
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3.1 Data screening
Exploratory data analysis were conducted to detect outliers, to check for univariate and
multivariate normality, and to verify homoscedasticity, homogeneity of variance and variancecovariance matrices. The first was the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test to check for univariate
normality on the dependent variables: pre happiness scores, post happiness scores, pre selfesteem scores, post self-esteem scores, and profile likability. Results of the test for normality
indicated that the following dependent variable distributions deviated significantly from the
normal distribution: pre happiness distribution, D(304) = .049, p = .033; pre self-esteem
distribution, D(304) = .09, p < .001; and post self-esteem distribution, D(304) = .138, p < .001.
The test for normality indicated that the following dependent variables did not deviate
significantly from the normal distribution: post happiness distribution, D(304) = .064, p = .06;
and profile likability distribution, D(241) = .08, p = .168.
Descriptive exploratory statistics were run to continue verifying normality taking into
account the closeness to zero of skewness and kurtosis of the dependent variables. The analysis
excluded cases with missing pairwise data because the participants who were exposed to the
neutral profiles did not fill out the likability test. The z-scores were calculated for the skewness
and kurtosis using the formulas Zskewness = (S – 0) / SEskewness, and Zkurtosis = (K – 0) /
SEkurtosis and the probability of the z-score (NORMDIST(Z-score, 0, 1, true())). This test was
performed as another measure of normality. Pre happiness scores had a skewness of -0.3 (SD =
0.14), z = -2.16, p = .02 and a kurtosis of -0.17 (SD = 0.04), z = -0.59, p = 0.27, which was nonsignificant. Post happiness scores had a non-significant skewness of -0.18 (SD = 0.14), z = -1.33,
p = 0.09, and a non-significant kurtosis of -0.16 (SD = 0.28), z = -0.57, p = 0.28. Pre self-esteem
scores had a significant skewness of -0.7 (SD = 0.14), z = -5.05, p < .001 and a non-significant
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kurtosis of 0.26 (SD = 0.28), z = 0.93, p = 0.82. Post self-esteem scores had a significant
skewness of -0.75 (SD = 0.14), z = -5.33, p < .001 and a non-significant kurtosis of 0.05 (SD =
0.28), z = 0.18, p = 0.57.
Although skewness and kurtosis values mentioned above were close to 0, the probability
of the z-scores indicated a slight deviation from normality for either skewness or kurtosis for all
of the dependent variables. In addition, Kolmogorov-Smirnov test indicated deviation from
normality for pre happiness distribution, pre self-esteem distribution, and post self-esteem
distribution. Therefore, outliers were then checked at a univariate level and tested for impact on
the normality of the variables. Extreme cases were highlighted in the boxplot analysis. Post
happiness scores, pre self-esteem scores, and post self-esteem scores had extreme cases. Post
happiness inventory had an extreme case of a score 1.38. Pre self-esteem inventory had four
extreme cases: a score of 2, a score of 1.9, a score of 1.5, and a score of 1.3. Post self-esteem
had two extreme cases with a score of 1.5 and 1.3. The z-scores of these extreme cases were
calculated to analyze the standard distribution units of the cases. Because the sample size is
greater than 100 (N = 304), z scores greater than 4 or less than -4 are considered outliers because
they have greater pull on the mean of the sample (Mertle & Vannatta, 2013). The formula used
to calculate the z score is z = (X-avg)/SE. Boxplot analysis highlighted seven extreme cases. All
were kept because z scores were not greater than 4 or less than -4. Post happiness inventory had
an extreme case of a score 1.38 (M = 3.28, SD = 0.73) z = -2.6, p = .004. This score is less than
4, therefore the case was kept. Pre self-esteem inventory had four extreme cases that were also
kept because z scores < 4. The scores were 2 (M = 4, SD = 0.72) z = -2.77, p = .003; a score of
1.9 (M = 4, SD = 0.72) z = -2.91, p = .002; a score of 1.5 (M = 4, SD = 0.72) z = -3.46, p <
.001; and a score of 1.3 (M = 4, SD = 0.72) z = -3.74, p < .001. Post self-esteem had two
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extreme cases. The scores were 1.7 (M = 3.8, SD = 0.66) z = -3.21, p < .001; and a score of 1.5
(M = 3.8, SD = 0.66) z = -3.52, p < .001.
Because the skewness of the scores was negative for all inventories, to achieve normality,
a reverse score transformation was performed on pre and post happiness inventory and on pre
post self-esteem inventory and on likability scale. Although post happiness inventory and
likability distribution shows normal distribution, because the scores will be reversed, there might
be more chances for misinterpretation of the similar data (pre and post scores). The
transformation formula used was x = (5+1)-y^2. As the happiness and self-esteem inventories are
on a five-point scale, the applicable standard reverse transformation formula is x = (5+1)-y.
However, since the data required a square root transformation, that must also be taken into
account in the transformation formula.
After performing the data transformation, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test of normality
indicated that the following dependent variable distributions continued to deviate significantly
from the normal distribution: pre self-esteem distribution (See figures 1-14), D(304) = .067, p =
.002; and post self-esteem distribution, D(304) = .116, p < .001. The test for normality indicated
that the following dependent variables did not deviate significantly from the normal distribution:
pre happiness distribution, D(304) = .042, p = .2; post happiness distribution, D(304) = .045, p =
.2; and likability distribution, D(241) = .052, p = .2. Although self-esteem distributions continued
to deviate significantly from the normal distribution, their kurtosis and skewness scores were
somewhat closer to 0. Pre happiness scores had a skewness of 0.32 (SD = 0.14) z = 2.29, p =
0.99, and a kurtosis of -0.49 (SD = 0.28) z = -1.76, p = .03. Post self-esteem had a skewness of
0.46 (SD = 0.14) z = 3.25, p = .999, and a kurtosis of -0.44 (SD = 0.28) z = -1.59, p = 0.06.
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The time participants spent viewing the Facebook profiles was also measured, and the
time factor was categorized in five ways: less than 5 minutes, between 5 and 7.5 minutes,
between 7.5 and 10 minutes, between 10 and 15, and more than 15 minutes.Time was initially
recorded automatically in seconds by SurveyMonkey. However, when the time viewing profile
was not transformed into categorical variable, the Q-Q plot, did not show linearity of the data. In
addition skewness was a value of 12 (SD = 0.14) z = 83.7, p = 1 and kurtosis was 160.67 (SD =
0.28) z = 575.87, p = 1. Categorization was performed to correct the linearity and normality of
the data. After categorization, skewness was 0.24 (SD = 0.14) z = 1.73, p = 0.96, and kurtosis
was -0.92 (SD = 0.28) z = -3.28, p < .001.
The assumption of homogeneity of variance also needed to be verified for the dependent
variables happiness, self-esteem, likability scores, and time on the treatment with the square root
and reverse transformation. The treatment was initially distributed into five categories: positive
female, positive male, negative female, negative male, and neutral. A separate variable was
created only for emotion as a treatment: positive, negative and neutral, combining the genders. In
addition another separate variable was created for the gender that the participants were exposed
to. Therefore, the homogeneity of variance was verified for DVs with the three IVs using
Levene's test for equality of variance: emotion, profile condition and gender on pre happiness,
post happiness, pre self-esteem, post self-esteem, likability, and time categories. Variances were
equal for pre happiness scores among the profile treatment groups (positive female, positive
male, negative female, negative male, and neutral), F(3, 237) = .35, p = .79; for post happiness
scores among the profile treatment groups, F(3,237) = .013, p =.99; for pre self-esteem scores,
F(3,237) = 1.16, p = .327; for post self-esteem scores, F(3,237) = 1.43, p = .234; for likability
scores, F(3, 237) = 1.88, p = .133; and for time viewing the page category among the profile
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treatment group, F(3,237) = .322, p = .81. Variances were equal for pre happiness scores among
emotion conditions (i.e. positive, negative, neutral), F(1, 239) = .16, p = .69; for post happiness
scores, F(1, 239) = .026, p = .873; for pre self-esteem scores, F(1, 239) = .211, p = .647; for post
self-esteem scores, F(1, 239) = 1.96, p = .16; for likability scores, F(1, 239) = .002, p = .96; and
for time viewing category, F(1, 239) .187, p = .67. Lastly, variances were equal for the pre
happiness scores among the gender of the profile the participants were exposed to (i.e. positive
female, negative female), F(1, 239) = .675, p = .412; for post happiness scores, F(1, 239) = .005,
p = .94; for pre self-esteem scores, F(1, 239) = 1.27, p = .261; for post self-esteem scores, F(1,
239) = .619, p = .432; for likability scores, F(1, 239) = 3.8, p = .053; and for time viewing the
