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Abstract

The relationship between the personality and thee afsFacebook to satisfy the needs of belonging seifi
presentation are examined in the current study.uilvlersity students completed the Big Five perbpntaits
questionnaire and a survey assessing personaldyFacebook behaviors and motivations. Belongingness
related behaviors and motivations were predictest by high agreeableness and neuroticism . Extsanemwas
associated with more frequent use of Facebook tonaaicate with others. Low conscientiousness agth hi
neuroticism predicted best by self-presentatioehkilviors and motivations. Results suggested thegoientious
individuals were cautious in their online self-metation. Neuroticism, agreeableness, and extriaversere
positively associated with the tendency to exposss actual self. Neuroticism was positively asseac with

the expression of ideal and hidden self-aspect& mibtivation to express these self-aspects meditted
relationship between neuroticism and self-disclesur

Keywords: Social networking site, Facebook, the Big Five, dNeebelong, Need for self-presentation

1. Introduction

The Internet is a technology that has touched adkts of the world profoundly. It is , on the othemnd,
probably the latest in a series of technologicalandes, each with its own “sphere of influenceh ofder to
gauge its effect, it is illuminating to review h@&ople reacted to some of the earlier breakthraughs

“Each new technological advance in communicatiohghe past 200 years — the telegraph, telephoro,ra
motion pictures, television and, most recentlyititernet- was met with concerns about its potentiabeaken
community ties” (Katz, Rice, & Aspden, 2001) . Fewxample, the telegraph , by eliminating distanseaa
obstacle to communication between individuals, dadverwhelming effect on life in the nineteentintoey —
the concept that no message could travel fastaraifauman being changed due to Morse’s telegrapddehly
messages could be sent over great distances agide®@dén just minutes . People could learn of esvémtdistant
parts of the world within hours or days insteadveks or months . “At the same time, governmerasefé the
potential of such immediate communication betwetividual citizens. Tsar Nicolas | of Russia , éoample ,
banned the telegraph as an instrument of subversidimomas Edison proposed to his wife Mina over the
telegraph” (Spar, 2001). Following the telegrapgte telephone raised the suspicion that it would atgenthe
family, hurt relationships and isolate people sinakking to others for hours became the norm. Thatn
breakthrough , radio, was met with similar “alagrit- its broadcasting capability of reaching thaod , even
millions of people was a frightening prospect fmvgrnments of the time. (Bargh & McKenna, 2004)t Bu
television had the greatest impact of fear on conityidife , because individuals and families cogltdy at
home for their entertainment instead of going ® ttieater or participating at a social club. Thigexse effect
of television viewing has been the basis for comprary worries that the internet use might displioe
formerly spent with family and friends.

For the first time in history, the Internet comtsnmany of these breakthroughs in a single commtiaita
medium. Like telegraph and telephone , it can bedusr person-to-person communication. Like radio a
television , it can operate as a mass mediumnliatso serve as a global library. The Internetlmashaped into
serving the user’s current needs and purposesr@yding an alternative to the usual face-to-fateractions,
it undermined various aspects of social life sushirderpersonal interactions, relationships in warkplace,
personal relationships, group memberships andcgzations in the social support communities (La012
Young, 1998).
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Face-to-face relationships have been replaced byobthe most striking innovations in communicatongthe
Internet - the social networking websites (SNS)alhallow for the construction of a public or sgmblic
profile, the identification of a list of other usewith whom a connection is shared, the abilityitw and track
individual connections as well as those made berstifNadkarni & Hofmann, 2012). Among the SNS’s,
Facebook (FB) is undoubtedly the most well-knowithef SNS’s with close to 1 billion users (Faceb&ik.7) ,
because it is able to fulfill successfully at lebsb of the basic psychological needs of its usthrs,need to
belong and the need for self-presentation, but In@dtthe expense of time formerly spent with famaind
friends and, as such, is met with concerns altsupatential to disrupt traditional community tilseung,
2013).

