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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to give an empiridahge on
different forms of self-exposure on Social Netw®@kes
(SNS). Based on a sociological on-line game, ilags the
different tendencies in the self-exhibition shiftdatries to
find out how it is linked to different strategies order to
choose friends. In the first game, people have elecs,
among four ranked pictures, the one they would @tcte
publish on their personal webpage. In the secomiegéhey
had to choose friends by discovering, step by step,
informational attributes to their internet profilénalysis of

a sample of 12,354 French respondents shows a eniddl
range level of exhibition and isolates five differavays to
expose oneself: Modest, Traditional Exhibition, Bpd
Immodesty, Show-off and Provocative. Those diffesaif-
exhibition patterns lead to specific relational &ébrs on
the Internet. The study underlines socio-demographi
differences (age, gender, diploma, and occupaiiorself-
disclosure practices and shows that exhibition be t
Internet must be considered as a strategic perfucea

Introduction

Rising web 2.0 platforms articulate closely thedurction

of online identity to social networking practiced.[Many
works have underlined the way that users must
continuously produce new information in order to
maintain, or increase, their networks of contacthe case

of blogging comments [2], conversations around gfian
Flickr [3], friend requests on MySpace [4] or orcEhook

[5]. Self expression on social network sites (SMShess
narcissism or social isolation than an attempt titize
users’ conversational networks in building "weak
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cooperation” [6]. Those studies underlined the ssitefor
users to constantly produce signals on their peispage

in order to maintain the “social grooming” that
characterizes life on web 2.0 platforms [7]. Evaough
the effectiveness of the various elements publishgd
users in conveying information about their persityas
uncertain, they are most of the time related tar identity.
On top of that, the growing number of user-generate
content sites, multiplies as well the signals usedreate
an online identity: tagline, status, pictures ofemts,
personal videos, tastes, musical preferences, marso
productions, etc. [8] In this way, the diversificet of web
2.0 services makes identity being increasinglyritisted

in multiple contents and narratives by which piptots
try to distinguish themselves from others [9].

Thats the reason why many observers underline the link
between involvement in social network sites and a
tendency to reveal additional private informationtos or
her personal life. In their study on Facebook, Larspal.
[5] have shown that the number of friends is sthpng
correlated to the amount of personal informatioregiby
the users; moreover, they insist that this netwedfikct is
reinforced when personal information is closelykéd to
the real world of the user. Indirectly, others hauggested

a similar correlation. For example, Dwyer et al0]1
demonstrated that Facebook users had greater itrust
Facebook than MySpace users had in MySpace, anel wer
thus more willing to share information on the wébsi

This empirical question has become a frequentlyketo
issue in numerous public debates about usisavior on
SNS. The first argument deals with the privacy aratin
their profile, users disclose personal informatsaich as a
personal photo, date of birth, current residenas, diso
private information of several kinds — union a#iibn,
political and religious views [11]. Incidentally, amy
questions have been raised around the paradoxvafcyr



where consumers’ wish for data security and control showing how people can have some impressions about
conflict with their practices of self-disclosure2[113]. others in a CMC environment with little available
The second public debate has more moral considagti  information and despite the absence of the nonVerss.
when compared to the first one. Young peoples’ bieha Stecher and Counts [26] have shown that users @ m
on SNS shows a strong social cleavage between those predictive inferences using condensed profiles #rat

control their visibility and those who, consciousty some attributes contribute more to these condemseies
unconsciously, take privacy risks [14]. Some observ than others. Their study strongly influenced owrkvand
have criticized the rise of narcissism, indecemnosxre, the second part of our game. Many works that havaied
and provocative behavior, underlying the fact thaty are self-disclosure on the Internet insist on the refsl
exacerbated by the existence of SNS [15, 16]. ¢h this dimension of oneselfs’ revealing process [27].His tvay,
debate is mainly focused on unwanted solicitatitys weve based our study on the idea that self-exhibition
sexual predators [17]. From a sociological poinviefw, it strategies are linked to network behaviors.

gives a limited understanding of the way people enor
frequently disclose some sensitive information abou ] ) ]
themselves on SNS, or to change their online behavi ~ Sociogeek: a game and a sociological survey
patterns. Despite numerous studies on digital ierhere
are few empirical studies on the changing sens#sli
about self-exhibition in web 2.0 culture.

