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ABSTRACT 

 

 

“IT’S COMPLICATED”: 

ACTUAL, IDEAL, OUGHT AND SOCIALLY DESIRABLE SELF-PRESENTATION ON FACEBOOK 

 

By 

Sarah Elizabeth Luery 

Master of Arts in Sociology 

 

This study set out to understand, by way of examining the theoretical frameworks of identity 

theory and impression management, the ways in which people do self-presentation online. Specifically, I 

looked to see whether offline self-presentation affects online self-presentation, and whether the “selves” 

people present on Facebook are actual, ideal, ought, or socially desirable. 

 Data were collected from a nationwide sample of 820 Facebook users by means of an online 

survey and analyzed through path analysis. The study results reveal that people tend to portray their actual 

selves on Facebook, rather than their ideal, ought or socially desirable selves. These results reflected those 

of an earlier study about self-presentation on Facebook (Back et al. 2010), which found that respondents 

presented their actual selves rather than their ideal selves online. However, I assumed, following the 

impression management literature, that Facebook presentations would reflect a mix of actual and ideal 

selves, as I thought people would want to create profiles that appeared authentic but also impressed their 

friends and others. 

It seems, however, that self-presentation on Facebook reflects more of an identity-theory concept 

of self, which suggests that people invoke the identity that is most salient for their situation. Due to 

Facebook relationships being, for the most part, formed offline and maintained online, people may feel less 

pressure to impress their social networks and more pressure to portray their selves in a way that their 

Facebook friends would recognize and validate.  



 1 

1. INTRODUCTION 

 Though people in American society often view the self as a fixed or inherent entity that people 

should strive to remain “true” to, many sociologists conceive of the self as something that is created and 

sustained in social interactions and that can differ from one social setting to the next. While there is a great 

deal of literature available about how people present their selves in face-to-face interactions [see Mead 

(1934); Goffman (1959, 1967, 1983) for some examples], more limited information exists on how people 

do self-presentation online, and particularly on how they create these self-presentations in non-anonymous 

social networking websites such as Facebook (www.facebook.com). This area of study is interesting in 

light of the increasing relevance of social networking sites in education, work, and daily life (Back et al. 

2010, Zhao et al. 2008).  

For my thesis topic, I have chosen to explore the ways in which people present themselves on 

Facebook. Two sets of theoretical ideas serve to frame this study: identity theory and dramaturgy. Identity 

theory [Burke (1980, 1989, 1991); Burke and Reitzes (1981); Stryker and Burke (2000); Cast and Burke 

(2002)] posits that the roles we take (student, friend, etc.) are organized in a hierarchy of salience, where 

the level of salience indicates the probability that a certain identity will be invoked across social situations. 

Following this theory, the role identities to which we are most committed stand at the top of the hierarchy 

and are activated most frequently. In a parallel set of ideas, dramaturgy [Goffman (1959, 1967, 1983)] 

describes the concept of impression management as the way people present themselves in order to be 

positively received by their interaction partners. While current theory [Walther (1992, 1996); Walther and 

Burgoon (1992)] supports the extension of impression management into online environments (a concept 

known as “selective self-presentation”), there is not much research about how identity theory plays out in 

an online environment.  

This present research project seeks to bridge this gap. Using terminology from impression 

management and the concept of a salience hierarchy from identity theory, I examine people’s commitments 

to certain identities offline and online (on Facebook). Specifically, I look to see whether the “selves” 

people present both offline and on Facebook reflect their actual, ideal, ought or socially desirable selves, or 

a combination thereof.  
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

Social networking sites offer new settings for people to do self-presentation and therefore 

represent new applications for researchers to explore how people perceive and strategically present their 

selves in social settings. This literature review examines the current body of literature available on identity 

construction both offline and on the Internet. I begin by discussing theories of the self, stemming from 

Symbolic Interactionism. I then examine Goffman’s concept of impression management, as well as its 

online application, selective self-presentation. Next, I look at identity theory as well as current and desired 

self-concepts. Finally, I explore the rise of the Facebook as a communication and identity formation tool. 

The diagram below (Figure 1) represents the theoretical ideas outlined in the text that follows.  

 

Figure 1. Outline of Theoretical Ideas. 
 
2.1 Theories of the Self 

2.1.1 Symbolic Interactionist Versions of Self 

  The notion that a person has multiple selves is the product of the Symbolic Interactionist 

movement, which views the self as a cognitive and social construction rather than a fixed entity. The 
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beginnings of Symbolic Interactionism can be traced to George Herbert Mead, who characterized the self 

as “reflexive,” meaning that which is “both subject and object” (Mead 1934:137). For Mead, the self is not 

something that is inherent to the individual; rather, it “arises in social experience” (Mead 1934:140). 

However, it is also structured in that it reflects the internalized values and beliefs of the society the 

individual lives it, as well as the responses of others to his or her behavior. The upper left corner of Figure 

1 shows how, through the Symbolic Interactionist lens, the self is highly influenced by the surrounding 

situation.  

In particular, Mead suggests that the self consists of two entities: the “I,” which is the reflexive 

“response of the organism to the attitudes of the others,” and the “me,” which is the organized set of 

attitudes of others which one himself assumes (Mead 1934:175). According to Mead, the complete self is 

only developed when the individual learns to take the attitudes of the “organized social group to which he 

belongs” (Mead 1934:155). This concept is known as the “generalized other” and implies that when an 

individual is in a group or social setting, he or she is aware of the unspoken expectations for each role 

involved in the situation and can call upon these appropriate attitudes when taking up each role. 

2.1.2 Dramaturgical Versions Of Self 

Erving Goffman’s dramaturgical approach to the self parallels that of the Symbolic Interactionists, 

in suggesting that the idea that the self is only complete when it is part of a social system is central to 

Erving Goffman’s (1959, 1967, 1983) dramaturgical work. In Goffman’s notion of self, individuals do not 

just see themselves as others see them. Instead, and very crucially, the self is only detectable as a social 

being. As Goffman (1967:84-85) writes:  

[T]he individual must rely on others to complete the picture of him of which he himself is 
allowed to paint only certain parts. Each individual is responsible for the demeanor image 
of himself and the deference image of others, so that for a complete man to be expressed, 
individuals must hold hands in a chain of ceremony, each giving deferentially with proper 
demeanor to the one on the right what will be received deferentially from the one on the 
left.  
 
While individuals may possess unique senses of self, these are reinforced and drawn out through 

their relationship with others, or what Goffman (1967) calls “joint ceremonial labor” (p. 85). In this way, 

while Mead’s notion of self is centrally self-reflexive, Goffman’s idea of self is more public and socially 

interactive. The upper right corner of Figure 1 shows how through the dramaturgical framework the self is 

highly influenced by interactions with others. 
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2.1.3 Structural Symbolic Interactionist Versions of Self 

Structural Symbolic Interactionist Sheldon Stryker builds on Mead’s idea that the self is shaped 

through interactions with others by suggesting the additional impact of social structure on identity 

development. Through his addition to identity theory, Stryker asserts that since self-concepts are 

determined by social structure, differentiated societies will produce differentiated selves organized in a 

hierarchy of salience (Stryker 1987:91). The upper left corner of Figure 1 shows the Structural Symbolic 

Interactionist self to be a product of social structure (which also influences the situations that shape Mead’s 

Symbolic Interactionist self). 

2.1.4 Identity Theory Versions of Self 

Identity theory suggests that, within social networks, people occupy various roles that each dictate 

expectations for behavior, such that “identities are internalized role expectations” (Stryker and Burke 

2000:286). Within the self, identities are organized in a hierarchy of salience, in which the identity that is 

most relevant to the situation is the most likely to be invoked (Stryker and Burke 2000:286).  

According to Burke and Reitzes (1981; see also Burke 1991:242), identities have four distinct 

features. They are “social products” (created, maintained, and reformed through interaction), “self-

meanings” (created in response to how well a role is performed), “symbolic” acts (one’s responses evoke 

mirrored responses in others), and “reflexive” events (identities are used to check one’s behavior against 

that of others and make adjustments). Burke and Reitzes also theorize “identities are a source of motivation 

for action, particularly actions that result in the social confirmation of the identity” (Burke 1991:242). In 

this way, identities serve as “cybernetic control systems” (Burke 1980, 1989, 1991) such that if people 

gather from their interactions that they are not playing their role appropriately, they can adjust their actions 

so that they are perceived to be occupying their role correctly.  

Also important to identity theory is the idea of commitment, which is the “sum of forces, 

pressures, or drives that influence people to maintain congruity between their identity setting and the input 

of reflected appraisals from the social setting” (Burke 1991:243). If commitment is low in a certain setting, 

individuals will not feel pressured to behave in a way that maintains consistency between their self-

perception and role performance. But when commitment is high in a certain setting, individuals will desire 

to present themselves in a way that is congruent with their self views. As such, people will seek out 
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“involvement in activities, in organizations, and with role partners, all of which support the person’s 

identity” (Burke 1991:244).  

It is a reality of life, however, that identities will conflict, and when this happens, the theory holds 

that the one with “greater commitment and higher salience will be reflected” (Stryker and Burke 2000:290). 

As such, identity theory can be described with the following maxim: “commitment shapes identity salience 

shapes role choice behavior” (Stryker and Burke 2000:286). 

When an individual performs his role correctly, his identity is confirmed by his peers, resulting in 

“self-verification,” where by the individual experiences “feelings of competency and worth” as well as 

increased self-esteem (Cast and Burke 2002:1042-43). Self-esteem serves as a “type of defense 

mechanism” that can be both acquired and depleted (Cast and Burke 2002:1043). When one’s identity is 

confirmed, self-esteem is built up in a reservoir; this can later be drawn on to insulate the person from the 

“distress associated with a lack of self-verification” (Burke 1991, 1996; Cast and Burke 2002:1043).  

However, there is only a finite amount of self-esteem an individual can call upon in situations that 

disrupt the self-verification process. In fact, when faced with the discomfort that arises from significant or 

regular disconnects between a perceived identity and role requirements of a situation, Cast and Burke 

(2002:1048) suggest that people may go so far as to remove themselves from the situation or even “shed 

the identity” in order to free themselves from the tension. But this outcome is one of last resort, as people 

desire to maintain their social networks and preferred identities. As a result, individuals are motivated to 

seek out situations where they can increase or reaffirm their self-esteem. The left side of Figure 1 shows 

how through Identity Theory, role expectations are formed within the social situation and internalized such 

that they become identities. These identities are organized into a hierarchy of salience such that those to 

which the actor is less committed are less salient and are invoked less often than those to which the actor is 

more committed and are therefore more salient.  

2.1.5 Current and Desired Self Concepts 

In the last few decades, theorists have expanded the literature on the self to include desired or 

future self-concepts. Markus and Nurius use the term “possible selves” to mean “the cognitive 

manifestation of enduring goals, aspirations, motives, fears, and threats” (Markus and Nurius 1986:954). 

As possible self-concepts are reinforced, they motivate people to move from current self-concepts to future 



 6 

hoped-for self-concepts. However, if possible self-concepts are not sufficiently reinforced, people might 

feel deterred from moving toward a certain desired self-concept. The center of Figure 1 shows possible 

selves as a way in which the self can be presented.  

Higgins (1987) proposes that the self can be analyzed in terms of (1) the actual self, “your 

representation of the attributes that someone (yourself or another) believes you actually possess;” (2) the 

ideal self, “your representation of the attributes that someone (yourself or another) would like you, ideally, 

to possess (i.e., a representation of someone’s hopes, aspirations, or wishes for you);” and (3) the ought 

self, “your representation of the attributes that someone (yourself or another) believes you should or ought 

to possess (i.e. a representation of someone’s sense of your duty, obligations, or responsibilities)” (320-21). 

Any of these aspects of self might be expressed or made salient at any time, depending on the 

circumstances. These concepts form the basis of Higgins’ self-discrepancy theory, which suggests that “we 

are motivated to reach a condition where our self-concept matches our personally relevant self-guides” 

(Higgins 1987:321). The center of Figure 1 shows actual, ideal and ought selves as ways in which the self 

can be presented. One way for people to achieve validation for their self-concepts is through impression 

management.  

2.2 Impression Management 

Impression management deals with the verbal and nonverbal ways in which individuals present 

themselves in interactions with others in order to convey a certain desired impression. In his influential 

book Presentation of Self In Everyday Life, Goffman (1959) theorizes that much of interaction is really 

impression management that focuses on the construction and situational presentation of the self to others. 

He suggests, “Regardless of the particular objective which the individual has in mind and of his motive for 

having this objective, it will be in his interests to control the conduct of the others, especially their 

responsive treatment of him” (Goffman 1959:3).  

People engage in impression management in their day-to-day interactions. Past studies have 

shown that when people are preparing to meet a potential romantic partner for the first time, they will alter 

their self-presentational behavior in accordance to the values desired by their date (Rowatt, Cunningham 

and Druen 1998). Even in interactions with strangers, people tend toward self-enhancing behavior in order 

to be regarded favorably (Schlenker and Pontari 2000). Leary’s (1995) impression management framework 
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asserts that because people want to be perceived in a positive light, they are likely to sacrifice accuracy in 

favor of desirable self-presentation (DeAndrea et al. 2012:401).  

For Goffman, life is a series of performances that take place in bounded settings (Goffman 1959; 

Hogan 2010:378). Goffman outlines two settings in particular: the “front region” and the “back region” 

(now commonly referred to as the “front stage” and the “back stage”) (Goffman 1959; Hogan 2010:378). In 

the front stage, people present their manicured selves – the ones they deem appropriate for the setting and 

its related role expectations. They prepare for their performances in the back stage; they might try on 

different outfits, rehearse conversations and imagine different outcomes so their performance comes off as 

flawlessly as possible. In Goffman’s words, the backstage is “a place, relative to a given performance, 

where the impression fostered by the performance is knowingly contradicted as a matter of course” 

(Goffman 1959:12; Hogan 2010:378).  

Following the dramaturgical model, actors evaluate each other’s performances by checking to see 

whether their behavior is appropriate to the situation, and then prepare their own responses. When an 

individual enters into a new social situation, he or she immediately begins searching for clues about the 

other participants. These “sign-vehicles” (Goffman 1959), such as a person’s appearance or conduct, 

provide the involved parties with information about each other, which they can then use (based on prior 

experiences with similar types of people) to determine their own actions and reactions. 

Since much of communication is based on assumptions and predictions rather than facts, people 

will always look to expressions “given” and expressions “given-off” (Goffman 1959:2) to form their 

impressions of others. Expressions “given” are verbal and behavior cues that an actor consciously chooses 

in a situation in order to convey a certain impression. By contrast, expressions “given-off” are those 

unintentionally conveyed by the actor in interaction. They are manifestations of the actor’s “true or real 

attitudes, beliefs and emotions” and are “ascertained only indirectly, through his avowals or through what 

appears to be involuntary expressive behavior” (Goffman 1959:2).  

In addition to providing cues about how to behave, these expressions “given-off” also take on 

warranting functions. When observing an actor in conversation, witnesses can use “the ungovernable 

aspects of [the actor’s] expressive behavior as a check upon the validity of what is conveyed by the 

governable aspects” (Goffman 1959:7). When immersed in a conversation with a stranger, a person might 
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look at the other’s clothes, body language, vocal inflections, eye contact and speech patterns to develop a 

clearer picture of the stranger and determine if what he or she is saying is believable. The right side of 

Figure 1 demonstrates how impression management is derived from Goffman’s dramaturgical framework 

and describes a process by which expressions given and expressions given off are used to check up on an 

actor’s self-presentation.  

2.3 History of CMC and Selective Self-Presentation: Impression Management Online 

As online environments have come to reflect offline spaces, people have increasingly begun to 

practice impression management in their online interactions (Walther 1992, 1996; Walther and Burgoon 

1992). But this is a recent phenomenon. Just over a decade ago, initial research on computer-mediated 

communication (CMC) found computers to be “inhospitable to social relationships” (Baym 1998:35).  

In more recent years, however, the Internet has come to be seen as an environment that promotes 

“interpersonal connection as well as internal organization” (Baym 1998:35; Haythornthwaite 2001; 

Wellman 2001). In fact, Jones (1998) notes that CMC “will do by way of electronic pathways what cement 

roads were unable to do, namely, connect us rather than atomize us, put us at the controls of a ‘vehicle’ and 

yet not detach us from the rest of the world” (p. 3). Kendall (2002) notes in her ethnography on multiple-

user dungeons, “Rather than merely viewing a space through the electronic window of television, many 

people feel that when they connect to an online forum, they in some sense enter a social, if not a physical, 

space” (p. 6).  

CMC erodes “boundaries between the real and the virtual, the animate and the inanimate, the 

unitary and the multiple self” (Turkle 1995:10), and thus opens up a platform for self-expression. Poster 

(1998), drawing from a concept formulated by Lévy (1995), describes the Internet as a postmodern space 

suitable for identity construction:  

Lévy’s perhaps breathtaking concept of the Internet as ‘collective intelligence’ situates 
the individual in a virtual object, an unfinished, contingent state in which identity is a 
temporary, fluid link to a process of creation, an undetermined entity whose recognition 
is never a mis(s) because it never congeals into permanence, a subject position that is 
‘never before’ rather than ‘always already’ (Levy 1995:208).  

 
Because the freeform nature of the Internet allows for identity creation (Bargh et al. 2002), it also 

encourages impression management (Walther 1992, 1996; Walther and Burgoon 1992; Wallace 1999). 

Wallace (1999) explains:  
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The desire to form impressions of other people, and to manage our own impressions in 
social settings, are fundamental human characteristics that do not disappear just because 
we now do these things on the Internet. The difference is that we are not expert at using 
the cues at hand, nor are we sure how to manage our own self-presentations (p. 36).  

 
In particular, online communication involves fewer verbal and visual warranting factors than face-

to-face communication, since people do not have access to cues like vocal tone, vocal inflection and facial 

expressions found in offline interactions (Walther and Parks 2002). There is also a greater amount of 

anonymity than in face-to-face interactions, so self-presentation tends to be more strategic, controlled and 

optimized than face-to-face self-presentation (Walther 1996; Ellison et al. 2006:418). Put differently, on the 

Internet, impressions are more frequently “given” than “given off” (Goffman 1959; Ellison et al. 

2006:418). For this reason, Walther (1992; Walther and Burgoon 1992) give online impression 

management the name “selective self-presentation” (Walther 1996:19). The lower right corner of Figure 1 

describes the way by which Goffman’s dramaturgy and impression management are filtered through the 

Internet, resulting in selective self-presentation where impressions are predominately given rather than 

given off.   

2.4 Identity Experimentation 

The degree to which people can create and experiment with their online identities is a function of 

the level of anonymity of the online setting in which they are interacting. Different web forums offer 

differing degrees of anonymity, with chat rooms offering full anonymity, online dating sites offering partial 

anonymity and Facebook offering very little anonymity. In the most anonymous online settings, people are 

free from the confines of what Simmel (1908) calls “custom, piety, or precedent” (p. 186) that accompany 

face-to-face interactions, and are therefore able to experiment with their identities free from consequence.  

While many researchers assumed that the anonymous nature of the Internet would offer “greater 

opportunities for exaggeration or outright deception in self-presentation” (Cornwell and Lundgren 

(2001:200), early studies of CMC show that the lower levels of accountability inherent within anonymous 

online environments foster self-disclosure rather than deception (Joinson 2001:188-9). Similarly, on semi-

anonymous online dating sites, research finds that people who are seeking a long-term relationship partner 

tend to present themselves authentically, and that when deception was present, it was often strategic (in 

order to make one’s profile more visible) rather than malicious (Ellison et al. 2006:13-14).  
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It seems, then, that the anonymous nature of the Internet fosters self-development rather than 

deception, because it allows people more freedom and opportunities to “present, and have accepted by 

others, aspects of their true or inner selves” than offline settings (Bargh et al. 2002:45). The lower right 

corner of Figure 1 shows how selective self-presentation can lead to identity experimentation and influence 

the ways in which people present their selves. 

There is very little research about identity experimentation and self-presentation on non-

anonymous sites such as Facebook, so this study seeks to move the conversation into this context.  

2.5 Practical Application: The Present Thesis Project 

2.5.1 About Facebook  

Facebook is a social network founded in 2004 that reports 901 million active monthly users 

(Facebook Newsroom 2012). In March 2012, 526 million users were active on average each day of the 

month, with an average of 398 million being active at least six out of the last seven days (Facebook 

Newsroom 2012). Facebook is a global resource currently available in over 70 languages, with 

approximately 80% of active monthly users living outside the U.S. and Canada (Facebook Newsroom 

2010).  

 To become a Facebook user, individuals fill out a profile, which includes opportunities for them to 

provide identifying and distinguishing information about their selves, including: their name, birthdate, birth 

place, current city of residence, educational background, occupation and employment history, relationship 

partner and status, interests and hobbies, as well as a profile picture and a larger thematic banner picture. 

They may interact with other Facebook users by posting status updates, uploading photos or videos, 

updating their current location, and providing links to content that they want to share with their social 

network. People who are connected through Facebook are called “friends,” though “the implicit definition 

of friends on Facebook ranges from established intimate friendships to simply being acquainted” (boyd 

2006; Walther et al. 2008:30). Users may also interact with their online community by sending and 

accepting friendship requests, writing on their friends’ “walls,” inviting their friends to events, “tagging” 

their friends in photos or videos to link that content to their friend’s profile, sending private messages to 

single users or groups of users, “chatting” with other Facebook users who are online via the site’s instant 

chat feature, and “poking” other users. Facebook communication can take place via the website at a 
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desktop computer, tablet, laptop or gaming console, or on the go, using a mobile smartphone application or 

a mobile phone browser, to name a few available platforms. 

2.5.2 Why Study Self-Presentation on Facebook?  

Due to its pervasiveness and it newness, Facebook is an interesting and relevant site for the study 

of online self-presentation. While Facebook may resemble online dating sites in that both allow users to 

construct profiles and interact with other members, the two platforms can be distinguished from one-

another in that Facebook friendship networks typically emerge from real life friendships, whereas online 

dating connections are traditionally made between people who don’t know one another personally (Zhao et 

a. 2008:1818). Therefore, self-presentation is likely to differ across the two platforms due to the different 

motivations that site users have: online daters want to impress other people on the site and forge 

connections they can take offline (Heino et al 2010:435), whereas Facebook users desire to present 

themselves in ways that come across as authentic to their real life friends (Back et al 2010). Furthermore, 

unlike some online dating sites where profiles are static and reflect the attributes of self the profile-maker 

wishes to feature, Facebook profiles are more dynamic and “interactive,” in that “people other than the 

person about whom the site is focused also contribute information to the site” (Walther et al. 2008: 29). The 

shared labor of construction of Facebook profiles, much like Goffman’s (1959:2) concept of impressions 

“given-off,” may serve a warranting function that encourages authenticity over identity experimentation.  

2.5.3 Self-Presentation on Facebook: Recent Studies 

Though there is limited research on identity construction on Facebook, two studies in particular 

are relevant to the present research topic. One study, by Back et al. (2010), found that males and females 

alike tend to present themselves accurately on Facebook rather than in an ideal form. The other, by Zhao et 

al. (2008), found that Facebook profiles reflect users’ “hoped-for possible selves” – that is, “highly socially 

desirable identities individuals aspire to have offline but have not yet been able to embody for one reason 

or another” (Zhao et al. 2008:1830). I next outline and critique each of these studies.  

2.5.3.1 Back et al. (2010) 

Back et al.’s (2010) study tested two competing hypotheses (idealized virtual-identity hypothesis 

and extended real-life hypothesis) to understand whether Facebook users present themselves ideally or 

accurately online. The idealized virtual-identity hypothesis stipulates that “profile owners display idealized 
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characteristics that do not reflect their actual personalities” (Back et al. 2010: 372). The extended real-life 

hypothesis holds that “people use OSNs [on-line social networking sites] to communicate their real 

personality” (Back et al. 2010: 372).  

While I chose to adopt these hypotheses into my study, I found the original methodology to be 

problematic. In particular, the study’s sample was small and demographically restrictive. Participants were 

236 OSN users (133 from Facebook in the United States and 103 from StudiVZ in Germany). This study 

would have been more powerful and generalizable if the researchers had gathered a larger sample from a 

single site. The University of Texas (where Back et al. are based) is a large campus, and the researchers 

could have sampled from numerous classes as well as posted advertisements on campus to gain a larger 

sample. Additionally, it would have been interesting if they had extended the sample to include older 

Facebook users. I suspect that younger Facebook users are more influenced by peer pressure and might 

therefore be more aware of how others perceive their profiles than older Facebook users. However, older 

Facebook users might also be less invested in the site, while younger users might be more interested in 

experimenting with their profiles. For my own study, I sampled people of different ages and ethnic 

backgrounds in order to gain a fuller picture of how people present themselves on Facebook. 

Accuracy was measured via multiple personality reports that tracked onto the Big Five personality 

dimensions (openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness and neuroticism). For the U.S. 

sample, the researchers used the Ten Item Personality Inventory (TIPI; Gosling, Rentfrow & Swann, 2003) 

to evaluate profile owners’ self-reports as well as reports from four of their good friends. For the German 

sample, the authors combined self-reports on the short form of the Big Five Inventory and the NEO Five-

Factor Inventory. The fact that the research team used two different accuracy measures for the two 

subsamples is methodologically unsound. It is difficult to say that the personality indicators measure the 

same things, introducing a great deal of opportunities for error into the design. The study would have been 

stronger if the researchers had used the same indicators for the entire sample in order to see whether people 

in different countries present themselves differently. I find it additionally problematic that the authors used 

personality indexes to tap self-concept. The two concepts are very different and should not have been 

conflated. For my own study, I sought to avoid this by creating measures that examine the self directly, 

rather than trying to infer self-concept from personality measures.  
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The authors measured ideal-self perceptions using the Ten Item Personality Inventory by asking a 

sample of participants to “describe yourself as you ideally would like to be” (Back et al. 2010 p. 373). One 

strength of this study was the use of the same indicators of ideal self for both samples. However, using a 

single question to measure ideal-self perceptions, while using complex personality measures to study 

accuracy, are both problematic because the two competing hypotheses were not given equal weight study. 

Observer ratings were obtained from 9 U.S. and 10 German undergraduate research assistants who 

looked at the participants’ profiles and rated their impressions using an observer-report form of the TIPI 

(U.S. sample) or BFI-10 (German sample). Consensus between the research assistant observations and the 

participant self-reports were calculated within each sample using intra-class correlations and aggregate 

ratings, and then was averaged across the samples. The same measurement device should have been used 

for all observers, regardless of their location. Otherwise, it is difficult to be sure that the findings reflect real 

variation or if they just reflect the two different personality indicators. Furthermore, it is problematic that 

the study allowed for observers to be in two different countries as it is difficult to ensure that they were 

observing and reporting on the same things. Observations should have occurred in the same location so that 

the researchers could have a better sense of inter-rater reliability.  

The results of the study supported the extended real-life hypothesis. However, this result was 

expected, considering that accurate self-concept was explored through a more valid and comprehensive 

measurement technique than ideal self-concept. The idealized virtual-identity hypothesis was examined 

merely by asking users to answer one question about their ideal selves, which did not tap the concept of 

idealization in a very fruitful or comprehensive way. 

For my own study, I chose to retest these two hypotheses and incorporate two new hypotheses to 

understand whether people present their “actual” (Higgins 1987), “ideal” (Higgins 1987), “ought” (Higgins 

1987), or “socially desirable” (Zhao et al. 2008:1830) selves online.  

2.5.3.2 Zhao et al. (2008) 

The other study looking at self-presentation on Facebook found that profiles reflect users’ “hoped-

for possible selves” – that is, “highly socially desirable identities individuals aspire to have offline but have 

not yet been able to embody for one reason or another” (Zhao et al. 2008:1830). Echoing the logic of 

structural Symbolic Interactionists who argue that context matters, these authors suggest that people are 
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social chameleons and “will choose to claim identities that can help them better situate within the given 

social environment” (Zhao et al. 2008:1831). Additionally, this study posits that in modern society, 

Facebook and the offline world are intricately related such that identity is a continuation of both online and 

offline personas (Zhao et al. 2008:1831). 

 While the findings for this study are interesting in that they offer an alternative to the 

ideal/accurate dichotomy, the methodology used for this study was also problematic. The study was 

conducted as part of a larger research project focusing on “ethnic identity, late adolescent friendship, 

courtship and sexuality” (Zhao et al. 2008: 1821). In-depth interviews were completed with 63 students, 

covering a variety of topics including “ethnic identity, high school social life, perceptions of and 

involvement in campus social life, friendship networks, dating and partnering experiences, as well as 

Internet usage and Facebook activities” (Zhao et al. 2008: 1822). However, only 72 of the 83 students 

interviewed had Facebook accounts.  

The fact that this study focused on identity construction on Facebook, but that not all of the 

students interviewed had a Facebook account, is a methodological weakness. Additionally unsound is that 

the interview questions addressed a wide variety of topics including “Internet usage and Facebook 

activities” (Zhao et al. 2008: 1822), but did not address identity construction on Facebook specifically. 

Instead, this portion of the results was derived from the researchers’ analysis of the participants’ Facebook 

profiles, and therefore represents the researchers’ subjective opinions, rather than the participants’ 

knowledge of how they do identity construction online.  For my own study, participants were required to 

have a Facebook account and survey questions addressed their Facebook use explicitly.  

The sample was comprised only of students who identified as African American, Vietnamese-

American, Indian-American, and Latino-Caribbean (Zhao et al. 2008: 1821), so the results cannot be 

generalized to the larger population of the student body. The researchers did supplement the non-white 

student sample with 20 additional cases that were randomly selected from a sample of white students, but 

still the sample is skewed to reflect the views of select ethnic minorities and does not represent the views of 

students of all ethnicities.  

Additionally, the data were gathered through the use of ethnically homogenous focus groups, in-

depth interviews with students and administrators, and analyses of student Facebook profiles (Zhao et al. 
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2008:1821). Because the results from this study were obtained via qualitative means from a non-

representative sample, they are not generalizable. For my own study, I attempted to capture an ethnically 

diverse sample of Facebook users.  

The researchers concluded that the study participants’ “Facebook selves appeared to be highly 

socially desirable identities individuals aspire to have offline but have not yet been able to embody for one 

reason or another” (Zhao et al. 2008, 1830). This finding seems to reflect two separate concepts that I 

explored further in my own thesis. One is that of the “socially desirable” self (one geared toward 

impressing others); the other is that of the “hoped-for possible [self]” (Zhao et al 2008: 1830) (which is 

more closely tied to Markus and Nurius’ (1986) notion of “possible selves” and Higgins’ (1987) idea of the 

“ought self”)1.  

2.5.4 Actual, Ideal, Ought and Socially Desirable Selves on Facebook 

Drawing from the theories and studies outlined above, my thesis seeks to add to the limited 

literature about self-presentation on Facebook by exploring whether the personas people present on 

Facebook reflect their “actual,” “ideal,” “ought” or “socially desirable” selves. 

Because Facebook networks are comprised primarily of “anchored relationships” (meaning 

“offline-based online relationships”) (Zhao et a. 2008:1818), Facebook users might desire to maintain 

profiles that reflect “actual” (Higgins 1987) rather than strategic versions of self in order to have their 

profiles validated by their networks. However, due to social pressures, Facebook users might instead want 

to show off their best selves online, offering a new application for Higgins’ (1987) concept of “ideal” 

selves. Alternatively, Facebook’s Timeline feature might pressure users into feeling that they should be 

achieving certain milestones based on their friends’ accomplishments, suggesting that the selves people 

present on Facebook may reflect Higgins’ (1987) concept of  “ought selves.” Still, the fact that Facebook 

users know their online social networks personally may put pressure on people to develop profiles that 

appeal to and impress their real space friends, as conceptualized by Zhao et al.’s (2008) term “socially 

desirable” selves.  

 

 

                                                
1 With the introduction of Facebook’s Timeline feature, which allows users to treat their profile like a virtual photo 
album and showcase major life events such as marriage or childbirth, this hoped-for possible self-concept might 
become increasingly relevant, as users desire to keep pace with their friendship network in accomplishing major life 
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3. METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Research Question  

Using terminology from the identity theory literature and the frameworks of impression 

management and selective self-presentation, I pose the following research question: Do the selves that 

users present online reflect actual offline selves, or are they indicative of ideal selves (the self that users 

wish to be), ought selves (the self that users think they should be) or socially desirable selves (the self that 

users assume others want them to be)?  

Put very specifically, my research question examines whether identity theory and selective self-

presentation explain the relationship between independent variables pertaining to offline self-presentation 

levels (i.e. the extent to which Facebook users present offline their actual, ideal, ought, and socially 

desirable selves) and dependent variables pertaining to online self-presentation levels (i.e. the extent to 

which Facebook users present online their actual, ideal, ought and socially desirable selves). In examining 

these relationships, I control for the independent effects of ease of Internet access, the amount of daily 

Facebook use, the level of importance of maintaining privacy on Facebook, gender, age, relationship status, 

ethnicity, the level of education, occupational status, the level of income, the length of Facebook 

membership time, the number of Facebook friends and the level of closeness to Facebook network. 

