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ABSTRACT 

The growing prominence of social networking sites such as Facebook, LinkedIn, Twitter, etc. 

over the last 5-8 years has coincided with the emergence in the workforce of Generation Y, and the 

gradual retirement of the Baby Boomers.  The popular press has noted this generational shift and the 

changes it has purportedly brought with it to workplace environments, including the notable popularity 

of social media amongst Gen Y in their personal and professional lives.  Scholarly studies have been 

slower to explore this phenomenon and its implications for individuals, workplaces or theoretical 

premises established on a backdrop of face-to-face rather than electronic interactions. This study aims 

to begin to fill this gap in the literature by exploring the generational differences in interactions on 

social networking sites in work contexts.  It does so through the use of an established quantitative 

impression management paradigm, thereby also exploring the continuing and evolving application of 

that paradigm from its roots in face-to-face exchanges, to a current application that comprises online 

interactions on social media.  In undertaking this exploration, the objectives of this study are  

1) To provide a snapshot of work-related impression management behaviour on social networking 

sites across the generations; 

2) To consider the implications of such trends in social networking and impression management 

for individuals and organisations. 

3) To provide a basis for future studies. 
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CHAPTER ONE - INTRODUCTION 

CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

This chapter sets the backdrop and boundaries for this study of generational differences in the 

use of Impression Management (IM) on what are alternately known as online social networks (OSNs) 

or social networking sites (SNSs) in work contexts.  It will explain the study’s exploratory aims and 

objectives, its significance, and will outline its motivations and research questions before briefly 

explaining the organisation of this thesis going forward. 

 

1.1 BACKDROP, SIGNIFICANCE AND MOTIVATORS FOR THIS STUDY 

The first decade of the new millennium has ushered a new generation into the workplace.  This 

group, variously known as “Generation Y’, the ‘millennials’, ‘echo-boomers’ and ‘digital natives’ 

(Prensky, 2001), will be referred to in this study as Gen Y except where a direct quotation from other 

sources refers to them with one of the abovementioned monikers.   As the workforce greys and the 

older ‘Baby Boomers’ begin to drift out of work in increasing numbers, the significance of 

“Generation Y, or so-called Millennials -- the 79.8 million-strong force born between 1977 and 

1995…” (McCormack, 2007) is heightened, as is their potential impact on workplaces and whole 

economies.  Gen Y’s size as a demographic group means that many of their actions are significant in 

revealing broader social trends.  Added to this is the significance of the SNSs themselves as preferred 

means of communication for this large group, thereby driving personal and professional relationships 

and defining the identities of individuals and groups through a process of collective socialisation and 

acculturation in a manner never before experienced.  As SNSs have grown in prominence and purpose 

in the modern ethos, their social and commercial significance has also increased. Facebook began as a 

social network restricted to university students, and consequently benefitted greatly from early 



17 
 

adoption by Gen Y.  By its own estimation, Facebook boasts “552 million daily active users on 

average” (Facebook, 2012) and “955 Million monthly active users” (Facebook, 2012), 81% of whom 

are outside of the U.S. and Canada (Facebook, 2012).   Facebook has asserted moreover, that it is used 

as a platform for “more than a million developers and entrepreneurs from more than 180 countries” 

(Facebook, 2010), thereby emphasising its cross-cultural appeal as a tool of modern commerce.  

Through statistics such as these, the social and commercial significance of tools like Facebook for Gen 

Y become increasingly apparent as they emphasise a shift towards social media and virtual 

communication as preferred mediums of interaction and commerce across cultures within this 

generation.  As other age groups have taken to SNSs however, the continued role played by Gen Y on 

such sites is unclear, and is one of the motivating factors that underlie this exploration as a cross 

generational study.  

  

Kolb, Caza and Collins (2012) have stated that “since connectivity influences productivity, job 

satisfaction, employee engagement and other aspects of individual, team and organizational 

performance, it is important to recognise and understand its relative influence at various levels” 

(p.268).  In this vein, it is important to understand the manner in which members of Gen Y now 

interact in workplace situations online, and whether these interactions are substantively different from 

offline interactions, or those of the generations’ before them.  There is little scholarly research that 

focusses upon the manner in which this generation interacts, or how this is distinct from those that 

went before them.  The impact potential distinctions may have on their working lives and relationships 

is also largely unexplored, and this is a significant gap when one considers the size of this generation 

and their potential impact on a working world in which connectivity has the potential to influence so 

many aspects of personal and professional life.  Much social network analysis focuses upon structural 

network influences, but this study aims to begin filling this gap in the scholarly literature with an 
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exploration of Gen Y’s online interactions in the context of their working lives at the individual level 

of analysis that focusses upon the manner of the interactions undertaken rather than the nature of the 

networks on which the interactions are undertaken.   

 

In attempting to understand Gen Ys place in the modern economy for this study, it became 

apparent that it would also be necessary to understand the technology with which they interact and 

conduct their daily lives.  Martin (2005) stated that “Yers are the blunt, techno-savvy, contradictory 

children of Baby Boomers who believe education is a key to success, technology is as transparent as 

the air, diversity is a given, and social responsibility is a business imperative” (p. 1).  Similarly, key 

themes in the popular press were a desire to interact and stay perpetually connected to one another, as 

well as an instinctive understanding of the technology that would allow them to do so.  This began to 

shape an image of Gen Y as highly interactionist in a manner that could challenge existing norms in 

traditionally hierarchical workplace environments, and potentially alter the manner in which 

commercial exchanges operated.   Beer (2008) in his critique of boyd and Ellison’s (2008) early work 

on SNSs particularly emphasised the commercial significance of the interactions which underlie such 

sites.  He acknowledged the more underlying and unexplored significance of SNSs as social purveyors 

of a collaborative capitalism, highlighting the active and conscious role of the network participant and 

stating that “we can think …of [SNS] profiles as commodities both produced and consumed by those 

who engaged with” (Beer, 2008, p.525) them.   The ability of individuals to be advantaged and to 

profit from their participation in SNSs is significant and very poorly understood in organisational 

literature.  While the prevailing focus of scholarly inquiry is largely upon the use and consumption of 

the passive knowledge that individuals divulge on SNSs in relation to their tastes in a myriad of areas, 

there is also a vast and largely unexamined amount of active – or rather, interactive information that is 

conveyed through one’s interactions on such networks.  As Kolb et. al. (2012) have noted, a more 
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pressing gap in the literature rests on “how to balance what may feel like ‘constant’ connectivity with 

competing cognitive demands including increased focus on tasks, deep reflective thinking and/or being 

present and giving attention to others” (p.270).  Face to face networks have long been recognised as 

instruments of business, implements of professional socialisation, and purveyors of social capital, but 

there has been little inquiry into the similar benefits of SNSs for the individual, or of the manner in 

which individuals interact within those networks within what is effectively a heightened degree of 

social complexity that will be discussed in greater detail later in this study.  In light of Gen Y’s size as 

a group and their purported heavy use of SNSs, these appeared to be significant gaps in the literature, 

and while this study does not aim to conclusively fill them all, one of the motivations for situating this 

study in a cross-generational and work context is that it may provide an exploratory foundation from 

which they could be more causally investigated by future studies.   

 

The dominant view of SNSs is one in which the web is discussed as a vehicle for 

democratisation (Beer, 2008) via the free propagation of material that emphasises a shift towards 

greater collaboration and ‘collective intelligence’ (O’Reilly, 2005; Bryant, 2007) and through 

increasingly ‘participatory cultures’ (Jenkins, Clinton, Purushotma, Robinson, & Weigel, 2006).   

While much is made of the democratising effects of SNSs however, their development and broad 

accessibility is arguably driven to a large extent by capitalistic rather than humanistic concerns.  As 

Beer (2008) has asserted, “these types of web applications [SNSs] have already moved into the cultural 

mainstream…yet so far they have received little in the way of sustained analytical attention” (p.516).  

With regard to much of the internet, and particularly many web 2.0 applications, Sterling (2005) is 

correct in stating that “my consumption patterns are worth so much that they underwrite my acts of 

consumption” (p.79).  The wider social implications of the capitalism that underlies SNSs and their use 

by Gen Y as an emerging force in the modern workforce are therefore potentially very significant.  If 
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Gen Y are indeed genuinely more tech-savvy than the generations before them, it is questionable 

whether they instinctively understand and utilise SNSs differently when interacting in organisational or 

workplace contexts.  If they do, this has significant ramifications for them, and for the organisations in 

which they operate.  Little research has been conducted in this area, and this is a significant gap in the 

literature around Gen Y’s use of SNSs in workplace contexts.  These gaps in the literature were also 

the motivation for this study’s exploration of the manner in which Gen Y interact on SNSs in work 

contexts.  

 

Having decided to explore the manner in which Gen Y use SNSs in workplace contexts, it was 

then necessary to consider the various theoretical frameworks that might assist with this exploration.  

Individual SNS use is principally motivated by relationships and interactions, and the literature on 

workplace interactions is dominated by management texts and periodicals that focus on structuralist 

concerns (Mayhew, 1980) that discount the importance of the individual.  As Day & Kilduff (2003) 

have pointed out however, management is first and foremost “a relationship-based discipline” (p.205).  

There are vast amounts of literature in a variety of management fields including human resource 

management, organisational behaviour, employment relations, strategy, leadership, etc., and as Gabarro 

(1987) has asserted, “The importance of interpersonal relationships as an aspect of management is 

documented in study after study of managerial behaviour, regardless of national culture or type of 

management job” (p. 172).  Gen Y’s apparent desire for connection and interaction seemed to suggest 

an instinctive understanding of relationships as the basis for interactions in both personal and work 

spheres, so it was essential to base this study of interactions in work contexts on a theoretical premise 

that maximised this emphasis on interactions between individuals and groups rather than on the 

structures they inhabited.  In framing the theoretical premise of this study therefore, a number of the 

management discourses mentioned above were considered at length.  The challenge was to choose a 
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theoretical lens from this vast array of disciplines that best captured the emphasis on relationship 

building and interactions that appeared to characterise both Gen Y and SNSs.   

 

Upon much contemplation and regard for the literature, the growing body of writings on IM 

came to light and appeared to perfectly capture the study’s interests in relationships and interactions.  

Since “IM is the process by which individuals present information about themselves to appear as they 

wish others to see them” (Kacmar, Harris and Nagy, 2007, p.16), it is primarily about influence 

through interaction.  IM theorists believe that in all walks of life, individuals consciously or 

unconsciously attempt to manage the image they portray of themselves in their interactions with others, 

thereby influencing those interactions and their outcomes.  IM studies examine the manner in which 

individuals regulate their behaviour to make favourable impressions on those around them.  In line with 

self-determination theory which “states that individuals are volitional, consciously making choices to 

promote personal growth or limit regress (Kacmar, Harris and Nagy, 2007, p.19), IM studies explore 

human behaviour as social and motivated by collective experiences that define outcomes for 

individuals and groups.  The proliferation of SNSs has made it very simple for individuals to manage 

the impressions they are making online, and the sometimes vast distances between the parties 

interacting make it easy to strategically manage the impression one is making, or congruently difficult 

to question the impressions made by others.  The apparent comfort of Gen Y with SNSs therefore 

reinforced a view that IM studies provided an ideal basis for exploring the workplace interactions of 

Gen Y on SNSs.  The study’s current level of analysis concentrated as it is at the individual level, and 

its underlying objectives and methodological interests therefore ultimately motivated its reliance on IM 

for its theoretical foundation. 

 



22 
 

 The influential early work by Gardner and Martinenko (1988) Impression Management in 

Organisations, identified why the study of IM is imperative to the broader field of management based 

on an appraisal of the scholarly literature in the area at that time.  The authors contended that “IM 

behaviours are potentially related to individual success and promotability within organizations.” 

(Baron, 1986 cited in Gardner & Martinenko, 1988, p.321); that “IM behaviours may be an important 

influence mechanism for leaders in generating support for their actions” (Pfeffer, 1981 cited in 

Gardner & Martinenko, 1988, p.321); that “Since many IM behaviours are conscious and can be 

controlled, they represent an element of the manager’s behavioral repertoire that may be manipulated 

to influence both organizational and personal success” (Gardner & Martinenko, 1988, p. 321); that 

“numerous practitioner-oriented books recognize the practical importance of IM” (Korda, 1977; 

Ringer, 1976 cited in Gardner & Martinenko, 1988, p.321); that “If the depiction of organizational 

behavior as a socially constructed reality is considered valid …, interpretive frameworks for 

understanding and explaining behavior within social contexts are needed” (Gardner & Martinenko, 

1988, p. 321); and ultimately, that “IM behavior and its explication may contribute to a more thorough 

understanding of organization behavior within its relevant social context” (Gardner & Martinenko, 

1988, pp.321 – 322).  Certainly, the ‘relevant social context’ stressed by the authors has changed 

considerably since 1988.  As Huseman and Miles (1988) somewhat prophetically stated that same 

year, “As the ‘computer age’ continues to give way to the ‘information age’, there is little question that 

organizations that effectively gather, monitor, and filter information will increasingly have a 

competitive edge” (p.181).  In our current context, SNSs have all of those characteristics, and have 

arguably revolutionised the daily interactions of individuals such that there is now an impetus to revisit 

all of Gardner & Martinenko’s (1988) contentions in relation to IM in workplaces against the broader 

contextual backdrop of our times.  This study is significant then, not only because it explores the IM 

behaviours of the most current wave of entrants into the workforce through their use of SNSs, thereby 
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elucidating the manner and extent of their workplace interactions, but also because in doing so, it 

sheds light on the on-going importance of understanding individual IM behaviour in organisational 

contexts.  While it does not purport to respond to all of Gardner and Martinenko’s (1988) contentions, 

as a foundational exploration, it does aim to set a premise from which future studies could hope to do 

so. 

 

1.2 OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY  

This is a positivist exploratory study that aims to examine generational trends in IM use on 

SNSs in work contexts, thereby establishing a foundational understanding from which to undertake 

further scholarly inquiries in future.  It has consequently been set at an individual level of analysis with 

a cross-generational frame of reference as aforementioned.  In undertaking this study, it is 

acknowledged that age and generation are different.  Generation Y is a large group comprised of 

individuals ranging in age from their late teens to their mid-late 30s.  They are consequently at 

considerably different stages in their lives and careers, and this is understood as underlying any trends 

identified by this study, just as it will also underlie trends identified in relation to the Baby Boomers, a 

group also comprised of individuals at varying life stages.  While this study will discuss Gen Y as a 

‘cohort’ distinct from other generations therefore, the reader should bear in mind the diversity inherent 

to any such grouping based not only on age-related factors, but also on inevitable individual 

differences.  While the study places an emphasis on the IM behaviour of Gen Y participants moreover, 

it will also reveal broader generational trends through a process of comparison.  The impact of 

individual personality traits such as extraversion, neuroticism and self-monitoring have been identified 

in the literature and discussed in chapter two as factors that could influence interactions beyond simple 
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generational characteristics, and these factors have therefore also been explored with the aim of 

isolating trends for deeper future examination.    

 

In undertaking this exploration, the study’s objectives are not to make generalisations, which 

are rarely helpful in relation to behavioural studies of human participants, but rather to begin 

examining the veracity of some of the stereotypes and theoretical premises that already exist.  While 

the study will not make any absolute causal claims therefore, it will aim to identify such trends through 

a quantitative IM lens both because the instrument of choice provides an appropriate scholarly filter 

through which to examine interactions, and also because an underlying objective of this study is to 

explore the transferability of IM taxonomies and instruments established in face to face contexts to 

modern computer-mediated contexts.  That is to say, that first, this research aims to understand the still 

emerging nature of Gen Y’s online interactions in work contexts.  Secondly, it aims to shed light on 

the continuing relevance of conventional academic wisdom and associated tools within the IM ethos.  

This exploration will be undertaken through traditional hypotheses testing, and the implications of this 

study will aim to prompt scholarly conversations for future examination through a discussion in the 

study’s final chapter.    

 

1.3 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AS DRIVEN BY THE LITERATURE 

The research questions for this study have been derived from a cumulative approach to the 

literature.  Beginning with Gen Yers and their ease with digital technology, the literature in this area is 

somewhat incongruous.  It states on one hand, that they are “real—driven, open-minded, and 

thoughtful in a way that will be great for their careers and the entire economy to boot” (Welch & 

Welch, 2007, p.108), while simultaneously wearing “unshakable masks of irony, sarcasm and 
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slackerism…an entire generation of New Yorker cartoons you don’t quite get, come to life and (sort of) 

working for you” (Brandt, 2008, p.96).    As Aquino (2012) aptly notes, descriptions of this large and 

diverse generation are a “fistful of contradictions” (p.1).  A recurring theme in the literature, both from 

the popular press and from scholarly authors like Prensky (2001), and Vodanovich, Sundaram and 

Myers (2010), is the unique ease and regularity with which Gen Y utilise digital media as an everyday 

aspect of their personal and professional lives.  Early evaluations of the scholarly literature revealed the 

controversy around the ‘digital native’ (Prensky, 2001) discourse, which identified Gen Y’s ease and 

familiarity with digital technologies, and emphasised the manner in which this generation’s work ethic 

and style differed from previous generations as also noted by the popular press.  Those such as Prensky 

(2001) advocated an ideological shift in educational contexts to accommodate this new generation’s 

new way of working, while others (Carroll, Howard, Vetere, Peck & Murphy, 2002; Kennedy, Judd, 

Churchward, Gray & Krause, 2008; Helsper & Eynon, 2010) have criticised Prensky’s (2001) view as 

lacking in empirical evidence, and questioned whether Gen Y are really so different from previous 

generations as to warrant such radical paradigm shifts in the same educational spheres.  It has been 

noted that unlike older ‘digital immigrant’ (Prensky, 2001) generations however, “96% of Millennials 

go online daily.  92% of them use the internet to make purchases. 80% of Gen-Yers own 3 or more 

personal media devices” (Ambroz, 2008, p.3), indicating the centrality of the technology to many 

different aspects of their lives.  In 2012, Forbes tech section noted that  

This is the first generation in history in which social communication skills have 

been so important.  For millennials…using Facebook is second nature…This 

tendency to share every aspect of our lives naturally translates to our work life.  

What we do at the office is just as much a part of our lives as who we’re dating, 

what we had for breakfast, and who we had a fight with, so why not share our 

work life like everything else? (Miller, 2012, para. 6).  
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The general consensus appeared to be that there were innate generational differences in online 

behaviour across generations, but there was no scholarly evidence to support this in an IM or work 

context.  While it seemed intuitive that Gen Y may indeed be the largest users of SNSs, it was also 

arguable that a generation as large as they are, is known through contradictions because they are just 

individuals in the same age group, driven by their own distinct circumstances, and there are no set 

generational rules or characteristics that govern their behaviour when using such networks. To explore 

whether Gen Y were in fact generationally distinct users of IM on SNSs in work contexts, this study 

consequently asked: 

RQ1  Does the manner and extent of Gen Y’s SNS use differ from older generations  

with regard to IM in work contexts?  

 

The proliferation of SNSs has seen new avenues for human interaction.  Where people interact 

with one another there is the potential for them to employ IM tactics.  Such tactics or strategies can be 

defensive or assertive in their self-presentation goals.   Trends in how people employ such tactics on 

SNSs are unclear however.  Previous studies of IM have largely focussed on self-presentation in face-

to-face contexts, and the few more recent studies which incorporate social media have been qualitative 

case based studies that did not explore any generational trends despite what appears to be an on-going 

discourse on Gen Y’s comfort with digital technology and social media.  As Collins(2008) has noted in 

his study, “The opportunities that are available and the strategies that are used in virtual space for the 

management of social stigma represent one crucial way that the internet is changing the ways that 

young people understand and present the self and behave in social contexts” (Collins, 2008, p.14).  

Like social stigma, the same can be said for IM.  Youth culture is often tied to a search for identity, and 

there is a strong relationship between IM and identity.  Identity is the result of a sense of self that is 

both personal and collective.  It relies on aspirations and presentations of the self that are themselves 
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shaped by the perceptions and affirmations of others.  In beginning to explore this relationship between 

individual behaviour and perceptions of others’ behaviour, this study has therefore asked: 

 

RQ2  Do Generation Y individuals perceive that others use IM strategies in workplace contexts 

on SNSs more than other generations?     

 

The tactics or strategies examined in answering this question are those identified by Bolino and 

Turnley (1999) as emanating from Jones and Pittman’s (1982) taxonomy.  They are ‘Self-Promotion’, 

‘Ingratiation’, ‘Exemplification’, ‘Intimidation’ and ‘Supplication’ respectively. 

 

The literature suggested potential relationships between IM and the personality factors – self-

monitoring and extraversion.  Other personality indicators have also been previously examined in 

relation to IM, but the literature indicates that these were the two most significantly related and 

relevant to the present study.  The least examined personality indicator in relation to IM appears to 

have been neuroticism.  Consequently this too has been explored in the present study.  The literature 

also indicated that demographic factors such as gender and culture have an influence on IM use, and so 

have also been utilised in this study as moderating variables.  Similarly, time spent on SNSs have been 

identified as related to personality factors.  In exploring these demographic and personality indicators 

therefore, this study has asked:  

RQ3(a) Does gender influence IM behaviour when using SNSs in workplace contexts? 

RQ3(b) Does culture influence IM behaviour when using SNSs in workplace contexts? 

RQ4  Is there a link between time spent on SNSs and individual personality? 
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and 

RQ5 Which personality factors influence IM use on SNSs in workplace contexts? 

 

1.4 PHILOSOPHICAL PREMISES AND METHODOLOGICAL CHOICES 

This study has used pre-existing literature on IM as a basis for answering its research questions.  

It is a positivist exploratory study.  The research design for this study has been informed by a 

combination of established and emerging literature on the subject, and by pragmatic concerns and 

constraints.  The theoretical premise has been chosen because it allows for an exploration of 

interactions within a set framework.  The quantitative questionnaire utilised in this study was adapted 

by combining three existing survey instruments that have been established in the literature.  This 

ensured that they had been previously tested for validity and generalisability, while still being 

applicable to the study at hand.  A pilot study was undertaken to further ensure the validity of the 

questionnaire prior to dissemination.  Once satisfactorily validated, the questionnaire was distributed 

through SNSs, ensuring that it was primarily reaching its target audience (i.e. Gen Y and users of 

SNSs).  The innate nature of the media in question made it particularly suitable to snowball sample and 

as such, participants were encouraged to pass the questionnaire on to members of their own networks 

in order to maximise the size and diversity of the sample.  The research method undertaken in this 

study along with the means of analysis utilised will be expanded upon further in ‘Chapter Three – 

‘Methodology’. 

 

 SNSs and individuals’ working lives have set the contextual landscape for this study, and the 

literary foundation will be set in the scholarly writing on Gen Y, IM and the personality indicators – 

‘self-monitoring’, ‘extraversion’ and ‘neuroticism’.  As the study is concerned with individuals, it has 
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not focused on a particular profession, organisation or type of work, but has instead asked individuals 

simply to report on the nature of interactions in their personal working lives.  Similarly, the study has 

explored interactions across a range of SNSs rather than focussing on any single site.  Though the 

study has been interested to explore the interactions of Gen Y specifically, it has taken an inter-

generational approach in order to provide the means for comparison.  While the premises which 

underlie IM studies can often be traced back to a dramaturgical foundation moreover, it is important to 

note that this is not at its essence, a dramaturgical study.  The assumptions highlighted by Sinha (2006) 

in her excellent analysis of dramatistic leadership studies while also accepted in the present research, 

have been utilised as a foundation for IM studies generally rather than as a specifically dramaturgical 

lens.  This is important to note because of the present study’s positivist departure from the traditional 

interpretivist and constructivist philosophies characteristic of most IM research generally, and 

dramatistic/dramaturgical studies specifically. 

 

1.5 ORGANISATION OF THE THESIS 

 This study has begun with an introductory chapter which provides an overview of its aims and 

objectives.  The motivations underlying the study are drawn from this context and elaborated upon, and 

the objectives and research questions that form the foundation of the study are also outlined in the 

introduction along with the significance of the research undertaken and the methodological and 

philosophical premises that underlie it.  The second chapter of this thesis reviews the literature around 

Gen Y, SNSs and IM at considerable length, and also explores materials around the personality 

indicators of extraversion, neuroticism and self-monitoring.  The third chapter explains how the study’s 

literature review informed its overarching research design from methodological and analytical 

perspectives.  The findings of the study and the analysis conducted upon it are then elucidated in the 



30 
 

fourth chapter.  That section of this thesis both verbally and graphically addresses the study’s 

hypotheses and research questions.  The scholarly and practical implications of the findings presented in 

chapter four will then be discussed in the fifth chapter of this thesis, and concluding comments will also 

be made in that section.  The study will culminate with full references and appendices.   
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CHAPTER TWO – LITERATURE REVIEW 

CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

 This chapter has aimed to canvas the literature relevant to this study in order to establish a 

literary foundation that responds to the overarching research questions set in the previous chapter, and 

to establish the scholarly premise upon which further exploration can be based.  The chapter begins 

with a discussion of scholarly work on the primary subjects of this study, which covers a broad range 

of literature on Gen Y and SNSs.  It will then elaborate upon the theoretical framework underpinning 

the study – namely, IM and its role in personal and professional contexts, and will discuss the possible 

influence of the personality indicators extraversion, neuroticism and self-monitoring on IM aspirations 

and outcomes both generally and specifically on SNSs.  In the course of this chapter, the literature will 

be discussed both discretely and in an overlapping context to demonstrate its distinct and intersecting 

relevance respectively. 

 

2.1 GENERATION Y 

2.1.1. Generation Y – Who are they, and what is their significance? 

 Over the course of the last decade the popular and anecdotal material available on Gen Y has 

burgeoned, but academic materials are scarcer, and representative of a still emerging group of studies 

on what is after all, a still emerging generation – particularly in workplace contexts.  While interest in 

the importance of studying a group that are variously referred to as “millennials” (Aquino, 2012), 

“digital natives” (Prensky, 2001) and more commonly, “Generation Y” (Aquino, 2012) is growing, 

much of what is written is still part of a broader and somewhat contested discourse.  Even the exact 

demarcation of Gen Y varies from source to source, creating a somewhat uncertain foundation upon 

which to base a study.  For the purpose of this research however, the broadest and most current 
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(Aquino, 2012) of these definitions will be adopted, encompassing individuals born between 1977 and 

1994, and also encompassing the demarcation used by many of the scholarly sources that do focus on 

this group (Broadbridge, Maxwell & Ogden, 2007; Martin, 2005; Wolburg & Porrywczynski, 2001).  

The breadth of this demarcation has significant implications – most notably, that Gen Y as delineated 

here is the first generation to demographically rival the baby boomers in magnitude and corresponding 

social and commercial significance, and that it is also the first to encompass individuals whose 

existence has always been shaped by digital technology.   

 

Amongst SNS users, Gen Y were the early adopters and often the developers and driving force 

behind websites like Facebook, which relied heavily upon university networks at its inception.  Gen 

Y’s online presence is a discursive hotbed in both academic and popular literature, fuelling debates 

around this generation, their status as the first true ‘digital natives’ (Prensky, 2001) and the broader 

implications of their supposed familiarity with technology in all walks of life.  In a workplace context 

especially, there has been considerable angst around both the emergence of Gen Y as the group 

gradually replacing the Baby Boomers, and as a cohort whose preoccupation with technology, and 

particularly with SNSs, has the potential to transform the manner in which people interact.  As will be 

discussed later in this chapter, little definitive research has been conducted on Gen Y’s role in the 

modern workforce, or the specifically unique ways in which they may interact on SNSs, but there is 

considerable editorial material suggesting a shift in norms and values that is worth exploring further.   

 

The sheer size of Gen Y has significant implications in a variety of broader contexts.  As 

Neuborne & Kerwin (1999) have stated, “Born during a baby bulge that demographers locate between 

1979 and 1994,… and at 60 million strong, more than three times the size of Generation X, they're the 
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biggest thing to hit the American scene since the 72 million baby boomers”(para. 8).  More recently 

these figures have be revised, placing Gen Y on par with the Boomers at 72 million, and identifying 

them as “the most educated, diverse, tech-proficient, and soon-to-be largest American generation ever” 

(Aquino, 2012, p.20).  The sheer size and manner in which this generation operate has significant 

implications for all walks of life.  Importantly, while they were “…the fastest-growing population in 

the workforce,” (Cochran, 2007, p.91), even before they had all arrived at an employable age 

(Presently in 2013, the youngest members of this generation are just 19 years old), they are also heavily 

represented in youth unemployment figures, with the International Labour Organization (ILO) 

estimating that there are presently around 73 million young people seeking work worldwide (ILO, 

2013).  Eventually however, they will almost certainly come to dominate the labour force in numbers, 

and therefore represent a portion of the working-age population with the potential to substantially 

affect the decision-making, structure and cultural drivers of most current and future organisations.  

 

2.1.2 Characteristics of Generation Y 

The popular press is full of clichés and stereotypes about the characteristics of Gen Y, but few 

of these have been confirmed by scholarly studies.  They are however, said to be highly entrepreneurial 

and seeking of responsibility, flexibility and connection (Martin, 2005).  It is an oft repeated refrain 

that Gen Y “are the most high-maintenance workforce in the history of the world, but they are also the 

highest performing” (Cochran, 2007, para.3).  Broadbridge & Ogden (2007) supply a comprehensive 

list and tables outlining Gen Y’s purported characteristics in their examination of the group’s place in 

the British retail industry, highlighting both the distinctiveness of this cohort, and their significance to 

the workforce of the future.  Similarly, Wolburg & Porrywczynski (2001) recognise that they are likely 

to start working earlier and start families later than the generations that went before them.  Most 
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significant for this study however, is the view that they are uninhibited communicators with a 

voracious appetite for social media.  As Fenn (2007) observed in the earlier days of SNSs, Gen Y  

use blogging and social networking to boost brand awareness of their products 

and services.  They’re much more likely to rely on word of mouth and viral 

marketing than on traditional advertising and promotions.  It works for them not 

just because they’re wildly social animals, but because they’ve grown up with 

the concepts of team work and collaboration (p. 2). 

 

As a cohort, they are perceived to be achievement oriented and demanding of connection in a way that 

revaluates many of the existing corporate paradigms, particularly around interaction and technology.  

Computer mediated communication (CMC) is integral to this generation’s sense of community and 

identity, and arguably, manifestations of this can be seen in their use of SNSs as highlighted by Fenn 

(2007) above.  

 

Descriptors of Gen Y are reflective of a number of factors that combine to construct still 

evolving understandings of this group.  These factors include, but are not limited to social anxieties, 

commercial trends, and the empirical observations of employers, academics and journalists to name but 

a few.  Cennamo and Gardner (2008) considered generational differences in work values, noting that 

because of the continued emergence of Gen Y into the workforce, there has been little empirical 

research into their work values, but that anecdotally, they appear to “be the most adaptable yet in terms 

of technological skills and [have] been said to value intrinsic aspects of work such as mentoring and 

training” (p.893).  In the course of their study the authors note however, that individual work values 

can be influenced by more than generational concerns however, and can in fact be the result of factors 

such as broader organisational values or one’s particular role in an organisation for instance. 

