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In February 2016, Facebook expanded the original “Like” button by introducing five additional “Reactions”—Love, Haha, Wow, Sad, and Angry—using modified versions of Unicode emojis. These reactions enable users to express more nuanced emotions towards posts. This literature review investigates scholarly research on user behavior in response to these reactions, with a focus on a broad spectrum of socioeconomic and psychological issues. We conducted a systematic search across databases including Scopus and Google Scholar, using keywords such as “Facebook” and “Reaction,” combined with various key phrases and Boolean operators. Our review synthesizes sixty-four articles published from 2016 to 2023, exploring diverse topics such as political news, far-right and extremist parties, racism, and hate speech during the COVID-19 pandemic. We organized these articles by theme and publication date. Our meta-analysis reveals that lifestyle and entertainment posts predominantly receive positive reactions, while sociopolitical content tends to elicit a broader spectrum of emotions, including negative sentiments. Furthermore, emotionally charged content consistently attracts higher volumes of reactions, regardless of sentiment. This research highlights the intricate relationship between user reactions and content characteristics, providing deeper insights into the dynamics of online engagement. By understanding these interaction patterns, we gain a better grasp of emotional responses and engagement levels, which ultimately shape online discourse and user interactions.
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1 Introduction

Social media platforms provide information and communication among a diverse population in terms of different cultural backgrounds and identities with different opinions (Franz et al., 2019). Facebook has become one of the most dominant social networking sites (SNS), and its rise is an important trend, over the past decade (Caers et al., 2013). The number of Facebook users is growing by 1.3% year-over-year, which amounts to an increase of 39 million users (Newberry, 2023). In “Meta Reports Third Quarter 2023 Results,” Facebook announced that it had 2.09 billion daily active users on average for September 2023, an increase of 5% year-over-year, while Facebook monthly active users were 3.05 billion as of September 30, 2023, an increase of 3% year-over-year (Menlo Park and California, 2023).

Since Facebook’s launch on February 4, 2004 (Onion et al., 2019), its ongoing evolution process has been an interplay between “platformisation” and “infra-structuralisation”; the Meta (Previously known as Facebook) is subjected to continuous change (Helmond et al., 2019).

In 2009, Facebook added the “Like” button, which was, in 2010, added to individual comments to posts (Eranti and Lonkila, 2015). This button and another kind of lightweight affirmation, that is, “Facebook reactions,” served as social cues of acceptance and for interpersonal relationships (Scissors et al., 2016). All linguistic and non-verbal communicative channels are open to interpretation, which can be phatic where the “Like” button facilitates high ambiguity and seems to have a multipurpose reaction for any content worthy of social response.

In 2016, Facebook extended this functionary button to a single positive of “Like” and allowed users to react to SNS content using a limited range of emotional reactions such as “love,” “haha,” “wow,” “sad,” and “angry”; this function was allowed to expand to comment in 2017 (Jalan, 2023). They represent a light version of Unicode emojis indicated by an icon resembling common graphic substitutions for ASCII emoticons (Paolillo, 2023), which allow users to express how they feel about the contents.

The emotion underlying these six reactions is considered to be universal and frequent (Tian et al., 2017) and to convey emotive meaning, including feelings, and moods specific to posts and contents. A Facebook reaction contains less text-based information than comments on a post or writing on the wall, though it is still over-generated content and has valued information at first sight. In particular, as Facebook posts receive more reactions, it becomes more visible and noticeable to other users.

The area of Paralinguistic digital affordance (PDA) is a related light form of non-verbal communication where the response to another person’s social media content (Hayes et al., 2016), is used to convey the message and relation-based sentiment where the user clicks a single button and others interpret the meaning (Sumner et al., 2020); thus, Facebook reactions have the nature of PDA.

The newly introduced “Facebook reactions” can better clarify the user’s intended meaning, which would not be possible with a single one-click “Like” button; these Reaction buttons are fairly aligned with the desired button where users can focus on the content-based meaning in emotional ways. Facebook reactions can be defined as various non-verbal cues that might save time by speeding up the rate at which communicators can share information and develop relationships (Sumner and Ramirez, 2017).

If we consider the impact of the Reaction on overall engagement by characterizing different engagement behaviors on two dimensions (i.e., the level of cognitive mode and effort required and the emotional state of expression), reactions—the new feature—inherit the low cognitive effort of “Like” that supports the expressions of major emotional complexity (Al-Rawi, 2019; Sumner et al., 2020); thus, scholars used reactions to investigate user behavior and situation-based current topics to measure various aspect of socioeconomic and psychological issues (Kosinski et al., 2015; Godard and Holtzman, 2022), concerning political issues, elections, public debate, health issues, and the trustworthiness of the news about current topics or events. Thus, Facebook provides an environment where researchers can investigate public reactions in a relatively convenient way (Kim and Yang, 2017).

The primary topics were either related to the introduction of “Reactions and their impact” (Hutchinson, 2016; Turnbull and Jenkins, 2016), “the linguistics approach” or “Emotion detection” (Tian et al., 2017), which seemed to dawn a new era of “Facebook and the user’s engagement” through Facebook reactions. However, we have observed that the topics covering political issues (Tasente and Rus, 2019), and others related to human behavior, health, and commerce (Antoniadis et al., 2019) are getting diversified. There are many articles related to overlapping topics. However, it is difficult to identify or maintain a particular theme, although the results cover two or more identical results with comparative analysis, and it is possible to put one article into more than one categorized topic.

This literature review focuses on “Facebook reactions,” examines the literature, and serves as a comprehensive and cumulative approach, summarizing the existing studies and research articles scattered under different subjects and scientific fields.

However, it also aims to get comparable results within broader classifications and themes. The main objective of this review is to offer a consolidated and comprehensive perspective to identify the common thread and overarching themes within the literature. By synthesizing all the findings from numerous studies, the review would shed light on the role and impact of Facebook reactions.

Thus, we seek how “Facebook reactions” play a role in different or comparable topics and their results. There are other open questions related to Facebook reactions, such as the importance of Facebook reactions for the users and correspondence of posts. What aspects of posts or topics are meaningful? Do different topics acquire different reactions and to what extent?



2 Methodology


2.1 Selection procedure

The focus of the literature review is limited to Facebook. This decision is appropriate because, at present, Facebook is used worldwide and is the most popular SNS (Noyes, 2022; Newberry, 2023). Moreover, the emphasis is based on empirical studies and their findings rather than non-empirical studies. We adhere to the Five-step process of systematic review outlined by Briner and Denyer (2012): (1) formulate the research questions, (2) find studies, (3) select and evaluate the studies, (4) analyze the findings, and (5) report the results.