3.2 Variables 

3.2.1 Independent Variables 

 For purposes of this study, I look at the effects of four independent variables: degree of actual self-

presentation offline, degree of ideal self-presentation offline, degree of ought self-presentation offline, and 

degree of socially desirable self-presentation offline. See Table 1 below for a summary of the independent 

variables. 

3.2.2 Dependent Variables 

 I assess outcomes by way of four dependent variables: degree of actual self-presentation online, 

degree of ideal self-presentation online, degree of ought self-presentation online and degree of socially 

desirable self-presentation online. See Table 1 below for a summary of the dependent variables. 

3.2.3 Control Variables 



 17 

In addition, I sought to develop my hypotheses further by incorporating the effects of 16 control variables 

into the study. They are: ease of Internet access, number of Facebook-accessible devices, number of 

Facebook visits yesterday, minutes spent on Facebook yesterday, importance of maintaining privacy on 

Facebook, gender, age, relationship status, ethnic background, level of education, occupational status, 

household income, length of Facebook membership, number of Facebook friends and number of Facebook 

network interactions last week. See Table 1 below for a summary of the control variables. 

 Table 1 summarizes the independent, dependent and control variables used in this analysis.  
 
Variable How Variable is Assessed How Variable is Measured Type of Variable 
Degree of Actual 
Self-Presentation 
Offline 

10. On a scale of 1-10, to what 
EXTENT do you act like the 
person you REALLY ARE, 
revealing your best attributes, 
your flaws and everything in 
between? 

Ten-Point Scale Independent 

Degree of Ideal 
Self-Presentation 
Offline 

11. On a scale of 1-10, to what 
EXTENT do you act like the 
person you WISH TO BE?  

Ten-Point Scale Independent 

Degree of Ought 
Self-Presentation 
Offline 

12. On a scale of 1-10, to what 
EXTENT do you act like person 
you think you SHOULD BE?  

Ten-Point Scale Independent 

Degree of Socially 
Desirable Self-
Presentation 
Offline 

13. On a scale of 1-10, to what 
EXTENT do you try to make a 
GOOD IMPRESSION on others 
in your life?  

Ten-Point Scale Independent 

Degree of Actual 
Self-Presentation 
Online 

14. On a scale of 1-10, to what 
EXTENT does your Facebook 
page show WHO YOU REALLY 
ARE, including your best 
attributes, your flaws and 
everything in between?  

Ten-Point Scale Dependent 

Degree of Ideal 
Self-Presentation 
Online 

15. On a scale of 1-10, to what 
EXTENT does your Facebook 
page show you as the person you 
WISH TO BE?  

Ten-Point Scale Dependent 

Degree of Ought 
Self-Presentation 
Online 

16. On a scale of 1-10, to what 
EXTENT does your Facebook 
page show you as the person you 
think you SHOULD BE?  

Ten-Point Scale Dependent 

Degree of Socially 
Desirable Self-
Presentation 
Online 

17. On a scale of 1-10, to what 
EXTENT is your Facebook page 
designed to make a GOOD 
IMPRESSION on your network?  

Ten-Point Scale Dependent 

Ease of Internet 
Access 

4. On a scale of 1-10, describe 
how easy it is for you to access 
the Internet at any given time.  

Ten-Point Scale Control 

Number of 
Facebook-
Accessible 

5. Which of the following 
devices to you use to check your 
Facebook page?  

Check All That Apply Control 
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Devices 
Number of 
Facebook Visits 
Yesterday 

6. Write the number of times you 
checked Facebook 
YESTERDAY?  

Fill In The Blank Control 

Minutes Spent on 
Facebook 
Yesterday 

7. How much time (hours, 
minutes) did you ACTIVELY 
spend on Facebook 
YESTERDAY?  

Fill In The Blank Control 

Level of 
Importance of 
Maintaining 
Privacy on 
Facebook 

8. On a scale of 1-10, how 
important is it to you to maintain 
your privacy on Facebook?  

Ten-Point Scale Control 

Level of Profile 
Restrictions 

9. Mark whether you RESTRICT 
the following groups of people 
from viewing your Facebook 
page.  

Ten-Point Scale Control 

Gender 18. What is your gender?  Multiple Choice with a Text 
Box for “Other” 

Control 

Age 19. What is your birthday?  Fill In The Blank Control 
Relationship 
Status 

20. What is your relationship 
status? 

Multiple Choice with a Text 
Box for “Other” 

Control 

Ethnic 
Background 

21. What is your ethnic 
background?  

Check All That Apply with a 
Text Box for “Other” 

Control 

Level of 
Education 

22. What is the highest year of 
education you have completed?  

Multiple Choice  Control 

Occupational 
Status 

23. What is your employment 
status?  

Multiple Choice Control 

Household 
Income 

24. What is your total household 
income? 

Multiple Choice Control 

Length of 
Facebook 
Membership 

25. What date did you join 
Facebook?  

Fill In The Blank Control 

Number of 
Facebook Friends 

26. How many Facebook friends 
do you have?  

Fill In The Blank Control 

Number of 
Facebook 
Network 
Interactions Last 
Week 

27. Roughly how many of your 
Facebook friends did you:  
--See in person last week?  
--Talk with on the phone last 
week?  
--Email with last week?  
--Chat online (g-chat, AIM, etc) 
with last week?  
--Interact with on Facebook 
(messages, wall posts, tagging 
photos, check ins) last week?  

Fill In The Blank Control 

 
Table 1. Summary of Variables 
 
3.3 Hypotheses 
 

This study seeks to understand how people do self-presentation on Facebook, as well as to expand 

on the current literature about identity construction on Facebook. In particular, it looks at whether the 
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selves people present online reflect their actual selves (extended real-life hypothesis), ideal selves 

(idealized virtual-identity hypotheses), ought selves (ought self-presentation hypothesis) or socially 

desirable selves (social desirability hypothesis).  

3.3.1 Extended Real-Life Hypothesis 

Extended real-life hypothesis posits that people who practice actual self-presentation offline are 

more likely to practice actual self-presentation online and less likely to practice ideal, ought or socially 

desirable self-presentation online than people who practice ideal, ought or socially desirable self-

presentation offline.  

3.3.2 Idealized Virtual-Identity Hypothesis 

Idealized virtual-identity hypothesis posits that people who practice ideal self-presentation offline, 

compared with those who practice actual self-presentation offline, are more likely to practice ideal, ought 

or socially desirable self-presentation online. 

3.3.3 Ought Self-Presentation Hypothesis 

Ought self-presentation hypothesis posits that people who practice ought self-presentation offline, 

compared with those who practice actual self-presentation offline, are more likely to practice ought, ideal 

or socially desirable self-presentation online. 

3.3.4 Social desirability hypothesis 

Social desirability hypothesis posits that people who practice socially desirable self-presentation 

offline, compared with those who practice actual self-presentation offline, are more likely to practice 

socially desirable, ideal or ought self-presentation online. 

A summary of these hypotheses is illustrated in Figure 2.  
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Figure 2. Diagram of Hypotheses. 

3.4 Research Instrument  

Data for this study was collected using an online questionnaire. The original draft of the 

questionnaire was piloted between January 2011 and May 2011, with 108 undergraduate students, at a 

public university in Southern California, to determine whether the selves people present on Facebook are 

accurate or idealized.  

This survey was revised in February 2012 to include two additional hypotheses, and the questions 

were rewritten so that it would be appropriate for nationwide online distribution. It was submitted to the 

Institutional Review Board in March 2012 and approved for use in May 2012 and then again in December 

2012 after further revisions.  

The survey was hosted and distributed on www.surveymonkey.com. Online distribution was 

chosen for several reasons. First, because the topic of the research is presentation of self on Facebook, I 

was interested in establishing congruity between the way the respondents interacted with the survey and the 

way they interacted with their Facebook accounts. Due to the sensitive and personal nature of some of the 

survey questions, I thought participants might feel most comfortable talking about their online behavior on 

their own time schedule, from a location of their choosing, with as much privacy as they wished, and from 
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their own preferred Internet-connected devices. Additionally, I wanted participants to have access to their 

Facebook accounts during the course of the survey. This particular distribution method also enabled data to 

be collected quickly and at a relatively low cost. Furthermore, it allowed for a larger sample size than could 

be obtained under the time constraints of the project via in-person interviews, phone interviews or other 

research methods. 

The survey contained 144 multiple-choice and fill-in-the-blank questions, which addressed 

respondents’ Internet usage, presentation of self both offline and on Facebook, and demographics. The 

majority were 10-point Likert scale questions that assessed where respondents rated themselves across the 

four hypotheses. Respondents consented to the survey by clicking a button at the beginning of the survey 

agreeing that they had been briefed on the nature and purpose of the study and were free to end their 

participation at any point. The consent page also informed participants that their responses would remain 

anonymous, and that their data would only be used for the purposes of this specified academic study, would 

be preserved in a secure manner during the analysis, and would be destroyed two years after the completion 

of the project. Participants who opted to participate in the survey also had to agree to three initial 

statements that they were 18 or older, lived in the US, and had a Facebook account. See Appendix A for the 

full research instrument.  

3.5 Sampling Techniques 

Prior to distributing the survey, I created a Facebook page2 that explained the purpose and nature 

of the study, outlined my research goals, and provided a link to the survey. Participants who were interested 

in following the study to its completion could subscribe to updates by “liking” the Facebook page. The 

page contained my contact information so that people could contact me at any point during the study to ask 

questions or express concerns3. 

The sample for this study was obtained through non-probability sampling methods, including 

convenience and snowball sampling. My first step was to reach out to my Facebook network to ask if they 

would participate in the survey and then share it with their Facebook friends. I chose to use non-probability 

sampling because I desired a large, relatively representative (by gender, ethnicity and age), nationwide 

                                                
2 https://www.facebook.com/PresentationOfSelfOnline 
3 While several students contacted me with questions or suggestions about the study, I did not receive any concerns. 
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sample but did not have access to a generalized sampling frame. I thought that with social networks being 

fairly ubiquitous, I could gather a large sample relatively quickly by asking people to help me distribute the 

survey by sharing it within their own networks.   

I also used convenience sampling to boost my response rate. I posted links to the survey on 

Reddit,4 an online community of user-submitted news and entertainment to which I belong. I chose to 

target four “sub-Reddits,” or sub-communities, whose members might find the study interesting: 

“r/Sociology5,” “r/Facebook6,” “r/SampleSize7,” and “r/Psychology8.”  

3.6 Data Collection and Processing Techniques  

Data were collected between December 9, 2012 and January 26, 2013. Of the 983 participants who 

started the survey, 452 (46%) completed it. Data were managed and analyzed in SPSS, and was cleaned up 

by first removing those participants who didn’t qualify for the study, and then those who qualified for the 

study but did not answer any questions. Responses from participants who did not complete the survey but 

answered a majority of the questions were included in the study. This reduced the overall sample to 820.  

 Frequencies and descriptive statistics were run for all variables to establish whether they were 

normally distributed or were skewed in any way, as well as how many cases were missing. The majority of 

the numerical coding of the dataset was done up front in Survey Monkey during the survey design process. 

While cleaning the data set, I recoded the remaining open-ended responses into numeric codes. 

To find out how easy it was for respondents to access the Internet (question 4), data were collected 

on a ten-point scale, where “1” meant “I have NO access to the Internet” and “10” meant “I have 

UNLIMITED access to the Internet.”  

To find out how many devices respondents used to check Facebook (question 5), respondents were 

asked to check boxes for each device they used. Possible responses included: Home desktop computer, 

Laptop computer, Tablet, Smartphone, Gaming Console, iPod, Work computer, Library computer, 

School/university computer, Internet Café and Other (respondents who checked “other” were asked to 

                                                
4 www.reddit.com 
5 http://www.reddit.com/r/sociology 
6 http://www.reddit.com/r/facebook 
7 http://www.reddit.com/r/samplesize 
8 http://www.reddit.com/r/psychology 
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specify with a fill-in-the-blank response). Data were then summed to create a composite variable 

representing the total number of devices that respondents used to check Facebook.  

To ascertain the number of times respondents visited their Facebook pages yesterday (question 6), 

respondents provided an answer in an open-ended text box. As a result, the responses ranged from 

numerical (1 visit, 5 visits) to ranges of numbers (25-30 visits). In order to make this variable quantitative, 

responses that featured ranges of numbers were recoded as just the lower end of the range (25-30 visits 

would be recoded as 25). Responses that included a plus sign to indicate a range (10+ visits, for example) 

were recoded as the lower end of the range (10). Non-descript responses (“a lot” or “constantly” or 

“countless” for example) were considered missing data.  

To find out how much time respondents spent on Facebook yesterday (question 7), respondents 

were asked to fill out two open-ended text boxes – one for hours actively spent on Facebook, and one for 

minutes actively spent on Facebook. They were instructed not to count time that they were logged into their 

account while doing other things. All responses were later recoded into minutes to establish continuity of 

measurement. Responses that were impossible were recoded as missing data (e.g. 90 hours).  

To establish how important privacy was to respondents (question 8), data were collected on a ten-

point scale, where “1” implied that privacy was “Not Important At All” and “10” implied that privacy was 

“Extremely Important.”  

To find out to what extent respondents restricted their Facebook profile to their online 

communities (question 9), respondents were asked to answer on ten-point scales (where “1” meant “No 

Restrictions; They See Everything I Post” and “10” meant “Full Restrictions; I Am Not Facebook Friends 

With Them”) how much they restricted their profiles to their: close friends, acquaintances, family, 

boss/supervisor, coworkers, clients/customers, teachers/professors, classmates, students and religious 

community. There was also a place for respondents to mark “N/A” if the specific question did not apply 

them. Responses were then summed into a composite variable.  

To determine to what degree respondents presented their actual selves offline (question 10), 

respondents were asked to respond on ten-point scales (where “1” meant “Not At All” and “10” meant 

“Completely”) regarding “to what EXTENT do you act like the person you REALLY ARE, revealing your 

best attributes, your flaws and everything in between” – in general, alone at home, alone in public, with 
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their close friends, with their acquaintances, with their family, at work with their boss/supervisor, at work 

with their coworkers, at work with their clients/customers, at school with their teachers/professors, at 

school with their classmates, at school with their students, and with members of their religious 

communities. There was also a place for respondents to mark “N/A” if the specific question did not apply 

them. The responses were their all summed to create a composite variable called “Actual Offline 

Composite,” which was used in path analysis through AMOS and in descriptive analysis. 

To determine to what degree respondents presented their ideal selves offline (question 11), 

respondents were asked to respond on ten-point scales (where “1” meant “Not At All” and “10” meant 

“Completely”) regarding “to what EXTENT do you act like the person you WISH TO BE?” – in general, 

alone at home, alone in public, with their close friends, with their acquaintances, with their family, at work 

with their boss/supervisor, at work with their coworkers, at work with their clients/customers, at school 

with their teachers/professors, at school with their classmates, at school with their students, and with 

members of their religious communities. There was also a place for respondents to mark “N/A” if the 

specific question did not apply them. The responses were their all summed to create a composite variable 

called “Ideal Offline Composite,” which was used in path analysis through AMOS and in descriptive 

analysis. 

To determine to what degree respondents presented their ought selves offline (question 12), 

respondents were asked to respond on ten-point scales (where “1” meant “Not At All” and “10” meant 

“Completely”) regarding “to what EXTENT do you act like person you think you SHOULD BE?” – in 

general, alone at home, alone in public, with their close friends, with their acquaintances, with their family, 

at work with their boss/supervisor, at work with their coworkers, at work with their clients/customers, at 

school with their teachers/professors, at school with their classmates, at school with their students, and with 

members of their religious communities. There was also a place for respondents to mark “N/A” if the 

specific question did not apply them. The responses were then all summed to create a composite variable 

called “Ought Offline Composite,” which was used in path analysis through AMOS and in descriptive 

analysis. 

To determine to what degree respondents presented their socially desirable selves offline (question 

13), respondents were asked to respond on ten-point scales (where “1” meant “Not At All” and “10” meant 



 25 

“Completely”) regarding “to what EXTENT do you try to make a GOOD IMPRESSION on others in your 

life?” – in general, alone at home, alone in public, with their close friends, with their acquaintances, with 

their family, at work with their boss/supervisor, at work with their coworkers, at work with their 

clients/customers, at school with their teachers/professors, at school with their classmates, at school with 

their students, and with members of their religious communities. There was also a place for respondents to 

mark “N/A” if the specific question did not apply them. The responses were their all summed to create a 

composite variable called “Socially Desirable Offline Composite,” which was used in path analysis through 

AMOS and in descriptive analysis. 

To determine to what degree respondents presented their actual selves online (question 14), 

respondents were asked to respond on ten-point scales (where “1” meant “Not At All” and “10” meant 

“Completely”) regarding “to what EXTENT does your Facebook page show WHO YOU REALLY ARE, 

including your best attributes, your flaws and everything in between?” – looking at their overall Facebook 

page, their profile picture, their cover photo, their relationship status, their gender, their birthday, their 

employer information, their education information, their languages spoken, their religious views, their 

political views, their interests, their status updates, the photos they uploaded of themselves and the photos 

they uploaded of their interests. There was also a place for respondents to mark “N/A” if the specific 

question did not apply them. The responses were their all summed to create a composite variable called 

“Actual Online Composite,” which was used in path analysis through AMOS and in descriptive analysis. 

To determine to what degree respondents presented their ideal selves online (question 15), 

respondents were asked to respond on ten-point scales (where “1” meant “Not At All” and “10” meant 

“Completely”) regarding “to what EXTENT does your Facebook page show you as the person you WISH 

TO BE?” – looking at their overall Facebook page, their profile picture, their cover photo, their relationship 

status, their gender, their birthday, their employer information, their education information, their languages 

spoken, their religious views, their political views, their interests, their status updates, the photos they 

uploaded of themselves and the photos they uploaded of their interests. There was also a place for 

respondents to mark “N/A” if the specific question did not apply them. The responses were their all 

summed to create a composite variable called “Ideal Online Composite,” which was used in path analysis 

through AMOS and in descriptive analysis. 
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To determine to what degree respondents presented their ought selves online (question 16), 

respondents were asked to respond on ten-point scales (where “1” meant “Not At All” and “10” meant 

“Completely”) regarding “to what EXTENT does your Facebook page show you as the person you think 

you SHOULD BE?” – looking at their overall Facebook page, their profile picture, their cover photo, their 

relationship status, their gender, their birthday, their employer information, their education information, 

their languages spoken, their religious views, their political views, their interests, their status updates, the 

photos they uploaded of themselves and the photos they uploaded of their interests. There was also a place 

for respondents to mark “N/A” if the specific question did not apply them. The responses were their all 

summed to create a composite variable called “Ought Online Composite,” which was used in path analysis 

through AMOS and in descriptive analysis. 

To determine to what degree respondents presented their socially desirable selves online (question 

17), respondents were asked to respond on ten-point scales (where “1” meant “Not At All” and “10” meant 

“Completely”) regarding “to what EXTENT is your Facebook page designed to make a GOOD 

IMPRESSION on your network?” – looking at their overall Facebook page, their profile picture, their cover 

photo, their relationship status, their gender, their birthday, their employer information, their education 

information, their languages spoken, their religious views, their political views, their interests, their status 

updates, the photos they uploaded of themselves and the photos they uploaded of their interests. There was 

also a place for respondents to mark “N/A” if the specific question did not apply them. The responses were 

their all summed to create a composite variable called “Socially Desirable Online Composite,” which was 

used in path analysis through AMOS and in descriptive analysis. 

Gender (question 18) was asked as a multiple-choice question, with possible responses being 

“male,” “female” and an open-ended text box for “other” responses. In addition to male/female responses, 

respondents listed “genderqueer,” “androgyne,” “ftm/genderqueer” and “transgender” which were recoded 

into “other gender.”  

Age (question 19) was established by asking respondents’ birthdates and then computing a new 

variable, age in years, based on the date that this particular analysis was completed (January 30, 2013).  

Relationship status (question 20) was a multiple-choice question, with responses being “Single,” 

“In a relationship,” “Married, “Civil Partnership,” “Separated,” “Divorced,” “Widowed,” and an open-



 27 

ended text box for “other” responses. Written-in responses included “engaged” and “master-slave 

relationship.” “Engaged” was given a numerical code of its own; “master-slave relationship” was recoded 

as “in a relationship.”  

Ethnicity (question 21) was a check-all-that-apply question, with possible responses being 

“American Indian or Alaskan Native,” “Asian,” “Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander,” “White or 

Caucasian,” “Hispanic or Latino,” “Black or African American,” “Biracial” and an open-ended text box for 

“other” responses. Written-in responses included combinations of various ethnicities, “White, Jew, 

Pennsylvania Dutch (Swiss Mennonite),” “Asian, Filipino” and “Greek.” “Greek” was recoded as “White.” 

Responses with more than one ethnicity checked or written in were recoded as “multiethnic” and given 

their own numeric code.  

Level of education (question 22) was a multiple-choice question, with responses being “Less than 

High School,” “High School/GED,” “Trade School,” “Some College,” “Two-Year College Degree (AA),” 

“Four-Year College Degree (BA, BS),” “Master’s Degree,” “Doctoral Degree” and “Professional Degree 

(MD, JD).”  

Occupational status (question 23) was a multiple-choice question, with responses being “Student,” 

“Student with one or more part-time jobs,” “Student with a full-time job,” “Employed at one or more part-

time jobs,” “Employed full-time,” “Self-employed,” “Out of work and looking for work,” “Out of work but 

not currently looking for work,” “A homemaker,” “Retired” and “Unable to work.”  

Total household income (question 24) was a multiple-choice question, with possible responses 

being “Less than $10,000,” “$10,000 - $19,999,” “$20,000 - $29,999,” “$30,000 - $39,999,” “$40,000 - 

$49,999,” “$50,000 - $59,999,” “$60,000 - $69,999,” “$70,000 - $79,999,” “$80,000 - $89,999,” “$90,000 

- $99,999,” “$100,000 – $149,999,” and “$150,000 and up.”  

The length of time that respondents had been members of Facebook was established by asking 

people the date they joined Facebook (question 25). This variable was recoded into the number of days on 

Facebook, which was recoded again into the number of years on Facebook. Answers that exceeded nine 

years (the amount of time that Facebook had existed at the time of the analysis) were recoded as system 

missing.  
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The number of friends respondents had on Facebook (question 26) was an open-ended fill-in-the-

blank question and the responses were left as is because they reflected positive whole number values that 

were suitable for the analysis.  

Number of Facebook interactions (question 27) was established by asking respondents to report 

(by filling in the blank) how many people from their Facebook networks they saw in person last week, 

talked with on the phone last week, emailed with last week, chatted online with (g-chat, AIM, etc.) last 

week, and interacted with on Facebook last week. Responses were left as is because they reflected positive 

whole number values that were suitable for analysis. 

3.7 Missing Data Handling Techniques 

 Due to the substantial amount of missing data in the study, I used expectation-maximization 

analysis to impute missing data in order to maintain my sample size during my data analysis. This method 

handled the missing values better than the two other models I compared it to: Listwise deletion maintained 

the integrity of the data but drastically reduced my sample size, destroying the statistical power of the 

analysis; and while replacing missing data with the mean produced similar results in some cases, when 

there were cases with substantial missing data, missing value analysis faired much better in imputing 

missing data because it relied upon the patterns in surrounding responses. I determined that the data were 

suitable for missing value analysis using Little’s Missing Completely at Random Test (MCAR); the data set 

passed (X2=48944.731, df=49489, p=.959), suggesting that the missing data were random and therefore 

suitable for expectation-maximization analysis9. 

 Once missing data were imputed, the variables having to do with each version of offline and 

online self-presentation were summed into composite variables (Actual Self-Presentation Offline, Ideal 

Self-Presentation Offline, Ought Self-Presentation Offline, Socially Desirable Self-Presentation Offline, 

Actual Self-Presentation Online, Ideal Self-Presentation Online, Ought Self-Presentation Online and 

Socially Desirable Self-Presentation Online), which I ran through principle component analysis using a 

promax rotation to determine whether the variables shared an underlying structure. See Tables 13 through 

28 in Appendix B for the full principal component analysis outputs. Based on the various factor loadings 

                                                
9 Little’s MCAR test is based on a null hypothesis that missing values in the dataset are missing completely at random. 
Therefore, a chi-square value that is greater than .05 means that we fail to reject the null hypothesis, suggesting that the 
data are missing completely at random and therefore Expectation Maximization can be run to impute missing data. 
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produced, I experimented with different combinations of the composite variables in AMOS in order to 

determine path associations, but ultimately, the model that faired best was the one that included the full 

composite variables in it, due to the chi square value of the model being low and the p-value the least 

significant. The results of this analysis are presented in the following section.  
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4. RESULTS 

4.1 Sample Demographics 

 Results from this study are based on a sample of 820 Facebook users ranging in age from 18 to 68. 

The mean age was 27.71, suggesting that, compared to the national Facebook population, this sample 

skewed somewhat young10.  

By gender, 538 of the respondents identified as male (65.61%) and 276 identified as female 

(33.66%); six respondents identified as “other” gender (0.73%). Compared to the national Facebook 

population, females in the sample were substantially overrepresented and males were substantially 

underrepresented11.  

The majority of respondents in the sample were white (616 or 75.12%); the remaining respondents 

were Hispanic (113 or 13.78%), multiethnic (43 or 5.24%), Asian (23 or 2.80%), African American (15 or 

1.83%), Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander (3 or 0.004%), biracial (3 or 0.004%) and Greek (1 or 

0.001%). Compared to the national Facebook population, whites and Hispanics were proportionally 

represented, while African Americans were substantially under-represented12.  

Respondents were for the most part single (394 or 48%), in a relationship (303 or 37%) or married 

(103 or 12.6%). A small percentage of respondents were engaged (9 or 1.1%), in a civil partnership (6 or 

0.7%) or divorced (5 or 0.6%).  

Participants were relatively well educated, with 232 (28.3%) having finished some college, 227 

(27.7%) having completed a two-year college degree, and 215 (26.2%) having earned a four-year college 

degree. A smaller percentage of respondents had completed more education than the average respondent 

[65 (7.9%) had a master’s degree, 21 (2.6%) had a doctoral degree, and 9 (1.1%) had earned a professional 

degree like an MD or JD], while some had less education than the average respondent [11 (1.3%) had 

finished trade school, 35 (4.3%) had completed high school or passed the GED, and 5 (0.6%) had less than 

a high school education].  

                                                
10 16% of Facebook users are ages 18-22, 33% are ages 23-35, 25% are ages 36-49, 19% are ages 50-64 and 6% are age 
65 and older (Pew Internet & American Life Project 2011). 
11 43% of Facebook users are male and 58% are female (Pew Internet & American Life Project 2011) 
12 78% of Facebook users are white, 9% are black, 9% are Hispanic and 12% are another race (Pew Internet & 
American Life Project 2011) 
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Looking at occupational statuses, the majority of respondents were students with full-time jobs 

(191 or 23.3%), or people who were employed full time (181 or 22.1%) or employed part time at one or 

more jobs (165 or 20.1%). A large proportion of the sample was students with one or more part-time jobs 

(131 or 16%) or full-time students (83 or 10.1%). Other respondents reported being self-employed (21 or 

2.6%), out of work and looking for work (19 or 2.3%), out of work but not currently looking for work (8 or 

1.0%), a homemaker (10 or 1.2%), retired (6 or 0.7%), or unable to work (5 or 0.6%).  

The majority of respondents had moderate total household incomes, with 141 (17.2%) earning 

$40,000-$49,999; 135 (16.5%) earning $50,000-$59,999; 109 (13.3%) earning $30,000-$39,999; and 85 

(10.4%) earning $60,000-$69,000. Roughly one-fifth of respondents reported low total household incomes, 

with 72 (8.8%) earning $20,000-$29,999; 45 (5.5%) earning $10,000-$19,999; and 64 (7.8%) earning less 

than $10,000. Another one-fifth of respondents reported high total household incomes, with 20 (2.4%) 

earning $70,000-$79,999; 27 (3.3%) earning $80,000-$89,000; 24 (2.9%) earning $90,000-$99,999; 53 

(6.5%) earning $100,000-$149,999; and 45 (5.5%) earning $150,000 and above. For all variables, see Table 

29 in Appendix C for full descriptive statistics. 

4.2 Sample Facebook Behavior   

Overall, the sample was very connected to the Internet, with respondents reporting an average ease 

of connectivity score of 9.12 out of 10. On average, respondents had been members of Facebook for six 

(6.02) years and had 445 (445.28) Facebook friends. Additionally, they used an average of three (3.08) 

devices to access their Facebook accounts. When asked about their Facebook behavior “yesterday,” 

participants reported an average of nine (9.41) Facebook visits, totaling an average of 61.35 minutes spent 

on the site.   

Participants also valued their privacy, with its level of importance averaging a score of 7.75 out of 

10. Respondents tended to restrict their Facebook more to their professional online communities than their 

personal online communities. On a ten-point scale, with 1 being “No Restrictions, They See Everything I 

Post” and 10 being “Full Restrictions, I am Not FB Friends With Them,” the sample averaged: 1.41 with 

close friends, 3.29 with classmates, 3.40 with family, 3.54 with acquaintances, 4.85 with their religious 

community, 5.07 with coworkers, 6.53 with their teachers/professors, 7.11 with their boss/supervisor, 7.11 

with their students and 7.45 with their clients.  
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Looking at the number of Facebook network interactions respondents engaged in “last week,” 

people saw an average of 17 (17.19) of their friends in person, talked to an average of four (4.34) friends on 

the phone, corresponded with an average of four (4.69) friends over email, chatted online with an average 

of eight (8.40) friends and interacted on Facebook with an average of 47 (47.92) friends. For all variables, 

see Table 29 in Appendix C for full descriptive statistics. 

4.3 Examining the Independent Variables 

Respondents tended toward higher self-presentation scores offline than they did online. Looking at 

actual self-presentation offline, participants were asked to respond on a scale of 1-10 (with 1 being “not at 

all” and 10 being “completely”), to what extent they act like the person they really are, revealing their best 

attributes, their flaws, and everything in between. In general, respondents reported an average score of 7.42, 

suggesting that they usually felt like they presented themselves authentically offline. For a summary of the 

means of all the variables pertaining to actual self-presentation offline, see Table 2 below. See Table 29 in 

Appendix C for the full descriptive statistics for actual self-presentation offline. 

Question Name of Variable N Min. Max. Mean S.D. 

Degree of 
Actual Self-
Presentation 
Offline: (1= 
Not At All; 

10= 
Completely) 

Alone At Home 820 1 10 9.22 1.113 
With Close Friends 820 1 10 8.57 1.150 
With Your Family 820 1 10 7.53 1.922 
In general  820 1 10 7.42 1.505 
Alone In Public 820 1 10 6.95 1.879 
At School, with your Classmates  820 1 10 6.61 1.551 
With Acquaintances 820 1 10 6.51 1.723 
At Work, with your Coworkers  820 1 10 6.28 1.720 
At School, with your Teachers/Professors 820 1 10 5.81 1.659 
At Work, with your Boss or Supervisor  820 1 10 5.62 1.855 
With Members of your Religious Community 820 1 10 5.55 1.894 
At School, with your Students  820 1 10 5.39 1.734 
At Work, with your Clients or Customers  820 1 10 5.09 1.942 

 
Table 2. Summary of Descriptive Statistics, Actual Self-Presentation Offline (By Mean). 
 

In the case of ideal self-presentation offline, participants were asked to respond on a scale of 1-10 

(with 1 being “not at all” and 10 being “completely”), to what extent they act like the person they wish to 

be. In general, respondents reported an average score of 6.47, suggesting they felt like they presented 

themselves moderately ideally offline. For a summary of the means of all the variables pertaining to ideal 

self-presentation offline, see Table 3 below. See Table 29 in Appendix C for the full descriptive statistics 

for ideal self-presentation offline. 
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Question Name of Variable N Min. Max. Mean S.D. 

Degree of 
Ideal Self-

Presentation 
Offline: (1= 
Not At All; 

10= 
Completely) 

With Close Friends 820 1 10 6.60 2.170 
In general  820 1 10 6.47 2.027 
With Acquaintances 820 1 10 6.41 2.046 
Alone In Public 820 1 10 6.34 2.134 
At School, with your Teachers/Professors 820 1 10 6.32 1.939 
At Work, with your Coworkers  820 1 10 6.15 1.998 
At School, with your Classmates  820 1 10 6.13 1.898 
At Work, with your Boss or Supervisor  820 1 10 6.11 2.069 
Alone At Home 820 1 10 6.06 2.530 
At Work, with your Clients or Customers  820 1 10 5.98 2.053 
At School, with your Students  820 1 10 5.97 1.825 
With Your Family 820 1 10 5.92 2.270 
With Members of your Religious Community  820 1 10 5.69 2.016 

 
Table 3. Summary of Descriptive Statistics, Ideal Self-Presentation Offline (By Mean). 