What are the different ways people expose themseaive
major SNS? Are there sociological determination®ragn
their level of exhibition? And last but not the $¢ahow do
different forms of self-exhibition lead to specifielational
behaviors on the Internet?

The survey has been launched as the outcome of a
cooperative group based in the Parisian co-workjpare,
La Cantine During 2008, we ve gathered social
scientists, students, consultants and developers afo
weekly open-seminar on "Social Sciences and Web 2.0
(W2S)". After many discussions on digital idenstienve

ve decided to experiment with an on-line survey
conceived as a quiz in order to reach a large aadieNVe
developed a websitédifp://sociogeek.cojrwith a game in
Related works three parts.
Our research gathered different backgrounds comzern

cultural  shift in  public  self-exposition, socio- you were on theses pictures..In the first part of the
_demogrz_;\phlcal distribution of Sl\_IS practices andinenl game, we asked respondents to choose one pictate th
impression management, respectively. Since Gofffhéh they could publish on their personal pages in 2zs®f 4
and Elias [19] seminal works, a lot of historicatda 540 ranging from the most conventional to thestmo
souqlt?lgpal .rezeﬁrches hg\ve Ifstud|ed the pm(‘:;}anglng eccentric, immodest, nude, etc. The example befogy/ 1)
sensibilities in behavior and self-presentation ic ' L '

: . . shows how the selection works: if the respondenbsh to
places [20]. But the hypothesis raised by Eliasuabm publish the third photo, that means he gcceptsutdism

continuous tendency in developed society toward the first and d Each has afi .
emotional self-control and behavioral self-correctihas € Tirst and second one. kach sequence has alspec
theme such as eating, couples, sex, nudity, family,

not much been study in the Internet field. Thougéws

forms of online show off seem to contradict Elitteesis holidays, etc., chosen in order to explore various
and should be interpreted. Most of the time, weraagh dimensions of self-exhibition. After selecting opiture
the idea of a cultural shift in public exposureotigh from series, respondents have the possibility tmieate

qualitative studies of identity management on SIS, for
example in the case of dating sites [21] or bodyleus
[22]. But, to our knowledge, there are no quarntieastudy
considering the question of immodest behavior dariret

in a broad sociological perspective embracing diffié
public styles of expression.

Surveys on social distribution of networking preet are
essential to understand difference among users self

up to 5 photos and then to elect their three fawsri

. -,. P’ .‘ F & ¢ a .
Figure 1. One example of photos series (eating)

exhibition. Hargittai [23] has shown that withirsaudents’ The second part of the procedure was a classical
sample, there were some statistical differencesSING questionnaire. Respondents were asked to give gheio-
usage depending on gender, ethnicity and educatiod. demographical characteristics, to describe theiciaso

boyd [24] shows that the social class contrast eetw  media practices and their social life. We also dske
Facebook and MySpace users is also correlated to anquestions about social network behaviors such esvy

opposition between controlled and limited self-ttisare they accept new friends and if theye created groups on
and a less controlled and more exacerbated shaw-off SNS.
Our research has been prepared in sociologicaititad The third part of the survey was conceived as aroth

_but we borrowed some of_ the questions a_nd m_ethsdd U game, inspired by the study of Stecher and Cow@ [n
in  psychologists’ experiments on online impression which the participants had to choose three friebgs
management [25]. Many works have been conducted, discovering, one by one, the targets’ profile infiation;



we proposed a set of criteria corresponding eacta to
specific information to reveal about the 6 hiddenfites
and asked the respondents to choose one of themimx
the information posted on each profile and finatty
eliminate the one containing the less wanted inédiom.