Uncertainties surrounding this generation cover a spectrum from highly optimistic and complimentary, 
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to negative and fearful.  Some use generalities to characterise Gen Y through a combination of 

narcissism, discontent and aspiration underpinned by optimism, efficiency and an unwillingness to 

settle for less than that to which they feel entitled (McCormack, 2007), and others take a more 

polarised stance as to who Gen Y are, as well as their likely contribution.  For instance, Welch & 

Welch (2007) have stated that “Overwhelmingly, we’ve found Gen Yers to be hardworking, 

entrepreneurial, startlingly authentic, refreshingly candid, and wonderfully upbeat” (p.108).   They 

state furthermore, that “They’re real—driven, open-minded, and thoughtful in a way that will be great 

for their careers and the entire economy to boot” (Welch & Welch, 2007, p.108).  Broadly speaking, 

the stereotypes are based upon a distinctive combination of characteristics most demonstrative of this 

generation’s apparently simultaneous individualism and interdependence; what Sherry Turkle (2012) 

has famously coined “being alone together” (para. 4).  It is most graphically illustrated in their use of 

SNSs and what Wilson, O’Leary, Metiu and Jett (2008) have recognised as a paradox of the modern 

age in which it is possible to feel distant from those who are around us and close to those who are far 

away as a result of technological connectivity.  

 

2.1.3 Digital Natives and Social Networking – An Ideological and Paradigm Shift 

The increasing movement of Gen Y into the workforce has corresponded with the growth of 

electronic commerce and SNSs.  Notably, a large section of this generation are also classified as 

‘digital natives’, born between approximately 1980 and 1994 (Prensky, 2001), they have “grown up in 

a digital world, where the use of information and communications technologies is pervasive and 

ubiquitous, and where these technologies are used in organisational and personal contexts” (Tilvawala, 

Myers & Sundaram, 2011, p.1).  The technological revolution of the latter portion of the 20th century as 

Prensky (2001) identifies it, has meaningfully shaped the lives of this generation such that the manner 
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in which they interact with one another can largely be defined by their ease with modern technology. 

These individuals potentially have the skills and knowledge to redefine organisational paradigms in the 

current digital era.  As Aquino (2012) notes, this is the “first generation to grow up with the internet 

and mobile devices, [and] … is also the first generation to consider behaviours like tweeting and 

texting, along with using Facebook, Google, Wikipedia and YouTube, not as novel ideas, but as normal 

aspects of their social lives and their search for information” (p.22).  For Gen Y therefore, and for the 

digital natives in particular, online interactions are second nature, and sustain their desire for 

connection beyond the conventional one-way flow of media previously experienced by older 

generations (Ambroz, 2008).  As Roberts (2009) notes, Gen Y have grown up with every imaginable 

form of digital technology, and so it is only natural that they parlay their ease with electronic media 

into all aspects of social and work life.  It is to be expected moreover, that the integration of technology 

into life will reflect the characteristics and values of this generation.  Such values include what is 

discussed as their collective social conscience, and their need for community and connection (Fenn, 

2007). 

As early as 2001, it was observed that “Digital Natives are used to receiving information really 

fast.  They like to parallel process and multi-task…They function best when networked.  They thrive 

on instant gratification and frequent rewards.  They prefer games to “serious” work” (Prensky, 2001, 

p.2).  More recently reinforcing this point, scholars (Aquino 2012; Fenn, 2007; Roberts, 2009) have 

observed, that Gen Y’s exposure to technology from an early age has made them much more intuitive 

users of these tools than the generations before them.  Roberts (2009) noted, that “They do not shy 

away from new software devices, and they have used social networking much of their lives.” (p. 104).  

This may be an exaggeration since the older members of Gen Y are now in their 30s and were born 

long before SNSs or even the internet came to prominence, but it is certainly plausible of younger 

members of this cohort.   
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The concept of ‘digital nativity’ is in itself however, also contested ground. The significance of 

Gen Y’s interaction with modern technology, and particularly with the means of modern 

communication must therefore be examined against the backdrop of an academic discourse that does 

not universally accept the claims of a digital revolution made by those such as Prensky (2001).  For 

example, Bennett, Maton and Kervin (2008), argue that  

In the seminal literature on digital natives…assertions are put forward with 

limited empirical evidence (eg. Tapscott, 1998), or supported by anecdotes and 

appeals to common-sense beliefs (eg. Prensky, 2001)…[and has then been] 

referenced, often uncritically, in a host of later publications (Gaston, 2006; Gros, 

2003; Long, 2005; McHale, 2005; Skiba, 2005) (P. 777).   

 

In light of this observation, the question of whether generational trends drive IM behaviours on SNSs 

in work contexts lies at the heart of this research.  Though scholarly evidence that Gen Y (including 

older members of this group), are bigger users of SNSs than members of other generations is scarce, 

anecdotal and popular sources do argue that this is the case (Fenton, 2013).  Arguably, if Gen Y are 

indeed more confident with social networking sites than other generations, this should allow them to 

better utilise the techonology to their benefit from an IM perspective.  Whether they choose to do so or 

not is a question of personal values which may be driven by more than just generational conditioning.  

This research seeks to explore whether this is actually the case through a process of hypothesis testing, 

and also seeks to explore whether an individual’s age is likely to affect the manner in which they 

interact on SNSs – specifically in relation to IM.  To conduct this exploration, this study has 

hypothesised that: 

H1 Older generations are more likely than Gen Y to use IM less on SNSs in work contexts 

(compared to younger age groups). 
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H2 Older generations are more likely to use intimidation over supplication on SNSs in  

work contexts. 
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2.2 SOCIAL NETWORKING SITES 

The rise and widespread use of Internet technology since the 1990s has been rapid and all-

encompassing.  Technologies which were once prohibitively expensive and required users to possess 

extensive technological knowledge, have evolved during a relatively short period of time to now afford 

much greater interactivity and accessibility to a much greater number of people.  As Kramer and 

Winter (2008) observed, today “any user with minimal knowledge of Internet technology is able to 

reach a potentially huge audience” (p.106).  In fact, by 2007, it was already being noted that “Internet 

users with little or no knowledge of HTML…[could] engage in web publishing and managing personal 

homepages with the help of recent technological advance[s]”  (Jung, Youn & McClung, 2007, p. 30).  

This technological accessibility in many countries has seen a shift in both personal and professional 

contexts, as traditional paradigms and social power structures are stretched and challenged to fit 

modern realities around media, information and interaction.  As internet technology plays an ever 

increasing role in everyday life, and is now part of a discourse around what has been coined web 2.0, 

and ‘ubiquitous information systems’ (Vodanovich, Sundaram & Myers, 2010) the role of the 

technology from having once been a unidirectional vehicle for mass media, has now changed to create 

a more collaborative and democratised platform for multi-directional interactions which drive and 

define personal and workplace relationships as never before. 

 

Personal and organisational networks have been a tool of business across a variety of cultures 

for generations, but the explosion of SNSs such as Facebook, Twitter and LinkedIn that has coincided 

with Gen Y’s entrance into the workforce has altered the networking landscape as it was previously 

known and understood.  Donath and boyd (2004) defined SNSs as “on-line environments in which 

people create a self-descriptive profile and then make links to other people they know on the site, 

creating a network of personal connections…[which] is displayed as an integral piece of their self-
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presentation” (p.72).  While users don’t have to personally know all the people with whom they 

connect, such networks “allow individuals to (1) construct a public or semi-public profile within a 

bounded system, (2) articulate a list of other users with whom they share a connection, and (3) view 

and traverse their list of connections and those made by others within the system” (boyd & Ellison, 

2008, p.211).  The appeal of such networks undeniably varies, and can perhaps be best understood with 

reference to their unique capabilities.  Unlike face-to-face networks, the public articulation of a list of 

connections and the ability to view others’ lists is unique to SNSs, and potentially allows the individual 

to exponentially extend their reach and grow their ties – however superficially.  Similarly, the ability to 

interact with large groups of people simultaneously over large distances and using a variety of media 

such as text, photos and video is also a characteristic of these sites that cannot be replicated in offline 

interactions and networks.  The multimedia aspects of these sites allow users to communicate with their 

ties all over the world constantly and in real time if that is what they desire.  The combination of an on-

going dialogue that is often supported by visual stimuli creates a sense of connectedness that is akin to 

conventional forms of community – albeit somewhat paradoxically, on a simultaneously more selective 

and global scale.  As Nicholas Carr (2010) has insightfully stated, “Our use of the Internet involves 

many paradoxes, but the one that promises to have the greatest long-term influence over how we think 

is that the Net seizes our attention only to scatter it” (p. 118).  This is arguably also, and perhaps more 

particularly true of SNSs. 

 

As Buffardi and Campbell (2008) have noted “social networking web sites – non-existent just 

years ago – have drawn literally millions of users.” (p. 1303).  The growing popularity of these sites is 

arguably redefining notions of community and the manner in which individuals and companies interact 

and develop identities and reputations through the dissemination of information to their target 

audiences.  As Donath and boyd (2004) have asserted, “In today’s society, access to information is a 
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key element of status and power and communication is instant, ubiquitous and mobile” (p.71).  The 

consequences of these sites are therefore potentially extensive in both personal and professional 

contexts.  The ability to market oneself not only within one’s own social network, but also within the 

social networks of friends, acquaintances and even strangers through SNSs broadens one’s reach, and 

creates an environment of reciprocity in which the effects of social interactions are immediate and 

potentially magnified.  Users of SNSs can strategically manage the images they project in these 

interactions to make desirable impressions on their audiences, thereby also enhancing the necessity to 

understand and apply the art of IM in both personal and organisational interactions (Kramer & Winter, 

2008).   The interplay between SNSs and IM is arguably most heightened however, in relation to 

professional and workplace networks.   

 

2.2.1 Social Networking Sites – The History and Previous Scholarship 

 At the beginning of the internet age, scholars were already considering the implications of the 

World Wide Web for human interaction.  It was predicted that “electronic communication will become 

more and more human communication to the extent that there is more to it than just efficiently passing 

information to each other” (Miller, 1995, p.4).  This prediction is especially accurate of the manner in 

which many of us now communicate on SNSs, supporting the early view that “electronic 

communication (EC) has established a new range of frames of interaction with a developing etiquette” 

(Miller, 1995, p.1).  Today electronic communication is very much about interaction, and scholars have 

emphasised the need to further explore these frames of interaction (Kramer & Winter, 2008).   Modern 

uses for electronic communication have been identified as entertainment, self-expression and 

professional advancement (Jung, Youn & McClung, 2007, p. 30), indicating a diversity of motives and 

purposes including self-presentation (Bargh, McKenna, & Fitzsimons, 2002; Dominick, 1999).  Even 

at the inception of the internet, the scope for managed self-presentation was already being considered, 
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though within the more limited technological boundaries of the period.  For instance, Miller (1995) 

observed with regard to self-presentation behaviour, that with regard to individuals’ personal 

homepages “There’s even more possibility for misrepresentation than in Email, because web pages are 

carefully set up before presentation to the world, and are only slightly interactive” (Miller, 1995, pp.5-

6).  Since then, it is arguable that Miller’s concerns have not only been realised, but also enlarged with 

the arrival and popularity of SNSs, which are ideal vehicles for managed self-presentations.  It is 

natural then, that as the technology and how it is used evolves, the concerns that underlie its use, 

including exhibitionism, narcissism, voyeurism and the social impetus for IM behaviour, are the 

subject of increased interest. 

 

Unlike the media that preceded it, the internet is unique in that it allows for a multidirectional 

flow of information and mass communication.  While television and radio continue to attract large 

audiences for instance, they are both largely unidirectional media which facilitate the passive 

consumption of information and entertainment (Dominick, 1999).  The internet differs from the media 

that preceded it in that it harnesses the potential for mass communication facilitated by older media 

along with the capacity for active and interactive participation that encourages self-expression and self-

presentation on a scale never before encountered (Jung, Youn & McClung, 2007).  It transforms 

average users into “producers of mass communication content” (Kramer & Winter, 2008, p. 106) as 

never before.  It also allows for the formation of relationships and networks beyond one’s immediate 

context, which has seen the weakening of traditional boundaries based on geographical distances, and a 

corresponding strengthening of more globalised ties in both personal and professional circumstances.  

As Sheeks & Birchmeier (2007) noted, “the internet provides numerous venues (e.g., chatrooms, 

newsgroups, message boards) to seek out others who share the same interests, even uncommon ones” 

(p. 64), thereby significantly broadening the scope for collaboration and discourse.  In this context 

SNSs have, “rapidly gained prominence as venues to relationship formation” (Valkenburg, Peter, 
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Schouten, 2006, p. 584), which arguably has significant implications for the manner in which 

individuals network in both personal and work contexts. 

 

Some discussion exists around whether SNSs represent an actual evolution in internet 

technology, or rather just a discursive shift in terminology around such technology. As Kramer and 

Winter (2008) have rightfully noted, “Research on Web 2.0 platforms is still scarce.  Nevertheless, the 

opportunity to present oneself online has been in place since the mid-1990s when personal homepages 

started to become popular” (p.107).  Indeed, It was noted some time ago by Vazire & Gosling(2004), 

that “With the proliferation of Internet chat rooms, e-mail, news-groups, and personal websites, the 

Internet has become a pervasive medium for social interaction” (p.123).  Arguably, SNSs, originating 

around the same period, are currently just a more conspicuous manifestation of this broader medium of 

communication.  In an interview with IBM’s ‘developerWorks’, Sir Tim Berners-Lee, ostensibly 

known as the author of the first website, articulated his early vision of the internet and its evolution into 

what is now commonly discussed as ‘web 2.0’, when he stated that  

Web 1.0 was all about connecting people.  It was an interactive space, and I 

think Web 2.0 is, of course, a piece of Jargon, nobody even knows what it 

means.  If Web 2.0 for you is blogs and wikis, then that is people to people.  But 

that was what the Web was supposed to be all along.  And in fact, you know, 

this Web 2.0, quote, it means using the standards which have been produced by 

all these people working on Web 1.0…so it’s building stuff using the Web 

standards…So Web 2.0, for some people, it means moving some of the thinking 

client side so making it more immediate, but the idea of the Web as interaction 

between people is really what the Web is.  That was what it was designed to be 

as a collaborative space where people can interact. (developerWorks, 2006, 

para.46) 

 

For Berners-Lee, references to Web 2.0 and SNSs are essentially part of a semantic discussion that fails 

to acknowledge the inherent rationale behind the Internet as a vehicle for communication of all types, a 
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mechanism by which individuals can engage in many of the same interactions they have always 

engaged in, but simply with greater efficiency than in the past.  This is not a novel or neoteric notion.  

As far back as 2002, the Internet itself, its transformative characteristics and its broader role in society, 

were being questioned and discussed.  As Tyler (2002) pointed out, “there may be new and useful 

capabilities associated with electronic communication, and those may have led to changes in patterns 

of life, but the basic social patterns of social life have remained very much the same in spite of these 

Internet-induced changes” (p.196).  If this is indeed true, then existing phenomenon such as 

traditionally face to face IM behaviour should be readily transferable to online contexts such as SNSs.   

 

  Unlike the face-to-face interactions that predated the internet, and the purely online interactions 

that predated web 2.0 technology, SNSs occupy a unique middle ground in which users can nurture 

existing relationships and interact with real-world friends and acquaintances in an online setting (often 

in addition to their face-to-face interactions), or they can engage with complete strangers over shared 

interests or causes.   SNSs allow individuals to publically and simultaneously disclose information to 

their connections, and as has been observed, this is important, because not only do these disclosures 

create a perception of intimacy, but “Over time, the free flow of information allows networks to 

become self-correcting.  New information inspires debate, triggers action, generates offers of assistance 

from network members – without instructions from above” (Charon, 1992, p.114).  This means that for 

the first time in the history of the Internet, websites like Facebook have the capacity to act as 

socialising agents in real-world relationships and settings such as workplaces in the same way as face-

to-face networks may have done in the past.  Indeed in some cases, this may be applicable in a far 

greater capacity online than in offline spheres, because as Donath and Boyd (2004) have noted, “By 

making all of one’s connections visible to all the others, social networking sites remove the privacy 

barriers that people keep between different aspects of their lives” (p.78).  In line with this social shift, it 



46 
 

is predicted that the digital natives (and their corresponding tech savvy) will influence and alter their 

use of IM tactics on SNSs such that in their working contexts at least, they will be the biggest users of 

IM on such sites across the generations.  This is in keeping with hypothesis one, articulated earlier in 

this chapter. 

 

2.2.2 Social Networking Sites and Generation Y   

A number of authors have acknowledged the prominence of Gen Y on SNSs.  By 2007, it was 

already asserted in the popular press that “Facebook has signed up 90 percent of all undergraduates at 

colleges and universities where the site is available.” (Van Der Werf, 2007, A28), and the following 

year scholarly writers began to follow suit, noting that “on Facebook...Millennial[s] are aggressively 

engaged...” (Ambroz, 2008, p.2) and “Facebook is the most commonly used site by individuals in our 

sample – college students” (Buffardi & Campbell, 2008, p.1305).  Since then, authors have attempted 

to understand the motivations for Gen Y’s elevated representation on SNSs such as Facebook, with 

Collins (2008) conjecturing that this generation’s comfort with the media is in fact just an extension of 

their comfort with the internet in general.  He states, that “the internet has emerged as a key tool 

through which relationships, selfhood and human encounters are managed.  This is particularly so for 

people born in and after 1982 – widely known as Generation –Y or ‘digital natives’” (Collins, 2008, 

p.3).  Others have conjectured that Gen Y’s more pronounced acceptance and use of the media can be 

attributed to their access to this media.  Sheeks and Birchmeier (2007) for instance, observe that Gen Y 

as a population comprised of many university-aged individuals “uses the internet more frequently, 

based upon its availability on campuses and the flexibility of a student’s schedule” (p. 65).  There is 

also an argument that youth are inherently early adopters of technology, with Vazire and Gosling 

(2004) noting that “even in 1998, more than one third of college students had personal websites” (p. 

123) despite more limited access to the internet at that time. 
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Globalisation has been a reality for the majority of Gen Y throughout their lives.  A 

consequence is that for many, their personal and professional connections are scattered around the 

world. SNSs offer a degree of immediacy and an enduring sense of connection to such relationships, 

and in that sense, are both unique, and arguably also uniquely suited to Gen Y.  As Sheeks and 

Birchmeier (2007) have pointed out, the flexibility of computer mediated communication through tools 

such as SNSs set them apart from conventional face-to-face communications in addressing the 

challenges of distance and time.  It is understandable then, that these sites, while increasingly utilised 

by members of all generations appear to have particularly been adopted by Gen Y with an enthusiasm 

unmatched by other sectors of society.  At the emergence of these sites, observers in the popular press 

noted that “...members of Gen Y tend to spend [an] average of 12.2 hours online each week--28 percent 

more than their Gen-X counterparts... Specifically, members of Gen Y are three times as likely as Gen 

X-ers to use social networking” (Sass, 2006).  Since then there has been a proliferation of and an 

evolution in SNSs, but their fundamental functions and purpose have remained largely unchanged.  

 

Current users of the Internet span the generations, but as (Vodanovich, Sundaram & Myers, 

2010) point out, Gen Y are a generation who have never known a world without the Internet, and are 

therefore not only instinctively comfortable using the technology in all aspects of their lives, but are 

also enthusiastic contributors to and producers of social media.  Just as the personal webpages of the 

90s were a vehicle for mass communication on a scale never before experienced (Dominick, 1999), so 

similarly, social media, and particularly SNSs, allow their users unprecedented online interaction.  

Currently the most prominent SNSs span two ends of a spectrum and cater to the desire for varying 

degrees of intimacy, with those such as Facebook and LinkedIn emphasising contact with one’s own 

ties in contrast to others such as Twitter, which more closely resembles early manifestations of social 

media, which emerged from the realm of online dating sites, and focussed on developing connections 
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with those outside of one’s immediate network (boyd & Ellison, 2008).  Both ends of this spectrum 

however, encourage on-going interactions, and this shift from transient exchanges to on-going 

connections is important in understanding the popularity of such sites – particularly amongst Gen Y, 

who are perceived to be notably connection driven (Fenn, 2007).  As Charon (1992) points out, 

“networks are not temporary…Members of a network…identify with it and with each other.  The 

frequency and honesty of their dialogues reshape personal relationships” (p. 106), and arguably this 

combination of the connection and authenticity of long-term interactions has driven the popularity of 

these sites amongst Gen Y users.  

 

The popularity of SNSs with Gen Y (a group which includes a range of individuals from 

adolescents to young adults) points to the role of such networks as agents of socialisation for a 

generation at a pivotal phase in their identity formation.  Critics emphasise that SNSs operate as “a 

gateway for self-promotion via self-descriptions, vanity via photos, and large numbers of shallow 

relationships” (Buffardi & Campbell, 2008, p. 1303).  It is certainly true that the internet in general, 

and SNSs in particular, provide users with greater avenues of self-presentation than ever before, and 

actively aid in users’ IM efforts by providing greater control over the images they project (Kramer & 

Winter, 2008).   Prior to the proliferation of SNSs, much scholarly work focussed on personal 

webpages and their potential as vehicles of vanity, self-expression and IM (Dominick, 1999; Jung, 

Youn & McClung, 2007; Kramer & Winter, 2008; Marcus, Machilek and Schutz, 2006; Vazire & 

Gosling, 2004).  The parallels between personal homepages and personal profiles on SNSs are 

considerable.  With regard to personal webpages for instance, Buffardi & Campbell (2008) noted that 

users could “select attractive photographs … or write self-descriptions that are self-promoting” 

(p.1303).  This is certainly also true of SNSs.  For instance, Kramer & Winter (2008) note that through 

“these web communities or social networking sites, every user can present himself or herself in a 



49 
 

profile with personal information and one or more photos” (Kramer & Winter, 2008, 106) just as they 

would if they were to develop their own personal webpage.  Similarly, the identity claims identified in 

personal webpages are also analogous to those apparent on SNSs.  In relation to such socio-

psychological functions for instance, Vazire & Gosling (2004) note that  

nearly every detail of a personal website is the result of a conscious decision on 

the part of the author.  This allows website authors to create their online identity 

in a much more deliberate and calculated way than is permitted in other aspects 

of everyday life, where the inadvertent effects of behavioural residue can 

impinge on the impression one broadcasts (p. 124). 

This is similarly reinforced with regard to SNSs, which Buffardi & Campbell (2008) have asserted, are  

 a venue for both self-presentation and social interaction.  Social  

networking sites are designed for not only conveying information about one’s 

self to others but also, to a greater extent than other forms of personal web sites, 

for being social online (p. 1305). 

 

This supports the views of both Tyler (2002) and Berners-Lee (2006) in their assertions that the 

internet generally and so called web 2.0 sites more specifically, may indeed have changed the manner 

in which interactions occur, but do not alter the nature of the interactions themselves, or their 

underlying drivers.  The main distinction between the personal webpages of the early internet and the 

current proliferation of SNSs is that the latter is a principally interactive and collective process of 

interaction, whereas the former, though inherently created to be viewed by others, was primarily 

unidirectional like the media which preceded it.   

 

For Gen Y, who have come of age with the internet and SNSs, Tyler (2002) is apt to recognise 

that “the Internet is a kind of ‘social laboratory’ in which people test their identities before embracing 

them, instead of being a place to hide from taboo or hidden aspects of the self” (p. 204).  Urista, Dong 

and Day (2009) have found that  
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many young people use SNS to make themselves look attractive and to increase 

their social capital…findings… suggests that many young people today are 

using SNS to create a virtual identity that resembles an idealized self that will 

boost one’s status and self-esteem in both the online and ‘real’ world.  In short, 

SNSs are a convenient and efficient way to tailor one’s appearance from the 

comfort of his or her home. (p.24) 

 

Critics of SNSs and of the extent to which they have been embraced by Gen Y, emphasise the degree to 

which the media may be manipulated by users however.  As early as the 1990s, Miller (1995) was 

already warning of the internet’s capacity to “establish fraudulent and exploitative identities” (Stone 

1991 in Miller, 1995, p.5).  This view of the internet, and increasingly, of SNSs as mediums for 

disingenuous interaction, has continued to foster anxiety amongst some authors.   

 

With regard to misrepresentations on SNSs and specific reference to Gen Y, Collins (2008) has 

noted, 

  

...digital natives have been equipped with a means of managing social stigma 

that previous generations have not had access to.  Internet social networking 

profiles provide opportunities for Generation Yers – the largest demographic of 

internet users – to creatively and strategically manage their selfhood and 

identities so as to be recreated or overhauled, in the search for social acceptance 

and belonging among young people. (p. 13) 

 

Though it is true that Gen Y are significant users of social media and it is also true that interactions on 

SNSs can result in fraudulent or disingenuous identities as aforementioned, it is arguable that Gen Y’s 

appreciation for the media stems more from their ease with the technology than from a cynical or 

overarching desire to mislead. While Gen Yers do consciously project images of themselves on SNSs, 

there is no evidence to suggest that they engage in this sort of behaviour more than other generations, 

or that they do so with a deliberate intent to misrepresent themselves.  Though those such as Collins 

(2008) assert that “Generation Yers feel more secure with the knowledge that there are fewer perceived 
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consequences for their decisions to engage in virtual self-representation” (Collins, 2008, p. 10) 

therefore, it is arguable that this could be just as easily said of all users of the media regardless of the 

generation from which they hail.  The literature contends moreover, that potential misrepresentations 

are mitigated by the on-going nature of interactions on SNSs.  For instance, Donath and boyd (2004) 

have stated that “in a situation in which there is persistent identity and repeated interaction, receivers 

can punish deceivers through the social mechanism of reputation” (p.73).  The authors note that 

individuals caught misrepresenting themselves in such situations then find it difficult to find others 

with whom to interact on such networks (Donath, & boyd, 2004).  While the authenticity of identity 

and selfhood will arguably always be a matter for subjective debate therefore, this study aims to 

explore these notions through a lens that relies upon an understanding that while identity has become 

an overarching term used to describe a variety of human experiences, from an IM perspective, this 

relies upon situated identification rather than a sense of self that transcends interactions.  This will be 

discussed further as this chapter progresses. 

  

2.2.3 Social Networking Sites and Identity     

The collective nature of SNSs underlies their role as contemporary socialising agents and 

vehicles for identity formation.  It is arguable that this is where SNSs diverge from other online 

activities to form instruments of identity formation through personal and social validation.  They allow 

for more than simply self-expression, instead facilitating a collaborative dialogue on the ‘self’ that 

comes to shape not just how others see the individual, but also arguably how the individual comes to 

see themselves through the eyes of others in their circle.  As Collins (2008) notes, “...social networking 

profiles...allow for the creation of a self, which may be an accurate representation of the self in the non-

virtual world, or entirely and deliberately fictional, or somewhere in between” (p.10).   
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 In recognising that SNSs are now popular enough to act as vehicles of socialisation and identity 

formation, there is increasingly an understanding that relationships on such sites are premised on 

systems of interaction that manifest themselves in different ways, and result in the distribution of 

varying resources so that just as the strength of ties were found to be significant in face-to-face 

interactions (Granovetter, 1973), on SNSs too, “not all configurations of networked relationships are 

equally helpful to an individual or an organization” (Day & Kilduff, 2003, p. 211).  Authors have been 

at pains to define the nature of relationships that are prevalent on SNSs.  For instance, Buffardi and 

Campbell (2008) have criticised what they see as the superficiality of relationships on such sites, 

commenting that “Social networking web sites are built on the basis of superficial “friendships” with 

many individuals and “sound-byte” driven communication between friends” (p.1303).  These authors 

acknowledge that deeper relationships can exist on SNSs, but they maintain that the greater attraction 

and purpose of such sites is instead to pursue a large number of superficial connections (Buffardi & 

Campbell, 2008). Contrastingly, Sheeks and Birchmeier (2007) argued that online relationships are in 

fact less superficial than those in face-to-face contexts, because they are often based on shared interests 

rather than the physical attractiveness or proximity of the parties involved.  As Donath and boyd (2004) 

have contended,  

 

In the real world the body anchors identity, making it both singular and difficult 

to change.  Identity deception, though not unheard of, is difficult – convincingly 

representing oneself as a member of the opposite gender is quite costly, 

requiring extensive makeup, costuming, and possibly surgery, while portraying 

oneself as a different person requires acquiring another’s documents, avoiding 

known acquaintances, and risking a lengthy incarceration.  On-line, identity is 

mutable and unanchored by the body that is its locus in the real world (p.73). 

 

The applicability of such a claim to relationships fostered on SNSs is variegated by the fact that sites 

such as Facebook currently often comprise a number of the individual’s offline connections.  Like the 

personal webpages that came to prominence before them therefore, profiles on SNSs are seen by some 
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to be largely “filled with useless information that mainly serves the purpose of demonstrating the 

owner’s vanity.” (Marcus, Machilek & Schutz, 2006, p.1014).  Arguably however, such sites are 

similar to offline networks in that they are finally whatever the individual users make of them.  

 

In assisting users to strategically interact with chosen connections and disclose or obscure 

chosen information about themselves in a manner that would not be possible offline moreover, SNSs 

assist them in avoiding stigmatisation (Collins, 2008), thereby allowing them to aspire to managed 

identities that can indeed be considered “hyperreal representations of selfhood” (Collins, 2008, p. 11).   

An individual’s situated identity whether online or offline however, is not stagnant or free from what 

Vazire and Gosling (2004) refer to as ‘behavioural residue’.  While an individual’s values may be 

consistent, the manner in which these are applied may vary depending on the circumstances and the 

audience for instance.  Different people are also liable to interpret consistent behaviour in different 

ways depending on their own frame of reference moreover, suggesting that while there may indeed be 

a consistent ‘self’, situated identities are situation specific, and do nonetheless influence overall 

perceptions of an individual.  Arguably therefore, identities are continually situated in the reality 

created by individuals for themselves through their on-going behaviour and beliefs.  As Vazire and 

Gosling (2004) note, “identity claims are symbolic statements made by individuals about how they 

would like to be regarded; these statements may be directed at the self or used to convey messages to 

others” (p.124).  In contrast to identity claims on SNSs, behavioural residues are unintentional clues 

left by an individual and picked up by their intended or unintended audience.  In face-to-face 

interactions, such clues would be apparent in body language, dress, or accents (Goffman, 1959) for 

instance, and on SNSs, they are more likely to be the result of interactions with others.   
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Urista, Dong and Day (2009) have pointed out that by reframing conventional agents of 

socialisation such as educational institutions, friends and family, SNSs empower people to assert 

themselves in the process of identity construction.  They assert that “this new medium has created a 

new generation of individuals whose identities are defined by their connections and the content they 

produce online” (Urista, et. al., 2009, p.217).  Contrary to views of SNSs solely as purveyors of conceit 

therefore, the socialising force of these networks is increasingly being acknowledged and explored in a 

context that acknowledges the active agency of the individual.  Prior to a focus on such sites, scholars 

had already acknowledged that the internet provided users with opportunities for experimentation with 

multiple identities (Collins, 2008).  With the advent of SNSs that allow for a sense of community and 

on-going interactions, the potential for such experimentation arguably changed from the exploration of 

multiple identities to a sense of evolving or situated identities that perhaps more accurately mirrored 

offline selves.  Consequently, users of SNSs have the potential to exhibit contradictory or contested 

identities to divergent audiences.  As Donath and boyd (2004) recognise,  

 

a friend known as a supportive shoulder to lean on may not be recognisable as 

the ruthless poker player or somewhat lax manager he or she also is.  Identity is 

faceted; we have different interests, beliefs, traits, etc, and share different ones 

with different people (p.74). 