 
In the instance of ought self-presentation offline, participants were asked to respond on a scale of 

1-10 (with 1 being “not at all” and 10 being “completely”) to what extent they act like the person they think 

they should be. In general, respondents reported an average score of 6.83, suggesting that they were 

moderately concerned with how they should present themselves offline. For a summary of the means of all 

of the variables pertaining to ought self-presentation offline, see Table 4 below. See Table 29 in Appendix 

C for the full descriptive statistics for ought self-presentation offline. 

Question Name of Variable N Min. Max. Mean S.D. 

Degree of 
Ought Self-
Presentation 
Offline: (1= 
Not At All; 

10= 
Completely) 

At Work, with your Boss or Supervisor  820 1 10 7.33 1.711 
At Work, with your Clients or Customers  820 1 10 7.13 1.743 
At School, with your Students  820 1 10 7.12 1.672 
At School, with your Teachers/Professors 820 1 10 7.09 1.752 
At Work, with your Coworkers  820 1 10 7.04 1.749 
With Acquaintances 820 1 10 6.88 1.929 
In general  820 1 10 6.83 1.967 
With Your Family 820 1 10 6.80 2.069 
With Close Friends 820 1 10 6.78 2.101 
Alone In Public 820 1 10 6.76 2.083 
At School, with your Classmates  820 1 10 6.68 1.768 
With Members of your Religious Community  820 1 10 6.51 1.692 
Alone At Home 820 1 10 6.01 2.427 

 
Table 4. Summary of Descriptive Statistics, Ought Self-Presentation Offline (By Mean). 

 
Examining socially desirable self-presentation offline, participants were asked to respond on a 

scale of 1-10 (with 1 being “not at all” and 10 being “completely”) to what extent they try to make a good 

impression on others in their life. In general, respondents reported an average score of 7.85, suggesting they 
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felt like they presented themselves in a mostly socially desirable way offline. For a summary of the means 

of all of the variables pertaining to socially desirable self-presentation offline, see Table 5 below.  See 

Table 29 in Appendix C for the full descriptive statistics for socially desirable self-presentation offline. 

Question Name of Variable N Min. Max. Mean S.D. 

Degree of 
Socially 

Desirable 
Self-

Presentation 
Offline: (1= 
Not At All; 

10= 
Completely) 

At Work, with your Boss or Supervisor  820 1 10 8.43 1.373 
At Work, with your Clients or Customers  820 1 10 8.40 1.379 
At School, with your Teachers/Professors 820 1 10 8.25 1.329 
At Work, with your Coworkers  820 1 10 8.06 1.495 
At School, with your Students  820 1 10 7.95 1.472 
In general  820 1 10 7.85 1.713 
With Acquaintances 820 1 10 7.75 1.754 
At School, with your Classmates  820 1 10 7.53 1.564 
With Members of your Religious Community  820 1 10 7.31 1.652 
With Close Friends 820 1 10 7.24 2.038 
With Your Family 820 1 10 7.10 2.066 
Alone In Public 820 1 10 7.04 2.167 
Alone At Home 820 1 10 5.32 2.719 

 
Table 5. Summary of Descriptive Statistics, Socially Desirable Self-Presentation Offline (By Mean). 
 
4.4 Examining the Dependent Variables 
 

Looking at actual self-presentation online, participants were asked to respond on a scale of 1-10 

(with 1 being “not at all” and 10 being “completely”) to what extent their Facebook page shows the person 

they really are, revealing their best attributes, their flaws and everything in between. In general, 

respondents reported an average score of 6.34, suggesting that they usually felt like they presented 

themselves moderately authentically online. For a summary of the means of all of the variables pertaining 

to actual self-presentation online, see Table 6 below. See Table 29 in Appendix C for the full descriptive 

statistics for actual self-presentation online. 
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Question Name of Variable N Min. Max. Mean S.D. 

Degree of 
Actual Self-
Presentation 
Online (1= 
Not At All; 

10= 
Completely) 

Your Gender 820 1 10 9.20 1.369 
Your Birthday 820 1 10 8.77 1.713 
Your Education Information 820 1 10 8.53 1.777 
Your Languages Spoken 820 1 10 8.37 1.978 
Your Relationship Status 820 1 10 7.82 2.290 
Your Employer Information 820 1 10 7.67 2.302 
Your Interests  820 1 10 7.43 1.984 
Photos You've Uploaded of Your Interests  820 1 10 7.38 1.967 
Your Political Views 820 1 10 7.22 2.244 
Photos You’ve Uploaded of Yourself 820 1 10 7.15 1.936 
Your Religious Views 820 1 10 7.06 2.323 
Your Status Updates 820 1 10 6.98 2.062 
Your Profile Picture 820 1 10 6.81 2.112 
Your Cover Photo 820 1 10 6.65 2.147 
Your Overall Facebook Page  820 1 10 6.34 1.937 

 
Table 6. Summary of Descriptive Statistics, Actual Self-Presentation Online (By Mean). 

 
In the case of ideal self-presentation online, participants were asked to respond on a scale of 1-10 

(with 1 being “not at all” and 10 being “completely”) to what extent their Facebook page shows them as the 

person they wish to be. In general, respondents reported an average score of 6.09, suggesting they felt like 

they presented themselves moderately ideally online. For a summary of the means of all of the variables 

pertaining to ideal self-presentation online, see Table 7 below. See Table 29 in Appendix C for the full 

descriptive statistics for ideal self-presentation online. 

Question Name of Variable N Min. Max. Mean S.D. 

Degree of 
Ideal Self-

Presentation 
Online (1= 
Not At All; 

10= 
Completely) 

Your Gender 820 1 10 7.73 2.615 
Your Birthday 820 1 10 7.61 2.638 
Your Education Information 820 1 10 6.59 2.676 
Your Status Updates 820 1 10 6.40 2.447 
Your Interests  820 1 10 6.37 2.555 
Photos You've Uploaded of Your Interests  820 1 10 6.35 2.438 
Photos You’ve Uploaded of Yourself 820 1 10 6.34 2.438 
Your Profile Picture 820 1 10 6.29 2.471 
Your Languages Spoken 820 1 10 6.24 2.651 
Your Political Views 820 1 10 6.19 2.669 
Your Employer Information 820 1 10 6.13 2.732 
Your Cover Photo 820 1 10 6.11 2.549 
Your Overall Facebook Page  820 1 10 6.09 2.378 
Your Religious Views 820 1 10 5.98 2.683 
Your Relationship Status 820 1 10 5.78 2.909 

 
Table 7. Summary of Descriptive Statistics, Ideal Self-Presentation Online (By Mean). 
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Looking at ought self-presentation online, participants were asked to respond on a scale of 1-10 

(with 1 being “not at all” and 10 being “completely”) to what extent their Facebook page shows them as the 

person they think they should be. In general, respondents reported an average score of 6.35, suggesting they 

were moderately concerned with how they should present themselves online. For a summary of the means 

of all of the variables pertaining to ought self-presentation online, see Table 8 below. See Table 29 in 

Appendix C for the full descriptive statistics for ought self-presentation online. 

Question Name of Variable N Min. Max. Mean S.D. 

Degree of 
Ought Self-
Presentation 
Online (1= 
Not At All; 

10= 
Completely) 

Your Gender 820 1 10 7.74 2.560 
Your Birthday 820 1 10 7.66 2.542 
Your Education Information 820 1 10 6.90 2.614 
Your Employer Information 820 1 10 6.49 2.614 
Your Status Updates 820 1 10 6.46 2.402 
Your Languages Spoken 820 1 10 6.43 2.575 
Photos You’ve Uploaded of Yourself 820 1 10 6.42 2.364 
Photos You've Uploaded of Your Interests  820 1 10 6.37 2.378 
Your Overall Facebook Page  820 1 10 6.35 2.283 
Your Interests  820 1 10 6.34 2.502 
Your Profile Picture 820 1 10 6.33 2.429 
Your Political Views 820 1 10 6.30 2.547 
Your Relationship Status 820 1 10 6.24 2.690 
Your Religious Views 820 1 10 6.07 2.595 
Your Cover Photo 820 1 10 6.04 2.446 

 
Table 8. Summary of Descriptive Statistics, Ought Self-Presentation Online (By Mean). 
 

Looking at socially desirable self-presentation online, participants were asked to respond on a 

scale of 1-10 (with 1 being “not at all” and 10 being “completely”) to what extent their Facebook pages 

were designed to make a good impression on others in their life. In general, respondents reported an 

average score of 6.63, suggesting they felt like they presented themselves in a moderately socially desirable 

way online. For a summary of the means of all of the variables pertaining to socially desirable self-

presentation online, see Table 9 below. See Table 29 in Appendix C for the full descriptive statistics for 

socially desirable self-presentation online. 
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Question Name of Variable N Min. Max. Mean S.D. 

Degree of 
Socially 

Desirable Self-
Presentation 

Online (1=Not 
At All; 

10=Completely) 

Your Profile Picture 820 1 10 6.73 2.358 
Your Overall Facebook Page  820 1 10 6.63 2.310 
Photos You’ve Uploaded of Yourself 820 1 10 6.43 2.372 
Your Cover Photo 820 1 10 6.38 2.412 
Your Status Updates 820 1 10 6.25 2.343 
Photos You've Uploaded of Your Interests  820 1 10 6.23 2.381 
Your Education Information 820 1 10 6.17 2.621 
Your Employer Information 820 1 10 5.95 2.605 
Your Interests  820 1 10 5.83 2.453 
Your Gender 820 1 10 5.35 2.966 
Your Birthday 820 1 10 5.25 2.907 
Your Political Views 820 1 10 5.21 2.440 
Your Languages Spoken 820 1 10 5.18 2.624 
Your Religious Views 820 1 10 5.16 2.480 
Your Relationship Status 820 1 10 5.09 2.711 

 
Table 9. Summary of Descriptive Statistics, Socially Desirable Self-Presentation Online (By Mean). 
 
 Overall, there were some interesting differences between the means of the summary independent 

variables (“in general”) and the summary dependent variables (“your overall Facebook page”). Table 10 

below provides a summary of the means and standard deviations of the general variables for each form of 

self-presentation. 

Type of Self-Presentation Offline (Mean) Offline (S.D.) Online (Mean) Online (S.D.) 
Actual 7.42 1.505 6.34 1.937 
Ideal  6.47 2.027 6.09 2.378 
Ought  6.83 1.967 6.35 2.283 
Socially Desirable 7.85 1.713 6.63 2.31 

 
Table 10. Comparison of Means and Standard Deviations of Main Independent and Dependent Variables 

 
Looking at actual self-presentation, people reported being mostly authentic offline (the average 

score for “in general” was 7.42) and moderately authentic on Facebook (the average score for “your overall 

Facebook page” was 6.34). However, while the offline mean was the fourth highest score (with the highest 

being “alone at home” [9.22] and the lowest being “at work, with your clients or customers” [5.09]), the 

online mean was the lowest score (with the highest being “your gender” [9.20]). These findings show that, 

offline, people were more authentic in causal settings (alone and with close friends and family) and less 

authentic in professional, religious or academic settings; while online, people were mostly authentic with 

the fixed elements of their profiles (gender, birthday) and less authentic with their content (status updates, 

profile pictures).  



 38 

Among the ideal self-presentation variables, respondents revealed mostly idealized personas 

offline (the average score for “in general” was 6.47) and online (the average score for “your overall 

Facebook page” was 6.09). But while the offline mean was the second highest score (with the highest being 

“with close friends” [6.60] and the lowest being “with members of your religious community” [5.69]), the 

online mean was the third lowest score (with the highest being “your gender” [7.73] and the lowest being 

“your relationship status [5.78]). Theses results suggest that, offline, people tended to present more ideally 

with close friends, professors and coworkers and less ideally with family and their religious community; 

while online, they tended to have more idealized content (status updates, photos) and less idealized with 

fixed elements of their profiles (languages spoken, relationship status).  

 Looking at ought self-presentation, respondents were moderately inclined to behave as they 

thought they should both offline (the average score for “in general” was 6.83) and online (the average score 

for “your overall Facebook page” was 6.35). The offline mean was the middle score (with the highest being 

“at work, with your boss or supervisor” [7.33] and the lowest being “alone at home” [6.01]), and the online 

mean was a little closer to the bottom score than to the top score (with the highest being “your gender” 

[7.74] and the lowest being “your cover photo” [6.04]). It seems, then, that offline, people presented more 

like they thought they should at work or school and less like they thought they should with friends or 

family; while online, people presented more like they thought they should with the fixed elements of their 

profiles (gender, birthday) and less like they thought they should with their personal views (religious, 

political) and content (profile picture, cover photo). 

 Among the socially desirable self-presentation variables, people were mostly inclined to try to 

impress others offline (the average score for “in general” was 7.85) and moderately inclined to do so online 

(the average score for “your overall Facebook page” was 6.63). The offline mean was just next to the 

middle (with the highest score being “at work, with your boss or supervisor” [8.43] and the lowest score 

being “alone at home” [5.32]), while the online mean was the second score from the top (with the highest 

being “your profile picture” [6.73] and the lowest being “your relationship status” [5.09]). These results 

reveal that offline, people tried harder to impress people in work or school settings than they did with close 

friends or family; while online, they worked harder to impress people with their photos and status updates 
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than they did with their personal views (religious, political) or with the fixed elements of their profiles 

(languages spoken, relationship status). 

4.5 Revisiting The Hypotheses 

This study is aimed at testing four hypotheses:  

• The Extended Real-Life Hypothesis posits that people who practice actual self-presentation 

offline are more likely to practice actual self-presentation online and less likely to practice 

ideal, ought or socially desirable self-presentation online than people who practice ideal, 

ought or socially desirable self-presentation offline.  

• The Idealized Virtual-Identity Hypothesis posits that people who practice ideal self-

presentation offline are more likely to practice ideal, ought or socially desirable self-

presentation online and less likely to practice actual self-presentation online than people who 

practice actual self-presentation offline.  

• The Ought Self-Presentation Hypothesis posits that people who practice ought self-

presentation offline are more likely to practice ought, ideal or socially desirable self-

presentation online and less likely to practice actual self-presentation online than people who 

practice actual self-presentation offline.  

• The Social Desirability Hypothesis posits that people who practice socially desirable self-

presentation offline are more likely to practice socially desirable, ideal or ought self-

presentation online and less likely to practice actual self-presentation online than people who 

practice actual self-presentation offline.  

Figure 2 in section 3.3 illustrates the above four hypotheses, including the predicted valences in 

the relationships between the variables. Table 11 below offers an interpretation of the correlation and 

regression coefficients that will be useful in interpreting the AMOS path models in the sections to come.  
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r = .70 and up Very Strong Positive Relationship B = .70 and up Very Strong Direct Effect 
r = .40 to .69 Strong Positive Relationship B = .40 to .69 Strong Direct Effect 
r = .30 to .39 Moderate Positive Relationship B = .30 to .39 Moderate Direct Effect 
r = .20 to .29 Weak Positive Relationship B = .20 to .29 Weak Direct Effect 
r = .01 to .19 Negligible Positive Relationship B = .01 to .19 Negligible Direct Effect 
r = .00 No Relationship B = .00 No Effect 
r = -.01 to -.19 Negligible Inverse Relationship B = -.01 to -.19 Negligible Inverse Effect 
r = -.20 to -.29 Weak Inverse Relationship B = -.20 to -.29 Weak Inverse Effect 
r = -.30 to -.39 Moderate Inverse Relationship B = -.30 to -.39 Moderate Inverse Effect 
r = -.40 to -.69 Strong Inverse Relationship B = -.40 to -.69 Strong Inverse Effect 
r = -.70 and up Very Strong Inverse Relationship B = -.70 and up Very Inverse Direct Effect 
 
Table 11. Guidelines for Interpreting Correlation and Regression Coefficients (Duffy et al. 2013) 
 
4.5.1 All Variables Included in Path Model 

To examine the study hypotheses, associations between the independent and dependent variables 

were modeled using AMOS. When all of the composite variables pertaining to self-presentation offline and 

online were incorporated into AMOS, the resulting path model (Figure 3) had a low chi-square value and a 

p-value greater than .05, suggesting that the model was acceptable (X2=2.208, df=4, p=.698). AMOS 

models compare the expected outcomes of the analysis with the observed outcomes yielded by the data. 

The assumption that AMOS works with is that the expected and observed models are unrelated. Thus, a 

high chi-square value and a low p-value indicate an acceptance of the hypothesis that the models are 

unrelated, and that the model does not reflect an acceptable representation of the data. The very low chi-

square and high p-value for this model suggests an acceptable, and good fit between the expected outcomes 

predicted by the model and the patterns reflected in the data.  The other fit statistics also met the criteria for 

a model with acceptable fit. All models display standardized coefficients so paths can be easily compared. 

(See Figure 3 for the AMOS Model and Table 30 in Appendix D for the model parameters). 

The independent variables in the model explained 32% of the variance in actual self-presentation 

online (R2=.32), 44% of the variance in ideal self-presentation online (R2=.44), 67% of the variance in 

ought self-presentation online (R2=67%) and 43% of the variance in socially desirable self-presentation 

online (R2=.43), suggesting that the variables chosen for this study were fairly good predictors of online 

behavior (particularly in the case of ought self-presentation online, where only 33% of the variance in the 

dependent variable was left unexplained). The fact that the independent variables did a better job predicting 

ought self-presentation online than they did predicting actual, ideal or socially desirable self-presentation 

may indicate a conceptual weakness in this particular dependent variable. Actual self-presentation online is 
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probably the most concrete of the dependent variables in that people usually have a sense of whether they 

are being authentic or not. It makes sense, then, that the variance in this variable would be the least 

explained by the dependent variables, as there are many factors beyond whether someone is true to 

themselves offline that dictate whether someone’s Facebook profile will be accurate. By contrast, the way a 

person thinks they should act online is a vague concept, but one that seems to be well-explained and 

influenced by the way the person thinks they should act offline. 

  

Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=2.208, GFI=0.999, RFI=0.995, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.00013 

Figure 3. AMOS Model: All Variables. 

                                                
13 For model fit statistics, CMIN should have a value close to 2, GFI should have a value of less than or equal to 1, RFI 
should have a value close to 1, CFI should have a value close to 1 and RMSEA should have a value of .05 or less. 
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 Of the four hypotheses tested with this model, only Extended Real-Life Hypothesis was validated. 

Actual self-presentation offline was found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than 

did ideal, ought or socially desirable offline self-presentations, as expected (compare B=.50 [actual-actual] 

to B=-.09 [ideal-actual], B=N/A [ought-actual] and B=.23 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects 

on ideal, ought and socially desirable online self-presentations than their offline components, as 

hypothesized (compare B=-.21 [actual-ideal] to B=.47 [ideal-ideal], B=-.06 [actual-ought] to B=.19 [ought-

ought] and B=-.09 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.31 [socially desirable-socially desirable]). The path 

between ought self-presentation offline and actual self-presentation online was not included in the model, 

because it was not statistically significant and did not contribute to the overall fit of the model. 

Additionally, actual self-presentation offline was found to be directly related to actual self-presentation 

online and inversely related to ideal, ought and socially desirable self-presentation online as expected. 

Overall, these findings confirm that, when all variables are included in the model, the most significant 

predictor of authentic self-presentation on Facebook was whether people presented themselves 

authentically offline. Table 12 below summarizes the confirmed hypotheses for this and the subsequent 

path analysis models.  

Variable Analyzed Subset of Variable Hypotheses Validated 
All Variables  N/A Extended Real-Life Hypothesis 

Ease of Internet Access 

Difficulties Accessing Internet None 
Minimal Difficulties Accessing 
Internet None 

Unlimited Internet Access Extended Real-Life Hypothesis  

Number of Facebook-
Accessible Devices 

1-2 Devices Idealized Virtual Identity Hypothesis  
3 Devices Extended Real-Life Hypothesis 
4+ Devices None 

Number of Facebook 
Visits Yesterday 

0-4 Visits Extended Real-Life Hypothesis  
5-9 Visits Extended Real-Life Hypothesis 
10+ Visits None 

Minutes Spent on 
Facebook Yesterday 

0-15 Minutes Extended Real-Life Hypothesis  
16-30 Minutes Extended Real-Life Hypothesis  
31-60 Minutes Extended Real-Life Hypothesis  
61+ Minutes None 

Importance of 
Maintaining Privacy on 
Facebook 

Privacy Minimally Important Extended Real-Life Hypothesis  
Privacy Moderately Important None 
Privacy Extremely Important Extended Real-Life Hypothesis 

Level of Profile 
Restrictions 

Low Levels of Restrictions Extended Real-Life Hypothesis 
Moderate Levels of Restrictions Extended Real-Life Hypothesis 
High Levels of Restrictions None 

Gender Males None 
Females Extended Real-Life Hypothesis 
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Age 

18-22 None 
23-26 Idealized Virtual Identity Hypothesis  
27-30 None 
31-45 Extended Real-Life Hypothesis 
46-68 Extended Real-Life Hypothesis 

Relationship Status 
Single Extended Real-Life Hypothesis 
In a Relationship Extended Real-Life Hypothesis  
Married None 

Ethnic Background 

Asian None 
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific 
Islander None 

White Extended Real-Life Hypothesis  
Latino None 
Black Idealized Virtual Identity Hypothesis  
Multiethnic Extended Real-Life Hypothesis  

Level of Education  

No College None 
Some College None 
Two-Year College Degree Extended Real-Life Hypothesis 
Four-Year College Degree None 
Advanced Degree None 

Occupational Status 

Student/Employed Part-Time None 
Student/Employed Full-Time None 
Employed Part-Time Idealized Virtual Identity Hypothesis  
Employed Full-Time Extended Real-Life Hypothesis 
Out of Work Extended Real-Life Hypothesis 

Household Income 

$29,999 or Less None 
$30,000-$39,999 Idealized Virtual Identity Hypothesis  
$40,000-$49,999 None 
$50,000-$59,999 None 
$60,000-$89,999 Extended Real-Life Hypothesis 
$90,000 and up Extended Real-Life Hypothesis 

Length of Facebook 
Membership 

0-5 Years on Facebook Extended Real-Life Hypothesis 
6 Years on Facebook None 
7-9 Years on Facebook Extended Real-Life Hypothesis 

Number of Facebook 
Friends 

0-220 Friends Idealized Virtual Identity Hypothesis  
221-349 Friends Extended Real-Life Hypothesis  
350-444 Friends Extended Real-Life Hypothesis  
445-569 Friends Extended Real-Life Hypothesis  
570+ Friends None 

Number of Facebook 
Network Interactions 

Last Week 

0-2 Interactions None 
3-5 Interactions None 
6-10 Interactions Extended Real-Life Hypothesis  
11-18 Interactions Extended Real-Life Hypothesis  
19+ Interactions Extended Real-Life Hypothesis  

 
Table 12. Summary of Confirmed Hypotheses  
  

While the four hypotheses essentially predicted that people who presented authentically offline 

would present authentically online and that people who presented artificially offline would present 

artificially online, the AMOS model did not reveal this to be the case. Idealized Virtual-Identity Hypothesis 

was not supported because the relationship between ideal self-presentation offline and ought self-
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presentation online was not statistically significant and was therefore dropped from the model, despite the 

fact that ideal self-presentation offline was hypothesized to have a stronger effect than actual self-

presentation offline on the three non-authentic online self-presentation variables. Ought Self-Presentation 

Hypothesis was not supported because the relationship between ought self-presentation offline and socially 

desirable self-presentation online was not statistically significant and was therefore dropped from the 

model, despite the fact that ought self-presentation offline was hypothesized to have a stronger effect than 

actual self-presentation offline on the three non-authentic online self-presentation variables. Social 

Desirability Hypothesis was not supported because not all the relationships supported the hypothesis in the 

predicted directions. Contrary to the hypothesis, socially desirable self-presentation offline had a weaker 

effect on ideal self-presentation online (B=.07) than did actual self-presentation (B=-.21) (rather than 

stronger as expected) and an equal effect on ought self-presentation online (B=.06) as on actual self-

presentation offline (B=-.06) (rather than stronger as expected).  

There were mostly moderate-to-strong correlations between the independent variables that 

demonstrated that the offline self-presentation models were related. As expected, there were strong positive 

correlations between ideal and ought self-presentation offline (r=.61) and between ought socially desirable 

self-presentation offline (r=.42), and a moderate positive correlation between ideal and socially desirable 

self-presentation offline (r=.38). These findings were not surprising, as ideal, ought and socially desirable 

self-presentation offline were seen as alternatives to actual self-presentation offline and therefore assumed 

to be positively correlated. But what was unexpected was the strong positive correlation between actual and 

ought self-presentation offline (r=.43), the moderate positive correlation between actual and ideal self-

presentation offline (r=.35) and the weak positive correlation between actual and socially desirable self-

presentation offline (r=.25). These latter three pairs of variables were hypothesized to be inversely related, 

as actual self-presentation offline was thought to be an alternative to ideal, ought or socially desirable self-

presentation offline, so these direct relationships proved to be interesting findings. In particular, they 

suggested that respondents did not just present authentically or non-authentically, but that the four types of 

self-presentation offline were often employed simultaneously. This may indicate that these presentations of 

self are integrated within respondents such that they cannot be invoked separately, but are instead deployed 

together subconsciously. It might be difficult, then, for someone to fully assess how authentic they are 
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being offline without simultaneously considering how socially desirable they are being, if part of their 

desire to present authentically is linked with wanting to impress others.   

Additionally, the AMOS model also revealed prominent relationships between the dependent 

variables that were not accounted for in the four hypotheses. The relationships flowed downward in 

influence, from actual to ideal to ought to socially desirable self-presentation online, suggesting that rather 

than being a separate outcome, actual self-presentation online actually had an effect on the other online 

self-presentation variables. In particular, actual self-presentation online had a moderate direct effect on 

ideal self-presentation online (B=.39) and a negligible but still statistically significant effect on ought self-

presentation online (B=.11); its relationship on socially desirable self-presentation online was dropped from 

the model, as it was not statistically significant and did not contribute to overall model fit. Ideal self-

presentation online had a strong direct effect on ought self-presentation online (B=.66) and a negligible but 

statistically significant effect on socially desirable self-presentation online (B=.14), while ought self-

presentation had a weak but statistically significant effect on socially desirable self-presentation online 

(B=.27). Of additional interest was the fact that, like the offline self-presentation variables, the online self-

presentation variables were all directly and positively related (rather than revealing actual self-presentation 

online to be inversely related to the other dependent variables, as was hypothesized). This finding lent 

further support to the observation that people did not present either their actual or their ideal/ought/socially 

desirable selves online, but rather a mixture of the four.  

Other noteworthy relationships in the model included the strong effects that both actual and ideal 

self-presentation offline had on their online counterparts (B=.50 and B=.47, respectively) and the moderate 

direct effect socially desirable self-presentation offline had on its online counterpart (B=.31), suggesting 

that, for the most part, offline self-presentation influenced the way respondents presented themselves 

online. The strongest relationships between the unmatched independent and dependent variables were the 

weak but statistically significant direct effect that socially desirable self-presentation offline had on actual 

self-presentation online (B=.23), and the weak but statistically significant inverse effect that actual self-

presentation offline had on ideal self-presentation online (B=-.21), which again dissolved the hypothesized 

notion that the concepts of actual self-presentation and ideal/ought/socially desirable self-presentation were 

in opposition to each other.  
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4.5.2 Controlling for Ease of Internet Access 

Respondents were asked, “On a scale of 1-10, describe how easy it is for you to access the Internet 

at any given time?” to see whether the variable Ease of Internet Access impacted how respondents did self-

presentation online. Responses of “1” through “8” were recoded as “Difficulties Accessing Internet” 

(N=192), responses of “9” were recoded as “Minimal Difficulties Accessing Internet” (N=236), and 

responses of “10” were recoded as “Unlimited Internet Access” (N=392). 

These three groups were incorporated into AMOS in “stacked” models, which were created by 

separating the analysis of the model by the variable Ease of Internet Access. Each model represents the 

dynamics of the model specific to one group, or one response to each level of a variable. A stacked model 

means that all models are tested simultaneously, and that the chi-square and model fit pertains to all of the 

models as a group. The resulting models (Figures 4A through 4C) had a fairly low chi-square value and a 

p-value slightly greater than .05, suggesting that the models and their fit statistics were acceptable but did 

not fit the data as well as the original model (X2=15.500, df=12, p=.215). When an additional path was 

added (ought self-presentation offline  socially desirable self-presentation online), the model fit 

improved: (X2= 10.746, df=9, p=.293) [compare to the original at (X2=2.208, df=4, p=.698)]. (See Figures 

4A through 4C for the AMOS Models and Table 31 in Appendix D for the model parameters).  

Compared to the original model, the models for Ease of Internet Access included an additionally 

statistically significant path between ought self-presentation offline and socially desirable self-presentation 

online, revealing this relationship to be important for this variable. Other than this one difference, the 

models for the respondents who had minimal difficulties accessing the Internet (Figure 4B) or who had 

unlimited Internet access (Figure 4C) looked very much like the original. However, some path weights did 

differ among respondents who had difficulties accessing the Internet. Whereas the other two Ease of 

Internet Access models and the original featured a strong relationship between ideal self-presentation 

offline and its online counterpart (B=.47 for the original [Figure 3], B=.48 for the minimal difficulties 

respondents [Figure 4B] and B=.58 for the unlimited access respondents [Figure 4C]), for people who had 

difficulties accessing the Internet (Figure 4A) the variables shared a weak relationship (B=.22). Also 

notable was that for respondents who had difficulties accessing the Internet (Figure 4A), the relationship 

between ideal self-presentation online and socially desirable self-presentation online was strong and direct 
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(B=.42), while this same relationship was negligible for the other models and inverse for the respondents 

who had minimal difficulties accessing the Internet (B=.14 for the original [Figure 3], B=-.04 for the 

minimal difficulties respondents [Figure 4B] and B=.06 for the unlimited access respondents [Figure 4C]). 

These model comparisons revealed that as Internet became easier to access, actual and ideal self-

presentation offline had increasingly stronger effects on actual and ideal self-presentation online. 

 

Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=10.746, GFI=0.997, RFI=0.967, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.015 

Figure 4A. AMOS Model: Ease of Internet Access, Difficulties Accessing Internet.   
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=10.746, GFI=0.997, RFI=0.967, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.015 

Figure 4B. AMOS Model: Ease of Internet Access, Minimal Difficulties Accessing Internet.   
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=10.746, GFI=0.997, RFI=0.967, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.015 

Figure 4C. AMOS Model: Ease of Internet Access, Unlimited Internet Access.   
  

Among these three groups of respondents, Extended Real-Life Hypothesis was only supported for 

respondents who had unlimited access to the Internet. Actual self-presentation offline was found to have a 

stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, ought or socially desirable offline self-

presentations, as expected (compare B=.55 [actual-actual] to B=-.10 [ideal-actual], B=N/A [ought-actual] 

and B=.25 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought and socially desirable online self-

presentations than their offline components, as hypothesized (compare B=-.29 [actual-ideal] to B=.58 

[ideal-ideal], B=-.06 [actual-ought] to B=.19 [ought-ought] and B=-.12 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.37 
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[socially desirable-socially desirable]). The path between ought self-presentation offline and actual self-

presentation online was not included in the model, because it was not statistically significant and did not 

contribute to the overall fit of the model.  

None of the other hypotheses was supported for any of the groups. This suggests that when 

controlling for Ease of Internet Access, among respondents who had unlimited access to the Internet, 

authentic self-presentation offline the most significant predictor of whether they presented themselves 

authentically on Facebook. These findings make intuitive sense in that people who are able to access 

Facebook on-the-go are able to update their page by tagging themselves at or posting photos from events as 

soon as they occur. The immediacy with which they are able to update their profiles serves as a warranting 

function that promotes authentic self-presentation. It is interesting that no patterns emerged in the data for 

respondents who had some difficulty accessing the Internet. I can see that among people who do not have a 

regular Internet connection, that Facebook—and self-presentation on Facebook, for that matter—would 

take a back seat in terms of level of importance. But I assumed that people who had minimal difficulties 

connecting to the Internet would behave similarly to people who had unlimited access. Perhaps this 

subjective response category that I created is not that meaningful and the respondents could be regrouped in 

future studies before retesting the hypotheses. Table 12 in Section 4.5.1 above provides a summary of the 

confirmed hypotheses in the present study.   