Articles were collected from Scopus, Google Scholar, and other search engines. We used the keywords “Facebook” and “Reaction,” with a combination of different key phrases and Boolean operators. In this review, the selected articles are either published in peer-reviewed scientific journals or conferences before proceeding through the same process. The search was performed every month from July to September 2023. It returned a total of 64 articles published between 2016 and 2023. Matrix and Reference lists were read and scanned with different topics classified across the entire publication time frame (Figure 1).
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FIGURE 1
 A total of 64 published articles analyzed between 2016 and 2023.



2.1.1 Data analysis

We followed the guidelines marked by Creswell (2009) who states that a review should summarize the cumulative knowledge based on the topic and highlight the issues that research has yet to solve (Table 1).



TABLE 1 List of major Facebook research topics.
[image: Table1]

The data analysis procedure is as follows. Each empirical article was read and summarized through their research questions including their results and conclusions. Using the comparative naturalistic method (Armstrong, 2010), we read each article and noted the content to examine its tentative research topic. The finding of the article was also noted. The same procedure was repeated with succeeding articles, regardless of whether they were similar to the previous article. If there was any similarity, we placed the article under the first categorized research topic and then went through another article.

We repeated this process for all the articles, although it was possible to categorize one article into more than one research topic.



2.1.2 Topic categorization with results

To provide correspondence between the topic and their content including their result output, we have categorized a wide range of topics/information labeled as (1) Introduction to Facebook reactions, (2) Language & Linguistic, (3) Psychological, Sentimental, and Emotional, (4) (a) Political News, (4) (b) Far-right and Extremist Parties, Racism, Hate speech with COVID-19, (5) HealthCare, (6) Business and Customer engagement, and (7) Miscellaneous.

Identified research categorizations appeared to cluster into the major groups – (A) Introduction of Facebook reactions, (B) Politics and Far-right groups, and (C) Other social issues. Please find below the table of major groups and topic categorization.





3 Analysis


3.1 Overview of the article published over the timeframe analyzed

Since Facebook launched its Reaction button, researchers have put their efforts into this new feature. In the beginning, the articles were related to Facebook reactions and their usage, their impact, and their introduction to user engagement. Later, the coverage area of those articles became vast and spread over every field of social issues such as political communication to Psychological, Sentimental, Emotional, Health Care, Business and Customer engagement, and so on Figure 1.

The categories are Introduction of Facebook reactions (06 Articles), Politics and Far-right Groups (19 Articles), and Other Social Issues (39 Articles) (Supplementary material).

Given those categories, in the next section, we describe the type of scientific work and the main findings identified in each category.


3.1.1 Introduction of Facebook reactions

Facebook launched “Reaction” buttons globally on February 24, 2016 (Krug, 2016). Facebook named these emojis as love reaction (heart emoji), haha reaction (laughing face), wow reaction (surprised facial expression), sad reaction (sad face), and angry reaction (angry face) (Kluknavská et al., 2023).

Since then, many articles have been published, which have primarily explored the new features and users’ engagement with them. Researchers have been considering and putting their perspectives and opinions on “Facebook Reactions” and “their usage in upcoming days”; for example, Turnbull and Jenkins (2016) examined Facebook’s evolution process, and how this new feature provided an opportunity to gain a better understanding of how users engage emotionally. Wisniewski et al. (2020) examined users’ feedback about newly introduced features, design implications, and the signification of “Facebook reactions”; The authors argue that, after the launch, users were more positive about the feature of Facebook reactions, and their misconceptions were clarified with actual use. However, there are many constraints including users’ inability to express emotions or conflict of emotions.

In the early years, we found articles measuring “Facebook reactions” from behavioral responses to evaluating emotional responses.

Varanasi et al. (2018) argue that “Facebook reactions” help us to understand relationship maintenance and group cohesion; thus, the new feature has user benefits. Moreover, they found a direct effect of “Facebook reactions” as “bridging and bonding to social capital” (Coleman, 1988) and a significant relationship between receiving reactions and bridging social capital. This study gives a clear understanding of SNS features, that is, “Facebook reactions” to the sociopsychological elements of users.

Smoliarova et al. (2018) address the usage of “Facebook reactions” on social media that correlate with different types of Facebook reactions, sharing, and commenting activities. They discussed the possible meaning of the homogeneity of emotions shared on the Facebook community page. Furthermore, the study provides a new pattern and a new insight into user engagement with content on Facebook with its Reaction features.

Merrill and Oremus (2021) have found that emojis (Facebook reactions) are five times more valuable than “Like,” and “reactions” are used as a signal to push more emotionally provocative content. Based on the theory that “Posts that prompted lots of reaction emoji tended to keep users more engaged, and keeping users engaged was the key to Facebook’s businesses,” they debated over the “anger” reaction and identified its effect and human judgments that underlie Facebook algorithm.

PDA is a light form of non-verbal communication provided in response to another person’s social media content (Hayes et al., 2016); it is used to convey the content message and relation-based sentiment where users can click a single button and let others interpret their meaning (Sumner et al., 2020); thus, “Facebook reactions” allows to explore the nature of PDA.

Sumner et al. (2020) have found that the social media platforms that offer multiple one-click response cues may afford different communicative opportunities than those who have a single PDA response opinion such as “Like” (perceived more faithfully than Reactions); “Like” and “Love” cues were most faithful, whereas other reactions were perceived more deliberate and less automatic communicative behaviors than “Like.” Carr et al. (2018) presented explanatory mechanisms behind the use of PDA responses, using the social comparison theory, social penetration theory, and expectancy violations theory for a successful post. They have found that social comparison and communicative reciprocity provide the exploratory power to “Like” and “Reaction” for a successful Post.

On the contrary, Paolillo (2023) found that the reaction distribution across his sample was complex, unstable, and did not reveal a face-work pattern; thus, caution is important for interpreting quantitative analyses for the feature of “Facebook reactions.”

Other than English, much research is ongoing to explore the dimensions of Facebook reactions in different languages. Using the Indo-Aryan language Sinhala or Sinhalese used in Sri Lanka (Fernando, 1977), Weeraprameshwara et al. (2022) created a dataset using “‘Facebook reactions” and explored the effectiveness of one-tiered and two-tiered embedding architectures in Sinhala text. In another study for Sinhala Posts, Jayawickrama et al. (2022) considered the Baseline Model to predict Facebook reactions and used the phrase “embedded architecture” as well. Rahman and Seddiqui (2019) experimented with emotional analysis with the text corpus in the Bangla language consisting of user comments with Facebook reactions.