 

 

Arguably this sets the stage for active IM on SNSs, and the potential for that will be 

expanded upon further later in this chapter. 

 

There appear to be no definitive reasons for the current popularity of SNSs amongst young 

adult users but scholars have speculated that they satisfy identity and self-presentation needs 

characteristic of adolescents and young adults.  In this regard, the reciprocity of SNSs is particularly 

significant from an IM perspective, because of its role in identity formation.  As Urista, et. al. (2009) 
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have asserted, the popularity of SNSs can be attributed to the fact that they allow “selective, efficient, 

and immediate contact with others for their (mediated) interpersonal communication satisfaction and as 

an on-going way to seek the approval and support of other people” (p.226).  SNSs are ideal for this 

because of the extent to which they allow the individual to extend their reach in social and professional 

contexts.  Such sites allow for a  “public display of connections, listed along with contact information, 

[which] arguably provides all viewers of one’s network site profile with a virtual set of mutual 

acquaintances” (Donath, & boyd, 2004, p.76) with whom to connect and interact. 

 

SNSs are also unique in the degree to which they allow users’ various groups of ties to 

intersect, permitting them to experience their connections as an integrated and personalised community 

rather than as discrete and context specific clusters.  As Donath and boyd (2004) aptly assert,  

Networks are the extension of our social world; they also act as its boundary.  

We may use the network to extend the range of people we can contact; we may 

use it to limit the people who can contact us.  Most of the networking sites so far 

are designed to grow networks, not limit them (p.80). 

 

This is significant from an IM perspective, because it implies an ethos in which the situated self that is 

fundamental to identity formation is potentially subject to more complexity than it would be in face-to-

face interactions where different groups of connections are usually distinct and in demand of 

correspondingly distinct situated selves.  As Donath and boyd (2004) have noted moreover, 

“sometimes simply encountering people from different aspects of someone’s life can be quite 

revealing” (p.78).  This is noteworthy because as Buffardi and Campbell (2008) have observed, 

currently  

 

interaction and self-presentation on the Internet are the norm.  Maintaining a 

web presence and keeping in contact with a large number of individuals via 

social networking web sites has become part of many individuals’ daily lives (p. 

1312).   



56 
 

Users of such networks become ‘broadcasters’ to what are essentially personalised or chosen 

audiences, but when different aspects of an individual’s life intersect on SNSs, there is the potential for 

different dimensions of their existence to be revealed to each other (Donath, & boyd, 2004), which 

arguably then demands the projection of a more consistent self on SNSs than in discrete offline 

networks.  In addition, their connections’ responses to their ‘broadcasts’  “serve as approval and 

support from mediated relationships that change on a daily basis” (Urista et. al., 2009, p.226) as new 

members are added to the network, and older members may be removed, thus demanding the 

projection of a sense of self that is at once consistent and evolving in relation to a range of individuals 

from a range of contexts.  

 

2.2.4 Social Networking Sites and Impression Management 

It has been established that SNSs allow individuals to project images to large audiences of 

people with whom they are variously acquainted.  Sites like Facebook, LinkedIn and Twitter, as well as 

a range of dating and specific interest networking sites have exponentially increased the individual’s 

capacity to create and manage online images which while consistent in those particular spheres, may 

bear little or no resemblance to their offline selves.  Sites like these facilitate the IM of users not only 

by providing the tools by which to project the individual’s desired image publically and to those they 

wish to influence specifically, but also because they operate in a virtual space, which is by its very 

nature disconnected from the everyday cues of traditional face–to-face interaction such as body 

language and intonation for instance.  This virtual space enables assertive IM tactics such as 

ingratiation, supplication, exemplification (Jones & Pittman’s, 1982), while diminishing the need for 

defensive IM tactics such as excuses, justifications, and disclaimers (Lee, Quigley, Nesler, Corbett & 

Tedeschi, 1999).  For example, it is possible on social networking sites to remember the birthdays of 

literally hundreds of distant work acquaintances one does not meet on a daily basis, thereby ingratiating 
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oneself to a large number of associates both near and far with relatively little effort.  Similarly, if one 

forgets the birthday of a distant work acquaintance, the chance of bumping into them offline is slim, 

thereby demanding no excuse or justification for the slip.  The on-going nature of interactions in such 

networks reinforces the impressions being projected by individuals, and the lack of face-to-face 

interaction in such forums limits the scope for such impressions to be challenged or substantiated.  

 

While many users of SNSs do also interact face-to-face with members of their online networks, 

this is intermittent and rarely at the same time or in the same context as the impressions they are 

making online.  The networks of many SNS users – particularly on sites like Twitter also comprise 

interactants with whom they never have face-to-face contact, and this creates a forum in which 

individuals can project an impression and have it validated by others who rarely take the trouble or 

have the capacity to substantiate the veracity of the images that are created.  The geographical distance 

that often exists between those interacting on SNSs therefore accentuates their disconnectedness from 

the strictures of reality, and the result is an IM paradox in which existing and established theoretical 

paradigms are at once extremely relevant and significant as demonstrated through a growing body of 

literature (boyd & Ellison, 2008; Tong, Van Der Heide, Langwell & Walther, 2008; Walther, Van Der 

Heide, Kim, Westerman & Tong, 2008) which examines IM on SNSs, and arguably a situation in 

which the medium of interaction (i.e. the SNSs themselves) inhibit some of the recognised aspects of 

IM validation.  The seminal IM theorist Erving Goffman (1959) for instance, developed his theory of 

dramaturgy on the premise that though individuals self-interestedly ‘performed’ in such a way that they 

manufactured a desirable image of themselves for their audience through the impressions that they 

‘gave’, their ultimate identity was inevitably also tempered by the audience’s perceptions of the 

unconscious cues they were ‘giving off’ in the course of their interactions (Goffman, 1959).  These 

unconscious cues were the result of factors such as body language and accent for instance.   These are 
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signals that cannot be relied upon in the more two-dimensional world of interactions on SNSs, which 

brings into question the on-going and unquestioning application of established IM instruments to an 

altered modern ethos.  As SNSs provide users with their own cues as aforementioned, this study aims 

to explore the enduring usefulness of accepted IM tactics in a framework that is cognisant of the 

contextual shift that has taken place around the theoretical and literary milieu.  Consequently, this 

study has focussed on assertive IM tactics, and has explored whether they can indeed be applied to 

modern interactions and the technological instruments which facilitate them.  To do so it has 

hypothesised that: 

 

H3  The amount of time a person spends on SNSs is NOT related to the type of IM behaviour they 

use on SNSs in work contexts. 

 

Sheeks and Birchmeier (2007) have made a distinction between the ‘true self ‘made up of the 

“characteristics an individual believes he or she… possesses, but may not be displayed in social 

situations” (p.65), and the ‘actual self’, which is made up of what others actually see.  Arguably, SNSs 

make it easier for individuals to engage in self-presentations that support their true selves without the 

contradictions that may be posed by their ‘actual selves’ in face-to-face contexts.  This makes them an 

ideal vehicle for IM behaviours that rely on the individual’s projections of an ideal self.  As 

Valkenburg, Peter and Schouten (2006) note, “friend networking sites lend themselves exceptionally 

well to the investigation of the social consequences of Internet communication” (p. 584) because they 

more readily allow individuals to manage their social situation than might be possible in face-to-face 

interactions.  As Miller (1995) observes in relation to the internet generally, on SNSs as on the internet 

in general, “you can’t smell my breath, catch the tremor in my voice, or realise that I’m watching the 

rest of the party over your shoulder” (p. 6), so effectively, you must take the representations I make 
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about myself at face value though they may be carefully curated and free of the contextual cues that 

characterise conventional face-to-face interactions.  Though Collins (2008) has asserted that the 

“nature of internet social networking sites allows for visual representations of the self to be utilised that 

are as realistic or fantastical as one’s imagination” (p. 11), it is arguable that this is in fact tempered by 

the fact that such sites tend to be populated by individuals who are connected offline through pre-

existing relationships (Urista, et. al., 2009), and who through the on-going nature of their connections, 

have the scope to differentiate between the realistic and fantastical.  Nevertheless, Collins’ (2008) 

belief that “...the imagery presented on the profile is continuously recreated in the process of 

hyperreality, with the repeated dissemination of similar imagery to those viewing the profile” (p. 12), 

does have merit, and speaks directly to the notion of IM as a vehicle for aspirational identity formation.  

IM theory rests on the notion that people attempt to make positive self-presentations through the 

manipulation of information in order to garner others’ approval and align their ‘actual self’ with their 

public or ‘true self’ as much as possible (Schlenker, 1980).    As Collins (2008) has so aptly stated, 

“social networking websites generate and support online, cyber, virtual and digital selfhood” (Collins, 

2008, p.4), and arguably this has considerable significance if employers are turning to SNSs before 

making employment and promotional decisions. 

 

The scholarly discussion around IM though still largely framed around face-to-face interactions, 

is arguably also extremely applicable to online interactions on SNSs.  As Berners-Lee and others (Jung, 

Youn & McClung, 2007) have pointed out, the internet has always been envisioned as a means of mass 

interaction, and both technological advances and the heightened popularity of SNSs have seen the 

manifestation of this vision through access to far larger audiences than individuals would normally be 

able to approach in their daily lives and face-to-face encounters (Kramer & Winter, 2008).  Even 

before the advent and acceptance of SNSs, there was a recognition that relationships whether face-to-
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face or online, had the capacity to connect individuals and their networks (Day & Kilduff, 2003).  It 

was common for individuals to develop personal websites as vehicles for self-presentation (Jung, Youn 

& McClung, 2007), and for others to use such websites to gain information about both acquaintances 

and strangers (Vazire & Gosling, 2004).  Just as Vazire and Gosling (2004) once referred to personal 

websites as “one clear manifestation of identity claims in everyday life” (p. 124), the same can now 

arguably be said for SNSs.   

 

2.2.5 Social Networking Sites and the ‘Strength of Weak Ties’ 

A number of factors have been identified as affecting the type and success of IM behaviour on 

SNSs.  For instance, the size and nature of an individual’s ‘audience’ on SNSs has been identified as a 

significant factor, with it being observed that individuals are more likely to make truthful self-

presentations when faced by larger audiences, because overly affirmative self-presentations risk a 

greater likelihood of contradiction (Schlenker, 1985; Kramer & Winter, 2008).  It has been 

acknowledged that “the number of strong ties an individual can maintain may not be greatly increased 

by communication technology” (Donath, & boyd, 2004, p.80), but the quantity of weak ties may 

expand exponentially because of the ease with which SNSs facilitate inexpensive and effective 

communication.  Similarly, an individual’s position within their own online social network has also 

been identified as important, with Day and Kilduff (2003) stating that the number of contacts on a SNS 

is less important than an individual’s place in it, and the nature of their relationship with their contacts.  

They state that “a critical feature in building social capital is network centrality; related to this concept 

is the strength of connections or ties with others in the network” (Day & Kilduff, 2003, p. 212).   

Again, this is supported by Donath and boyd (2004), who observe that the amount of time and effort 

expended to sustain a connection is an indication of the broader significance of that connection to the 

individual and their network.  In his seminal work on the strength of weak ties, Granovetter (1973) 
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observed that strong ties were allied to notions of trust and reciprocity resulting in more meaningful 

relationships characterised by frequent and more emotionally intense encounters than weak ties.  It has 

been noted by Granovetter (1973) and others since (Day & Kilduff, 2003), that the social capital that 

arises from one’s connections is not only linked to the strength of the tie, but also that tie’s place in the 

broader network.  As Day and Kilduff (2003) have asserted, “The likelihood of gaining diverse 

information and other valuable resources may…increase in direct proportion to the extent that an actor 

manages network connections to avoid redundancy and increase heterogeneity” (p. 213). 

 

There are both advantages and disadvantages of strong ties.  Day and Kilduff (2003) noted that 

strong ties though demanding a significant time commitment, were a form of social capital that 

provided support, and could be relied upon for more credible information based on trust and loyalty, 

which act as a premise for exerting social influence.  This is supported by Donath and boyd (2004), 

who observe that in alliances with complex associations such as SNSs, one’s reputation has a powerful 

influence on one’s place in that network.  They note that “due to repeated interactions – we gather a 

reputation around our identity that, if good, is quite valuable” (p.76).  The authors observe however, 

that in terms of social capital, weak ties can be more useful than strong ties because they convey 

information from outside of one’s immediate network.  They state with regard to such networks, that 

“Fresh, or non-redundant, information is therefore most likely to come from distant parts of the 

network.  Weak ties are advantageous in terms of bridging otherwise unconnected groups and 

providing new information and entrepreneurial opportunities” (Day & Kilduff, 2003, p. 215).  Since IM 

is believed to be consciously undertaken, it is believed that users of SNSs are aware of their position in 

their own networks in relation to others, and tailor their communications and interactions to align not 

just with the status of their audience members, but also with their own perceived place within the 

network, thereby reinforcing identity claims in a somewhat self-fulfilling manner.  Perceptions of IM 
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behaviour are therefore important indicators of the strength of ties and one’s broader perceptions about 

one’s own and others’ place in any given network.  The popular press has indicated that Gen Y are 

perceived to be particularly high users of SNSs with an innate understanding of the technology and a 

global frame of reference which sees them possess a variety of strong and weak ties across geographic 

borders (Fenton, 2013), but there is little scholarly evidence to support such a view or to indicate that 

Gen Y are in fact more perceptive of IM on SNSs than other generations.  As such, this study has 

sought to explore the veracity of these claims through hypotheses one, two and three earlier in this 

chapter, and four below: 

 

H4  Older people are less likely to perceive that others are using IM on SNSs in work contexts 

compared to younger people. 

 

2.2.6 Social Networking Sites and Organisational Impression Management 

 It is taken for granted that organisations operate in nuanced and competitive environments that 

require them to efficiently utilise all the resources at their disposal.  The use of resources available to 

individuals in their working lives is less broadly explored, with the idea of ‘social capital’ taking the 

lead in this area.  Social capital is a result of one’s social networks, and results in the attainment of 

tangible and intangible resources gained through ties with others (Baron & Markman, 2003).  Tsai and 

Ghoshal (1998) have demonstrated that social capital aids in organisational value creation, and it has 

been noted that distinct kinds of network ties result in different types of social capital (Granovetter, 

1973; Day & Kilduff, 2003).   Long before the advent of SNSs, it was already accepted that 

“entrepreneurs can increase their span of action through their personal networks and gain access at a 

limited cost to resources otherwise unavailable” (Dubini & Aldrich, 1991, p.308).  Apart from saving 

time and money, the benefits of offline networks have always included an increased scope of 
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opportunities, greater predictability of others’ behaviour through on-going interaction, and a cross-over 

between personal and working ties (Dubini & Aldrich, 1991).  As a result, network diversity is 

believed to be extremely important in creating and harnessing social capital (Dubini & Aldrich, 1991). 

 

The fundamental reasons people engaged in offline social networks are also relevant to online 

networks.  Modern SNSs also allow individuals to harness their social capital in their personal and 

working lives.  Just as Dubini and Aldrich (1991) emphasised that networks assisted individuals in 

expanding their “circle of trust” (p.308), the same can be said of SNSs which also operate “across a 

field of action that includes individuals, organizations, and environments as a totality.” (Dubini & 

Aldrich, 1991, p.306). By allowing individuals to interact with both their personal and work 

connections on a level playing field, SNSs have the capacity to increase the number of weak ties an 

individual can maintain relatively easily and inexpensively (Donath & boyd, 2004; Urista, et. al., 

2009).  Arguably SNSs are unique in that they allow users to publically articulate their connections and 

fulfil a range of social desires in one place, thereby heightening interaction and allowing others to 

connect through them, resulting in increased social capital for all concerned (Urista, et. al., 2009, p. 

217). 

 

2.3 IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT  

 IM studies have come to be known as the field of research that explores self-presentation tactics 

in social situations.  The roots of IM lie in symbolic interactionism, but unlike the symbolic 

interactionists’ emphasis on the interpretation of social situations, IM is concerned with how 

interactions influence those social situations.  IM theorists such as Leary (1996) believe that 

individuals manage the impressions they make on others to (1) establish and maintain a public sense of 

self that aligns with their sense of identity, (2) elicit desirable responses from others with regard to the 



64 
 

‘self’ they are projecting, and (3) experience a sense of acceptance and inclusion that allows them to 

moderate their emotional states.   

 

The close correlation between identity and IM means that when engaging in IM, individuals are 

actively seeking a form of emotional gratification that requires them to behave strategically in their 

interactions with others, essentially choosing the aspects of their identity that they want to express in 

the moment or situation at hand. The early interactionist and sociologist Erving Goffman (1959) 

developed his somewhat cynical theory of ‘dramaturgy’ on the premise that all human behaviour is 

strategic and ultimately motivated by an aspiration to create and maintain social impressions that align 

with the individual’s desired self-image.  All IM theory is premised on this view that individuals want 

to be perceived favourably by those with whom they interact, and so strategically behave in a manner 

that projects and maintains desirable impressions.  Moreover, theorists emphasise the significance of 

contextual factors to the manner and motivation behind social interactions.  For instance, Schlenker 

(1985) viewed IM as driven by the esteem with which one holds the individuals with whom they are 

interacting. Baumeister and Tice (1986) view IM as a means by which individuals can develop their 

identity in public spheres, and Jones and Pittman (1982) stressed the role of IM in social power 

dynamics, which is why their IM taxonomy often forms the basis of studies in organisational contexts 

(Bolino & Turnley, 1999).  What they can all agree on is the fact that IM is driven by a desire to 

influence others in order to achieve desirable outcomes for individual aspirants. 

 

Existing literature suggests that all IM behaviour is aimed at either influencing a particular 

individual who has the capacity to affect outcomes (Leary, 1996), or alternatively to influence broader 

public perception (Schlenker & Weigold, 1992), and key determinants of these are a need for approval 
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(Leary, 1996), and an expectation of on-going or future interactions (Leary, 1996).  As aforementioned, 

today there are a variety of avenues through which people can interact online with relative ease and 

frequency.  These avenues create numerous opportunities for individuals to develop and maintain on-

going online impressions of themselves within and beyond their immediate circle of friends and family, 

thus shaping personal and workplace identities in newly overlapping spheres online.   

 

2.3.1 Self-Presentation Identity and the ‘Self’ 

 Glover (1988) noted that the awareness of having a cohesive or authentic sense of identity is an 

essential aspect of self-experience.  For most individuals it is challenging to envisage living without an 

identity of one’s own (Smith, 1988).   If one’s identity is a situated construct shaped by one’s 

interactions and experiences as sociologists and psychologists (Neisser, 1988; Harre, 1998) believe, 

then it is vital to consider if there are any motives underlying those interactions and experiences.  

Vaughn and Hogg (2001) have emphasised that in social situations there is a strong human desire to 

save face, and that situated expressions of self are moderated to a great extent by this desire to manage 

one’s image by selecting and projecting an ideal or socially acceptable identity that is informed by 

situational factors rather than entirely governed by them (Vaughn & Hogg, 2001).   

 

Though there is little evidence to suggest that individuals encounter their identities as anything 

but continuous, it is fair to say that one’s identity can be multidimensional.  It follows on from this, that 

not only do individuals have many different senses of identity, they also project different aspects of 

these identities in different situations in order to affect the impression they wish to make on others.  

Self-presentation in this sense can be viewed as inauthentic and deliberately deceptive, but Leary and 

Allen (2011) have argued to the contrary, that in fact “much of self-presentation involves people 
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presenting accurate impressions of themselves, while tactically choosing which of myriad accurate 

impressions are most appropriate, relevant, and beneficial in a particular situation” (Leary & Allen, 

2011, p. 1201).  They assert that even when people set out to manage the impressions they are 

conveying to others, these impressions tend to be consistent with their broader true character because 

of the circular nature of identity and interaction, and because “that’s the way they think they are” 

(Leary & Allen, 2011, p. 1199) as a result.   

 

It is important to note that situated identity is just one aspect of the self, of which there may be 

many broader elements.  Neisser (1988) for instance, identified the ‘self’ as possibly defined in five 

distinct capacities. He identified the physical or ‘ecological self’ as the most fundamental aspect of an 

individual’s sense of awareness of and in a physical body that encompasses a physical space at a given 

time.  He believed this awareness to be intuitive from childhood and therefore representative of the 

most basic sense of ‘self’.  At a more conceptual level, Neisser (1988) believed there to be a ‘private 

self’ to accommodate one’s inner thoughts and internal dialogue.  This secondary self may potentially 

be revealed to others in part, but is a psychological state that is unlikely ever to be fully exposed to the 

wider world.  A product of the wider world however, is what he perceived as the ‘conceptual self’ 

which developed through a process of socialisation – i.e. a sense of one’s place in the world results 

from the roles an individual plays as a result of factors such as ethnicity, gender, age or occupation, and 

developed through subsequent group membership and interaction.  Neisser (1988) also believed 

individuals experience themselves through an ‘interpersonal self’ which emerges during social 

interactions with others and is reflective of a conscious representation that is monitored by them and 

strategically reveals an impression that is not necessarily true to the situated self that is kept private 

beneath the surface.  In Neisser’s four states of ‘self’ up to this point, we can observe a progressing 

sense of consciousness about one’s existence in relation to others.  This developing state of cognizance 
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about one’s place in a grander scheme is made possible by Neisser’s (1988) final ‘extended self’, 

through which individuals come to understand themselves as existing over time.  It is a state in which 

individuals observe a sense of continuity in their relationships and behaviours through activities, 

relationships, memories and experiences of past selves that helped shape their current and future 

aspirations.  In a sense, understanding this aspect of the self is a state of self-actualisation that reveals 

the ‘transituated’ or essential self that we understand as one’s identity. 

 

The environmental or circumstantial nature of the self is highlighted by Neisser (1988), and his 

work consequently affords a critical premise from which to appreciate the complexity of notions of the 

‘self’ not as a single integrated entity, but rather as Harre (1998) has suggested, representing a 

combination of different kinds of psychological experiences that derive from an individual’s awareness 

of themselves as a ‘being’ with a social standing and a history of experiences and interactions with 

others in their sphere.  Interestingly, Vaughn and Hogg (2001) have intimated that situated treatments 

of identity describe ‘interpersonal aspects’ which do not necessarily reflect the ‘true’ identity of 

individuals, but rather testifies more to the powerful human drive to save face in social situations.  As 

such, situated notions of self are perhaps most appropriately understood to be managerial to the extent 

that they demonstrate a range of ‘appropriate’ representation of identity informed by situational 

elements rather than completely determined by them (Vaughn & Hogg, 2001).  This view that people 

have many different facets to their identity, and can choose to present themselves differently across 

different social situations depending upon the impression they wish to make will be examined further 

below, but it is important at this juncture to emphasise that while it may be the case in psychological 

terms, there is little to indicate that individuals actually experience their identities as fragmented and 

relentlessly evolving to gain the acceptance of those around them (Rosenberg, 1981).  Having said that, 

it is not uncommon for individuals to present vastly different images of themselves to family, friends 
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and co-workers for instance, and SNSs add a degree of complexity to the projection of these images to 

the extent that they allow different aspects of an individual’s world to collide.   

 

If notions of the self are subjective and situational as suggested by Neisser (1988) and Harre 

(1998), then this has significant implications for interactions between the ‘self’ and others as discussed 

above.  Leary and Allen (2011) have contended that it is in fact impossible to interact with another 

person.  It is only possible to interact with one’s subjective impression of others.  They state that 

“people are interacting not with another person but rather with their own impressions of that person.  

That is, they are responding to their mental representations and inferences about the person’s 

characteristics, motives, attitudes, intentions, and so on” (Leary and Allen, 2011, pp. 1191 - 1192).  

The self-prophesising nature of identity and interaction must therefore be acknowledged along with the 

significance of the impressions individuals make either consciously or otherwise, but to the extent that 

this view of identity as a response to individuals or specific circumstances is accepted, it must also be 

noted that this raises interesting questions in relation to SNSs in which a variety of impressions of other 

people and circumstances intersect, effectively adding a layer of complexity to an already undulating 

discourse.  The importance of making a positive first impression on others has long been accepted, but 

in fact it is arguable that the impressions one makes on oneself are equally if not more important 

because they shape and sustain one’s identity in a manner that is ultimately conveyed to others (Leary 

& Allen, 2011).  The circular nature of identity and interaction is very pertinent to this study, because 

as Leary & Allen (2011) have pointed out, the impressions one makes may influence not only people’s 

self-presentational tactics but also, through those tactics, other people’s reactions and, through those 

reactions, people’s subsequent self-views and interpersonal behaviors” (Leary and Allen, 2011, 

p.1212). 
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The notion of the creation of the self as an evolutionary and circular process is both interesting 

and central to this study because it provides an ideological premise from which to understand both IM 

as a process that occurs over time, and Gen Y as a group of individuals whose personal and collective 

identity is being shaped at a time when the nature of interaction – or at the very least, the means by 

which it is undertaken, are changing.  From this platform, we can begin to see the contextual relevance 

of IM studies to Gen Y and their interactions with one another on SNSs, though we cannot know the 

extent to which a theory previously based entirely on face-to-face and non-virtual interactions may still 

be applicable to a modern generation and modern computer mediated communications.  We can 

however begin to understand these communications as socialising and identity forming for the 

individual in the more multi-dimensional sense that as Harre (1998) has suggested, conveying an 

amalgamation of various psychological experiences arising from a person’s perception of themselves 

as a ‘being’ with status and a history of encounters with others in their sphere.    

 

2.3.2 The History and Literary Progression of Impression Management Studies 

Symbolic Interactionism 

Relations between individuals are at the heart of human nature.   Most people spend a 

considerable amount of their lives interacting with others, and these interactions shape the manner in 

which they are socialised, ultimately impacting upon the sense of identity that they form as a result.  

Theorists and sociologists have been exploring the relationship between interaction and identity for 

some time (Argyle, 1969; Baymeister, 1999; Billington, Hockey & Strawbridge, 1998; Goffman, 1959; 

Elliot, 2001; Hewitt, 2003; Jenkins, 1996; Jones & Pittman, 1982; Leary, 1996; Neisser, 1988; Snyder, 

1974 ), but have been unable to establish precisely how interactions determine self-identity.  Symbolic 

interactionists like Blumer (1969) have sought to explore the relationship between social interactions 
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and the formation of personal identity as vehicles for making sense of the broader world around us.  In 

essence, they believe that interacting with others allows us to interpret the people and things around us 

in a manner that is personally meaningful, thereby contributing to our overarching sense of self.  

Interactionists believe furthermore, that this in turn influences how individuals present themselves to 

others, resulting in a cycle of self-presentation that aids in the alteration and interpretation of meaning 

in social contexts. 

 

Victor Turner was an anthropologist whose objective it was to study the application of 

theatrical behaviour to social interactions in ritualistic situations (Schechter, 1987).  In line with his 

anthropological interests, Turner’s focus was more on cultural interactions than on individual social 

relations (Turner, 1974).  This is reflected in the weight he placed on symbols as a vehicle of 

communication, and is the basis of symbolic interactionism, the study of interaction and meaning 

through the use of symbols.  

 

 Symbolic interactionism has been described as that area of sociology concerned with “...the 

study of human group life and conduct” (Blumer, 1969, p. 1).  It has always attempted to provide 

structured explanations for human interaction, and can be viewed as the basis of later theories of IM 

(Denzin, 1992).  Symbolic interactionism originated with William James’ (1890) Principles of 

Psychology and was then developed by individuals like Charles Horton Cooley (1902) and G. H. Mead 

(1910) to develop a theory that is “simultaneously interpretive and analytic, structural and interactional, 

...both a theory of experience and a theory of social structure” (Denzin, 1992, p. 3).  It is premised upon 

a symbiotic relationship between individuals and society such that “the self of the person is a reflected 
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appraisal of the reactions of others” (Denzin, 1992, p. 4), much as psychologists believe individual 

identity to be the result of collective experience.   

 

The reflected sense of self expanded upon James’ (1890) more subjective focus upon the self 

and reality, which was then itself upended by Mead (1910), who grappled with the subjectivity of the 

earlier theorists in favour of what he viewed to be a more ‘scientific’ attempt at explaining human 

interaction (Denzin, 1992).   More recently Charon (1992) stressed that notions of the self are social 

‘objects’ in the context of symbolic interactionism.  He emphasised that “symbolic interactionists 

normally say that the actor or person acts, sometimes toward the environment out there, sometimes 

toward his or her internal environment, the ‘self’” (Charon, 1992, p.69).  For Charon (1992) and 

symbolic interactionists like him (Billington, Hockey, & Strawbridge, 1998; Elliot, 2001; Hewitt, 

1997), the self is an ‘object’ that is contextually influenced by its surroundings and innately vulnerable 

to change in order to respond to the demands of those surroundings.  Sceptics such as Peter Berger 

(1963) however, see this view of the self as extreme in its disregard of the innate or transituated self 

that they believe is better perceived as roving with the individual from situation to situation in the form 

of their particular temperament, ideals, values and beliefs.  This distinction between the objective ‘self’ 

that is impelled by its surroundings, and the innate ‘self’ that determines how the objective self is 

moved, raises the significance of factors such as personality, and will be discussed in greater depth 

later in this chapter.   

 

Perhaps as something of a concession to Berger (1963), Charon (1992) recognises the role of 

socialisation in creating a synergy between one’s innate and objective selves – albeit through an 

interactionist lens, when he asserts that “socialisation makes possible the fact that the individual is able 
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to get outside of himself or herself and look back at the self objectively, as an object like all the objects 

defined in interaction” (Charon, 1992, p. 70).  For Charon (1992) the weight interactionists place on the 

objective self is not as radical or rigid as those such as Berger (1963) believed it to be, because he 

emphasises the constancy and intersection of human interactions such that the segmentation of the 

‘self’ is not actually as severe as it may seem in abstract terms (Charon, 1992).   When examining IM 

behaviours therefore, this study will be founded on an understanding that contextual interactions do 

come to influence core identities based on a range of stimuli including situated events and 

circumstances, an on-going immersion in socialised identities, and the individual’s desire to relate to 

and internalise specific contextualised selves.    