4.5.3 Controlling for Number of Facebook-Accessible Devices 

Controlling for number of Facebook-accessible devices, data were recoded into “One to Two 

Devices” (N=308), “Three Devices” (N=260), and “Four or More Devices” (N=252). These three groups 

were incorporated into AMOS in “stacked” models, which were created by separating the analysis of the 

model by the variable Number of Facebook-Accessible Devices into the original model. The resulting 

models (Figures 5A through 5C) had a moderate chi-square value and a statistically significant p-value, 

suggesting that the new models were not acceptable (X2=33.008, df=12, p=.001). When an additional path 

was added (ideal self-presentation offline  ought self-presentation online), the model fit improved to the 

point where the models and fit statistics were acceptable, though they did not fit the data as well as the 

original model: (X2= 8.178, df=9, p=.516) [compare to the original at (X2=2.208, df=4, p=.698)]. (See 

Figures 5A through 5C for the AMOS Models and Table 32 in Appendix D for the model parameters).  
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=8.178, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.975, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 5A. AMOS Model: Number of Facebook-Accessible Devices, 1-2 Devices.  
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=8.178, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.975, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 5B. AMOS Model: Number of Facebook-Accessible Devices, 3 Devices.   
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=8.178, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.975, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 5C. AMOS Model: Number of Facebook-Accessible Devices, 4+ Devices.   
 

Compared to the original model, the models for Number of Facebook-Accessible Devices 

included an additional statistically significant path between ideal self-presentation offline and ought self-

presentation online, proposing this relationship to be important for individuals based upon the number of 

devices they reported using to access their Facebook accounts. Other than this one difference, the model for 

the respondents who used one or two devices to check their Facebook account looked very much like the 

original. However, while the path between actual and ideal self-presentation online was moderate in both 
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the original model (B=.39; Figure 3) and in the model for respondents who used one or two devices to 

check Facebook (B=.37; Figure 5A), the same path was weak in the model for respondents who used three 

devices to check Facebook (B=.21; Figure 5B) and strong in the model for respondents who used four or 

more devices to check Facebook (B=.62; Figure 5C). Additionally, for respondents who used three devices 

to access Facebook (Figure 5B), there was a strong relationship between ought and socially desirable self-

presentation online (B=.41), while this same path was weak in the other models (B=.27 for the original 

[Figure 3], B=.29 for respondents who used one or two Internet-accessible devices [Figure 5A] and B=21 

for respondents who used four or more Internet-accessible devices [Figure 5C]). These model comparisons 

revealed that for all four offline self-presentation variables, the strength of their influence on the online 

self-presentation variables grew as the number of devices used to access Facebook increased from one to 

three; however, when four or more devices were used, this pattern continued for ought and socially 

desirable self-presentation but reversed for actual and ideal self-presentation.  

Among these three groups of respondents, Idealized Virtual-Identity Hypothesis was supported for 

respondents who used one to two Internet-accessible devices to connect to Facebook; and Extended Real-

Life Hypothesis was supported for respondents who used three Internet-accessible devices to connect to 

Facebook. None of the hypotheses was supported for the respondents who used four or more Internet-

accessible devices to connect to their Facebook accounts. 

For respondents who used one to two devices to check their Facebook account, ideal self-

presentation offline was found to have stronger effects on ideal, ought and socially desirable self-

presentation online than did actual self-presentation offline, as expected (compare B=.48 [ideal-ideal] to 

B=-.29 [actual-ideal], B=18 [ideal-ought] to B=-.07 [actual-ought] and B=.14 [ideal-socially desirable] to 

B=-.05 [actual-socially desirable]); and a weaker effect on actual self-presentation online than actual self-

presentation offline as hypothesized (compare B=-.15 [ideal-actual] to B=.46 [actual-actual]).  

For respondents who used three devices to check their Facebook account, actual self-presentation 

offline was found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, ought or 

socially desirable offline self-presentations, as expected (compare B=.54 [actual-actual] to B=-.14 [ideal-

actual], B=N/A [ought-actual] and B=.21 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought 

and socially desirable online self-presentations than their offline components, as hypothesized (compare 
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B=-.17 [actual-ideal] to B=.49 [ideal-ideal], B=-.15 [actual-ought] to B=.23 [ought-ought] and B=-.02 

[actual-socially desirable] to B=.26 [socially desirable-socially desirable]). The path between ought self-

presentation offline and actual self-presentation online was not included in the model because it was not 

statistically significant and did not contribute to the overall fit of the model.  

These results suggest that when controlling for Number of Facebook-Accessible Devices, among 

respondents who used one or two devices to connect to Facebook, ideal self-presentation offline was the 

most significant predictor of whether they presented their ideal, ought or socially desirable selves online; 

and among respondents who used three devices to connect to Facebook, authentic self-presentation offline 

was the most significant predictor of whether they presented themselves authentically on Facebook. Among 

respondents who used four or more devices to connect to Facebook, none of the hypotheses was confirmed.  

It would be interesting to follow up with respondents to better understand why people who  

checked Facebook from one or two devices presented themselves ideally and people who checked 

Facebook from three devices presented themselves authentically, but it could have to do with socio-

economic status. Perhaps people who can only afford one or two Internet-accessible devices might have 

more need to embellish themselves offline and on Facebook in order to make up for a lower socio-

economic status, while people who can afford three Internet-accessible devices are proud of their higher 

socio-economic status and feel more comfortable expressing themselves authentically. Alternatively, the 

different hypotheses could reflect practicality. People who only use one or two devices to update their 

Facebook may only have access to Facebook at work or at home or at the library, while people with three 

devices might be able to update their Facebook page from their mobile phone. It could be, then, that people 

who updated their Facebook on-the-go would have more accurate profiles because they could post photos 

and tag themselves at events, thereby keeping a better record of their lives than people who could only 

make updates on a limited basis. I am not sure why the data from people who used four or more devices did 

not match up with any of the hypotheses, but it could have to do with my subjective groupings of the 

variables. People reported using as many as ten devices to access their Facebook accounts; so, in a future 

study, it might be wise to break down this variable differently in order to add more nuance to this particular 

group. Table 12 in Section 4.5.1 above provides a summary of the confirmed hypotheses in the present 

study.   
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4.5.4 Controlling for Number of Facebook Visits Yesterday  

Controlling for number of Facebook visits the day before the data were collected, data were 

recoded into “0-4 Visits” (N=345), “5-9 Visits” (N=208) and “10+ Visits” (N=267). These three groups 

were incorporated into AMOS in “stacked” models, which were created by separating the analysis of the 

model by the variable Number of Facebook Visits Yesterday into the original model. The resulting models 

(Figures 6A through 6C) had a moderate chi-square value and a statistically significant p-value, suggesting 

that the new models were not acceptable (X2=23.891, df=12, p=.021). When two additional paths were 

added (ought self-presentation offline  actual self-presentation online, and ought self-presentation offline 

 socially desirable self-presentation online), the model fit improved to the point where the models and fit 

statistics were acceptable, though they did not fit the data as well as the original: (X2= 8.689, df=6, p=.192) 

[compare to the original at (X2=2.208, df=4, p=.698)]. (See Figures 6A through 6C for the AMOS Models 

and Table 33 in Appendix D for the model parameters).  

Compared to the original model, the models for Number of Facebook Visits Yesterday included 

two additional statistically significant paths between ought self-presentation offline and actual self-

presentation online and between ought self-presentation offline and socially desirable self-presentation 

online, revealing these relationships to be important for this variable. Other than these two differences, the 

model for the respondents who visited Facebook ten or more times looked very much like those in the 

original model. However, while the path between actual and ideal self-presentation online was moderate in 

both the original model (B=.39; Figure 3) and in the model for respondents who visited Facebook ten or 

more times (B=.34; Figure 6C), the same path was strong in the model for respondents who visited 

Facebook between zero and four times (B=.54; Figure 6A) and weak in the model for respondents who 

visited Facebook between five and nine times (B=.27; Figure 6B). Additionally, for respondents who 

visited Facebook between five and nine times (Figure 6B), there was a moderate inverse relationship 

between ideal self-presentation offline and actual self-presentation online (B=-.31), while this same path 

was negligible or absent in the other models (B=-.09 for the original [Figure 3], B=.00 for respondents who 

used one or two Internet-accessible devices [Figure 6A] and B=-.08 for respondents who used four or more 

Internet-accessible devices [Figure 6C]). Also of interest was that while the path between socially desirable 

self-presentation offline and its online counterpart was moderate in the original model (B=.31; Figure 3), 
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this relationship was weak for respondents who visited Facebook between zero and four times (B=.24; 

Figure 6A) but grew in strength as the number of visits increased to between five and nine (B=.31; Figure 

6B) and to ten or more visits (B=.44; Figure 6C). These model comparisons show that the effects of ought 

and socially desirable self-presentation offline on their online counterparts increased with number of 

Facebook visits, while remaining more stagnant for actual and ideal self-presentation offline.  

 

Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=8.689, GFI=0.997, RFI=0.961, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.023 

Figure 6A. AMOS Model: Number of Facebook Visits Yesterday: 0-4.   
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=8.689, GFI=0.997, RFI=0.961, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.023 

Figure 6B. AMOS Model: Number of Facebook Visits Yesterday: 5-9.   
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=8.689, GFI=0.997, RFI=0.961, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.023 

Figure 6C. AMOS Model: Number of Facebook Visits Yesterday: 10+.   
 
Among these three groups of respondents, the Extended Real-Life Hypothesis was supported both 

for respondents who visited Facebook between zero and four times and for respondents who visited 

Facebook between five and nine times on the day before data were collected. None of the hypotheses was 

supported for respondents who visited Facebook ten or more times on the day before data were collected. 

For respondents who visited Facebook between zero and four times “yesterday,” actual self-

presentation offline was found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, 

ought or socially desirable offline self-presentations as expected (compare B=.54 [actual-actual] to B=.00 
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[ideal-actual], B=-.08 [ought-actual] and B=.21 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, 

ought and socially desirable online self-presentations than their offline components as was hypothesized 

(compare B=-.23 [actual-ideal] to B=.40 [ideal-ideal], B=-.06 [actual-ought] to B=.16 [ought-ought] and 

B=-.04 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.24 [socially desirable-socially desirable]).  

For respondents who visited Facebook between five and nine times “yesterday,” actual self-

presentation offline was found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, 

ought or socially desirable offline self-presentations as expected (compare B=.42 [actual-actual] to B=-.31 

[ideal-actual], B=.19 [ought-actual] and B=.35 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, 

ought and socially desirable online self-presentations than their offline components as was hypothesized 

(compare B=-.12 [actual-ideal] to B=.48 [ideal-ideal], B=-.12 [actual-ought] to B=.21 [ought-ought] and 

B=-.08 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.31 [socially desirable-socially desirable]). 

These results suggest that when controlling for Number of Facebook Visits Yesterday, among 

respondents who visited Facebook either between zero and four times or between five and nine times on the 

day before data were collected, authentic self-presentation offline was the most significant predictor of 

whether they presented themselves authentically on Facebook. Among respondents who visited Facebook 

ten or more times on the day before data were collected, none of the hypotheses was validated.  

It would seem from the data that the frequency of Facebook visits did not have a large impact on 

self-presentation. Whether people visited Facebook zero or nine times in a day, they still desired to present 

themselves authentically online. I was not able to detect a similar pattern among people who visited 

Facebook ten or more times in a day. This is likely because of the subjective nature of my groupings. 

Survey respondents reported visiting Facebook as many as 1000 times in a single day. The fact that the 

third grouping of respondents contained such a large range of responses likely made it difficult to establish 

a consensus within the data about how people in this group did self-presentation. In future studies, it might 

be helpful to break down this group into smaller subgroups and test each one separately. Table 12 in 

Section 4.5.1 above provides a summary of the confirmed hypotheses in the present study.   

4.5.5 Controlling for Minutes Spent on Facebook Yesterday 

Controlling for minutes spent on Facebook the day before data were collected, data were recoded 

into “0-15 Minutes” (N=206), “16-30 Minutes” (N=202), “31-60 Minutes” (N=224) and “61+ Minutes” 
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(N=188). These four groups were incorporated into AMOS in “stacked” models, which were created by 

separating the analysis of the model by the variable Number of Facebook Visits Yesterday into the original 

model. The resulting models (Figures 7A through 7D) had a moderate chi-square value and a p-value 

greater than .05, suggesting that the new models were acceptable (X2=24.478, df=16, p=.080). When one 

additional path were added (ought self-presentation offline  socially desirable self-presentation online), 

the model fit improved substantially, though the new models and fit statistics still did not fit the data as 

well as the original model: (X2=14.873, df=12, p=.248) [compare to the original at (X2=2.208, df=4, 

p=.698)]. (See Figures 7A through 7D for the AMOS Models and Table 34 in Appendix D for the model 

parameters).  

Compared to the original model, the models for Number of Minutes Spent on Facebook Yesterday 

included one additional statistically significant path between ought self-presentation offline socially 

desirable self-presentation online, revealing this relationship to be important for this variable. Other than 

this one difference, the model for the respondents who spent between 31 and 60 minutes on Facebook on 

the day before data were collected looked very much like the original. However, while the path between 

actual and ideal self-presentation online was moderate in the original model (B=.39; Figure 3) and in the 

models for respondents who spent 16 to 30 minutes on Facebook (B=.33; Figure 7B), 31 to 60 minutes on 

Facebook (B=.34; Figure 7C) or 61 or more minutes on Facebook (B=.32; Figure 7D), the same path was 

strong in the model for respondents who spent 0 to 15 minutes on Facebook (B=.53; Figure 7A). 

Additionally, as with the original model (Figure 3) where ought self-presentation online had a weak effect 

on socially desirable self-presentation online (B=.27), this path was also weak among respondents who 

spent either 31 to 60 minutes on Facebook (B=.24; Figure 7C) or more than 60 minutes on Facebook 

(B=.20; Figure 7D). However, the same path was strong among respondents who spent either 0 to 15 

minutes on Facebook (B=.40; Figure 7A) or 16 to 30 minutes on Facebook (B=.43; Figure 7B). Of 

additional interest was that while the path between socially desirable self-presentation offline and its online 

counterpart was moderate in the original model (B=.31; Figure 3), and weak or negligible for respondents 

who spent between 0 and 15 minutes on Facebook (B=.29; Figure 7A), between 16 and 30 minutes on 

Facebook (B=.22; Figure 7B) or between 31 and 60 minutes on Facebook (B=.19; Figure 7C), the same 

path was strong for respondents who spent 61 or more minutes on Facebook on the day before data were 
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collected (B=.52; Figure 7D). These model comparisons showed slight differences between the four 

Minutes Spent on Facebook Yesterday models but did not reveal any consistent patterns of change as 

respondents spent more time online. 

 

Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=14.873, GFI=0.995, RFI=0.956, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.017 

Figure 7A. AMOS Model: Number of Minutes Spent on Facebook Yesterday: 0-15.   
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=14.873, GFI=0.995, RFI=0.956, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.017 

Figure 7B. AMOS Model: Number of Minutes Spent on Facebook Yesterday: 16-30.   
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=14.873, GFI=0.995, RFI=0.956, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.017 

Figure 7C. AMOS Model: Number of Minutes Spent on Facebook Yesterday: 31-60.   
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=14.873, GFI=0.995, RFI=0.956, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.017 

Figure 7D. AMOS Model: Number of Minutes Spent on Facebook Yesterday: 61 or More.   
 

Among these four groups of respondents, the Extended Real-Life Hypothesis was supported for 

respondents who spent between zero and 15 minutes on Facebook, for respondents who spent between 16 

and 30 minutes on Facebook, and for respondents who spent between 31 and 60 minutes on Facebook on 

the day before data were collected. None of the hypotheses was supported for the respondents who spent 

over an hour on Facebook on the day before data were collected. 
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For respondents who spent between zero and 15 minutes on Facebook “yesterday,” actual self-

presentation offline was found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, 

ought or socially desirable offline self-presentations as expected (compare B=.51 [actual-actual] to B=-.04 

[ideal-actual], B=N/A [ought-actual] and B=.11 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, 

ought and socially desirable online self-presentations than their offline components as was hypothesized 

(compare B=-.31 [actual-ideal] to B=.50 [ideal-ideal], B=-.06 [actual-ought] to B=.19 [ought-ought] and 

B=-.10 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.29 [socially desirable-socially desirable]). The path between ought 

self-presentation offline and actual self-presentation online was not included in the model because it was 

not statistically significant and did not contribute to the overall fit of the model. 

For respondents who spent between 16 and 30 minutes on Facebook “yesterday,” actual self-

presentation offline was found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, 

ought or socially desirable offline self-presentations as expected (compare B=.45 [actual-actual] to B=-.05 

[ideal-actual], B=N/A [ought-actual] and B=.25 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, 

ought and socially desirable online self-presentations than their offline components as was hypothesized 

(compare B=-.20 [actual-ideal] to B=.38 [ideal-ideal], B=-.12 [actual-ought] to B=.21 [ought-ought] and 

B=-.05 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.22 [socially desirable-socially desirable]). The path between ought 

self-presentation offline and actual self-presentation online was not included in the model because it was 

not statistically significant and did not contribute to the overall fit of the model.  

For respondents who spent between 31 and 60 minutes on Facebook “yesterday,” actual self-

presentation offline was found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, 

ought or socially desirable offline self-presentations as expected (compare B=.44 [actual-actual] to B=-.07 

[ideal-actual], B=N/A [ought-actual] and B=.26 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, 

ought and socially desirable online self-presentations than their offline components as was hypothesized 

(compare B=-.25 [actual-ideal] to B=.57 [ideal-ideal], B=-.12 [actual-ought] to B=.24 [ought-ought] and 

B=-.07 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.19 [socially desirable-socially desirable]). The path between ought 

self-presentation offline and actual self-presentation online was not included in the model, because it was 

not statistically significant and did not contribute to the overall fit of the model. 
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These results suggest that when controlling for Number of Minutes Spent on Facebook Yesterday, 

among respondents who spent either between 0 and 15 minutes on Facebook, between 16 and 30 minutes 

on Facebook, or between 31 and 60 minutes on Facebook on the day before data were collected, authentic 

self-presentation offline was the most significant predictor of whether they presented themselves 

authentically on Facebook. However, among people who spent over an hour on Facebook, no pattern in the 

data were detected.  

These findings indicate that this control variable did not have a large impact on the way people 

presented themselves off and online. People who spent a few minutes on Facebook and people who spent 

an hour on Facebook all desired to have their authentic offline self-presentations filter through to their 

online self-presentations. It was difficult to get a sense about how people who spent more than an hour on 

Facebook did self-presentation due to the subjective nature of my groupings. Responses in the fourth group 

ranged from 61 minutes to 1440 minutes spent on Facebook. In future studies, I would recommend 

breaking down this group further in order to see if any patterns emerged within the smaller subgroups. 

Table 12 in Section 4.5.1 above provides a summary of the confirmed hypotheses in the present study.   

4.5.6 Controlling for Importance of Maintaining Privacy on Facebook 

Controlling for level of importance of maintaining privacy on Facebook, responses of “1” through 

“7” were recoded into “Privacy Minimally Important” (N=310), responses of “8” through “9” were 

considered “Privacy Moderately Important” (N=283), and responses of “10” were considered “Privacy 

Extremely Important” (N=227). These three groups were incorporated into AMOS in “stacked” models, 

which were created by separating the analysis of the model by the variable Maintaining Privacy on 

Facebook into the original model. The resulting models (Figures 8A through 8C) had a moderate chi-square 

value and a p-value greater than .05, suggesting that the new models were acceptable (X2=19.359, df=12, 

p=.080). When one additional path were added (ought self-presentation offline  socially desirable self-

presentation online), the model fit improved substantially, though the new models and fit statistics still did 

not fit the data as well as the original model: (X2=9.632, df=9, p=.381) [compare to the original at 

(X2=2.208, df=4, p=.698)]. (See Figures 8A through 8C for the AMOS Models and Table 35 in Appendix 

D for the model parameters).  
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=9.632, GFI=0.997, RFI=0.971, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.009 

Figure 8A. AMOS Model: Importance of Maintaining Privacy on Facebook: Minimally Important.   
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=9.632, GFI=0.997, RFI=0.971, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.009 

Figure 8B. AMOS Model: Importance of Maintaining Privacy on Facebook: Moderately Important.   
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=9.632, GFI=0.997, RFI=0.971, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.009 

Figure 8C. AMOS Model: Importance of Maintaining Privacy on Facebook: Extremely Important.   
 
Compared to the original model, the models for Importance of Maintaining Privacy on Facebook 

included one additional statistically significant path between ought self-presentation offline and socially 

desirable self-presentation online, revealing this relationship to be important for this variable. Other than 

this one difference, the models for respondents who considered privacy to be moderately important or 

extremely important looked very much like the original. The one major difference between the models was 

that, while the path between ought and socially desirable self-presentation online was weak in the original 
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model (B=.27; Figure 3) and weak or negligible in the models for respondents who considered privacy 

moderately important (B=.17; Figure 8B) and for respondents who considered privacy extremely important 

(B=.22; Figure 8C), the same path was strong in the model for respondents who considered privacy 

minimally important (B=.41; Figure 8A). These model comparisons showed slight differences between the 

three Importance of Maintaining Privacy on Facebook models, but did not reveal any consistent patterns of 

change as the importance of privacy rose.  

Among these three groups of respondents, Extended Real-Life Hypothesis was supported for 

respondents who considered privacy “minimally important” and respondents who considered privacy 

“extremely important” on Facebook. None of the hypotheses was supported for the respondents who 

considered privacy “Moderately Important” on Facebook. 

For respondents who considered privacy minimally important, actual self-presentation offline was 

found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, ought or socially desirable 

offline self-presentations as expected (compare B=.60 [actual-actual] to B=-.08 [ideal-actual], B=N/A 

[ought-actual] and B=.24 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought and socially 

desirable online self-presentations than their offline components as was hypothesized (compare B=-.18 

[actual-ideal] to B=.48 [ideal-ideal], B=-.01 [actual-ought] to B=.26 [ought-ought] and B=-.06 [actual-

socially desirable] to B=.33 [socially desirable-socially desirable]). The path between ought self-

presentation offline and actual self-presentation online was not included in the model, because it was not 

statistically significant and did not contribute to the overall fit of the model. 

For respondents who considered privacy extremely important, actual self-presentation offline was 

found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, ought or socially desirable 

offline self-presentations, as expected (compare B=.40 [actual-actual] to B=-.04 [ideal-actual], B=N/A 

[ought-actual] and B=.27 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought and socially 

desirable online self-presentations than their offline components, as was hypothesized (compare B=-.14 

[actual-ideal] to B=.47 [ideal-ideal], B=-.15 [actual-ought] to B=.21 [ought-ought] and B=-.09 [actual-

socially desirable] to B=.35 [socially desirable-socially desirable]). The path between ought self-

presentation offline and actual self-presentation online was not included in the model, because it was not 

statistically significant and did not contribute to the overall fit of the model.  
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These results suggest that when controlling for Importance of Maintaining Privacy on Facebook, 

among respondents who considered privacy to be either minimally or extremely important, authentic self-

presentation offline was the most significant predictor of whether they presented themselves authentically 

on Facebook. No pattern emerged within the data for respondents who considered privacy to be moderately 

important. The findings show that this variable did not have a large impact on how people presented 

themselves offline and online. Whether people did or did not value privacy, they still presented themselves 

authentically offline and created Facebook profiles that reflected this. It is curious that the middle group of 

people who considered privacy moderately important did not align with any of the hypotheses. This could 

have to do with the subjective nature of my groupings. Within this variable, the average response was 7.75 

(out of a scale of 1 to 10), suggesting that most respondents considered privacy to be important. Perhaps the 

groups I chose failed to capture the nuances in the data; further studies could address this with different 

groupings. Additionally, these findings could suggest that the feeling of ambivalence these respondents had 

toward privacy also carried over into their offline and online interactions, such that they did not care to 

present themselves in a certain way. Table 12 in Section 4.5.1 above provides a summary of the confirmed 

hypotheses in the present study.   

4.5.7 Controlling for Level of Profile Restrictions 

Controlling for the amount of restrictions that respondents apply to their Facebook networks, the 

responses to the questions asking respondents to answer on a 10-point scale to what degree they restricted 

their Facebook content to various groups (friends, acquaintances, family, their boss/supervisor, coworkers, 

clients, professors/teachers, classmates, students and their religious community) were summed, and then 

scores between 1 to 40 were recoded into “Low Levels of Profile Restrictions” (N=244), scores between 41 

and 60 were considered “Moderate Levels of Profile Restrictions” (N=296), and scores between 61 and 100 

were called “High Levels of Profile Restrictions” (N=280). 

These three groups were incorporated into AMOS in “stacked” models, which were created by 

separating the analysis of the model by the variable Level of Profile Restrictions into the original model. 

The resulting models (Figures 9A through 9C) had a moderate chi-square value and a p-value greater than 

.05, suggesting that the new models were acceptable (X2=17.133, df=12, p=.145). When one additional 

path was added between ought self-presentation offline and actual self-presentation online, the model fit 
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improved substantially, though the new models and fit statistics still did not fit the data as well as the 

original model: (X2=9.116, df=9, p=.427) [compare to the original at (X2=2.208, df=4, p=.698)]. (See 

Figures 9A through 9C for the AMOS Models and Table 36 in Appendix D for the model parameters).  

 

Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=9.116, GFI=0.997, RFI=0.971, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.004 

Figure 9A. AMOS Model: Level of Profile Restrictions, Low Levels. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=9.116, GFI=0.997, RFI=0.971, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.004 

Figure 9B. AMOS Model: Level of Profile Restrictions, Moderate Levels. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=9.116, GFI=0.997, RFI=0.971, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.004 

Figure 9C. AMOS Model: Level of Profile Restrictions, High Levels. 
 

Compared to the original model, the models for Level of Profile Restrictions included one 

additional statistically significant path between ought self-presentation offline and actual self-presentation 

online, revealing this relationship to be important for this variable. Other than this one difference, the 

models for respondents who profiles featured either low or high levels of restrictions looked very much like 

the original. The one major difference between the models was that, while the path between ideal offline 

and its online counterpart was strong in the original model (B=.47; Figure 3) and strong in both the low 

restriction model (B=.54; Figure 9A) and the high restriction model (B=.50; Figure 9C), the same path was 
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moderate in the model for respondents whose profiles featured moderate levels of restrictions (B=.36; 

Figure 9B). These model comparisons showed slight differences between the three Level of Profile 

Restriction models, but did not reveal any consistent patterns of change as the levels of restrictions rose.  

Among these three groups of respondents, Extended Real-Life Hypothesis was supported for 

respondents who had “low levels of profile restrictions” and “moderate levels of profile restrictions.” None 

of the hypotheses was supported for the respondents who had “high levels of profile restrictions.” 

For respondents who had low levels of profile restrictions, actual self-presentation offline was 

found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, ought or socially desirable 

offline self-presentations as expected (compare B=.51 [actual-actual] to B=-.07 [ideal-actual], B=.15 

[ought-actual] and B=.27 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought and socially 

desirable online self-presentations than their offline components as was hypothesized (compare B=-.28 

[actual-ideal] to B=.54 [ideal-ideal], B=-.07 [actual-ought] to B=.25 [ought-ought] and B=-.16 [actual-

socially desirable] to B=.37 [socially desirable-socially desirable]).  

For respondents who had moderate levels of profile restrictions, actual self-presentation offline 

was found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, ought or socially 

desirable offline self-presentations as expected (compare B=.43 [actual-actual] to B=-.16 [ideal-actual], 

B=.06 [ought-actual] and B=.23 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought and socially 

desirable online self-presentations than their offline components as was hypothesized (compare B=-.29 

[actual-ideal] to B=.36 [ideal-ideal], B=-.06 [actual-ought] to B=.15 [ought-ought] and B=-.13 [actual-

socially desirable] to B=.26 [socially desirable-socially desirable]).  

These results suggest that when controlling for Level of Profile Restrictions, among respondents 

who had low levels of profile restrictions or moderate levels of profile restrictions, authentic self-

presentation offline was the most significant predictor of whether they presented themselves authentically 

on Facebook. Among respondents who had high levels of profile restrictions, none of the hypotheses was 

supported. These findings make intuitive sense. While people with low-to-moderate profile restrictions 

might have chosen those settings because they felt comfortable revealing their authentic selves online, 

others may have opted to employ high levels of restrictions to better manage their profiles before their 

audience. They may not have perceived their profiles as reflecting their actual selves due to this high level 
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of censorship. Still, I would have thought these profiles might have reflected the respondents’ ideal selves, 

so I’m not sure why none of the hypotheses was validated. It could have to do with the subjective nature of 

the groups, which I designed to be numerically consistent, but in doing so, may have inserted bias into the 

study by clumping responses that did not belong together. Future studies could test this variable further 

with revised groupings of the respondents to see whether different results emerge. Table 12 in Section 4.5.1 

above provides a summary of the confirmed hypotheses in the present study.   

4.5.8 Controlling for Gender 

 Controlling for gender, data were recoded into “males” (N=538) and “females” (N=276); “other” 

genders (N=6) were excluded from the model, because the group was too small to include in AMOS. These 

two groups were incorporated into AMOS in “stacked” models, which were created by separating the 

analysis of the model by the variable Gender into the original model. The resulting models (Figures 10A 

and 10B) had a low chi-square value and a p-value greater than .05, suggesting that the new models and fit 

statistics were acceptable, though they did not fit the data as well as the original model (X2=6.497, df=8, 

p=.592) [compare to the original at (X2=2.208, df=4, p=.698)]. (See Figures 10A through 10B for the 

AMOS Models and Table 37 in Appendix D for the model parameters).  

The two Gender models looked very similar to the original model, with two major differences: 

First, while the path between actual and ideal self-presentation online was moderate in the original model 

(B=.39; Figure 3), the same path was strong among the male respondents (B=.51; Figure 10A) and weak 

among the female respondents (B=.27; Figure 10B). Second, the path between ideal self-presentation 

offline and its online counterpart was strong in the original model (B=.47; Figure 3) and stronger among 

male respondents (B=.61; Figure 10A) but only moderate among female respondents (B=.31; Figure 10B). 

These model comparisons showed that while males and females behaved largely the same, men who 

presented their ideal selves offline were more likely to do so online than women.   

Among these two groups of respondents, the Extended Real-Life Hypothesis was supported for 

respondents who identified as “female.” None of the hypotheses was supported for the respondents who 

identified as “male.” 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=6.497, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.985, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 10A. AMOS Model: Gender, Males. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=6.497, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.985, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 10B. AMOS Model: Gender, Females. 
 

For females, actual self-presentation offline was found to have a stronger effect on actual self-

presentation online than did ideal, ought or socially desirable offline self-presentations as expected 

(compare B=.50 [actual-actual] to B=-.15 [ideal-actual], B=N/A [ought-actual] and B=.25 [socially 

desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought and socially desirable online self-presentations than 

their offline components as was hypothesized (compare B=-.16 [actual-ideal] to B=.31 [ideal-ideal], B=-.13 

[actual-ought] to B=.17 [ought-ought] and B=-.10 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.34 [socially desirable-

socially desirable]). The path between ought self-presentation offline and actual self-presentation online 
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was not included in the model, because it was not statistically significant and did not contribute to the 

overall fit of the model. 

These results suggest that when controlling for Gender, among respondents who identified as 

female, authentic self-presentation offline was the most significant predictor of whether they presented 

themselves authentically on Facebook. Interestingly, none of the hypotheses was supported for males. 

While it makes intuitive sense that women would want to present themselves authentically online based on 

this being a prominent feature of my sample, I assumed that they might also desire to present themselves 

ideally by editing or deleting unflattering photos and approving content before it appeared on their pages. 

In fact, I thought that women, more so than men, would desire to present themselves ideally, and that men, 

more so than women, would desire to present themselves authentically off and online. But interestingly, the 

data among men did not fit any of the hypotheses. It is difficult to explain why this might be. It could be 

that the sample of males was too large and diverse for any real pattern to show up. Perhaps in future 

studies, gender could be intersected with other control variables like age or ethnicity to see whether it might 

have an impact in a smaller subgroup. Additionally, further researchers might benefit from collecting more 

equal samples of males and females, as the divergent sizes of the groups likely affected the outcome as 

well. Table 12 in Section 4.5.1 above provides a summary of the confirmed hypotheses in the present study.   

4.5.9 Controlling for Age 

Controlling for age, data were recoded into four categories: “18-22” (N=190), “23-26” (N=251), 

“27-30” (N=205), and “31-68” (N=174). These four groups were incorporated into AMOS in “stacked” 

models, which were created by separating the analysis of the model by the variable Age into the original 

model. The resulting models (Figures 11A through 11D) had a moderate chi-square value and a p-value 

greater than .05, suggesting that the new models were acceptable (X2=23.775, df=16, p=.095). When three 

additional paths were added (ideal self-presentation offline  socially desirable self-presentation online, 

ought self-presentation offline  actual self-presentation online, and ought self-presentation offline  

socially desirable self-presentation online), the model fit increased substantially, thought the new models 

and fit statistics did not fit the data as well as the original model: (X2=3.329, df=4, p=.504) [compare to the 

original at (X2=2.208, df=4, p=.698)]. (See Figures 11A through 11D for the AMOS Models and Table 38 

in Appendix D for the model parameters).  
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=3.329, GFI=0.999, RFI=0.970, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 11A. AMOS Model: Age, 18-22. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=3.329, GFI=0.999, RFI=0.970, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 11B. AMOS Model: Age, 23-26. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=3.329, GFI=0.999, RFI=0.970, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 11C. AMOS Model: Age, 27-30. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=3.329, GFI=0.999, RFI=0.970, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 11D. AMOS Model: Age, 31-68. 
 