profile category, F(1, 239) = .256, p = .613.
One method used to verify multivariate normality is through the use of scatterplot matrix
(Mertle & Vannatta, 2013). The scatterplot matrix for the variables in the present study for the
most part appear to have some correlation between them because of their elliptical shape (See
Figure 15). The variable that appears more round in shape instead of elliptical is the likability
scores. Homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices at a multivariate level was analyzed with
MANOVA using Box’s M Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices. Equality of covariance was
concluded for the DVs (happiness scores, self-esteem scores, likability scores, and time viewing)
and the IV profile treatment groups, Box's M = 55.25, p = .189. Equality of covariance was also
concluded for DVs and IV emotion (positive, negative, neutral), Box's M = 14.3, p = .53, and
for the DVS and IV gender of profile, Box's M = 21.9, p = .12. Multivariate outliers could not
be calculated using Mahalanobis distance as the independent variables are categorical and not
metric. The set of scores ranged from .57 to .59. Participants who were exposed to the neutral
variable had a score of 0.
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The correlation was tested by computing Pearson’s correlation to assess the relationship
between the dependent variables. There was a positive correlation between pre happiness scores
and post happiness scores, r = .77, n = 304, p < .001; a positive correlation between pre
happiness and pre self-esteem scores, r = .73, n = 304, p = < .001; and a positive correlation
between pre happiness scores and post self-esteem scores, r = .56, n = 304, p < .001. No
correlation was found between pre happiness scores and likeability scores, r = -.01, n = 241, p =
.86. There was a positive correlation between post happiness scores and pre self-esteem scores, r
= .57, n = 304, p < .001; a positive correlation between post happiness and post self-esteem, r =
.67, n = 304, p < .001. No correlation was found between post happiness scores and likability
scores, r = . 06, n = 241, p = .33. There was a positive correlation between pre self esteem scores
and post self-esteem scores, r = .68, n = 304, p < .001. No correlation was found between pre
self-esteem scores and likability, r = -.05, n = 241, p = .44, and no correlation was found
between post self-esteem scores and likability, r = .049, n = 241, p = .45.
3.2 Testing hypotheses
After the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variance were met, hypotheses 13 and 6-8 were tested using a repeated measures MANOVA to test the significant differences
between pre- and post- tests on happiness and self-esteem based on the following independent
variables: Group, Emotion and Gender of Profile. The Group variable comprised of Positive
Female, Positive Male, Negative Female, Negative Male and Neutral. The Emotion variable
comprised of Positive pages (both male and female combined as one variable), Negative pages
(male and female combined), and Neutral (rocks). And the Gender of Profile comprised of
Female (both positive and negative combined as a variable), Male (positive and negative
combined), and Gender Neutral (rocks).
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For the first repeated measures MANOVA, the within-subject condition was the pre and
post-tests. The between-subject factor was the Treatment Group, which were five (Positive
Female, Positive Male, Negative Female, Negative Male, and Neutral). The dependent variables
were happiness (pre and post) and self-esteem (pre and post). Assumptions of homogeneity of
variance-covariance matrices were met using Box's M (p = .22). In addition, sphericity can be
assumed because there were not more than three within-group conditions. Levene's Test of
Equality of Error of Variance showed indicated that the assumption for between-group
homogeneity of variance was satisfied at p > .05. The variable that did not meet this assumption
was post self-esteem scores with sig. = .008.
The second repeated measures MANOVA, the within-subject condition was also pre and
post-tests. The between-subject factor was the Emotion Condition, which were three (Positive,
Negative, and Neutral). The dependent variables were happiness (pre and post) and self-esteem
(pre and post). Assumptions of homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices were met using
Box's M (p = .31). In addition, sphericity can be assumed because there were not more than three
within-group conditions. Levene's Test of Equality of Error of Variance showed indicated that
the assumption for between-group homogeneity of variance was satisfied at p > .05. The variable
that did not meet this assumption was post self-esteem scores with sig. = .008.
Hypotheses 4-5 and 9-12, were tested using a univariate MANOVA to measure if there is a
difference between positive, negative, and neutral content on the dependent variables happiness,
self-esteem, and time.
The first univariate MANOVA had Emotion, Group, and Gender as the independent
variables, and it had post happiness scores, post self-esteem scores, and time categories as the
dependent variables. The first test seeked effects of Emotion (Positive, Negative, and Neutral) on
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post-happiness scores. Levene's Test of Equality of Error of Variance showed indicated that the
assumption for between-group homogeneity of variance was satisfied at p > .05.
The second univariate MANOVA tested the effects of Treatment Groups (Positive
Female, Positive Male, Negative Female, Negative Male, and Neutral) categories on post
happiness scores. Levene's Test of Equality of Error of Variance showed indicated that the
assumption for between-group homogeneity of variance was satisfied at p > .05.
The third univariate MANOVA tested the effects of emotion on the time participants
spent viewing the profiles. Levene's Test of Equality of Error of Variance showed indicated that
the assumption for between-group homogeneity of variance was satisfied at p <.05.
The fourth univariate MANOVA tested the effects of the five treatment groups on time
spent viewing the profiles. Levene's Test of Equality of Error of Variance showed indicated that
the assumption for between-group homogeneity of variance was satisfied at p <.05.
3.3 Main effects of emotion on happiness and self-esteem
The results of the first repeated measures MANOVA using Treatment Groups and
Happiness and Self-Esteem (See Table 2), suggested there was no significant difference between
the groups exposed to positive female pages, positive male pages, negative female pages,
negative male pages, and neutral pages on pre and post happiness and self-esteem scores after
treatment, F(8, 598) = .92, p = .5, η2 = .012. There was also no significant effect for betweensubjects (treatment groups) regardless of pre and post tests comparison, F(8, 598) = .62, p = .76,
η2 = .08.
The results the second repeated measures MANOVA using Emotion and Happiness and
Self-Esteem (See Table 2) suggested there was no significant difference between the groups
exposed to positive, negative, and neutral on pre and post happiness and self-esteem scores after
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treatment, F(4, 602) = .665, p = .62, η2 = .004. There was also no significant effect for betweensubjects (emotion) regardless of pre and post tests comparison, F(4, 602) = .42, p = .8, η2 = .003.
3.4 Effects of emotion on happiness
Hypotheses 1-3 predicted the effects of positive, negative, and neutral content on
participant’s happiness levels. Hypotheses 4 and 5 compared happiness levels of participants of
those who viewed positive content in comparison to negative and neutral content.
Hypothesis 1 predicted that participants who were exposed to the Facebook profile with
positive content will have higher levels of happiness on their post-test scores compared to their
pre-test scores. This hypothesis was not supported by the first repeated-measures MANOVA.
The results showed no significant difference between Treatment Groups, including happiness on
pre and post tests, F(8, 598) = .92, p = .5, η2 = .012, and no significant effect for betweensubjects (Treatment Groups) regardless of pre and post tests comparison, F(8, 598) = .62, p =
.76, η2 = .08. Although the univariate tests in the first repeated-measures MANOVA indicated
there was a significant interaction between pre and post tests regardless treatment group on
happiness, F(1, 299) = 9.3, p = .003, η2 = .03. The univariate tests showed no effect of pre and
post tests from the group on happiness levels, F(4, 299) = 1.28, p = .28, η2 = .017
Hypothesis 1 was also not supported by the second repeated-measures MANOVA. The
results suggested there was no significant difference between the groups exposed to positive,
negative, and neutral on pre and post happiness after treatment, F(4, 602) = .665, p = .62, η2 =
.004. There was also no significant effect for between-subjects (emotion) regardless of pre and
post tests comparison, F(4, 602) = .42, p = .8, η2 = .003.The univariate tests in the repeatedmeasures MANOVA again indicated there was a significant interaction between pre and post
tests regardless treatment emotion on happiness, F(1, 301) = 7, p = .023, η2 = .023, but they