Like other SNS’s, FB demands users to create pobily entering the user's name, gender, date tf &ird an
e-mail address. Needless to say, anything elseeghdseyond these would be at the discretion ofuber.
Features that facilitate interaction include therfds list, the wall, pokes, status, events, phatdgo, messages,
chat, groups and like. Firstly, the “friends lig$’a crucial component of FB because it allowsehd user to
create a public display of links to their connexatiavhich viewers can click through. The next item, *“ wall”
is a name given to the FB feature that functions dmilletin board and permits other users to pessgnal
messages for the end-user. Furthermore, the “pokib@is users to offer initial greetings to othesers. In
addition, the “status” feature allows users to iinfotheir friends about changes or activities. Tleeehts”
enables users to plan meetings or events thataheyextend invitations for. By clicking on the “@bs” or
“videos”, the user may upload photos, videos ouwlb for others to comment on. Communication witbnids
can be established either through “messages”, wtachbe private or public, and/or through a "ché&tdture.
For those users who are interested in launchirigtarest group or joining one, the “groups” featigravailable.
For providing positive feedback about a preferredtent, the “like” feature may be employed.

Features of FB such as demographic characteristicsers, motivations for use, self-presentatiord social
interactions have been investigated by social ssisn(Wilson, Gosling, & Graham, 2012). Some oésh
investigations have focused on the relationshipvéen personality and FB use (Amichai-Hamburger &
Vinitzky, 2010; Back et al., 2010; Allen, Ryan, @radMcinerney, & Waters, 2014; Zhao, Grasmuck, & Nar
2008; Barrat, Hendrickson, Stephens, & Torres, 200Bmong these approaches is a model introduced by
Nadkarni & Hofmann ( 2012) which claimed that afehe major reasons behind FB’s success of regchin
level of close to a billion users lies its fulfilly two of the fundamental psychological needs ‘oring and
self-presentation.

While fulfilling the need of belonging and the neefl self-presentation, some users of FB may beequit
forthcoming in their postings. On the other harné tloak of anonymity the Internet furnishes cibmsts an
excellent means for other users to portray themesely multiple ways and deceive others. Socialntisies have
long believed that a sense of self evolves fromrdaetions others express in social interactiofsclvcauses
internalization of the social approval that theiwdlual has received for his or her behavior (MgmaGraham,
Greenfield, & Salimkhan, 2008). The individual wWever, may consider himself or herself inadequatdéing
approved socially due to a low level of self efiiggBandura, 1997). Indeed, research has demoadtthat
most adolescents often experiment with their oniohentities, with some pretending to be older anorem
mature, or with others assuming a completely diffiéipersonality (Greenfield, Gross, Subrahmanyanyges,
2006). It is clear that the Internet, through abcietworking sites, offers an excellent premise dlternate
selves to flourish. For example, Baumeister & Tit@90) define hidden self-aspects as charactsistirrently

a part of the self but not normally displayed irespday life and thus others are oblivious to thdsence,
individuals high in social anxiety may feel thaeyhmay express hidden self-aspects liberally oninternet.
Markus & Nurius (1986) have proposed the term pfxssielves or future selves for those elementsiefself-
concept that represent what individuals could bexgnwould like to become or are afraid of becoming.
Consequently, individuals may find on the Intertie opportunity to disclose their possible-selvathaut
restrictions. In addition, Wilson & Ross (2001)infathat everyone strives to reach an “ideal seifiich may
also find representation readily online.

As has been pointed out above, one of the mosdtirgirinnovations on the Internet has been the socia
networking websites (SNS) which allow for the constion of a public or semi-public profile motieat mostly
by the need to belong and the need for self-pratient

1.1.Limitations

There are limitations of the current study thatudtide addressed by future investigations. Firstyythe results
of the current study, and those similar to it, hdne=n based on data derived exclusively from usiter
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students, the prospect of generalizing these ttrgyoa typical FB user is limited. Consequentlytter studies
are needed with more diverse age and gender gtowgseertain to what extent the findings of thelgtoold for
those segments. In addition, since differencemativations depend on the cultural settings (Kimhig &

Choi, 2011; Jackson & Wang, 2013), the findingghaf study should be validated in different contexith

different groups of SNS users. It may also be ranended that researchers compare personality chasdicts
of FB users with those of non-users in order taggathe impact of belonging and self-presentation.

