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Abstract

The goal of this study was to explore the use dtipteiISNS platforms and determine whether the rarmb
of used platforms affects one’s online self-pres@s across the said platforms and if there ig difference
in one’s online and offline self-presentations lthea how many SNS platforms are used. This wodiestu
online self-presentations, compared the on/offtines and tried to find out if the inconsistenciesre’s own
(observer’s) self-presentations both online (acq@ssforms) and on/offline affected the observaripression
formation (likability, trustworthiness and hypogr)sof others. The study also aimed to find outh& t
impression of the others’ inconsistency both onhnd offline would differ based on the level ofnracy
between the observer and the discussant. Threéslef/intimacy were studied in order to do thigefds,
acquaintances and strangers (online-only friend$j)e results showed that the more platforms peogpde u
the more inconsistent their online self-presentatigot. Even though the results of the study shdaesly
significant relationship between the number of S&unts and one’s online and offline self-presgomna
and partial connection between observer’s incoesisself-presentations and impression formatiootloérs,
interestingly enough, the results managed to figdificant differences between the impressions dasethe
level of intimacy between the observer and theudsants.
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1. Introduction

In present day and age lots of relationships, pesor professional originate and are supportecernéten
online than offline. Even our closest friends prefending us personal messages through Interiedr ridtan
seeing each other in person or calling on the phdhe variety of social networks allows us to maimtour
own image, control the development of our interpeas relationships and partner's impression foromalby
carefully monitoring and selecting the amount dreldontents of the information we share or disctogime.
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Internet-based communication tools also provide gportunities for self-presentation, especiallg vi
social networking sites which allow users to sgatally create custom profile pages. Online SNSaisan
post information about themselves by means of @iffecommunication tools, starting with simple tthdt
will report their personal information, update s&tand write comments on friend’s profile pagesHaring
a significant amount of photographs (Rui, Stefan@0d 2)[1].

Researchers in the field of computer-mediated conication have long been trying to find out how
interpersonal impressions form among computer users

There have been many works on online self-predentaself-disclosure, impression formation and
impression management etc., and most of them ogeowanother come to the subject of consistency and
inconsistency of one's internet profile and refd Belf-presentation. For example Bargh, McKennd an
Fitzsimmons (2002) looked closely at the expressfdtiue’ self in one’s online and offline selfgsentations
because as the authors suggest, the Internet diadi@go-face communication possesses the alnligdilitate
self-expression and encourage the expressionusf ‘self, due to the lack of situational conteatk of non-
verbal cues that present in face-to-face interactmd most importantly its anonymity [2]. The stddund
that the ‘true’ self was more accessible on therigt than during face-to-face interactions. Thiéha@rs
concluded that people felt that it was easiertient to express their ‘true’ qualities through thietnet which
as Bargh et al. suggested was mostly due to thigyadfithe Internet to facilitate self-presentatif?].

At the same time Walther et al. (2011) studiedghenomenon of 'identity shift' through the persipeabf
Hyperpersonal model of computer mediated commuoitdB]. This model helps to understand various
transformations in relational interactions in oelienvironment. It describes the specifics of comipbased
communication and its attributions such as anonynaisynchronism, lack of non-verbal etc. and hogyth
enable users to present themselves selectivelyh@ndhese controlled self-presentations becomentiitéer
by which online partners come to know one anothiee research looks closely at the effects of feekiloa
one of the components of the Hyperpersonal modakiw'reinforces and extends idealized perceptimins
partners in CMC’ (p.5). Walther et.al found thatioa feedback is associated with changes in ordfs s
perception and self-identity which leads to incetesit online Self-presentation. They found thatlfeek
from other people heightens the effect of seled®lépresentation in bringing users’ self-perogpinto line
with their identity performance.

These findings suggest that the abilities of theriret to facilitate the way we express oursehass lwoth
result in greater and easier exposure of one’spgengonality or might at the same time create isigt@ncies
between one’s online and offline personality, cafsse self-presentation and exposure of intentipna
misleading information (DeAndrea, Walther 2011) [4]

The current study aims to look closely at self-preation across different media platforms. Accaydim
the E-business ranking (www.ebizma.com) there ateasst fifteen popular global social networkingesi
where people can connect with each other by cig#tieir own profile page and managing their present
as well as personal relationships online thus rgahore space and opportunities for self-presemdBb].
What this particular study is concerned with is thiee there are significant differences in one'snenself-
presentation from one platform to another. As noerdd before there are various communication tamis f
presenting oneself in cyberspace such as text, emtamimages, videos etc. and there are also &ariou
platforms accenting just one or several of theskst&o the current research will concentrate erfdiowing
objectives: 1) see if the use of multiple SNS platfs will create significant inconsistencies betweae’s
online self-presentations; 2) see if online sedgentation across various platforms will be sigaifitly



Inconsistency of Online Self-presentation across SNS Platformsand Its| mpact on | mpression Formation 129

different from one’s offline presentations and hebes; 3) find out if the inconsistent self-presaitn both
across platforms and on/offline will affect the irapsion formed about the presenter.