DON’T BRING ME DOWN

42

showed no significant intervention effect of pre and post tests from the emotion on happiness
levels, F(2, 301) = 1.24, p = .23, η2 = .008.
Because there was a significant interaction, the data was further explored to find the
source of interaction. A MANOVA was performed to find the interaction and compare means.
The first compared means between happiness pre and post tests with the independent
variable emotion (Positive, Negative, and Neutral). Assumptions of homogeneity of variancecovariance matrices were met using Box's M (p = .7). In addition, sphericity can be assumed
because there were not more than three within-group conditions. Levene's Test of Equality of
Error of Variance showed indicated that the assumption for between-group homogeneity of
variance was satisfied at p > .05. The results indicated that there was no significant difference in
emotion between pre happiness scores compared to post happiness, Wilks' Λ = .99, F(4, 602) =
.69, p = .59, η2 = .23. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests also revealed no significant difference in pre
and post happiness scores between emotion conditions (p > .05).
The second MANOVA performed was to compare means between Treatment Groups
(Positive Female, Positive Male, Negative Female, Negative Male, and Neutral) independent
variable and happiness pre and post tests dependent variable. Assumptions of homogeneity of
variance-covariance matrices were met using Box's M (p = .2). In addition, sphericity can be
assumed because there were not more than three within-group conditions. Levene's Test of
Equality of Error of Variance showed indicated that the assumption for between-group
homogeneity of variance was satisfied at p > .05. The results indicated there was no significant
difference in treatment groups between pre happiness scores compared to post happiness, Wilks’
Λ = .98, F(8, 598) = .81, p = .38. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests also revealed no significant
difference in pre and post happiness scores between treatment group (p > .05).
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Hypothesis 2 predicted that participants who were exposed to the Facebook profile with
the negative content will have lower levels of happiness on their post-test scores compared to
their pre-test scores.
This hypothesis was not supported by the first repeated-measures MANOVA. The results
showed no significant difference between Treatment Groups, including happiness on pre and
post tests, F(8, 598) = .92, p = .5, η2 = .012, and no significant effect for between-subjects
(Treatment Groups) regardless of pre and post tests comparison, F(8, 598) = .62, p = .76, η2 =
.08. Univariate tests in the first repeated-measures MANOVA indicated there was a significant
interaction between pre and post tests regardless treatment group on happiness, F(1, 299) = 9.3, p
= .003, η2 = .03. The univariate tests showed no effect of pre and post tests from the group on
happiness levels, F(4, 299) = 1.28, p = .28, η2 = .017.
Hypothesis 2 was also not supported by the second repeated-measures MANOVA. The
results suggested there was no significant difference between the groups exposed to positive,
negative, and neutral on pre and post happiness after treatment, F(4, 602) = .665, p = .62, η2 =
.004. There was also no significant effect for between-subjects (emotion) regardless of pre and
post tests comparison, F(4, 602) = .42, p = .8, η2 = .003.The univariate tests in the repeatedmeasures MANOVA again indicated there was a significant interaction between pre and post
tests regardless treatment emotion on happiness, F(1, 301) = 7, p = .023, η2 = .023, but they
showed no significant intervention effect of pre and post tests from the emotion on happiness
levels, F(2, 301) = 1.24, p = .23, η2 = .008.
The results of the follow-up MANOVA indicated that there was no significant difference
in emotion between pre happiness scores compared to post happiness, Wilks’ Λ = .99, F(4, 602)
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= .69, p = .59, η2 = .23. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests also revealed no significant difference in pre
and post happiness scores between emotion conditions (p > .05).
The results of the second follow-up MANOVA also indicated there was no significant
difference in treatment groups between pre happiness scores compared to post happiness, Wilks’
Λ = .98, F(8, 598) = .81, p = .38. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests also revealed no significant
difference in pre and post happiness scores between treatment group (p > .05).
Hypothesis 3 predicted that participants who were exposed to the Facebook profile with
the neutral content will have no significant difference on the levels of happiness on their post-test
scores compared to their pre-test scores.
This hypothesis was supported by the first repeated-measures MANOVA. The results
showed no significant difference between Treatment Groups, including happiness on pre and
post tests, F(8, 598) = .92, p = .5, η2 = .012, and no significant effect for between-subjects
(Treatment Groups) regardless of pre and post tests comparison, F(8, 598) = .62, p = .76, η2 =
.08.
Hypothesis 3 was also supported by the second repeated-measures MANOVA. The
results suggested there was no significant difference between the groups exposed to positive,
negative, and neutral on pre and post happiness after treatment, F(4, 602) = .665, p = .62, η2 =
.004.
Further exploratory analysis was done to because there was a significant univariate
interaction, the data was further explored to find the source of interaction. The univariate test
reports that there is a significant interaction between pre and post tests regardless of IV. An
exploratory one-sample T-Test was done to compare means of pre and post happiness tests and
found significant differences between the pre happiness scores (M = 1.7, SD = .2) and post
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happiness scores (M = 1.6, SD = .23); t (303)= 146, p < .001; t(303) = 126, p < .001.
Exploratory one-sample T-Test also found significant differences between pre self-esteem scores
( M = 1.4, SD = .25) and post self esteem scores (M = 1.5, SD = .22); t(303) = 96, p < .001;
t(303) = 118.7, p < .001.
Hypothesis 4 predicted that participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with
positive content will have higher levels of happiness compared to participants who are exposed
to the Facebook profile with negative content.
This hypothesis was not supported by the Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests from the first
repeated-measures MANOVA. Happiness levels between the five profile treatment groups
showed no significant differences (p > .05). Participants who were exposed to positive female
pages showed no significant difference in happiness levels from those exposed to negative
female pages (M = -.009, SD = .036, p = 1), and from those exposed to negative male pages (M =
-.008, SD = .036, p = 1). Participants who were exposed to positive male pages showed no
significant difference in happiness scores from those who were exposed to negative female pages
(M = -.035, SD = .037, p = 1), from those who were exposed to negative male pages (M = -.027,
SD = .037, p = 1).
Hypothesis 4 was not supported by the Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests from the second
repeated-measures MANOVA . Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests indicated no significant differences in
happiness scores between those exposed to positive content compared to negative content (M =
-.018, SD = .026, p = 1).
The results of the test of between-subjects effects from the first univariate MANOVA
comparing Emotion condition on post happiness scores also did not support Hypothesis 7.
Results indicated that there was no significant difference in emotion on post happiness scores,
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F(2, 304) = .8, p = .45, η2 = .005. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests also revealed no significant
difference in post happiness scores between emotion conditions (p > .05).
The results of the test of between-subjects effects from the second univariate MANOVA
comparing Treatment Group condition on post happiness scores also did not support Hypothesis
7. The results of the test of between-subjects effects indicated that there was no significant
difference in groups on post happiness scores, F(4, 299) = .43, p = .78, η2 = .006. Bonferroni
Post Hoc Tests also revealed no significant difference in post happiness scores and profile
treatment group (p > .05)
Hypothesis 5 predicted that participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with
positive content will have higher levels of happiness compared to participants who are exposed
to the Facebook profile with neutral content.
This hypothesis was not supported by the Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests from the first
repeated-measures MANOVA. Happiness levels between the five profile treatment groups
showed no significant differences (p > .05). Participants who were exposed to positive female
pages showed no significant difference in happiness levels from those exposed to neutral pages
(SD = .036, p = 1), and participants who were exposed to positive male pages showed no
significant difference in happiness scores from those who were exposed to neutral pages (SD =
.037, p = 1).
Hypothesis 5 was not supported by the Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests from the second
repeated-measures MANOVA . Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests indicated no significant differences in
happiness scores between those exposed to positive content compared to neutral (SD = .03, p =
1).
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The results of the test of between-subjects effects from the first univariate MANOVA
comparing Emotion condition on post happiness scores also did not support Hypothesis 9.
Results indicated that there was no significant difference in emotion on post happiness scores,
F(2, 304) = .8, p = .45, η2 = .005. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests also revealed no significant
difference in post happiness scores between emotion conditions (p > .05).
The results of the test of between-subjects effects from the second univariate MANOVA
comparing Treatment Group condition on post happiness scores also did not support Hypothesis
9. The results of the test of between-subjects effects indicated that there was no significant
difference in groups on post happiness scores, F(4, 299) = .43, p = .78, η2 = .006. Bonferroni
Post Hoc Tests also revealed no significant difference in post happiness scores and profile
treatment group (p > .05).
3.5 Effects of emotion on self-esteem
Hypotheses 6-8 predicted the effects of positive, negative, and neutral content on
participant’s happiness levels. Hypotheses 9 and 10 compared happiness levels of participants of
those who viewed positive content in comparison to negative and neutral content.
Hypothesis 6 predicted that participants who were exposed to the Facebook profile with
positive content will have higher levels of self-esteem on their post-test scores compared to their
pre-test scores.
This hypothesis was not supported by the first repeated-measures MANOVA. The results
indicate there was no significant difference between the groups exposed to positive female pages,
positive male pages on pre and post self-esteem scores after treatment, F(8, 598) = .92, p = .5, η2
= .012. There was also no significant effect for between-subjects (treatment groups) regardless of
pre and post tests comparison, F(8, 598) = .62, p = .76, η2 = .08. The univariate tests indicated
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there was a significant interaction between pre and post tests regardless treatment group on on
self-esteem, F(1, 299) = 51.6, p < .001, η2 = .15. The univariate tests showed no effect of pre
and post tests from the group on self-esteem levels, F(4, 299) = 1.04, p = .39, η2 = .014. Pairwise
comparison indicated that there was an overall significant difference on self-esteem levels (SD =
.011, p < .001).
Hypothesis 6 was also not supported by the second repeated-measures MANOVA. The
results suggested there was no significant difference between the groups exposed to positive on
pre and post happiness and self-esteem scores after treatment, F(4, 602) = .665, p = .62, η2 =
.004. There was also no significant effect for between-subjects (emotion) regardless of pre and
post tests comparison, F(4, 602) = .42, p = .8, η2 = .003. The univariate tests again indicated
there was a significant interaction between pre and post tests regardless treatment emotion on
self-esteem, F(1, 301) = 47.4, p < .001, η2 = .14. The univariate tests showed no significant
intervention effect of pre and post tests from Emotion on self-esteem levels, F(2, 301) = .49, p =
.62, η2 = .003.