3.2 Politics and far-right groups

Researchers have explored the influence of Facebook and its reaction to political motivation since Facebook launched its Reaction feature globally. In the beginning, Turnbull and Jenkins (2016) predicted that “Facebook reactions” would be used in different directions or areas as they argued that this feature would be good and useful for evaluating social media campaigns including business purposes and considered a parameter for emotional objects for communication.

Notably, “Facebook reactions” is the diversion or expansion of the previous functional approach of the “Like” button (Jalan, 2023). Larsson (2017) presented his analysis of “Facebook reactions” as the diversification of “Like” for commenting and sharing on the Newspaper Facebook pages. The feature emerged as unpopular compared to the original “Like” functional button, and both negative and positive reactions were used on the newspaper posts. Presumably, users were not too familiar with the usage of Facebook reactions. Bagić Babac (2022) attempted to establish a set of rules by connecting different emotions using “Facebook reactions” for news posts and comments and measuring positive and negative emotions encoded in the content. She reports that emotion acts as a stimulus to a particular pattern of behavior; positive and negative emotions usually influence positive and negative comments, respectively. Pérez-Seoane et al. (2023) analyzed the publications with the highest volume of interactions and found emotional reactions associated with positive feelings.


3.2.1 “Facebook reactions” in political campaigns and elections

Subsequently, studies show that politicians are also using social media, especially Facebook to explore its deliberative potential, and their digital followership influences the number of “Facebook reactions” (Keller and Kleinen-von Königslöw, 2018).

That result was proven in the local election of Mexico where political parties had a large impact with few posts although the candidates had terrible public perception. “Facebook reactions” opened a path to perceive voter’s interest and became a new communication channel, al though the election results could not be predicted (Sandoval-Almazan and Valle-Cruz, 2018). A similar study conducted by Sandoval-Almazan and Valle-Cruz (2020) aims to answer the question of whether the “Facebook reactions” in Mexico reflect the outcomes of the election in June 2017 and what possible users’ emotions are generated with regards to political candidates. That investigation assesses sentiment as an indicator of the mood of public opinion, which could be expressed through “Facebook reactions” in political campaigns.

The finding shows that the winning political party got more negative sentiment, and the parties that got the highest positive sentiment and more reactions over their posts did not win the election. It shows that emotions expressed through reactions are a way of assessing voter behavior that is not easily predicted.

In the Mexican elections, de León and Trilling (2021) conducted a study focusing on positive versus negative political content related to emotional responses, and the degree of influence of the articles that were shared across social media in the context of that election. They found a negative bias in news-sharing behavior and engagement and a great amount of “anger” toward political news. Using a strong dominance of “anger” reaction in that political news during the election, they found that the election was marked with violence and corruption.

Bil-Jaruzelska and Monzer (2022) examined the relationship between emotions and user engagement with political Facebook posts during the Brexit referendum, and found that engagement with a post substantially increased when appealing to anger, enthusiasm, and pride. A relationship between appeals to specific emotions (i.e., fear, anger, enthusiasm, and pride) and the engagement of users was observed.

Moreover, with regards to the relationship between topics, emotions, and user engagement, Gerbaudo et al. (2019) analyzed posts and comments through “Facebook reactions” and found that the positivity of topics was more tended and fairer than negative and controversial issues. They also state that negative campaigning and negative emotions do not always tend to prevail on Facebook, although they found a correlation between positive content and user engagement. Klinger et al. (2023) studied negativity, dramatization, and populist content on Facebook during the election campaigns of the European Parliament election (2014–19) across twelve countries. They found that a higher frequency of likes, shares, and comments had a deeper impact on social media platforms and reached more audiences. Facebook algorithms were changed in 2016 during the election campaigning, and the impact could be observed on user engagement before and after the launching of “reactions.” The users had six more responsive options (i.e., like, love, haha, wow, angry, sad), and negative campaigning with posts evoking negative emotions and dramatization yielded more user engagement than other posts. Notably, the populist content also got more user engagement during 2014 before the Reaction button launched.

Furthermore, considering the negative sentiment with user (voter) engagement, Macdonald et al. (2023) have found that negativity is the consistent factor for user (voters) connections on Facebook, where more negative reactions/words generate higher user engagement. According to the authors, candidates strategically employ negativity in their posts to encourage engagement. The increased engagement oftentimes matches the sentiment with the post and negative messages and results in more negative reactions (“sad” and “anger”). A link exists between a tone set by the candidates who appeal emotionally and triggers the user who follows the candidate on pages, resulting in increased engagement.



3.2.2 “Facebook reactions” in populist politics

In the case of Swiss politicians, a large fellowship and their reactions increase the visibility of political messages or actors and result in more media coverage (Keller and Kleinen-von Königslöw, 2018). Their followership is more prone toward populist parties. A comparison between two populist parties in two countries (Italy and the United Kingdom) shows a measure of emotional response, which is employed as “Facebook reactions,” allowing them to indicate their emotional value over a post that provokes them (Mancosu, 2018).

After “Facebook reactions” was launched, user engagement saw an unprecedented increase. Klinger et al. (2023) found that negativity, dramatization, including more populist content engaged more in negative campaigning during the European Parliament election in 2019. After examining how populist leaders use Facebook and if they elicit more emotional reactions, Sandberg et al. (2022) have concluded that populist party leaders use Facebook to reach out to their community prolifically. Their posts activate feelings of indignation and trigger responses that are more emotional. The messages posted by populist leaders receive more reactions than only “Like”; in particular, “haha” and “anger’ are prominent. It is interesting that political communication on Facebook triggers emotional reactions and influences the frequency of post-sharing, reflecting sadness with triggered angry reactions (Zerback and Wirz, 2021).

It was unclear whether the popularity of the populist post was driven by the “nature of the message” or “by populist actors” or through both factors’ interaction. Blassnig and Wirz (2019) have found that both populist messages and actors influence user perception of the post. Moreover, analyses of populism and user reactions show the effect of populist communication on user reaction. Populist leaders always use populist communication strategies to increase the outreach of their messages and then stimulate the users to interact with the message, Jost et al. (2020) studied this phenomenon during the German federal election campaign in 2017; they took “anger” and “love” Facebook reactions into consideration and found exclusive populist message features increase the “anger” reactions, whereas inclusive populism and positive depiction of ordinary citizen lead a high number of “love” reactions and lesser number of “anger” reactions (Jost et al., 2020). Negative emotions such as anger seem to be reflected when people come across negative information.