2. Belongingness and self-presentation

The need to belong is a fundamental drive to formd anaintain relationships (Chen & Marcus, 2012;
Baumeister & Leary, 1995) indicating that humans highly dependent on the social support of otlaers
exclusion from any social group produces adveffeets on their emotional well-being (Gosling, Alggine,
Vazire, Holtzmann, & Gaddis, 2011; Baumeister & hyd995). The adverse effects may be gauged dy th
overlapping indicators of self-worth and self-eate¢Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Bandura, 1997; Correa,
Hinsley, & de Zuniga, 2010). Consequently, any dase in either one of them may serve as a potevaialing
signal and may induce the individual to take stepavoid rejection (Leary, 2007). The results fruarious
studies were consistent with the notion that saaiakptability , as measured by other users’ “gikinvas found

to be a causal determinant of self-esteem (Denid3enke, Schmitt, & Van Aken, 2008; Srivastava &Be
2005). It is also a major motivator of FB use. Tisers fulfill their belonging needs by communiegtivith and
learning about others and discerning what is “ltkedd what is rejected. As it enables peer acceptamd
relation development (Ryan & Xenos, 2011) and kmosestf-esteem and self-worth (Leary, Tambor, Terdal
Downs, 1995; Marshall, Lefringhausen, & Ferencfil®; Cervone & Pervin, 2008), FB can be regardednas
effective tool for coping with feelings of socidgkdonnection (Sheldon, Abad, & Hirsch, 2011).

Self-presentation is the second major motivaticsoeisited with FB use. By posting photographs, @rgeor
updating profile information and wall content, theers fulfill this need (Ross, Orr, Sisic, Simmgri& Orr,
2009). Research has shown that narcissistic ithails, those who seek popularity, tend to disclosesonal
information on FB (Mehdizadeh, 2010; Vazire, NaumaRentfrow, & Gosling, 2008), engage in well-desid
self-presentations (Kansi, 2003; Kraaykamp & vajtkgi2005), and enhance their profiles (Weiser, 2201
Wang, Jackson, Wang, & Gaskin, 2015). As an ordimtity, FB leaves itself open to the possibilitattits users
display their idealized, rather than accurate setiieough their profiles — meaning that the FB jesfappear to
be socially desirable identities that users adgireave offline but have not been able to brindjfeofor some
reason (Zhao et al., 2008) . Indeed, it is thedrafe impressing peers that induce users to podrayeferred
self-image (Zhao et al., 2008; Peluchette & Ka@10). On the other hand, some studies have shaatrself-
presentations found in “profiles” generally turrt ¢@ be accurate (Qiu, Lu, Yang, Qu, & Zhu, 2015cBet al.,
2010; Gosling, Gaddis, & Vazire, 2007).

In general, these studies point out to the fadtEEaprofiles may reflect the users’ public perseridach appears
to be formed and inspired by the need for selfgmegion. Since the user wishes to establish aredksi
impression, specific behaviors such as choice afilprphotos or the type of connections or the eatt of the
messages are guided by this need (Sung , Lee,&i@hoi, 2016).

3. Belongingness, self-presentation and the Big eiv

There exists a consensus among researchers thahpéty can best be explained by the Five Factmteh also
referred to as “the Big Five” (McCrae & Costa, 1994&cCrae & John, 1992; Ryan & Xenos, 2011; Amichai-
Hamburger, Wainapel, & Fox, 2002; Anderson, Boy&®ainie, 2012; Digman, 1990; Poropat, 2009). bhge

five factors are openness, conscientiousness, vextian, agreeableness and neuroticism. Openness is
characterized by creativity, intellectualism ancefprence for novelty as opposed to consistency edngb
cautious. Conscientiousness implies disciplinepoasibility and orderliness versus being easy-gcamgl
careless. Sociability, energy and talkativenesdlaesignposts of extraversion as opposed to bssititary and
reserved. Agreeable individuals exhibit warmth, merativeness and helpfulness contrary to beinderigihg

or detached. Anxiety, moodiness and emotional ni#tp suggest neuroticism as opposed to being reeand
confident (Koseoglu, 2014).