Because there was a significant interaction, the data was further explored to find the
source of interaction. Two MANOVA tests were performed to find the interaction and compare
means. The first univariate MANOVA performed was to compare means between Emotion
independent variable and self-esteem pre and post tests dependent variable. Assumptions of
homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices were met using Box's M (p = .2). In addition,
sphericity can be assumed because there were not more than three within-group conditions.
Levene's Test of Equality of Error of Variance showed indicated that the assumption for
between-group homogeneity of variance was satisfied at p > .05 for pre self-esteem scores, but it
was not met for post self-esteem scores. The results indicated there was no significant difference
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in treatment groups between pre self-esteem scores compared to post self-esteem scores, Wilks’
Λ = .996, F(4, 602) = .3, p = .87. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests also revealed no significant
difference in pre and post self-esteem scores between Emotion (p > .05).
The second MANOVA performed was to compare means between the Treatment Group
of the profile independent variable and self-esteem pre and post tests dependent variable.
Assumptions of homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices were met using Box's M (p = .4).
In addition, sphericity can be assumed because there were not more than three within-group
conditions. Levene's Test of Equality of Error of Variance showed indicated that the assumption
for between-group homogeneity of variance was satisfied at p > .05 for pre-self esteem scores,
but it was not met for post self-esteem scores. The results indicated there was no significant
difference in treatment groups between pre self-esteem scores compared to post self-esteem
scores, Wilks’ Λ = .98, F(8, 598) = .75, p = .65.
Hypothesis 7 predicted that participants who were exposed to the Facebook profile with
the negative content will have lower levels of self-esteem on their post-test scores compared to
their pre-test scores.
This hypothesis was not supported by the first repeated-measures MANOVA. The results
indicate there was no significant difference between the groups exposed to negative female pages
and negative male pages on pre and post self-esteem scores after treatment, F(8, 598) = .92, p =
.5, η2 = .012. There was also no significant effect for between-subjects (treatment groups)
regardless of pre and post tests comparison, F(8, 598) = .62, p = .76, η2 = .08. The univariate
tests indicated there was a significant interaction between pre and post tests regardless treatment
group on self-esteem, F(1, 299) = 51.6, p < .001, η2 = .15. The univariate tests showed no effect
of pre and post tests from the group on self-esteem levels, F(4, 299) = 1.04, p = .39, η2 = .014.
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Pairwise comparison indicated that there was an overall significant difference on self-esteem
levels (SD = .011, p < .001).
Hypothesis 7 was also not supported by the second repeated-measures MANOVA. The
results suggested there was no significant difference between the groups exposed to negative on
pre and post happiness and self-esteem scores after treatment, F(4, 602) = .665, p = .62, η2 =
.004. There was also no significant effect for between-subjects (emotion) regardless of pre and
post tests comparison, F(4, 602) = .42, p = .8, η2 = .003. The univariate tests again indicated
there was a significant interaction between pre and post tests regardless treatment emotion on
self-esteem, F(1, 301) = 47.4, p < .001, η2 = .14. The univariate tests showed no significant
intervention effect of pre and post tests from Emotion on self-esteem levels, F(2, 301) = .49, p =
.62, η2 = .003.
Because there was a significant interaction, the data was further explored to find the
source of interaction. Two MANOVA tests were performed to find the interaction and compare
means. The first univariate MANOVA performed was to compare means between Emotion
independent variable and self-esteem pre and post tests dependent variable. Assumptions of
homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices were met using Box's M (p = .2). In addition,
sphericity can be assumed because there were not more than three within-group conditions.
Levene's Test of Equality of Error of Variance showed indicated that the assumption for
between-group homogeneity of variance was satisfied at p > .05 for pre-self esteem scores, but it
was not met for post self-esteem scores. The results indicated there was no significant difference
in treatment groups between pre self-esteem scores compared to post self-esteem scores, Wilks’
Λ = .996, F(4, 602) = .3, p = .87. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests also revealed no significant
difference in pre and post self-esteem scores between Emotion (p > .05).
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The second MANOVA performed was to compare means between the Treatment Group
of the profile independent variable and self-esteem pre and post tests dependent variable.
Assumptions of homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices were met using Box's M (p = .4).
In addition, sphericity can be assumed because there were not more than three within-group
conditions. Levene's Test of Equality of Error of Variance showed indicated that the assumption
for between-group homogeneity of variance was satisfied at p > .05 for pre-self esteem scores,
but it was not met for post self-esteem scores. The results indicated there was no significant
difference in treatment groups between pre self-esteem scores compared to post self-esteem
scores, Wilks’ Λ = .98, F(8, 598) = .75, p = .65.
Hypothesis 8 predicted that participants who were exposed to the Facebook profile with
the neutral content will have no significant difference on the levels of self-esteem on their posttest scores compared to their pre-test scores.
This hypothesis was supported by the first repeated-measures MANOVA. The results
indicate there was no significant difference between the groups exposed to neutral pages on pre
and post self-esteem scores after treatment, F(8, 598) = .92, p = .5, η2 = .012. There was also no
significant effect for between-subjects (treatment groups) regardless of pre and post tests
comparison, F(8, 598) = .62, p = .76, η2 = .08. The univariate tests indicated there was a
significant interaction between pre and post tests regardless treatment group on on self-esteem,
F(1, 299) = 51.6, p < .001, η2 = .15. The univariate tests showed no effect of pre and post tests
from the group on self-esteem levels, F(4, 299) = 1.04, p = .39, η2 = .014. Pairwise comparison
indicated that there was an overall significant difference on self-esteem levels (SD = .011, p <
.001).
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Hypothesis 8 was also supported by the second repeated-measures MANOVA. The
results suggested there was no significant difference between the groups exposed to positive,
negative, and neutral on pre and post happiness and self-esteem scores after treatment, F(4, 602)
= .665, p = .62, η2 = .004. There was also no significant effect for between-subjects (emotion)
regardless of pre and post tests comparison, F(4, 602) = .42, p = .8, η2 = .003. The univariate
tests again indicated there was a significant interaction between pre and post tests regardless
treatment emotion on self-esteem, F(1, 301) = 47.4, p < .001, η2 = .14. The univariate tests
showed no significant intervention effect of pre and post tests from Emotion on self-esteem
levels, F(2, 301) = .49, p = .62, η2 = .003.
Hypothesis 9 predicted that participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with
the positive content will have higher levels of self-esteem compared to participants who are
exposed to the Facebook profile with negative content.
This hypothesis was first not supported by the Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests from the first
repeated-measures MANOVA. Participants who were exposed to positive female pages also
showed no significant difference in self-esteem levels from those exposed to negative female
pages (SD = .039, p = 1) and from those exposed to negative male pages (SD = .039, p = 1).
Participants who were exposed to positive male pages showed no significant difference in selfesteem from those exposed to negative female pages (SD = .039, p = 1) and from those exposed
to negative male pages (SD = .04, p = 1). The Bonferroni Post Hoc Test from the second
repeated-measures using Emotion condition also did not support Hypothesis 8. The Bonferroni
Post Hoc Test indicated no significant differences in self-esteem scores between those exposed
to positive content compared to negative content (SD = .03, p = 1).
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The results of the test of between-subjects effects from the first univariate MANOVA
comparing Emotion condition on post self-esteem scores also did not support Hypothesis 9.
Results indicated that there was no significant difference in emotion on post happiness scores,
F(2, 304) = .19, p = .83, η2 = .001. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests also revealed no significant
difference in post happiness scores between emotion conditions (p > .05).
The results of the test of between-subjects effects from the second univariate MANOVA
comparing Treatment Group condition on post self-esteem scores also did not support
Hypothesis 8. Results indicated that there was no significant difference in emotion on post
happiness scores, F(2, 304) = .43, p = .65, η2 = .003. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests also revealed no
significant difference in post happiness scores between emotion conditions (p > .05).
Hypothesis 10 predicted that participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with
the positive content will have higher levels of self-esteem compared to participants who are
exposed to the Facebook profile with neutral content.
This hypothesis was first not supported by the Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests from the first
repeated-measures MANOVA. Participants who were exposed to positive female pages also
showed no significant difference in self-esteem levels from those exposed to neutral pages (SD =
.039, p = 1) and participants who were exposed to positive male pages showed no significant
difference in self-esteem from those exposed to neutral pages (SD = .039, p = 1). This hypothesis
was also not supported by the Bonferroni Post Hoc Test from the second repeated-measures
MANOVA. The results indicated a significant difference in self-esteem between those exposed
to positive content compared to neutral content (SD = .03, p = 1).
The results of the test of between-subjects effects from the first univariate MANOVA
comparing Emotion condition on post self-esteem scores also did not support Hypothesis 8.
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Results indicated that there was no significant difference in emotion on post happiness scores,
F(2, 304) = .19, p = .83, η2 = .001. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests also revealed no significant
difference in post happiness scores between emotion conditions (p > .05).
The results of the test of between-subjects effects from the second univariate MANOVA
comparing Treatment Group condition on post self-esteem scores also did not support
Hypothesis 10. Results indicated that there was no significant difference in emotion on post
happiness scores, F(2, 304) = .43, p = .65, η2 = .003. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests also revealed no
significant difference in post happiness scores between emotion conditions (p > .05).
3.6 Effects of emotion on time viewing profile
Hypothesis 11 predicted that participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with
negative content will spend more time viewing the page compared to participants who are
exposed to the Facebook profile with positive content.
This hypothesis was not supported by the results of a univariate MANOVA (See Table
4). Although the results of the test of between-subjects effects indicated that there was a
significant difference in emotion on time spent viewing the pages, F(2, 301) = 4, p = .02, η2 =
.026. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests there was no significant difference in time spent viewing the
pages between positive emotion pages and negative emotion pages (SD = .16, p = .08).
Hypothesis 12 predicted that participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with
negative content will spend more time viewing the page compared to participants who are
exposed to the Facebook profile with neutral content.
This hypothesis was supported by the results of a univariate MANOVA (See Table 4).
The results of the test of between-subjects effects indicated that there was a significant difference