2. Resear ch questions and hypotheses

Previous studies concentrated on the inconsisteradiene’s online and offline self-presentationd an
their effect on impression formation and the obses\perception of the actor or presenter of tiiermation.
There have also been a number of studies compseifigpresentation between two different platforiios,
example Facebook and LinkedIn, or Facebook andt@myiproving that depending on the features of the
platform there might be differences in online gmftrayals. Van Dijck(2013) who analyzed the use of
Facebook and LinkedIn based on the site featusesxbimple, presented the idea of multiple onldfetities
[6]. He found that Facebook is particularly focusedfacilitating personal self-presentation, whichans to
manage the impression between friends and acqnaggavhereas LinkedIn’s interface caters towards th
need for professional self-promotion. Thus the ltesof his study propose that there might be sigaift
inconsistencies between one’s online self-presentatiepending on the platform. There is Facebodaikiw
requires one’s real name and personal informatizhtlen there are other sites, like Twitter or Tlmnalth
a totally different level of anonymity which creatéhe ground for enhancing one’s self in order to
communicate information to different audiences. €ial. also agreed that perceptions made on Tveitte
Face, for instance, are different due to the diffiees of platforms and thus different tactics drategies for
self-presentation (2011) [7]. Based on these figslithis study wants to look closer at the usemnwifiple
SNS platforms and see if their online self-presaota will be different according to the numbersaofcial
platforms that they use.

RQ1: How does the use of multiple SNS platforms aftlet consistency of self-presentation across these
platforms?

As the results of previous studies show, unlikefaeface presentations online ones can be enhamzed
altered in order to present more favorable chariatites of self. They are broadcast in more of a-tstmany
than one-to-one fashion. When different viewerssofneone’'s Facebook self-presentation have varying
impressions and knowledge of the person depictetioag likelihood emerges for self-presentatiandé
viewed differently [4]. At the same time, studiegygest that the information about the same peraarbe
presented differently depending on the social meda&form and its features, thus creating room for
inconsistencies between the same person’s onlewifs [6], [7]. In this case we would like tamloclosely
at the users of multiple SNS platforms and ansthwefallowing question:

RQ2: How does the use of multiple SNS platforms affbet consistency of self-presentation online and
offline?

As a result of different perception of one’s onlppresentations by different people, what may bekm
acts of impression management for the benefit oieswiewers may be construed as embellishments,
distortions, or dishonesties when viewed by otl#rsAs the results of this study suggest, incaesisies of
online and offline self-presentations may be viewsanisleading, untrustworthy and hypocrite basedaw
well the observer and presenter know each othereXxample, they found that acquaintances are nitaeky |
to make negative judgments based on inconsistératyclose friends [4]. Since this paper is conegatt on
the use of multiple SNS platforms and self-pres@mawe would like to address the topic of impiess
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formation in a slightly different way.

RQ3: How does the inconsistency of the observer’s Bedentation influence impression formation of athe
inconsistent self-presentations (likability, trustthiness and perceived hypocrisy)?

RQ4: How does the inconsistency of the observer's e#tifiline Self-presentation influence impression
formation of others’ inconsistent self-presentagid@ikability, trustworthiness and perceived hypsg?

The current study concentrates on the role of isispencies between one’s online self-presentatisngell
as online/offline self-presentations on impressformation in terms of likability, trustworthinessc
perceived hypocrisy. However as previous studiggest [4], [7], it is necessary to take into coasatdion
the moderating role of the relationship betweenpgtesenter and the observer as it eventually affet
impression formation. Friends tend to search fglanations of their friends’ presentation incoresigies,
whereas acquaintances feel more reluctant abatifiyjng someone else’s behavior and form less falte
impressions and judgments [4]. Based on theseniysdine current study suggests exploring the madgra
effect of presenter-observer relationships furtimet proposes the level of intimacy as the modeyatimiable.
In case with online presentations there are ndtgagquaintances and friends that form one’s ordimgal
network, there are also strangers at the so-caleatacquaintance level [7]. The three can difféygndge
the inconsistent online presentations across nhelfpatforms, however only two of them can judge th
inconsistencies between online and offline presiems. Unlike the past research, this study wwidi the
level of intimacy into 1) strangers 2) acquaintanaed 3) close friends to try and achieve morerateuesults
on impression formation.

