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Abstract This study investigated the key factors affecting online relational intimacy in the context of
SNS. Based on the use and gratification theory, self—presentation, relationship formation and
information searching were identified as the main needs of SNS usage. These needs were expected to
influence online relational intimacy through user satisfaction, subjective well—being, and disclosing
information behaviors. The theoretical framework was validated by a longitudinal method. Hypotheses
were tested by using the partial least squares to data from 199 Facebook users. Self—presentation and
information searching had a significant impact on both user satisfaction and subjective well—being.
However, relationship formation did not significantly affect both user satisfaction and subjective
well—being. User satisfaction had a significant direct effect only on online relational intimacy.
Subjective well—beings played a significant role in enhancing both disclosing information behaviors and
online relational intimacy. Finally, it has been found that disclosing information behaviors are a key
factor in enhancing online relational intimacy. The results of this study are expected to provide

academic and practical implications for the key antecedents of online relational intimacy.
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Fig. 1. Research Model
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Table 1. Profile of Respondents

Item Fre. Per.(%)
Less than 30 58 29.2
31-40 67 33.7
Age
41-50 59 29.6
More than 50 15 7.5
Less than 10 mins 21 10.6
10 - 30 mins 50 25.1
Average 30 mins — lhour 22 11.0
Usage Time
per Month 1 - 2 hours 31 15.6
2 - 5 hours 32 16.1
More than 5 hours 43 21.6
S =
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Table 2. List of Model Constructs and Reliability Test

Construct Item Mean Stan. Fac. AVE CR
Dev. Load.
REI1 4.85 1.215 0.880
Relational REI2 4.96 1.230 0.889
. 0.75 | 0.92
Intimacy REI3 4.79 1.268 0.883

RET4 4.85 1.197 0.811

Disclosing DII1 5.27 1.317
Information DII2 3.18 1.731

USA1 4.84 1.055 0.894
User USA2 4.72 1.103 0.882

Satisfaction | USA3 4.70 1.137 | 0.891 0.79 | 0.94
USA4 4.87 1.103 | 0.893
Subjective SUW1 | 4.55 1.220 | 0.915
Well— SUW2 | 4.45 1.340 | 0.933 | 0.84 | 0.94
Being SUW3 | 4.41 1.295 | 0.908
SEP1 4.68 1.285 | 0.902
Self—Presen SEP2 4.68 1.333 0.913 0.83 0.95

tation SEP3 4.80 1.339 0.939
SEP4 4.81 1.219 0.891

REF1 4.83 1.415 0.899
REF2 5.05 1.292 0.929 | 0.83 | 0.94
REF3 4.94 1.263 0.913

Relationship
Formation

INS1 4.87 1.253 0.904
Information INS2 4.94 1.379 0.908
Searching INS3 5.01 1.323 0.907

INS4 4.73 1.325 0.847

Table 3. Correlation Matrix and Discriminant Validity

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. REI 0.866
2. USA 0.635 0.89
3. SUW 0.633 | 0.803 | 0.919
4. SEP 0.631 0.76 0.739 | 0.911
5. REF 0.516 | 0.635 | 0.514 | 0.536 | 0.913
6. INS 0.521 | 0.577 | 0.567 | 0.613 | 0.573 | 0.892

(Diagonal elements are the square root of average variance extracted.)
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