in emotion on time spent viewing the pages, F(2, 301) = 4, p = .02, η2 = .026. Bonferroni Post
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Hoc Tests also revealed a significant difference in time spent viewing neutral pages when
compared to negative pages (M = .48, SD = .19, p= .035.)
3.7 Likability as a covariate
A potential covariate was the likability of the participant’s perception toward the
Facebook page the participants were exposed to. This was determined using an omnibus
MANCOVA test. A MANCOVA was performed to be able to determine the effects of the
treatment while controlling for the likability the participant has on the treatment profiles.
Homogeneity of variance-covariance and homogeneity of regression slopes was first tested
before running the test. Different tests were run for the three IVs because they come from the
same independent variable. Interaction was tested for the covariate and the independent variables
to be able to conduct the MANCOVA. The first tested emotion as a IV and likability as a
covariate on the five DVs (pre and post happiness, pre and post self-esteem, and time category).
Box’s M indicates homogeneity of variance-covariance [F(18, 411924) = 18.8, p = .43.] Wilks’
Lambda revealed that factor and covariate interaction are not significant [Wilks’ Λ = .98, F(3,
235) = 1.75, p = .16].The second tested treatment groups as a IV and likability as a covariate on
the DVs (post happiness and self-esteem, and time category). Box’s M indicates homogeneity of
variance-covariance [F(18, 196389) = 1.02, p = .43] Wilks’ Lambda revealed that factor and
covariate interaction are not significant [Wilks’ Λ = .02, F(9, 708) = 1.75, p = .82]. The third
tested gender as a IV and likability as a covariate on the DVs (post happiness and self-esteem,
and time category). Box’s M indicates homogeneity of variance-covariance [F(6,410082) = 1.5,
p = .19] Wilks’ Lambda revealed that factor and covariate interaction are not significant [Wilks’
Λ = .99, F(3, 236) = .48, p = .7].
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After the assumptions were met, a full MANCOVA was conducted using emotion as the
independent variable, and post happiness, post self-esteem, and time category as dependent
variables, and likability as a covariate.
Likability as a covariate did not significantly influence the combined DV [Wilks' V =
.997, F(3, 236) = .2, p = .89]. There was also no main effect of emotion on the combined DV
[Wilks' V = .99, F(3, 236) = 1, p = .36]. Univariate ANOVA results indicate no significant effect
by emotion from post happiness scores, F(1, 238) = .31, p = .58, no significant effect by emotion
on post self-esteem F(1, 238) = .05, p = .83, and no significant effect by emotion on time
category F(1, 238) = 2.5, p = .11. The second MANCOVA was conducted using the profile
treatment group as the independent variable and post happiness, post self-esteem, and time
category as dependent variables, and likability as a covariate. Likability as a covariate did not
significantly influence the combined DV [Wilks' V = .997, F(3, 234) = .25, p = .86]. There was
also no main effect of treatment group on the combined DV [Wilks' V = .98, F(9, 708) = .54, p =
.85]. Univariate ANOVA results indicate no significant effect of treatment group from post
happiness scores, F(3, 236) = .16, p = .92, no significant effect by treatment group on post selfesteem F(3, 236) = .44, p = .73, and no significant effect by treatment group on time category
F(3, 236) = .86, p = .46. The third MANCOVA was conducted using gender of the profile as the
independent variable and post happiness, post self-esteem, and time category as dependent
variables, and likability as a covariate. Likability as a covariate did not significantly influence the
combined DV [Wilks' V = .99, F(3, 236) = 1 , p = .36]. There was also no main effect of
treatment group on the combined DV [Wilks' V = .98, F(3, 236) = .24, p = .87]. Univariate
ANOVA results indicate no significant effect of gender from post happiness scores, F(1, 238) =
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.16, p = .69, no significant effect of gender on post self-esteem F(1, 238) = .67, p = .42, and no
significant effect of gender on time category F(1, 238) = .86, p = .94.
3.8 Exploratory analyses: Effects of emotion on likability
After conducting a univariate ANOVA as exploratory analysis, significant differences
were suggested on a profile’s likability and the emotional content, F(1, 303) =137.7, p <.001 .
Levene’s test for equality of variance was not violated for the present analysis, F(1, 239) =
2.813, p = .095. Participants who were exposed to the positive emotion pages gave higher
likability scores (M = 3.4) than participants who were exposed to negative emotion pages (M =
2.4) (See Table 3).Correlation tests show a significant correlation between likability scores and
profile treatment group (r =.557, n = 241, p < .001) and emotion condition (r =.597, n = 241, p
< .001). Post hoc comparison using Tukey HSD indicated that the mean score for positive female
was significantly different than negative female (SD = .035, M = -.27) and it was significantly
different than negative male (SD = .035, M = -.31). The mean score for positive male was also
significantly different than negative female (SD = .036, M = -.26) and negative male (SD = .037,
M = -.31). Tukey HSD indicated no significant difference in the mean score for positive female
and positive male (SD = .036, M = .002). However, for this analysis Levene’s test for equality
of variance was violated, F(1, 239) = 2.813, p = .013.
3.9 Exploratory analyses: Effects of emotion on happiness and self-esteem
A repeated measures MANOVA was conducted with the within-subject condition as pre
and post-tests. The between-subject factor was the gender of the profiles the participants were
exposed to (male, female, and gender neutral). The dependent variables were happiness (pre and
post) and self-esteem (pre and post). Assumptions of homogeneity of variance-covariance
matrices were met using Box's M (p = .14). In addition, sphericity can be assumed because there
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were not more than three within-group conditions. Levene's Test of Equality of Error of Variance
showed indicated that the assumption for between-group homogeneity of variance was satisfied
at p > .05. The variable that did not meet this assumption was post self-esteem scores with sig. =
.014. The results suggested there was no significant difference between the groups exposed to
male or female profiles on pre and post happiness and self-esteem scores after treatment, F(4,
602) = .82, p = .52, η2 = .005. There was also no significant effect for between-subjects (gender)
regardless of pre and post tests comparison, F(4, 602) = .68, p = .61, η2 = .005. The univariate
tests again indicated there was a significant interaction between pre and post tests regardless
treatment gender on happiness, F(1, 301) = 6.9, p = .022, η2 = .022, and on self-esteem, F(1,
301) = 48.2, p < .001, η2 = .14. The univariate tests showed no significant intervention effect of
pre and post tests from the gender on happiness levels, F(2, 301) = .603, p = .55, η2 = .004, and
for self-esteem levels, F(2, 301) = 1.3, p = .27, η2 = .009. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests indicated
no significant differences in happiness scores between those exposed to female profiles when
compared to male profiles (SD = .03, p = 1), no significant difference between those exposed to
female profiles compared to gender-neutral profiles (SD = .03, p = 1), and no significant
differences in happiness scores between those exposed to male profiles when compared to
gender-neutral profiles (SD = .03, p = 1). Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests also indicated no significant
differences in self-esteem scores between those exposed to female profiles when compared to
male profiles (SD = .03, p = .45), between those exposed to female profiles when compared to
gender-neutral profiles (SD = .03, p = 1), and between those exposed to male profiles when
compared to gender-neutral profiles (SD = .03, p = .9).
A univariate MANOVA performed was to compare means between the gender of the
profile and happiness pre and post tests dependent variable. Assumptions of homogeneity of
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variance-covariance matrices were met using Box's M (p = .7). In addition, sphericity between
the gender of the profile and happiness pre and post tests can be assumed because there were not
more than three within-group conditions. Levene's Test of Equality of Error of Variance showed
indicated that the assumption for between-group homogeneity of variance was satisfied at p >
.05. The results indicated there was no significant difference in treatment genders between pre
happiness scores compared to post happiness, Wilks’ Λ = .98, F(4, 602) = .5, p = .74.
Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests also revealed no significant difference in pre and post happiness
scores between gender of profile (p > .05).
A univariate MANOVA performed was to compare means between the gender of the
profile independent variable and self-esteem pre and post tests dependent variable. Assumptions
of homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices were met using Box's M (p = .29). In addition,
sphericity can be assumed because there were not more than three within-group conditions.
Levene's Test of Equality of Error of Variance showed indicated that the assumption for
between-group homogeneity of variance was satisfied at p > .05 for pre-self esteem scores, but it
was not met for post self-esteem scores. The results indicated there was no significant difference
in treatment groups between pre self-esteem scores compared to post self-esteem scores, Wilks’
Λ = .98, F(4, 602) = 1, p = .39. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests also revealed no significant
difference in pre and post happiness scores between gender of profile (p > .05).
A univariate MANOVA was used to find the effects of gender category on post selfesteem scores. Levene's Test of Equality of Error of Variance showed indicated that the
assumption for between-group homogeneity of variance was not satisfied at p = .014. The results
of the test of between-subjects effects indicated that there was no significant difference in gender
on post self-esteem scores, F(2, 301) = .43, p = .65, η2 = .003. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests also
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revealed no significant difference in post self-esteem scores and gender (p > .05). The fifth test
seeked the effects of emotion on post self-esteem scores. Levene's Test of Equality of Error of
Variance showed indicated that the assumption for between-group homogeneity of variance was
not satisfied at p = .08. The results of the test of between-subjects effects indicated that there was
no significant difference in emotion on post self-esteem scores, F(2, 301) = .19, p = .83, η2 =
.001. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests also revealed no significant difference in post self-esteem scores
and emotion (p > .05). The sixth test seeked the effects of the group categories on post selfesteem scores. Levene's Test of Equality of Error of Variance showed indicated that the
assumption for between-group homogeneity of variance was not satisfied at p = .02. The results
of the test of between-subjects effects indicated that there was no significant difference in groups
on post self-esteem scores, F(2, 301) = .43, p = .65, η2 = .003. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests also
revealed no significant difference in post self-esteem scores and groups (p > .05).
A univariate MANOVA tested the effects of gender categories on post happiness scores.
Levene's Test of Equality of Error of Variance showed indicated that the assumption for
between-group homogeneity of variance was satisfied at p > .05. The results of the test of
between-subjects effects indicated that there was no significant difference in gender on post
happiness scores, F(2, 301) = .43, p = .33, η2 = .002. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests also revealed no
significant difference in post happiness scores and gender (p > .05).
Lastly, a univariate MANOVA tested the effects of gender on the time participants spent
viewing the profiles. Levene's Test of Equality of Error of Variance showed indicated that the
assumption for between-group homogeneity of variance was satisfied at p <.05. The results of
the test of between-subjects effects indicated that there was no significant difference in gender on
time spent viewing the pages, F(2, 301) = 1.58 , p = .21, η2 = .01. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests
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also revealed no significant difference in time spent viewing and the different treatment groups
(p > .05).
3.10 Summary of results
