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A. Theoretical Perspective  

1. Critique the author’s conceptual framework.  

This study attempts to explore the ostensibly competing theories of how personalities and 

social behaviors present on- and offline. The authors present two hypotheses attempting to 

describe the relationship between on- and offline behaviors, arguing that current research 

studying behavior on online social networks (OSNs) focuses primarily on the role of 

socialization processes in this online/offline relationship, neglecting a thorough consideration of 

the role of personality processes as well. Their framework is logical and presents a reasonable 

supposition; in examining how social processes may replicate or mutate online, an empirical 

consideration of whether personality plays a role in these social processes and if that role differs 

when online seems appropriate.  

Words: 110 

2. Comment on the need for this study and its importance.  

At the time of publication (2011), social media, particularly Facebook, already enjoyed a 

certain level of cultural ubiquity; social media use has grown exponentially since that time. The 

authors seek to fill what they identify as a gap in the research on the social psychology of social 

networks like Facebook, and the ways in which established social processes translate on the 

internet. Specifically, the authors argue that an empirical consideration of these processes should 

include the role of personality. The authors’ decision to study personality and online behaviors 

on Facebook is undeniably important, as even in 2011 many offline social interactions were 

arguably being supplanted or augmented by online interactions.  

Words: 110 
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3. How effectively does the author tie the study to relevant theory and prior research? (Do 

they cover the right literature? Anything missing? Anything not needed? How 

comprehensive? Tied to their conceptual framework?) 

 In establishing the context for this paper, the authors review the two most common 

theories attempting to explain the relationship between online and offline social behaviors: the 

rich-get-richer and social-compensation hypotheses. Because this paper seems to posit that 

offline behavior and personality traits are largely not divergent from those presented online, 

much of their supporting literature supports this notion. However, the authors are also careful to 

present a selection of studies that provide an alternative view (e.g., studies finding individuals 

who engage in aggressive behaviors online may not be equally likely to engage in such behaviors 

offline). Although their literature review is brief, it is sufficiently comprehensive relative to the 

length and depth of the paper. Further, it is very clearly related to their conceptual framework, 

moving from literature on social behaviors on OSNs to literature on certain personality traits on 

OSNs (e.g., extraversion, narcissism).  

Words: 145 

4. Evaluate the clarity and appropriateness of the research questions or hypotheses. 

 This paper’s primary research question is whether Facebook-related activities are related 

to an individual’s personality. To that end, the authors present two studies offering different 

explorations of this guiding question. Study 1 asks if associations exist between personality and 

self-reported participation in Facebook activities. Study 2 examines these potential associations 

further using outside observations rather than self-reports. Given the conceptual framework and 

literature reviewed, these research questions are appropriate and expected.  

Words: 71 
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B. Research Design and Analysis  

1. Critique the appropriateness and adequacy of the study’s design in relation to the 

research questions or hypotheses.  

 This paper examines two exploratory studies describing the ways personality traits 

manifest on Facebook. Given the authors’ assertion that, at the time of writing (2011), little 

empirical research had been done in this domain (OSNs), as well as their intent to compare 

competing extant hypotheses of the role and impact of OSNs (rich-get-richer and social 

compensation), this comparative, descriptive design seems appropriate. Additionally, the 

exogenous variables inherently central to this study (personality traits, OSN behaviors and 

activity) make this essentially observational design in each study a good fit. 

Words: 88 

2. Critique the adequacy of the study’s sampling methods (e.g., choice of participants) and 

their implications for generalizability. 

 In Study 1, participants (n = 159) were selected from an introductory, undergraduate 

psychology course at a single university. The majority (68%) of the sample were female and 

white; all but four participants reported using Facebook at least once per week. With respect to 

generalizability, the study’s sampling methods raise some concerns. First, sample selection 

processes were not reported, which limits our understanding of how representative the sample is 

of the institution. Second, the authors only report which participants report using Facebook less 

than once per week, but provide no additional details on user frequency, which limits our 

capacity to determine if the use of Facebook by this sample involves a confounding degree of 

endogenous characteristics. Sample characteristics that are reported could limit generalizability 

due to homogeneity.  
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 Study 2 offers a more even distribution of reported demographics (n = 133). Of greater 

concern in this study’s sample is the potential for participation incentives (money, course credit) 

to unduly influence the sample pool and resulting generalizability potential. Participants were 

also required to sign up together with at least 5 friends, which might have created an overly 

biased sample pool, considering the intention to study extraversion (that is, how likely might 

introverts be to participate at all?). 

Words: 205 

3. Critique the adequacy of the study’s procedures and materials (e.g., interventions, 

interview protocols, data collection procedures).  

 Study 1 provided little information with respect to study procedures, reporting only that 

participants completed both measures individually in a single session using a computer in “the 

lab” (p. 484). Questions on each measure were randomized for each participant. No details were 

provided on the average completion time for each of these questionnaires, or the period in which 

measures were completed. The limited information provided significantly limits confidence in 

the study’s procedures and materials, and in their impact on the study’s results, replicability, and 

generalizability. 

Study 2 provided limited procedural information with respect to participants, such as 

consent, although certain information can be inferred (e.g., unacquainted observers implies the 

review of participants’ Facebook pages was not anonymous). The authors provide a little more 

information with respect to data collection, such as the protocol through which observations were 

conducted. Nonetheless, these details present areas of concern. Researchers included “up to 10” 

(p. 485) randomly selected photos from each user’s Facebook albums, but do not clarify if this 
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means some participants were observed in fewer photos, a potential exclusion of data that could 

have influenced observers’ ratings of participants’ likely personality traits.  