Compared to the original model, the Age models included three additional statistically significant 

paths between ideal self-presentation offline and ought self-presentation online, between ought self-

presentation offline and actual self-presentation online, and between ought self-presentation offline and 

socially desirable self-presentation online, revealing these relationships to be important for this variable. 

Other than these differences, the models differed from one another in a couple ways. First, while the path 

between ought and socially desirable self-presentation online was weak in the original model (B=.27; 

Figure 3) and negligible in the model for respondents who were between the ages of 18 and 22 (B=.15; 
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Figure 11A), the same path was moderate in the model for respondents who were between the ages of 23 

and 26 (B=.38; Figure 11B), between the ages of 27 and 30 (B=.36; Figure 11C) and between the ages of 

31 and 68 (B=.36; Figure 11D). Second, among respondents who were between the ages of 18 and 22 

(Figure 11A), the relationship between actual and ideal self-presentation online was strong (B=.45), but the 

same relationship was moderate in the original model (B=.39; Figure 3), and for respondents who were 

aged 23 to 26 (B=.32; Figure 11B), aged 27 to 30 (B=.35; Figure 11C) and aged 31 to 68 (B=.38; Figure 

11D). There were slight variations in the relationships between the independent and dependent variables as 

well. For example, for respondents ages 27 to 30, the path between socially desirable self-presentation 

offline and online was negligible (B=.03; Figure 11C), while the same path was moderate in the original 

model (B=.31; Figure 3) and moderate in the model for respondents aged 18 to 22 (B=.39; Figure 11A), 

strong in the model for respondents aged 23 to 26 (B=.41; Figure 11B), and weak in the model for 

respondents aged 31 to 68 (B=.28; Figure 11D). Overall, however, the model comparisons did not reveal 

any consistent patterns of change as the age of respondents rose.  

Among these four groups of respondents, the Idealized Virtual Identity Hypothesis was supported 

for respondents between the ages of 23 and 26, and Extended Real-Life Hypothesis was supported for 

respondents ages 31 to 45 and 46 to 68. None of the hypotheses was supported for the respondents between 

the ages of 18 and 22 or between the ages of 27 and 30. 

For respondents between the ages of 23 and 26, ideal self-presentation offline was found to have a 

stronger effect on ideal, ought and socially desirable self-presentation online than did actual self-

presentation offline, as expected (compare B=.48 [ideal-ideal] to B=-.04 [actual-ideal], B=15 [ideal-ought] 

to B=-.10 [actual-ought] and B=.11 [ideal-socially desirable] to B=-.05 [actual-socially desirable]); and a 

weaker effect on actual self-presentation online than actual self-presentation offline, as was hypothesized 

(compare B=-.16 [ideal-actual] to B=.50 [actual-actual]).  

For respondents between the ages of 31 and 68, actual self-presentation offline was found to have 

a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, ought or socially desirable offline self-

presentations, as expected (compare B=.56 [actual-actual] to B=-.14 [ideal-actual], B=-.10 [ought-actual] 

and B=.37 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought and socially desirable online self-

presentations than their offline components, as was hypothesized (compare B=-.14 [actual-ideal] to B=.38 



 86 

[ideal-ideal], B=-.04 [actual-ought] to B=.14 [ought-ought] and B=-.15 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.28 

[socially desirable-socially desirable]).  

These results suggest that when controlling for Age, among respondents who were between the 

ages of 23 and 26, ideal self-presentation offline was the most significant predictor of whether they 

presented their ideal, ought or socially desirable selves online; and among respondents aged 31 to 68, 

authentic self-presentation offline was the most significant predictor of whether they presented themselves 

authentically on Facebook. None of the hypotheses was supported for the respondents between the ages of 

18 and 22 or between the ages of 27 and 30. These findings make intuitive sense in that people aged 23 to 

26, who are still defining themselves and establishing their career path, might choose to present their best 

selves offline and online in order to impress their peers as well as their college professors and their 

perspective employers; while people over the age of 31 might feel less pressure to put their best foot 

forward due to having more credentials and security in their place in life, and therefore feel confident 

presenting their authentic selves off and on Facebook. It is difficult to say why no patterns emerged among 

respondents aged 18-22 or 27-30, but perhaps if future studies grouped the age groups differently they 

might find different results. Additionally, it would be interesting to look at age in combination with gender 

and other control variables to see if it would tell a different story. Table 12 in Section 4.5.1 above provides 

a summary of the confirmed hypotheses in the present study.   

4.5.10 Controlling for Relationship Status 

Controlling for relationship status, data were recoded into “single” (N=399), “in a relationship” 

(N=318), and “married” (N=103). (For the purposes of this model, people who reported being “in a civil 

partnership” or “engaged” were considered “in a relationship,” while people who reported being 

“separated,” “widowed” or “divorced” were considered “single”). These three groups were incorporated 

into AMOS in “stacked” models, which were created by separating the analysis of the model by the 

variable Relationship Status into the original model. The resulting models (Figures 12A through 12C) had a 

moderate chi-square value and a statistically significant p-value, suggesting that the new models were not 

acceptable (X2=27.523, df=12, p=.006). When two additional paths were added (ideal self-presentation 

offline  ought self-presentation online, and ought self-presentation offline  actual self-presentation 

online), the model fit increased substantially, though the new models and fit statistics did not fit the data as 
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well as the original model: (X2=8.107, df=6, p=.230) [compare to the original at (X2=2.208, df=4, p=.698)].  

(See Figures 12A through 12C for the AMOS Models and Table 39 in Appendix D for the model 

parameters).  

 

Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=8.107, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.963, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.021 

Figure 12A. AMOS Model: Relationship Status, Single. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=8.107, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.963, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.021 

Figure 12B. AMOS Model: Relationship Status, In A Relationship. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=8.107, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.963, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.021 

Figure 12C. AMOS Model: Relationship Status, Married. 
 

Compared to the original model, the models for Relationship Status included two additional 

statistically significant paths between ideal self-presentation offline and ought self-presentation online and 

between ought self-presentation offline and actual self-presentation online, revealing these relationships to 

be important for this variable. While the three relationship status models looked very much like the 

original, a few differences emerged. First, while the path between actual and ideal self-presentation online 

was moderate in the original model (B=.39; Figure 3) and strong in the models for respondents who were 
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single (B=.47; Figure 12A) or in a relationship (B=.40; Figure 12B), the same path was negligible in the 

model for respondents who were married (B=.15; Figure 12C). Additionally, the strength of the new path 

between ideal self-presentation offline and socially desirable self-presentation online changed between the 

Relationship Status models, such that it decreased in relevance from the model for respondents who were 

single (B=.20; Figure 12A) to the model for respondents who were in a relationship (B=11; Figure 12B) to 

the model for respondents who were married (B=.06; Figure 12C). Also of interest is that while the 

relationship between socially desirable self-presentation offline and its online counterpart was moderate in 

the original model (B=.31; Figure 12A), the same path was weak in the model for people who were 

single(B=.23; Figure 12A) or married (B=.26; Figure 12C) but strong among people who were in a 

relationship (B=.41; Figure 12B). These model comparisons showed that while the effects that ought and 

socially desirable self-presentation offline had on their online counterparts remained stagnant overtime, the 

effect that actual and ideal self-presentation offline had on their online counterparts grew as relationship 

commitment increased. 

Among these three groups of respondents, the Extended Real-Life Hypothesis was supported for 

respondents who were “single” and respondents who were “in a relationship.” None of the hypotheses was 

supported for the respondents who were “married.” 

For respondents who were single, actual self-presentation offline was found to have a stronger 

effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, ought or socially desirable offline self-presentations 

as expected (compare B=.46 [actual-actual] to B=-.09 [ideal-actual], B=.16 [ought-actual] and B=.20 

[socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought and socially desirable online self-

presentations than their offline components as was hypothesized (compare B=-.19 [actual-ideal] to B=.39 

[ideal-ideal], B=-.02 [actual-ought] to B=.22 [ought-ought] and B=-.06 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.23 

[socially desirable-socially desirable]).  

For respondents who were in a relationship, actual self-presentation offline was found to have a 

stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, ought or socially desirable offline self-

presentations as expected (compare B=.48 [actual-actual] to B=-.13 [ideal-actual], B=-.09 [ought-actual] 

and B=.25 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought and socially desirable online self-

presentations than their offline components as was hypothesized (compare B=-.31 [actual-ideal] to B=.48 
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[ideal-ideal], B=-.05 [actual-ought] to B=.13 [ought-ought] and B=-.13 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.41 

[socially desirable-socially desirable]).  

These results suggest that when controlling for Relationship Status, among respondents who were 

single or in a relationship, authentic self-presentation offline was the most significant predictor of whether 

they presented themselves authentically on Facebook. No patterns emerged within the data for respondents 

who were married. I was intrigued by these findings because I assumed that people who were in 

relationships or married would present authentically due to their significant other taking on a warranting 

function; and that people who were single would present ideally in order to impress potential dating 

partners. Looking at the results of the data, it seems, instead, that this variable did not have much of an 

impact on the way people presented off and online. People in the general sample tended to present 

authentically, so it makes sense that the people in the two biggest relationship status groups – “single” and 

“in a relationship” – would also present authentically. I am not sure why married people did not also 

present authentically, but perhaps this could be explored in a future study. It is important to note that the 

proportion of people who were married compared to the other two groups was smaller by a factor of 1:3, so 

the varying sizes of the groups could have impacted the results. Table 12 in Section 4.5.1 above provides a 

summary of the confirmed hypotheses in the present study.   

4.5.11 Controlling for Ethnic Background 

Controlling for ethnic background, data were recoded into “Asian” (N=23), “Native 

Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander” (N=39), “White” (N=674), “Latino” (N=24), “Black” (N=13) and 

“Multiethnic” (N=47). (For the purposes of this model, people who reported being “biracial” or who wrote 

in more than one ethnicity were considered “multiethnic”). These six groups were incorporated into AMOS 

in “stacked” models, which were created by separating the analysis of the model by the variable Ethnicity 

into the original model. The resulting models (Figures 13A through 13E) had a high chi-square value and a 

statistically significant p-value, suggesting that the new models were not acceptable (X2=60.728, df=24, 

p=.000). When three additional paths were added (ideal self-presentation offline  ought self-presentation 

online, ought self-presentation offline  actual self-presentation online, and ought self-presentation offline 

 socially desirable self-presentation online), the model fit increased substantially to the point where it 

became acceptable, though the new models and fit statistics did not fit the data as well as the original 
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model: (X2=5.776, df=6, p=.449), [compare to the original at (X2=2.208, df=4, p=.698)]. (See Figures 13A 

through 13E for the AMOS Models and Table 40 in Appendix D for the model parameters).  

 

Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=5.776, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.952, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 13A. AMOS Model: Ethnic Background, Asian. 
 



 93 

 

Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=5.776, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.952, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 13B. AMOS Model: Ethnic Background, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=5.776, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.952, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 13C. AMOS Model: Ethnic Background, White. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=5.776, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.952, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 13D. AMOS Model: Ethnic Background, Latino. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=5.776, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.952, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 13E. AMOS Model: Ethnic Background, Black. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=5.776, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.952, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 13F. AMOS Model: Ethnic Background, Multiethnic. 
 

Compared to the original model, the Ethnic Background models included three additional 

statistically significant paths between ideal self-presentation offline and ought self-presentation online, 

between ought self-presentation offline and actual self-presentation online, and between ought self-

presentation offline and socially desirable self-presentation online, revealing these relationships to be 

important for this variable. For Asian respondents (Figure 13A), there were very strong paths between ideal 

self-presentation offline and actual self-presentation online (B=-.70; compare to B=-.09 in the original 

model [Figure 3]) and between ought self-presentation offline and actual self-presentation online (B=.85; 
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this path did not exist in the original model). For Native Hawaiians (Figure 13B), there were very strong 

paths between ideal self-presentation offline and ideal self-presentation online (B=.95; compare to B=.47 in 

the original model), between ideal self-presentation offline and socially desirable self-presentation online 

(B=.82; compare to B=.13 in the original model), and between ideal and ought self-presentation online 

(B=.94; compare to .66 in the original model). Among whites (Figure 13C), the model looked very similar 

to the original model, which makes sense as this model was based on data from the largest respondent 

group. Among Latinos, there was a strong path between actual self-presentation offline and ideal self-

presentation online (B=-.56; compare to B=-.21 in the original model), and strong-to-very strong 

relationships between actual and ideal self-presentation online (B=.71; compare to B=.39 in the original 

model) and between ought and socially desirable self-presentation online (B=.66; compare to B=.27 in the 

original model). For Blacks (Figure 13D), there were very strong relationship between ideal self-

presentation offline and ideal self-presentation online (B=.70; compare to B=.47 in the original model), 

between ideal self-presentation offline and ought self-presentation online (B=.72; relationship does not 

exist in the original model) and between ideal self-presentation offline and socially desirable self-

presentation online (B=.64; compare to B=.13 in the original model). Additionally, among Black 

respondents the strength of the relationships between the online self-presentation variables dropped out 

(B=.00 for actual to ideal self-presentation online, B=.04 for ideal to ought self-presentation online, B=.06 

for ideal to socially desirable self-presentation online and B=-.05 for ought to socially desirable self-

presentation online). Among multiethnic respondents (Figure 13F), there was a very strong relationship 

between actual self-presentation offline and its online counterpart (B=.71; compare to B=.50 in the original 

model), a moderate inverse relationship between ought self-presentation offline and actual self-presentation 

online (B=-.39; relationship does not exist in original model), and a strong path between actual and ideal 

self-presentation online (B=.59; compare to B=.39 in the original model). These model comparisons 

showed substantial differences between the six Ethnic Background models, but did not reveal any 

consistent patterns of change across the different ethnicities. It is important to note that many of these 

strong relationships had to do with the low sample size of non-white Facebookers.  

Among these six groups of respondents, Extended Real-Life Hypothesis was supported for 

respondents who identified as “white” and respondents who identified as “multiethnic;” while Idealized 
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Virtual-Identity Hypothesis was supported for respondents who identified as “black.” None of the 

hypotheses was supported for the respondents who were “Asian,” “Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 

Islander,” or “Latino.” 

For respondents who were white, actual self-presentation offline was found to have a stronger 

effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, ought or socially desirable offline self-presentations 

as expected (compare B=.48 [actual-actual] to B=-.10 [ideal-actual], B=.05 [ought-actual] and B=.22 

[socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought and socially desirable online self-

presentations than their offline components as was hypothesized (compare B=-.24 [actual-ideal] to B=.43 

[ideal-ideal], B=-.02 [actual-ought] to B=.22 [ought-ought] and B=-.05 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.30 

[socially desirable-socially desirable]).  

For respondents who were multiethnic, actual self-presentation offline was found to have a 

stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, ought or socially desirable offline self-

presentations, as expected (compare B=.71 [actual-actual] to B=-.04 [ideal-actual], B=-.39 [ought-actual] 

and B=.24 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought and socially desirable online self-

presentations than their offline components, as was hypothesized (compare B=-.07 [actual-ideal] to B=.42 

[ideal-ideal], B=-.11 [actual-ought] to B=.27 [ought-ought] and B=-.17 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.38 

[socially desirable-socially desirable]).  

For respondents who were Black, ideal self-presentation offline was found to have a stronger 

effect on ideal, ought and socially desirable self-presentation online than did actual self-presentation 

offline, as expected (compare B=.70 [ideal-ideal] to B=.37 [actual-ideal], B=.72 [ideal-ought] to B=.14 

[actual-ought] and B=.64 [ideal-socially desirable] to B=-.42 [actual-socially desirable]), and a weaker 

effect on actual self-presentation online than actual self-presentation offline, as was hypothesized (compare 

B=-.07 [ideal-actual] to B=.54 [actual-actual]). 

These results suggest that when controlling for Ethnicity, among respondents who were white or 

multiethnic, authentic self-presentation offline was the most significant predictor of whether they presented 

themselves authentically on Facebook; while among respondents who were Black, ideal self-presentation 

offline was the most significant predictor of whether they presented their ideal, ought or socially desirable 

selves online. No patterns emerged in the data among respondents who were Asian, Native Hawaiian or 
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Other Pacific Islander, or Latino. I am not surprised that the two largest ethnic groups in the sample – white 

and multiethnic – were both found to present authentically, considering that the sample overall reported 

authentic self-presentation off and online. It was interesting that Blacks were found to present their ideal 

selves off and online, though the sample of black respondents was very small, making this result difficult to 

extrapolate upon. It would be interesting to repeat this study with congruous numbers of respondents from 

each ethnic group to see what patterns would emerge, in order to eliminate biases created by group size.  

Table 12 in Section 4.5.1 above provides a summary of the confirmed hypotheses in the present study.   

4.5.12 Controlling for Level of Education  

Controlling for level of education, data were recoded into “No College” (N=51), “Some College” 

(N=232), “Two-Year College Degree” (N=227), “Four-Year College Degree” (N=215) and “Advanced 

Degree” (N=95). (For the purposes of this model, respondents who had less than a high school education or 

who had passed the GED and respondents who completed trade school were included in “No College,” and 

respondents who had completed Master’s degrees, Doctoral degrees, Doctor of Medicine (MD) degrees and 

Juris Doctorate (JD) degrees were included in “Advanced Degree”). These five groups were incorporated 

into AMOS in “stacked” models, which were created by separating the analysis of the model by the 

variable Level of Education into the original model. The resulting models (Figures 14A through 14E) had a 

high chi-square value and a statistically significant p-value, suggesting that the new models were not 

acceptable (X2=42.189, df=20, p=.003). When two additional paths were added (ought self-presentation 

offline  actual self-presentation online, and actual self-presentation online  socially desirable self-

presentation online), the model fit increased substantially to the point where it became acceptable, though 

the new models and fit statistics still did not fit the data as well as the original model: (X2=6.879, df=10, 

p=.737) [compare to the original at (X2=2.208, df=4, p=.698)]. (See Figures 14A through 14E for the 

AMOS Models and Table 41 in Appendix D for the model parameters).  
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=6.879, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.972, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 14A. AMOS Model: Level of Education, No College. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=6.879, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.972, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 14B. AMOS Model: Level of Education, Some College. 



 103 

 
Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=6.879, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.972, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 14C. AMOS Model: Level of Education, Two-Year College Degree. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=6.879, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.972, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 14D. AMOS Model: Level of Education, Four-Year College Degree. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=6.879, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.972, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 14E. AMOS Model: Level of Education, Advanced Degree. 
 

Compared to the original model, the Level of Education models included two additional 

statistically significant paths between ought self-presentation offline and socially desirable self-presentation 

online and between actual and socially desirable self-presentation online, revealing these relationships to be 

important for this variable. The models for the most part resembled the original, with a few differences. For 

example, while the path between ideal self-presentation offline and its online counterpart was strong in the 

original model (B=.47; Figure 3), the same path was negligible for respondents with no college education 

(B=.17; Figure 14A), strong for respondents with some college education (B=.56; Figure 14B), very strong 
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for respondents with a two-year college degree (B=.80; Figure 14C), strong for respondents with a four-

year college degree (B=.47; Figure 14D), and weak for respondents with an advanced degree (B=.28; 

Figure 14E). Also interesting was the relationship between socially desirable self-presentation offline and 

socially desirable self-presentation online, which was moderate in the original model (B=.31) and in the 

subsequent models ranged from negligible (B=-.03) for respondents with advanced degrees (Figure 14E) to 

strong (B=.53) for respondents with a two-year college degree (Figure 14C). These model comparisons 

showed slight differences between the five Level of Education models, but did not reveal any consistent 

patterns of change as education rose  

Among these five groups of respondents, the Extended Real-Life Hypothesis was only supported 

for respondents who had a two-year college degree. None of the hypotheses was supported for the 

respondents who had “no college,” “some college,” a “four year-college degree,” or an “advanced degree.” 

For respondents who had a two-year college degree, actual self-presentation offline was found to 

have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, ought or socially desirable offline 

self-presentations, as expected (compare B=.45 [actual-actual] to B=-.05 [ideal-actual], B=-.08 [ought-

actual] and B=.44 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought and socially desirable 

online self-presentations than their offline components, as was hypothesized (compare B=-.30 [actual-ideal] 

to B=.80 [ideal-ideal], B=-.02 [actual-ought] to B=.29 [ought-ought] and B=-.02 [actual-socially desirable] 

to B=.53 [socially desirable-socially desirable]).  

These results suggest that when controlling for Level of Education, among respondents who had a 

two-year college degree, authentic self-presentation offline was the most significant predictor of whether 

they presented themselves authentically on Facebook. No patterns in the data emerged within groups of 

respondents who had no college, some college, a four year-college degree or an advanced degree. These 

findings are confusing in that I assumed that people with more education would have a better sense of how 

to make their Facebook profile work to their advantage in the academic and professional world and 

therefore present ideally. However, I had also thought that perhaps people who were more educated would 

be proud of their accomplishments and would desire to show off their success by presenting authentically 

online. Either way, I assumed this variable would have more meaningful effects on the data. Perhaps in 
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future studies if respondents were grouped differently then differences among the groups might emerge. 

Table 12 in Section 4.5.1 above provides a summary of the confirmed hypotheses in the present study.   

4.5.13 Controlling for Occupational Status 

Controlling for occupational status, data were recoded into “Student/Employed Part-Time” 

(N=131), “Student/Employed Full-Time” (N=191), “Employed Part-Time” (N=165), “Employed Full-

Time” (N=202), and “Out of Work” (N=131). (For the purposes of this model, respondents who were “self-

employed” were included in “Employed Full-Time,” while respondents who were “full-time students,” “out 

of work and looking for work”, “out of work but not currently looking for work”, “a homemaker”, “retired” 

and “unable to work” were included in “Out of Work”). These five groups were incorporated into AMOS 

in “stacked” models, which were created by separating the analysis of the model by the variable 

Occupational Status into the original model. The resulting models (Figures 15A through 15E) had a high 

chi-square value and a statistically significant p-value, suggesting that the new models were not acceptable 

(X2=54.516, df=20, p=.000). When two additional paths were added (ideal self-presentation offline  

ought self-presentation online, and ought self-presentation offline  socially desirable self-presentation 

online), the model fit increased substantially to the point where it became acceptable, though the new 

models and fit statistics still did not fit the data as well as the original model: (X2=15.894 df=10, p=.103) 

[compare to the original at (X2=2.208, df=4, p=.698)]. (See Figures 15A through 15E for the AMOS 

Models and Table 42 in Appendix D for the model parameters).  

Compared to the original model, the Occupational Status models included two additional 

statistically significant paths between ideal self-presentation offline and ought self-presentation online and 

between ought self-presentation offline and socially desirable self-presentation online, revealing these 

relationships to be important for this variable. A few differences emerged between models. For instance, 

while the path between ideal self-presentation offline and socially desirable self-presentation online was 

negligible in the original model (B=.13; Figure 3) and for respondents with full-time jobs (B=.02; Figure 

15D); it was also weak among students with full-time jobs (B=-.19; Figure 15B), respondents who were out 

of work (B=.25; Figure 15E), and respondents who were employed part-time (B=.27; Figure 15C); and 

strong among respondents who were students with part-time jobs (B=.41; Figure 15A). Additionally, the 

relationship between socially desirable self-presentation offline and socially desirable self-presentation 
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online was moderate in the original model (B=.31; Figure 3) and among students with full-time jobs 

(B=.32; Figure 15B); weak among full-time employees (B=.24; Figure 15D) and respondents who were out 

of work (B=.28; Figure 15E); and strong among part-time employees (B=.46; Figure 15C) and students 

with part-time jobs (B=.48; Figure 15A). These model comparisons showed slight differences between the 

five Occupational Status models, but did not reveal any consistent patterns of change among the different 

groups.  

 

Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=15.894, GFI=0.995, RFI=0.935, CFI=.998, RMSEA=.027 

Figure 15A. AMOS Model: Occupational Status, Student with One or More Part-Time Jobs. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=15.894, GFI=0.995, RFI=0.935, CFI=.998, RMSEA=.027 

Figure 15B. AMOS Model: Occupational Status, Student with a Full-Time Job. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=15.894, GFI=0.995, RFI=0.935, CFI=.998, RMSEA=.027 

Figure 15C. AMOS Model: Occupational Status, Employed Part-Time. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=15.894, GFI=0.995, RFI=0.935, CFI=.998, RMSEA=.027 

Figure 15D. AMOS Model: Occupational Status, Employed Full-Time. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=15.894, GFI=0.995, RFI=0.935, CFI=.998, RMSEA=.027 

Figure 15E. AMOS Model: Occupational Status, Out of Work. 
 
Among these five groups of respondents, the Idealized Virtual-Identity Hypothesis was only 

supported for respondents who worked one or more part-time jobs, while Extended Real-Life Hypothesis 

was only supported for respondents who worked a full-time job or who were “out of work”. None of the 

hypotheses was supported for the respondents who were students with one or more part-time jobs or 

students with a full-time job. 

For respondents who worked one or more part-time jobs, ideal self-presentation offline was found 

to have a stronger effect on ideal, ought and socially desirable self-presentation online than did actual self-
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presentation offline as expected (compare B=.40 [ideal-ideal] to B=-.21 [actual-ideal], B=.26 [ideal-ought] 

to B=-.07 [actual-ought] and B=.27 [ideal-socially desirable] to B=-.25 [actual-socially desirable]); and a 

weaker effect on actual self-presentation online than actual self-presentation offline as was hypothesized 

(compare B=-.20 [ideal-actual] to B=.60 [actual-actual]). 

For respondents who worked a full-time job, actual self-presentation offline was found to have a 

stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, ought or socially desirable offline self-

presentations, as expected (compare B=.40 [actual-actual] to B=-.03 [ideal-actual], B=N/A [ought-actual] 

and B=.17 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought and socially desirable online self-

presentations than their offline components, as was hypothesized (compare B=-.14 [actual-ideal] to B=.43 

[ideal-ideal], B=-.04 [actual-ought] to B=.25 [ought-ought] and B=-.12 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.24 

[socially desirable-socially desirable]). The path between ought self-presentation offline and actual self-

presentation online was not included in the model, because it was not statistically significant and did not 

contribute to the overall fit of the model. 

For respondents who were “out of work,” actual self-presentation offline was found to have a 

stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, ought or socially desirable offline self-

presentations, as expected (compare B=.45 [actual-actual] to B=-.11 [ideal-actual], B=N/A [ought-actual] 

and B=.35 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought and socially desirable online self-

presentations than their offline components, as was hypothesized (compare B=-.33 [actual-ideal] to B=.55 

[ideal-ideal], B=-.10 [actual-ought] to B=.13 [ought-ought] and B=-.04 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.28 

[socially desirable-socially desirable]). The path between ought self-presentation offline and actual self-

presentation online was not included in the model, because it was not statistically significant and did not 

contribute to the overall fit of the model. 

These results suggest that when controlling for Occupational Status, among respondents who 

worked one or more part-time jobs, ideal self-presentation offline was the most significant predictor of 

whether they presented their ideal, ought or socially desirable selves online; while among respondents who 

worked a full-time job or were “out of work,” authentic self-presentation offline was the most significant 

predictor of whether they presented themselves authentically on Facebook. Among respondents who were 

students with one or more part-time jobs or students with a full-time job, no patterns emerged in the data. 



 114 

These findings are interesting because they make intuitive sense. People who are employed part time might 

be students or still seeking a stronger foothold in their career path and therefore might need to continue to 

put their best self forward in order to move in their desired direction; it makes sense, then, that they would 

present themselves ideally offline and on Facebook. By contrast, people working full-time jobs might feel 

more comfortable presenting their authentic selves because they are more secure in their career path and 

have done the hard work of getting in the door. The “out of work” category was rather diverse, ranging 

from people who were retired to homemakers and stay-at-home-parents to people who were looking for 

work. It was interesting to learn that this group also presented authentically off and online, because this 

group consisted mainly of people who were looking for work (2.3% of the sample) or as homemakers 

(1.2% of the sample), and it would make sense that that the job-hunters would want to portray themselves 

ideally but this was not the case. I am not sure why no patterns emerged in the data among students who 

either had part-time or full-time jobs, as I thought students who had part-time jobs would have more time to 

play around with their Facebook profiles and therefore present ideally, while I assumed students with full-

time jobs would have less time to craft their profiles and therefore present authentically. It would be 

interesting to revisit these findings in a future study and experiment with grouping the respondents 

differently. Table 12 in Section 4.5.1 above provides a summary of the confirmed hypotheses in the present 

study.   

4.5.14 Controlling for Household Income 

Controlling for household income, data were recoded into “$29,999 or less” (N=181), “$30,000 - 

$39,999” (N=109), “$40,000 - $49,999” (N=141), “$50,000 - $59,999” (N=135), “$60,000 - $89,999” 

(N=132), and “$90,000 and up” (N=122). These six groups were incorporated into AMOS in “stacked” 

models, which were created by separating the analysis of the model by the variable Household Income into 

the original model. The resulting models (Figures 16A through 16E) had a high chi-square value and a 

statistically significant p-value, suggesting that the new models were not acceptable (X2=39.034, df=24, 

p=.027). When three additional paths were added (ideal self-presentation offline  ought self-presentation 

online, ought self-presentation offline  actual self-presentation online, and ought self-presentation offline 

 socially desirable self-presentation online), the model fit increased substantially to the point where it 

became acceptable, though the new models and fit statistics did not fit the data as well as the original 
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model: (X2=6.803, df=6, p=.339) [compare to the original at (X2=2.208, df=4, p=.698)]. (See Figures 16A 

through 16E for the AMOS Models and Table 43 in Appendix D for the model parameters).  

 

Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=6.803, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.942, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.013 

Figure 16A. AMOS Model: Household Income, Less Than $29,999. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=6.803, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.942, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.013 

Figure 16B. AMOS Model: Household Income, $30,000 - $39,999. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=6.803, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.942, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.013 

Figure 16C. AMOS Model: Household Income, $40,000 - $49,999. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=6.803, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.942, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.013 

Figure 16D. AMOS Model: Household Income, $50,000 - $59,999. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=6.803, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.942, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.013 
 
Figure 16E. AMOS Model: Household Income, $60,000 - $89,999. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=6.803, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.942, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.013 

Figure 16F. AMOS Model: Household Income, $90,000 and Up. 
 

Compared to the original model, the Household Income models included three additional 

statistically significant paths between ideal self-presentation offline and ought self-presentation online, 

between ought self-presentation offline and actual self-presentation online and between ought self-

presentation offline and socially desirable self-presentation online, revealing these relationships to be 

important for this variable. Other than this one difference, the models for respondents who earned $29,999 

and less and for respondents who earned between $39,000 and $39,999 looked very much like the original. 
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Among the other models, the relationships between socially desirable self-presentation offline and its 

online counterpart, between actual and ideal self-presentation online, and between ought and socially 

desirable self-presentation online changed between the groups. While the path between socially desirable 

self-presentation offline and socially desirable self-presentation online was moderate in the original model 

(B=31; Figure 3) and for respondents who earned $29,999 and less (B=.33; Figure 16A), it was also 

negligible for respondents who earned between $30,000 and $39,999 (B=.11; Figure 16B), strong among 

respondents who earned between $40,000 and $49,999 (B=.52; Figure 17C), negligible among respondents 

who earned between $50,000 and $59,999 (B=.04; Figure 17D), and moderate among respondents who 

earned between $60,000 and $89,999 (B=.32; Figure 17E) and $90,000 and up (B=.34; Figure 17F). 

Additionally, the strengths of the dependent variables differed in random ways, illustrating that the 

differences between the Household Income models did not occur in a pattern relating to increasing levels of 

income. 

Among these six groups of respondents, the Idealized Virtual-Identity Hypothesis was only 

supported for respondents who made between $30,000 and $39,999 per year, while Extended Real-Life 

Hypothesis was only supported for respondents who made between $60,000 and $89,999 per year and for 

respondents who made $90,000 or more per year. None of the hypotheses was supported for the 

respondents who made either $29,999 and less, between $40,000 and $49,999 or between $50,000 and 

$59,999 per year. 

For respondents who made between $30,000 and $39,999 per year, ideal self-presentation offline 

was found to have a stronger effect on ideal, ought and socially desirable self-presentation online than did 

actual self-presentation offline, as expected (compare B=.41 [ideal-ideal] to B=-.22 [actual-ideal], B=.10 

[ideal-ought] to B=-.03 [actual-ought] and B=.22 [ideal-socially desirable] to B=-.12 [actual-socially 

desirable]); and a weaker effect on actual self-presentation online than actual self-presentation offline, as 

was hypothesized (compare B=-.26 [ideal-actual] to B=.40 [actual-actual]). 