When testing hypotheses 1, 2, 6 and 7 no significant interactions were shown on the
treatments given to participants for repeated measures exams (See Table 6). Meaning, that the
results suggests that it made no difference whether the participant viewed negative, neutral,
positive page regardless of gender. However the univariate tests indicated there was a significant
interaction between pre and post tests regardless treatment group on happiness [F(1, 299) = 9.3,
p = .003, η2 = .03], and on self-esteem, [F(1, 299) = 51.6, p < .001, η2 = .1]. Similar effects were
seen on when emotion and gender were IVs. When further univariate ANOVA analysis were
done there were no effects on emotion, gender or profile treatment groups on pre- and postscores. However the general means differed significantly from pre and post scores, as seen on the
exploratory one-sample T-Test that was done to compare means of pre and post happiness tests
and found significant differences between the pre happiness scores (M = 1.7, SD = .2) and post
happiness scores (M = 1.6, SD = .23); t (303)= 146, p < .001; t(303) = 126, p < .001.
Hypotheses 3 and 8 were supported because they predicted that participants who were
exposed to the Facebook profile with the neutral content will have no significant difference on
the levels of self-esteem and happiness on their post-test scores compared to their pre-test scores.
However, no differences were found in either positive or negative content (both with Treatment
Groups or Emotion group) either.
The second statistically significant finding was the results of the test of between-subjects
effects indicated that there was a significant difference in emotion on time spent viewing the
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pages, F(2, 301) = 4, p = .02, η2 = .026. Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests revealed a significant
difference in time spent viewing neutral pages when compared to negative pages (M = .48, SD =
.19, p= .035.)
The third significance came from the exploratory analysis, which was that the profiles
with the positive content received significantly higher scores on their likability scale. The scale
was originally meant to be a covariate, but was used as a dependent variable for exploratory
purposes.
Chapter 4: Discussion
The purpose of the present study was to examine the effects of content on fabricated SN
sites on the participants’ self-esteem and happiness. The study also examined the amount of time
participants spent viewing emotional content and the likability of the fabricated SN sites.
The literature on the subject matter was basically dissected into four sections: (1) overall
effects and correlations of SN on individuals, (2) effects and correlations of language on
individuals, (3) effects and correlations of images on individuals, and (4) the effects of positive
or negative on individuals. The reasoning behind the dissection because no studies were found
on the exposure of fabricated profiles with premediated content to be isolated into completely
negative, positive, or neutral content on Facebook. The first subject matter is basically about how
SN plays into people’s lives. What do they follow? What do they like? And what predictions can
be assumed from their online behavior? For example, in the literature review, researchers
theorized that happy users follow happy users; that people who are popular offline are popular
online; that people who are positive offline are positive on SN; that those who spent too little
time on SN have lower levels of self-esteem and have less social content; and those who had
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cyberbullies have lower-levels of self-esteem. These traits and the correlations were not a
treatment and were predetermined by the users (the researcher didn’t assign the IV). The second
subject matter focuses on language and its effects and predictions. The reason this was a focus in
the present study is because a portion of the communication that happens on SN sites is through
the written word in the form of comments, status updates, and personal messages. The questions
that are examined are what do people say and how does this affect their happiness and selfesteem? What can this predict about their behavior? The same reasoning was behind studying the
effects of images and people’s self-esteem and happiness. The present study then fabricated a
conjunction of images and text into SN to test any effects of the combination of these IVs on an
individual’s self-esteem and happiness.
Two main statistical significant results were found in the present study: (1) Participants
spent more time viewing more time viewing the profile pages with the negative content, in
comparison to other neutral content, F(2, 301) = 4, p = .02, η2 = .026, (M = .48, SD = .19, p=
.035). And (2) the fabricated profiles that were coded with positive content had higher likability
scores than those with neutral and negative content F(1, 303) =137.7, p <.001.
Because this study was performed online, the results could have potential limitations in
the reliability of measuring time. In other words, the researcher cannot control or confirm that
the individual solely spent the entire time measured looking at the profile. Future studies could
control for this by performing the test in a controlled setting or asking the participants to install a
history tracking device for a limited amount of time while conducting the study so that more
accurate measures of time could be tested. However, multiple uses of time are a more realistic
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approach at the way users spend time on the internet because people tend to use multiple media
while they are online (Voorveld, 2011).
The results also suggest that most individuals like others when they post more positive
information over those who post negative information. Participants rated the positive female and
positive male higher over the negative female and negative male. The positive female did not
rank differently from the positive male. The supported results of the present study parallel the
studies that suggested that when users post negative comments they are evaluated as less socially
attractive (Hong, Tandoc, Kim, Kim, & Wise, 2012). The fabricated profiles were populated
with negative comments, and they were also rated as less likable in comparison to the Facebook
profiles that were fabricated with positive content. In addition, the positive profiles did use items
that are normally rated as positive. The positive profiles were populated with images that are
associated with positive emotion words and the posts will also consist of positive emotion words,
such as the word “good” and “happy.” In addition, they had inclusive pronouns such as “we”
and “us” to demonstrate connection with other users. Some of the questions that determined
likability dealt with whether the participants rated the profiles likable, whether they are
approachable, if they would like them as a roommate or a coworker. This could mean that people
overall would like to be surrounded by positivity in their lives and appreciate those who exude
positivity. In addition, studies have shown that one reason why individuals use SN to make
friends (Yang & Brown, 2013) this fulfills people’s social needs and establish self-presentation
to their connections and relationships.
On a personal level, individuals might use the results of this study to be conscientious not
only of what they see online, but also of how they present themselves online. Perhaps posting
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pictures of their baby niece might add up the likability points. From a business standpoint, this
reflects on what people rate higher on the likability scale. Even though users spent more time
viewing the negative profile significantly from the neutral one, they rated the positive profiles
higher. If a product is aiming at garnering points, they might consider opting for the likability
points rather than focusing on the negative outcomes. Or perhaps creatives can find a way to mix
the two influences.
Statistical limitations could have also influenced the results of the scores. Even after
square root and log transformations, the data for self-esteem scores did not meet normality
standards. However, their kurtosis and skewness scores were somewhat closer to 0. Pre
happiness scores had a skewness of 0.32 (SD = 0.14) z = 2.29, p = 0.99, and a kurtosis of -0.49
(SD = 0.28) z = -1.76, p = .03. Post self-esteem had a skewness of 0.46 (SD = 0.14) z = 3.25, p =
.999, and a kurtosis of -0.44 (SD = 0.28) z = -1.59, p = 0.06 (See figures 1-14).
Some limitations that might arise with studies that use the Internet to conduct
experiments online deal with disclosure of themselves online and individuals vary in technology
expertise (Sheese, Brown, & Graziano, 2004), however, the present study used participants who
have been exposed to social media and they were not required to disclose any personal
information and only viewed the prepared profile pages (See Table 5). Another potential
limitation could be the primary language that the users reported (See Table 5). Potential future
studies could see the reaction time between bilingual and monolingual individuals on positive,
negative, and neutral content on SN to measure saliency and time spent viewing the pages in
relation to reaction time.
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In addition, social media constantly changes. The social media utilized in this study was
the most popular at the moment, but others might become more popular within time (Siegle,
2011). This study could also be applied to other SN sites such as Twitter, Snapchat, or Instagram.
The purpose of the study however only uses Facebook as platform for communication and
analyzes the effect of its content on self-esteem and happiness.
Individuals are spending portions of their lives viewing content, publishing content, and
interacting with other people online (Kim & Lee, 2011; Krammer, et al., 2013; Placencia &
Lower, 2013). This means that at least for a certain portion of their day, they are both publishing
and consuming information that other SN users are publishing on SN sites such as FB. The
information that people choose to consume might be caused either by their preexisting values-such as when happy people following other happy people on SN (Bolleven, et al., 2011)--or by
the nature of the information, such as posts that have more emotional content (Stieglitz & DangXuan, 2013). And there are certain things online that users cannot control such as negative posts
other users publish. The information, which can be in the form of images or words, can have an
effect and reflect an individual’s psychological and even physiological state (Pennebaker, Mehl,
& Niederhoffer, 2003; Lee, Park, & Seo, 2006; Abelson, et al., 2008; Patchin & Hinuja, 2010;
Parks, Della, Pierce, Zilca, & Lyubomrsky, 2012; Wilcox & Stephen, 2012; Manago, Taylor, &
Greenfield, 2013). The effects and reflection on the individual can be either negative or positive,
if at all. This study aims to understand a portion of those effects by measuring self-esteem and
happiness after exposure to negative, positive, and neutral content. Studies indicate that exposure
and publication of positive content can lead to better benefits for individuals, including health
and emotional benefits (Scott, 2007; Parks, Della, Pierce, Zilca, & Lyubomrsky, 2012; Wilcox &
Stephen, 2012; Manago, Taylor, & Greenfield, 2013). The variables in the present study are only
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a small portion of the scope of what is virtually documented daily in SN, which consist of
photos, videos, external links, writing from the media, friendships, coworkers, neighbors,
classmates, partners, family, and acquaintances. If the study supports the predicted results, then it
would support the notion that positive content leads to positive feelings, such as self-esteem and
happiness, and that negative content leads to negative feelings. A SN user could then proactively
choose to view and publish positive content on their Facebook pages to obtain higher levels of
self-esteem and happiness, which could then possibly boost other factors such as physiological
and psychological well-being as well. Past studies suggest that individuals are in one way or
another affected by the external factors (images and text) and that they are a reflection of their
state. Although the present study did not have statistical significant findings on self-esteem and
happiness, it does support theories on likability and on time spent viewing negative profile pages.
As user interaction with one another through SN increases, the amount of content they
view will likely increase. This line of inquiry will possibly become more important as SN
proliferates, and the present study is among the first to dive into a burgeoning field of research.
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Tables