The model under consideration maintains that thpufasity of FB has evolved by fulfilling two of the
fundamental personality needs - presentation atmhgimg. The components of the model are the tvaxsgthe
behaviors of individuals to gratify those two neetli® choice of alternate selves, and the Big Hanestly, it
claims that the need of self-presentation is drilegneither the motive of seeking attention or thetive of
expressing an alternate self. Regardless, thesenttives are fulfilled either through posting infotion about
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one-self ( general self-disclosure) and/or throagtotional self-disclosure. The information postealyrbe the
product of actual , hidden or ideal self. Secondlgp two other motives give rise to the need dbrgng —
connecting and seeking acceptance. As used herérghmotive of “connecting” implies linking witbthers or
supporting them with the intention of becoming &t jpf the “whole”. The second motive of seekingeuance

is linked to identity development — if the actica® “liked” by others, their approval boosts mettalThese
two motives are satisfied either through informatiseeking (using FB to learn about others) and/or
communication ( using FB to communicate with othersThe current study attempts to incorporate these
approaches to determine to what extent personilityences the motivations to use FB to fulfill sgetwo
needs.

3.1. Openness

Openness is associated with greater social medid@mrrea et al., 2010; Ross et al., 2009). Itheen found
that open individuals post more on others’ wallarlKPeluchette, & Schlaegel, 2010 ; Sheldon & G2@09) ,
and supplementing real-life interactions by usirig) t6 learn about others and plan activities (Wilsdnal.,
2010).

Hypothesis 1 : openness may be positively associated with communicating and information seeking.

In their online self-presentation, open individualee more self- disclosing, are more likely to blgRew
Research Center, 2015) and reveal personal infamat their Facebook profiles (Richardson, Abrahain
Bond, 2012; Amichai-Hamburger & Vinitzky, 2010)

Hypothesis 2 : openness may be positively associated with general self-disclosure and emotional disclosure.
3.2. Conscientiousness

Conscientiousness is positively correlated with dhality and quantity of interpersonal relationsh{Boyd &
Ellison, 2008), indicating that conscientious peophay use FB to seek and maintain social connection
However, conscientiousness is negatively relatetth WNS use (Lei & Zhao, 2005; Ryan & Xenos, 2011;
Wilson et al., 2010), implying that conscientiousople are cautious online and may choose to satisfy
belonging needs offline.

Hypothesis 3 : conscientiousness may be negatively associated with communicating, information-seeking,
acceptance-seeking and connection/caring.

It seems that conscientiousness implies a cautmas authentic self-presentation. Leary (2007) fothmat
conscientious individuals presented themselvesaysveonsistent with group norms, compatible witkirtkelf-
perceptions and took on fewer distinct personagp8ting the notion that conscientious people prese
themselves cautiously online, Gosling et al. (30blLind that conscientiousness was related withtgreregret
over inappropriate FB posts.

Hypothesis 4 : conscientiousness may be negatively associated with general self-disclosure, emotional
disclosure, attention-seeking and expression of hidden and ideal self-aspects.

3.3. Extraversion

Extraversion is associated with several belongiegitelated constructs. It has been found that wxtis have
more friends with higher quality (Kolek & Saunde2908) and more satisfying romantic relationstthsn

introverts (Walsh, Fielder, Carey, & Carey, 2013)dfy, Muise, & Le, 2015). Therefore, it may be ectpd

that extraversion may be related to greater FB(Use 2010; Gosling et al., 2011; Wilson et al.1@Dand may
entail more friends (Ellison, Steinfeld, & Lamp&(Z; Huang, 2010). Extraverts use FB to communiwsitie

others by contacting friends (Amichai-Hamburger &itzky, 2010; Boyd & Ellison, 2008) and commentiog

friends’ pages (Ross et al., 2009; Stoughton, Treamp& Meade, 2013) . On the other hand, theresaudies
that maintain that extraverts visit and view oth&B pages (Gosling et al., 2011) and in contragher studies
point out that introverts also use FB to keep ughriends (Moore & McElroy, 2012). Hence, the talaship

between extraversion and the use of FB to learntaditbers is not clear but it will be tested irstetudy.

Hypothesis 5 : extraversion may be positively related to communication.
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Extraverts deliberately evaluate relevant factoesfole committing themselves to a self-presentation.
Extraversion is associated with public self-conssiwess (Boyd, 2008) and self-regulation (Rodge&h&ldon,
2002). Findings on the relationship between sedéldsure and extraversion have not been consigterithai-
Hamburger & Vinitzky (2010) found that extravectnceal personal information in their profiles, wdas Lee,
Ahn, & Kim (2014) maintained that extraversion wassociated with greater self disclosure. This cwetrsy
may be explained by findings that point out to thet that although extraverts are more likely tplaee their
profile photos and post photographs containing rethéhey are neither prepared to post photograghs o
themselves alone nor update their profile (Lin &, 12011). These contradictions suggest that fogusim
motivations rather than specific activities may bw®re illuminating in understanding extraverts’ self
presentation. Extraverts are more likely to emplwysame approaches online and offline. Introvterid to feel
that they are able to express hidden self-aspestterbonline (Leary, 2007; Bradlee & Emmons, 1988)do
individuals in high social anxiety (Park, Kee, &gazuela, 2009), a trait positively correlated wiittroversion
(Landers & Lounsbury, 2006), suggesting that exdrsion is negatively related to displaying hiddealgies on
FB.