Similarly, Kluknavská et al. (2023) have found that leaders mobilize followers through carefully crafted messages that appeal to their emotions. Understandably, political parties use specific messages to trigger negative emotions in their followers to incorporate and mobilize them. Klinger et al. (2023) also showed that political parties across the twelve countries during the 2019 European Parliament elections evoked negative emotions and engaged in more negative campaigning by including populist content in their posts. Donald Trump used messages that frequently got various reactions from, “love” to “anger,” “wow” to “sad,” and “haha” to “like”; however, the posts that generated “love” and “sad” reactions received the highest user engagement compared to others (Tasente and Rus, 2019).



3.2.3 “Facebook reactions” in far-right politics

The “Facebook reactions” feature provides opportunities to investigate global emotional responses to political messages on Facebook, which is a common platform. Muraoka et al. (2021) described a new measure and presented a dataset of 690 political parties in 79 democracies. They studied “love” and “anger” reactions to the posts and measured the potential usage of emotional responses, with party-wise variation in the frequency of such reactions. Their results for parties received systematically different proportions of the popular reactions “love” and “anger,” which depended upon the ideology, party line, and populist orientation. The greater emotional responses came from more extremist parties; other nationalist, populist, and right-leaning parties received a relatively higher proportion of “anger” reaction as well as emotional polarization. Negative and volatile categorical reactions such as “anger,” “haha,” and “wow” primarily drive controversy, with a high sharing ratio of controversial news. Oliveira and Azevedo (2023) reveal that negative emotions do not always indicate the presence of hate speech and negativity. These are implications for detecting hate speech.

Considering the example of the Belgian far-right political party, Vlaams Belang, Matamoros Fernandez (2018) noticed that the party used Facebook reaction to spread anger and the audience responded to their call by posting more emojis to express their rage and racist tropes. She explored everyday racism manifested on Facebook as a combination of platform affordances with emojis. Thus, the study of emoji is also related to visual content, hate speech, and content moderation.

It was unclear which features of Facebook appealed to far-right groups and how these features influenced users who incorporated far-right themes and narratives, Hutchinson and Droogan (2022) attempted to find these answers by conducting a cross-national comparative analysis over three years (2016–2019) using data from 59 Australian and Canadian far-right extremist groups on Facebook. Here, the level of user engagement with the posts was assessed using “Facebook reactions” and identified the themes and narrative and generated user engagements, which mostly comprised six ‘“Facebook reactions.” In-depth, the qualitative analysis of the narrative and themes show that the highest user engagement is found with “anger” and “love” reactions paired together. These two reactions were the most frequently used, particularly in narratives and themes relating to in-group and out-group dynamics. Additionally, algorithms further amplified the visibility and impact of these reactions within these groups (Hutchinson and Droogan, 2023).

Inciting public anger, especially raising controversial issues, is a rewarding tactic to increase motivation and contribute to high-threshold interaction. Gerbaudo et al. (2023) called it “anger-triggering communication.” They state, “[t]he right-wing populists have a significantly higher number of ‘Angry’ Facebook reactions per post compared to their political adversaries; there is a positive and significant effect of the number of Angry reactions on the number of times a post is shared; Angry reactions and Shares are overrepresented in posts on immigration and security, but anger-fueled mobilization is not limited to these topics” (Gerbaudo et al., 2023). Their findings contribute to the understanding of emotional communication, populism, the effectiveness of negative campaigning, and its mobilization.



3.2.4 “Facebook reactions” in news and junk news

In a particular topic such as mis/disinformation, how do users make sense to interact with political junk news on Facebook, How is the “emotional architecture” constructed to intervene in this sense-building or interactive process? These questions were addressed through topic modeling of 40,500 junk news articles. Savolainen et al. (2020) explore the interplay between junk news, the audience, and Facebook’s emotional architecture, generating bivalent emotional logic. “Love” and “angry” rarely co-occurred and strongly correlated with other reactions. Savolainen et al. (2020) contend that the “anger” reaction seems to co-occur predominantly with the “sad” and “wow” reactions, whereas the relation between “like” and “love” reactions contains high positivity. This division of Facebook posts between positive and negative carried out further arguments for the characteristics of junk news engagement.

Another research was carried out by Sturm Wilkerson et al. (2021) about the interaction between the “hyperpartisan” news content on Facebook and audience reactions in the US in 2016. The study combined political communication, social media, affective intelligence, and emotional symbolism. It then, examined both the messages on political-leaning Facebook pages and the audience responses to hyperpartisan content. The research question addressed the content of hyperpartisan posts on Facebook, with the relationships between content and users’ engagement. The authors found that social media messages contained more “anger” reactions for audiences of both right- and left-leaning pages (Sturm Wilkerson et al., 2021), and news generating negative reactions were circulated and shared more than those generating positive reactions. The study found the emotional appeals for the prediction of “Facebook reactions.” Basile et al. (2018b) presented a study based on the “Facebook reactions” feature to predict the entropy of a post’s reactions; the reactions were further measured as a proxy to predict the controversy of news, resulting in high entropy (high reactions) with bigger controversy.

During the Mexican elections in 2018, de León and Trilling (2021) conducted a study focusing on positive versus negative political content related to emotional responses, and the degree of influence of the articles that were shared across social media in the context of that election. They found a strong relationship between the “sad” reaction and negative news and between the “wow” reaction and negative news. The last finding shows that the “wow” reaction is used as a negative expression (i.e., disbelief rather than amazement) when it comes to political news. They also found a bias in news-sharing behavior and engagement with a great amount of “anger” reaction to political news marked with violence and corruption.

In a significant case of the former British colony Hong Kong, where a political movement was ongoing after the National Security Law was passed, Nip and Berthelier (2023) conducted a study to understand the impact of cultural disparities on emotional responses to political news. They found that China-critical news pages expressed the highest emotional intensity (expressed the most anger); however, their news-sharing correlates with “wow” and “sad” reactions. While readers of China’s media in Hong Kong had expressed the lowest emotional intensity (“love”), China-supporting media readers fell in between them.

Savolainen et al. (2020) argued and discovered that the interplay between junk news (producers), the audience, and Facebook’s emotional architecture generates a bivalent emotional logic: “love” and “anger” reactions rarely co-occurred and correlated most strongly with other reactions.




3.3 Other social issues (sub-topics: psychological, sentimental and emotional, health care, business, and customer engagement, miscellaneous)

In social media, emojis are used widely and are commonly assumed to express the emotional state of the user (Tian et al., 2017). Since February 2016, Facebook users have been able to express their emotions in response to the newly introduced “Facebook reactions” feature (Pool and Nissim, 2016), which allows users to express their psychological emotions and feelings regarding published content (Raad et al., 2018).

This feature of Facebook helps to better understand the users and collect information on their preferences and likeness to be used in different areas such as business and advertisements (Hutchinson, 2016; Baldwin, 2021) or healthcare (Rovetta, 2022).