Table 1
Counts by treatment group
Treatment Group

N

Positive Female

61

Positive Male

57

Negative Female

63

Negative Male

60

Neutral

63

Notes. The participants were divided into five Treatment Groups. Each group was exposed to
either a female or male page with positive or negative content.
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Table 2
Repeated measures MANOVA Wilk’s Lamba values
Value

F

Hyp. Df

Error df

Sig.

Partial Eta
Squared

Between Subjects by Groups

.984

.617

8

596

.764

.008

Within Subjects by Groups

.976

.917

8

596

.501

.012

Between Subjects by Emotion

.995

.414

4

600

.799

.003

Within Subjects by Emotion

.991

.664

4

600

.617

.004

Notes. The first repeated measures MANOVA using Treatment Groups and Happiness
and Self-Esteem. Groups exposed to positive female pages, positive male pages, negative female
pages, negative male pages, and neutral pages on pre and post happiness and self-esteem scores
after treatment. The second repeated measures MANOVA using Emotion and Happiness and
Self-Esteem. Groups were exposed to positive, negative, and neutral on pre and post happiness
and self-esteem scores after treatment. Significant levels tested at .05 level.

Table 3
Tests of between-subjects effects. Comparing time category with emotion.
Type III Sum of

df

Squares
Emotion

12.586

Mean

F

Sig.

Square
2

6.293

Partial Eta
Squared

4.091

.018

.026

Notes. The test of between-subjects effects indicated that there was a significant difference in
emotion on time spent viewing the pages
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Table 4
Bonferroni test comparing time category by group.
Mean Difference

Std Error

Sig.

Interval Lower

Interval Upper

Bound

Bound

Positive-Negative

-.3572

.15981

.078

-.7419

.0276

Positive-Neutral

.1310

.19352

1.000

-.3349

.5969

Negative-Positive

.3572

.15981

.078

-.0276

.7419

Negative-Neutral

.4882*

.19214

.035

.0256

.9508

Neutral-Positive

-.1310

.19352

1.000

-.5969

.3349

Neutral-Negative

-.4882*

.19214

.035

-.9508

-.0256

Notes. * The mean is significant at the .05 level
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Table 5
Participant demographics.
Group

N

%

% 16

Primary Primary Some

% in

Female

to 25

Spanish English

Brownsville Hispanic

college or

%

more
Overall

304 73%

66%

58%

37%

75%

74%

84%

Positive

61

79%

69%

66%

33%

77%

61%

92%

57

74%

65%

65%

32%

75%

79%

86%

63

68%

65%

52%

41%

76%

71%

83%

60

73%

67%

59%

37%

78%

85%

82%

63

73%

67%

48%

41%

70%

73%

78%

Female
Positive
Male
Negative
Female
Negative
Male
Neutral
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Table 6
Hypotheses, listed according to amount of accuracy
Supported

1.

Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with positive content will

No

have higher levels of happiness on their post-test scores compared to their pre-test
scores.
2.

Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with negative content will

No

have lower levels of happiness on their post-test scores compared to their pre-test
scores.
3.

Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with the neutral content will

Yes

have no significant difference on the levels of happiness on their post-test scores
compared to their pre-test scores.
4.

Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with positive content will

No

have higher levels of happiness compared to participants who are exposed to the
Facebook profile with negative content.
5.

Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with positive content will

No

have higher levels of happiness compared to participants who are exposed to the
Facebook profile with neutral content.
6.

Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with positive content will
have higher levels of self-esteem on their post-test scores compared to their pretest scores.

No
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7.

Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with negative content will

82
No

have lower levels of self-esteem on their post-test scores compared to their pretest scores.
8.

Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with neutral content will

Yes

have no significant difference on the levels of self-esteem on their post-test scores
compared to their pre-test scores.
9.

Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with the positive content

No

will have higher levels of self-esteem compared to participants who are exposed
to the Facebook profile with negative content.
10.

Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with the positive content

No

will have higher levels of self-esteem compared to participants who are exposed
to the Facebook profile with neutral content.
11.

Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with negative content will

No

spend more time viewing the page compared to participants who are exposed to
the Facebook profile with positive content.
12.

Participants who are exposed to the Facebook profile with negative content will
spend more time viewing the page compared to participants who are exposed to
the Facebook profile with neutral content.

Yes
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Figures

Figure 1. Height of distribution for pre happiness inventory before transformation. N = 304
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Figure 2. Height of distribution for pre happiness inventory after transformation, X = 6 – Y . N =
304.
2

Figure 3. The distribution of sample quantiles for pre happiness inventory before transformation.
N = 304.
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Figure 4. The distribution of sample quantiles for pre happiness inventory after transformation, X
= 6 – Y . N = 304.
2

Figure 5. Height of distribution for post happiness inventory before transformation. N = 304
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Figure 6. Height of distribution for pre happiness inventory after transformation, X = 6 – Y . N =
304.
2

Figure 7. The distribution of sample quantiles for post happiness inventory before
transformation. N = 304.
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Figure 8. The distribution of sample quantiles for post happiness inventory after transformation,
X = 6 – Y . N = 304.
2

Figure 9. Height of distribution for pre self-esteem inventory before transformation. N = 304
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Figure 10. Height of distribution for pre self-esteem inventory after transformation, X = 6 – Y . N
= 304.
2

Figure 11. Height of distribution for post self-esteem inventory before transformation. N = 304
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Figure 12. Height of distribution for post self-esteem inventory after transformation, X = 6 – Y .
N = 304.
2

Figure 13. Height of distribution for profile likability data before transformation. N = 241
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Figure 14. Height of distribution for profile likability data after transformation, X = 6 – Y . N =
2

241.
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Figure 15. Multivariate scatterplot matrix.
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Step 1: Recruitment
UT Brownsville
Psychology
Courses

UT Brownsville
Announcement
System

Step 2: Volunteer interest
Click
survey

Email
intent

Step 3: First part of study
Participants read instructions, filled out first
survey, N = 442
Consent
Form

AHI
(pre)

RSES
(pre)

Step 4: Second part of study
A week after first study: Participants receive
second part of study, including treatment.

Positive
Female, N = 61
Male, N = 57

Likability

Neutral

Negative
Female, N = 63
Male, N = 60

AHI
(post)

N = 63

RSES
(post)

Step 5: Participants were sent incentives via email.
Figure 16. The process of recruiting participants and distributing surveys for the present
study.
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Pre-Treatment
Assessment of
AHI and RSES

Treatment

Pre

Neg

Pre

Pos

Pre

Neu

Post-Treatment
Assessment of
AHI and RSES
Post

Post

Post

Figure 17: An illustration of Hypothesis 1-3 and 6-8. Participants will have a different impact on
their post test scores based on the group to which they are assigned.
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Treatment

Neg

Pos

Neu

Post-Treatment
Assessment of
AHI and RSES

Post

Post

Post

Figure 18: An illustration of Hypothesis 4-5 and 9-10. Participants will spend a different amount
of time viewing the profile based on the group they are assigned.
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Time spent
viewing profiles

Neg

Pos

Neu

Figure 19: An illustration of Hypothesis 11-12. Participants will spend a different amount of time
viewing the profile based on the group they are assigned.
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Figure 20: A boxplot image of the results in time viewing profiles dependent on emotion
condition.
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Figure 21: A pie chart of the results in likability of profiles dependent on emotion condition.

DON’T BRING ME DOWN

98
Appendix A
Introductory Email

Thank you for your interest to participate in the study on Facebook. This study is
exploring how different Facebook pages affect different users. Pretty interesting, right?
Here’s what’s going to happen:
1.

The initial email (today)

As part of the study, I have included a link with the informed consent form that is required for
every participant. The consent form outlines that your privacy and anonymity will be maintained
at all times.
Today’s email also includes a series of questions on your online habits and self-assessments.
2.

Next week’s email

Within a week from today, I will send you an email with further instructions on the study. The
email will have a Facebook page to view and more self-assessment evaluations.
3.