Hypothesis 6 : extraversion may be positively associated with expression of actual self-aspects and negatively
associated with expression of hidden self aspects.

3.4. Agreeableness

Agreeable people enjoy successful friendships (lbegg & Sjoberg, 2004) and romances (Tosun & Lajune
2010). Because of their positive outlook towardeoth belongingness motivations should be meanintgful
agreeable individuals and they may choose FB aobtie ways to gratify those needs. Although setoeies
predicted an association between agreeablenesBBamdmmunication (Ross et al., 2009; Moore & MckElro
2012), no evidence have yet been unearthed. @espith a precedence, this study will test suchagioaship
as well as examining motivations and behaviors.

Hypothesis 7 : agreeableness may be positively associated with information-seeking, acceptance-seeking and
connection.

Agreeable people portray a more consistent anceatithversion of themselves (Parks & Floyd, 199&) have
greater conscientious control over their onlind-ge¢sentation (Jung, Youn, & McClung, 2007)Thugyt may
use FB to express their actual selves and abgtain $eeking attention. Agreeableness has not hedated to
specific SNS self-presentational behaviors othantta finding about agreeable females’ posting more
photographs (Amichai-Hamburger & Vinitzky, 2010yherefore, the current study’s focus on self-presemn
motives may provide a useful understanding of #tationship between agreeableness and FB use.

Hypothesis 8 : agreeableness may be positively associated with the expression of actual selves and negatively
with attention seeking.

3.5. Neuroticism

Neuroticism is associated with several outcomesatirg] to belongingness needs. Neurotic individzas less
satisfied with romantic partners (Belk, 2013; Eme¥uise, Alpert, & Le, 2015) and are more sensitige
rejection (Lee, Ahn, & Kim, 2014; Nadkarni & Hofma, 2012) and thus may seek acceptance and social
contact through FB. Cervone & Pervin (2008) mairgd that low esteem, a trait closely linked tonogigism
(Amichai-Hamburger, 2002; Ebeling-Witte, Frank, &dter, 2007), was related to the belief that Fi/ioled
opportunities to connect with others and to getpsupand attention under circumstances they fearedld
burden others offline.

Hypothesis 9 : neuroticism may be positively related to communication, information seeking and acceptance
seeking.

Research points out that neurotic individuals angaus about self presentation.Neuroticism is dategl with
social anxiety and public self-consciousness (Qeev& Pervin, 2008; Stoughton, Thompson, & Meade€,330
Neurotic individuals tend to have large discrepasdietween the actual and the ideal self (Huant;Xim &

Lee, 2011) and present themselves in ways thagrdifom their own self-perceptions (Leary & Alle2Q11)
suggesting that they may present idealized selatseo Neuroticism is correlated with both sociakigty and
low self-esteem and as such these individuals deg&r as a safe place for self-expression (Fore$Véod,

2012; Leary et al., 1995) . Hence, consistent withfindings of Amichai-Hamburger, Wainapel, & H2002),
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it may be expected that neurotic individuals mag BB to express hidden self-aspects. Furthermecguse FB
represents a safe place , actual self-expressibafidisclosure should be greater among neunudiwiduals.

Supporting this notion, reseach has shown thatotieundividuals are more likely to blog (Guadag@kdie, &

Eno, 2008) and post on their walls (Ross et alQ920Additionally , low self esteem is related tegative
emotional expression in wall postings (Cervone &vitg 2008) ; thus it is likely that neurotic indtilals will

emit negative emotions via FB.

Hypothesis10 : neuroticism may be positively associated with general self-disclosure, emotional disclosure and
expression of actual, hidden and ideal self-aspects.