Tian et al. (2017) consider that social media is not only for sharing information but for the expression of emotion. Consequently, they argued over the upscaled size, genres, and languages or cultures dataset for investigating the types of emojis used in different emotional contexts. They found that “Facebook reactions” are a good data source for investigating the indicators of users’ emotional attitudes. Reliable “Facebook reactions” such as “anger” and “love” indicate overall sentiment. Moreover, there is a correlation between Facebook’s reactions and emoji usage. Thus, emojis can be used to detect users’ sentiments too. Giuntini et al. (2019) made it possible to determine the polarity (positive, negative, and neutral) of “Facebook reactions” and their correlation with emotional expressions; they suggested that the use of reactions could increase confidence in determining the emotions for the contents and emotional reflection of users. If we consider the collective attitude and performance through image circulation on Facebook, the reaction button makes it possible to study them. Geboers et al. (2020) used a relational approach to determine photos that have had audiences and been contextualized with mixed reactions, often showing a correlation between “sad” and “anger” as well as “love” and “sad.” Pool and Nissim (2016) conducted a study before to explore the potential of using Facebook reactions to perform emotion classification. They were finally able to develop a single model for each emotion classification. A similar approach was made by Raad et al. (2018) to create a framework for predicting the reaction distribution on Facebook posts. They examined the potential Facebook reaction usage, recognized classified emotions, and found the result through their dataset, which revealed that “Like,” “haha,” and “love,” were the most frequently used “Facebook reactions.” Graziani et al. (2019) proposed the task of emotion classification and prediction of “Facebook reactions” and warned that Facebook reactions could easily become ambiguous in mapping emotion classes. Later, Wisniewski et al. (2020) identified many design constraints of the “Facebook reaction” feature and users’ inability to express conflicting emotions.

Using Big Five personality and narcissism theories, aimed to investigate how users used “Facebook reactions,” over which content, and what personality factors motivated them to use. They found that the audience used more positive than negative reactions, concerning the established online norms and with positive self-presentation. They put reactions on status and updates, images, and at least for events. Furthermore, “Reaction use is predicted by high neuroticism, extraversion, and openness, and low narcissism, with these factors driving the use of the strong love reaction, the negative sad and angry reactions, and on the specifically personal time-hop content, possibly motivated by a desire for complex social interaction and to positively manage online interactions, and on the and pictorially salient picture and link content types”. If we consider emotional content, according to Paletz et al. (2023), emotions are associated with posts either positive or negative or both, and relatively lower and higher degrees of activation/arousal emotions, even if they control the number of followers and “Facebook reactions.”




4 Conclusion

This study suggests that “Facebook reactions” have been extensively studied as specific indicators of engagement across various broad topics. We found the basic five Facebook reactions with their nuanced patterns of reaction distribution based on specific research areas and topics.

Our analysis suggests that “love” and “haha” Facebook reactions are always considered positive responses; however, in certain cases, the “haha” and “wow” reactions can be a negative engagement indicator with ambiguous meanings. “Sad” and “anger” are always negative indicators of interactions.

Individual articles can draw different conclusions; although in the major combined topics, we have found a unique similarity, especially for Politics and Far-right groups, where emotion plays an important role in user engagement with Facebook reactions and content. A particular pattern of behavior observed in the studies under analysis is that positive emotions usually influence positive comments with positive reactions, while negative emotions influence negative comments with negative reactions on Facebook. The negative sentiment with user engagement demonstrates that negativity is the consistent factor for user connections on Facebook, and more negative reactions generate higher user engagement. It is interesting that political communication triggers emotional reactions and influences the frequency of post-sharing with sadness and angry reactions. Thus, these populist communication strategies increase the outreach of their messages and stimulate users’ interactions with Facebook reactions. In addition, a relationship exists between specific emotions such as fear, anger, enthusiasm, and pride with the engagement of users.

As social media expands, users increasingly interact with different topics and their areas of interest with different current challenges. The researchers frequently used different data sources and collection methods. Combined with the complexities of the subject, the absence of a unified source of Facebook data may have contributed to some conflicting results. The matter of concern was not only a unified data source but also the overlapping of research topics, whereas Facebook reactions played an intermediary role in determining various degrees and intensity of the user’s psychological and emotional levels with many contrasts and other factors of sociocultural norms, which always differed into certain geographical areas and their cultures. Thus, the outcome of those studies always seemed to differ.

An increasing number of studies were found with quantitative data, which were obtained by Facebook, although they were neither up to date nor relevant but for a specific time duration. Those studies have provided insights into users’ behavior and Facebook reactions dealing with wide areas and different topics. However, event-based tabloid topics, including those concerning sensational or scandalous subjects, were always ignored.

We were expecting Cultural Studies and Cross-Cultural Analysis of Facebook reactions, either as a comparative or interpretative study across the different cultural contexts. The versatility of Facebook reactions could be used for studying a wide range of fields with the integration of interdisciplinary collaboration and other studies. Researchers could examine the patterns of Facebook reactions within online communities and subcultures, such as niche interest groups, hobbyist communities, or fan groups. From this perspective, the availability of advanced large language models that can categorize large volumes of social media content more effectively and with less resource expenditure opens intriguing possibilities for analyzing how reactions to posts vary across different topics.

The future of Facebook’s reaction is likely to be multifaceted, overlapping a wide range of disciplines, and integrating with other data sources and research methodologies. We hope upcoming research will continue to refine the approaches in the exciting area of Facebook reactions and user engagement with Misinformation and Fact-Checking, Digital-Activism and Social Movements, and so on.



Data availability statement

The datasets presented in this study can be found in online repositories. The names of the repository/repositories and accession number(s) can be found in the article/Supplementary material.



Author contributions

SA: Writing – original draft, Writing – review & editing. FG: Supervision, Writing – review & editing.



Funding

The author(s) declare that no financial support was received for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.



Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.



Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.



Supplementary material

The Supplementary material for this article can be found online at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fsoc.2024.1379265/full#supplementary-material



References

 Al-Rawi, A. (2019). Networked emotional news on social media. Network. Emot. News Soci. Media Journalis. Pract. 14, 1125–1141. doi: 10.1080/17512786.2019.1685902


 Antoniadis, I., Paltsoglou, S., and Patoulidis, V. (2019). Post popularity and reactions in retail brand pages on Facebook. Int. J. Retail Distrib. Manag. 47, 957–973. doi: 10.1108/IJRDM-09-2018-0195


 Armstrong, Jan
. (2010). Naturalistic inquiry. In Encyclopedia of Research Design, 1st ed., 880–885. SAGE


 Bagić Babac, M. (2022). Emotion analysis of user reactions to online news. Inform. Discov. Deliv. 51, 179–193. doi: 10.1108/IDD-04-2022-0027


 Baldwin, Cheryl
. (2021). How to use Facebook reactions in your marketing efforts. Available at: https://www.wsiworld.com/blog/first-impressions-of-facebook-reactions.