 

Burke’s Dramatism 

It has been said that “Impression management is a way of negotiating our social identities in 

relation to other people who are also concerned to protect and enhance their social positions” 

(Bromley, 1993, p.108).  As we have seen, the symbolic interactionist and IM traditions have their 

roots in sociology and social psychology and a key early player in this area was Kenneth Burke, who 

developed the theory of Dramatism (Burke, 1968; 1972).  As a literary critic and social psychologist, 

Burke’s theory revolved around a belief that human actions are driven by innate needs and desires 

subsequent to their personal circumstances (Graham Jr., 1972). He believed interactions between 

individuals could best be contextualised through drama such that they are merely understood to be 

playing roles (Brissett & Edgley, 1990).  As Mangham (1990) has stated, “For Kenneth Burke, Life is 

Drama.” (p.106).   This understanding of life as drama has since been adopted and adapted by a 

number of subsequent social psychologists and scholars towards dramatic and theatrical analogies that 

formed what is now known as the interactionist and IM field of sociological dramaturgy.   
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 Goffman’s Dramaturgy 

The sociologist Erving Goffman, was one of the most prominent dramaturgists of the 20th 

Century.  It has been contended that Goffman while drawing on the works of earlier interactionists, 

developed a concept more uniquely his own (Manning, 1992) in developing the theory of dramaturgy, 

it has also been asserted that he is better conceived of as a “third generation interactionist” (Denzin, 

1992, p.10) whose thinking like that of Strauss (1959), Stone (1962), and Becker (1970) amongst 

others, merely “grounded the theory in mid-century empirical work” (Denzin, 1992, p.10).  Indeed it is 

true that Goffman’s works elaborated far more upon “ritualized forms of social interaction” (Brown, 

2003) than many of the earlier theorists, but whichever approach is ultimately accepted, the 

interactionist influences upon Goffman’s dramaturgy are acknowledged by this study.   

 

Goffman’s now classic book, The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life (Goffman, 1959) is one 

of his most well-known works, but his interest in the ‘interaction order’ (Drew & Wootton, 1988) is 

also apparent in many of his other writings, which largely build upon his observations in The 

Presentation of Self in Everyday Life (Goffman, 1959), to take more focussed approaches to the 

interface between human beings.  An example of this can be seen in Encounters (Goffman, 1961), in 

which Goffman notes the difference between “unfocussed interaction” (Goffman, 1961, p.7) and 

“focussed interaction” (Goffman, 1961, p.7) through his two papers Fun in Games and Role2 Distance 

(Goffman, 1961).  Similarly, he later explored what he perceived to be the stigmatisation of non-

mainstream behaviour in his writings, Behavior in Public Places: Notes on the Social Organization of 

Gatherings (Goffman, 1963), and Stigma: Notes on the Management of Spoiled Identity (Goffman, 

1968).  These works diverged from the more general dramaturgical observations of The Presentation of 

Self in Everyday Life (Goffman, 1959), and instead centred on social assessments of what was deemed 
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deviant or non-standard behaviour, before returning more particularly to his interactionist roots in the 

1970s, with Strategic Interaction (Goffman, 1970) and Interaction Ritual: Essays on Face-to-Face 

Behaviour (Goffman, 1972).  These later writings, while noteworthy in their expansion of Goffman’s 

interests, diverge from the generalist dramaturgical premise of The Presentation of Self in Everyday 

Life (Goffman, 1959), which along with Burke’s (1972; 1975) observations, set the bedrock for the 

development of later IM theories. 

 

Though IM theory has evolved since The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life (Goffman, 

1959), the theatrical analogy underlying it is still a fundamental aspect of this broader sociological 

area, and it is therefore imperative to grasp its premises.  Goffman’s dramaturgy posits that by acting 

and interacting, individuals drive their own and other people’s realities through explicit and implicit 

‘performances’.  Underlying his theatrical analogy Goffman had a belief that human nature was 

comprised of a combination of idealism and cynicism which influenced desires to manage the 

impression one made in interactions with others.  He believed people used IM as a way to construct 

socially advantageous identities for themselves in their interactions with others.  At the heart of 

Goffman’s dramaturgy is a belief in the objective personification of the self through the eyes of others, 

and an emphasis on the distinction between the impressions one ‘gives’ as opposed to the impressions 

they ‘give off’ (Goffman, 1959, p.14).  In a dramaturgical context therefore, “Our activities become 

performances that can be more or less revealing, more or less truthful, more or less deliberate – but 

performances nonetheless” (Schlenker, 1980, p.35).  Like Charon (1992) Goffman too accentuated the 

significance of one’s social and physical surroundings in the shaping of one’s ever-changeable 

contextual or situated self.  In this sense, Goffman’s dramaturgy reflects an overlap between personal 

and public identity, or what impression managers would regard as one’s ‘social representations’ or 

‘reputation’ (Bromley, 1993).  
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Implicit to Goffman’s (1959) dramaturgy is a distinction between behaviour and action.  The 

dramaturgical lens employed by Sinha (2006) emphasised that ‘behaviour’ is inadequate because it 

fails to account for the autonomy, environment and human intention that differentiates us from other 

animals (Sinha, 2006).  While this distinction has been acknowledged here however, this study takes a 

broader IM approach that acknowledges but does not rely entirely upon up Goffman’s dramaturgical 

worldview, so it will assume a concern only for purpose-driven human participants, and will use the 

terms ‘behaviour’ and ‘action’ synonymously.  In keeping with this purpose driven view of humanity 

is also an evolving notion of the self that is driven by circumstances and interactions with others 

moreover.  Underlying modern IM is a dramaturgical view of life as a series of purpose-driven 

performances that are guided and validated by the individual’s interpretation of the world around them 

and of their place in it.  In this regard Goffman’s (1959) ‘performance’ is analogous to ‘interaction’, 

and sets the foundation for what Sinha (2006) aptly describes as “the more empirically inclined 

discipline of Impression Management” (p.137). 

 

 Beyond the purposive nature of behaviour and interaction, Goffman’s (1959) dramaturgy also 

identified another distinctly human characteristic – social vulnerability.  Goffman’s understanding of 

human nature and his innate cynicism were both apparent when he said with reference to 

‘performances’ in front of an ‘audience’, that “life may not be much of a gamble, but interaction is” 

(Goffman, 1959, p.243).  Sinha (2006) notes the shortcomings of Goffman’s view in limiting the 

function of the audience to mere observer, remarking that “individuals who are co-present are 

inherently exposed and therefore, vulnerable to one another” (p.139).  Certainly from a more 

interactionist perspective, reality is a collaborative process rather than a stagnant certitude inflicted by 

one individual upon another, and IM is the vehicle by which individuals manage information, save 

face and create or maintain notions of themselves in relation to others.  As Sinha (2006) notes, 
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manipulation, exploitation and competition are implicit to Goffman’s understanding of human nature 

and social interaction such that IM behaviour is not to be seen as immoral or inauthentic, but rather 

just a fundamental facet of what it is to be human.  

 

Modern Impression Management 

In its simplest terms IM describes an individual’s efforts to control the images they project of 

themselves with an aim to positively influence interactions and outcomes.  IM is the term used to 

describe behaviour calculated to create and maintain desirable on-going impressions on an individual/ 

group, or on the public at large (Dominick, 1999).  As aforementioned, much of the literature in this 

field emanates from scholars of sociology and psychology (Dominick, 1999) who have come to 

somewhat cynically perceive all human interaction as an act (Goffman, 1959), or at the very least, a 

conscious undertaking to influence others for one’s own ends.  Though IM scholars may disagree about 

the substantive IM tactics used by individuals or their underlying motivations, they do appear to agree 

that “we put on a face to meet the faces we meet” (Dominick, 1999, p. 647), implying the calculated 

and perhaps even innately disingenuous nature of human exchanges.   

 

Bromley (1993) has said, that “impression management is a way of negotiating our social 

identities in relation to other people who are also concerned to protect and enhance their social 

positions” (p.108).  IM can therefore be summarised as the projection of ‘social representations’ to the 

extent that collective reputations act as the cornerstone of individual identities through the development 

of shared behavioural and ideological standards (Bromley, 1993).  This distinguishes IM as an 

interactionist sociological area of study which defines the individual in terms of the collective.  It 
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emphasises that “The main point about a social representation, as opposed to an individual 

representation, is that the social representation is a shared, collective product; it is produced through 

social interaction” (Bromley, 1993, p.77).  In this context, one’s identity is not solely one’s own, but 

rather the product of broader shared socialising forces.   

 

 The study of IM has emerged from a sociological and psychological interest in traditional face-

to-face interactions between human beings, and so has developed a framework designed to analyse the 

physical accompaniments of such interactions “including verbal communication about oneself, 

nonverbal communication, associations with others, physical appearance, [and] material possessions” 

(Dominick, 1999, p.648).  As human interactions become increasingly computer-mediated however, 

the on-going relevance of some of these physical characteristics of IM theory must be questioned, and 

in accord with that, the broader on-going applicability of the theory itself must be examined in the 

modern technological ethos.  While the forums in which people conduct themselves have expanded 

however, the underlying rationales for human interactions have remained largely unchanged.  It has 

been asserted that “because other peoples’ impressions matter, many individuals try to present 

themselves in a way that will help them obtain valuable social goals” (Dominick, 1999, p. 647) such 

that IM is essentially about ‘impression motivation’ and ‘impression construction’ (Leary & Kowalski, 

1990), and that is a persistent aspect of life which means that the manner in which people interact may 

have evolved, but the reasons for those interactions are enduring. The exploratory nature of this study 

aims to examine the on-going viability of established IM paradigms in this modern context, while 

simultaneously acknowledging the significance of factors such as age and personality. 
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2.3.3 Impression Management as Self-Presentation 

IM involves self-presentations in social situations.  Self-presentation can involve various 

different types of behaviour depending upon the context and the individuals involved.  It is driven by 

interaction, and as such, requires a certain degree of sensitivity to the social cues provided by others.  

As Leary and Allen (2011) have noted, “self-presentation requires that individuals discern how other 

people perceive them and whether their efforts at impression management are successful” (p.1210).  

As a means of IM, self-presentation is motivated by a desire to influence individuals and situations.  It 

is strategic and goal-oriented (Leary & Allen, 2011), and very much defined by the individual’s 

perceptions of their environment, of others within that environment, and especially of themselves.  

Self-presentation is situational, identity driven and subjectively defined by the manner in which 

individuals perceive life.  It has been said for instance, that those “who believe that the impressions 

they make have important consequences for their well-being and attainment of desired goals will be 

more motivated to monitor and manage their impressions in a larger number of situations than people 

who believe their public images are less important”  (Leary and Allen, 2011, p. 1193).  This explains 

the consistent application of the self-monitoring personality construct to IM studies, and this will be 

discussed in greater depth later in this chapter. 

 

 Self-presentations can be either assertive, with a particular goal in mind, or defensive, with the 

aim of simply not making a bad impression.  Perhaps due to the vast variability of self-presentational 

behaviour involved in IM, theorists have grappled with an operational definition for some time.  Most 

prominently, Jones and Pitman (1982) developed a taxonomy that distinguished five self-presentational 

strategies underlying IM behaviour, and resting at the centre of this study.  These are well summarised 

by Bolino & Turnley (2001), as: 
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1. Ingratiation, where individuals use flattery or favour-doing in an attempt to 

be seen as likeable. 

2. Self-promotion, where individuals play up their abilities or 

accomplishments to be seen as competent. 

3. Exemplification, where individuals go above and beyond the call of duty to 

appear dedicated. 

4. Supplication, where individuals advertise their shortcomings in an attempt 

to be viewed as needy. 

5. Intimidation, where individuals seek to appear intimidating or threatening 

to have others view them as dangerous (p. 352). 

 

Notably these include both assertive self-presentation strategies such as ‘ingratiation’, ‘self-promotion’ 

and ‘exemplification’ as well as more defensive and normative strategies such as ‘supplication’ or 

‘intimidation’.  The strategies in this taxonomy form the basis of Bolino and Turnley’s (1999) widely-

known IM scale.  After a consideration of various measurement instruments, the present study has 

utilised Bolino and Turnley’s (1999) scale.  The reasons for the choice of this scale will be discussed 

further in Chapter Three – Methodology. 

 

2.3.4 Primary/Secondary Socialisation 

If the development of an individual identity is reliant on external stimuli and interactions with 

others, it is imperative to also examine the role of agents of socialisation as providing a foundation of 

pre-existing norms and values upon which one can build the ‘transituated’ sense of self essential to 

identity formation (Brim & Wheeler, 1966).  Particularly in work contexts, organisational identification 

is driven by a process of socialisation which is a process by which an individual is initiated into a 

broader collective either tacitly, by internalising the norms and values of the group (Adams & Sydie, 

2002), or overtly through a process of taught ideals culminating in a ceremonial or even ritualistic rite 

of passage.  It involves the attainment of cultural skills and knowledge through a comprehension of 

social roles, motives, language and symbols, and can include what sociologists refer to as ‘total 
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Institutions’ such as law/medical schools for instance (Adams and Sydie, 2002), which focus on 

teaching the skills and knowledge required for the profession, or even through professional institutions 

and their respective ceremonial rites of passage, such as the ceremony for admission to the Bar for 

instance.  Moreover, socialisation too, is a multidimensional phenomenon, and identifying the 

distinction between an individual’s ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ socialisation, (Berger & Luckmann, 

1966) is important.  Primary socialisation begins in childhood and involves a child being taught how to 

become an acceptable adult member of their community (Berger & Luckmann 1966).  Secondary 

socialisation is “…any subsequent process that inducts an already socialised individual into new 

sectors of the objective world of his society” (Berger & Luckmann 1966, p.150).   

 

As individuals we all experience forces of primary socialisation through family, cultural and 

religious institutions, schools, etc. and then our sense of reality is further defined by our secondary 

socialisation into work associations, professional organisations, etc.  Both forms of socialisation are 

filtered by the social circumstances of those involved such as parents for instance, and as such, both 

primary and secondary socialisation can be viewed as highly interactionist (Berger & Luckmann, 

1966).  The socialisation which occurs within organisations is at a secondary level. It is a means by 

which to recognise facets of an individual’s circumstances outside of themselves through an 

internalisation of institutional knowledge and values (Berger & Luckmann, 1966).  Organisational 

socialisation “requires the acquisition of role-specific vocabularies, which means...the internalisation of 

semantic fields structuring routine interpretations and conduct within an institutional area” (Berger & 

Luckmann 1966, p.158).  In modern organisations this socialisation process has the scope to occur both 

within the organisation through traditional channels, and outside of it through social media and SNSs. 

These modern agencies of socialisation can be seen as analogous with Berger and Luckmann’s (1966) 

conception of secondary socialisation involving learning, and so can be viewed as a crucial second tier 
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after understanding notions of the self.  It comprises notions of the self in relation to others – namely 

others within one’s professional or organisational sphere. 

 

As organisations rely upon learned and shared vocabularies and behaviours, it is unsurprising 

that they attract similar personalities and foster a certain degree of conformity.  As Day & Kilduff 

(2003) have pointed out, “organizations are relatively homogenous in terms of the personality attributes 

of their managers, and personalities become more homogenous as one advances to higher management 

levels” (p.221), indicating the importance of organisational socialisation as a driver of career 

advancement.  Berger and Luckmann (1966) have emphasised the vulnerability of secondary 

socialisation to erosion over time, and recognise that the subjective internalisation of this type of 

contrived secondary sense of identity shapes a “brittle and unreliable subjective reality compared to the 

internalisations of primary socialisations.” (Berger & Luckmann, 1966, p.164).  In a modern context, 

this may be particularly apt and problematic for organisations with high turnover rates and for 

individuals whose socialisation in the workplace is therefore highly variable.   

 

Berger & Luckman (1966) have stated “that subjective reality must stand in a relationship with 

an objective reality that is socially defined.” (Berger & Luckmann 1966, p.169).  In the past this has 

seen a demarcation between a primary socialisation which was subjective and deeply entrenched in the 

individual’s psyche, and a more superficial socialisation that was objective and took place through 

face-to-face communities of experience such as interactions within professional groups or 

organisations.  The authors believed these secondary socialisation situations to be more susceptible to 

threats “not because they are taken for granted or are apprehended as less than real in everyday life, but 

because their reality is less deeply rooted in consciousness and thus more susceptible to displacement” 
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(Berger & Luckmann 1966, p.167).  Essentially there is a sense that these subjective realities do not 

exist in a personal vacuum, but rather are objectively moulded by collective or objective social 

influences, emphasising that even conscious subjective realities are contextualised and result in a 

situated sense of self.  It is arguable that this is even truer in relation to virtual communities in online 

settings, and therefore, the concern is not for the existence of a situated sense of self, but rather the 

extent to which it must be continuously reinforced over time in order to become a part of the 

transituated sense of self.  From an interactionist’s perspective therefore, socialisation is “the 

comprehensive and consistent induction of an individual into the objective world of a society or a 

sector of it” (Berger & Luckmann, 1966, p.150).   

 

 Relationships are fundamental to both the socialisation of the self narrowly, and to the smooth 

running of organisations more broadly.  As Day and Kilduff (2003) note, work relationships are 

required for effective communication and coordination within organisations.  Though the literature on 

IM emphasises the importance of relationships, it does so with a cynicism about the motivations and 

objectives which drive human interactions.  Certainly those such as Goffman (1959) emphasise the 

extent to which they believe all human interactions to be performances ‘put on’ for an audience rather 

than authentic representations of the self.  This cynicism is significant because of its parallels to the 

literature around organisational relationships.  For instance, Blau (1974) in his work on power and 

social exchanges, put forward a view of relationships simply as a means of achieving social ends 

through exchange.   
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2.3.5 Impression Management and Identity in Workplace Contexts  

The first step in the comprehension of IM’s significance in work contexts begins with an 

appreciation of the ‘self’ as a whole entity distinct from ‘others’ and capable of socialisation as 

aforementioned.  While the notion of the ‘self’ undoubtedly exists in sociological and psychological 

literature, theorists (Argyle, 1969; Baymeister, 1999; Billington, Hockey & Strawbridge; Elliot, 2001; 

Hewitt, 1997; Jenkins, 1996; 1998) have not provided a singular definition of the ‘self’ that can be 

easily universalised in this context.  It has been recognised however, that “identity has a history” 

(Sarup, 1996, p.14), meaning it is the result of many ‘situated selves’ that come to be internalised by 

the individual as they mature.    It is believed that identities are “socially bestowed, socially 

maintained, and socially transformed” (Berger, 1963, p. 98), so that though interactionism is sometimes 

viewed to be rather ‘radical’ (Berger, 1963, p.109), the interactionist influence on the growth of 

individual identity is acknowledged.  Expanding on this acknowledgement, Charon (1992) also 

recognises that the evolution of individual identities relies upon the internalisation of others’ 

categorisations of us as a result of our interactions with them (Charon, 1992) in specific contextual 

scenarios.  For Charon (1992) and other interactionists like him therefore, conceptions of personal 

identity are subject to external influences, and to transformation, much as the overarching or 

transituated ‘self’ is also a progressive ‘object’.  For interactionists and by extension, for IM scholars 

and practitioners, their evaluations of identity naturally rely upon the extent to which individuals invest 

themselves in particular labels or identities deriving from particular situations over time, rather than 

upon the labels themselves. 

   

People make the effort to manage the impressions that they are making, not only because they 

want to influence others to see them in a particular light, but also because they intuitively rely on the 
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perceptions of others to inform their perceptions of themselves.  In this light, IM is personally 

aspirational as much as it is publically calculating.  In an organisational context therefore, the 

impressions an individual sets out to make or perceives others to be making are very significant if they 

are understood to embody that individual’s professional aspirations.  As Kreiner and Ashforth (2004) 

have highlighted, “organizational identification has been found to be positively associated with 

performance and organizational citizenship behaviours, and negatively associated with turnover 

intentions and actual turnover” (p.2).  An understanding of the IM behaviours exhibited by individuals 

and perceived to be exhibited by others in professional and workplace contexts is therefore very 

important because these behaviours reflect on both the individual and the organisation with which they 

identify (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004).  It is hoped that hypothesis four, aforementioned in this chapter, 

will shed further light on this area.   

 

It is generally believed that individuals engage in IM to satisfy a litany of social and 

psychological desires.  As Dominick (1999) has pointed out, “common motives are a desire to 

maximize material rewards (making your boss think you are competent to get a promotion), 

maintaining self-esteem (presenting yourself in a favourable way so that other people will like you), 

and to create a desired self-identity (a new lawyer can solidify his image as a member of the legal 

profession by dressing and acting like a lawyer should)” (p. 647).  In this sense certainly, IM is 

particularly relevant in contexts where there may be a social imbalance of power or status, or in 

competitive contexts where there may be something to be gained from projecting a particular image of 

oneself.  Workplace contexts satisfy both of these criteria, and as individuals increasingly interact with 

workmates in online forums such as SNSs, the importance of exploring these interactions is magnified.  

It must be noted however, that the use of IM tactics does not automatically guarantee the desired 

outcome.  Bolino and Turnley (2001) have emphasised that outcomes may in fact vary, and are often 
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influenced by other factors such as the individual’s ability to adapt to their circumstances.  It is 

accepted nevertheless, that “people whose self-presentation leads others to perceive them as 

trustworthy, competent and dynamic are more likely to achieve greater social rewards than someone 

who is perceived negatively” (Jung, Youn & McClung, 2007, p. 25), and so such an exploration of the 

manner and context in which individuals currently interact has considerable significance for a new 

wave of workers whose social and professional outcomes are likely to be greatly impelled by their 

proficiency with IM tactics in the context of SNSs. 

 

Sociologists contend that human beings undertake IM in all aspects of life.  As Baron & 

Markham (1993) have noted, “Impression Management involves proficiency in a wide range of 

techniques for inducing positive reactions in others – from efforts to enhance one’s own appearance 

and image, through agreeing with others, flattering them, and giving them small gifts during an initial 

meeting” (p.109).  As a field of study, it is applicable to all aspects of human interaction, and has 

consequently been examined from a range of perspectives.  In a management context it has been 

examined from broad organisational viewpoints (Gardner & Martinenko, 1988), from narrower 

perspectives focussing on managers themselves (Palmer, Welker, Campbell & Magner, 2001) and on 

interview situations (Silvester, Anderson-Gough, Anderson & Mohamed; Peeters & Lievens, 2006; 

Chen, Yang & Lin, 2010), with a focus on human resource challenges (Kacmar & Carlson, 1999), 

exploring performance ratings (Wayne & Liden, 1995), in relation to organisational politics and job 

performance (Zivnuska, Kacmar, Witt, Carlson & Bratton, 2004), organisational behaviour (Deci & 

Ryan, 1987; Bolino, Kacmar, Turnley and Gilstrap, 2008), and workplace relationships (Carlson, 

Carlson & Ferguson, 2011).  As a field based in sociology and psychology, it has also been examined 

from psychological standpoints examining IM tactics broadly (Cialdini & Richardson, 1980; Mueller-

Hanson, Heggestad & Thornton III, 2006; Sato & Nihei, 2009), or taking a more specific approach to 
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IM in areas such as sports (Cialdini, Borden, Thorne, Walker, Freeman & Sloan, 1976), and cross-

cultural adaption or privacy in instant messaging (Kobsa, Patil & Meyers, 2010) for example.  

 

Gardner and Martinenko’s (1988) seminal work Impression Management in Organizations set 

the foundation for further inquiry, and took an approach to organisational behaviour that while broader 

than Goffman’s (1959) dramaturgy, was certainly rooted in it.  They note somewhat tellingly, that in 

organisations as in life, “the area of overlap within which the audience and actor share a common 

perspective constitutes their joint definition of the situation” (Gardner & Martinenko, 1988, p.322).  

While Gardner and Martinenko (1988) embrace Goffman’s (1959) view that the success of an ‘actor’s’ 

performance is determined by its congruence with the audience’s expectations, they go a step further 

than Goffman (1959) in situating performances in ongoing and reciprocal relationships rather than in 

singular interactions.  As Sinha (2006) observed, Goffman’s (1959) view of a stagnant actor and 

audience is limiting, and arguably also fails to adequately address the natural give-and-take of human 

relations.  Gardner and Martinenko’s (1988) broader IM approach addresses this when they state that 

“in an ongoing social exchange each party may alternatively and/or simultaneously occupy the roles of 

actor and audience” (p.324), thereby acknowledging both the on-going and interchangeable manner in 

which human interactions often unfold.  Again, we can see the dramaturgical roots of IM emerging in 

Gardner and Martinenko’s (1988) work when the authors extend Goffman’s discussion of 

environmental stimuli to include the influence of interactant familiarity with one another, and with the 

situation in which they are operating, noting that “The relative attractiveness, status, power and 

familiarity of the audience shapes the actor’s definition of the situation” (Gardner & Martinenko, 

1988, p.326).   
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Literature on IM in organisational settings is usually delineated either at the individual or 

organisational level.  At the individual level, Gardner & Martinenko (1988) set a foundation from 

which later studies have been encouraged to follow.  Subsequent research has been moderated by 

factors such as situation-specific issues, gender, self-monitoring, extraversion, workplace commitment, 

machiavellianism, and dispositional factors such as workplace involvement, a desire for power, high or 

low self-esteem, etc.  At this level, studies have focussed on a number of different organisational areas 

and workplace concerns including employment interviews, performance appraisals, career success 

feedback, organisational citizenship behaviour, leadership and management, organisational 

management and whistle-blowing.  These areas of the literature are briefly discussed below. 

 

Impression Management in Employment Interviews  

 Much of the literature has focussed on different aspects of the interview process undertaken by 

organisations.  For instance, there has been a focus on the types of questions asked and IM tactics used 

in structured interviews through a focus on ingratiation and self-promotion (Ellis, West, Ryan & 

DeShon, 2002), the effect of IM tactics on recruiters (Higgins & Judge, 2004; Kristoff-Brown, Barrick 

& Franke, 2002), and the effectiveness of IM tactics with regard to assessment measures (McFarland, 

Ryan & Kriska, 2003).   Ellis et. al. (2002) examined 119 audiotaped structured interviews to establish 

that most applicants do engage in IM behaviour at interviews, and appear to prefer to improve their 

chances through assertive rather than defensive tactics.  Higgins & Judge (2004) looked at 116 

undergraduate business and liberal arts students at a job placement centre, and found that while they 

agreed with Ellis et. al.’s (2002) finding, they also recognised the mediating effect of recruiter 

perceptions of job fit on the influence of IM tactics at interviews.  Kristoff-Brown et. al. (2002) 

conducted mock interviews of 73 undergraduate or pre-graduate students to comment on the links 
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between applicant personality, their IM use, and interviewer perceptions of them.  The authors 

particularly noticed a link between extraversion and self-promotion, but found that extraversion did not 

predict other types of IM tactic use.  McFarland et. al. (2003) examined a three-tier promotion system 

for a sample of 122 fire fighters, and ultimately concluded that IM use’s relationship with assessor 

ratings varies considerably depending upon the assessment methods in use.  More recently, Kleinmann 

and Klehe (2011) conducted a simulation involving 129 participants to conclude that the IM behaviour 

of applicants at interviews may be a predictor of their future performance on the job. 

 

Impression Management in Performance Appraisals 

IM’s influence on different aspects of the performance appraisal processes has also been 

examined in depth, with Wayne & Kacmar’s (1991) study of the effects of IM on the performance 

appraisal process, Bolino & Turnley (2003) examining the link between IM driven likability and 

performance appraisals,  Wayne, Liden, Graf and Ferris’s (1997) study of upward influence on human 

resource decisions from an IM perspective, Ferris, Judge, Rowland & Fitzgibbons’ (1994) testing of an 

IM model of subordinate influence on the appraisal process, and even more oblique studies such as 

those which examined the impact of political skill on appraisal outcomes (Harris, Kacmar, Zivnuska & 

Shaw, 2007; Treadway, Ferris, Duke, Adams & Thatcher, 2007).  A study of motivation driven by IM 

tactics also touches on performance appraisals (Barsness, Diekmann & Seidel, 2005).  Beyond this, 

differing methodological approaches were also taken in this area, for instance, Wayne & Ferris (1990) 

conducted experiments and field studies on subordinate-supervisor interactions, and Wayne & Liden 

(1995) undertook a longitudinal study.      
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Impression Management and Career Success 

 Though it must be acknowledged that success can only be measured subjectively, in keeping 

with IM’s focus on the subjective self, a number of studies have examined its role in career success.  

For instance, Judge & Bretz (1994) examined political influence as a driver of career success, and this 

was also an area of interest in Wayne, Liden, Graf & Ferris’ (1997) study of upward influence in 

human resource decision making.  In their mail survey of 521 Northeast University alumni, Judge and 

Bretz (1994) found political influence to be a predictor of career success, with different IM tactics 

demonstrating different results with regard to this relationship.  

 

Impression Management and Feedback 

Ashford and Northcraft (1992) examined the role of IM in feedback seeking from a communication 

perspective, and Morrison and Bies (1991) usefully conducted a literature review in the same area.  

Ashford and Northcraft’s (1992). Simulation involving 62 undergraduate students found that feedback 

seeking behaviour helps form impressions of others, but does not improve perceptions of poor 

performers.  Similarly, Morrison and Bies (1991) noted the links between feedback seeking, identity 

formation and the construction of reality through self-promotion and social influence.  Kacmar, Wayne 

and Wright (2009) have built on this foundation, noting that though IM has previously been negatively 

associated with manipulative behaviour, it appears to have positive outcomes for both subordinates and 

supervisors in relation to feedback seeking. 
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Impression Management and Organisational Citizenship Behaviour  

Organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB) is behaviour that goes beyond merely satisfying 

the requirements of the job.  Examples of OCB that are regularly proffered include working overtime, 

volunteering for unpaid tasks, or assisting workmates through a willingness to cooperate (Podsakoff, 

Mackenzie, Paine & Bachrach, 2000) Fandt and Ferris (1990) drew the link between IM and OCB, and 

then Bolino’s (1999) work on the performance aspect of IM posed questions about the difference 

between good citizens and good actors, thereby questioning the authenticity of OCB.  Alternatively, 

Hui, Lam & Law’s (2000) examination of OCB for the purpose of promotion, looks at IM from a 

different perspective.  Yun, Takeuchi & Liu (2007) take it from another angle altogether, exploring the 

intersection between OCB and IM from the perspective of employer perceptions of employees. 

 

Impression Management and Leadership and Management 

 Particular aspects of IM have also been the focus of research.  For example, Gardner & Avolio 

(1998) take a specifically dramaturgical approach to their examination of charismatic leadership, and 

Greenberg (1990) looks at how managers can accomplish the impression of procedural and 

organisational fairness. 

 

Impression Management and Organisational image 

While much of the literature focuses upon the individual, there have also been a number of 

studies which have explored IM from an organizational level.  For instance, Dutton & Dudkerich 

(1991) investigated organisational identity issues, Ginzel, Kramer & Sutton (1993) looked at 

organisational audiences, and Highhouse, Thornbury & Little (2007) examined attraction to 
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organisations.  Amongst these studies, Dutton and Dudkerich’s (1991) conceptualisation of 

organisational identity as inexorably linked to individual identity stands out as particularly pertinent to 

the present study.  In that research, the authors contend that organisational IM is significantto the extent 

that it affects and defines individual careers.  They state, that the  “connection between organization, 

employees’ self-concepts, and their motivation to invest in and act on issues in particular ways 

uncovers a new way of thinking about the organizational adaptation process, a perspective in which 

organizational impression management is an important driving force” (Dutton & Dudkerich, 1991, 

p.550). 

 

Impression Management and Whistle-blowing 

  Gundlach, Douglas & Martinenko’s (2003) work on IM’s influence on whistle-blowing 

decisions within organisations was fascinating in its findings and implications.  Arguably, this study 

provides an insight into the flipside of organisational citizenship behaviour by demonstrating how IM 

can be used to disguise wrong-doing through influence or intimidating behaviour.  Certainly, this has 

serious implications for organisations and for broader issues of corporate social responsibility and 

ethics that are very relevant to our times.   