For respondents who made between $60,000 and $89,999 per year, actual self-presentation offline 

was found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, ought or socially 

desirable offline self-presentations, as expected (compare B=.56 [actual-actual] to B=.00 [ideal-actual], B=-

.16 [ought-actual] and B=.27 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought and socially 



 122 

desirable online self-presentations than their offline components, as was hypothesized (compare B=-.19 

[actual-ideal] to B=.52 [ideal-ideal], B=-.09 [actual-ought] to B=.21 [ought-ought] and B=-.02 [actual-

socially desirable] to B=.32 [socially desirable-socially desirable]).  

For respondents who made $90,000 or more per year, actual self-presentation offline was found to 

have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, ought or socially desirable offline 

self-presentations, as expected (compare B=.55 [actual-actual] to B=-.15 [ideal-actual], B=-.02 [ought-

actual] and B=.38 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought and socially desirable 

online self-presentations than their offline components, as was hypothesized (compare B=-.12 [actual-ideal] 

to B=.43 [ideal-ideal], B=-.12 [actual-ought] to B=.21 [ought-ought] and B=-.14 [actual-socially desirable] 

to B=.34 [socially desirable-socially desirable]).  

These results suggest that when controlling for Household Income, among respondents who made 

between $30,000 and $39,999 per year, ideal self-presentation offline was the most significant predictor of 

whether they presented their ideal, ought or socially desirable selves online; while among respondents who 

made between $60,000 and $89,999 per year or who made $90,000 or more per year, authentic self-

presentation offline was the most significant predictor of whether they presented themselves authentically 

on Facebook. No pattern emerged in the data among respondents who made either $29,999 and less, 

between $40,000 and $49,999 or between $50,000 and $59,999 per year. These findings make intuitive 

sense to me as I assumed that people who had a larger annual income would feel proud of their higher 

socio-economic status and the spoils it afforded them and would therefore want to present themselves 

authentically on Facebook to show off the fruits of their earnings. I also assumed that people who made less 

annually might want to present ideally online to impress their Facebook networks and boost their own 

feelings of accomplishment and self-worth. However, I am not sure why the groups who earned $29,999 or 

less, $40,000 to $49,999 or $50,000 to $59,000 would not also follow these patterns. Perhaps the groupings 

could be adjusted in future studies to see if different or more consistent results emerge. Table 12 in Section 

4.5.1 above provides a summary of the confirmed hypotheses in the present study.   

4.5.15 Controlling for Length of Facebook Membership Time 

Controlling for length of Facebook membership, the dates respondents joined Facebook were 

recoded into years and then categorized into “0-5 Years on Facebook” (N=221), “6 Years on Facebook” 
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(N=363) and “7-9 Years on Facebook” (N=236). These three groups were incorporated into AMOS in 

“stacked” models, which were created by separating the analysis of the model by the variable Length of 

Facebook Membership Time into the original model. The resulting models (Figures 17A through 17C) had 

a moderate chi-square value and a statistically significant p-value, suggesting that the new models were not 

acceptable (X2=32.952 df=12, p=.001). When two additional paths were added (ideal self-presentation 

offline  ought self-presentation online, actual self-presentation online  socially desirable self-

presentation online), the model fit increased substantially to the point where it became acceptable, though 

the new models and fit statistics did not fit the data as well as the original model: (X2=7.693, df=6, p=.261) 

[compare to the original at (X2=2.208, df=4, p=.698)]. (See Figures 17A through 17C for the AMOS 

Models and Table 44 in Appendix D for the model parameters).  

Compared to the original model, the Length of Facebook Membership Time models included two 

additional statistically significant paths between ideal self-presentation offline and ought self-presentation 

online and between actual and socially desirable self-presentation online, revealing these relationships to be 

important for this variable. Other than this one difference, the models for respondents who had been on 

Facebook for between zero and five years looked very much like the original. Differences between the 

models occurred mainly among the dependent variables. While the path between actual and ideal online 

was moderate in the original model (B=.39; Figure 3) and moderate for respondents who had been on 

Facebook for between zero and five years (B=.31; Figure 17A) or seven to nine years (B=.35; Figure 17C), 

it was strong for respondents who had been on Facebook for six years (B=.53; Figure 17B). Additionally, 

the path between ought and socially desirable self-presentation online was weak in the original model 

(B=.27; Figure 3), negligible for respondents who had been on Facebook for between zero and five years 

(B=.15; Figure 17A) and weak for respondents who had been on Facebook for six years (B=.20), but strong 

for respondents who had been on Facebook for between seven and nine years (B=.48; Figure 17C). These 

model comparisons showed slight differences between the three Length of Facebook Membership Time 

models, but did not reveal any consistent patterns of change as the length of Facebook membership rose.  

Among these three groups of respondents, the Extended Real-Life Hypothesis was only supported 

for respondents who had been on Facebook for between zero and five years and for respondents who had 
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been on Facebook for between seven and nine years. None of the hypotheses was supported for respondents 

who had been on Facebook for six years. 

 

Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=7.693, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.965, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.019 

Figure 17A. AMOS Model: Length of Facebook Membership Time, 0-5 Years. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=7.693, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.965, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.019 

Figure 17B. AMOS Model: Length of Facebook Membership Time, 6 Years. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=7.693, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.965, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.019 

Figure 17C. AMOS Model: Length of Facebook Membership Time, 7-9 Years. 
 

For respondents who had been on Facebook for between zero and five years, actual self-

presentation offline was found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, 

ought or socially desirable offline self-presentations, as expected (compare B=.49 [actual-actual] to B=-.03 

[ideal-actual], B=N/A [ought-actual] and B=.30 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, 

ought and socially desirable online self-presentations than their offline components, as was hypothesized 

(compare B=-.18 [actual-ideal] to B=.40 [ideal-ideal], B=-.03 [actual-ought] to B=.23 [ought-ought] and 

B=-.13 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.28 [socially desirable-socially desirable]). The path between ought 
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self-presentation offline and actual self-presentation online was not included in the model because it was 

not statistically significant and did not contribute to the overall fit of the model. 

For respondents who had been on Facebook for between seven and nine years, actual self-

presentation offline was found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, 

ought or socially desirable offline self-presentations, as expected (compare B=.49 [actual-actual] to B=-.11 

[ideal-actual], B=N/A [ought-actual] and B=.15 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, 

ought and socially desirable online self-presentations than their offline components, as was hypothesized 

(compare B=-.12 [actual-ideal] to B=.43 [ideal-ideal], B=-.04 [actual-ought] to B=.17 [ought-ought] and 

B=-.12 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.24 [socially desirable-socially desirable]). The path between ought 

self-presentation offline and actual self-presentation online was not included in the model, because it was 

not statistically significant and did not contribute to the overall fit of the model. 

These results suggest that when controlling for Length of Facebook Membership Time, among 

respondents who had been on Facebook for between zero and five years or between seven and nine years, 

authentic self-presentation offline was the most significant predictor of whether they presented themselves 

authentically on Facebook. No pattern emerged within the data of the group of respondents who had been 

on Facebook for six years. These findings seem to show that this control variable did not have a major 

effect on the data. The sample already tended to present authentically, so the fact that two of the three 

groups of respondents here also presented authentically is not surprising. It is curious that none of the 

hypotheses was validated among respondents who spent six years on Facebook. This likely had to do with 

the subjective nature of my groupings. I tried to separate the respondents into three even groups, but since 

most respondents in the sample had been on Facebook for six years, the groupings may not have been very 

meaningful. Future researchers might have more success grouping the respondents differently and retesting 

they hypotheses. Table 12 in Section 4.5.1 above provides a summary of the confirmed hypotheses in the 

present study.   

4.5.16 Controlling for Number of Facebook Friends 

Controlling for number of Facebook friends, responses were categorized into “0-220 Friends” 

(N=163), “221-349 Friends” (N=166), “350-444 Friends” (N=162), “445-569 Friends” (N=164), and “570+ 

Friends” (N=165).  



 128 

 

Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=8.168, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.964, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 18A. AMOS Model: Number of Facebook Friends, 0 - 220. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=8.168, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.964, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 18B. AMOS Model: Number of Facebook Friends, 221 - 349. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=8.168, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.964, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 18C. AMOS Model: Number of Facebook Friends, 350 - 444. 
 



 131 

 

Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=8.168, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.964, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 18D. AMOS Model: Number of Facebook Friends, 445 - 569. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=8.168, GFI=0.998, RFI=0.964, CFI=1.000, RMSEA=.000 

Figure 18E. AMOS Model: Number of Facebook Friends, 570 – 7593. 
 

These five groups were incorporated into AMOS in “stacked” models, which were created by 

separating the analysis of the model by the variable Number of Facebook Friends into the original model. 

The resulting models (Figures 18A through 18E) had a high chi-square value and a statistically significant 

p-value, suggesting that the new models were not acceptable (X2=51.826, df=20 p=.000). When two 

additional paths were added (ideal self-presentation offline  ought self-presentation online, and actual 

self-presentation online  socially desirable self-presentation online), the model fit increased substantially 
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to the point where it became acceptable, though the new models and fit statistics did not fit the data as well 

as the original model: (X2=8.168, df=10, p=.612) [compare to the original at (X2=2.208, df=4, p=.698)]. 

(See Figures 18A through 18E for the AMOS Models and Table 45 in Appendix D for the model 

parameters).  

Compared to the original model, the Number of Facebook Friends models included two additional 

statistically significant paths between ideal self-presentation offline and ought self-presentation online and 

between actual and socially desirable self-presentation online, revealing these relationships to be important 

for this variable. The model for respondents who had between 0 and 220 friends on Facebook looked very 

much like the original. The models differed among their dependent variables, where the path between 

actual and ideal self-presentation online was moderate in the original model (B=.39; Figure 3), weak for 

respondents with 0-220 (B=.29; Figure 18A) or 221-349 Facebook friends (B=.23; Figure 18B), and strong 

for respondents with 350-444 (B=.40; Figure 18C), 445-569 (B=.43; Figure 18D), or 570-7593 Facebook 

friends (B=.56; Figure 18E). There were also slight differences in the relationships between the 

independent and dependent variables in the Number of Facebook Friends models, but no consistent patterns 

of change emerged as the number of friends grew. 

Among these five groups of respondents, the Idealized Virtual-Identity Hypothesis was supported 

for respondents who had between 0 and 220 Facebook friends, while Extended Real-Life Hypothesis was 

supported for respondents who had between 221 and 349 Facebook friends, between 350 and 444 friends, 

or between 445 and 569 Facebook friends. None of the hypotheses was supported for respondents who had 

between 570 and 7593 Facebook friends. 

For respondents who had between 0 and 220 Facebook friends, ideal self-presentation offline was 

found to have a stronger effect on ideal, ought and socially desirable self-presentation online than did actual 

self-presentation offline as expected (compare B=.51 [ideal-ideal] to B=-.23 [actual-ideal], B=.14 [ideal-

ought] to B=-.09 [actual-ought] and B=.18 [ideal-socially desirable] to B=-.10 [actual-socially desirable]); 

and a weaker effect on actual self-presentation online than actual self-presentation offline as was 

hypothesized (compare B=-.11 [ideal-actual] to B=.44 [actual-actual]). 

For respondents who had between 221 and 349 Facebook friends, actual self-presentation offline 

was found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, ought or socially 
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desirable offline self-presentations as expected (compare B=.59 [actual-actual] to B=-.04 [ideal-actual], 

B=N/A [ought-actual] and B=.29 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought and 

socially desirable online self-presentations than their offline components as was hypothesized (compare 

B=-.28 [actual-ideal] to B=.38 [ideal-ideal], B=-.05 [actual-ought] to B=.34 [ought-ought] and B=-.08 

[actual-socially desirable] to B=.30 [socially desirable-socially desirable]). The path between ought self-

presentation offline and actual self-presentation online was not included in the model, because it was not 

statistically significant and did not contribute to the overall fit of the model. 

For respondents who had between 350 and 444 Facebook friends, actual self-presentation offline 

was found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, ought or socially 

desirable offline self-presentations, as expected (compare B=.33 [actual-actual] to B=-.01 [ideal-actual], 

B=N/A [ought-actual] and B=.20 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought and 

socially desirable online self-presentations than their offline components, as was hypothesized (compare 

B=-.26 [actual-ideal] to B=.65 [ideal-ideal], B=.04 [actual-ought] to B=.29 [ought-ought] and B=-.09 

[actual-socially desirable] to B=.24 [socially desirable-socially desirable]). The path between ought self-

presentation offline and actual self-presentation online was not included in the model, because it was not 

statistically significant and did not contribute to the overall fit of the model. 

For respondents who had between 445 and 569 Facebook friends, actual self-presentation offline 

was found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, ought or socially 

desirable offline self-presentations, as expected (compare B=.57 [actual-actual] to B=.04 [ideal-actual], 

B=N/A [ought-actual] and B=.12 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, ought and 

socially desirable online self-presentations than their offline components, as was hypothesized (compare 

B=-.31 [actual-ideal] to B=.36 [ideal-ideal], B=-.04 [actual-ought] to B=.32 [ought-ought] and B=-.22 

[actual-socially desirable] to B=.36 [socially desirable-socially desirable]). The path between ought self-

presentation offline and actual self-presentation online was not included in the model, because it was not 

statistically significant and did not contribute to the overall fit of the model. 

These results suggest that when controlling for Number of Facebook Friends, among respondents 

who had between 0 and 220 friends on Facebook, ideal self-presentation offline was the most significant 

predictor of whether they presented their ideal, ought or socially desirable selves online; while among 
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respondents who had between 221 and 349 friends, between 350 and 444 friends, and between 445 and 569 

friends on Facebook, authentic self-presentation offline was the most significant predictor of whether they 

presented themselves authentically on Facebook. No patterns emerged within the data for respondents who 

had between 570 or more Facebook friends.  

It makes sense that people who have fewer friends on Facebook would present ideally because 

they have fewer warranting factors in the way of friends, family and acquaintances who would notice if 

they were not presenting authentically on Facebook. On the flip side of this argument is the idea that people 

with smaller online friendship circles might choose to present ideally because they know everyone they 

interact with personally and therefore want to put their best self forward. It also makes sense that people 

with larger friendship networks would present authentically. Using the same two arguments, either they are 

aware that they have more people who are eyeing their profile and would notice if they weren’t presenting 

authentically, or they figure that most of the people that see their profile are acquaintances and therefore 

they choose to present authentically rather than tailoring their profile to every person who might see it. It is 

interesting that these patterns did not continue among respondents who had 570 or more Facebook friends, 

but this is likely due to the fact that this group had a large range of values (respondents reported having as 

many as 7593 Facebook friends) and therefore might have been better dealt with in smaller subgroups. 

Future researchers might want to break this group down to see if different patterns emerge within the more 

nuanced data. Table 12 in Section 4.5.1 above provides a summary of the confirmed hypotheses in the 

present study.   

4.5.17 Controlling for Number of Facebook Network Interactions Last Week 

Controlling for number of Facebook network interactions, responses from the five questions 

asking about how many Facebook friends respondents interacted with yesterday (in person, on the phone, 

by email, through online chat and/or through Facebook) were summed, divided by five, and then 

categorized into groups: “0-2 Interactions” (N=169), “3-5 Interactions” (N=162), “6-10 Interactions” 

(N=160), “11-18 Interactions” (N=162) and “19+ Interactions” (N=167). 

These five groups were incorporated into AMOS in “stacked” models, which were created by 

separating the analysis of the model by the variable Number of Facebook Network Interactions Last Week 

into the original model. The resulting models (Figures 19A through 19E) had a moderate chi-square value 
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and a p-value greater than .05, suggesting that the new models were acceptable (X2=27.913, df=20 p=.111). 

When two additional paths were added (ought self-presentation offline  socially desirable self-

presentation online, and actual self-presentation online  socially desirable self-presentation online), the 

model fit increased substantially, though the new models and fit statistics did not fit the data as well as the 

original model: (X2=13.224, df=10, p=.211) [compare to the original at (X2=2.208, df=4, p=.698)]. (See 

Figures 19A through 19E for the AMOS Models and Table 46 in Appendix D for the model parameters).  

 

Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=13.224, GFI=0.996, RFI=0.945, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.020 

Figure 19A. AMOS Model: Number of Facebook Network Interactions Last Week, 0 - 2. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=13.224, GFI=0.996, RFI=0.945, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.020 

Figure 19B. AMOS Model: Number of Facebook Network Interactions Last Week, 3 - 5. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=13.224, GFI=0.996, RFI=0.945, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.020 

Figure 19C. AMOS Model: Number of Facebook Network Interactions Last Week, 6 - 10. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=13.224, GFI=0.996, RFI=0.945, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.020 

Figure 19D. AMOS Model: Number of Facebook Network Interactions Last Week, 11 - 18. 
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Model Fit Statistics: CMIN=13.224, GFI=0.996, RFI=0.945, CFI=.999, RMSEA=.020 

Figure 19E. AMOS Model: Number of Facebook Network Interactions Last Week, 19 or More. 
 

Compared to the original model, the Number of Facebook Network Interactions Last Week 

models included two additional statistically significant paths between ought self-presentation offline and 

socially desirable self-presentation online and between actual and socially desirable self-presentation 

online, revealing these relationships to be important for this variable. One major difference between the 

models was that, while the path between ought and socially desirable self-presentation online was weak in 

the original model (B=.27; Figure 3), it was strong for respondents who had 0-2 interactions (B=.69; Figure 
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19A), moderate for respondents who had 3-5 interactions (B=.38; Figure 19B), weak for respondents who 

had 6-10 interactions (B=.25; Figure 19C), negligible and inverse for respondents who had between 11-18 

interactions (B=-.02; Figure 19D), and weak for respondents who had 19 or more interactions (B=.24; 

Figure 19E). The relationship between ideal self-presentation offline and its online counterpart was also 

volatile; while the path was strong in the original model (B=.47; Figure 3), and strong among respondents 

who had 0-2 interactions (B=.42; Figure 19A), 3-5 interactions (B=.48; Figure 19B), 11-18 interactions 

(B=.62; Figure 19D), and 19 or more interactions (B=.53; Figure 19E), the path was also weak among 

respondents who had between 6 and 10 interactions (B=.21; Figure 19C). These model comparisons 

showed slight differences between the five Number of Facebook Network Interactions Last Week models, 

but did not reveal any consistent patterns of change as the number of interactions grew.  

Among these five groups of respondents, the Extended Real-Life Hypothesis was supported for 

respondents who interacted with their Facebook networks between 6 and 10 times, between 11 and 18 

times, or 19 or more times in the week before data were collected. None of the hypotheses was supported 

for respondents who interacted with their Facebook networks between 0 and 2 times or between 3 and 5 

times in the week before data were collected. 

For respondents who interacted with their Facebook networks between 6 and 10 times, actual self-

presentation offline was found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, 

ought or socially desirable offline self-presentations, as expected (compare B=.43 [actual-actual] to B=-.01 

[ideal-actual], B=N/A [ought-actual] and B=.25 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, 

ought and socially desirable online self-presentations than their offline components, as was hypothesized 

(compare B=-.12 [actual-ideal] to B=.21 [ideal-ideal], B=-.01 [actual-ought] to B=.16 [ought-ought] and 

B=-.18 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.30 [socially desirable-socially desirable]). The path between ought 

self-presentation offline and actual self-presentation online was not included in the model, because it was 

not statistically significant and did not contribute to the overall fit of the model. 

For respondents who interacted with their Facebook networks between 11 and 18 times, actual 

self-presentation offline was found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did 

ideal, ought or socially desirable offline self-presentations, as expected (compare B=.51 [actual-actual] to 

B=-.13 [ideal-actual], B=N/A [ought-actual] and B=.40 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on 
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ideal, ought and socially desirable online self-presentations than their offline components, as was 

hypothesized (compare B=-.30 [actual-ideal] to B=.62 [ideal-ideal], B=-.13 [actual-ought] to B=.35 [ought-

ought] and B=-.08 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.37 [socially desirable-socially desirable]). The path 

between ought self-presentation offline and actual self-presentation online was not included in the model, 

because it was not statistically significant and did not contribute to the overall fit of the model. 

For respondents who interacted with their Facebook networks 19 or more times, actual self-

presentation offline was found to have a stronger effect on actual self-presentation online than did ideal, 

ought or socially desirable offline self-presentations, as expected (compare B=.60 [actual-actual] to B=-.09 

[ideal-actual], B=N/A [ought-actual] and B=.26 [socially desirable-actual]); and weaker effects on ideal, 

ought and socially desirable online self-presentations than their offline components, as was hypothesized 

(compare B=-.16 [actual-ideal] to B=.53 [ideal-ideal], B=-.06 [actual-ought] to B=.19 [ought-ought] and 

B=-.11 [actual-socially desirable] to B=.53 [socially desirable-socially desirable]). The path between ought 

self-presentation offline and actual self-presentation online was not included in the model, because it was 

not statistically significant and did not contribute to the overall fit of the model. 

These results suggest that when controlling for Number of Facebook Network Interactions Last 

Week, among respondents who interacted with their Facebook networks between 6 or more times, 

authentic self-presentation offline was the most significant predictor of whether they presented themselves 

authentically on Facebook. No patterns emerged within the data for respondents who interacted with their 

Facebook networks between 0 and 2 times or between 3 and 5 times in the week before data were collected. 

These findings make intuitive sense in that people who interact with their networks more frequently offline 

are likely to want to present themselves authentically online since stronger networks have a strong 

warranting power and therefore act as a deterrent to false representations of self online. In other words, 

when people are well-connected, their networks will also keep their behavior in check. While I thought that 

people who interacted with their networks less frequently would present ideally, no such pattern emerged. 

It would be interesting to explore the reasoning behind this in a future study. Table 12 in Section 4.5.1 

above provides a summary of the confirmed hypotheses in the present study.   
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5. DISCUSSION 
 

5.1 Summary of Hypotheses Validated 

 Of the four hypotheses examined, only one was consistently validated: the Extended Real-Life 

Hypothesis. After examining 17 separate models, this hypothesis was supported 36 times – when all 

variables were included in the model, and when controlling for ease of Internet access (for respondents who 

had unlimited access to the Internet), number of Facebook-accessible devices (for respondents who used 

three devices to connect to Facebook), number of Facebook visits yesterday (for respondents who visited 

Facebook either between zero and four times or between five and nine times), number of minutes spent on 

Facebook yesterday (for respondents who spent either 0 to 15 minutes, 16 to 30 minutes or 31 to 60 

minutes on Facebook), the importance of maintaining privacy on Facebook (for respondents who 

considered privacy to be either minimally important or extremely important), level of profile restrictions 

(for respondents who had low or moderate levels of profile restrictions), gender (for females only), age (for 

respondents who were aged 31 to 45 or 46 to 68), relationship status (for respondents who were single or in 

a relationship), ethnic background (for respondents who were white or multiethnic), level of education (for 

respondents who had a two-year college degree), occupational status (for respondents who were employed 

full-time or out of work), household income (for respondents who made $90,000 or more annually), length 

of Facebook membership (for respondents who had been members of Facebook for either between zero and 

five years or between seven and nine years), number of Facebook friends (for respondents who had 

between 221 and 349 friends, 350 and 444 friends, or 445 and 569 friends), and number of Facebook 

network interactions last week (for respondents who had 6 to 10 interactions, 11 to 18 interactions or 19 or 

more interactions).  

The Idealized Virtual-Identity Hypothesis was validated 6 times – when controlling for number of 

Facebook-accessible devices (for respondents who used one or two devices to connect to Facebook), age 

(for respondents who were between ages 23 and 26), ethnic background (for respondents who were Black), 

occupational status (for respondents who were employed part-time), household income (for respondents 

who made between $30,000 and $39,999 annually) and number of Facebook friends (for respondents who 

had between 0 and 220 friends on Facebook). 
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Neither the Ought Self-Presentation Hypothesis nor the Social Desirability Hypothesis were 

supported.  

Essentially then, the present study supports the work of Back et al. (2010), who found that males 

and females alike tend to present themselves accurately rather than ideally on Facebook, and lends minimal 

support to the work of Zhao et al. (2008), who found that Facebook profiles reflect users’ “hoped-for 

possible selves” – that is, “highly socially desirable identities individuals aspire to have offline but have not 

yet been able to embody for one reason or another,” (Zhao et al. 2008:1830). The data do not validate either 

of the two hypotheses I created for this study, suggesting that the respondents only presented actual or ideal 

selves on Facebook, but not ought or socially desirable selves as I had hypothesized. 

5.2 Interpreting the Results 

 The Extended Real-Life Hypothesis was the only one of the four proposed hypotheses to be 

validated in the original model, suggesting that the majority of the respondents in the sample presented 

themselves authentically both offline and on Facebook. Overall, the control variables did not have a major 

impact on the self-presentation variables. However, they did reveal some information about the Facebook 

users who presented themselves authentically both off and online.  

The results indicated that people who reported that they presented their actual selves on Facebook 

tended to be white or multiethnic females between the ages of 31 and 68 who were single or in 

relationships. They were moderately well-educated (with two-year college degrees) and wealthy (earning 

$90,000 or more annually), and tended to be either employed full-time or out of work. They were well 

connected to technology, as evidenced by the fact that they had unlimited Internet access and used three 

devices to check their Facebook account. They had been on Facebook for between zero and five years or 

between seven and nine years and had between 221 and 569 friends on Facebook They visited Facebook 

between zero and nine times over the course of a day, racking up between zero and 60 minutes of active 

Facebooking time. They were also very social within their networks, and reported interacting with their 

friendship networks between 6 and 19 (or more) times in the week before data were collected. They had 

split results when it came to privacy, considering it to be either minimally or extremely important, and 

tended to create profiles that featured only low-to-moderate levels of restrictions, suggesting that their 

networks were largely able to see what the respondents posted.  
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 People who tended toward ideal self-presentation offline and ideal, ought or socially desirable 

self-presentation online were young (between the ages of 23 and 26), Black respondents who held part-time 

jobs and made between $30,000 and $39,999 annually. They were less well connected to Facebook, as 

evidenced by the fact that they used one or two devices to check their Facebook pages and had 220 or 

fewer friends online. 

 These findings show actual self-presentation to be more common among older respondents with 

higher incomes and greater Facebook connectivity, and ideal self-presentation to be more prevalent among 

younger respondents with lower incomes and lesser Facebook connectivity. The data may indicate that 

people become increasingly likely to present authentically as they become more settled into their place in 

society and the pressure to climb socio-economic latters declines. This would suggest that as people 

become more established, they have less to lose by revealing their actual selves online and therefore are 

less inclined to try to impress their Facebook networks. In other words, as people achieve their desired 

goals in life (wealth, steady employment, etc.) and become more and more proud of their real-life 

accomplishments, they may have less need to embellish their profiles because they have essentially already 

become their ideal selves. Still, it is likely that people have varying motivations for presenting a certain 

way online. For instance, someone who is retired might seem authentic on Facebook because she has more 

time to upload her life online, while someone who is employed full-time might seem authentic on Facebook 

because he has very little time to ornament his profile. While these results make empirical sense, I am 

surprised by the findings because I suspected, from my personal experience as a Facebook user, as well as 

from the research on impression management both offline and online, that people would want to present 

both authentically and ideally on Facebook.  

Returning to the theory discussed in the literature review (Section 2), Goffman’s (1959) work on 

impression management suggests that people desire to control the ways in which others perceive them. He 

uses the analogy of a stage to show that while people present themselves publicly in certain ways (via the 

front stage), they plan, prepare and rehearse their performances “back stage” – that is, in their heads and in 

private. Walther (1996) demonstrates that impression management also takes place online, though in a 

more “strategic, controlled and optimized” way than offline that he called “selective self-presentation.” 

Research on self-presentation via online dating profiles finds that people deal with their competing desires 
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to present themselves authentically and attractively by crafting profiles that function like résumés, 

emphasizing their positive qualities, and omitting their negative or unwanted characteristics (Heino et al. 

2010:435).  

I assumed that Facebook users would use their profiles in similar ways. While I suspected 

Facebook users would feel pressure to maintain profiles that reflected their “actual” selves (Higgins 1987) 

(since they knew the people in their social networks personally), I also thought Facebook profiles might 

also reflect users’ best selves, offering new applications for Markus and Nurius’ concept of “possible 

selves” (1986) and Higgins’ concepts of the “ideal” self (1987) and the “ought” self (1987). Additionally, I 

thought that because Facebook networks are comprised primarily of “anchored relationships” (meaning 

“offline-based online relationships”) (Zhao et a. 2008:1818), users might feel pressure to craft profiles that 

depict “socially desirable” presentations of self to appeal to and impress their real space friends (Zhao et al. 

2008:1830).  

But the data instead shows a different picture – not one of impression management, but rather of 

perceived authentic self-disclosure. This seems to support a basic tenant of identity theory, which suggests 

that, within the self, identities are organized in a hierarchy of salience, in which the identity that is most 

relevant to the situation is the most likely to be invoked (Stryker and Burke 2000: 286). Perhaps then, 

people on Facebook are less concerned with impressing others, and more concerned with fulfilling their 

role of friend, colleague or family member by maintaining an authentic online self-presentation.   

Within the framework of identity theory, people play different roles in different situations and 

with different interactions partners. A person who is studious in the classroom but who parties on the 

weekends would consider both facets of self to be genuine identities, but ones that are called upon or 

invoked only when appropriate. This behavior is not seen as inauthentic, but rather, as organic and inherent 

to being human. Facebook behavior could also be viewed through an identity theory lens as one way of 

explaining the high frequency of authentic self-presentation displayed by this sample. Respondents may not 

have seen their Facebook activity as inauthentic but rather as motivated by the situation in which they were 

interacting. Instead of seeing themselves as presenting an ideal self, and ought self or a socially desirable 

self to impress their network, they may have just seen themselves as reacting to a certain person or event by 

invoking an appropriate role.  
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I assumed the respondents would experience tension in trying to create a profile that appeased all 

the different types of people in their friendship circle, from bosses to friends to family. However, the data 

shows that respondents whose profiles featured low or moderate levels of restrictions presented 

authentically, while respondents whose profiles employed high levels of restrictions did not conform to any 

hypothesis, meaning that those who chose to keep their profiles highly restricted also kept their personal 

lives private and did not desire to present authentically in either environment. So contrary to my 

expectations, these findings suggest that this sample was fairly comfortable having a Facebook profile that 

was visible to different kinds of people in their networks, such as their boss, family, teachers and friends. It 

is possible, then, that respondents only chose to be Facebook friends with people they felt comfortable 

sharing their life events with.  

One explanation for why people might be motivated to present themselves authentically both off 

and online (and even with different types of people) is to reduce cognitive dissonance. Rather than seeing 

their online selves as a separate identity to manage, respondents may have viewed their Facebook personas 

as extensions of their offline selves. Impression management can be tiresome and time consuming; 

respondents may have found it simpler to present themselves in the same way offline and online than to 

deal with the tension of maintaining different versions of self.  

However, the data could also indicate that, in keeping with the identity theory framework, 

Facebook functions as its own situation in which a unique role is invoked. Much in the same way that 

Facebook has a Timeline feature to capture major events, people may have developed Timeline versions of 

themselves that are authentic but incomplete highlight reels of who we really are. These may not be seen as 

inauthentic, but they are not ideal, ought or socially desirable selves either. They are not created for others 

so much as they are created for us – so that we can look back at our Timeline and see the version of our 

lives that we want to remember. These are selves that are edited and packaged and distilled so they can 

coexist between worlds, such that a post can be liked by a best friend and a boss. They are muted to reflect 

the Facebook culture of ubiquitous positivity. People post about major milestones – engagements and 

pregnancies – but make these personal announcements in impersonal ways such as through status updates 

that go out to hundreds of people, some of whom are near-perfect strangers. Jokes and memes are passed 

around and photos are shared on a daily basis, but more painful events, such as the loss of a job or of a 
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family member, are often glossed over with a vague status update or no mention at all. In fact, as if to 

illustrate the unacceptability of bad news on Facebook, the site did away with its broken heart icon, and 

now signifies the end of a relationship with the same full heart icon that marks the beginning of a new one. 

Just as each environment offline calls for people to act according to certain roles, so does Facebook call 

upon people to invoke a certain identity. The Facebook self is authentic but muted (it “likes” but never 

“loves”) and characteristically upbeat (it “likes” but never “dislikes”). It plays well with others and is 

inoffensive to everyone it encounters.  

Still, Facebook behavior does reflect the impression management framework in one key way: 

profiles are crafted such that impressions are “given,” but the interactive nature of the site also makes it so 

that impressions are “given off” (Goffman 1959; Ellison et al. 2006:418). Unlike online dating sites where 

profiles are managed by a single user, Facebook profiles are maintained by a person’s entire social 

network. And while a Facebook user can edit or delete the comments and photos posted on their page, this 

content can serve to unintentionally reveal aspects of a person’s character in the way that gestures can be 

used to detect the ungovernable aspects of a person’s behavior offline. In this way, Facebook may represent 

a counter-point to Walther’s (1996) concept of selective self-presentation. As online sites become 

increasingly dynamic, people may lose some control over their cyber interactions, and communication may 

begin to resemble impression management rather than selective self-presentation.  

