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Positive Bias in Social Networking Site from the View of Motivation
WANG Shui — zhen South — central University for Nationalities
MA Hong —yu Central China Normal University

Abstract: Social networking sites have become an ideal platform for people especially the youth to
share emotion with others ( which is also known as broadcasting emotions) . This study explores the character—
istics of people§ broadcasting emotions and reasons for the selection of broadcasting so as to explore the logic
behind the positive bias. 32 social networking users were interviewed. The results show that positive bias in
social networking site also exists in domestic college students. The convenience of social networking sites
makes it as an important tool for college students” emotional expression. However impression management
need dominate after emotional broadcasting resulting in users deletion behavior. The second — order model of
broadcasting provides a new framework to understand the phenomenon of positive bias in social networking
sites. On one hand it is needed to distinguish the disclosure stage in the social network disclosure research in
the future and on the other hand it is of great significance for the social network users especially the passive
consumer users to maintain their mental.

Key words: social networking sites; emotional disclosure; positivity bias; motivation
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