4. Methods
4.1. Participants

The participants consisted of 214 undergraduateeusity students enrolled in various departmentsa non-
profit, private university inistanbul, Turkey. The ages of the students varitvéen 18 to 20. Since the
language of instruction is English , the scalesdusere in English as well . The native languagthefstudents
was Turkish and English was their second languatelewvels ranging from intermediate to advanced.

The breakdown according to departments and gesdgveén in table 1.

Table 1. Breakdown of participants according &ndgr and department

Department| Arts & Scij Bus. Adm.  Commur. Engineer. Architect. Law total
Gender M F M F M F M F M F M F

Number 22 18| 19 14 11 19 2725 | 18 16| 10 15

Sum (M+F) 40 33 30 52 34 25 214
% 18.8 15.3 13.8 24.8 15.8 11.5 100

86% of the students were first-year, 9 % were seeom 5% third-year students, all of whom repotisitig FB
between 0 to 40 hours per week (M=9.18, SD=6.42)

4.2 Materials and procedure

The study was conducted during regular class timbe students were informed that their participatieas
voluntary and their responses would remain confiden The students filled in a questionnaire assep
demographic characteristics, FB use and motivatithes Big Five. No time limit was imposed for filtjy the
questionnaire.

4.2.1. The Big Five

The participants completed Saucier’s (1994) braakion of Goldberg's big five markers by ratingiselves
on 40 traits using 5 points Likert scales.

4.2.2. Belongingness

In order to assess the extent to which participasesl FB to help bring about belongingness, thécizants
were asked to deal with four scales. Two of thesessed belongingness behaviors, namely informagieking
and communication and the other two assessed rtiotisa namely acceptance seeking and connectioa. Th
participants evaluated how frequently they engeagesl behavior or how often their FB activity wasrsilated
by each motive, using a 7-point Likert scale. Thtems were employed to evaluate the behavior fofnation
seeking - viewing others’ profiles, viewing othephotographs, and viewing news feed encompassed. Tw
items were used to assess the behavior of comntiameawriting on others’ walls and commenting ohers’
posts. The motivation of acceptance-seeking wasuned by two items — posting to feel included andting
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to make others feel closer to oneself. Postinge&b €loser to others, show caring for others anmpst others
were the three items rating the motivation of caio@/caring. Descriptive statistics are givenadhle 2:

Table 2. Breakdown of items comprising belongingnes

Belongingness Scales Number of Cronbach’'su m s.d.

items to answer

Behaviors Information seeking 3 0.882 6.34 1.56
communication 2 0.812 4.27 1.27

Motivations Acceptance-seeking 2 0.877 4.62 1.5
Connection/caring 3 0.767 4.58 1.67

4.2.3. Self-presentation

In order to assess the extent to which participasésl FB to help bring about self-presentation pdugicipants
were asked to deal with six scales. Two of thesess®d self presentation behaviors (general selfodure and
emotional disclosure) , one assessed attentiorirgpatotivation and three the extent to which FB wasd to
express different self-aspects (actual, hidden raead). Ratings were made on a 7-point Likert sc&eneral
self-disclosure was assessed by six items — chgnsfius, updating profile, posting about speciangs,
posting about daily events, posting photographssmécial events, posting photographs of daily events
Emotional disclosure consisted of two items — “p@sabout a trauma in my life” and “venting frustoms”.
Attention seeking consisted of two items — showdffgand getting attention. To assess expressichefctual
self, participants answered questions on how tlemelly used FB to express “who | really am” bgaring
on how often they posted status updates, postetbgtaphs, and updated their profile. Similar itesssessed
expression of the hidden self — “aspects of mytbelf | do not feel comfortable offline” and idealfs- “the way
I'd ideally like to be”. Descriptive statistics agéven in table 3:

Table 3. Breakdown of items comprising self-preaton

Self _ Scales Number of Cronbach'su m s.d.
presentation _
items to answer
Behaviors General self-disclosure 6 0.867 3.65 1.48
Emotional disclosure 2 0.924 3.34 1.8b
Motivations Attention seeking 2 0.849 3.18 1.88
Self-aspects Actual 4 0.889 4.96 2.44
Hidden 4 0.829 3.31 2.24
ideal 4 0.828 3.82 1.87