In this way, respondents come to their final cheidy
eliminating one profile at a time, according to 8pecific
information they had chosen to reveal about prefilat
the end of the game, participants receive theirggprofile
with the photos and the friends theyd chosen during the
first and the second game. We also gave them taterof
“web appeal” on two axes: discrete/exhibit and sthy
home/adventurous as well as a chart showing thosiitipn
among the other respondents (Fig. 2). It shoulddieed
that these rates are not given as a scientific uneasent of
users’ on-line behaviors but as an incentive fspoadents
to play the game till the end and to spread itugfoblogs
for potential users.

Figure 2. Respondent results at the end of the game

Sample. As it is rare for sociological surveys, 14,000
Internet users have responded anonymously and fally
our online questionnaire (it lasts about 20 mindte&fter
cleaning up incomplete, double and doubtful answers
weve worked on a sample of 12,354 respondents. Most o0
the respondents were technology and social network
enthusiasts. Males (71.1%) and young adults (aecsag
about 28) are over-represented : 11.6% are youthgar20
and only 9.4% are more than 40 years old. 95.7% of
Internet users who replied to the survey are caimmgdo

the Internet several times a day and are membersleast
one SNS. There is also an unusual ratio of higbllev
diploma holders: 46.9% have PhD degree or “Grandes
Ecoles” diploma level. Beside 33.4% of students, the
sample over-represents engineers (13.4%) and t@ahsi
(8.6%) (both, mostly in computer sectors) as wel a
entrepreneurs  (2.2%), consultants (4.8%), senior
executives (9%), academics and researchers (2.3%) a
artists (3.6%). On the contrary, employees (5.5%) a
workers (1.1%) are under-represented.

However, two important points must be taken into
consideration. First, even if it is very large, @ample is
not representative of French SNS users. It maiaheys

1. First published results on a smaller sample #ed whole set of
anonyms data are available www.sociogeek.com/resultats/

2. The Grandes écolesare elite schools of French higher education
establishments - outside the mainstream framewdrkthe public
university system.

heavy Internet users and web 2.0 "geeks". Second,
respondents could have various ways to play ouregam
Some answers may be playful, random, or ironic, (hen-
"realistic" regarding everyday practices). This ckiof
online survey records multiple representations of
respondent personal use of SNS which can differ
inherently from their real activity on the web.
Nevertheless, we observed a meaningful and homageno
distribution of answers through the whole dataset.

How far do we show our identity?

Does SNS increase the level of immodesty in ouresge
How can we measure self-exhibition of web 2.0
enthusiasts?  Sociogeek data allows us to build a
conventional rate representing usepstential exhibition
on SNS. The general meaning of self-exhibition inde
(constructed as an average of responsgeahoices for
every set of photos ranked from 1 to 4) is 2.04%8B1).

A strong difference can be observed between ma&ldg (
and females (1.8 In order to explain the variation in
people’s self-exhibition, the index was analyzelibfeing
personal characteristics and web practices.

We observed a significant but not very strong datien
between self-exhibition and ager={.114, p<.0001);
education-level is also negatively related to sidtlosure
(F(6,12347)=43.14p<0.0001)). However, there is not a
significant correlation between occupational staarxd
self-exhibition. Furthermore, in the next sectiove will
detail different forms of self-exhibition and diseved
correlation with socio-cultural properties.

We tested our self-exhibition index with differescial
and web practices recorded via the questionnairst, En
extraversion index was constructed from answers to
specific items concerning the ability to contacasgers or
to introduce new people to friends in differentuations
(bars, associations, conferences, parties...). Secand,
socializing index was built with the frequency of
participation in social events such as family nregj
cinema, restaurant, visiting friends, etc. Thirdlwe
measured the disclosure of different kinds of pesbto
information on SNS services using a 16-items
questionnaire (age, name, gender, political viets,.§.
We observed a strong correlation between self-éidiib
index and the extraversion index(22'), socializing index
(r=.14) and the disclosure of personal informatiodein
(r=.355). All these results confirm the hypothesisitth
people having strong involvement in their soci& lare
more likely to disclose information on the web.