 

 The range of studies discussed above, while broad in scope, are focussed on face-to- face 

interactions, and so leave a gap in the literature with regard to IM on SNSs in work contexts.  While 

this study has not aimed to address all of the specific work contexts discussed above, it has taken a first 

step in addressing this gap at a more general level by drawing on the foundations set in these offline 

contexts. 
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2.3.6 Impression Management and Social Networking Sites 

 As early as 1999, it was already being asked whether “a new medium, such as the personal 

page, is accompanied by new means of self-presentation” (Dominick, 1999, p. 648).  That dialogue has 

now evolved to an exploration of computer-mediated interactions and social media such as that 

undertaken by this study.  While such web pages are distinct from SNSs, they share many of the same 

functional characteristics, thereby allowing for analogies to be drawn in the context of this study.  For 

instance, it has been asserted that personal web pages provided one of the earliest avenues for 

individuals to fashion public images of themselves through the disclosure of carefully selected 

information that was tailored to a desired audience (Dominick, 1999).  SNSs provide the same 

functionality and arguably, also a heightened degree of control over both the projected images and the 

choice of audience for those images.  As Dominick (1999) has noted, “for self-presentation to be most 

effective it must be tailored to the perceived values and preferences of the target” (Dominick, 1999, p. 

655).  While personal web pages were largely open to the public, SNSs allow the individual to decide 

who will be within their network, and who will be able to view the disclosures they make in that forum.  

It is widely asserted by sociologists that people choose to associate with others who are just like them 

(Day & Kilduff, 2003).  This ‘homophilous association’ has prompted Day and Kilduff (2003) to state 

that “ties between dissimilar people are less likely than ties between those who are similar” (p.221), 

and this has significant implications for interactions online.  If users of SNSs are more likely to 

associate with people who resemble themselves, their self-presentational behaviours are also likely to 

be influenced by this.  Dominick (1999) has asserted that “the target of self-presentation is important.  

Self-presentation differs when interacting with friends and with strangers” (Dominick, 1999, p.648).  

As ‘targets’ of self-presentational behaviour on most SNSs are likely to be friends, acquaintances or 

colleagues, it is conceivable that they will share some common values and preferences with the profile 
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owner, who will have the knowledge to tailor the images they project to maximise the effectiveness of 

their self-presentations to such audiences.  

 

 The ‘social association’ (Dominick, 1999) that was found to be a prevalent self-presentation 

tactic on personal webpages is also relevant in the context of SNSs.  It has been noted in relation to 

personal web pages that an individual’s “choice of who or what he or she is associated with can further 

define a self-presentation” (Dominick, 1999, p. 655).  This notion that the individual is judged by the 

people and products with which they associate is arguably truer than ever in the context of SNSs.  Sites 

such as Facebook derive their revenue streams primarily from various forms of advertising, but the 

nature of the networks mean that participants themselves endorse people and products through their 

association.  For instance, on Facebook when one individual ‘likes’ a product or service, all their 

friends and associates are notified of the fact.  The assumption underlying this notification is that we 

often share or are influenced by the tastes of our friends and associates.  In this regard, self-

presentation online is very much about influencing a target audience, and effective self-monitoring 

helps ensure that individuals present images of themselves that best allow them to exercise that 

influence.  Some of the factors that may influence self-presentation and IM will be discussed hereafter.     

 

2.3.7 Impression Management and Demographic Influences 

The literature to date highlights a number of factors and possible variables that may affect the 

nature and success of an individual’s IM tactics.  Bolino and Turnley (2001) have noted that potential 

“variables for examination include an individual’s political skills, physical attractiveness, and gender” 

(p.355).   Rudman’s (1998) research supports the importance of gender as an influential factor – 
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particularly for women who engage in IM behaviours.  Personality factors have also been discussed as 

significant determinants of IM success, with Bolino and Turnley (2001) stating that  

because high self-monitors are more adept at reading social cues, they may 

interpret others’ attempts at impression management differently than low self-

monitors do.  Likewise, individual differences such as Machiavellianism may 

make some people more cynical regarding others’ motives and, thus, more likely 

to interpret impression-management behaviors negatively (p.357).   

 

Similarly, Self-presentation, self-esteem, self-efficacy and extraversion have all been discussed as 

important influences on IM (Marcus, Machilek & Schultz, 2006; Kramer & Winter, 2008).  Many of 

these factors have been considered in greater depth in this study and will be discussed further in the 

course of this chapter.  These factors while perhaps all relevant to IM in isolation however, have 

differing degrees of relevance when considered in the context of SNSs.  The factors utilised in this 

study therefore, have been selected not just on the basis of their possible application to IM behaviours, 

but also upon indications of contextual relevance to the literature.  As Leary and Allen (2011) have 

noted, “Most research on impression management has taken a snapshot of people’s self-presentations 

at a single moment without considering the possibility that people may use different self-presentational 

tactics as relationships develop over time” (Leary & Allen, 2011, p.1209).  SNSs represent a forum in 

which people interact over time and as such, their IM behaviour is likely to be influenced by a more 

nuanced and on-going set of factors than would be necessary in one-off or isolated interactions.  This 

too has been a factor for consideration when determining to concentrate on particular factors. 

 

 While it has been acknowledged that personality factors such as self-monitoring and 

extraversion may play a role in influencing IM behaviours, these are not exclusively responsible, and 

there is a body (albeit somewhat limited) of literature which explores the role of demographic factors 
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such as gender and ethnicity in driving people’s self-presentational behaviours and outcomes.  As this 

study aims to explore the IM behaviours of Gen Y on SNSs and organisational contexts, age was a very 

relevant demographic factor and has been included in this study through generational groupings.  Other 

factors that have been identified in the literature include gender and culture.  While the relevance of 

gender and culture are not key concerns in this study, they have been explored alongside age, as factors 

with the potential to alter outcomes. 

 

Impression Management and Culture 

 Cultural influences on IM behaviour are rarely considered in the literature.  A notable exception 

is Bond (1991).  More recently, Leary and Allen (2011) have also briefly touched on the role of culture 

on self-presentation.  The authors state that “to the extent that cultures lead people to emphasize 

particular personal, interpersonal, and societal goals, we would expect to see group differences in 

people’s prevailing self-presentational styles” (Leary & Allen, 2011, p. 1203).  They elaborate upon 

this with an acknowledgement that cultural dynamics may influence the individualism, collectivism 

and power distance that can affect interactions to varying degrees (Leary & Allen, 2011), but do not 

actually examine whether culture does influence self-presentational styles.  While extremely 

interesting, a comprehensive exploration of all of these cultural factors and their varying degrees of 

influence over time and in differing contexts is far beyond the scope of the current research, and as 

such, while IM behaviours have been observed across various geographical regions in this study, this 

has certainly not been the focus of the present exploration.  This study has more generally hypothesised 

however, that: 

H5 Culture affects the amount of IM used on SNSs in work contexts. 
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Impression Management and Gender 

 It has been contended that “gender impacts on the access to and accumulation of social capital” 

(Kumra & Vinnicombe, 2010, p.521) in face to face interactions.  While the literature on gender 

differences in IM is limited, research does confirm that such differences exist.  For instance, Rudman 

(1998) has contended that impressions of female competence and attractiveness can be affected by the 

degree to which women self-promote.  Essentially, he asserts that women who engage more in self-

promotion are perceived to be less attractive but more competent.  This is supported by Kumra and 

Vinnicombe (2010), who state that “women … perceive the necessity to utilise impression 

management techniques to help them to accumulate social capital.  This is done in a defensive way and 

is linked to ensuring that one is seen as ambitious, likable and available” (p.521).  This is interesting, 

because Dominick (1999) notes that though women tend to more readily disclose information about 

themselves than men, it is in fact men who are more self-promotional in terms of competence, while 

women project “themselves more positively on interpersonal and socio-emotional attributes” 

(Dominick, 1999, p.648).   

 

Workplace stereotypes of gender have been found to drive female IM behaviour in face-to-face 

work contexts.  Kumra and Vinnicombe (2010) have emphasised that “it is perceived that in order to 

accumulate social capital, women need to actively work to dispel the negative stereotypes that attach to 

them because of their gender.” (p.521).  While studies of IM online are not vast in number, it is 

arguable that in many cases interactions online mirror those in real world settings, and it is therefore 

likely that gender is a factor that will also influence IM behaviours in the context of SNSs in work 

settings.  This view is supported by Dominick (1999) who stated that there “is some evidence to 

suggest that at least some of the gender differences in the interpersonal setting also spill over into 
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cyberspace” (Dominick, 1999, p.650).  As an example to support this view, he points out that females 

disclose more personal and interpersonal information online than their male counterparts (Dominick, 

1999), effectively influencing perceptions of themselves on the basis of those disclosures.  Whether 

such disclosures are conscious attempts at IM however, is not clear.  In a face-to-face context it has 

been asserted that “Impression management is discussed as a possible way women may overcome 

some of the credibility issues they face as a consequence of the dominance of masculine organizational 

cultures” (Kumra & Vinnicombe, 2010, p.522), but whether this translates to female behaviour on 

SNSs in work contexts has not been specifically examined.  As such, this study will seek to contribute 

to the gap in the literature in this area by exploring gendered uses of IM behaviour on SNSs in work 

contexts.  It will do so by hypothesising that: 

H6  Men will use less IM on SNSs in work contexts than women. 

 

2.3.8 Impression Management and Generational Identity 

This study’s focus on IM on SNSs requires a measured approach to all interactions in that 

context, but the literature has indicated a particular affinity between Gen Y and computer mediated 

communication that suggests that this group’s use of SNSs may differ from the generations that came 

before them.  This study aims to explore whether the generational differences apparent in social 

network use also apply to IM behaviours online – particularly in workplace settings.   This exploration 

has been further contextualised in relation to the literature around Gen Y and social networking, and 

has been explored in this study through hypotheses one, two and four. 
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2.4 PERSONALITY  

In exploring both IM and SNSs, it must be acknowledged that a number of factors 

beyond age could influence the nature and extent of any interactions that are taking place.  

Day and Kilduff (2003) have stated that  

If a goal of relationship scholars is to seek laws governing individuals’ 

interactions with each other, we must consider dispositional as well as the 

structural influences in surrounding environments…Because of the fundamental 

importance of relationships in the social capital of individuals and organizations, 

this is an issue of critical importance to researchers and practitioners interested 

in work-related behaviour (p.224). 

 

Personality factors in particular have been recognised in the literature as dispositional factors that may 

influence behaviour in this regard.  Day and Kilduff (2003) emphasised that an individual’s personality 

“influences both the content and structure of social networks in work settings, one relationship at a 

time” (p.206).  Certainly, individuals differ in the degree to which they are concerned with self-

presentation and IM (Leary, 1996).  They are considered high or low self-monitors respectively 

(Snyder, 1987), and as such, self-monitoring is a personality indicator that is often explored in 

association with IM (Berscheid, Graziano, Monson & Dermer, 1976; Dabbs, Evans, Hopper & Purvis, 

1980; Fandt & Ferris, 1990; Jones & Baumeister, 1976; Leone & Corte, 1994; Snyder, 1987; Turnley 

& Bolino, 2001).  Three personality indicators have been specifically identified for use in this study.  

These indicators are extraversion, neuroticism and self-monitoring, all of which have demonstrated 

relevance in previous IM studies.    

 

Personality dimensions are generally accepted moderators of IM behaviour.  While individuals 

are certainly motivated to action by situations and goals, they are also known to be driven by inherent 

personality factors.  Day & Kilduff (2003) have noted that the “personality composition of teams and 
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the differences in relationship content and context for different personality types are relatively 

unexplored topics” (Day & Kilduff, 2003, p.223).  Certainly, when considering the IM behaviours of 

different generations in the workplace, the influence of personality dimensions must be considered.  

IM and self-presentation is thought to be a common aspect of human interaction.  The extent to which 

individuals engage in IM or demonstrate an interest in self-presentation is acknowledged to differ as a 

result of a number of different factors however.  Situational factors and drivers of identity have been 

identified as influences on IM, but the manner and extent to which individuals react to situations, are 

motivated by identity goals, or demonstrate an interest in self-presentation is highly variable.  As 

Leary and Allen (2011) have noted, “people differ greatly in the degree to which they care about 

others’ impressions of them, the types of impressions they try to convey, and their evaluations of their 

self-presentational effectiveness” (p.1191).  It is widely recognised that impressions formed in 

workplace and social situations have significant implications, so it is normal for all individuals to 

attempt to mitigate the consequences of social interactions, but the extent to which they do this is 

known to vary as a result of their individual personalities  (Day & Kilduff, 2003; Kramer & Winter, 

2008 and Turnley & Bolino, 2001).  As Leary and Allen (2011) have noted, “processes involving 

attention, motivation, self-image, interpersonal goals, and self-evaluation moderate people’s self-

presentational behaviors” (p.1211).  It has been said moreover, that an individual’s personality is often 

a driver of their inrterpersonal skills such that “regardless of the situational influences, different people 

may try to present different images of themselves in precisely the same situation” (Leary & Allen, 

2011, p.1199).  The impetus for IM is therefore fundamentally nuanced and multidimensional, with 

personality playing a key role. 

 

There is a broad spectrum of personality indicators, and while many of them may be 

appropriate in some situations and to some people, in the interests of brevity and pragmatism, this 
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study has focused on those identified by the literature as most significant or alternatively, least well 

understood for exploration.  Self-monitoring and extraversion are consistently discussed in the 

literature (Anderson, 1990; Caldwell & O’Reilly, 1982; Kramer & Winter, 2008; Bolino & Turnley, 

2001; Leary & Allen, 2011; Zaccaro, Kenny & Foti, 1991) as highly influential in relation to self-

presentation and IM.  These have necessarily been examined in the course of this study therefore.  

Contrastingly, neuroticism is rarely discussed in this context, and is generally poorly understood or 

challenging to identify (Back, Stopfer, Vazire, Gaddis, Schmukle, Egloff and Gosling, 2010).   As 

such, this study explores the relationship between neuroticism and IM on SNSs with an aim of 

contributing to the literature in this area.   

 

It should be noted that while these three dimensions of personality have been explored in the 

course of this study, this has been undertaken with an understanding that they are neither exclusive nor 

exhaustive influences on IM.  As Leary and Allen (2011) have noted, individuals’ “motivations and 

goals change in ways that likely influence how they manage their impressions” (p.1209).  A vast and 

unpredictable array of personal and environmental factors can and do drive these motivations and 

goals, and as such, the effect of the aforementioned personality dimensions should be considered part 

of a broader discourse on self-presentational trends rather than as conclusive finding on causative 

influences.  Dimensions of personality while characteristic of individuals moreover, cannot be 

considered unchangeable or constant in the degree to which they manifest.  The literature emphasises 

that time is therefore a significant factor in the moderating role of personality factors as predictors of 

changes in self-presentational behaviour (Leary & Allen, 2011).  These three personality factors have 

been elaborated upon below, with an understanding that interactions on SNSs occur over time and the 

personality factors that influence them are therefore likely to be dynamic. 
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2.4.1 Self-Monitoring, Extraversion and Neuroticism 

Self-monitoring is the practice of observing and adapting one’s own behaviour to create and 

reinforce the perception of desirable characteristics (Snyder, 1974).  Effective self-presentation for the 

purpose of IM relies upon the skill and sensitivity with which one assesses their situation and their 

own behaviour in order to know what would be perceived as appropriate or impressive in the 

circumstances.  It is believed that those who are skilled at managing the impressions they project are 

highly reflexive, engaging in consistent self-monitoring behaviour.  It has been said that “Of all the 

personality variables that moderate self-presentation, self-monitoring should bear perhaps the strongest 

relationship to people’s efforts to be viewed as normative and socially appropriate” (Leary & Allen, 

2011, p.1205).  Moreover, self-monitoring has been examined specifically in relation to Bolino and 

Turnley’s IM scale, with the authors contending that “self-monitoring is especially important in 

helping individuals achieve their image goals when using the impression-management tactics of 

ingratiation, exemplification, and, to a lesser extent, self-promotion” (Turnley & Bolino, 2001, p.355) 

in offline contexts.  The present study seeks to see if the same is true of online IM behaviour on SNSs 

in work contexts.   

 

 Just as extraversion is identified to exist on a personality spectrum, so too is self-monitoring a 

matter of degree, with what are known as high or low self-monitors.  A facet of IM and dramaturgy’s 

focus on explicit and implicit expressions of the self is an underlying belief that individuals 

consciously communicate ideal expressions of the self – sometimes with a deliberate intention to 

distract from or mislead about the ‘real’ or internal self.  As Jones and Pitman (1982) were at pains to 

emphasise however, there are risks associated with this type of IM behaviour resulting in negative 

perceptions of the individual.  This point was also emphasised by Turnley and Bolino (2001), who 
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state that “for every desired image that is sought by the user of impression management, there is a 

corresponding undesired image that is risked” (p. 351).  They provide examples of individuals who 

hope to be liked as a result of ingratiating behaviour, but are in fact perceived to be sycophants, or 

alternatively, of self-promoting behaviour aimed at an image of competence, that is instead viewed as 

conceit (Turnley and Bolino, 2001).  In keeping with such dilemmas then, the more conscious 

practitioners of IM are thought to ensure that these conscious expressions of the self result from what 

is known as ‘self-monitoring’, and thereby require of themselves an on-going cognisance of their 

changing interactions and surroundings in order to avoid being perceived negatively by their target 

audience. 

Snyder (1974) has noted, that  

The goals of self-monitoring may be (a) to communicate accurately one’s true 

emotional state by means of an intensified expressive presentation; (b) to 

communicate accurately an arbitrary emotional state which need not be 

congruent with actual emotional experience; (c) to conceal adaptively an 

inappropriate emotional state and appear unresponsive and unexpressive; (d) to 

conceal adaptively an inappropriate emotional state and appear to be 

experiencing an appropriate one; (e) to appear to be experiencing some emotion 

when one experiences nothing and a nonresponse is inappropriate (p.527).    

 

In many ways then, it is arguable that self-monitoring is inherently relatable to IM to the extent that 

they both involve communication through performance, and both are concerned with creating “a 

particular impression in others’ minds” (Turnley & Bolino, 2001, p. 351).   Snyder (1987) highlighted 

that there are “differences in the extent to which people monitor (observe, regulate, and control) the 

public appearances of the self they display in social situations and interpersonal relationships” (p.4), 

emphasising that an individual’s adaptability to their surroundings is driven by their personality, and is 
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not universal.  It is unsurprising then, that high self-monitors are generally thought to be better 

equipped to engage in IM than low self-monitors.  As Turnley & Bolino (2001) state,  

because they [high self-monitors] are more sensitive to social cues and have 

more experience in managing impression, it is proposed … that high self-

monitors should be better able to use impression management tactics to achieve 

desired images while avoiding the negative images that are risked in attempts at 

impression management (p.352).   

 

While this view is acknowledged by Leary and Allen (2011) however, they observe that this is not the 

finding of their own research, noting that  

our study (Leary & Allen, in press) revealed little evidence to support the 

prediction that high self-monitors present more normative images than low self-

monitors.  Contrary to what we had initially assumed, we now suspect that 

appropriate self-presentations are not necessarily normative (Leary and Allen, 

2011, p. 1205)  

 

Self-monitoring results in an act or a series of acts of self-control which respond to a sensitivity 

to one’s surroundings and the expressions of others in a manner deemed most appropriate by the 

individual in the circumstances (Snyder, 1974).  Day and Kilduff (2003) have summarised this as 

 (1) variation in the predisposition to engage in impression management 

(behavioral variability, sensitivity to expectations, interpersonal orientation, and 

being impressed with physical attractiveness); (2) skills needed for effective 

image cultivation and projection (expressive control and nonverbal decoding 

skills); and (3) the relationship between private beliefs and public actions 

(attitude-behavior realtions and attitude accessibility) (p. 210). 

 

Self-monitoring is addressed in research and in the literature as an aspect of personality such that the 

choices made by high or low self-monitors respectively, are thought to be compelled by motives that 
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are innately driven by the individual’s personal predispositions (Day & Kilduff, 2003).  There is for 

example, a belief that self-monitoring “relates to status-oriented impression management motives” 

(Gangestad & Snyder 2000, p.547) that then come to define their relationships, and conceivably, also 

their organisational interactions.  As Day and Kilduff (2003) note, “Relationships to high self-monitors 

are, in part, a means for impression management and image management.  Friends and associates may 

be important to the extent that they contribute to potential image enhancement associated with 

belonging to a prestigious social network” (p. 209).  This has very significant implications for the 

present study, which specifically examines the role of IM in organisational social networks.  The 

literature emphasises repeatedly that pursuing high-status associations is a beneficial means of 

developing social capital and authority within organizations (Kilduff & Krackhardt, 1994) and is an 

especially attractive course for high self-monitors (Day & Kilduff, 2003).  Understanding the role of 

self-monitoring as an aspect of personality and as a moderating influence on IM in organisational 

environments is therefore vital to the overall cogency of the present study.    

 

 Over the years, the study of self-monitoring has undergone a theoretical and strategic evolution 

that has come to be reflected in an evolving range of empirical studies.  As Day and Kilduff (2003) 

have stated, “The early-adopted dispositional strategy assumed that consistencies in social behaviour 

could be understood in terms of relatively enduring dispositional characteristics associated with self-

monitoring” ( p.208).  Certainly, the study of ‘personality’ is at its essence, a study of human nature 

that seeks to define disparate behavioural trends through a classification based on innate dispositions, 

but perhaps rightly, this has been identified as somewhat simplistic.  Individuals may have inherent 

characteristics that can be defined in terms of their personalities, but as the literature on IM has earlier 

identified, the ‘self’ is often also a product of its environment and its interactions with others.  

Unsurprisingly then, the next iteration of self-monitoring studies thus began to observe that “variation 
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in social behaviour was due to the interaction of dispositional and situational factors.  Empirically this 

general strategy sought to identify moderator variables that illuminate those conditions in which self-

monitoring personality predicted (or did not predict) behavior” (Day & Kilduff, 2003, p. 208 – 209).  

Intuitively, the next step after an acceptance of influence on individual behaviour, is the recognition 

that interactions are rarely uni-directional.  Just as the individual self is influenced by others, so too 

does it have an influence on its surroundings.  The current literature in this area therefore 

acknowledges and “seeks to understand the reciprocal influences of situations and personality on social 

behaviour, with a focus on understanding how high and low self-monitors choose and influence their 

situations (Day & Kilduff, 2003, p. 209).  As stated above, the choices made by individuals with regard 

to their environment and the situations in which they are involved, are therefore perceived to be a 

reflection of their personality that encompasses their values, beliefs and traits (Snyder, 1987) within a 

propensity to be a high or low self-monitor.  As Day and Kilduff (2003) usefully acknowledge, this 

present state of the literature is now at the forefront, and is distinct from other work in the area of 

personality,  particularly in organisational contexts, in that it views individuals as fundamentally 

responsible for the situations in which they find themselves, largely as a result of their own decisions 

(Day & Kilduff, 2003). 

 

Low Self-Monitors 

Low self-monitors are generally thought to be less sensitive to the behaviour of others (Lennox 

& Wolfe, 1984), and consequently less able to adapt to situations in socially desirable ways.  

Gangestad & Snyder (2000) have suggested that low self-monitors are more likely to have deep, lasting 

relationships than high self-monitors, which may be the result of their desire to act in accordance with 

their innate temperaments rather than what they believe is required in the circumstances (Leone & 
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Corte, 1994).  While they are generally considered to be less adaptable than high self-monitors, their 

inherent sincerity may in fact be beneficial in longer-term relationships and situations.   It is unclear 

how this translates to relationships and interactions on SNSs, where associations are often criticised for 

their superficiality, but are also long-term in nature. 

 

High Self-monitors 

 Snyder (1974) has characterised a high self-monitor as a person who “out of a concern for 

social appropriateness, is particularly sensitive to the expression and self-presentation of others in 

social situations and uses these cues as guidelines for monitoring (observing and controlling)” (p.528) 

their own self-presentations.  They are highly sensitive to contextual cues, and compare themselves to 

others to customise their self-presentations to their circumstances and surroundings in order to be 

perceived as socially acceptable (Snyder, 1974).  As a result of their sensitivity to others, high self-

monitors also tend to be more adept at noticing other people’s self-presentation tactics (Jones & 

Baumeister, 1976).  Fandt and Ferris (1990) have noted the tendency for high self-monitors to 

manipulate situations to their own ends, and it has been said that their skill at remembering facts about 

others aids them in this pursuit (Berscheid, Graziano, Monson & Dermer, 1976).  Bolino and Turnley 

(2001) emphasise that these characteristics all assist in their ability to manage impressions more 

skilfully than low self-monitors.  For some this suggests that high self-monitors have a higher degree of 

disingenuity than low self-monitors, but it is arguable that as a personality trait, it is not driven by a 

conscious or intentional desire to mislead, but is rather just a character trait like extraversion or 

neuroticism.   
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High self-monitors are often thought to fare better in organisational situations than low self-

monitors.  It has been argued that high self-monitors demonstrate greater job performance than low 

self-monitors, and that they enjoy better supervisory ratings than low self-monitors (Day & Kilduff, 

2003).  Bolino and Turnley (2003) have analysed this in relation to the behaviour of high self-monitors, 

asserting that they are more likely to present positive and socially appropriate impressions of 

themselves to others than low self-monitors, thereby endearing themselves to others and appearing 

more effective in the workplace.  Leary and Allen (2011) have highlighted that they are more likely 

than low self-monitors to use IM tactics in their interactions with others, adjusting their behaviours to 

suit their circumstances, thereby once again appearing more effective in their surroundings.  Day and 

Kilduff (2003) have noted the benefits of being a high self-monitor in an organisational context, 

arguing that high self-monitors are generally considered to be more likable than low self-monitors 

because of their ability to identify and project the most appropriate or desirable impressions.  They 

state that as a consequence, they are more likely to receive promotions at early stages of their careers 

(Kilduff & Day, 1994), and as such, “they may be disproportionally represented in the upper echelons 

of organizations” (Day & Kilduff, 2003, p. 222).  There is also a view that high self-monitors actively 

seek out and befriend those in high-status positions, creating more influential professional networks 

than their low self-monitoring peers (Day & Kilduff, 2003, p.223), and arguably also providing greater 

incentive for IM within those professional networks. 

 

 The literature is filled with characterisations of high and low self-monitors, and their 

corresponding propensity to engage in IM techniques.  For instance, Snyder and Gangestad (1986) 

stated that “Individuals high in self-monitoring are thought to regulate their expressive self-

presentation for the sake of desired public appearances, and thus be highly responsive to social and 
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interpersonal cues of situationally appropriate performances” (p.125).  Likewise, Day & Kilduff (2003) 

noted that  

High self-monitors tend to be pragmatic in presenting themselves in 

interpersonal situations in that they regulate their behaviour to promote 

situationally appropriate interaction outcomes.  Low self-monitors are more 

likely to adopt a principled interpersonal orientation in which there is a high 

correspondence between their attitudes, beliefs, and values (that is, their genuine 

selves) and their social behaviour (pp.207 – 208).   

 

While it is generally felt that high self-monitors have the advantage in situations that require them to 

manage their own image, those such as Cialdini (1989) also acknowledge their susceptibility to outside 

influences and their corresponding predisposition to basking in the reflected importance of others with 

higher status or accomplishments, thereby once again opening them up to the possibility of being 

negatively perceived.  This view is supported by Gangestad & Snyder (2000), who note that high self-

monitors tend to engage more in relationships motivated by a pursuit of status than low self-monitors, 

and that this affects the ultimate nature of their respective social networks.  This view is reinforced by 

Day and Kilduff (2003), who stated that “noted differences between high and low self-monitors have 

distinct implications for the respective types of social networks that are created and maintained, as well 

as for the respective kinds of social capital that are constructed” (p.210). 

 

Self-Monitoring and Social Networking Sites 

SNSs are arguably an ideal vehicle through which to explore the “reciprocal influences of 

situations and personality on social behaviour” (Day & Kilduff, 2003, p.209).  They have been 

discussed in the literature as having a significant impact on self-monitoring behaviour, though most 

research to date has focussed on offline networks.  In the context of offline networks, it has been 
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observed that “high self-monitors were more likely to have greater network centrality than low self-

monitors and that high self-monitoring and central network positions contributed independently to 

predicting individual work performance” (Day & Kilduff, 2003, p.213).  Structuralist scholars have 

attempted to explain this through the position the individual holds, suggesting that some individuals are 

benefitted more than others by occupying advantageous positions in social networks   (Mehra, Kilduff 

& Brass, 2001, p.121).  This has been criticised by others however, who believe that this neglects “both 

the possibility that personality and social network position might combine to influence important 

outcomes such as work performance.” (Mehra, Kilduff & Brass, 2001, p. 121)  These scholars argue 

that an individualistic approach is more appropriate to studies of self-monitoring because it would 

allow for an understanding of whether behaviour is ultimately driven by inherent personality factors or 

environmental forces (Mehra, Kilduff & Brass, 2001).   Overall, self-monitoring has been linked to a 

number of workplace factors including performance, leadership, information, conflict and IM (Snyder, 

1987; Kilduff and Day, 1994; Mehra, Kilduff & Brass, 2001), to name a few.  To shed some light on 

the possible relationship between self-monitoring and SNS use, this study has explored whether: 

H7  People who spend more time on SNSs are more likely to be high self-monitors. 

 

 Extraversion and Social Networking Sites 

 Apart from its place in the IM literature, extraversion is also discussed in relation to computer-

mediated communication.  In this context, much of the literature around extraversion is actually more 

of a discourse around introversion.  Sheeks and Birchmeier (2007) for instance, note a link between 

shyness and the use of computer-mediated communication.  This connection is also discussed by 

Hertel, Schroer, Batinic, Kondrat & Naumann (2005) who assert that shy people can control their 

social anxieties more easily in online forums than in face-to-face interactions.  Both sources 
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demonstrate that people with introverted personalities prefer online communication to real world 

encounters.  While the literature suggests less social anxiety amongst introverts in online interactions 

however, it does not suggest that this necessarily alters the nature of their self-presentational behaviour 

in the course of those interactions.  To the contrary, Marcus, Machilek and Schultz (2006) contend that 

extraverts continue to surpass introverts in the elaborate nature of their self-presentational behaviours 

online, and Kramer and Winter (2008) reinforce this, noting that overall, extraverts “tended to present 

themselves in a less restrained manner” (Kramer & Winter, 2008, 113) in online contexts. 

 

The literature suggests that SNSs are a unique vehicle for communication, because unlike face-

to-face interactions, they appear to ease and facilitate relations between those with social inhibitions.  

Just as Marcus, Machilek and Schutz (2006) noted with regard to personal websites, personal profiles 

on SNSs can also be seen as “particularly prone to the expression of personality traits” (p. 1014).  The 

role played by personality types on SNSs is however, contested ground.  Tyler (2002) for instance, 

believed that the internet in general allows people with social anxieties to initiate online interactions 

which they could then adapt and transfer to offline situations.  He states that “people change their use 

of technology to facilitate their creation of a desired social and psychological reality” (Tyler, 2002, 

p.198).   Authors have conjectured that the internet and SNSs in particular, are vehicles for those who 

are low on the extraversion scale (Marcus, Machilek and Schutz, 2006).   