 Basile, A., Caselli, T., and Nissim, M. (2018b). “Predicting controversial news using Facebook reactions” in Proceedings of the fourth Italian conference on computational linguistics CLiC-it 2017: 11–12 December 2017, Rome. eds. R. Basili and G. Satta (Torino: Accademia University Press), 12–17. Collana Dell’Associazione Italiana Di Linguistica Computazionale.


 Bil-Jaruzelska, A., and Monzer, C. (2022). All about feelings? Emotional appeals as drivers of user engagement with Facebook posts. Polit. Govern. 10, 172–184. doi: 10.17645/pag.v10i1.4758


 Blassnig, S., and Wirz, D. S. (2019). Populist and popular: An experiment on the drivers of user reactions to populist posts on Facebook. Soci. Med. Soci. 5:2056305119890062. doi: 10.1177/2056305119890062


 Briner, R., and Denyer, D. (2012). Systematic review and evidence synthesis as a practice and scholarship tool. Handbook Evidence-Based Manag. 112–29. doi: 10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199763986.013.0007


 Caers, R., Feyter, T., De Couck, M., Stough, T., Vigna, C., and du Bois, C. (2013). Facebook: a literature review. New Media Soc. 15, 982–1002. doi: 10.1177/1461444813488061


 Carr, C. T., Hayes, R. A., and Sumner, E. M. (2018). Predicting a threshold of perceived Facebook post success via likes and reactions: a test of explanatory mechanisms. Commun. Res. Rep. 35, 141–151. doi: 10.1080/08824096.2017.1409618


 Coleman, J. S. (1988). Social Capital in the Creation of human capital. Am. J. Sociol. 94, S95–S120. doi: 10.1086/228943


 Creswell, J. W. (2009). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods approaches. 3rd Edn. Los Angeles: Sage Publications.


 León, Ernestode, and Trilling, Damian. (2021). A sadness Bias in political news sharing? The role of discrete emotions in the engagement and dissemination of political news on Facebook. Soci. Med. Soci. 7.:9710. doi: 10.1177/20563051211059710


 Eranti, V., and Lonkila, M. (2015). The social significance of the Facebook like button. First Monday. doi: 10.5210/fm.v20i6.5505


 Fernando, C. (1977). English and Sinhala bilingualism in Sri Lanka. Lang. Soc. 6, 341–360. doi: 10.1017/S0047404500005054


 Franz, D., Marsh, H. E., Chen, J. I., and Teo, A. R. (2019). Using Facebook for qualitative research: a brief primer. J. Med. Internet Res. 21:e13544. doi: 10.2196/13544 

 Geboers, M., Stolero, N., Scuttari, A., Van Vliet, L., and Ridley, A. (2020). Why buttons matter: repurposing Facebook’s reactions for analysis of the social visual. Int. J. Commun. 14, 1564–1585,


 Gerbaudo, P., De Falco, C. C., Giorgi, G., Keeling, S., Murolo, A., and Nunziata, F. (2023). Angry posts mobilize: emotional communication and online mobilization in the Facebook pages of Western European right-wing populist leaders. Soci. Med. Soci. 9:20563051231163327. doi: 10.1177/20563051231163327


 Gerbaudo, P., Marogna, F., and Alzetta, C. (2019). When ‘positive posting’ attracts voters: user engagement and emotions in the 2017 UK election campaign on Facebook. Soci. Med. Soci. 5:2056305119881695. doi: 10.1177/2056305119881695


 Giuntini, Felipe Taliar, Ruiz, Larissa Pires, De Fatima, Luziane, Kirchner, Denise Aparecida, Passarelli, MariaDe, Reis, Jesus Dutra Dos , et al., (2019). How do I feel? Identifying emotional expressions on Facebook reactions using clustering mechanism. IEEE Access 7: 53909–53921. doi: 10.1109/ACCESS.2019.2913136


 Godard, R., and Holtzman, S. (2022). The multidimensional lexicon of Emojis: a new tool to assess the emotional content of Emojis. Front. Psychol. 13:1–10. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.921388 

 Graziani, L., Melacci, S., and Gori, M. (2019). Jointly learning to detect emotions and predict Facebook reactions. arXiv. doi: 10.48550/arXiv.1909.10779


 Hayes, R. A., Carr, C. T., and Wohn, D. Y. (2016). One click, many meanings: interpreting paralinguistic digital affordances in social media. J. Broadcast. Electron. Media 60, 171–187. doi: 10.1080/08838151.2015.1127248


 Helmond, A., Nieborg, D. B., and van der Vlist, F. N. (2019). Facebook’s evolution: development of a platform-as-infrastructure. Internet Hist. 3, 123–146. doi: 10.1080/24701475.2019.1593667


 Hutchinson, Andrew
. (2016). “How Facebook’s ‘reactions’ will change the game - An overview for marketers.” Social Media Today 26, 2016. Available at: https://www.socialmediatoday.com/social-networks/how-facebooks-reactions-will-change-game-overview-marketers.


 Hutchinson, J., and Droogan, J. (2022). Far-right ‘reactions’: a comparison of Australian and Canadian far-right extremist groups on Facebook. Behav. Sci. Terror. Polit. Aggress., 1–28. doi: 10.1080/19434472.2022.2112742


 Hutchinson, Jade, and Droogan, Julian. (2023). “More than just pretty pictures: a comparison of Australian and Canadian far-right extremist ‘reaction’ usage on Facebook.” GNET. Available at: https://gnet-research.org/2023/01/30/more-than-just-pretty-pictures-a-comparison-of-australian-and-canadian-far-right-extremist-reaction-usage-on-facebook/


 Jalan, A
. (2023). “The evolution of Facebook: from 2004 to Meta.” MUO, 2023. Available at: https://www.makeuseof.com/evolution-of-facebook/


 Jayawickrama, V., Weeraprameshwara, G., de Silva, N., and Wijeratne, Y. (2022). Facebook for sentiment analysis: baseline models to predict Facebook reactions of Sinhala posts. Int. J. Adv. ICT Emerg. Reg. 15, 22–32. doi: 10.4038/icter.v15i2.7248


 Jost, P., Maurer, M., and Hassler, J. (2020). Populism fuels love and anger: the impact of message features on users’ reactions on Facebook. Int. J. Commun. 14:22,


 Keller, T. R., and Kleinen-von Königslöw, K. (2018). Followers, spread the message! Predicting the success of Swiss politicians on Facebook and twitter. Soci. Med. Soci. 4:2056305118765733. doi: 10.1177/2056305118765733