We correlated web 2.0 usages and self-exhibitioel &0
test the proposal that people tend to show more of
themselves when they are heavy SNS users. Suiglisin

3. The difference is statistically significant A(2352)=431.03p<.0001
4. All correlation coefficients are significant@t.0001 level.



the correlation between the maximal use frequerddh®
preferred SNS platform and the respondenself-
exhibition index is very low rE€.08). It means that,
considering our sample, people can very well bevaan

Self-exhibition Types

A Principal Component Analysis was performed on 19
choice-scale serigs The four component solution is

SNS without having to disclose much personal and Presented in the Table 1. Four factorial scoresewer

sensitive information. However, we observed a sgfeon

constructed using linear regression for each stubjé®en a

correlation between average number of friends among two-step SPSS cluster analysis was applied in otder

different SNS and self-exhibition inder=(12). If people
do not have to show themselves to use SNS, it appleat
they have to disclose more sensitive information to
increase their friends’ number. It appears evetehethen
we examine answers to questions about behavio&Nsh

construct meaningful clusters of subjects. Thislysia
isolates five different groups of respondent.

Modest (18.9% of the samplexluster represents people
with the lowest rate of self-exhibition on each st
photos. They deliberately choose images with a low

First, people who have created groups on SNS exposePOssibility of person recognition, or very familigies of

themselves more (F(2,12351)=74.2%,0001). Secondly,
self-exhibition index is highly correlated to respents’
attitude to friend requests. The one who alwaysptsc
invitations is also more likely to expose him ordedf than
those who prefer to check common friends or to look
carefully to the requestors profile (F(3,8100)=%2.6
p<.0001). It shows us that to understand the lefeelf-
exposure, we need to consider it as a strategfonpesince
linked to the actors’ characteristics and diffengatterns of
self presentation.

Table 1: Factor analysis on intensity of the pictue dimensions
choice: Rotated component matrif
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Office B8F 07€ 07k 074
Angel 627 .16€ .084 210
Eai 625 .01¢ .10¢ 27¢
Dance .60¢ .210 .361 -.004
Alcohol .59¢ .241 .14k .24C
Manifestatiol .58C .02¢ 14¢ .06¢€
Bec .397 .10€ -.17C .394
Sexuaity .044 741 -.13¢€ 212
Couple 191 .71C 21¢€ -.02¢
Pregnanc 101 675 -.084 127
Nudity .15€ .637 .08¢ .264
\Vacdion 187 -.04¢ .70¢ .052
Marriage .12¢ 13z .662 -.053
Family -.051 -.03t .64¢ .337
Supporte .32z -.02: .631 .072
lines: .20¢ .01z .207 617
Pimples 202 201 -114 595
Tear: .19¢ .25¢ 151 .52¢
Child .031 311 .27C A74

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in 7 iterations; 48.27% ofarece explained.

self-presentation (Fig. 3). In our sample, thera istrong
correlation between age and modesty (Table 2). lema
users are dominant. People are older, and haveehigh
levels of education. Senior executives, teacherd an
researchers are numerous in this cluster. Theytage the
smallest network size with a mean of 71 friendsttogir
most used SNS platform.

)

. Photos charactering "Modest" cluster (Famiy 1,
Eating 1, Vacancy 1)

Fig.

Traditional self-exhibition (24.1%) is the usual way of
displaying one’s private life: photos of family, caion,
wedding; or preferences such as which teams orte foo
(Fig. 4). This type of exhibition appeared in thed eof
nineteenth century as a way to make public fanifiéydnd
has been strongly conventionalized through ritealiz
genre such as family, holidays or wedding repredents.
In this cluster, people are not reluctant to publbibition,
but they are also not familiar with individual self
presentation. They present themselves with theimilja
(we observe a very strong resistance of youngeplp€o
show their parents on SNS). They share their hebhiel
their passion with tact and in a conventional way.