Words: 190  

4. Critique the appropriateness and quality (e.g., reliability, validity) of the measures used.  

 Study 1 used two measures, both questionnaires, assessing personality traits and 

Facebook-related activities. Personality was assessed using a pre-established inventory (TIPI) 

measuring five traits through two Likert scales: extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, 

and openness. Facebook behaviors were self-reported using an 11-question survey, with mostly 

Likert-type items (two were open-ended numeric response). It is unclear what measures were 

taken to ensure internal consistency within the survey, which limits confidence in the 

instrument’s reliability, given what seems to be a high potential for confounding overlap across 

categories (i.e., which behaviors were specifically associated with extraversion and were 

respondents consistent in reporting those behaviors?). 

 Study 2 used a modified version of the TIPI that included self-report and peer-report data. 

Additionally, nine observers independently rated participants’ personalities based on their 

Facebook profiles. Although the authors mention instrument validity in Study 2, they do not 

report specifics; similarly, while they state that composite reports from the instrument were 

reliably correlated, they do not detail how they determined this reliability, limiting confidence in 

the measure. Further, while the TIPI is reported to have “high levels of convergence” (p. 484) 

with other similar inventories, insufficient details are provided as to the accuracy of this claim. 

Words: 197 
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5. Critique the adequacy of the study’s data analyses. For example: Have important 

statistical assumptions been met? Are the analyses appropriate for the study’s design? Are 

the analyses appropriate for the data collected?  

 Both studies offer little information with respect to the statistical analyses performed, 

which limits the capacity to determine if aspects of their analyses may have unduly influenced 

their stated results. The authors report correlations between personality and Facebook-related 

behavior instrument scores and note that tests were run controlling for demographic variables; 

however, no further details are provided, which limits the confidence in the analyses. In Study 1, 

there also appears to have been some exclusion of the sample in the final report: Table 1 notes an 

n of 157, but the total sample size reported is n = 159.  Additionally, while correlational tests can 

be appropriate for descriptive studies, which seek to understand how phenomena occur, no 

information is provided as to which specific tests were used, which limits confidence in the 

results given.  

Words: 134 

C. Interpretation and Implications of Results  

 

1. Critique the author’s discussion of the methodological and/or conceptual limitations of 

the results.  

 The authors’ discussion of limitations across both studies largely centers on the potential 

biases of self-report data. However, within their discussion of the results, the authors seem to 

disregard the significant limitation that self-report data might present in studies whose primary 

means of collecting data is based on self-perception and the perceptions of others. Although the 

authors note that self-report data in Study 1 may not reflect actual behaviors, necessitating the 

presence of independent observers in Study 2, the latter study appears to have used observers to 



 

Katie Green Article Critique #5 August 5, 2018 

assess personality traits, not frequency of behaviors parallel to Study 1. They also report that 

certain behaviors are more likely to leave “discernable residue” (p. 485) than others, which they 

call a limitation without specifying how this residue presents. Further, the authors do not 

sufficiently address the inherent objectivity limitations in qualitative studies (i.e., how did they 

account for potential conflation of interpretation with objective observation?). 

Words: 153 

2.  How consistent and comprehensive are the author’s conclusions with the reported 

results?  

 Studies 1 and 2 report that Facebook-related behaviors are correlated with personality 

traits. While it is difficult to determine if this result is consistent with the data, which is limited, 

what is clear is that the authors have overstated their conclusions considering these reported 

results. Because these are exploratory, descriptive studies, conclusions cannot reliably be drawn 

regarding the strength or direction of a relationship between variables; however, the authors 

seem to suggest that their studies have achieved such findings (e.g., reporting that extraverts 

engage in certain behaviors more frequently than introverts and have a higher degree of certain 

personality traits, which is not evident in the results given, nor appropriate for the research 

design). 

Words: 114  

3.  How well did the author relate the results to the study’s theoretical base?  

 The authors’ results are inconsistent with the paper’s theoretical base. The primary 

research question is: are Facebook-related activities related to an individual’s personality? 

However, their conclusion argues that their findings across both studies support the claim that 

“observable profile information” is reliably useful by individuals in determining “accurate 
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impressions” (p. 486) of their or others’ personality traits. When compared to the introduction, 

literature review, and overall conceptual framework, this conclusion does not seem related to the 

questions posed at the paper’s onset. Further, the authors conclude that their findings support the 

hypothesis that observers can form accurate impressions of others’ personalities based on their 

OSN behaviors, which is not discussed as a research aim of this paper. 

Words: 119 

4.  In your view, what is the significance of the study, and what are its primary implications 

for theory, future research, and practice?  

  The authors emphasize the need for future research examining aspects of personality 

processes on OSNs other than extraversion, arguing that their paper suggest online behaviors 

largely mirror those engaged in offline (i.e., one’s personality extends across domains). In my 

view, however, I would contend that future research might be better focused on the personality 

mutations sparked by the growing ubiquity of OSNs. That is, studies of how persistent social 

media use may serve as a catalyst for increased performative extraversion, or studies examining 

a potential correlation between neuroticism and OSN-related behaviors. For example, this paper 

suggests a correlation between self-reported Facebook behaviors and extraversion; an interesting 

future extension of this research might examine the influence of that self-report data. That is, is 

there something endogenous to those particularly active on OSNs that drives users to identify as 

“social” and self-describe accordingly? Further, does that drive suggest more neuroticism than 

these studies found present? 

Words: 153 

 