RQ5: How does the effect of the observer’'s own incdesisself-presentations on impression formation (on
likability, trustworthiness and perceived hypoc)igiffer depending on the level of intimacy between
presenter and observer?

3. Resear ch method

According to the conditions and the aim of the entrstudy a paper survey was conducted among 312
Russian social media users residing both in Korehia Russia (final 303 responses were selectethfor
analysis). Undergraduate and graduate students fdational Research University Higher School of
Economics and Moscow State Pedagogical Univerdigdfin the questionnaires under the professor’s
supervision. The age range of the participantsfraas 17 to 26 years old, average age being 21.6\ad,
gender wise 62% of the participants were female- (100) and 37% were male (N=113). Only 21 people
among the participants were university studentsnfiRussia residing in Korea, the remaining 282 (the
majority) were all Russian nationals residing inddow.

In order to measure others’ impression formatiba,respondents were asked to act as observerseaid r
their impression of the inconsistency of self-preatons of the people they knew. The impressiométion
was measured in terms of online inconsistency acwohisistency between online and offline self-presenms
on three scales: hypocrisy, trustworthiness arablliky. Measures were taken based on the leveitohacy
between the observer (respondent) and the disdussarthis study three levels of intimacy were fétnds,
acquaintances and strangers (online friends tegtribver met offline).
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4. Results

To test RQ1 and RQ2 accordingly, independent samfasts were conducted (<Table 1>). The results
reveal that significant relationship between thenhar of SNS accounts and the inconsistency of erdéif-
presentation across platforms (p=.026). Also, #m showed significant relationship between vaesbl
(p=.025) but opposite the stated prediction, whickans that respondents with bigger number of SNS
platforms on the contrary showed self-presentataline that was more consistent with their offline
personality.

Table 1. Inconsistency of online only and on/offline self-presentations (t-test)

Dependent variable Independent | Group N Mean Std. t
variable Error
Inconsistency of online self- “Less” | 160 3.3344 . 15679
presentations -2.240
Nof SNS | “More” | 143 3.7727 .10981
Inconsistency of online and platforms “Less” | 160 3.4375 17436
offline self-presentations “More” | 143 2.9371 13724 2,219

To test RQ3 and RQ4, ordinary linear regressiotyara were performed(<Table 2>). The results howeve
showed no significant relationship between obsé&wvewn inconsistency of online self-presentationsl a
perceived hypocrisy, trustworthiness, and likapilllowever, as for hypocrisy, number of friendsytoer of
social platforms and observer's inconsistency dinenand offline self-presentations were signifitgn
connected with the impression formation of frierfelsr trustworthiness, key predictors were numbes NG
friends, time of use, and frequency of SNS updateterms of likability, number of SNS friends, drgency
of updates and one’s own inconsistency of on/dflamowed significant relationships with the depande
variable.

For acquaintances, the regression analysis alseweshsignificant relationship between observer’'s own
inconsistency and likability (p=.015), however norsggnificances with perceived hypocrisy and
trustworthiness. This result means the more insb@si the observer’s online self-presentationstaesmore
likely they are to perceive the inconsistent one-presentations of their acquaintances adilegse. Also,
the results showed significant predictors of impi@ss such as number of SNS platforms for hypogrisy
number of SNS, frequency of updates, number of 8M8ds, time of use and one’s own inconsistency
between online and offline self-presentations ifahility(<Table 2>).

Lastly, for strangers, one’s own inconsistent dhrfef self-presentations were related to impressbn
formation of strangers, as well as the frequenc$N$ updates. For trustworthiness, the signifipaedictor
turned out to be the number of friends, and fabikty, it was the frequency of updates and tirhese(<Table
2>).