5. Results and Discussion

To test the relationship of the Big Five to belanggand self-presentation, regression analyses earéed out
with each of the scales described above as criterégiables and the Big Five as predictors. Gerhel the
number of hours per week the participants repautiiolg FB were entered in Step 1 as control varialiibe Big
Five were entered in Step 2. With the exceptionindérmation-seeking and emotional disclosure, bk t
analyses the Big Five traits accounted for a siggnift amount of the variance beyond the controlaédes.
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Tables 4 and 5 show the regression coefficientdd standard errors for each predictor. To deterniine
motivations mediated the relationship between pextsty and behaviors, mediational analyses weralgoted
for any cases in which a trait significantly pradit one or more motivations and one or more behavio
Mediational analyses were conducted using the stegmsnmended by Baron & Kenny (1986) with a Sobst t
to determine significance of the mediation effect.

Table 4- Regression results predicting belongingaesl self-presentation behaviors and motivatiprsd.01)

Regression Coefficients for each Predictor
AR?
(represents
AR?from step 1 to step 2)
belongingne | Criterion opennes| conscientiousne extraversio| agreeablene neuroticis
ss variables S ss n ss m
Communication 0.16 -0.14 0.37 0.53 0.54| 0.07
8
Information —| -0.32 0.27 0.26 0.26 0.50 | 0.04
seeking 7
Acceptance + 0.13 -0.87 -0.12 0.47 0.39 | 0.09
seeking 7
Connection/cari| -0.11 -0.40 -0.14 0.65 0.42 | 0.06
ng 7
Self- Gen. self-|  0.09 -0.32 0.30 0.27 0.38 | 0.05
presenta. disclosure 1
Emotional self- 0.08 -0.23 0.40 0.06 0.57 | 0.07
discl. 2
Attention- -0.19 -0.64 0.26 -0.67 0.26 | 0.24
seeking 3
Actual self- 0.32 -0.28 0.42 0.48 0.60 | 0.08
presen. 5
Hidden self-| -0.09 -0.45 0.09 -0.12 0.42 | 0.09
presen. 5
Ideal self-| -0.12 -0.48 0.34 0.09 0.78 | 0.12
presen. 2
M 4.82 4.80 4.56 4.68 3.69
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Table 5- Regression results — standard errorsafch predictor

Standard Errors for each Predictor
belongingnes| Criterion opennes| conscientiousnes extraversio | agreeablenes neuroticis
s variables S s n S m
Communication 0.26 0.25 0.23 0.27 0.18
Information -/ 0.26 0.25 0.24 0.27 0.18
seeking
Acceptance <+ 0.28 0.25 0.18 0.24 0.32
seeking
Connection/carin| 0.34 0.19 0.16 0.18 0.42
g
Self- Gen. self-| 0.16 0.25 0.23 0.26 0.27
presenta. disclosure
Emotional self- 0.24 0.29 0.26 0.31 0.31
discl.
Attention- 0.29 0.28 0.25 0.30 0.30
seeking
Actual self- 0.27 0.26 0.23 0.27 0.27
presen.
Hidden self-| 0.24 0.23 0.21 0.24 0.24
presen.
Ideal self-presen. 0.28 0.27 0.24 0.28 0.29
SD 0.68 0.76 0.84 0.76 0.72

5.1. Behavior and motivations designating belong&ss

Contrary to Hypothesis 7, agreeableness was pelyitiworrelated with communication but was unrelated
information-seeking, contradicting past researchicivhshowed that agreeableness is unrelated to FB
communication (Seidman, 2013). As predicted, adpeetndividuals were more likely to use FB to seek
acceptance and maintain connection. In additioa, rtHationship between agreeableness and commiamicat
was not mediated by acceptance motivation but \easafly mediated by connection (z=2.7659.01)

Consistent with Lee, Ahn, & Kim (2014) but contraoyMoore and Elroy (2012), extraversion was fotmde
associated with communication. As opposed to ptiedie and past research, openness was unrelated to
information seeking and communication.

Neuroticism was found to be associated with comeation and was the only trait related to informatio
seeking. These results insinuate that extravertet egreeable people may use FB as a way to viggrous
support offline relationships. On the other harelymotic individuals may use FB as an inactive wagiscover
what others are doing. Contrary to hypothesis 9rafationship between neuroticism and acceptanekisg
was found. It is possible to surmise that neuratdividuals do not seek acceptance online on adcoéin
rejection concerns. Future research should exploeebehaviors that affect acceptance-seeking behavi
neurotic individuals.
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Contrary to the stated hypotheses, conscientioasm@s found to be unrelated to information seekind
communication. As predicted, conscientiousness wagatively correlated with acceptance-seeking and
connection. It can be inferred that conscientioudividuals are more interested in content rathantthe
activity.