 Kim, C., and Yang, S.-U. (2017). Like, comment, and share on Facebook: how each behavior differs from the other. Public Relat. Rev. 43, 441–449. doi: 10.1016/j.pubrev.2017.02.006


 Klinger, U., Koc-Michalska, K., and Russmann, U. (2023). Are campaigns getting uglier, and who is to blame? Negativity, dramatization and populism on Facebook in the 2014 and 2019 EP election campaigns. Polit. Commun. 40, 263–282. doi: 10.1080/10584609.2022.2133198


 Kluknavská, A., Novotná, M., and Eisele, O. (2023). Fuming mad and jumping with joy: emotional responses to uncivil and post-truth communication by populist and non-populist politicians on Facebook during the COVID-19 crisis. Mass Commun. Soc. 1–25. doi: 10.1080/15205436.2023.2252396


 Kosinski, M., Matz, S. C., Gosling, S. D., Popov, V., and Stillwell, D. (2015). Facebook as a research tool for the social sciences: opportunities, challenges, ethical considerations, and practical guidelines. Am. Psychol. 70, 543–556. doi: 10.1037/a0039210


 Krug, Sammi
. (2016). “Reactions now available globally.” Meta. Available at: https://about.fb.com/news/2016/02/reactions-now-available-globally/.


 Larsson, A. (2017). Diversifying likes - relating reactions to commenting and sharing on newspaper Facebook pages. Journal. Pract. 12, 326–343. doi: 10.1080/17512786.2017.1285244


 Macdonald, M., Russell, A., and Hua, W. (2023). Negative sentiment and congressional Cue-taking on social media. PS 56, 201–206. doi: 10.1017/S1049096522001299


 Mancosu, M. (2018). Populism, emotionalized blame attribution and selective exposure in social media. A comparative analysis of Italy and UK. Comunicazione Politica 1: 73–92. doi: 10.3270/89738


 Matamoros Fernandez, A. (2018). Inciting anger through Facebook reactions in Belgium: the use of emoji and related vernacular expressions in racist discourse. First Monday 23:9405 1-20. doi: 10.5210/fm.v23i9.9405


 Menlo Park and California (2023). “Meta reports third quarter 2023 results.” Meta Platforms, Inc. (Nasdaq: META). Available at: https://investor.fb.com/investor-news/press-release-details/2023/Meta-Reports-Third-Quarter-2023-Results/default.aspx.


 Merrill, Jeremy B., and Oremus, Will. (2021). “Five points for anger, one for a ‘like’: how Facebook’s formula fostered rage and misinformation.” Washington Post, 2021. Available at: https://www.washingtonpost.com/technology/2021/10/26/facebook-angry-emoji-algorithm/.


 Muraoka, T., Montgomery, J., Lucas, C., and Tavits, M. (2021). Love and anger in global party politics: Facebook reactions to political party posts in 79 democracies. J. Quant. Descript. 1: 1–38. doi: 10.51685/jqd.2021.005


 Newberry, Christina
. (2023). “42 Facebook statistics marketers need to know in 2023.” Social Media Marketing & Management Dashboard (blog). Available at: https://blog.hootsuite.com/facebook-statistics/ (Accessed January 17, 2023).


 Nip, J. Y. M., and Berthelier, B. (2023). Emotional profiles of Facebook pages: audience response to political news in Hong Kong. J. Med. 4, 1021–1038. doi: 10.3390/journalmedia4040065


 Noyes, Dan
. (2022). “Top valuable Facebook META statistics infographic as of Facebook, Q4 2022.” Zephoria Inc. Available at: https://zephoria.com/top-valuable-facebook-statistics/ (Accessed February 2, 2022).


 Oliveira, L., and Azevedo, J. (2021). “Profiling Media Outlets and Audiences on Facebook: COVID-19 Coverage, Emotions and Controversy.” In Proceedings of the 17th International Conference on Web Information Systems and Technologies, SCITEPRESS - Science and Technology Publications. 1, 186–96. Available at: doi: 10.5220/0010717400003058


 Oliveira, L., and Azevedo, J. (2023). Using social media categorical reactions as a gateway to identify hate speech in COVID-19 news. Sn Comp. Sci. 4:11. doi: 10.1007/s42979-022-01421-5 

 Onion, Amanda, Sullivan, Missy, Mullen, Matt, and Zapata, Christian. (2019). “Facebook launches.” History. Available at: https://www.history.com/this-day-in-history/facebook-launches-mark-zuckerberg (Accessed October 24, 2019).


 Paletz, S. B. F., Johns, M. A., Murauskaite, E. E., Golonka, E. M., Pandža, N. B., Anton Rytting, C., et al. (2023). Emotional content and sharing on Facebook: a theory cage match. Sci. Adv. 9:eade9231. doi: 10.1126/sciadv.ade9231 

 Paolillo, J. C. (2023). The awkward semantics of Facebook reactions. First Monday. doi: 10.5210/fm.v28i8.13157


 Pérez-Seoane, J., Corbacho-Valencia, J. M., and Dafonte-Gómez, A. (2023). An analysis of the Most viral posts from Ibero-American fact-checkers on Facebook in 2021. Revista ICONO 14. Revista Científica de Comunicación y Tecnologías Emergentes 21: 1–20. doi: 10.7195/ri14.v21i1.1951


 Pool, C., and Nissim, M. (2016). Distant supervision for emotion detection using Facebook reactions. arXiv. doi: 10.48550/arXiv.1611.02988


 Raad, B. T., Philipp, B., Patrick, H., and Christoph, M. (2018). “ASEDS: towards automatic social emotion detection system using Facebook reactions” in 2018 IEEE 20th international conference on high performance computing and communications; IEEE 16th international conference on Smart City; IEEE 4th international conference on data science and systems (HPCC/SmartCity/DSS) (Exeter, United Kingdom: IEEE), 860–866.


 Rahman, M. A., and Seddiqui, M. H. (2019). Comparison of classical machine learning approaches on Bangla textual emotion analysis. arXiv. doi: 10.48550/arXiv.1907.07826


 Ross, Björn, Potthoff, Tobias, Majchrzak, Tim A., Chakraborty, Narayan Ranjan, Lazreg, Mehdi Ben, and Stieglitz, Stefan. (2018). The diffusion of crisis-related communication on social media: An empirical analysis of Facebook reactions. Available at: http://hdl.handle.net/10125/50207


 Rovetta, A. (2022). World health organization is losing online credibility towards health-sensitive topics: Infodemiological analysis of Facebook users’ reactions. Health Promot. Perspect. 12, 367–371. doi: 10.34172/hpp.2022.48 

 Sandberg, L., Jacobs, K., and Spierings, N. (2022). Populist MPs on Facebook: adoption and emotional reactions in Austria, the Netherlands, and Sweden. Scand. Polit. Stud. 45, 504–528. doi: 10.1111/1467-9477.12239


 Sandoval-Almazan, R., and Valle-Cruz, D. (2018). “Facebook impact and sentiment analysis on political campaigns” in Proceedings of the 19th annual international conference on digital government research: Governance in the data age (New York, NY, USA: Association for Computing Machinery), 1–7.