Table 2. Multiple Regressions predicting hypocrisy, trustworthiness, likability (N=303)

hypocrisy trustworthiness likability
friends | acquaints | strangers | friends | acquaints | strangers | friends acquaints | strangers
Age .075 -.059 -.017 .087* 1227 -.003 -.022 .048 -.015
(.077) | (.042) (.045) (.036) | (.037) (.043) (.050) (.049) (.039)
Gender .087 .047 .073 .022 .074 .394+ .051 102+ -.568+
(.089) | (.193) (.211) (.024) | (\172) (.200) (.231) (.226) (.183)
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N of SNS [-.762* | .003 -114+ [ -697* [ -.070 -.686* - -990% [ -015
friends (.264) | (.097) (.106) (235) | (.254) (.288) 1.038*** | (.320) (.270)
(.322)

N of SNS 260 | 378" | .005 009 | 172* -.092 -.078 1214 | 074

(.085) | (.097) (311) (.056) | (.086) (.100) (116) | (.330) (.092)
Time ofuse | -.114+ | .044 .009 499" | .103 386 -.038 743 581

(256) | (.228) (.248) (199) | (.203) (.235) (271) | (.270) (.215)
Frequency of | .006 | .084 585 7117 | B84 | 292 665" | -.043 497
update (.049) | (.190) (.206) (.165) | (.168) (.196) (235) | (222) (.178)
Inconsistency | .095* | .059 145" 010 | -.049 -118* 330" | 223" | .056

of on & off | (.046) | (.050) (.052) (.059) | (.044) (.051) (.059) (.057) (.047)
self
presentations
Inconsistency | -.001 -.018 .033 -.049 .057 -.040 .105+ .153* .010
of online self | (.046) | (.055) (-060) (.048) | (.049) (.057) (.040) (.062) (.052)
presentations
R-squared .160 .190 .154 .249 .248 .163 .258 2217 | 143 .

Note. Coefficients in the table are non-standaditzetas with standard error in parentheses.
** p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05, +p<.10

For RQ5, the current study compared the impresgiboghers’ inconsistent self-presentations toitdee
level of intimacy between the observer and the ase (discussant) affected the perception andeémnited
impressions formation. To compare the results faline impressions across three groups: friends,
acquaintances and strangers, we conducted two-wd@\A\ analysis. The result showed significant
relationships between the variables in terms ofolbyipy (p=.000), trustworthiness (p=.000) and likgb
(p=.000), meaning that the inconsistencies of entialf-presentations are perceived more hypodritliess
trustworthy and less likable as the level of intitmaecreases(<Table 3>).

Table 3. Impression formation online (ANOVA test)

Dependent Independent M(SD) SS df MS F p
variable variable
Friends 2.017 (1.542)
Hypocrisy Acquaintances 2.646 (1.645) 137.807 2 2.725 25.288 .000
Strangers 2.952 (1.756)
Friends 1.852 (1.485)
Trustworthiness | Acquaintances 2.201 (1.523) 105.094 2 2.422 21.693 .000
Strangers 2.682 (1.655)
Friends 3.723 (2.038)
Likability Acquaintances 3.593 (1.945) 37.088 2 3.430 5.406 .005
Strangers 3.245 (1.533)

In order to see if the effect of inconsistent oaland offline self-presentation on the impressmmftion
of others’ inconsistent on/offline self-presentaowill be stronger for acquaintances than friends,
independent sample t-tests were conducted(<Tablerhe results showed marginal significance betwhen
variables in terms of likability (p=.060), and sifizant relationships between variables in termbygocrisy
(p=.047) and trustworthiness (p=.000). This imgksahat the effect on the impression formation stasger
for friends rather than acquaintances (inconsistatiine and offline self-presentations of frienderes
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perceived as more hypocritical and less trustwrthy

Table 4. Impression formation online and offline (t-test)

Dependent variable Independent N Mean Std. t
variable Error
Hypocrisy Friends 303 3.1273 .06668
1.995
Acquaintances 303 2.8919 .09734
Trustworthiness , 303 2.0396 .09284
Friends
-3.650
Acquaintances 303 2.5160 .09175
Likability Friends 303 3.3727 11657
-1.884
Acquaintances 303 3.6778 11240 88
5. Conclusion

The aim of this study was to find out if the numb&ENS platforms people use will be associatedi wie
inconsistency of their online self-presentationsoss these platforms and inconsistencies in pragens
online and offline. Based on the theory of the obseactor basis, the research also aimed to findvwether
one’s own inconsistent online self-presentations afiect the impression formation of others’ insistent
self-presentations. Lastly, the research was triimdjout if the impression of the others’ inconiergcy both
online and offline would differ based on the legéIntimacy between the observer and the discussant

First of all, it was indeed correct that the molatfprms people used the more inconsistent thdinen
self-presentations got across the said platfornmveyer, the results of the study didn’t show siigaifit
relationship between the number of SNS accountoaats online and offline self-presentations. Theent
study also revealed partial connection betweenrebes inconsistent self-presentations and impogssi
formation of others. The results showed that ooe/s inconsistent self-presentations had a negatfeet on
likability of acquaintances and strangers, andwaghiness of their online friends.