- N i WL N
Fig. 4. Photos characterizing "Traditional self-
exhibition" (vacancy 4, Couple 2, Family 4, Wedding})

In our survey, people belonging to this type carweha
various ages, even if they are older than the sampl
average (Table 2). Women are strongly over-reptedess

5. One set of photos concerning expression of icelgy sentiment was
excluded from our analysis because of its ambiguity



well as highly educated people and senior-execsitive
liberal professions, entrepreneurs and enginedrsy &lso Table 2: Self-exhibition types distribution by gener, age,
appear as more conservative: they practice religiawe diploma, and occupational status.
right leaning political views and are strictly hetseexuals.

c
Their average online network size is 85 friends. g > = %
5 >§ S |s%
In opposition to traditional self-exhibition, thBodily g %E § %%
Immodesty (20%) cluster appears to be asso_ma_ted_wnh a % within gender | & | @ E|l v |[F8
tendency to show the most intimate parts of indigidife Male 157 | 21.1] 256 203| 17.4] 100
characterized by nudity and sexuality exposure. ¢&lie Female 58] 174 208334 228 100
compare these two forms of exhibition with the Total | 12.8| 20.0] 242 244 18p 100
organization of housing at the end of the nineteent | IGIEEIEEEEN [T | M | Total |
century, opposing the closed bedroom to the livimgm <19 14.0| 275 17.7
where families receive friends and acquaintancessemi- 19-22 13.6] 22.7| 26.2| 246 | 129] 100
public space where they expose family ritual phofdse 23-26 125 174 264 259| 17.8| 100
) ! : . 27-30 125 16.3 26.1] 25.1] 20.0[ 100
Bod_lly Immodest_y cluster is characterlz_ed by phg{bm 3140 112] 187 212 234256 100
nudity, sexual intimacy, and one’s love life. Theesific A1&+ 150 | 24.0| 1..7] 22.7| 26.6| 100
choices in this group include photos of kissingdity Total | 12.8| 20.0] 24.20 241 189 100
images of sexual acts and of pregnancy (Fig. 5). |____9%within educaton [P 1B ]S | T [M_|Total|
People gathered in this cluster are very masculind Without 13.1| 31.2| 27.9| 151 | 12.6] 100
either very young or more than 40 (Table 2). Peoyith \igfﬁtgrgﬂe 11;152 2352f 127527 zlg-: 113?-5 11005
the lowest diplomas of our sample, students mqm;_lb_nal B acheior 53 st 237 220 173 100
course of study, employees, workers.and technictans Master 100 154 2502771 216 100
over-represented. Homosexuals and bisexual areoakso PhD 104| 134 234 301 | 22.8] 100
represented in this cluster. Their average netvaimk is Total | 12.8] 20.0] 24.20 244 18p 100
the second most important with 104 friends. % within occupation | P | B |s | T | M | Total
Blue collars 17.8| 326/ 23| 15.6| 111 100
Clerical, service and 127| 27| 109 109 185 10D
intermediate technical
Craftsman, shopkeeper... 10{7 211 22.86.8| 18.8 100
Semi-professionals 15.4 | 20.7| 21.6 | 21.8| 20.6 100
Professionals, managers 11 169 2B.26.8| 22.2] 100
Students 129 21.127.9[24.0] 140] 100

Total | 12.8 20| 242 241 189 10p

Figure 5. Photos characterizing "Bodily Immodesty" People belonging to this type are the youngest wf o
(pregnancy 4, Couple 4, nudity 3) sample (average age of 26 years vs. 28 for the Isamp
Students are the core population of this clustavhiich we

The next type of self-exhibition, th8how-off (24.2%) find the highest socializing and extraversion irekexThe

cluster assembles peopldisplaying a form of self- cluster members also appear more Ii_beral than other
exhibition where one shows him or herself in theaty groups. They declare no religious affiliations apress
bold and expressive poses in variety of contexasing, leftist political views. Their average network siie 99

relaxing at work, being angry, drunk, protesting, o friends.

showing the disorderliness of one’s bed. Withoubading

any pejorative connotations, it features behavgush as

posing, being flashy, showing an attractive imagehe

self or trying to give the impression of being net&ting.