 

While Tyler believed that those with already strong social networks benefitted the most from 

the internet, because the technology simply “amplifies existing differences in the ability to use social 

resources, rather than dampening those differences “(Tyler, 2002, p.200), a number of scholars have 

contradicted this view.  For instance, Marcus, Machilek and Schutz (2006) have referred to the internet 
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as a “playground for postmodern personalities, where people can create and experiment with multiple 

identities” (p.1014), and Sheeks and Birchmeier (2007) have asserted that “the internet and CMC 

[computer mediated communication] seems to be particularly appealing to individuals who consider 

themselves to be either socially anxious or shy” (p. 65).  They believe that shy individuals find it easier 

to become secure in their own identities online than in person, and subsequently also find intimacy 

online easier than in person (Sheeks & Birchmeier, 2007).  In fact, Sheeks & Birchmeier (2007) argue 

that the diminished social and physical cues in online environments make it much easier for introverted 

or socially anxious personalities to socialise than would be the case in face-to-face interactions.  The 

lack of stigmatising physical features or a necessity for physical closeness online are identified as 

factors that make interactions on the internet easier for introverted personalities.  This study seeks to 

extend upon this literature in the context of SNSs, by hypothesising that like interactions on the internet 

in general: 

H8  People who spend more time on SNSs are more likely to be extraverted. 

 

Neuroticism and Social Networking Sites 

Extraversion and neuroticism are regularly examined together because of the perceived 

correspondences between introversion and neuroticism.  Neurotic personalities are thought to be prone 

to anxiety, withdrawal, low self-esteem and self-efficacy, emotional volatility, poor leadership skills 

and lower status (Bendersky & Shah, 2013).   Amichai-Hamburger, Wainapel and Fox (2002) in their 

study of introversion and neuroticism on the internet emphasised the importance of the ‘real me’; 

essentially a sense of identity that is derived from social recognition of the ‘self’.  They assert that for 

individuals who experience difficulty in expressing a sense of ‘self’ for recognition by others as a result 

of introversion or neuroticism, the internet acts as an alternative “framework in which he/she can 
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express his/her personality needs” (p. 126).  More recently in relation to SNSs specifically Correa, 

Willard Hinsley and Gil de Zuniga (2010) have contended that those who are more highly neurotic 

appear to be “drawn to SNSs” (p. 247).   As such, this study has sought to explore this by 

hypothesising that: 

H9  People who spend more time on SNSs are more likely to be neurotic. 

 

Self-Monitoring and Impression Management on Social Networking Sites 

Psychological writing on the impact of individual differences on the structures that underlie 

personal and working lives is relatively limited, but the writing on self-monitoring in this area does 

make distinct assertions about the influence of personality attributes on the individual’s experience of 

the world around them (Mehra, Kilduff & Brass, 2001).  For instance, it is said that high self-monitors 

are more likely than low self-monitors to have central or strategically important positions in 

organisational social networks, both of which could be used to predict an individual’s workplace 

competence (Mehra, Kilduff & Brass, 2001).  Of the range of personality attributes that could influence 

workplace outcomes, self-monitoring is significant because it is involved in the “active construction of 

public selves to achieve social ends” (Gangestad and Snyder, 2000, p.546).  High self-monitors 

actively observe the reactions of others in an effort to project images that are attractive to their 

audiences,  so it is unsurprising that those “whose self-presentation leads others to perceive them as 

trustworthy, competent and dynamic are more likely to achieve greater social rewards than someone 

who is perceived negatively” (Jung, Youn & McClung, 2007, p.25).  
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Practitioners have explored certain aspects of organisational behaviour from the perspective of 

IM and self-monitoring over the years.  While there is a great deal of literature that confirms the 

relevance of self-monitoring behaviour to IM, this is still somewhat limited in organisational contexts 

however.  Gangestad & Snyder (2000) in their work on self-monitoring have said that in presenting 

socially acceptable versions of ourselves, individuals are essentially using their interactions and 

relationships as vehicles for status development.  If relationships and interactions are the fuel of 

effective organisations, it is important to identify and examine the influences behind their development.  

Day & Kilduff (2003) have stated that “individual differences at least partially guide what is desired 

from relationships” (p.207), and to the extent that this is true, it is then necessary to consider individual 

factors such as personality traits and their moderating effect on both relationships and the use of IM 

within those relationships – particularly in work contexts.  A number of studies have attempted to look 

at self-monitoring in work contexts.  For instance, Anderson (1991) took a leadership perspective, 

stating that highly self-monitoring leaders were better able to alter their leadership styles to adapt to 

organisational requirements.  Kilduff and Day (1994) asserted that high self-monitors are better at kick-

starting and managing their careers than low self-monitors.  Both Snyder and Copeland (1989) and 

Fandt and Ferris (1990) have commented on the propensity of high self-monitors to manipulate 

information and the images they project in order to facilitate their success in organisations.  Turnley 

and Bolino (2001) have particularly focussed on the characteristics of high self-monitors, stating that 

their natural sensitivity to the social signals of other people give them an edge in IM and allow them to 

therefore better control the images they project in important interactions such as those in workplaces.  

They believe that this gives high self-monitors the edge in organisations but they are careful to note 

that it is not only the quantity of self-monitoring that matters – quality is also a significant indicator of 

success.  Overall they believe that high self-monitors tend to climb corporate ladders more quickly than 
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low self-monitors because they are at ease with reflecting on their interactions and acting on those 

reflections in a manner most likely to be perceived as appropriate. 

 

 A somewhat cynical view is that SNSs allow many opportunities for self-monitoring and the 

projection of positive self-presentations because arguably such self-presentations increase the 

individual’s sphere of influence, thereby also increasing their capacity to drive the networks’ revenue 

streams.  By monitoring what is agreeable to their target audience, displaying large numbers of friends 

on social networks, associating with celebrities, and taking meticulous care in the way profiles look 

amongst other things, individuals endeavour to project the most desirable images possible (Kramer & 

Winter, 2008) of themselves.  Such images are subject to positive or negative reinforcement from their 

target audience through supportive comments and the like, thereby allowing self-monitors to observe 

behaviours that are most likely to garner desirable responses and in so doing, complete the loop so to 

speak, in increasing their sphere of influence.  It is little wonder then that “in cyberspace as in real life, 

ingratiation was the most used self-presentation strategy” (Dominick, 1999, p.655).  Arguably, on most 

SNSs individuals present positive impressions of themselves to a network that is already somewhat 

receptive (i.e. friends, family, acquaintances, etc), and members of that network provide positive 

reinforcement to them for those impressions, so when they themselves present images online, others 

are more likely to be supportive of their self-presentations, creating a cycle of self-monitoring and 

ingratiation aimed to maximise influence and positive reinforcement through relationships that are in 

many cases already quite supportive.  

 

 In some senses, relationships and interactions through online networks can be perceived as 

more supportive and reinforcing than those in face-to-face contexts because there is less scope for 
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rejection.  Apart from the cycle of ingratiation discussed above, there is also an element of control in 

online networks that does not exist in offline contexts.  Individuals not only choose who to allow into 

their online networks through a process of self-monitoring (that results from monitoring others and 

reflecting/projecting positive impressions that are congruent with their observations, they also have the 

capacity to remove individuals from their networks if they find them or their interactions objectionable 

(Dominick, 1999) or contrary to the image they are trying to project.  

 

 Having noted the differences between self-monitoring in face-to-face and online contexts, the 

question then arises of whether high and low self-monitors differ in the nature and extent of their 

interactions online as opposed to offline.  The distinction between high and low self-monitors raises 

some interesting questions when applied to a modern SNS context.  While high self-monitors have 

previously been thought to be better at IM, this was based on face-to-face premises that tended to focus 

on impressions made in the immediate to short term.  SNSs allow for impressions to develop over the 

longer term as individuals persistently interact within their networks and form impressions of each 

other based on more than a single situation.  Perceivably then, the traditional view of high and low self-

monitors as good and bad at IM respectively, could be reversed in the context of interactions on SNSs.  

This study will aim to explore this phenomenon further through the hypothesis that: 

H 10 More self-monitoring people tend to use more IM on SNSs in work contexts. 

 

Lennox and Wolfe (1984) viewed self-monitoring as multi-dimensional, emphasising not only 

the degree to which the individual monitors their own behaviour, but also the degree to which they are 

sensitive to the behaviour of others.  Their measurement instrument consequently considers both the 

individual’s capacity to observe and alter their own self-presentation, and their corresponding 
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sensitivity to the expressive behaviour of others.  This is instrument was ultimately used in the present 

study.  The literature in this area indicates that the success of one’s IM efforts is very much reliant on 

the degree of self-monitoring one is comfortable engaging in (Snyder, 1974), and that therefore high 

self-monitors tend to be more comfortable and effective at managing their IM endeavours. As Bolino 

and Turnley (2001) have noted, “self-monitoring encompasses both the tendency to use impression 

management and the skill to successfully execute such behaviors (p.352). 

 

Extraversion and Impression Management  

 The second aspect of personality most commonly identified as influencing IM behaviour after 

self-monitoring, is extraversion.  Extraversion is often discussed in the literature as being a personality 

trait that is more or less apparent and influential with time.  For instance, Leary and Allen (2011) have 

noted that “people who are shy or low in the tendency to self-disclose may be very slow to convey 

more than superficial information about themselves to new acquaintances, although they might 

eventually become quite disclosing after relationships develop” (Leary and Allen, 2011, p.1209).  This 

is particularly relevant and interesting in the context of SNSs, because unlike the situation specific 

face-to-face interactions that have previously been the focus of IM studies, interactions on SNSs tend 

to be recurring and seem to increasingly involve people with established real world relationships, 

thereby allowing for the moderating effects of personality variables like extraversion to have a greater 

cumulative effect over time.  While this is interesting and has been considered in this study to a certain 

extent however, it must be acknowledged that the true effect of extraversion on IM on SNSs is difficult 

to measure with any real accuracy because of the (often rapidly) changing nature of the human goals 

and motivations (Leary & Allen, 2011) that underlie IM behaviour.  Also, as people get increasingly 

comfortable with each other, it is natural that they feel increasingly at ease in their interactions.  



117 
 

Arguably, the more intimate individuals are with the people with whom they are interacting, the less 

concern they have for the images that they project of themselves to those people (Leary & Miller, 

2000) though it has been asserted that insecurity may drive IM behaviour even in the most intimate of 

contexts (Leary & Allen, 2011).  This study has nevertheless sought to contribute to the literature in 

this area by hypothesising that: 

H 11 The more extraverted a person is, the more IM they are likely to use on SNSs in work contexts. 

 

Neuroticism and Impression Management 

Back et. al. (2010) have highlighted that neuroticism is the least discussed or understood of the 

personality traits in relation to IM.  Indeed, there is little literature in this area.  While more neurotic 

individuals may be drawn to the internet and SNSs (Corea, et. al., 2010), there is no evidence that they 

are more likely to use IM on such sites in work contexts.  This therefore demonstrates a gap in the 

literature that has been explored in the present study through the hypotheses that:     

H 12 The more neurotic a person is, the more IM they are likely to use on SNSs in work contexts. 
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CHAPTER SUMMARY 

 This chapter has sought to provide as comprehensive a review of the literature for this study as 

possible.  In the course of this review, it has examined the already populated areas of scholarly inquiry, 

and in doing so, has also highlighted gaps that could be addressed in either this or future studies.  With 

regard to the literature on Gen Y, the popular press was discussed as a driver of inquiry, and questions 

were raised as to this generation’s status as digital natives, the nature of their interactions and SNS use, 

and the extent to which generational trends in these areas may differ.  The section on SNSs then 

provided a history of the technology, and discussed its role as a driver of identity formation in the 

context of both interactions and perceptions of interactions.  This was then expanded upon in the 

section on IM, which examined what the literature had to say about the identity forming roles of self-

presentation and SNSs both discretely and through the lens of demographic factors.  Finally, the 

literature around the personality factors – self-monitoring, extraversion and neuroticism were 

identified for their relevance to this study, and were discussed both specifically in relation to SNSs and 

more broadly in relation to IM on SNSs.  Hypotheses were delineated as a result of the literature 

review in this chapter, and were articulated throughout.  These hypotheses have been the subject of 

this study’s data analysis, and the resultant findings are set out in Chapter Four – Findings and 

Analysis.  Prior to that chapter however, the section to follow will set out this study’s research 

methodology in chapter three.  
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CHAPTER THREE – RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

The purpose of this chapter is to delineate the methods used to plan and execute the research for 

this study from its theoretical and philosophical premises to its collection and analysis of data, towards 

a cohesive and contributory body of academic work.  It will begin by briefly outlining the research 

method chosen to explore and answer the study’s research questions and will state its theoretical and 

philosophical framework as a premise for its methodological choices.  These choices will then be 

justified within an academic context, and an explanation of the chosen research design will be provided 

in the context of its quantitative and positivist nature.  In discussing the study’s research design, its key 

variables will be stated, with an explanation of their measurement.  The study’s sampling process will 

be outlined along with the tests undertaken for establishing academic rigor through validity and 

reliability.  The statistical methods used for analysis will also be mentioned briefly in this chapter, with 

the intention of greater elaboration in chapter four.  Finally, the limitations of the research 

methodology chosen will be discussed, and the chapter will culminate with an acknowledgement of the 

ethical concerns raised and considered in the course of this study. 

 

3.1 THEORETICAL AND LITERARY CONTEXT OF THE STUDY  

Stebbins (2001) has said that  

Social scientists set their exploratory research agendas in various ways, ...  They 

draw on selected aspects of general social science theory, elaborate new central 

concepts, or , on a preliminary basis, directly observe or read about the group, 

process, activity, or situation.  Some agendas are formed by combining two or 

even all three of these (p.18). 
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The present study has undertaken all three of these aspects of exploratory research in the theoretical 

and literary context of this work.  IM studies have formed the theoretical and literary foundation of this 

research.  This scholarly foundation has been approached with great caution however, because of the 

fundamental schisms known to exist between the positivist methodological contributions sought to be 

made by this study, and the constructivism that conventionally prevails in this body of literature.  

Though this study’s methodological and philosophical approach has been positivist, this has been 

undertaken with an awareness that the vast majority of scholarly work in this area is constructivist and 

qualitative.  The aim of quantifying experience in a realm usually more comfortable with the 

qualification of experience through meaning (Mead, 1934), has been both deliberate and challenging 

therefore.  This shift from established applications of the IM literature has been managed through a 

developed understanding of the dramatistic and symbolic interactionist schools which underlie IM.  By 

utilising the assumptions identified by Sinha (2006) as fundamental to an understanding of the 

premises underlying IM rather than as a dramatistic conceptualisation for the purpose of mining 

meaning in the conventional sense, this study has explored existing premises from an uncommon 

positivist perspective, thereby contributing to understandings of both the literature and its philosophical 

underpinnings.  Sinha’s (2006) three underlying assumptions that: (1)  reality is socially constructed, 

(2) human action is purposeful, and (3) that action is intersubjectively experienced (pp.49-53) form the 

basis of human identity formation through interaction and experience, and are therefore at the heart of 

the conceptualisation of IM as it will be discussed hereafter. 
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3.2 RESEARCH DESIGN 

The Research Methodology - An Overview 

 The research methodology chosen should ideally be informed by the researcher’s overarching 

strategy.  Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2009) have stated that the strategies ultimately employed by 

researchers are reliant on a number of salient factors including the nature of the research question 

posed, whether the researcher themselves needs to control the study’s events, and whether the focus of 

the study is on contemporary or historical phenomenon.  These factors or criteria for methodological 

choices were employed to inform the methodological strategy of the study at hand.  

 

The exploratory and descriptive nature of this study combined with the objective of 

establishing one or more associations between research variables lent itself especially well to a 

quantitative ‘social survey’ (McNeill & Chapman, 2005).  The deductive reasoning employed in the 

study moreover, was also amenable to this type of quantitative methodology and its linear progression 

from theory to the development of hypotheses to subsequent empirical observation, and finally, to 

confirmation or invalidation of the original premises.  That is to say, that the research questions require 

descriptive responses (i.e. responses that address the ‘how?’, ‘how many?’ etc.) that contribute to 

knowledge on Gen Y’s IM tactics on SNSs, specifically in work contexts.  Potentially these questions 

could be answered in a number of ways through experiments, questionnaires, case studies, etc. so it 

was important to further narrow down the most appropriate potential methodological strategy by 

examining Saunders et al (2009)’s next criteria around researcher control of the phenomenon.  In the 

present case, it was felt that it was neither possible nor necessary for the researcher to control the 

phenomenon being studied in order to answer the study’s research questions.  To answer the research 

questions, the researchers did not need to control the use of SNSs, they simply needed to ask the right 
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questions and duly record the responses of those asked.  This helped narrow down the potential 

methodological strategy for the study, because it excluded experiments which rely heavily upon the 

researcher’s ability to control the phenomenon.  Saunders et. al.’s (2009) final criterion was then 

considered in further narrowing the study’s methodological strategy.  As the current study is focussed 

on a contemporary phenomenon rather than historical trends or events, methods such as archival 

analysis were ruled out.  This essentially left surveys and case studies as two possible methodological 

strategies, with surveys having the potential to allow the use of both qualitative and quantitative 

research instruments, while case studies would have allowed for a solely qualitative approach. 

 

Overall then initial examination of the literature revealed the established theoretical 

frameworks and potential scholarly gaps.  This allowed for the development of research questions and 

potential hypotheses as stated.  Further reading then allowed for the revision of these questions and 

hypotheses within an evolving social setting.  Specifically it became apparent that the mixed methods 

study originally conceived was not in keeping with the nature of the research questions posed.  The 

still evolving nature of much of the literature for this study shaped research questions that dealt with a 

number of different scholarly topics in line with the study’s aim of exploring the areas most disposed 

to future study of a more explanatory nature.  As the literature did not adequately narrow down the 

areas for inquiry, this made it very difficult to do justice to all of the topics raised either discretely or in 

their overlapping capacities through qualitative as well as quantitative methodologies within the scope 

of this study.  In light of the breadth of this inquiry therefore, the depth afforded by qualitative 

methods was deferred to future studies that could benefit from the findings of this exploration to 

determine which areas warranted the greater depth allowed by qualitative means.  Time was 

subsequently taken to develop variables that responded appropriately to the research questions and 

hypotheses of the study.  It was then necessary to develop a quantitative questionnaire based on these 
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variables, and it was decided in line with the positivist stance of the study, that the use of existing and 

pre-validated scales would be most appropriate in the present situation.  It was also conceded that the 

use of well-established scales would be preferable in a number of other pragmatic capacities.  Apart 

from the time and resources that would be saved by utilising existing survey instruments, such scales 

would also have been tested and re-tested, and would have been subject to considerable scrutiny prior 

to their use in this study.  Consequently it was felt that the development of a new scale was both 

unnecessary and undesirable.  Though these scales have previously been used to examine impression 

management, self-monitoring and extraversion/neuroticism in face-to-face contexts, this research 

extends their use to online interactions as detailed further later in this chapter. 

 

Philosophical Considerations and Justifications 

Hussey and Hussey (1997) view research design as the very basis of all data collection and 

analysis, with a particular emphasis on rigorous theoretical premises.  This is a view widely held, and 

certainly supported by Saunders et.al. (1997), who state that “systematic research encompasses specific 

methods to collect data, deliberation on the significance of the results obtained, and an explanation of 

any limitations experienced” (p.1).  The authors expand on this through a detailed explanation of the 

purpose of research design, stressing its importance in a number of key areas.  They state that 

constructive research design assists the researcher to accurately determine the best possible research 

method for their study, and to make adequately informed decisions about the research methodologies 

necessary in that context and within the identifiable limitations and constraints of their situation 

(Saunders et. al., 1997).  They assert essentially, that efficient research involves the identification and 

use of particular data collection methods, a deliberate consideration of the implications of any results 

attained through this data collection process, and a clarification around any inadequacies or limitations 
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of the study and its research methodologies (Saunders et al, 1997).  The present study has been 

designed with an aim of being both situated within the literature and responding to its scholarly 

apertures.   This study’s research design is summarised in Table 3.1below. 

Table 3.1: Quantitative research design summary (Creswell, 1994, p. 5, adapted) 

Assumption Question Quantitative This study 

Ontological What is the nature 

of reality? 

Reality is objective and 

singular, apart from the 

researcher. 

An anonymous quantitative questionnaire has 

sought to provide objective answers to the 

study’s research questions. 

Epistemological What is the 

relationship of the 

researcher to that 

researched? 

Researcher is independent 

from that being 

researched. 

The researcher used existing survey instruments 

in order to remain independent from the 

research participants and the phenomenon 

being studied. 

Axiological What is the role of 

values? 

Value-free and unbiased. The biases and inconsistencies innate to a study 

of human participants and their perceptions has 

been acknowledged, and as a result, no causal 

claims are made by this study. 

Rhetorical What is the 

language of the 

research? 

Formal. 

Based on set definitions. 

 

The study has been based on existing and 

established definitions, taxonomies and theories 

throughout. 

Methodological What is the 

process of the 

research? 

Deductive process.  

Static design – categories 

isolated before study. 

 

Theories, taxonomies and research instruments 

were identified and categorised from the outset.  

These set the foundation for the study and its 

findings. 

 

 Over the years there has been much debate in academic circles about the merits and limitations 

of quantitative and qualitative research methods respectively.  There are proponents of both 

methodological schools, and there have also been a number of practitioners who now favour a mixed 

method or triangulated approach to academic enquiry (Downey & Ireland, 1979; Echambadi, 

Campbell & Argawal, 2006; Howe & Eisenhart, 1990; Hussey & Hussey, 1997; Jick, 1979; Johnson 

and Onwuegbuzie, 2009; Morgan & Smircich, 1980; Shah & Corley, 2006).  As Sale, Lohfeld and 

Brazil (2002) have pointed out however, quantitative and qualitative research methods are not only 

based on the use of different research instruments, they are also philosophically and paradigmatically 

distinct at their very essence, and so must not be employed without due regard for the relevance of 
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their epistemological and ontological premises to the researcher’s aims and their study’s scholarly 

underpinnings. 

 

By its nature, quantitative research is positivist and in search of an empirical ‘truth’.  As Sale et 

al (2002) have noted,  

The ontological position of the quantitative paradigm is that there is only one 

truth, an objective reality that exists independent of human perception.  

Epistemologically, the investigator and the investigated are independent entities.  

Therefore the investigator is capable of studying a phenomenon without 

influencing it or being influenced by it (p. 44). 

 

The overarching aim of quantitative research is to arrive at a result or to answer questions without the 

values or biases of the researcher influencing outcomes.  On the other hand, qualitative research tends 

to be constructivist and interpretivist, stressing the importance of depth over breadth, and often aimed 

at mining experience or finding meaning in specific instances or relationships rather than defining a 

solitary or objective truth.  Sale et al (2002) state that for qualitative research,  

 

Ontologically speaking, there are multiple realities or multiple truths based on 

one’s construction of reality.  Reality is socially constructed (Berger and 

Luckmann, 1966) and so is constantly changing.  On an epistemological level, 

there is no access to reality independent of our minds, no external referent by 

which to compare claims of truth Smith, 1983).  The investigator and the object 

of study are interactively linked so that findings are mutually created within the 

context of the situation…reality has no existence prior to the activity of the 

investigation, and reality ceases to exist when we no longer focus on it (Smith, 

1983) (p. 45). 
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It is apparent then, that while different types of research are likely to demand different research 

methodologies, determining a place for both quantitative and qualitative research instruments, there 

are innate disparities between the quantitative and qualitative research paradigms that would make 

them not only distinct in terms of their aims and objectives, but would arguably also make them 

incompatible in some contexts, and raise serious issues if they were to be brought together as mixed 

method studies in those contexts. As Sale et. al. (2002) acknowledge, “just because they are often 

combined does not mean that it is always appropriate to do so” (p. 44).   

 

The literature review process though on-going up to a point of theoretical sufficiency/saturation, 

was particularly useful because it continued to focus and refine the study’s research questions.  As the 

literature began to be thematically organised for the purposes of the literature review, the theoretical 

foundations of the thesis began to cement themselves categorically.  This was immensely helpful not 

only in clearly contextualising the research design, but also in helping to clarify the aims and objectives 

of the study as outlined by its research questions.  Through an immersion in the literature it became 

apparent that the research questions posed in the current study are not particularly aimed at mining 

experience or garnering meaning from a single event.  They are more foundational in that they are 

focussed on establishing the continued relevance of established theoretical premises, and their 

application to a more contemporary ethos.  These questions are aimed at arriving at responses that may 

later inform studies that would plumb greater depths in relation to experience and meaning, but could 

not do so without the substantiated theoretical foundation sought here through more preliminary 

exploration.  It was consequently felt that the present study is driven more by epistemologically and 

sociologically positivist objectives though it addresses a theoretical premise that is often approached 

from a more constructivist perspective, and as such, a quantitative methodological strategy would best 

serve its aims.   
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 Apart from the underlying epistemological stance aforementioned, it was also acknowledged 

that the use of a quantitative research method such as the questionnaire ultimately employed would be 

more appropriate for this study in a more contextual sense.  While studies on IM are often 

constructivist and qualitative, they are based on a body of knowledge that has been established in face–

to-face interactions.  There was no apparent reason to blindly follow this trend in light of the types of 

research questions posed.  The application of IM frameworks to SNSs or in relation to Gen Y is still 

novel when viewed through a workplace lens, and as such, it would be unhelpful to unquestioningly 

apply methodological conventions from past contexts to present ones.  Ultimately therefore, a positivist 

and quantitative approach was taken to this study because it was felt that such a framework better met 

the requirements of academic rigor than comparable qualitative, constructivist and/or interpretivist 

alternatives under the circumstances.  It was apparent moreover, that the rapidly evolving scope and 

scale of the available literature on Gen Y and SNSs would benefit from the types of specific or tangible 

parameters often set down in more quantitative studies (Bryman, 1989; Flick, von Kardoff & Steinke , 

2004).   

 

Having decided to focus on a positivist quantitative framework, every effort was made to 

adhere to its philosophical underpinnings through an assertion that human behaviour and phenomena 

can best be examined and understood through scientific exploration and verification that attempts to 

avoid the pitfalls of subjective bias where possible.  In line with this scholarly premise, emphasis has 

been placed on maximising reliability and validity through empirical methods, though it must be 

acknowledged that the rapidly evolving nature of the technology and the cohort being studied has 

meant that it was not always easy to find a balance between the need to keep pace and the demands of 

complete objectivity.  For instance, it will become apparent in the course of this chapter that the 

distribution of the study’s survey instrument via social media and through snowball sampling, while 
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rapid, far-reaching, and increasingly common practice in academic studies (Pagani, Hofacker & 

Goldsmith, 2011; Rosenberg & Egbert, 2011), also resulted in a predictable self-selecting bias that 

means that the study may not be easily replicated at a later date.  This issue has been considered at 

length, and will be discussed further later in this chapter.  The overarching goal of the study has 

nevertheless been to develop an understanding of the continued relevance of established IM measures 

and their use by Gen Yon SNSs in workplace contexts however.   

 

3.3 THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT  

 It has been said that “surveys are not only the best way to collect a large amount of data from 

many respondents – if they are conducted properly – but they are also the route to one of the most 

rigorous forms of non-experimental research (Page & Meyer, 2000, p.114).  ‘Social surveys’ allow for 

the accumulation of large amounts of statistical information from a large sample of individuals within 

a relatively limited amount of time (McNeill & Chapman, 2005).  This research method was chosen 

for this study as in many others, for of its capacity to be both descriptive and explanatory (McNeill & 

Chapman, 2005).   The results of this questionnaire were analysed in the context of the relevant 

literature.  Ultimately these results were used to answer the study’s underlying research questions, and 

evaluate the accuracy of its hypotheses against the backdrop of this literature.  

 

 A number of deliberate methodological choices were made in coming to the decision to 

conduct a quantitative study of this nature.  While it was acknowledged that the phenomena being 

studied and the literary foundations of the research both lent themselves to qualitative exploration, the 

large scope and emergent nature of both Gen Y, and online social networking, both demanded a 

method that allowed for as large and representative a sample of views as possible.  While a qualitative 
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study would likely have provided considerable depth and breadth of information from a relatively 

smaller sample of participants (Bryman, 1989), the situated and geographically contextual nature of 

many qualitative studies did not apply to the current research, with its broad cross-cultural scope.  The 

views such a qualitative study would have presented would likely have been representative of a 

narrower group of individuals, and this was inappropriate in light of the broad and diverse potential 

significance of Gen Y as a social cohort, and of SNSs as a vehicle utilised by that cohort across 

cultural and geographical boundaries.    While it must be accepted that the use of a quantitative method 

such as this may not have been able to delve into the “rich, and often deliberately concealed, underlife” 

(Bryman, 1989, p.142) that qualitative methods may expose, it was ultimately the most appropriate in 

light of the emergent and evolving  nature of the phenomenon being studied.   

 

Benefits and Weaknesses of the Self-Administered Quantitative Questionnaire 

There are a number of advantages to undertaking self-administered questionnaires.  For 

instance, research can be quite economically undertaken over a great distance with relative ease using 

this method.  Apart from providing a great breadth of responses, a significant advantage of this 

research method is that it is less intrusive and individually demanding of participants than many 

alternatives.  The researcher does not need to be present while the questionnaire is being administered 

unlike interviews for instance, the questionnaire and its responses can be anonymous (Neuman, 1997), 

and participants can undertake to complete them at a time and place of their choosing, potentially 

increasing the response rate.    This method also avoids the researcher’s inherent bias in a manner that 

participant observation or even case studies would have been less likely to allow.  As participants were 

limited to a Likert scale, it must be acknowledged that depth and contemplation were restricted in 

responses, but this was a deliberate attempt to utilise the inherent objectivity of the quantitative 

research method.  From an analytical perspective, another clear benefit of this research method is that 
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everyone answered the same set of questions from the same set of answers, and in so doing, avoided 

much of the contextual ambiguity and verbiage that is characteristic of methods like interviews (Collis 

& Hussey, 2003).  This allows for comparison and contrast amongst a larger group of participants than 

may be possible with qualitative research. 

 

There are also disadvantages to such questionnaires.  These include the fact that the researchers 

cannot control who participates in the survey, which gives rise to a potential self-selection bias, and 

there is the potential for the response rate to be very low.  There is also the likelihood of missing 

responses within the questionnaire, and because responses are anonymous, there is no recourse to the 

participants in such a situation.  There is also no capacity to return to participants to ask follow-up 

questions or engage them in future follow-on research.  These factors were considered at length during 

the research design process, and it was nevertheless decided that quantitative self-administered 

questionnaires would be most appropriate in relation to the study’s research questions.  As such, 

measures were taken to mitigate the weaknesses of the self-administered questionnaire process where 

possible.  