5.3 Areas of Improvement for Future Studies 

Several facets of this study could be improved upon in future research. First, while I set forth 

specific sampling parameters, I was not able to fulfill them. Due to gathering most of my sample via non-

probability sampling methods (snowball sampling on Facebook and convenience sampling on Reddit.com), 

my sample is skewed toward both Reddit’s demographics and the demographics of my Facebook network: 

white males under the age of 30 were overrepresented, while women, people of different ethnic 

backgrounds and people over the age of 30 were underrepresented. As a result, this study is less 

generalizable than initially intended.  

Additionally, while 820 respondents were included in my final analysis, many of these responses 

were extrapolated using expectation-maximization analysis, which computes missing data based on 

response patterns. In fact, while 989 respondents started my survey, only 452 (or 46%) finished it. While I 
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was content with this response rate, I feel that it would have been higher had my survey had fewer  

questions. While I used all the control variables I collected data on in the analysis, most yielded the same 

results as the original model with all variables included. I probably could have replicated this study and 

obtained the same results but with a higher response rate and fewer missing data had I looked at fewer 

control variables. 

The missing data imputation technique could also have affected the results of the study. Because 

the technique fills in missing data according to how respondents who had similar response patterns to the 

person with missing data answered the question, if I were to run the analysis again, the numbers would 

likely be imputed differently. I did try to reduce any possible variance here by comparing different missing 

data techniques including listwise deletion and replacing missing data with the mean. Ultimately, the 

methods produced fairly similar results except in cases of extreme missing data (a respondent skipping an 

entire section), where I felt that expectation-maximization analysis handled the missing data best.  

The time I launched the survey may have had an impact on the results. Some of my survey 

questions asked respondents about things that happened either “yesterday” or “last week.” Data were 

collected between December 9, 2012, and January 26, 2013. Many of the respondents in my sample were 

students, who told me that the survey window fell during their winter break. One respondent said, “The last 

part about the number of friends you've seen or interacted with the past week might be slightly low since 

many people are on winter break.” However, as I expected, another respondent had the opposite take on 

how the time frame might effect results: “i have the opposite issue - i have seen many more people than 

usual, since the last week includes christmas!” Thus, some of these extremes may have evened out. Even 

with the holidays, I still feel like the data collection window was large enough to enable me to collect fairly 

typical responses.  

Additionally, the way in which I created groups for the AMOS analysis may have impacted the 

results of this study. I attempted to create groups based on both common sense and similar sizing. For 

example, for Number of Facebook Friends, I created five groups (0-220, 221-349,350-444,445-569, and 

570+), each with between 162 and 166 respondents, for a total of 820 respondents. I wanted each group to 

have relatively equal size. But for Length of Facebook Membership Time, I created three groups (0-5 Years 

on Facebook, 6 Years on Facebook, 7-9 Years on Facebook), with N-values of 221, 363 and 236, 
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respectively. While the groupings were not as numerically similar as the previously discussed variable, I 

thought the group of respondents who had been on Facebook for six years was substantial enough that it 

should be considered separately, rather than clumped with the other respondents on the high end of the 

spectrum. In short, my groupings were very subjective. For future analysis, researchers could group 

respondents differently and probably come up with different results.   

Finally, I think my survey design and wording could have contributed to confusion and muddled 

the results. For example, to tap at actual selves, the survey asked: “On a scale of 1-10, to what EXTENT do 

you act like the person you REALLY ARE, revealing your best attributes, your flaws and everything in 

between?” (for offline self-presentation) and “On a scale of 1-10, to what EXTENT does your Facebook 

page show WHO YOU REALLY ARE, including your best attributes, your flaws and everything in 

between?” (for online self-presentation). With a ten-point scale, it might have been difficult for respondents 

to gauge their behavior in a meaningful way. Whereas one person might have thought of themselves as 

being authentic and given their behavior an “8,” another might have labeled their similar behavior a “6.”  

To gather data about ideal selves, the survey asked: “On a scale of 1-10, to what EXTENT do you 

act like the person you WISH TO BE? “ (for offline self-presentation) and “On a scale of 1-10, to what 

EXTENT does your Facebook page show you as the person you WISH TO BE?” (for online self-

presentation). This question resulted in some confusion for respondents. One wrote to me, “I'm not really 

understanding how I should answer certain questions: to what EXTENT do you act like the person you 

WISH TO BE? I don't wish to be anyone else than I already am. So does that mean I act like the person I 

wish to be all the time or not at all (because I don't have to act)?” To this person, I responded: “From the 

way you worded the two choices, I would say mark that you act like the person you wish to be all the time. 

A low score would indicate a discrepancy between your performance and your self views.” Of course, this 

reveals the subjective nature of the question – something that again may conflict with the regimented scale 

imposed it, as mentioned above. Additionally, the use of the word “act” may not have been the best choice 

for the survey. While the literature on self-presentation and the analogy of “front stage” suggests that all of 

our actions are in a sense performance, not all respondents saw our actions as so contrived. This highlights 

an academic/practical disconnect, where theorists view self as a presentation while people see self as a 

taken-for-granted, unchanging entity. 
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To gather data about ought selves, the online survey asked: “On a scale of 1-10, to what EXTENT 

do you act like person you think you SHOULD BE?” (for offline self-presentation) and “On a scale of 1-

10, to what EXTENT does your Facebook page show you as the person you think you SHOULD BE?” (for 

online self-presentation). This question also resulted in some confusion for respondents. Specifically, some 

people felt that ideal and ought selves could be easily conflated. One respondent wrote: “The "who I want 

to be" and "who I should be" sections threw me. I am me and don't aspire to be any different. I doubt I am 

alone in this. Answered N/A (in case it throws off your results).” Here, the respondent chose to use N/A in 

the same fashion that I advised the above respondent to mark a “10.” Again, the use of the ten-point scale 

may have been problematic in assessing a subjective feeling. 

To gather data about socially desirable selves, the online survey asked: “On a scale of 1-10, to 

what EXTENT do you try to make a GOOD IMPRESSION on others in your life?” (for offline self-

presentation) and “On a scale of 1-10, to what EXTENT is your Facebook page designed to make a GOOD 

IMPRESSION on your network?” (for online self-presentation). This question may have thrown people 

with its wording. Looking back, I feel that the actual selves hypothesis frames authentic presentation in a 

positive light (people might see authenticity as a kind of bravery in that they were presenting both their best 

qualities and their flaws for people to see), whereas these questions might have portrayed socially desirable 

self-presentation as deceitful. Additionally, people might have taken issue with the idea of “trying” to make 

a good impression on others – rather than just happening to do so by being their authentic selves.  

Overall, respondents might have interpreted the questions tapping at ideal, ought and socially 

desirable selves as opposing the question tapping at actual selves. In other words, they might have assumed 

that if they were presenting ideally or in an ought or socially desirable way, this was negating their 

authentic presentation. And due to our overarching desire to present authentically both online and off, I 

perhaps could have worded the questions differently to not convey the impression at ideal, ought or socially 

desirable self-presentations were opposed to authentic self-presentations.  

By looking at actual, ideal, ought and socially desirable self-presentation as separate and unique 

entities, I believe my data only a superficial picture of the nuanced relationships between the self-

presentation variables. Future researchers may want to explore the effect that combinations of the 

independent variables have on the dependent variables rather than examining them in isolation. While a 
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person may admit to presenting their best self at church (ideal self-presentation), this concept is made richer 

if it becomes known that they do this because they think they should behave (ought self-presentation), or if 

this behavior is motivated by their authentic desires (actual self-presentation). 

One area of intrigue that did emerge beyond the initial hypotheses was the relationships between 

the online self-presentation variables. Interestingly, after trying out different path combinations in AMOS, 

the final model revealed that the four offline self-presentation variables were correlated, that each offline 

self-presentation variable affected its respective online self-presentation variable, and that among the online 

self-presentation variables, impact flowed downward such that actual self-presentation online affected ideal 

self-presentation online which affected ought self-presentation online which in turn affected socially 

desirable self-presentation online.  

In my initial hypotheses, I never factored in a relationship between the online self-presentation 

variables, because I assumed that Facebook pages, being the ever-evolving entities that they are, would be 

updated for a variety of reasons and convey several different impressions. What emerged, however, was a 

hierarchy within the online self-presentation variables. I can see why actual self-presentation online would 

impact ideal and ought self-presentation online (it’s relationship with socially desirable self-presentation 

online was too weak to include in the model) and not the reverse because of the overarching importance 

that respondents gave authentic self-presentation. It seems, then, that if people do present ideally or 

oughtly, they do so within the construct of first presenting authentically. That is, if someone’s profile is 

embellished, it is not fabricated, but rather an edited view of the truth. Additionally, what emerged was the 

strong relationship between ideal and ought self-presentation online. This could result from, as mentioned 

above, a confusion between the two types of self-presentation. But it would be interesting to explore in 

future studies whether the people we wish to be actually do inform who we think we should be. Ideal self-

presentation online also had an impact on socially desirable self-presentation online, as did ought self-

presentation online. These relationships make sense as well; people probably attempted to appeal to their 

friends in ways that lined up with the person they wished to be or thought they should be. 

For future studies, I would recommend a shorter survey with fewer control variables and clearer 

measures than the ten-point scales I used to tap self-presentation. With the topic of self study being so 

subjective, I would suggest using smaller scales with more concrete indicators of what each measurement 
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point actually means. I used ten-point scales because I wanted to be able to treat the variables as 

quantitative for the purposes of the analysis, and because I thought the scales would lend themselves to 

ease of analysis. While this was true, I still think they may have contributed to some confusion. 

Additionally, I feel that the way I phrased my four main questions may have given respondents the 

impression that actual self-presentation was opposed to or occurred separately from ideal, ought or socially 

desirable self-presentation. Rather than negating one another, I suspect that they might occur 

simultaneously. While the results of this study do not support this notion, I expect that this may have had to 

do with the way the questions were asked more than the fact that the types of self-presentation do not 

coincide.  
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6. CONCLUSION 
 

 This study set out to understand, by way of an identity theory and impression management 

framework, the ways in which people do self-presentation online. Specifically, I looked to see whether the 

“selves” people present offline reflect their actual selves, or their ideal selves, ought selves, or socially 

desirable selves, and whether the salience of these selves changes when the person crosses from offline 

interactions to online interactions. 

 The study results reveal that people tend to portray their actual selves on Facebook, rather than 

their ideal, ought or socially desirable selves. These results reflected those of an earlier study about self-

presentation on Facebook (Back et al. 2010), which found that respondents presented their actual selves 

rather than their ideal selves online. However, I assumed, following the impression management literature, 

that Facebook presentations would reflect a mix of actual and ideal selves, as I thought people would want 

to create profiles that appeared authentic but also impressed their friends.  

It seems, however, that self-presentation on Facebook reflects more of an identity-theory concept 

of self, which suggests that people invoke the identity that is most salient for their situation. Due to 

Facebook relationships being, for the most part, formed offline and maintained online, people may feel less 

pressure to impress their social networks and more pressure to portray themselves in a way that their 

Facebook friends would recognize and validate.  
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APPENDIX A: RESEARCH INSTRUMENT 
 

PAGE 1: Welcome 
Hello! My name is Sarah Luery and I am a grad student at California State University Northridge where I 
am finishing up my Master's degree in Sociology.  
 
My Master's Thesis is all about the self. My favorite sociological studies examine how people understand 
and present themselves to others.  
 
We present ourselves differently in every moment of our day to day lives. For instance, you might like to 
joke, laugh and be silly with your friends but act professional at work. Similarly, you might keep mum 
about your personal life around a stranger but tell your siblings everything.  
 
For my thesis study, I am interested in finding out how we present ourselves on Facebook. Do our 
Facebook profiles show others who we really are? Are they embellished at all? Are there things we keep 
hidden from our Facebook friends? Are there things we share with our Facebook friends that we wouldn't 
share to a friend offline? 
 
The survey you are about to take will help me collect data to understand how we do self presentation 
offline, as well as online on Facebook.  
 
To get the most accurate response possible, I am making the survey available to Facebook users across the 
United States. Once the data is collected, I will analyze it and write up the findings for my thesis. The paper 
will be available for anyone who wants to see it. And hopefully I will be able to get the paper published so 
we can share what we learned with the current and future social science community!  
 
In tests, this survey has taken respondents under 15 minutes to complete. Mark the response that best 
reflects your experience and opinion. All responses are anonymous. You may skip a question or end 
participation in the survey at any time.  
 
Note: Several of the questions at the end of the survey pertain to information on your Facebook page. Open 
your page now to expedite the survey process. If you have more than one Facebook page, base your 
answers off the page you use most frequently. 
 
Thank you very much for your time and effort! And feel free to contact me anytime with questions and 
comments. 
 
Cheers, 
Sarah Luery 
sluery@gmail.com 
https://www.facebook.com/PresentationOfSelfOnline 
 
PAGE 2: Survey Requirements 
Thanks for your interest in taking my survey! I just have three requirements for participation: 
--you have to be 18 or over; 
--you have to live in the United States; 
--and you have to have a Facebook account!  
Thanks for understanding! 
 
PAGE 3  
*1. Are you 18 years of age or over? (mandatory question)   Yes   No    
 
PAGE 4 
*2. Do you live in the United States (mandatory question)  Yes   No 
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PAGE 5 
*3. Do you have a Facebook account?  (mandatory question)  Yes   No 
 
PAGE 6: You made it! 
You made it! To get started, I'd like to find out a bit about your Internet connection as well as your 
Facebook usage. Click to the next page for the next 6 questions. Note: From this point, estimated survey 
completion time is 13 minutes! 
 
PAGE 7:  
PART A: Internet Connection and Facebook Usage 
4. On a scale of 1-10, describe how easy it is for you to access the Internet at any given time. 
1 (I have NO access to the Internet)  10 (I have UNLIMITED access to the Internet) 
 
5. Which of the following devices to you use to check your Facebook page? (Check all that apply) 
Home desktop computer 
Laptop computer 
Tablet 
Smartphone 
Gaming Console 
iPod 
Work computer 
Library computer  
School/university computer 
Internet Cafe 
Other (please specify) 
 
6. Write the number of times you checked Facebook YESTERDAY? Note: If you didn't visit Facebook, 
write "0." 
 
7. How much time (hours, minutes) did you ACTIVELY spend on Facebook YESTERDAY? (Note: Don't 
count time that you were logged in to your account while doing other things) For example: If you spent 30 
minutes on Facebook, write "0" in the "Hours" box and "30" in the "Minutes" box.    Hours     Minutes 
  
8. On a scale of 1-10, how important is it to you to maintain your privacy on Facebook? 
1 (Not Important At All)  10 (Extremely Important) 
 
9. To what extent do you RESTRICT the following groups of people from seeing your entire Facebook 
profile?1 (No restrictions, they see everything I post)  10 (Full restrictions, I am not FB friends with them) 
N/A (This group doesn't apply to me) 
Close friends  
Acquaintances  
Your family  
Your boss or supervisor  
Your coworkers  
Your clients or customers  
Your teachers/professors  
Your classmates  
Your students  
Your religious community 
 
PAGE 8: Nicely done! 
Nicely done! Now to the meat and potatoes of the survey! The next 4 questions are all about your 
OFFLINE behavior. Answer based on a typical day. And don't be frightened by the number of bubbles you 
are about to see! From here, estimated survey completion time is 10 minutes! 
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PAGE 9:  
PART B: Your Offline Behavior 
Don't forget: The questions in this section address your OFFLINE behavior! 
 
10. On a scale of 1-10, to what EXTENT do you act like the person you REALLY ARE, revealing your 
best attributes, your flaws and everything in between? Mark your answer for each of the following 
situations. If one of the scenarios doesn't apply to you, mark "N/A." 1 (Not at all) 10 (Completely)  
In general  
Alone at home  
Alone in public  
With close friends  
With acquaintances  
With your family  
At work, with your boss or supervisor  
At work, with your coworkers  
At work, with your clients or customers  
At school, with your teachers/professors  
At school, with your classmates  
At school, with your students  
With members of your religious community 
 
11. On a scale of 1-10, to what EXTENT do you act like the person you WISH TO BE? Mark your answer 
for each of the following situations. If one of the scenarios doesn't apply to you, mark "N/A." 1 (Not at all) 
10 (Completely)  
In general  
Alone at home  
Alone in public  
With close friends  
With acquaintances  
With your family  
At work, with your boss or supervisor  
At work, with your coworkers  
At work, with your clients or customers  
At school, with your teachers/professors  
At school, with your classmates  
At school, with your students  
With members of your religious community 
 
12. On a scale of 1-10, to what EXTENT do you act like person you think you SHOULD BE? Mark your 
answer for each of the following situations. If one of the scenarios doesn't apply to you, mark "N/A." 1 
(Not at all) 10 (Completely)  
In general  
Alone at home  
Alone in public  
With close friends  
With acquaintances  
With your family  
At work, with your boss or supervisor  
At work, with your coworkers  
At work, with your clients or customers  
At school, with your teachers/professors  
At school, with your classmates  
At school, with your students  
With members of your religious community 
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13. On a scale of 1-10, to what EXTENT do you try to make a GOOD IMPRESSION on others in your 
life? Mark your answer for each of the following situations. If one of the scenarios doesn't apply to you, 
mark "N/A." 1 (Not at all) 10 (Completely)  
In general  
Alone at home  
Alone in public  
With close friends  
With acquaintances  
With your family  
At work, with your boss or supervisor  
At work, with your coworkers  
At work, with your clients or customers  
At school, with your teachers/professors  
At school, with your classmates  
At school, with your students  
With members of your religious community 
 
PAGE 10: Awesome work! 
Awesome work! You're doing great! Our next section is also an important one. This one looks a lot like the 
previous section, but it focuses on your ONLINE behavior. When you answer the next 4 questions, keep 
your Facebook profile in mind! Again, don't be intimidated by the number of bubbles you are about to see. 
From here, estimated survey completion time is 6 minutes! 
 
PAGE 11:  
PART C: Your Online Behavior 
The questions in this section address your ONLINE behavior on Facebook. 
 
14. On a scale of 1-10, to what EXTENT does your Facebook page show WHO YOU REALLY ARE, 
including your best attributes, your flaws and everything in between? Mark your answer for each part of 
your profile. If you don't have a certain part of your profile filled out, mark "N/A." 1 (Not at all) 10 
(Completely)  
Your overall Facebook page  
Your profile picture  
Your cover photo  
Your relationship status  
Your gender (female/male)  
Your birthday  
Your employer information  
Your education information  
Your languages spoken  
Your religious views  
Your political views  
Your interests (music, books, films, TV, games, sports)  
Your status updates  
Photos you’ve uploaded of yourself  
Photos you've uploaded of your interests (food, scenery, etc.) 
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15. On a scale of 1-10, to what EXTENT does your Facebook page show you as the person you WISH TO 
BE? Mark your answer for each part of your profile. If you don't have a certain part of your profile filled 
out, mark "N/A." 1 (Not at all) 10 (Completely)  
Your overall Facebook page  
Your profile picture  
Your cover photo  
Your relationship status  
Your gender (female/male)  
Your birthday  
Your employer information  
Your education information  
Your languages spoken  
Your religious views  
Your political views  
Your interests (music, books, films, TV, games, sports)  
Your status updates  
Photos you’ve uploaded of yourself  
Photos you've uploaded of your interests (food, scenery, etc.) 
 
16. On a scale of 1-10, to what EXTENT does your Facebook page show you as the person you think you 
SHOULD BE? Mark your answer for each part of your profile. If you don't have a certain part of your 
profile filled out, mark "N/A." 1 (Not at all) 10 (Completely)  
Your overall Facebook page  
Your profile picture  
Your cover photo  
Your relationship status  
Your gender (female/male)  
Your birthday  
Your employer information  
Your education information  
Your languages spoken  
Your religious views  
Your political views  
Your interests (music, books, films, TV, games, sports)  
Your status updates  
Photos you’ve uploaded of yourself  
Photos you've uploaded of your interests (food, scenery, etc.) 
 
17. On a scale of 1-10, to what EXTENT is your Facebook page designed to make a GOOD IMPRESSION 
on your network? Mark your answer for each part of your profile. If you don't have a certain part of your 
profile filled out, mark "N/A." 1 (Not at all) 10 (Completely)  
Your overall Facebook page  
Your profile picture  
Your cover photo  
Your relationship status  
Your gender (female/male)  
Your birthday  
Your employer information  
Your education information  
Your languages spoken  
Your religious views  
Your political views  
Your interests (music, books, films, TV, games, sports)  
Your status updates  
Photos you’ve uploaded of yourself  
Photos you've uploaded of your interests (food, scenery, etc.) 
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PAGE 12: We're Almost Done! 
You are in the home stretch! Just 10 questions to go! In the next section, I'd like to find out a little bit about 
you. Please note that all responses are anonymous. Your answers will help me ensure that my survey 
sample matches the characteristics of the general population. Also, some of these questions pertain to your 
Facebook profile. If you haven't pulled up your page yet, now is the time!From here, estimated survey 
completion time is 2 minutes! 
 
PAGE 13:  
PART D: Background 
The following set of questions collect anonymous information about you. 
 
18. What is your gender?  Male  Female  Other (please specify) 
 
19. What is your birthday?  MM   DD   YYYY  
 
20. What is your relationship status? 
A. Single 
B. In a relationship 
C. Married 
D. Civil Partnership 
E. Separated 
F. Divorced 
G. Widowed 
Other (please specify) 
 
21. What is your ethnic background? Note: Check all that apply. 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Asian 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
White or Caucasian 
Hispanic or Latino 
Black or African American 
Biracial 
Other (please specify) 
 
22. What is the highest year of education you have completed? 
Less than High School 
High School/GED 
Trade School 
Some College 
Two-Year College Degree (AA) 
Four-year College Degree (BA, BS) 
Master’s Degree 
Doctoral Degree 
Professional Degree (MD, JD) 
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23. What is your employment status? 
Student 
Student with one or more part-time jobs 
Student with a full-time job 
Employed at one or more part-time jobs 
Employed full-time 
Self-employed 
Out of work and looking for work 
Out of work but not currently looking for work 
A homemaker 
Retired 
Unable to work 
 
24. What is your total household income? 
Less than $10,000 
$10,000 - $19,999 
$20,000 - $29,999 
$30,000 - $39,999 
$40,000 - $49,999 
$50,000 - $59,999 
$60,000 - $69,999 
$70,000 - $79,999 
$80,000 - $89,999 
$90,000 - $99,999 
$100,000 – $149,999 
$150,000 and up 
 
25. What date did you join Facebook? Note: On your profile page, you will see your timeline on the far 
right side. Click "Born" and then scroll up until you see an event called "Joined Facebook." The date you 
joined will be visible in that box.  MM   DD   YYYY  
 
26. How many Facebook friends do you have? Note: On your profile page, this number will be underneath 
and just to the right of your name next to a link called "Friends." 
 
27. Roughly how many of your Facebook friends did you: 
See in person last week?  
Talk with on the phone last week?  
Email with last week?  
Chat online (g-chat, AIM, etc) with last week?  
Interact with on Facebook (messages, wall posts, tagging photos, check ins) last week? 
 
PAGE 14:  
PART E: Thank You! 
Hooray! You are all finished!  
Thank you for completing this survey! Visit my Facebook page for updates on the project and feel free to 
contact me with any questions or comments you might have. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 165 

APPENDIX B: PRINCIPAL COMPONENT ANALYSIS OUTPUT 
 

Name of Variable Variable Iteration 
Component 
1 2 

10. On a scale of 1-10, to 
what EXTENT do you 
act like the person you 

REALLY ARE, 
revealing your best 

attributes, your flaws and 
everything in between? 

(1=Not At All, 
10=Completely) 

In General 0.688 0.763 
Alone at Home 0.118 0.749 
Alone in Public 0.576 0.694 
With Close Friends 0.562 0.796 
With Acquaintances 0.761 0.604 
With Your Family 0.547 0.58 
At Work, with your Boss or Supervisor 0.892 0.475 
At Work, with your Coworkers 0.874 0.536 
At Work, with your Clients or Customers 0.909 0.439 
At School, with your Teachers or Professors 0.876 0.458 
At School, with your Classmates 0.842 0.547 
At School, with your Students 0.881 0.444 
With Members of your Religious Community 0.796 0.326 

 
Table 13. Principal Component Analysis: Structure Matrix for Actual Self-Presentation Offline Variables. 
Promax Rotation with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
 

Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Rotation 
Sums of 
Squared 
Loadings 

Total % of 
Variance 

Cumulative 
% Total % of 

Variance Cumulative % Total 

1 7.555 58.113 58.113 7.555 58.113 58.113 7.286 
2 1.361 10.468 68.581 1.361 10.468 68.581 4.478 
3 0.828 6.367 74.948         
4 0.655 5.039 79.987         
5 0.579 4.458 84.444         
6 0.45 3.459 87.903         
7 0.334 2.573 90.476         
8 0.307 2.361 92.837         
9 0.27 2.078 94.914         

10 0.244 1.88 96.795         
11 0.171 1.318 98.113         
12 0.141 1.085 99.198         
13 0.104 0.802 100         

 
Table 14. Principal Component Analysis: Total Variance Explained for Actual Self-Presentation Offline 
Variables. 
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Name of Variable Variable Iteration 
Component 
1 2 

11. On a scale of 1-10, to 
what EXTENT do you 
act like the person you 
WISH TO BE? (1=Not 
At All; 10=Completely) 

In General 0.689 0.916 
Alone at Home 0.466 0.892 
Alone in Public 0.661 0.874 
With Close Friends 0.628 0.925 
With Acquaintances 0.798 0.824 
With Your Family 0.697 0.823 
At Work, with your Boss or Supervisor 0.94 0.566 
At Work, with your Coworkers 0.941 0.683 
At Work, with your Clients or Customers 0.932 0.579 
At School, with your Teachers or Professors 0.904 0.703 
At School, with your Classmates 0.877 0.807 
At School, with your Students 0.921 0.617 
With Members of your Religious Community 0.775 0.726 

 
Table 15. Principal Component Analysis: Structure Matrix for Ideal Self-Presentation Offline Variables. 
Promax Rotation with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
 

Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 
Rotation Sums of 
Squared Loadings 

Total % of 
Variance 

Cumulative 
% Total % of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% Total 

1 9.286 71.427 71.427 9.286 71.427 71.427 8.32 
2 1.37 10.539 81.966 1.37 10.539 81.966 7.787 
3 0.491 3.774 85.74         
4 0.32 2.464 88.204         
5 0.298 2.29 90.493         
6 0.257 1.974 92.467         
7 0.209 1.607 94.074         
8 0.191 1.468 95.543         
9 0.167 1.284 96.827         

10 0.138 1.065 97.892         
11 0.109 0.839 98.73         
12 0.087 0.667 99.397         
13 0.078 0.603 100         

 
Table 16. Principal Component Analysis: Total Variance Explained for Ideal Self-Presentation Offline 
Variables. 
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Name of Variable Variable Iterations 
Component 

1 2 

12. On a scale of 1-10, to 
what EXTENT do you act 
like person you think you 
SHOULD BE? (1=Not At 

All; 10=Completely) 

In General 0.699 0.907 

Alone at Home 0.474 0.893 

Alone in Public 0.674 0.895 

With Close Friends 0.634 0.929 

With Acquaintances 0.761 0.888 

With Your Family 0.672 0.822 

At Work, with your Boss or Supervisor 0.941 0.624 

At Work, with your Coworkers 0.946 0.721 

At Work, with your Clients or Customers 0.926 0.603 

At School, with your Teachers or Professors 0.944 0.703 

At School, with your Classmates 0.877 0.798 

At School, with your Students 0.892 0.539 

With Members of your Religious Community 0.812 0.733 
 
Table 17. Principal Component Analysis: Structure Matrix for Ought Self-Presentation Offline Variables. 
Promax Rotation with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
 

Component 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 

Rotation 
Sums of 
Squared 
Loadings 

Total % of 
Variance Cumulative % Total % of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% Total 

1 9.385 72.191 72.191 9.385 72.191 72.191 8.355 
2 1.386 10.664 82.856 1.386 10.664 82.856 7.98 
3 0.355 2.734 85.59         
4 0.343 2.638 88.228         
5 0.263 2.021 90.249         
6 0.248 1.909 92.159         
7 0.214 1.647 93.806         
8 0.202 1.55 95.356         
9 0.169 1.299 96.655         

10 0.151 1.16 97.815         
11 0.129 0.993 98.808         
12 0.091 0.7 99.509         
13 0.064 0.491 100         

 
Table 18. Principal Component Analysis: Total Variance Explained for Ought Self-Presentation Offline 
Variables. 
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Name of Variable Variable Iterations 
Component 
1 2 

On a scale of 1-10, to 
what EXTENT do 
you try to make a 

GOOD 
IMPRESSION on 
others in your life? 

(1=Not At All; 
10=Completely) 

In General 0.784 0.807 
Alone at Home 0.349 0.824 
Alone in Public 0.567 0.851 
With Close Friends 0.679 0.898 
With Acquaintances 0.823 0.817 
With Your Family 0.635 0.836 
At Work, with your Boss or Supervisor 0.911 0.536 
At Work, with your Coworkers 0.923 0.659 
At Work, with your Clients or Customers 0.896 0.444 
At School, with your Teachers or Professors 0.906 0.578 
At School, with your Classmates 0.864 0.721 
At School, with your Students 0.873 0.659 
With Members of your Religious Community 0.782 0.742 

 
Table 19. Principal Component Analysis: Structure Matrix for Socially Desirable Self-Presentation Offline 
Variables. Promax Rotation with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
 

Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation 
Sums of 
Squared 
Loadings 

Total % of 
Variance 

Cumulative 
% Total % of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% Total 

1 8.77 67.46 67.46 8.77 67.46 67.46 8.023 
2 1.416 10.895 78.354 1.416 10.895 78.354 6.985 
3 0.551 4.239 82.594         
4 0.416 3.201 85.795         
5 0.373 2.87 88.664         
6 0.34 2.617 91.281         
7 0.248 1.911 93.193         
8 0.194 1.492 94.685         
9 0.187 1.437 96.121         

10 0.164 1.26 97.381         
11 0.144 1.104 98.485         
12 0.105 0.81 99.295         
13 0.092 0.705 100         

 
Table 20. Principal Component Analysis: Total Variance Explained for Socially Desirable Self-
Presentation Offline Variables. 
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Name of Variable Variable Iterations 
Component 

1 2 

On a scale of 1-10, 
to what EXTENT 

does your Facebook 
page show WHO 
YOU REALLY 

ARE, including your 
best attributes, your 
flaws and everything 
in between? (1=Not 

At All; 
10=Completely) 

Your Overall Facebook Page 0.869 0.514 
Your Profile Picture 0.8 0.358 
Your Cover Photo 0.811 0.37 
Your Relationship Status 0.51 0.584 
Your Gender 0.341 0.627 
Your Birthday 0.351 0.743 
Your Employer Information 0.425 0.736 
Your Education Information 0.392 0.738 
Your Languages Spoken 0.444 0.792 
Your Religious Views 0.43 0.73 
Your Political Views 0.452 0.75 
Your Interests (Music, Books, Films, TV, Games, Sports) 0.68 0.633 
Your Status Updates 0.844 0.53 
Photos You've Uploaded of Yourself 0.882 0.509 
Photos You've Uploaded of Your Interests 0.856 0.573 

 
Table 21. Principal Component Analysis: Structure Matrix for Actual Self-Presentation Online Variables. 
Promax Rotation with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
 

Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Rotation 
Sums of 
Squared 
Loadings 

Total % of 
Variance 

Cumulative 
% Total % of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% Total 

1 7.167 47.78 47.78 7.167 47.78 47.78 6.158 
2 1.853 12.354 60.134 1.853 12.354 60.134 5.892 
3 0.975 6.503 66.638         
4 0.874 5.829 72.467         
5 0.773 5.156 77.623         
6 0.595 3.964 81.587         
7 0.493 3.29 84.877         
8 0.424 2.829 87.705         
9 0.378 2.519 90.224         

10 0.331 2.208 92.432         
11 0.313 2.087 94.52         
12 0.259 1.725 96.244         
13 0.215 1.436 97.68         
14 0.185 1.235 98.915         
15 0.163 1.085 100         

 
Table 22. Principal Component Analysis: Total Variance Explained for Actual Self-Presentation Online 
Variables. 
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Name of Variable Variable Iterations 
Component 
1 2 

On a scale of 1-
10, to what 

EXTENT does 
your Facebook 

page show you as 
the person you 
WISH TO BE? 
(1=Not At All; 

10=Completely) 

Your Overall Facebook Page 0.703 0.924 
Your Profile Picture 0.688 0.896 
Your Cover Photo 0.702 0.862 
Your Relationship Status 0.716 0.649 
Your Gender 0.84 0.686 
Your Birthday 0.881 0.677 
Your Employer Information 0.888 0.696 
Your Education Information 0.878 0.696 
Your Languages Spoken 0.888 0.673 
Your Religious Views 0.845 0.66 
Your Political Views 0.864 0.687 
Your Interests (Music, Books, Films, TV, Games, Sports) 0.784 0.859 
Your Status Updates 0.724 0.923 
Photos You've Uploaded of Yourself 0.707 0.942 
Photos You've Uploaded of Your Interests 0.752 0.927 

 
Table 23. Principal Component Analysis: Structure Matrix for Ideal Self-Presentation Online Variables. 
Promax Rotation with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
 
 

Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation 
Sums of 
Squared 
Loadings 

Total % of 
Variance 

Cumulative 
% Total % of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% Total 

1 10.583 70.55 70.55 10.583 70.55 70.55 9.468 
2 1.046 6.975 77.525 1.046 6.975 77.525 9.415 
3 0.625 4.167 81.692         
4 0.582 3.879 85.571         
5 0.485 3.231 88.802         
6 0.425 2.831 91.634         
7 0.234 1.558 93.191         
8 0.176 1.171 94.362         
9 0.162 1.077 95.44         

10 0.149 0.997 96.436         
11 0.136 0.906 97.342         
12 0.113 0.752 98.094         
13 0.106 0.704 98.798         
14 0.098 0.652 99.45         
15 0.083 0.55 100         

 
Table 24. Principal Component Analysis: Total Variance Explained for Ideal Self-Presentation Online 
Variables. 
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Name of Variable Variable Iterations 
Component 

1 

On a scale of 1-10, to 
what EXTENT does 
your Facebook page 

show you as the 
person you think you 

SHOULD BE? (1=Not 
At All; 

10=Completely) 

Your Overall Facebook Page 0.899 
Your Profile Picture 0.869 
Your Cover Photo 0.869 
Your Relationship Status 0.813 
Your Gender 0.839 
Your Birthday 0.846 
Your Employer Information 0.87 
Your Education Information 0.888 
Your Languages Spoken 0.857 
Your Religious Views 0.81 
Your Political Views 0.848 
Your Interests (Music, Books, Films, TV, Games, Sports) 0.873 
Your Status Updates 0.877 
Photos You've Uploaded of Yourself 0.902 
Photos You've Uploaded of Your Interests 0.907 

 
Table 25. Principal Component Analysis: Component Matrix for Ought Self-Presentation Online Variables. 
Only One Component Extracted so Rotation Not Applicable. 
 