This characterizes a new culture of juvenile expirdy,

where what matters is showing that one is “cooli. ENS,

people have to show happy and highly-sociable Figure 6. Photos characterizing "Show-off" (Office4,

representation of them. Pictures of groups, partiesples, dance 4, eating 3, demonstration 4)
dinner with friends and holidays are the most fador
(Figure 65. “Provocative” (12.8%) group corresponds to extreme

forms of self-exhibition in which participants diap also
“negative” images of themselves — drunk, cryingksor
6. Significantly and more generally, for the whalemple, photos of with pimples. Provocative behavior, gaudy clothbad

sadness have received the lowest evaluation. PBoyasg 3 (3.22%) and taste corporal risks are characteristics of tadture that
4 (3.16%) have the lowest score of the entire sampl !




have arisen with popular TV shows and reality T@][2A
small part of our sample deliberately chooses phatb
drunken people, crying persons and situations whees
body is put at risk (Fig. 7). We could hypothedizat part

of this group are people who "played" with our wedsed
game in giving marginal, provocative and highly iodast
answers. But, these tendencies, even limited toy ver
popular practices, are quite present on some SNB gsi
MySpace or Skyblog (a French blog platform veryylap
among the youngest digital natives) [24, 29].

This cluster gathers a very masculine part of ampe
(Table 2). They are mostly undergraduates and with
vocational education. But there are no clear difféiations
among ages. The average network size here is ttg mo
important in the sample with 118 friends.

Figure 7. Photos characterizing "Provocative" cluser
(Alcohol 4, pimples 4, angry 4, bed 4)

This classification of the different self-exhibitioforms
shows that, along with the questions of modestyladily
immodesty which has a long and traditional existera
new form of immodesty is also emerging developinbat
French Internet users often describe as “e¥hili'show-
off”. This form of self-exhibition characterizessaift to a
highly-individualized society where people have to
constantly singularize themselves by producingirtsite
and cool” identity signals. At the opposite of rituadid
self-presentation in public such as wedding, fanzhd
holiday photos, people show pictures in which tlaeg
relaxed, cool and festive. Meanwhile, this tendemayst
not be interpreted as an unwanted capture of uruted
and private scene of individual life. Most of thieng,
actors involve themselves in a rigorous and stiateg
“control of the uncontrolled" of their public imags it has
been observed by Wouters in his historical surveythe
rise of "informalization" in public manners [20].hiB
distribution of self-exhibition also shows that,nt@ry to
Traditional public exhibition, Show-off and Provdiva
behaviors are linked to an increase number of diseon
SNS.

How do we make friends?

During the second game, respondents had to choose

unknown friends by discovering step by step, five
informational attributes to their internet profilehoosing
one at a time amongst 21 (photo, about me, ageiabex
preferences.). We created an indicator of preferred
attributes by giving 5 points for the first selatt@tribute,
4 for the second and so on. Since this part okthreey is

repeated three times (respondents select threel i@ the
end), the score of each attribute ranges from @50
Confirming Stecher and Counts results [26], thespeal
photo appears, far before all others, as the nmalstted
attribute. In a sense, it is rather logical frone thoint of
view of the respondents as a photo provides ratichr
information (gender, age, “look”, etc.). Messages @
friends wall, “about me”, age and favourite music are the
next most selected items. On the opposite, diplostatus
and religious views are less selected attributesrdter to
discover friends in the game.