5.2. Behavior and motivations designating self-pnéstion

Extraversion was found to be associated with actedftpresentation, consistent with predictionswdeer,
extraversion was found to be barely related padifito emotional disclosure, an association pdytimlediated
by actual self-expression (z=2.56,<0.01). It can be suggested that extraverts mayplgirfeel more
comfortable disclosing their feelings to otherspexsally feelings about their authentic self. Canjrto
hypothesis 6 and the results of Amichai-Hamburgerale (2002), no relationship was found between
extraversion and hidden self-expression. In acamelavith predictions, agreeableness was positinadted to
actual self-presentation and negatively relatedttention seeking. Contrary to hypothesis 2, opssingas
unrelated to disclosure. One explanation may be ttie widespread use of SNS among students mighd ha
made disclosure relatively obsolete.

In accordance with hypothesis 10, neuroticism wasitively associated with general self-disclos@mpotional
disclosure and presentation of actual, ideal addédn self-aspects. This is consistent with thosArnofchai-
Hamburger et al. (2002). The relationship betweeuraticism and emotional disclosure was partialgdrated
actual (z=2.96, g 0.05), ideal (z=3.26, § 0.01) and hidden (z=2.46,90.05) self-expression. The association
between neuroticism and general self-disclosure aeaspletely mediated by actual (z=2.45<.05), ideal
(z=3.45, p< 0.01), and hidden (z=2.24,90.05) self-expression. This suggests that thdioakship between
neuroticism and disclosure of both personal infarmmeand emotions is due largely to self-preseoteti needs.

In support of hypothesis 4, conscientiousness veggtively associated with attention-seeking andidmdand
ideal self-expression, but , contrary to this hjaesis, conscientiousness was unrelated to emotimthageneral
self-disclosure. On the other hand, when individtems were separately analyzed, it was understbat
conscientiousness was negatively correlated withipg photographs.

6. Conclusions

The current study examined the relationship betwibenBig Five and the use of FB to satisfy thedseef
belonging and self-presentation. It has been foilmad the need of belongingness is best predictedthidly
agreeableness and neuroticism. Belongingness msosiveh as acceptance seeking and connection/caréng
strong in agreeable individuals and the resultgssigthat FB is one tool by which such individueds meet
them. Neurotic people may generally suffer socplaavals and therefore if their belongingness si@e€e not
fulfilled offline, then it can be fulfilled onlinéghrough FB. It has been found that the need offmel$entation is
best predicted by high neuroticism and low congmesness. Conscientious people are prudent im dmdine
self-presentations. Neurotic individuals may regBRlas a safe haven for self-presentation, inctudiiniden
and ideal self aspects. Mediational analyses inelitaat the opportunity to express such self-aspaotourages
the greater use of FB as a tool for personal discin

In order to discern the relationship between FB asd personality, rather than the frequency of ifipec
behaviors, motivations for FB use should be focused It has been found in the current study that
conscientiousness and agreeableness turned oute tdetier predictors of motivations than behaviors.
Furthermore, in many cases, motivations mediated-étationship between personality and behavicshdtuld

be remembered that past research on personalitizfBnge has often yielded mixed findings. This rhaydue

in part to the inherent weaknesses of reportingitooay also be due to limitations of concentratgadely on
behavior. Future research should continue to examiotivational variables and behaviors may neetieto
assessed in a variety of ways , including focusinghe specific content of posts, rather than tlustfrequency
behavioral measures.

By examining the relationship between the Big Famd FB within the simpler theoretical framework of
belonging and self-presentation proposed by Nadlard Hofmann (2012), the current research exteracs
work. This division may be beneficial in understamgdhow certain traits are linked to FB use. Foaraple,
agreeable people appear to be more motivated uinein belonging needs are satisfied than their- self
presentational needs. On the other hand, neunadliciduals appear to be more motivated by selprgational
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needs, particularly when different facets of thi¢ seed to be expressed. Hence, the current firsdgugpport the
notion that these two motivations are importanufderstanding the relationship between personality FB
use.
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