 Sandoval-Almazan, R., and Valle-Cruz, D. (2020). Sentiment analysis of Facebook users reacting to political campaign posts. Digit. Govern. 1, 1–13. doi: 10.1145/3382735


 Savolainen, L., Trilling, D., and Liotsiou, D. (2020). Delighting and detesting engagement: emotional politics of junk news. Soci. Med. Soci. 6:2056305120972037. doi: 10.1177/2056305120972037


 Scissors, L., Burke, M., and Wengrovitz, S. (2016). “What’s in a like?: attitudes and behaviors around receiving likes on Facebook” in Proceedings of the 19th ACM conference on Computer-Supported Cooperative Work & Social Computing (San Francisco California USA: ACM), 1501–1510.


 Smoliarova, A., Gromova, T., and Pavlushkina, N. (2018). “Emotional stimuli in social media user behavior: emoji reactions on a news media Facebook page” in Internet Science (Russia: St. Petersburg), 242–256.


 Sturm Wilkerson, H., Riedl, M. J., and Whipple, K. N. (2021). Affective affordances: exploring Facebook reactions as emotional responses to Hyperpartisan political news. Digit. Journal. 9, 1040–1061. doi: 10.1080/21670811.2021.1899011


 Sumner, E. M., Hayes, R. A., Carr, C. T., and Wohn, D. Y. (2020). Assessing the cognitive and communicative properties of Facebook reactions and likes as lightweight feedback cues. First Monday. doi: 10.5210/fm.v25i2.9621


 Sumner, E., and Ramirez, A. (2017). Social information processing theory and Hyperpersonal perspective. doi: 10.1002/9781118783764.wbieme0090,


 Tasente, T., and Rus, M. (2019). Donald Trump’s social media communication or the voice of a man is stronger than the voice of an institution. Tech. Soci. Sci. J. 1, 1–8. doi: 10.47577/tssj.v1i1.27


 Tian, Y., Galery, T., Dulcinati, G., Molimpakis, E., and Sun, C. (2017). “Facebook sentiment: reactions and Emojis” in Proceedings of the fifth international workshop on natural language processing for social media (Valencia, Spain: Association for Computational Linguistics), 11–16.


 Tran, Tuan, Nguyen, Dong, Nguyen, Anh, and Golen, Erik. (2018). “Sentiment Analysis of Marijuana Content via Facebook Emoji-Based Reactions.” In 2018 IEEE International Conference on Communications (ICC) Kansas City, MO, USA: IEEE, 1–6. doi: 10.1109/ICC.2018.8422104


 Turnbull, S., and Jenkins, S. (2016). Why Facebook reactions are good news for evaluating social media campaigns. J. Direct Data Digit. Mark. Pract. 17, 156–158. doi: 10.1057/dddmp.2015.56


 Vaiciukynaite, Egle, Zickute, Ineta, and Salkevicius, Justas. (2023). “Solutions of Brand Posts on Facebook to Increase Customer Engagement Using the Random Forest Prediction Model.” In Artificiality and Sustainability in Entrepreneurship: Exploring the Unforeseen, and Paving the Way to a Sustainable Future, edited by Richard Adams, Dietmar Grichnik, Asta Pundziene, and Christine Volkmann, 191–214. Cham: Springer International Publishing. doi: 10.1007/978-3-031-11371-0_9


 Varanasi, R. A., Dicicco, E., and Gambino, A. (2018). “Facebook reactions: impact of introducing new features of SNS on social capital” in HCI international 2018 – Posters’ extended abstracts. ed. C. Stephanidis
, vol. 850 (Cham: Springer International Publishing), 444–451. Communications in Computer and Information Science.


 Weeraprameshwara, G., Jayawickrama, V., de Silva, N., and Wijeratne, Y. (2022). Sinhala sentence embedding: a two-tiered structure for low-resource languages. arXiv. doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2210.14472


 Wisniewski, P., Badillo-Urquiola, K., Ashtorab, Z., and Vitak, J. (2020). Happiness and fear: using emotions as a Lens to disentangle how users felt about the launch of Facebook reactions. ACM Transactions on Social Computing 3:4825. doi: 10.1145/3414825


 Zerback, T., and Wirz, D. S. (2021). Appraisal patterns as predictors of emotional expressions and shares on political social networking sites. Stud. Commun. Sci. 21, 27–45. doi: 10.24434/j.scoms.2021.01.003



Copyright
 © 2024 Anwar and Giglietto. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Facebook reactions in the context of politics and social issues: a systematic literature review



		1 Introduction



		2 Methodology



		2.1 Selection procedure



		2.1.1 Data analysis



		2.1.2 Topic categorization with results















		3 Analysis



		3.1 Overview of the article published over the timeframe analyzed



		3.1.1 Introduction of Facebook reactions









		3.2 Politics and far-right groups



		3.2.1 “Facebook reactions” in political campaigns and elections



		3.2.2 “Facebook reactions” in populist politics



		3.2.3 “Facebook reactions” in far-right politics



		3.2.4 “Facebook reactions” in news and junk news









		3.3 Other social issues (sub-topics: psychological, sentimental and emotional, health care, business, and customer engagement, miscellaneous)









		4 Conclusion



		Data availability statement



		Author contributions



		Funding



		Conflict of interest



		Publisher’s note



		Supplementary material



		References



















OPS/images/fsoc-09-1379265-g001.jpg
Number of Articles in Each Category

19

Introduction of Facebook Reactions Politics and Far-right Groups. Other Social Issues.
Categories





OPS/images/fsoc-09-1379265-t001.jpg
(A) Introduction of Facebook

reactions

(B) Politics and far-right groups () Political news, (b) Far-right and extremist
parties, racism, hate speech with COVID-19.

(©) Other social ssues Psychological,sentimental, and emotional;
health care, business and customer

engagement, miscellancous





OPS/images/cover.jpg
’ frontiers | Frontiers in Sociology

Facebook reactions in the context
of politics and social issues: a
systematic literature review












OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|






OPS/images/logo.jpg
, frontiers Frontiers in Sociology