At that point, we will detail by characterizing fdifent
strategies subjects are using to discover a stramgdhe
Internet. Globally, we can isolate three differesatt of
variables determining research strategies. Firstale
respondents asked very significantly less for ph@te
198.3), sexual preferences (F=673.9), or gendeB4B:3)
information than malés They are more willing to ask for
favourite books (F=274.8), “about me” (F=235.2);qomal
production (F=62.7) and “view by my friends” (F=8D.
items. Analyses also show a strong correlation betw
subject’'s sexual orientation and choosing the latte

“sexual preferences” (F=592.1), which confirms
preferential choice of this attribute by homo- and
bisexuals. Secondly, age leads to different atteibu

choices. The younger the respondents are, the these
ask to see the age (F=163.6) and the photo5(F§). The
older the respondents, the more they look at pafson
production (F=88.5) and favourite books (F=70.%hea
than age or photos. Thirdly, socio-demographic
characteristics have an influence on checking fiyhh
educational and occupational level. High diplomddbms
choose occupational attributes (F=58.6) and diptoma
(F=42.2) more frequently and are less interestecga
(F=96.1) or gender (F=47.8). High occupational lgaes
together with interest for age (F=60.7) and ocdopat
(F=50.5). Briefly, we can sum up by observing tkh}
females are more reluctant to request attributelspaafer
long-standing definitions of the person and thenapi of
their friends; (2) younger individuals are veryefat about
age homogeneity of their friendship network; andug@per
classes are looking for socio-cultural homogenyriend
choice.

But the strategies to discover friends are alsdemint
according to people’s self-exhibition behavioursble 3
presents correlations between the self-exhibitigology
and attributes selected. Modest people have a tepde
look at incorporated and long-standing identitytesia

7. Analysis shows that there are no significantistieal differences in
discovering strategies between the three friendcekoconsidering the
whole sample data. Individually people could haiffeent tactics in the
succeeding three games.

8. In order to compare between groups mean of driewitation cue
choice, we systematically performed one way ANO\aAd indicate here
corresponding Fisher’s F statistics (all statistycaignificant atp<.0001

level.).



such as occupation, diploma and “about me”. Inshme
way, but with slight differences, Traditional sekhibition

funny and gothic girl. Bodily Immodesty chooses
preferentially Simone (20 years old) and Lydia (1%jo

people have prudent strategies and carefully check pretty, young and festive girls. Adrien (30, muaici 2973

occupation, potential interest centre (group darfds), and
how theirs friends view them and post on their whila
very different way, Bodily Immodest people have thest
interest in discovering photo, age, sexual prefezen
gender, and relationship status. They are clearbrem
concerned with a seductive and adventurous approach
networking. Also, interested by photos, gender agd,
Show off and Provocative people are more interegted
friends’ activities and tastes. They look at peedaontent
and quotes. Finally, we observed significant déferes in
taste preferences: Modest and Traditional self latibn
clusters look at traditional culture with favouriteoks
when Show-off cluster look at mass culture withofiarite
music, movies and TV shows.

Table 3: Means of new friend attribute preference ote by
self-exhibition typolog

2 2 T

g1 281552 2
Attribute 2 |29| 2 |55 & | 5

5 |BE| 2 |gEl B g8

= [e] IS < Py o

o | mE| W |[F o = =
Photo 9.65 10.43| 9.66| 9.80| 8.43| 9.61
Wall 3.04| 2.70| 3.16 3.36| 3.27| 3.12
About me 2.79 2.42 | 3.01 3.74| 3.18| 3.07
Age 3.20 3.60 | 3.01| 3.00| 2.46| 3.04

Favorite music 2.58 2.38 | 3.02| 2.14| 2.50| 2.52
Favorite movie 248 2.27|12.72|2.17|2.70| 2.46

Favorite book 2.051.82| 2.121.97|2.94| 2.17
Sexual preference$2.68| 3.29 | 1.78| 1.57|1.70| 2.13
Occupation 1.711.81| 1.88 2.50|2.52|2.12
View by my friendg 1.44| 1.17 | 1.84 2.29|1.75|1.75
Gender 2.07| 2.53]1.53/1.36/1.36/1.73
Personal content 1.681.40 | 1.71)| 1.53| 1.99| 1.65
Quotes 1.4% 1.27 |11.48|1.36|1.46| 1.40
Political views 147 121]1421.1111.59|1.34
Looking for... 1.16| 1.14 | 0.99 1.28|1.28|1.16
Favorite TV 1.08 0.99 [1.18]|0.99|1.03|1.06
Groups 0.88 0.76 | 1.06 1.27|1.07| 1.02
Number of friends | 0.720.85 | 0.74 0.75| 0.85|0.78
Diploma 0.61] 0.64 | 0.690.89|0.98/0.77
Relationship statug 0.8§71.02 | 0.68| 0.67|0.59| 0.75
Status 0.7% 0.62 | 0.68 0.71]| 0.65| 0.68
Religion 0.69 0.68 | 0.64 0.54|0.69| 0.64