 
 

Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of 
Variance Cumulative % Total % of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% 
1 11.223 74.818 74.818 11.223 74.818 74.818 
2 0.798 5.319 80.137       
3 0.609 4.058 84.195       
4 0.484 3.228 87.423       
5 0.444 2.957 90.38       
6 0.343 2.286 92.666       
7 0.203 1.355 94.021       
8 0.169 1.126 95.148       
9 0.152 1.016 96.164       

10 0.134 0.894 97.058       
11 0.113 0.756 97.814       
12 0.104 0.69 98.504       
13 0.098 0.652 99.156       
14 0.08 0.533 99.689       
15 0.047 0.311 100       

 
Table 26. Principal Component Analysis: Total Variance Explained for Ought Self-Presentation Online 
Variables. 
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Name of Variable Variable Iterations 
Component 
1 2 

On a scale of 1-10, 
to what EXTENT is 
your Facebook page 
designed to make a 

GOOD 
IMPRESSION on 

your network?  
(1=Not At All; 

10=Completely) 

Your Overall Facebook Page 0.91 0.649 
Your Profile Picture 0.917 0.597 
Your Cover Photo 0.904 0.636 
Your Relationship Status 0.658 0.903 
Your Gender 0.569 0.932 
Your Birthday 0.555 0.935 
Your Employer Information 0.771 0.833 
Your Education Information 0.791 0.827 
Your Languages Spoken 0.704 0.896 
Your Religious Views 0.734 0.826 
Your Political Views 0.754 0.82 
Your Interests (Music, Books, Films, TV, Games, Sports) 0.823 0.771 
Your Status Updates 0.908 0.677 
Photos You've Uploaded of Yourself 0.946 0.616 
Photos You've Uploaded of Your Interests 0.926 0.674 

 
Table 27. Principal Component Analysis: Structure Matrix for Socially Desirable Self-Presentation Online 
Variables. Promax Rotation with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
 
 

Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Rotation 
Sums of 
Squared 
Loadings 

Total % of 
Variance 

Cumulative 
% Total % of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% Total 

1 10.771 71.807 71.807 10.771 71.807 71.807 9.629 
2 1.458 9.719 81.525 1.458 9.719 81.525 9.165 
3 0.567 3.783 85.308         
4 0.462 3.08 88.389         
5 0.395 2.63 91.019         
6 0.228 1.521 92.54         
7 0.222 1.48 94.02         
8 0.2 1.336 95.357         
9 0.154 1.027 96.384         

10 0.127 0.85 97.233         
11 0.113 0.75 97.984         
12 0.103 0.688 98.671         
13 0.093 0.618 99.289         
14 0.062 0.416 99.705         
15 0.044 0.295 100         

 
Table 28. Principal Component Analysis: Total Variance Explained for Socially Desirable Self-
Presentation Online Variables. 
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APPENDIX C: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF VARIABLES IN MODEL 
 

Question/ Name of Variable Variable Iterations N Min Max Mean S.D. 

4: Ease of Internet Access (1= 
No Access; 10= Unlimited 
Access) 

  820 2 10 9.12 1.109 

5: Number of Facebook-
Accessible Devices   820 1 10 3.08 1.371 

6: Number of Facebook Visits 
Yesterday   820 0 1000 9.41 36.961 

7: Minutes Spent on Facebook 
Yesterday   820 0 1440 61.35 105.382 

8: Level of Importance of 
Maintaining Privacy on 
Facebook (1= Not Important at 
All; 10= Extremely Important) 

  820 1 10 7.75 2.155 

9: Level of Profile 
Restrictions: (1= No 

Restrictions, They See 
Everything I Post; 10= Full 
Restrictions, I am Not FB 

Friends With Them) 

Acquaintances 820 1 10 3.54 2.797 

Boss 820 1 10 7.11 3.348 

Your Classmates 820 1 10 3.29 2.766 
Your Clients or 
Customers 820 1 10 7.45 2.947 

Your Coworkers 820 1 10 5.07 3.404 

Your Family 820 1 10 3.4 2.964 

Close Friends 820 1 10 1.41 1.237 
Your Teachers or 
Professors 820 1 10 6.53 3.353 

Your Religious 
Community 820 1 10 4.85 2.688 

Your Students 820 1 10 7.11 2.745 

10: Degree of Actual Self-
Presentation Offline: (1= Not 

At All; 10= Completely) 

In general  820 1 10 7.42 1.505 

Alone At Home 820 1 10 9.22 1.113 

Alone In Public 820 1 10 6.95 1.879 

With Close Friends 820 1 10 8.57 1.15 

With Acquaintances 820 1 10 6.51 1.723 

With Your Family 820 1 10 7.53 1.922 
 At Work, with your Boss 
or Supervisor  820 1 10 5.62 1.855 

At Work, with your 
Coworkers  820 1 10 6.28 1.72 

At Work, with your 
Clients or Customers  820 1 10 5.09 1.942 

At School, with your 
Teachers/Professors 820 1 10 5.81 1.659 

At School, with your 
Classmates  820 1 10 6.61 1.551 
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At School, with your 
Students  820 1 10 5.39 1.734 

With Members of your 
Religious Community  820 1 10 5.55 1.894 

11: Degree of Ideal Self-
Presentation Offline: (1= Not 

At All; 10= Completely) 

In general  820 1 10 6.47 2.027 

Alone At Home 820 1 10 6.06 2.53 

Alone In Public 820 1 10 6.34 2.134 

With Close Friends 820 1 10 6.6 2.17 

With Acquaintances 820 1 10 6.41 2.046 

With Your Family 820 1 10 5.92 2.27 
 At Work, with your Boss 
or Supervisor  820 1 10 6.11 2.069 

At Work, with your 
Coworkers  820 1 10 6.15 1.998 

At Work, with your 
Clients or Customers  820 1 10 5.98 2.053 

At School, with your 
Teachers/Professors 820 1 10 6.32 1.939 

At School, with your 
Classmates  820 1 10 6.13 1.898 

At School, with your 
Students  820 1 10 5.97 1.825 

With Members of your 
Religious Community  820 1 10 5.69 2.016 

12: Degree of Ought Self-
Presentation Offline: (1= Not 

At All; 10= Completely) 

In general  820 1 10 6.83 1.967 

Alone At Home 820 1 10 6.01 2.427 

Alone In Public 820 1 10 6.76 2.083 

With Close Friends 820 1 10 6.78 2.101 

With Acquaintances 820 1 10 6.88 1.929 

With Your Family 820 1 10 6.8 2.069 
 At Work, with your Boss 
or Supervisor  820 1 10 7.33 1.711 

At Work, with your 
Coworkers  820 1 10 7.04 1.749 

At Work, with your 
Clients or Customers  820 1 10 7.13 1.743 

At School, with your 
Teachers/Professors 820 1 10 7.09 1.752 

At School, with your 
Classmates  820 1 10 6.68 1.768 

At School, with your 
Students  820 1 10 7.12 1.672 

With Members of your 
Religious Community  820 1 10 6.51 1.692 

13: Degree of Socially 
Desirable Self-Presentation 

In general  820 1 10 7.85 1.713 

Alone At Home 820 1 10 5.32 2.719 
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Offline: (1= Not At All; 10= 
Completely) 

Alone In Public 820 1 10 7.04 2.167 

With Close Friends 820 1 10 7.24 2.038 

With Acquaintances 820 1 10 7.75 1.754 

With Your Family 820 1 10 7.1 2.066 
 At Work, with your Boss 
or Supervisor  820 1 10 8.43 1.373 

At Work, with your 
Coworkers  820 1 10 8.06 1.495 

At Work, with your 
Clients or Customers  820 1 10 8.4 1.379 

At School, with your 
Teachers/Professors 820 1 10 8.25 1.329 

At School, with your 
Classmates  820 1 10 7.53 1.564 

At School, with your 
Students  820 1 10 7.95 1.472 

With Members of your 
Religious Community  820 1 10 7.31 1.652 

14: Degree of Actual Self-
Presentation Online (1= Not 

At All; 10= Completely) 

Your Overall Facebook 
Page  820 1 10 6.34 1.937 

Your Profile Picture 820 1 10 6.81 2.112 

Your Cover Photo 820 1 10 6.65 2.147 

Your Relationship Status 820 1 10 7.82 2.29 

Your Gender 820 1 10 9.2 1.369 

Your Birthday 820 1 10 8.77 1.713 
Your Employer 
Information 820 1 10 7.67 2.302 

Your Education 
Information 820 1 10 8.53 1.777 

Your Languages Spoken 820 1 10 8.37 1.978 

Your Religious Views 820 1 10 7.06 2.323 

Your Political Views 820 1 10 7.22 2.244 

Your Interests 820 1 10 7.43 1.984 

Your Status Updates 820 1 10 6.98 2.062 
Photos You’ve Uploaded 
of Yourself 820 1 10 7.15 1.936 

Photos You've Uploaded 
of Your Interests 820 1 10 7.38 1.967 

15: Degree of Ideal Self-
Presentation Online (1= Not 

At All; 10= Completely) 

Your Overall Facebook 
Page  820 1 10 6.09 2.378 

Your Profile Picture 820 1 10 6.29 2.471 

Your Cover Photo 820 1 10 6.11 2.549 

Your Relationship Status 820 1 10 5.78 2.909 

Your Gender 820 1 10 7.73 2.615 

Your Birthday 820 1 10 7.61 2.638 
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Your Employer 
Information 820 1 10 6.13 2.732 

Your Education 
Information 820 1 10 6.59 2.676 

Your Languages Spoken 820 1 10 6.24 2.651 

Your Religious Views 820 1 10 5.98 2.683 

Your Political Views 820 1 10 6.19 2.669 

Your Interests 820 1 10 6.37 2.555 

Your Status Updates 820 1 10 6.4 2.447 
Photos You’ve Uploaded 
of Yourself 820 1 10 6.34 2.438 

Photos You've Uploaded 
of Your Interests 820 1 10 6.35 2.438 

16: Degree of Ought Self-
Presentation Online (1= Not 

At All; 10= Completely) 

Your Overall Facebook 
Page  820 1 10 6.35 2.283 

Your Profile Picture 820 1 10 6.33 2.429 

Your Cover Photo 820 1 10 6.04 2.446 

Your Relationship Status 820 1 10 6.24 2.69 

Your Gender 820 1 10 7.74 2.56 

Your Birthday 820 1 10 7.66 2.542 
Your Employer 
Information 820 1 10 6.49 2.614 

Your Education 
Information 820 1 10 6.9 2.614 

Your Languages Spoken 820 1 10 6.43 2.575 

Your Religious Views 820 1 10 6.07 2.595 

Your Political Views 820 1 10 6.3 2.547 

Your Interests 820 1 10 6.34 2.502 

Your Status Updates 820 1 10 6.46 2.402 
Photos You’ve Uploaded 
of Yourself 820 1 10 6.42 2.364 

Photos You've Uploaded 
of Your Interests 820 1 10 6.37 2.378 

17: Degree of Socially 
Desirable Self-Presentation 
Online (1= Not At All; 10= 

Completely) 

Your Overall Facebook 
Page  820 1 10 6.63 2.31 

Your Profile Picture 820 1 10 6.73 2.358 

Your Cover Photo 820 1 10 6.38 2.412 

Your Relationship Status 820 1 10 5.09 2.711 

Your Gender 820 1 10 5.35 2.966 

Your Birthday 820 1 10 5.25 2.907 
Your Employer 
Information 820 1 10 5.95 2.605 

Your Education 
Information 820 1 10 6.17 2.621 

Your Languages Spoken 820 1 10 5.18 2.624 
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Your Religious Views 820 1 10 5.16 2.48 

Your Political Views 820 1 10 5.21 2.44 

Your Interests 820 1 10 5.83 2.453 

Your Status Updates 820 1 10 6.25 2.343 
Photos You’ve Uploaded 
of Yourself 820 1 10 6.43 2.372 

Photos You've Uploaded 
of Your Interests 820 1 10 6.23 2.381 

18: Gender   820 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

19: Age   820 18 68 27.25 7.167 

20: Relationship Status   820 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

21: Ethnic Background   820 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

22: Level of Education   820 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

23: Occupational Status   820 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

24: Household Income   820 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
25: Length of Facebook 
Membership (in Years)   820 1 9 6.023

2 1.4511 

26: Number of Facebook 
Friends 

Number of Facebook 
Friends 820 0 7593 447.5

2 403.088 

27: Number of Facebook 
Network Interactions Last 

Week 

In Person 820 0 200 17.19 17.805 

Over The Phone 820 0 65 4.34 4.583 

Over Email 820 0 75 4.69 6.697 
Through Online Chat (g-
chat, AIM, etc) 820 0 562 8.4 29.168 

Through Facebook 
(messages, wall posts, 
tagging photos, check ins) 

820 0 6579 47.92 247.288 

 
Table 29. Descriptive Statistics for All Variables 
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APPENDIX D: AMOS MODEL PARAMETERS 
 

Dependent 
Variable 

Path 
Direction 

Independent 
Variable 

Standardized 
Estimate 

Unstandardized 
Estimate 

S.E. P 

Actual Online 
Composite 

<--- Actual Offline 
Composite 

0.496 0.618 0.039 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite 

<--- SD Offline 
Composite 

0.235 0.262 0.035 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite 

<--- Ideal Offline 
Composite 

-0.086 -0.078 0.03 0.008 

Ideal Online 
Composite 

<--- Actual Online 
Composite 

0.39 0.619 0.05 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite 

<--- Ideal Offline 
Composite 

0.466 0.669 0.048 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite 

<--- Ought Offline 
Composite 

0.104 0.162 0.055 0.003 

Ideal Online 
Composite 

<--- Actual Offline 
Composite 

-0.209 -0.412 0.065 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite 

<--- SD Offline 
Composite 

0.072 0.128 0.053 0.017 

Ought Online 
Composite 

<--- Ought Offline 
Composite 

0.191 0.297 0.039 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite 

<--- Actual Online 
Composite 

0.109 0.172 0.04 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite 

<--- Ideal Online 
Composite 

0.656 0.652 0.024 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite 

<--- Actual Offline 
Composite 

-0.056 -0.109 0.05 0.028 

Ought Online 
Composite 

<--- SD Offline 
Composite 

0.063 0.11 0.04 0.006 

SD Online 
Composite 

<--- Ideal Online 
Composite 

0.144 0.142 0.045 0.002 

SD Online 
Composite 

<--- SD Offline 
Composite 

0.314 0.55 0.052 *** 

SD Online 
Composite 

<--- Ought Online 
Composite 

0.266 0.265 0.045 *** 

SD Online 
Composite 

<--- Ideal Offline 
Composite 

0.133 0.189 0.048 *** 

SD Online 
Composite 

<--- Actual Offline 
Composite 

-0.094 -0.184 0.056 0.001 

 
Table 30. AMOS Model Parameters: All Variables Included. 
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Dependent 
Variable 

Path 
Direction 

Independent 
Variable 

Standardized 
Estimate 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. P 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.412 0.523 0.082 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.277 0.356 0.086 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.058 -0.057 0.067 0.397 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.46 0.693 0.096 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.218 0.32 0.098 0.001 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.218 0.352 0.126 0.005 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.133 -0.255 0.127 0.046 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.075 0.146 0.13 0.262 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.191 0.298 0.088 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.023 0.033 0.078 0.675 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.682 0.655 0.051 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.009 0.016 0.093 0.862 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.032 0.06 0.094 0.525 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.423 0.411 0.09 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.173 0.325 0.125 0.009 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Online 

Composite 0.081 0.082 0.097 0.396 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.165 0.236 0.097 0.016 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.203 -0.378 0.115 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.012 0.018 0.129 0.887 

 
Table 31. AMOS Model Parameters: Controlling for Ease of Internet Access. 
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Dependent 
Variable 

Path 
Direction 

Independent 
Variable 

Standardized 
Estimate 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. P 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- 

Actual 
Offline 

Composite 
0.46 0.549 0.061 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.299 0.338 0.059 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.153 -0.132 0.045 0.003 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.365 0.568 0.077 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.476 0.635 0.071 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.168 0.263 0.089 0.003 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- 

Actual 
Offline 

Composite 
-0.288 -0.534 0.095 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.128 0.225 0.085 0.008 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.043 0.065 0.067 0.329 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.116 0.177 0.062 0.004 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.626 0.612 0.042 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- 

Actual 
Offline 

Composite 
-0.066 -0.12 0.074 0.104 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.086 0.148 0.064 0.021 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.18 0.234 0.059 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.109 0.107 0.079 0.178 

SD Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.234 0.405 0.092 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Online 

Composite 0.286 0.288 0.083 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- 

Actual 
Offline 

Composite 
-0.046 -0.084 0.089 0.349 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.137 0.18 0.078 0.021 

 
Table 32. AMOS Model Parameters: Controlling for Number of Facebook-Accessible Devices 
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Dependent 
Variable 

Path 
Direction 

Independent 
Variable 

Standardize
d Estimate 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. P 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.537 0.625 0.057 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.207 0.224 0.053 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.004 -0.004 0.05 0.942 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite -0.083 -0.077 0.055 0.162 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.539 0.814 0.069 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.404 0.532 0.064 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.123 0.172 0.07 0.014 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.233 -0.41 0.084 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.073 0.119 0.07 0.089 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.164 0.224 0.05 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.125 0.185 0.06 0.002 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.634 0.619 0.037 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.061 -0.104 0.064 0.104 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.145 0.232 0.053 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.036 0.036 0.076 0.638 

SD Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.245 0.397 0.083 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Online 

Composite 0.271 0.275 0.081 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.276 0.36 0.078 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.037 -0.065 0.083 0.436 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite -0.074 -0.103 0.082 0.211 

 
Table 33. AMOS Model Parameters: Controlling for Number of Facebook Visits Yesterday  
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Dependent 
Variable 

Path 
Direction 

Independent 
Variable 

Standardize
d Estimate 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. P 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.51 0.612 0.08 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.107 0.113 0.067 0.094 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.038 -0.033 0.06 0.589 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.534 0.831 0.088 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.496 0.663 0.086 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.093 0.131 0.088 0.137 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.311 -0.58 0.115 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.033 0.055 0.086 0.524 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.189 0.259 0.057 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.105 0.158 0.069 0.023 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.701 0.677 0.042 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.06 -0.108 0.077 0.164 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.101 0.161 0.059 0.006 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite -0.076 -0.076 0.109 0.483 

SD Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.289 0.477 0.102 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Online 

Composite 0.404 0.419 0.116 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.191 0.256 0.108 0.018 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.101 -0.189 0.118 0.107 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite -0.025 -0.035 0.106 0.74 

 
Table 34. AMOS Model Parameters: Controlling for Number of Minutes Spent on Facebook Yesterday 
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Dependent 
Variable 

Path   
Direction 

Independent 
Variable 

Standardize
d Estimate 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. P 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.601 0.634 0.05 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.236 0.226 0.047 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.083 -0.069 0.044 0.113 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.375 0.618 0.09 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.481 0.661 0.082 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.015 0.022 0.092 0.807 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.184 -0.32 0.1 0.001 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.143 0.225 0.081 0.006 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.263 0.388 0.063 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.087 0.144 0.074 0.05 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.621 0.622 0.04 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.012 -0.021 0.076 0.781 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.012 0.019 0.064 0.759 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.055 0.055 0.069 0.423 

SD Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.328 0.526 0.079 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Online 

Composite 0.412 0.417 0.071 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.252 0.352 0.085 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.056 -0.099 0.079 0.212 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite -0.185 -0.277 0.093 0.003 

 
Table 35. AMOS Model Parameters: Level of Importance of Privacy on Facebook  
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Dependent 
Variable 

Path 
Direction 

Independent 
Variable 

Standardized 
Estimate 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. P 

Actual 
Online 

Composite 
<--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.506 0.592 0.064 *** 

Actual 
Online 

Composite 
<--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.269 0.268 0.051 *** 

Actual 
Online 

Composite 
<--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.069 -0.057 0.049 0.245 

Actual 
Online 

Composite 
<--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.15 0.136 0.056 0.014 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.337 0.544 0.097 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.543 0.729 0.074 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.155 0.228 0.085 0.007 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.276 -0.522 0.113 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.075 0.12 0.081 0.137 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.247 0.363 0.065 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.122 0.197 0.078 0.011 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.659 0.661 0.042 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.073 -0.138 0.087 0.111 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite -0.011 -0.018 0.063 0.772 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.168 0.181 0.09 0.043 

SD Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.373 0.643 0.084 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Online 

Composite 0.176 0.189 0.083 0.023 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.275 0.396 0.089 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.159 -0.322 0.101 0.001 

 
Table 36. AMOS Model Parameters: Level of Profile Restrictions 
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Dependent 
Variable 

Path 
Direction 

Independent 
Variable 

Standardized 
Estimate 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. P 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.5 0.572 0.044 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.217 0.247 0.043 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.047 -0.04 0.034 0.233 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.507 0.803 0.054 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.609 0.82 0.049 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.051 0.075 0.057 0.185 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.258 -0.468 0.065 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite -0.04 -0.072 0.057 0.207 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.213 0.307 0.047 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.103 0.161 0.054 0.003 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.618 0.606 0.031 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.014 0.025 0.059 0.673 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.026 0.047 0.05 0.356 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.105 0.099 0.051 0.052 

SD Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.306 0.518 0.058 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Online 

Composite 0.304 0.291 0.049 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.211 0.267 0.055 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.092 -0.156 0.059 0.008 

 
Table 37. AMOS Model Parameters: Gender  
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Dependent 
Variable 

Path 
Direction  

Independent 
Variable 

Standardized 
Estimate 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. P 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.566 0.602 0.074 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.179 0.185 0.068 0.006 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.025 -0.02 0.06 0.736 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite -0.035 -0.031 0.073 0.666 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.449 0.694 0.098 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.465 0.593 0.081 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.163 0.227 0.098 0.021 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.33 -0.543 0.116 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.126 0.201 0.093 0.031 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.213 0.298 0.094 0.002 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.027 0.042 0.104 0.688 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.636 0.639 0.069 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.082 0.136 0.116 0.239 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.004 0.007 0.089 0.937 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.083 -0.106 0.086 0.222 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.19 0.207 0.097 0.033 

SD Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.394 0.687 0.112 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Online 

Composite 0.147 0.159 0.092 0.083 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.043 -0.077 0.12 0.522 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite -0.043 -0.066 0.121 0.588 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.164 0.228 0.106 0.033 

 
Table 38. AMOS Model Parameters: Age 
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Dependent 
Variable 

Path 
Direction 

Independent 
Variable 

Standardized 
Estimate 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. P 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.456 0.542 0.055 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.201 0.224 0.052 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.088 -0.08 0.052 0.129 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.157 0.147 0.053 0.005 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.468 0.701 0.064 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.389 0.527 0.067 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.13 0.183 0.068 0.007 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.193 -0.343 0.078 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.08 0.134 0.068 0.049 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.22 0.332 0.057 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.087 0.141 0.06 0.019 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.681 0.732 0.041 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.022 -0.042 0.066 0.526 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.093 0.167 0.056 0.003 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.095 -0.139 0.059 0.019 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.012 0.012 0.077 0.875 

SD Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.233 0.41 0.081 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Online 

Composite 0.352 0.343 0.069 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.064 -0.119 0.083 0.148 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.201 0.286 0.075 *** 

 
Table 39. AMOS Model Parameters: Relationship Status 
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Dependent 
Variable 

Path 
Direction 

Independent 
Variable 

Standardized 
Estimate 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. P 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.383 0.502 0.235 0.032 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.065 0.108 0.344 0.753 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.7 -0.716 0.239 0.003 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.853 1.24 0.364 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.576 1.043 0.472 0.027 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.684 1.267 0.637 0.047 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite -0.656 -1.726 1.01 0.087 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.16 -0.381 0.58 0.512 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.166 0.503 0.778 0.518 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite -0.071 -0.151 0.475 0.751 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.189 0.275 0.23 0.232 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.638 0.515 0.093 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.035 0.068 0.259 0.794 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite -0.08 -0.194 0.348 0.576 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.413 0.617 0.305 0.043 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.169 0.138 0.207 0.506 

SD Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.055 0.137 0.511 0.789 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Online 

Composite 0.352 0.356 0.297 0.23 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.364 -0.706 0.348 0.043 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.304 0.46 0.374 0.219 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.203 0.437 0.538 0.417 

 
Table 40. AMOS Model Parameters: Ethnicity 
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Dependent 
Variable 

Path 
Direction 

Independent 
Variable 

Standardized 
Estimate 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. P 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.671 0.864 0.151 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.386 0.573 0.2 0.004 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.024 -0.024 0.12 0.839 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite -0.307 -0.314 0.148 0.033 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.512 0.629 0.149 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.175 0.22 0.127 0.084 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.269 0.338 0.164 0.039 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.055 0.087 0.206 0.674 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.038 0.068 0.229 0.765 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.322 0.426 0.228 0.062 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite -0.003 -0.004 0.23 0.985 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.149 0.157 0.183 0.39 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.301 0.501 0.272 0.066 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite -0.054 -0.103 0.302 0.734 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.322 0.374 0.197 0.058 

SD Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.197 0.416 0.273 0.128 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Online 

Composite 0.129 0.142 0.146 0.329 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.124 -0.227 0.29 0.434 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.138 0.201 0.188 0.283 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.157 0.224 0.232 0.334 

 
Table 41. AMOS Model Parameters: Level of Education  
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Dependent 
Variable 

Path 
Direction 

Independent 
Variable 

Standardized 
Estimate 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. P 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.558 0.655 0.089 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.03 0.032 0.079 0.687 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.138 -0.121 0.067 0.07 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.332 0.492 0.119 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.356 0.462 0.11 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.328 0.418 0.116 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.184 -0.32 0.149 0.032 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.024 0.038 0.11 0.728 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.38 0.478 0.114 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite -0.044 -0.064 0.119 0.59 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.448 0.442 0.082 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.051 0.088 0.143 0.538 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.069 0.108 0.103 0.293 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.108 -0.139 0.11 0.208 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.192 0.208 0.092 0.024 

SD Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.478 0.821 0.111 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Online 

Composite 0.182 0.2 0.094 0.033 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.089 -0.169 0.129 0.189 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.408 0.576 0.115 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite -0.308 -0.426 0.13 0.001 

 
Table 42. AMOS Model Parameters: Occupational Status  
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Dependent 
Variable 

Path 
Direction 

Independent 
Variable 

Standardized 
Estimate 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. P 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.467 0.585 0.09 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.096 0.115 0.097 0.237 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.098 -0.091 0.076 0.231 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.079 0.08 0.093 0.388 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.336 0.524 0.098 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.459 0.668 0.1 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.281 -0.548 0.131 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.188 0.296 0.121 0.015 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.121 0.226 0.127 0.075 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.176 0.279 0.099 0.005 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.053 0.083 0.085 0.327 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.724 0.731 0.06 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.076 0.149 0.111 0.178 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite -0.107 -0.201 0.103 0.052 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.003 -0.005 0.09 0.955 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.198 0.197 0.105 0.061 

SD Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.331 0.615 0.138 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Online 

Composite 0.183 0.181 0.099 0.068 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.172 0.249 0.116 0.032 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.084 -0.162 0.129 0.209 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite -0.053 -0.083 0.135 0.54 

 
Table 43. AMOS Model Parameters: Total Household Income 
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Dependent 
Variable 

Path 
Direction 

Independent 
Variable 

Standardized 
Estimate 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. P 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.495 0.614 0.07 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.297 0.328 0.066 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.026 -0.023 0.054 0.677 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.31 0.506 0.099 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.395 0.56 0.096 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.175 -0.355 0.125 0.005 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.164 0.256 0.111 0.021 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.147 0.265 0.104 0.011 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.234 0.362 0.087 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.09 0.147 0.08 0.068 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.686 0.68 0.052 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.03 -0.06 0.098 0.543 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.016 0.028 0.081 0.731 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.067 -0.094 0.079 0.234 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.222 0.231 0.095 0.015 

SD Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.279 0.523 0.111 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Online 

Composite 0.149 0.156 0.089 0.08 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.134 -0.282 0.128 0.028 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.195 0.287 0.097 0.003 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.061 0.103 0.111 0.352 

 
Table 44. AMOS Model Parameters: Length of Facebook Membership Time 
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Dependent 
Variable 

Path 
Direction 

Independent 
Variable 

Standardized 
Estimate 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. P 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.443 0.572 0.097 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.212 0.239 0.085 0.0
05 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.108 -0.089 0.065 0.1
69 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.292 0.48 0.115 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.506 0.683 0.121 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.232 -0.492 0.159 0.0
02 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.13 0.189 0.134 0.1
58 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.03 0.056 0.132 0.6
72 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.082 0.117 0.108 0.2
8 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.063 0.101 0.097 0.2
97 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.625 0.612 0.063 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.025 0.046 0.106 0.6
63 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.094 -0.196 0.131 0.1
35 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.145 0.191 0.106 0.0
72 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.277 0.263 0.096 0.0
06 

SD Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.316 0.556 0.125 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Online 

Composite 0.058 0.056 0.095 0.5
54 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.101 -0.204 0.157 0.1
93 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.179 0.229 0.112 0.0
41 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite -0.001 -0.002 0.118 0.9
85 

 
Table 45. AMOS Model Parameters: Number of Facebook Friends 
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Dependent 
Variable 

Path 
Direction 

Independent 
Variable 

Standardized 
Estimate 

Unstandardized 
Estimate S.E. P 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.511 0.556 0.075 *** 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.132 0.134 0.074 0.07 

Actual Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite -0.058 -0.044 0.054 0.422 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.352 0.575 0.104 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.417 0.512 0.083 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.202 0.272 0.095 0.004 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.336 -0.595 0.119 *** 

Ideal Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.224 0.373 0.103 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite 0.204 0.271 0.063 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite 0.175 0.281 0.075 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite 0.606 0.596 0.048 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite -0.199 -0.348 0.085 *** 

Ought Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.199 0.327 0.073 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Online 

Composite -0.187 -0.183 0.109 0.093 

SD Online 
Composite <--- SD Offline 

Composite 0.12 0.195 0.12 0.105 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Online 

Composite 0.693 0.687 0.12 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ideal Offline 

Composite 0.316 0.379 0.097 *** 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Actual Offline 

Composite 0.053 0.091 0.142 0.521 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Ought Offline 

Composite -0.233 -0.307 0.108 0.005 

SD Online 
Composite <--- Actual Online 

Composite -0.18 -0.287 0.124 0.021 

 
Table 46. AMOS Model Parameters: Number of Facebook Network Interactions Last Week 