 

The Development and Choice of Research Scales 

 It is apparent from the range of organisational IM literature mentioned in chapter two, that there 

has been a broad spectrum of approaches taken to research in this area.  This has led to a gradual 

evolution in the methodology and discourse in this field.  This progression began with Jones and 

Pitman’s (1982) categorisation of IM tactics, and Cialdini’s (1989) delineation between what he called 

‘boasting’, ‘blurring’, ‘blaring’ and ‘burying’ which was then followed by the generally accepted but 

un-validated measure of IM put forward by Wayne and Ferris (1990).  Their scale was then somewhat 
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selectively adapted (often only in part) by others including Barsness, Diekmann and Seidel (2005), 

Wayne and Liden (1995) and Judge and Bretz (1994).   Individual aspects of the IM continuum were 

also singled out for study, with for instance, Kumar and Beyerlein (1991) focusing upon the 

development of an ingratiation scale for organisational environments (MIBOS).  As Bolino, Kacmar, 

Turnley and Gilstrap (2008) note however, “Although Kumar and Beyerlein provided evidence of 

content, convergent, and discriminant validity, other researchers have questioned the psychometric 

properties of the MIBOS scale.” (p. 1087), resulting in calls for the measures to be increasingly refined 

(Kacmar & Valle, 1997; Harrison, Hochwarter, Perrewe & Ralston, 1998). 

 

 A leap in the methodological progression came when Bolino and Turnley (1999) revisited Jones 

and Pitman’s (1982) earlier contribution to construct a scale under five distinct IM heads: ingratiation, 

self-promotion, exemplification, supplication and intimidation.  Their scale was developed to the 

specifications set out in Hinkin’s (1998) now classic work on the development of scale measures for 

survey questionnaires.  The scale they developed has since been independently tested for reliability and 

validity (Kacmar, Harris & Nagy, 2007) and has been confirmed as psychometrically sound.  Similarly, 

Andrews and Kacmar’s (2001) elaboration upon Cialdini’s (1989) work towards the ‘Impression 

Management by Association Scale (IMAS) concentrated on relationship based strategies rather than 

more explicit tactics.  While providing a useful and validated counter-measure to Bolino and Turnley’s 

(1999) approach, it has been suggested that within their scale, “it is difficult to distinguish between 

blaring and burying, and that it might make the most sense for researchers interested in studying 

indirect tactics of IM to use the full IMAS scale rather than its four subscales” (Bolino et. al., 2008).  

More recently, a scale has been developed to examine aspects of image creation and protection through 

interview faking behaviours (Levashina and Campion, 2007), and as Bolino et. al. (2008) note, this 

scale resembles Paulhaus’ (1984) scale which aimed to examine analogous phenomena. 
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    For the purpose of the current study a number of possible scales were considered, and Bolino 

and Turnley’s (1999) measure was chosen as most closely aligned to the research and research 

questions at hand.  Taking into account the range of possible moderators identified by previous 

researchers moreover, it was felt that it would be most appropriate to combine Bolino and Turnley’s 

(1999) scale with measures for relevant personality indicators.  Consequently, the questionnaire 

ultimately undertaken for this study and to be discussed in greater depth hereafter combined Bolino and 

Turnley’s IM scale (1999) with measures for self-monitoring, extraversion and neuroticism (Lennox & 

Wolfe, 1984 and Sato, 2005) respectively. 

 

Demographic factors such as gender, and culture as well as the personality indicators, discussed 

above and in the previous chapter were chosen as the moderating variables for the present study.  

While it is acknowledged that there are a number of other possible moderators, Page and Meyer’s 

(2000) counsel that “to attempt to include all relevant variables in one study would in many instances 

be impossible” (pp.67–68), was accepted, and so in the interests of rigor within the scope of the present 

study, only those identified by the literature to be most relevant were selected for greater exploration.  

There is certainly scope for later studies to expand on this research through the inclusion of further 

moderating factors.  This is in keeping with the view that research can explore smaller sections of a 

larger phenomenon, and “provided rigorous methods are used, each chunk of knowledge can then be 

refined, corrected, and better understood in relation to the big picture” (Page & Meyers, 2000, p.68).   

With regard to the personality indicators in particular, it must be acknowledged that a number of other 

traits including the remaining three of the ‘big five’, ‘openness’, ‘conscientiousness’, and 

‘agreeableness’ are all viable choices for future examination.  The present study’s focus on 

extraversion and neuroticism are the result of literary enquiry which asserted their relevance or the 

dearth of understanding around them respectively.  Self-monitoring moreover, was chosen for inclusion 
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because of its association with IM behaviour specifically as discussed in chapter two, and because of 

its high discriminant validity when set against other personality constructs (Snyder, 1987).   The 

exception to this finding is with regard to extraversion, which is found to be moderately correlated with 

self-monitoring due to its inclusion as a sub-scale in the self-monitoring scale (Day & Kilduff, 2003).  

It has been asserted nevertheless, that self-monitoring is a theoretically discrete and significant concept 

regardless of the sub-scales that help to form it (Gangestad & Snyder, 2000). 

 

The Scales and Their Measurement 

The quantitative questionnaire ultimately disseminated for this study (See Appendix A) 

comprised four distinct sections involving a total of 23 questions.  The first section of the survey 

focussed on contextual and demographic questions.  It asked about participants’ gender, age, education, 

employment status, country of origin and SNS use.  These questions were included to create profiles 

and track trends.  The second section of the questionnaire (‘question 11’) asks personality related 

questions.  Once again, this was for profiling purposes, and to monitor trends.  The third section 

(‘question 12’) similarly asks questions aimed at profiling for self-monitoring trends, and the fourth 

section (‘questions 13 – 23’) targets IM behaviour on SNSs in work situations.   

 

Considerable effort was undertaken in the questionnaire development phase of this study.  

The possibility of developing a scale specifically for this study was considered but abandoned due to 

time constraints and the availability of existing and extensively pre-validated measures.  These were 

also chosen over the development of a new scale because it was felt that their established status was 

better suited to responding to the study’s desire to apply a new context in the form of SNSs to long-

accepted theoretical discourses in IM, and the tools that inform them. A new scale once validated, may 
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have suitably explored Gen Y’s use of social networking in a workplace context, but it could not have 

demonstrated the relevance of the more embedded theoretical paradigms as adequately as an 

established scale with which a greater sense of academic continuity or change would be apparent. 

 

The Impression Management Scale  

Effective survey instruments need to meet a number of criteria.  Most importantly, they need to 

be “simple to complete, clearly worded, and attractively presented” (Page & Meyers, 2000, p.114).  To 

ensure it met these criteria, the questionnaire in the present study though using established scales, was 

in fact drafted a number of times prior to its ultimate dissemination to participants.  The first iteration 

of the questionnaire involved only Bolino and Turnley’s (1999) IM scale, which was itself based on 

Jones and Pitman’s (1982) taxonomy, and contains 22 questions that address five factors – ‘Self-

Promotion’, ‘Ingratiation’, ‘Exemplification’, ‘Intimidation’, and ‘Supplication’, as indicators of self-

managing behaviour (Jones & Pitman, 1982; Bolino & Turnley, 1999).  In a later article “Bolino and 

Turnley describe five studies undertaken to develop the measure of IM and report evidence of its 

reliability and convergent and discriminant validity” (Turnley & Bolino, 2001, p.352).   Their (1999) 

scale was ultimately created based on Jones and Pittman’s (1982) taxonomy, having rejected the 

instruments developed by Wayne and Ferris (1990) and Beyerlein (1991) for reasons of reliability, 

relevance and validity. A particular concern and benefit of Bolino and Turnley’s (1999) scale is their 

unique emphasis on ‘motivational intent’ (Bolino & Turnley, 1999) within an IM and organisational 

context that attempts to avoid the limitations of previous scales.  One such limitation of particular 

concern, was an overlap with measures for OCB, which warranted an examination of the instrument’s 

convergent and discriminant validity alongside measures for OCB (Van Dyne, Graham & Dienesch, 

1994), conscientiousness (Goldberg, 1992), perceived organisational support (Eisenberger, Huntington, 
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Hutchinson & Sowa 1986), self-monitoring (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984), and careerism (Feldman & 

Weitz, 1991).   

 

Bolino and Turnley’s (1999) scale was chosen for this study primarily for its focus on working 

environments.    As Bolino and Turnley(1999) themselves observed, the advantages of their instrument 

are “that [it] (a) is suitable for use in organizations, (b) is based on existing impression management 

theory, and (c) is representative of the full domain of impression management tactics that employees 

are likely to use in organizational settings.” (Bolino and Turnley, 1999), thereby also reinforcing its 

suitability for this study.  Certainly, there is a litany of literature on IM in organisational spheres as 

discussed in chapter two, but no other prevailing and reliable quantitative measures of impression 

management activities in organisations.  While the present study’s individual level of analysis does not 

apply the Bolino and Turnley (1999) scale in a particular organisational context, the questions in this 

scale were all framed in work contexts, and asked participants to reflect first on their own behaviour 

when using SNSs, and then on their perceptions of the behaviour of others.  The organisational context 

in which the instrument was developed meant that it did not require adaptation for this study, and the 

original five-point Likert scale was utilised, allowing for responses that encompassed a range from (1) 

never behave this way, (2) very rarely behave this way, (3) occasionally behave this way, (4) 

sometimes behave this way, and (5) often behave this way.   A copy of the items in the scale is 

provided below.   
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Table 3.2 Bolino and Turnley Impression Management Scale (1999) 

SPROM 1 Talk proudly about your experience or education. 

SPROM 2 Make people aware of your talents or qualifications. 

SPROM 3 Let others know you are valuable to the organisation. 

SPROM 4 Make people aware of your accomplishments. 

INGRT 1 Compliment your colleagues so they will see you as likable. 

INGRT 2 Take an interest in your colleagues’ personal lives to show them that you are friendly. 

INGRT 3 Praise your colleagues for their accomplishments so they will consider you a nice 

person. 

INGRT 4 Do personal favours for your colleagues to show them that you are friendly. 

EXEMP 1 Stay at work late so people will know you are hard working. 

EXEMP 2 Try to appear busy, even at times when things are slower. 

EXEMP 3 Arrive at work early to look dedicated. 

EXEMP 4 Come to the office at night or on weekends to show that you are dedicated. 

INTIM 1 Be intimidating with co-workers when it will help you get your job done. 

INTIM 2 Let others know that you can make things difficult for them if they push you too far. 

INTIM 3 Deal forcefully with colleagues when they hamper your ability to get your job done. 

INTIM 4 Deal strongly or aggressively with co-workers who interfere in your business. 

INTIM 5 Use intimidation to get colleagues to behave appropriately. 

SUPP 1 Act like you know less than you do so people will help you out. 

SUPP 2 Try to gain assistance or sympathy from people by appearing needy in some area. 

SUPP 3 Pretend not to understand something to gain someone’s help. 

SUPP 4 Act like you need assistance so people will help you out. 

SUPP 5 Pretend to know less than you do so you can avoid an unpleasant assignment. 

  

 

The Personality Questionnaire - Brief Version  

A potentially influencing factor identified for the purposes of this study was the effect of 

personality on participant responses.  When looking for an appropriate personality scale for this study, 

it became apparent that there are a number of personality studies in psychological fields, but there is 

little coherence to the literature that emanates from these studies.  As Francis, Craig and Robbins 

(2007) note,  

personality psychology seems to be a well-defined and well-integrated field of 

study…however [it also] seems to be a highly fragmented field of study.  

Individual researchers expend considerable energy working with highly-

specialized models of personality, establishing and testing patterns of 

relationships within the framework of preferred ways of thinking.  They appear 

somewhat disinterested in the way explanations derived from these models (and 

consequently their findings) relate to explanations preferred by other researchers 

(and the findings generated by others) (p.257). 
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There are a number of personality scales currently in use, and many of them are several pages 

long, which would be viable and appropriate in a study primarily concerned with personality issues, but 

which were clearly inappropriate in a study such as this, where personality factors were to be examined 

as a secondary concern. Of the numerous personality instruments available therefore, two prominent 

personality assessment instruments cited in the psychology literature, namely the ‘Eysenck Personality 

Questionnaire’ (1975) and the ‘Myers-Briggs Personality Inventory’ (1962) were considered in greater 

depth.  The Eysenck questionnaire (1975) aims to provide a description of individual personality 

through the identification of personality traits, while the Myers-Briggs inventory (1962) aims to 

appraise mental processes and sort individuals into “psychological types” (Francis et. al., 2007, p.260).  

Studies have found that there is a strong correlation between a number of the Eysenckian and Myers-

Briggs indicators such as extraversion (Steele & Kelly, 1976; Wakefield, Sasek, Brubaker & Friedman, 

1976) for instance. While both instruments have clear and sometimes overlapping uses therefore, for 

the purposes of the current research, the Eysenck (1975) scale’s narrower focus on individual traits 

(particularly extraversion and neuroticism), were deemed more appropriate in addressing the study’s 

research questions and hypotheses than the Myers-Briggs inventory’s (1962) broader view of 

psychological types.  It was noted from the outset moreover, that a research instrument that combined a 

number of scales while comprehensive, would result in a very long questionnaire.  It was understood 

and acknowledged that the result of such an instrument would be either a deterrent to participation or 

result in more than an ordinate number of missing values.  This was later supported by the study’s 

pilot, which confirmed that despite using an abridged personality scale, participants still felt the 

questionnaire was too long.  This was one reason for the use of the shorter personality scale chosen.  A 

second iteration of the survey instrument was therefore developed to include Sato’s (2005) revision of 

Eysenck’s (1992) personality scale.   
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Toru Sato’s (2005) brief version of the Eysenck personality scale focussed on two factors from 

the original Eysenck Personality Questionnaire EPQR-S, namely, ‘extraversion’ and ‘neuroticism’.  

Sato’s adaptation of the Eysenk’s scale was chosen for a number of reasons, including the fact that its 

response format was altered from the original yes/no answers to a more desirable 5-point Likert scale.  

This was particularly significant in the present study, because it allowed Eysenk’s instrument to be 

more readily comparable with Bolino and Turnley’s 5-point scale measure.  This was a significant 

aspect of the research design with a view to later statistical analysis.  Overall, Sato’s (2005) brief 

instrument was found to have sound internal consistency, test-retest reliability and concurrent validity 

(Sato, 2005).  Sato’s (2005) adjustment of the original Eysenckian scale consisted merely of removing 

the psychoticism and lie scales respectively from the original instrument.  Justification for this is that 

the psychoticism measure encountered psychometric difficulties (Ferrando, 2003; Forrest et al. 2000 in 

Sato, 2005), and the lie scale simply acted to identify issues of social desirability.  This problem of 

possible social desirability was addressed in the current study through the repetition of Bolino and 

Turnley’s (1999) IM scale.     This will be further elaborated upon later in this chapter, but a copy of 

the items in Sato’s (2005) scale are provided below. 
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Table 3.3 Toru Sato’s Eysenck Personality Questionnaire Brief Version (2005) 

EXTRA 1 Are you a talkative person? 

EXTRA 2 Are you rather lively? 

EXTRA 3 Do you enjoy meeting new people? 

EXTRA 4 Can you usually let yourself go and enjoy yourself at a lively party? 

EXTRA 5 Do you usually take the initiative in making new friends? 

EXTRA 6 Can you easily get some life into a rather dull party? 

EXTRA7 Do you tend to keep in the background on social occasions? 

EXTRA 8 Do you like mixing with people? 

EXTRA 9 Do you like plenty of action and excitement around you? 

EXTRA 10 Are you mostly quiet when you are with other people? 

EXTRA 11 Do other people think of you as being very lively? 

EXTRA 12 Can you get a party going? 

NEUROTICISM 1 Does your mood often go up and down? 

NEUROTICISM 2 Do you ever feel miserable for no reason? 

NEUROTICISM 3 Are you an irritable person? 

NEUROTICISM 4 Are your feelings easily hurt? 

NEUROTICISM 5 Do you often feel fed-up? 

NEUROTICISM 6 Would you call yourself a nervous person? 

NEUROTICISM 7 Are you a worrier? 

NEUROTICISM 8 Would you call yourself tense or highly strung? 

NEUROTICISM 9 Do you worry too long after an embarrassing experience? 

NEUROTICISM 10 Do you suffer from nerves? 

NEUROTICISM 11 Do you often feel lonely? 

NEUROTICISM 12 Are you often troubled about feelings of guilt? 

 

The Self-Monitoring Scale  

Choosing an appropriate self-monitoring scale was also important.  The literature suggested that 

self-monitoring was relevant to the construction of personal and professional relationships (Day & 

Kilduff, 2003) as well as what Snyder and Gangestad (1986) identified as a range of other applicable 

“domains of social behaviour and interpersonal relationships” (p.125), but there was also debate about 

the validity and psychometric usefulness of existing scales which created a certain amount of tension 

when selecting the one most appropriate for the current study.  A number of instruments were 

considered for this study.  Snyder’s (1974) self-monitoring scale was considered but set aside due to 

concerns surrounding the constructs and psychometric properties of that original scale (O’Cass, 2000).  

It had been identified as a useful and accepted measure that “empirically works” (Shaw and Costanzo, 
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1982 in Snyder and Gangestad, 1986, p. 125), but that “exhibits fundamental psychometric 

weaknesses” (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984, p. 1350).  Though Snyder and Gangestad (1986) were at pains to 

defend the original self-monitoring scale, it was their own concessions to the Lennox and Wolfe (1984)  

scale that ultimately indicated that that instrument was more psychometrically rigorous and therefore 

most appropriate for use in the present study.  While acknowledging their reservations about the 

narrowness and wording of Lennox and Wolfe’s (1984) instrument.  Snyder and Gangestad (1986) 

acknowledged that the original self-monitoring instrument and the Lennox and Wolfe scale (1984) 

“share more than 50% of their reliable variance” (p.136) and that “the Lennox and Wolfe measure may 

correlate with some subset of external criterion variables more highly than does the Self-Monitoring 

Scale” (p.137).  The third iteration of the survey instrument therefore included the Lennox and Wolfe 

(1984) revised self-monitoring scale.   

 

Lennox and Wolfe’s (1984) instrument most closely correlated with the concerns of this study, 

and contained 12 questions addressing two factors – namely, ‘the ability to modify self-presentation’, 

and ‘sensitivity to the expressive behaviours of others’, both of which were relevant to the concerns 

highlighted by the literature.  This scale once again met requirements around applicability and brevity.  

The items on the scale were unaltered, but its original Likert response format was altered for greater 

consistency with the overall instrument, and because participants in the pilot study complained that 

some of the original options in the Lennox and Wolfe (1984) scale were confusing in the degree to 

which they overlapped.  For instance, Lennox and Wolfe’s original format provided the following six 

options: 0 = certainly, always false, 1= generally false, 2 = somewhat false, but with exception, 3 = 

somewhat true, but with exception, 4 = generally true, 5 = certainly, always true (Lennox & Wolfe, 

1984).  Participants in our pilot study argued that they perceived ‘2 = somewhat false, but with 

exception, and 3 = somewhat true, but with exception’, as essentially the same thing, making one of the 
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two redundant.  We agreed with this assessment, and upon examination of the literature and expert 

statistical advice, it was decided that the most appropriate course of action would be to convert the 

response format into a comparable 5-point Likert scale as has been undertaken in other studies 

(O’Cass, 2000), and then test for reliability upon statistical analysis at culmination of the data 

collection phase.  For consistency, ease of comparison and statistical analysis, it was determined that 

the Likert scale used be the same as that utilised in Sato’s (2005) personality instrument. A copy of the 

items in this instrument is provided below in Table 3.4. 

 

Some of the items in the Lennox and Wolfe (1984) scale are worded for a face to face context.  

‘Sensitivity 1 - I am often able to read people’s true emotions correctly through their eyes’ for instance, 

is an example of this.  The scale was developed to classify high and low self-monitoring individuals 

respectively, and it was not anticipated that the fact that this was done in a face-to-face context would 

cause any problems or raise any issues in relation to this study.  Self-monitoring is a marker of 

personality just like extraversion or conscientiousness, which individuals take with them from situation 

to situation.  It should influence their reaction to circumstances, but should not be overly affected by 

external circumstances or impetus.  While only some individuals interact on social networking sites 

therefore, it is unlikely that their self-monitoring tendencies would change when using those sites, and 

therefore it was felt that an instrument that measured self-monitoring albeit in face-to-face contexts, 

would be appropriately transferable to online settings.  As such, the wording of the scale was not 

changed from its original form. 
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Table 3.4 Lennox and Wolfe Revised Self-Monitoring Scale (1984) 

ModifySP 1 In social situations I have the ability to modify my behaviour if I 

feel that something else is called for. 

ModifySP 2 I have the ability to control the way I come across to people, 

depending on the impression I wish to give them. 

ModifySP 3 When I feel that the image I am portraying isn’t working, I can 

readily change it to something that does. 

ModifySP 4 I have trouble changing my behaviour to suit different people and 

different situations. 

ModifySP 5 I have found that I can adjust my behaviour to meet the 

requirements of any situation I find myself in. 

ModifySP 6 Once I know what a situation calls for, it’s easy for me to regulate 

my actions accordingly. 

Sensitivity 1 I am often able to read people’s true emotions correctly through 

their eyes. 

Sensitivity 2 In conversations, I am sensitive to even the slightest change in 

facial expression of the person I am conversing with. 

Sensitivity 3 My powers of intuition are quite good when it comes to 

understanding others’ emotions and motives. 

Sensitivity 4 I can usually tell when others consider a joke to be in bad taste, 

even though they may laugh convincingly. 

Sensitivity 5 I can usually tell when I’ve said something inappropriate by 

reading it in the listener’s eyes. 

Sensitivity 6 If someone is lying to me, I usually know it at once from that 

person’s manner of expression. 

 

All three scales utilised in this study were ordinal variable instruments for which we utilised a 

standard Likert scale measure as outlined above.  Likert scale measures are very common and are often 

seen in social science and business research (Page & Meyer, 2000), but because they are based on the 

observations and sensitivities of participants, their merit in a purely scientific or mathematical context 

is often questioned.  Page and Meyer (2000) for instance, state that  

most of these scales represent nothing more than a loosely related set of 

perceptions to which the researcher has attached numbers and labels.  However, 

this type of scale is extremely popular in business and management research, 

and progression with theorising would founder if this rule were not bent (p.73).    

 

In the present study it is acknowledged therefore, that the rule was violated, and ordinal Likert scales 

were used to collect data, and arithmetic operations were conducted on the data collected despite the 
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perceptual nature of the scales and in line with best practice in business and management research.  It 

appears that the discussion around the misuse of ordinal scales is now at a point where their use in 

quantitative studies such as the one at hand is common practice because  

it is generally accepted that it is reasonable to use arithmetically derived 

averages to describe and manipulate the data.  As long as using these averages is 

not an extreme violation of mathematical rules and assumptions…we may 

proceed with caution…[but] the violation must be acknowledged, and the likely 

impacts stated (Page & Meyer, 2000, p.73).   

 

The present study has already acknowledged its violation of this rule, and it is felt that the likely 

impacts would be negligible because one of the primary concerns of this study is to examine the on-

going relevance of previous norms in the area of IM thereby requiring this research to revisit 

instruments that are already in use and simply applying them to a more modern context rather than 

developing new instruments with new implications.  Essentially this study simply continues to violate 

the rule rather than commencing a fresh violation.  It has been said furthermore, that “Large sample 

sizes and the combination of several ordinal scales are instances where mathematical operations can be 

forgiven” (Page & Meyer, 2000, p.73), and the present study meets both of these criteria. 

 

The Pilot 

Pilot testing a study’s research method – in this case, a self-administered quantitative 

questionnaire, is an important milestone.  Page and Meyer (2000) state that it is a “rule of thumb 

pertaining to written instruments, [that] Murphy’s Law prevails – anything that can be misinterpreted 

will be” (p.78).  In the present study, the pilot conducted allowed us to test how easily understandable 

our research questions were, and to explore the viability of our distribution method.  Ultimately, it also 

gave us an indication of the response rate we could expect, and highlighted the likelihood of missing 
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values within questionnaire responses.  Responses to the pilot study were not ultimately taken into 

account as part of the research sample because of the different distribution methods undertaken, the 

smaller, more easily identifiable sample, and the fact that pilot respondents often identified themselves 

during the feedback process, thereby nullifying the anonymity of their responses. 

 

The pilot study was conducted online via email invitation, and aimed to confirm the viability of 

the questionnaire in a modern SNSs context.  The questionnaire was always to be disseminated online, 

and as such, would encompass a range of responses from diverse individuals within that sphere.  The 

pilot aimed to mimic this diversity as effectively as possible in order to properly reflect the potential 

backgrounds of future participants.  As the questionnaire instruments used had already been validated 

on a number of previous occasions by experts in their fields, the pilot in this study aimed primarily to 

confirm that the questions included were easily understandable in relation to SNSs regardless of 

cultural factors.  Naturally the fact that the questionnaire was written in English acted as an inherent 

cultural bias that would preclude many people from participating if they did not speak or read that 

language, but this is somewhat mitigated by the widespread use of English as a commercial language 

throughout much of the world today, including increasingly ‘connected’ and rapidly emerging 

economies such as India, which one may not previously have considered for a study of this nature.   

 

Participants in the pilot were required not only to fill in the questionnaire, but also to provide 

email feedback on what they felt to be its successes and particularly its failings.  This proved to be a 

valuable process which raised a concern with regard to the Lennox and Wolfe (1984) self-monitoring 

scale as previously mentioned.  Page and Meyer (2000) assert that “no measures are perfect” (p.77), 

and this study acknowledges that this is true of the instruments used in the present research, but 

considerable time and effort was taken to maintain academic rigor wherever possible.  The limited 
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revisions ultimately required as a result of the pilot can perhaps have been expected of a questionnaire 

that utilises three extensively tested and pre-validated scales as the one in question does.  The few 

suggested changes that were raised by the pilot were nevertheless incorporated into the final iteration 

of the questionnaire. 

 

Rationale for the Target Population and Sample.  

The questionnaire once assembled, piloted and revised, was then disseminated via SNSs in 

correspondence with survey monkey.  Once the questionnaire was disseminated in this manner, 

snowball sampling was encouraged over a period of three months as is increasingly common practice 

in the field of social network research (Pagani, Hofacker & Goldsmith, 2011; Rosenberg & Egbert, 

2011).  Though the responses were anonymous, demographic questions included in the questionnaire 

demonstrated the significant diversity of respondents. 

 

Babbie (2011) states that a “study population is that aggregation of elements from which the 

sample is actually selected” (p.214).  Though appearing straightforward, defining the population for 

this study required much serious consideration.  As discussed in the previous chapter, organisational 

network research has largely focussed on structural rather than individual concerns.  The result has 

been a scholarly focus on organisation or industry-level research that has sought largely to deny the 

significance of individual actors or their uniquely human traits.  With its focus on IM, and Gen Y 

however, this study has sought to emphasise the importance of human characteristics to organisations 

in a more individualistic informal network context.  While the focus of the study was on Gen Y 

moreover, the exploratory nature of the research required some points of reference from other 

generations.  The dearth of research in this area made it difficult to refine the population in terms of 
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demographic factors such as ethnicity, gender, etc, and so users of SNSs were consequently chosen to 

be our very broad population of interest in line with Babbie’s contention that “a population is the 

theoretically specified aggregation of study elements” (Babbie, 2011, p.214). 

 

 It has been asserted that there can be no archetypal or ideal sample size for all studies.  What is 

appropriate will depend on the study in question, the expected response rate and confidence anticipated 

(Hussey & Hussey, 1997).  The present study raised a number of issues for the researchers in the area 

of sample size and substance.  These were addressed with a combination of pragmatism and research 

rigor.  The perceptual nature of responses and the fact that Gen Y and SNSs are arguably both so 

changeable were both identified as factors that would hinder the future generalizability of the study 

regardless of sample size.   There is a tendency in the positivistic school of thought to believe that a 

sample must be completely free of all selection biases in order to be generalisable, but Hussey & 

Hussey (1997) have pointed out that questionnaires can be both positivistic and/or phenomenological, 

meaning that their primary objective is not to generalise, but rather to “find out what a selected group 

of participants do, think or feel” (p.161).  This may seem counterintuitive to the positivist philosophy 

on the surface, but is perhaps less so than it appears – particularly with regard to social research 

generally and the study at hand specifically, for the reasons mentioned above.   

 

As previously noted, this study is not positivist in its purest sense, because it is not 

experimental in nature.  Its objective is exploration in a social rather than purely scientific context, 

though it hopes to provide insights in specific areas rather than interpreting constructivist material 

towards inductive findings.  This raised a number of challenges when conceptualising and executing 

the sampling process.  As Babbie (2011) aptly recognises, “social research is often conducted in 
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situations that do not permit the kinds of probability samples used in large-scale social surveys” 

(p.206), and the present study had to operate within its own constraints.  It is widely understood that in 

order to maximise validity and reliability, ideal research samples are both random and stratified (Page 

& Meyers, 2000).  In research that relies upon the collection of perceptual primary data from disparate 

individuals as this and many sociological studies do however, it is rarely possible to achieve a 

completely ideal sample.  It has been said that “probability sampling can be impossible or 

inappropriate in many research situations” (Babbie, 2011, p.206), and realistically it was felt that a true 

random sample from a population of all users of SNSs was both unlikely and unnecessary.  Despite the 

researchers’ best endeavours, they “are seldom in a position to guarantee that every element meeting 

the theoretical definitions laid down actually has a chance of being selected in the sample” (Babbie, 

2011, p.214).   

 

While random selection is ideal when sampling moreover, Babbie (2011) notes, that 

“nonprobability-sampling methods cannot guarantee that the sample… observed is representative of 

the whole population” (p.210).   It is true that despite the best intentions of the researchers involved, 

even random samples can be biased in a great number of ways (Page & Meyers, 2000) moreover, and 

“there are times when probability sampling would not be appropriate even if it were possible” (Babbie, 

2011, p.206).   As Page & Meyers (2000) observe moreover, an ideal sample and a realistic sample are 

generally not the same thing in positivist studies that rely upon primary data collection methods.  They 

state that an ideal sample “assumes that the sample elements are selected from a sampling frame that 

consists of all the members of the research population.  Unfortunately, practical problems mean that 

most sample frames are not complete.” (Page & Meyers, 2000, p.100).  This was a concern in the 

present study, but in light of its less than unique occurrence in social science research, and because of 
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the primarily exploratory nature of the present study, a self-administered questionnaire was the most 

pragmatic research method in the circumstances.    

 

A non-probability snowball sample was therefore consciously utilised despite the concerns for 

generalisability highlighted above, because it is a currently accepted practice with regard to 

exploratory research on SNSs (Pagani, Hofacker and Goldsmith, 2011; Rosenberg & Egbert, 2011).   

Moreover, while it has proven impossible to gain a true random sample from a population as large and 

transitory as Gen Y in New Zealand or overseas, it is arguable that even if such a sample had been 

forthcoming, a study which relies upon the judgment and estimation of human participants could not 

credibly demonstrate the causal links demanded by a positivist inferential study.  As this study 

recognises the dynamic nature of its subjects (Gen Y) as a diverse and constantly maturing group, as 

well as the evolving nature of the medium in question (SNSs), and it does not aim to make any claims 

to generalisability beyond the exploratory sample at hand furthermore, the advantages of a non-

probability snowball sample were found to increasingly outweigh the disadvantages.  As Coleman 

(1958) has observed, snowball samples are inimitably suitable for sociological research because as 

Biernacki and Waldorf (1981) put it, “it allows for the sampling of natural interactional units” (p.141).    