Friends final choice. At the end of the questionnaire,
respondents had to choose “friends” among threefsak
portraits that we have designed for the game. Hirth
choice, we observed some homophile effects thatvilie
detail in a further work. Nevertheless, regardimgvipus
results, it is interesting to look at which of tfrends
portraits have been preferred by the self exhibitigpes
we isolated. The preferred character for Provoegtieople
is Ghanina (25 years old, bisexual, 342 friendsjoang

friends), Tristan (28, marketing assistant, 258rfds) and
Lilian (31, photograph, night clubber, 288 friendH)ree
young cool and trendy guys, have been chosen bywSho
off cluster. Jerome (29, businessman, 541 frierda}tine
(47, librarian) and Marie (45, lawyer, Christiad, Biends)
have been chosen by Traditional exhibition peopied,
the Modesty cluster preferred Anne-Carole (34, song
103 friends), Louis (45, architect, 30 friends) alehn-
Francois (53, director of company, 103 friends).ogé
choices show that--according to their self-exhiiti
behaviour--people tend to develop different strig®go
choose friends, and that those strategies are lgloba
efficient. The seductive approach of Bodily Immages
cluster leads to two young and physically attractgirls
who define themselves mostly with festive actidtie
Young Show-off people found young extraverted tsend
guys who exhibit their musical and cultural passion
Traditional exposition people show more interesfaimily
and professional-oriented profiles. And Modesty peo
chose older high-occupation profiles.

Conclusion

The results presented here are a part of an owgoin
research work. Other aspects of our data will beyaed
more precisely later. One of the underlying resulfs
Sociogeek survey is the idea that with SNS, usars c
develop different strategies of self-exhibition,dathat
those strategies are strongly related to some -socio
demographic variables. Accordingly, those strategiee
also correlated to different ways of selecting rfde on
SNS, and to value different identity attributes. this
regard, three general comments should be made.

At first, people don have to show off to make friends.
Modest and Traditional exposition people have an
important involvement on SNS (even if not as imaottas
others types) without being forced to reveal sdasispect

of their live. However, when people want to conqoew
friends and extent their social capital, they aeduiced to
have more adventurous behaviors. But immodestiuddti
will also transform the perception of others antedaine
the kind of relation they could engage on [30].

Secondly, results show the importance of sociodcalt
determinants of the Internet public attitudes. kess
educated people are more constraint to use thely bo
order to distinguish themselves and are lead tod@ative
and Bodily Immodest self-exhibition tactics [31]nG@he
other hand, Show-off determinants are less coaelab
education level than to age. It appears as the most
representative form of studentslentity performance on
SNS like Skyblog, MySpace or Facebook. Our data als
suggest that a higher level of education and rifigxis



required to be able to renew a daily narrative né
identity, competencies that are not equally disted in
society.

Thirdly, those socio-economic differences appeap ah

the way people manage their social capital. Fomgpte,
when weve asked respondents about their attitude towards
a new friend request, we observed that the Modedt a
Traditional clusters engage in a carefully checkifghew
friend invitations. On the contrary, Provocativepddy
Immodesty and Show-off cluster members accept new
friends much easier, and in almost 30% of the téwen
“automatically”, without any inspection. Those difénces
are also strongly correlated to the education |eaad
occupational status. Upper classes control thenekie of
their friend lists, when lower classes are morendpenew
relationships. By this way, we could hypothesizat ti's
easier for them to try to extent their lower sociaital
online. However, further work is needed to valid#tes
hypothesis.
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