Email with participation gift

A third email will be sent out to those who complete the study with a Starbucks eGift card of a
value of $5. In addition, this email will have confirmation for entering the raffle to win a $100
eGift Visa gift card. The last email will indicate whether you were selected for the $100 eGift
Visa gift card raffle.
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Appendix B
Consent Form

You are invited to participate in a research study that will observe different Facebook pages. The
study will be conducted by Isis Lopez in partnership with the Department of Behavioral Sciences
at The University of Texas at Brownsville. Your selection to participate in the study was
considered because you are part of the social media community. You are not required no give
any identifying information (Name, ID Number, Social Security Number, etc.) for the purposes
of the study. Your email address will only be used to link your pre-test to your post-test scores.
The email will be deleted upon completion of the study. No information given will then be
linked to your responses on the study; all information provided in the packet is anonymous. The
study does not imply any kind of potential risks. The information will be used for educational
purposes only and will be kept confidential. You are free to cease your participation at any time
without penalty. If you have any questions feel free to ask the investigator at this time or any
time during the course of the study. If you have any questions after completing the study, email
isis.lopez@utb.edu. If you have questions about your rights in participating in research please
contact Office of Research Integrity and Compliance (BRHP 2.210) or 956-882-7731. Once
again, thank you for your participation in our study. Consent Statement: You are voluntarily
making a decision whether or not to participate. Your signature indicates that, having read
and understood the information provided above, you have decided to participate.
Date: _______________
Signature of Subject: _______________
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Appendix C
Debriefing Form

Thank you for your participation in the study, the information you provided was very
valuable. The full purpose of the study was to investigate a relationship between positive and
negative Facebook posts and self-esteem and happiness.
If you like to receive more information as to the results of the study and about the
presentation of the study in conferences or publications; I will be happy to provide you with such
information. Please feel free to contact me at isis.lopez@utb.edu Remember that all information
provided by you is anonymous and no one will know the responses you provided in the study or
information that could lead to your identification.
Once again, thank you for your participation in the study and if you have any questions feel
free to ask the experimenter at any time.
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Appendix D

Demographics / Facebook Usage Inventory
1. What is your age?
2. What is your gender?
3. What is your primary language?
4. What is the highest level of education you have achieved?
High school or equivalent
Vocational or technical school
Some college
Bachelor’s degree
Master’s degree
Doctoral degree
Professional degree (M.D., J.D.)
Other
5. Ethnicity
6. Where do you currently live?
7. How long have you been using the Internet?
Never
Less than 6 months
6 to 12 months
1 to 3 years
4 to 6 years
7 years or more
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8. Do you have an active account on Facebook?
9. How often do you visit Facebook?
Less than once a week
1-2 times a week
3+ times a week
1-2 times daily
3+ times daily
10. How much time do you spend using Facebook?
Hours ___ Minutes _____
11. How often do you update any aspect of your profile on Facebook?
I don’t update my profile
Less than once a month
Once every few weeks
Once a week
Once every few days
12. In a typical day, about how often do you comment on other Facebook users' activities
(photos, posts, etc.)?
Very often
Moderately often
Slightly often
Not at all often
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Appendix E

Authentic Happiness Inventory
Please read each group of statements carefully. Then pick the one statement in each group that
best describes the way you have been feeling for the past week, including today. Be sure to read
all of the statements in each group.
Group #1
I feel like a failure.
I do not feel like a winner.
I feel like I have succeeded more than most people.
As I look back on my life, all I see are victories.
I feel I am extraordinarily successful.
Group #2
I am usually in a bad mood.
I am usually in a neutral mood.
I am usually in a good mood.
I am usually in a great mood.
I am usually in an unbelievably great mood.
Group #3
When I am working, I pay more attention to what is going on around me than to what I am
doing.
When I am working, I pay as much attention to what is going on around me as to what I am
doing.
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When I am working, I pay more attention to what I am doing than to what is going on around
me.
When I am working, I rarely notice what is going on around me.
When I am working, I pay so much attention to what I am doing that the outside world
practically ceases to exist.
Group #4
My life does not have any purpose or meaning.
I do not know the purpose or meaning of my life.
I have a hint about my purpose in life.
I have a pretty good idea about the purpose or meaning of my life.
I have a very clear idea about the purpose or meaning of my life.
Group #5
I rarely get what I want.
Sometimes, I get what I want, and sometimes not.
Somewhat more often than not, I get what I want.
I usually get what I want.
I always get what I want.
Group #6
I have sorrow in my life.
I have neither sorrow nor joy in my life.
I have more joy than sorrow in my life.
I have much more joy than sorrow in my life.
My life is filled with joy.
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Group #7
Most of the time I feel bored.
Most of the time I feel neither bored nor interested in what I am doing.
Most of the time I feel interested in what I am doing.
Most of the time I feel quite interested in what I am doing.
Most of the time I feel fascinated by what I am doing.
Group #8
I feel cut off from other people.
I feel neither close to nor cut off from other people.
I feel close to friends and family members.
I feel close to most people, even if I do not know them well.
I feel close to everyone in the world.
Group #9
By objective standards, I do poorly.
By objective standards, I do neither well nor poorly.
By objective standards, I do rather well.
By objective standards, I do quite well.
By objective standards, I do amazingly well.
Group #10
I am ashamed of myself.
I am not ashamed of myself.
I am proud of myself
I am very proud of myself.
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I am extraordinarily proud of myself.
Group #11
Time passes slowly during most of the things that I do.
Time passes quickly during some of the things that I do and slowly for other things.
Time passes quickly during most of the things that I do.
Time passes quickly during all of the things that I do.
Time passes so quickly during all of the things that I do that I do not even notice it.
Group #12
In the grand scheme of things, my existence may hurt the world.
My existence neither helps nor hurts the world.
My existence has a small but positive effect on the world.
My existence makes the world a better place.
My existence has a lasting, large, and positive impact on the world.
Group #13
I do not do most things very well.
I do okay at most things I am doing.
I do well at some things I am doing.
I do well at most things I am doing.
I do really well at whatever I am doing.
Group #14
I have little or no enthusiasm.
My enthusiasm level is neither high nor low.
I have a good amount of enthusiasm.
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I feel enthusiastic doing almost everything.
I have so much enthusiasm that I feel I can do most anything.
Group #15
I do not like my work (paid or unpaid).
I feel neutral about my work.
For the most part, I like my work.
I really like my work.
I truly love my work.
Group #16
I am pessimistic about the future.
I am neither optimistic nor pessimistic about the future.
I feel somewhat optimistic about the future.
I feel quite optimistic about the future.
I feel extraordinarily optimistic about the future.
Group #17
I have accomplished little in life.
I have accomplished no more in life than most people.
I have accomplished somewhat more in life than most people.
I have accomplished more in life than most people.
I have accomplished a great deal more in my life than most people.
Group #18
I am unhappy with myself.
I am neither happy nor unhappy with myself--I am neutral.
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I am happy with myself.
I am very happy with myself.
I could not be any happier with myself.
Group #19
My skills are never challenged by the situations I encounter.
My skills are occasionally challenged by the situations I encounter.
My skills are sometimes challenged by the situations I encounter.
My skills are often challenged by the situations I encounter.
My skills are always challenged by the situations I encounter.
Group #20
I spend all of my time doing things that are unimportant.
I spend a lot of time doing things that are neither important nor unimportant.
I spend some of my time every day doing things that are important.
I spend most of my time every day doing things that are important.
I spend practically every moment every day doing things that are important.
Group #21
If I were keeping score in life, I would be behind.
If I were keeping score in life, I would be about even.
If I were keeping score in life, I would be somewhat ahead.
If I were keeping score in life, I would be ahead.
If I were keeping score in life, I would be far ahead.
Group #22
I experience more pain than pleasure.

108

DON’T BRING ME DOWN
I experience pain and pleasure in equal measure.
I experience more pleasure than pain.
I experience much more pleasure than pain.
My life is filled with pleasure.
Group #23
I do not enjoy my daily routine.
I feel neutral about my daily routine.
I like my daily routine, but I am happy to get away from it.
I like my daily routine so much that I rarely take breaks from it.
I like my daily routine so much that I almost never take breaks from it.
Group #24
My life is a bad one.
My life is an OK one.
My life is a good one.
My life is a very good one.
My life is a wonderful one.
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Appendix F

Likability scale
Circle how strongly you agree with each statement.
1. This person is friendly.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree

2. This person is likeable.
Strongly Disagree
3. This person is warm.
Strongly Disagree

4. This person is approachable.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

5. I would ask this person for advice.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

6. I would like this person as a coworker.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

7. I would like this person as a roommate.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

8. I would like to be friends with this person.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

9. This person is physically attractive.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

10. This person is similar to me.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree
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11. This person is knowledgeable.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly Agree
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Appendix G

Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale
1.

I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others.

Strongly disagree
2.

Agree Strongly agree

Disagree

Agree Strongly agree

Disagree

Agree Strongly agree

Disagree

Agree Strongly agree

I wish I could have more respect for myself.

Strongly disagree
9.

Disagree

On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.

Strongly disagree
8.

Agree Strongly agree

I take a positive attitude toward myself.

Strongly disagree
7.

Disagree

I feel I do not have much to be proud of.

Strongly disagree
6.

Agree Strongly agree

I am able to do things as well as most other people.

Strongly disagree
5.

Disagree

All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure.

Strongly disagree
4.

Agree Strongly agree

I feel that I have a number of good qualities.

Strongly disagree
3.

Disagree

Disagree

Agree Strongly agree

I certainly feel useless at times.

Strongly disagree

Disagree

Agree Strongly agree

10. At times I think I am no good at all.
Strongly disagree

Disagree

Agree Strongly agree
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Appendix H

Sample positive female profile
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Appendix I

Sample neutral profile
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Appendix J
Sample negative content