In addition, as shown in <Table 2>, even thoughnlependent variables reported only partially gigant
results, some of the additional variables were @ated with dependent variables. The number ofnenli
friends of the observer was negatively associatddimpression formation of close friends on atiea scales,
assuming the smaller the number of online friends,whe more the observer perceived inconsistdimeon
self-presentations as hypocritical (B= -.762), keastworthy (B=-.697) and less likeable (B= -18R3Same
results were reported for strangers in terms aftivarthiness (B= -.686) while for acquaintancesrthmber
of friends showed no significant connections. Isecaf online and offline inconsistencies, the numidfe
friends was negatively associated with all thresdescin perception of friends (B= -.536, -.65669), and
likability scale for acquaintances (B = -1.143) eTiumber of SNS platforms was positively associatit
perceived hypocrisy of friends’ (B= .260), meanitg more platforms the observer used the more they
considered their friends’ self-presentations acptessorm hypocritical. For acquaintances, the nandf SNS
platforms was also positively associated with hyjsycand trustworthiness (B= .378, .172) and negéti
associated with likability assuming that the smratlember of platforms was, the more the inconsgtenof
acquaintances were perceived as less likable (B¥4). For online and offline inconsistencies, thenber of
SNS platforms also showed positive correlation Wighocrisy and trustworthiness scales when asggsin
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inconsistencies of acquaintances. (B= .309, .446&restingly, time of use and frequency of upddtene’s
own SNS platforms also showed significant relatps with impressions of others’ inconsistent self-
presentations across platforms, online and offline.

Lastly, one of the interesting findings of the emtrstudy is that both of the independent varialtlemme
cases showed influence on the dependent varialdedifferent directions from the stated predictidhe
inconsistency of own online and offline presentadidor instance, had significant effect on onlimpressions
of friends in terms of hypocrisy and likability (B895; .330) meaning that the more inconsistentsomen
online and offline self-presentations were, tha kegstworthy and more hypocritical were the petiogg of
their friend’s online inconsistencies. The same wagonsistency of one’s online self-presentatioas h
significant effect on the perception of online asftline inconsistencies, as for example in casdriehds
likability (B= .126) where more inconsistent onlieelf-presentations of the observer made them perce
inconsistent online and offline presentations @fds as less likeable.

The current research also managed to find sigmifiddferences between the impressions based devkke
of intimacy between the observer and the discussatitowing that the inconsistencies of online self-
presentations are perceived more hypocritical, tasstworthy and less likable as the level of irstop
decreases.

Nonetheless, due to the complexity of the curreudys there are some unsatisfactory points thatireq
more detailed research in the future as well agdomitations. First, since we employed networkdzhdyadic
discussant relationship measures (which could gathecific and precise information on individualsadic
discussants depending on three different leveltohacy separately), the length of the survey itadly might
have had a negative impact on the quality of tepaases, seeing as it required a lot of time andarttration.
Different research design would be advisable ferfthure studies of the same complexity.

The results also only partially supported the aggions regarding the influence of one’s own incetesit
self-presentations on the impression formationtbérs. This might be explained by various circumses,
such as the complexity of the questionnaire, irtlial traits of the research group (students, Roskiar the
specific traits of SNS use in Russia (taking ingidaration the restrictions on the use of spedifiernet
platforms, censorship etc.). This point might alsquire deeper and more detailed research in theefas
within the past few years internet usage in Rugs@erwent drastic changes with some of the worldwid
platforms being censored, and some of the dom&iti§ platforms being exposed to data leakage thus
decreasing the number of users or causing losgerkist in the network overall (Moscow Times, 20[B3)

Lastly, even though the relationships between ofesar inconsistency of self-presentations and the
impression formation were mostly insignificant, sgtady still managed to determine some key fadtuoas
might affect the impression formation and creabedidase for future research in this area; as \sefilas able
to show significant connections regarding the difiees in impression formation based on the lefel o
intimacy between the observer and the observaougjir the example of ‘friends’, ‘acquaintances’ and
‘strangers’, which can also create the basis fahér research on that matter in media psychology.
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