Though random probability samples are known to avoid researcher bias and are typically considered 

more representative of the population of interest (Babbie, 2011) therefore, it is also recognised that 

“snowball sampling can be more than a simple technique for finding people to study.  It in itself can be 

a revealing part of the inquiry” (Babbie, 2011, p.208).  Most pertinently with regard to the present 

study, it is illustrative of “the dynamics of natural and organic networks” (Babbie, 2011, p.208) which 

are of primary interest in this exploratory investigation.  Overall, it is acknowledged that this mode of 

data collection walks “an uneasy line between the dictates of replicable and representative research 

design and the more flowing and theoretically led sampling techniques of qualitative research”(Miller 
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& Brewer, 2003, p.275), but it was found to be most suitable for this study for the reasons 

aforementioned. 

 

In the present study it was felt that the best way to ensure that participants formed a sample 

with access to SNSs was to disseminate the questionnaire through such networks.  In lieu of an 

absolute random sample from the Gen Y population in New Zealand, the snowball effect would 

provide the most comprehensive ad hoc sample from within social network users if such a sample was 

taken specifically from SNSs.  The most recent available census figures show that 60.5% of New 

Zealanders have access to the Internet in their household (Statistics NZ, 2006), and 20.72% of the 

entire population of New Zealand is classified as a part of Gen Y (Statistics NZ, 2011).  In order to be 

a viable sample, “the proportion of the sample within each stratum should be approximately equal to 

the proportions for the strata in the population” (Page & Meyers, 2000, p. 99).  In the present study, of 

the 531 total participants, 212 were New Zealanders, and 163 of those were from Gen Y.  In effect 

then, 100% of the sample group had access to SNSs as was the intention, and within the sample 

76.88% were also members of Gen Y, indicating a higher than required proportion. 

 

The Participants 

Participation in the questionnaire was open to anyone who utilised SNSs – though as 

aforementioned, a limitation was that it was disseminated in English only.  While Gen Y were the main 

population of interest for this study, it was felt that participants of other age groups would provide a 

valuable comparison in their use of SNSs and their demonstration of IM behaviours in workplace and 

social networking contexts.  The largely open nature of the questionnaire was deliberate in encouraging 
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participation by as many people as possible, albeit from within the population of interest (i.e. those 

with access to SNSs).   

 

Data Collection 

 As stated, the data for this study was collected by means of an anonymous self-administered 

online questionnaire.  The questionnaire was circulated to 62 of the researcher’s contacts online via 

social media, and those contacts were asked to also circulate the questionnaire to their contacts, 

effectively producing a snowball sample of respondents, the majority of whom were self-selecting after 

the initial circulation.  Feedback from the pilot study indicated that the survey’s length would create 

problems in relation to response rates.  Even if people did choose to participate, the likelihood of 

maintaining their interest and willingness to participate right to the end would be small unless some 

form of incentive was provided. Consequently, an inducement to participate in this study was provided 

by way of a prize draw.   The incentive was approved by the ethics committee and funded by the 

University’s PhD Research Grant.  Two IPods were provided as prizes for the draw that took place at 

the culmination of the data collection period.  These incentives were chosen for their perceived 

attractiveness to the demographic sought for this study – i.e. Gen Y.    Data was anonymously collected 

by Survey Monkey.  Once responses were collected, the data was collated for the purposes of statistical 

analysis.  No responses were declined.  Ultimately, over 531 individuals participated in the 

questionnaire, and of these, just over 250 entered the prize draw for the IPods.  This demonstrated that 

while the incentive was not a motivator for all participants, it certainly played a role in driving the 

participation rate as expected subsequent to the pilot study.    
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Data Processing 

Prior to analysis, the data collected for this study was cleaned and coded.  In the process of 

cleaning and coding, the data was exported from Survey Monkey in an excel spreadsheet format.  It 

was then transferred to SPSS, where it was examined for missing data, reverse coded and grouped as 

necessary.  In some cases composite variables were also created for ease of analysis.  Once cleaned 

and coded, the data was tested for validity, reliability and normality.  A period of statistical analysis 

and hypotheses testing was then undertaken as outlined in greater depth below and in the following 

chapter. 

 

3.4 OVERVIEW OF METHOD OF ANALYSIS 

 The research design for this study was developed to maximise the ease with which statistical 

methods could be used to analyse data obtained from the sample, thereby exploring the study’s 

hypotheses and answering its overarching questions.  This is in keeping with Kerlinger’s (2000) view 

that statistical analysis can be defined as 

The theory and method of analysing quantitative data obtained from a sample of 

observations in order to study and compare sources of various phenomena, to 

help make decisions to accept or reject hypothesised relationships between the 

phenomena, and to aid in making reliable inferences from empirical 

observations. (p.175) 

The present study, has engaged primarily in parametric exploratory data analysis and descriptive 

statistics to summarise and display quantitative data in line with the study’s research questions and 

objectives.  Dominick (1999) has stated that “It is customary for studies of unprecedented phenomena 

to be principally exploratory and descriptive” (p.648).  With regard to the present study, it was 

unprecedented for IM tactics to be examined in the context of workplace interactions on SNSs, and in 

relation to Gen Y.  Consequently, exploratory and descriptive statistical methods were appropriate in 
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providing a foundational understanding of the phenomena in question.  As Hussey and Hussey (1997) 

have explained, “exploratory data analysis not only describes the data but also summarises the data in 

tables, charts or graphs in order to enable patterns and relationships to be discerned which are not 

apparent in the raw data” (p.189).  This was important in setting a clear foundation from which more 

advanced statistical explorations could be undertaken at a later date or perhaps by other studies.   

 

The primary statistical tool used in this study was the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS).  Reliability analysis, factor analysis, frequency distribution tables, summary statistics for 

continuous variables, normality testing, multiple linear regression for IM, linear regression models to 

compare means and test for differences in relationships by age group through tests for the significance 

of interactions, ANOVAs, and ordinal logit regressions for time spent using SNSs, were all conducted 

through this software package.  The tables and graphs characteristic of exploratory data analysis and 

descriptive statistics were also utilised in this study.  Central tendency was calculated by finding the 

ordinary or arithmetic mean.  The overall findings of the data analysis process are set out in greater 

detail in chapter four.    

 

Having asserted that this study is non-experimental and so cannot claim to expose a causal 

relationship between variables, it has nevertheless attempted to explore the degree to which variables 

can be seen to have an influence on one another.  To advance the boundaries of theoretical knowledge 

in this area (albeit within the acknowledged limitations of non-experimental research), this study has 

engaged in correlational investigation to determine the degree to which variables are related and the 

positive or negative nature of these correlations (Page & Meyer, 2000).  Within the scope of the present 

study it was felt that correlational research would be appropriate in providing enough of an insight into 
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the relationships and phenomena in question to both respond to the study’s research questions, and 

establish whether there is sufficient indication of a predictive relationship to undertake an experimental 

study for the purpose of establishing causality at a later date.  This is also in keeping with the fact that 

some of the research areas in this study have never been examined in concert before.   

 

Reliability and Validity of the Research Scales 

 According to Oppenheim (1992) reliability is a test for consistency.  Page and Meyer (2000) 

have said that complete reliability is attained “when the instrument provides identical repeated 

measures relating to some constant factor” (p.84).  It is arguable however, that no written instrument 

can be perfectly reliable as long as it is reliant on perceptual responses that are subject to interpretation 

by a variable population, as is the case in the present study.  In terms of validity, “an instrument is said 

to be valid when it can be shown that the measures are accurately measuring what they are supposed to 

be measuring; in other words, when they are free of systematic error” (Page & Meyer, 2000, p.84).  

Despite the fact that the present study utilised established and well-worn psychometric instruments that 

have previously been tested for their content, criterion and construct validity and reliability, the scales 

utilised in the present study have nevertheless been tested for internal consistency through factor 

analysis and a measurement of their Cronbach Alpha scores.  A principal components analysis was 

conducted to summarise the data set, and confirmatory factor analysis was used to confirm the 

construct validity of the instruments in relation to the theoretical underpinnings of the research at hand.  

The results of these tests for reliability and validity are presented in the following chapter, and are 

consistently in line with common expectations and the results of original testing. 
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3.5 SOCIAL DESIRABILITY BIAS 

Having decided to utilise Bolino and Turnley’s (1999) scale, it became apparent that social 

desirability bias was likely to be a concern.   Bolino and Turnley (1999) themselves noted that this was 

likely to be a factor influencing participant responses to their instrument.  The unconscious nature of 

such a bias, where the participant is unaware of their propensity to paint the best possible picture of 

themselves without a calculated desire to deceive (Streiner & Norman, 2008) was problematic.  The 

study’s focus on IM also inherently raised the possibility of respondents “faking good” (Streiner & 

Norman, 2008, p.110).  The study intended to examine the extent to which members of Gen Y utilised 

IM in their use of SNSs in work contexts, but the instrument for the study would be conducted via 

social media, so it was important to recognise the possibility that those adept at IM in such a context 

would also intentionally attempt to manage their image in the research instrument.  Influences upon 

such manipulations could vary moreover, and could include a number of overlapping factors such as 

gender and culture (Streiner & Norman, 2008) for instance, thereby making such biases extremely 

difficult to manage through the isolation of any single factor within the instrument itself.  As Paulhaus 

(2002) notes, such biases can be either egotistic either or moralistic, thereby further complicating 

matters.  Regardless of the underlying influences of these phenomenon however, their consequences 

for the validity of the study at hand were real and troublesome.  The most obvious concern was that 

participant responses whether affected by social desirability bias or IM per se, would in either case 

result in data that did not accurately reflect the phenomena being examined.  This would necessarily 

also undermine the discriminant validity (Streiner & Norman, 2008) of the proposed scale in a manner 

that would be unpredictable and therefore difficult to control.  Upon consideration, it was noted that 

these biases would be mitigated somewhat by the fact that participation in the study would be 

completely anonymous and therefore, participants would not be under any external pressure to meet 

standards of socially acceptable behaviour.   
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Upon extensive consideration of the potential social desirability bias, it was decided that a 

second form of defence was required.  The unconscious nature of social desirability bias made it 

inherently difficult to circumvent.  Much thought was put into how best to maintain the integrity of the 

chosen IM scale while also addressing this issue, and ultimately the strategy adopted to mitigate social 

desirability bias was to repeat the IM scale, phrasing the same questions to participants in two separate 

ways.  First, the instrument would be directed to participants themselves, and then participants would 

be asked to answer the same questions about others, thereby revealing if the phenomena being studied 

was identified by participants – even if it was not identified by them in their personal behaviour.  For 

example, at first instance participants were asked to 

“Think about how you portray yourself in a professional context online: When 

using Online Social Networks have you observed that you talk proudly about 

your experience or education?”   

 

Then later in the instrument, they were asked to reflect on their observations of the 

behaviours of others as follows: 

 

“Think about how OTHERS portray THEMSELVES in a professional context 

online. When using Online Social Networks have you observed that OTHER 

PEOPLE: Talk proudly about THEIR experience or education?” 

 

 

It was hoped that in this way any possible social desirability bias could be illuminated in the course of 

data collection, because even if participants were unwilling to identify themselves with ‘undesirable’ 

behaviour, it was less likely that they would also avoid this for unidentified ‘others’.   

 

The repetition of the IM scale was also utilised in order to explore whether not only IM 

behaviours, but also perceptions of behaviours on SNSs were age-sensitive and socially influential.  

Smithikrai (2008) observed with regard to perceived norms, that “In many cases, perceived norms 

more strongly influence members’ behaviour than implicit norms (Smithikrai, 2008, p.255).  This is 
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particularly significant in work networks, where it has been observed that “the more productive the 

work behaviour that is modelled by one’s group members, the more likely one will behave consistently 

with those models, particularly when that behaviour is associated with positive social consequences” 

(Smithikrai, 2008, p.255). 

 

3.6 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Few ethical concerns have been raised by this study – perhaps because of the self-selecting 

nature of its participants.  While many of the research participants have commented on the thought-

provoking nature of the questionnaire, none have expressed distress or cause for concern as a result of 

this process, and their individual choice to participate was likely motivated by an interest in the study 

regardless of their own backgrounds.  Collis and Hussey (2003) have asserted that there is no present 

code of ethics for research in the areas of business and commerce, but this study has nonetheless 

satisfied the requirements of the University’s ‘ethics committee’.   Ethics approval was first sought and 

gained in March 2010 in line with the University’s thesis progress requirements.  As is consistent with 

a study of this nature however, on-going examination of the literature and immersion in the phenomena 

being studied revealed inconsistencies and inadequacies within the material initially approved by the 

ethics committee.  This was particularly true of the initial questionnaire approved for dissemination.  

As the literature base grew, clear thematic issues/questions were increasingly illuminated.  Apart from 

IM, issues of personality and self-monitoring began to emerge more clearly.  The research questions 

and hypothesis were therefore amended to reflect the theoretical foundations being set, and further 

literature was sought in relation to those areas.  This process of research and review continued 

throughout the study, but particularly during research design and questionnaire formation.  

Consequently, the final iteration of the questionnaire was submitted to the committee for 
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reconsideration and approval prior to dissemination to respondents.  This approval was granted in June 

2011.   

 

In the course of this research no participants who met the necessary criteria for participation 

were deliberately excluded from the study, and no deception was utilised at any time.  Neither was any 

information on participants obtained from or passed on to third parties at any time.  Questionnaire 

participants were all provided with a ‘Participant Information Sheet’ that was approved by the 

University of Auckland ‘ethics committee’ (See Appendix A).   This information sheet set out the 

nature and scope of the research, its aims, implications and methodologies, and potential participants 

were also encouraged to direct any questions to the researcher or her supervisors at any time during 

their participation.  All participants were made aware that they were under no compulsion to 

participate, and should they choose to do so, this would be purely at their own discretion having been 

satisfied with the information provided to them.  Consent to participate was received from participants 

in writing.  Access to consent forms and questionnaire responses have always been and will continue to 

be restricted to the researcher and her supervisors.  An inducement to participate was offered in the 

form of a prize draw, but beyond that, no compensation or reimbursement was offered to any of the 

participants in this study at any time, nor were any gratuities of any kind accepted by the researcher 

from participants or any other third parties.  No identifiable information on questionnaire participants 

has been included in any part of this study.  All questionnaire responses collected for this study have 

been securely stored at all times, and will continue to be so for a period of six years for the purpose of 

further research and/or publication.   
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3.7 LIMITATIONS OF THE RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Self-selection bias is a limitation of this study’s research design.  Though internet surveys and 

snowball sampling are increasingly common forms of data collection in studies of SNSs (Pagani, 

Hofacker & Goldsmith, 2011; Rosenberg & Egbert, 2011), self-selection bias is an inherent and 

inevitable limitation of this form of sampling because everyone who participates in the survey chooses 

to do so of their own volition.  The result is as Jung, Youn & McClung (2007) note, that “self-selection 

is a common problem with … Internet surveys in general” (p. 25).  On the other hand, it is arguable 

that even in studies where participants are deliberately chosen and solicited for involvement in a study, 

self-selection is also a factor because as Page and Meyers (2000) note, “a certain degree of self-

selection is unavoidable, … people are free to say ‘No’.  Indeed, research where respondents are 

forced to participate is regarded as unethical and of doubtful value.  Universities do not give ethics 

clearance to such research” (p. 100). 

 

The fact that sampling for this study included snowballing comprising the researcher’s own 

contacts amongst the broader participants does raise issues of population bias.  As a graduate student 

and a member of Gen Y, the researcher’s personal network was likely to reflect her age, class and 

social and professional interests.  The snowball effect would theoretically have meant that her similar 

peers would also likely have had similar peers, and so participation would have been compromised by 

a bias heavily towards individuals who reflect the researcher’s own social cohort.  The cross-cultural 

and cross-generation nature of SNSs however, does seem to have mitigated this to an extent as 

reflected by responses to the questionnaire’s demographic questions.  The apparent age-related bias 

towards Gen Y moreover, can also be thought to reflect this cohort’s heavier use of SNSs rather than a 

particular correlation with the researcher’s particular associations. 
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3.8 CHAPTER SUMMARY 

 This chapter began with an overview of the study’s methodological aims and objectives.  It was 

stated that the study was undertaken to fill a gap in the literature relating to IM and interactions on 

SNSs.  In doing so, the study aims to extend the present knowledge on IM which has largely been 

focussed on face-to-face interaction up to this point.  It also aims to explore the impact of Gen Y with 

regard to IM in online interactions   The chapter then expanded upon the study’s scholarly premises 

and provided justifications for its quantitative and positivist approach.  Having indicated its ideological 

premises, this chapter then went on to elaborate upon the study’s methodological research design.  

Specifically, this chapter provided a description of the content of the quantitative self-administered 

questionnaire used, and how that questionnaire was developed for the particular purposes of this 

research.  The pilot study undertaken prior to dissemination of the quantitative questionnaire was also 

discussed, and then the chapter provided a detailed treatment of the study’s sampling and data 

collection process.  The statistical analysis undertaken for this study was also outlined, thereby setting 

a foundation for understanding the study’s findings in the next chapter.  Finally this section of the 

study outlined the present research’s ethical considerations and overall limitations, emphasising that 

the research design and methodology while not completely flawless, was directed by concerns for 

academic rigor within the theoretical premises of the study and the practical demands of the modern 

academic landscape.  The findings of the present study will now be presented in the following chapter. 
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CHAPTER FOUR – ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

This chapter reports the analysis and findings of this study.   A pilot study was conducted, and 

ultimately a quantitative data collection method was utilised.  Statistical analysis was conducted using 

the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 20.  First, the validity and reliability of 

the instruments used in this study were tested through confirmatory factor analyses and a comparison 

of Cronbach Alphas.  The study then moved on to bivariate and multivariate analysis to explore various 

relationships among the constructs of this research.   

 

4.1 THE PILOT STUDY 

The survey was piloted on a group of consenting graduate students and members of academic 

staff within the Department of Management and International Business at the University of Auckland.  

This group of participants was deliberately chosen because of their perceived knowledge of academic 

rigor and survey design.  The survey was sent to 32 potential participants with a section at the end for 

questions, feedback and suggestions.  Ultimately there were 29 respondents (i.e. a response rate of 

90.625%).  Of these 29 respondents twelve were male and seventeen were female.   The largest group 

of participants were in the 16-34 year age range.  The country from which participants originated 

varied, with Germans being the dominant group (6 of the 29).  With regard to the participants’ time 

spent online, the vast majority (27 of the 29) acknowledged that they did use at least one social 

network.  Seventeen participants said they spent less than an hour a day social networking.  Nine 

participants said they spent up to two hours a day using SNSs.   
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Overall, no major issues were raised about the content of the questionnaire in the pilot study.  A 

few respondents felt that the survey was too long, and this would increase the possibility of non-

response bias or missing values.  Though this issue was apparent prior to the pilot, this concern was 

nevertheless reconsidered at length at this stage.  As stated in the methodology chapter, the original 

response format of the Lennox and Wolfe (1984) scale was changed from its original Likert Format to 

one that was more consistent with the other scales in the questionnaire, and less confusing. Overall 

however, altering the pre-existing scales would have jeopardised their validity and reliability, and it 

was important to contrast the participants’ observations of themselves with their observations of others, 

so consequently, the survey instrument remained unaltered in substance.  It was decided instead, that 

incentives be provided to those who completed the survey in full.  Funding was sought and gained for 

the purchase of two iPods for this purpose.  In order to maintain the anonymity of respondents, those 

who completed the survey in full were then provided with a link to a separate page which asked for 

their contact details for the iPod draw.  These contact details were kept separate from the survey 

responses at all times.  The demographic results of the pilot study are presented below.  

 

4.2 CLEANING, CODING AND TESTING THE DATA 

Subsequent to the pilot study, the data for this research was collected through ‘Survey 

Monkey’s’ online platform with the aim of responding to the study’s underlying research questions and 

the participants’ apparent desire for anonymity.  Responses to the survey were therefore also 

automatically collated by Survey Monkey in an Excel spreadsheet format.    Prior to the analysis 

process, the data was cleaned and coded within SPSS, with the demographic data coded to reflect its 

categorical nature, and the three continuous scales (1) ‘personality’, (2) ‘self-monitoring’, and (3) 

‘impression management’ being coded on 5-point likert scales.  Before the data could be tested and 
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utilised, missing responses were addressed and where necessary, certain scale items were reverse coded 

to ensure their correspondence to the rest of the scale.  Similarly, certain items were grouped to allow 

for greater ease of analysis.  For example, responses to the country of origin question were grouped on 

the basis of continents.  These processes are discussed in greater depth below.  A missing data analysis 

was run, and the validity and reliability of the scales was examined in depth.   

 

Missing Data 

The first step in the data cleaning process was to address any missing data.  This was 

important, because though missing data is a common issue in studies such as this, it can cause a variety 

of problems including affecting generalisability, causing biases and interpretation problems, and 

limiting the statistical power of the data set.  Missing data is usually classified on a spectrum.  Where 

the missing data is “independent of the variable itself [the key outcome of interest] and any other 

variable” (Cunningham, 2010, p.1-2) it is known as missing completely at random (MCAR), Where 

the data is “independent of the variable itself, but dependent on other variables” (Cunningham, 2010, 

p.1-2), it is known as missing at random (MAR), and finally, the data can be classified as not missing 

at random (NMAR) (Cunningham, 2010).  To ascertain the quantity, position and type of missing data 

in the data set for this study, a missing value analysis (MVA) was conducted using SPSS.  The results 

of the MVA were extremely lengthy, and required careful examination. Relevant aspects of the MVA 

have been distilled and presented below.  

 

For the Sato (2005) abridged personality scale 61 people did not answer each and every 

question in the scale, suggesting that the same 61 people failed to answer every question.  Our MVA 

confirmed that this was in fact the case, with participants either answering the whole scale, or not 
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attempting any of it.  This trend continued throughout the questionnaire, with respondents answering 

progressively less sections of the instrument as participant fatigue began to set in.  So for instance, we 

saw in the Lennox and Wolfe (1984) self-monitoring scale that responses were missing for at least 61 

participants for every item on the scale.  Similarly, at least 90 participants failed to respond to every 

question on the Bolino and Turnley (1999) IM scale, and at least 110 participants failed to answer 

every question in the Bolino and Turnley (1999) perceived IM scale.  In all but the Sato (2005) 

personality scale there are a few exceptions (37 in total) where a participant skips a question but 

completes the rest of the scale.  In those cases we calculated the mean score over the items that were 

answered, so it was possible to retain a composite mean score for the measure.  It appears moreover, 

that participants who did not complete a scale in full only missed one question, so we are aware that 

we did not for instance, take the mean of two items for a participant who only answered two questions 

out of six within a given scale.  There were no participants who fit this description.  

 

In addressing the missing data for this study therefore, a number of factors and responses were 

considered.  Firstly we examined the Little’s chi-square statistic generated in our MVA to test whether 

our values were MCAR and were not attributable to any particular phenomenon or data collection 

problem that needed to be more meaningfully addressed.  For the purposes of this test it was accepted 

that the null hypothesis was that the responses were MCAR, and the p-value was significant at the 0.05 

level (Little & Rubin, 1989).  For the purposes of this study, the Little’s MCAR test was conducted on 

the composite variables upon which later analysis was to be carried out.  These composite variables 

were ‘Age’, ‘Gender’, ‘Ethnicity’, ‘Education’, ‘Employment Status’, ‘Hours Spent Online Social 

Networking’, ‘Self-Promotion’, ‘Ingratiation’, ‘Exemplification’, ‘Intimidation’, ‘Supplication’,  

Perceived Self-Promotion’, ‘Perceived Ingratiation’, ‘Perceived Exemplification’, ‘Perceived 

Intimidation’, ‘Perceived Supplication’,  ‘the ability to modify self-presentation’, ‘sensitivity to the 
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expressive behaviours of others’, ‘Extraversion’ and ‘Neuroticism’.  The result of the Little’s MCAR 

test was (Chi-Square = 25.043, DF = 25, p = .460).  From this result we surmised that there was no 

evidence that the data is not MCAR. This provided some assurance that the results of our analysis are 

not biased by any patterns of missing data in the sample.  Having established this, various approaches 

such as listwise and pairwise deletion and imputation were considered.  Ultimately cases were 

excluded pairwise so that they would still be included in analysis for which they possess the necessary 

responses. 

 

Reverse Coding 

 Some items within a scale may be negatively worded in order to avoid response bias.  Prior to 

analysis, these items must be reverse coded in order to ensure accurate scores from the scale (Pallant, 

2011).  Two of the items in Sato’s (2005) personality scale were reverse coded.  Both of these items 

were from the extraversion scale.  The first was ‘Do you tend to keep in the background on social 

occasions?’, and the second was ‘Are you mostly quiet when you are with other people?’  Similarly, 

one item in the Lennox and Wolfe (1984) scale was reverse coded.  This was ‘I have trouble changing 

my behavior to suit different people and different situations’.  

 

Grouping 

 In the questionnaire some of the demographic questions presented respondents with a very large 

number of options from which to choose.  Examples of this can be seen in the questions that ask about 

participants’ line of work and country of origin.  Many choices were provided with regard to such 

questions to allow participants to be as specific as possible in their responses in order to identify any 
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clear trends.  After cleaning the data and examining it for any such trends however, it became 

necessary to assemble these responses in a smaller range of categories for analysis’ sake.  So for 

instance, the vast number of countries from which participants could choose to identify themselves was 

refined to the regional groupings ‘Asia’, ‘Europe & the Americas, and ‘Oceania’.  Responses were then 

coded to fit into these categories.  A similar task was also undertaken for participant’s education, which 

was grouped as ‘Secondary Education’, ‘University (undergraduate) education’, ‘University 

(postgraduate) education’ and ‘Technical Qualification’. 

 

Composite Variables 

Where a scale consisted of a number of variables or total responses were required, composite 

variables were created.  The personality scale for instance, included a number of items falling under the 

factors ‘extraversion’ and ‘neuroticism’ respectively.  The mean of these items was calculated for each 

person to create composite ‘extraversion’,’ neuroticism’ and overall personality variables respectively.  

Similarly, the self-monitoring scale entailed items loading on the two factors ‘modify self-presentation’ 

and ‘sensitivity to the expressive behaviours of others’.  From these items separate composite variables 

for each of these two factors were created as well as an overall composite variable for self-monitoring 

that included both factors.  Finally, the IM scale comprised a number of  items loading on the five 

factors ‘Self-Promotion’, ‘Ingratiation’, Exemplification’, ‘Intimidation’ and ‘Supplication’.  The mean 

of these items for each person was calculated to create composite variables for each of the five factors 

and an overall variable for IM. 
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4.3 TESTING FOR VALIDITY 

 Factor analysis is traditionally used to determine the accuracy of measures used in a study.  

There are two types of factor analysis.  The first is exploratory factor analysis which is used “to gather 

information about (explore) the interrelationships among a set of variables” (Pallant, 2011, p.181), and 

the second is confirmatory factor analysis, which is used to “test (confirm) specific hypotheses or 

theories concerning the structure underlying a set of variables” (Pallant, 2011, p.181).  Authors differ 

on their preference for principal components analysis (PCA) and factor analysis (FA) respectively 

(Pallant, 2011).  For an empirical summary of the data set used in this study, a PCA was conducted.  

As this study utilised pre-existing and pre-tested scales for which the constructs underlying the 

research instruments were already well tested, exploratory factor analysis was felt to be less vital, 

because it had already been determined that the factors are an accurate measure of the study’s 

underlying constructs.  Consequently, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was undertaken to confirm 

the construct validity and relevance of the factors to the hypotheses and theories underlying the study.  

This was conducted through a FA with maximum likelihood extracted in SPSS.   

 

CFA can be used to establish construct validity.  This is done in order to determine the 

accuracy of measures (Pallant, 2011).  CFA adjusts for the degree of error variance that occurs in the 

construct measures.  To be subjected to confirmatory factor analysis, a variable must have at least 

three items for examination (Pallant, 2011).   The present study utilised three existing scales.  These 

were (1) Toru Sato’s (2005) ‘Abridged Eysenck Personality Questionnaire’ which included twenty-

four items; (2) Lennox and Wolfe’s (1984) ‘Revised Self-Monitoring Scale’ which was comprised of 

thirteen items; and (3) Bolino and Turnley’s (1999) ‘Impression Management Scale’, which contained 

twenty-two items.  The findings are discussed in greater depth hereafter. 
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4.3.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis  

Toru Sato’s (2005) Eysenck Personality Questionnaire  

First to be examined was Toru Sato’s (2005) abridged Eysenck personality scale.  The two 

factors examined on this scale were extraversion and neuroticism respectively.  Descriptive statistics 

for this scale are provided further in this chapter.  For the CFA, a correlation matrix and a Kaiser-

Meyer-Olking (KMO) and Bartlett’s Test were used to test assumptions.  The KMO statistic is used to 

assess sampling adequacy and assess correlations and partial correlations to examine whether or not 

the data are likely to cleave on certain factors.   In the present case we saw in table 4.1 that the KMO 

of .913 achieved is far greater than the 0.600 that is the standard suggested minimum (Kaiser, 1970, 

1974).  Similarly, the Bartlett’s test is significant here with a p<0.05 as required (Bartlett, 1954).  The 

Bartlett's test examines whether the correlation matrix is an identity matrix.  Presently it appears that 

our correlation matrix is not an identity matrix because the off-diagonal values of our correlation 

matrix are not zeros. 
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Table 4.1 Sato (2005) KMO and Bartlett's Tests 

Toru Sato’s Eysenck Personality Scale– Brief Version (2005) 

KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 

 

.913 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 5144.378 

df 276 

P - Value .000 

Lennox & Wolfe  (1984)Self-Monitoring Scale 

KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 

 

.869 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 2396.855 

df 66 

P-Value .000 

Bolino and Turnley (1999) Impression Management Scale 

KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 

 

.906 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 6475.018 

Df 231 

P-Value .000 
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Table 4.2 Sato’s Revised Personality Questionnaire Factor Matrixa 

              Initial  Factors Rotated Factors 
Extraversion Neuroticism Extraversion Neuroticism 

 Are you a talkative person? 
-.404 .571 .086 .694 

Are you rather lively? 
-.469 .543 .020 .717 

Do you enjoy meeting new people? 
-.500 .402 -.099 .634 

Can you usually let yourself go and enjoy 
yourself at a lively party? -.520 .427 -.096 .666 

Do you usually take the initiative in making 
new friends? -.488 .373 -.109 .605 

Can you easily get some life into a rather dull 
party? -.473 .484 -.024 .676 

Do you like mixing with people? 
-.491 .415 -.083 .638 

Do you like plenty of action and excitement 
around you? -.355 .453 .043 .574 

Do other people think of you as being very 
lively? -.446 .591 .069 .737 

Can you get a party going? 
-.568 .499 -.083 .751 

Do you tend to keep in the background on 
social occasions? -.536 .166 -.284 .484 

Are you mostly quiet when you are with other 
people? -.561 .169 -.300 .503 

Does your mood often go up and down? 
.447 .434 .623 .019 

Do you ever feel miserable for no reason? 
.553 .350 .644 -.114 

Are you an irritable person? 
.326 .420 .524 .091 

Are your feelings easily hurt? 
.447 .384 .589 -.018 

Do you often feel fed-up? 
.416 .470 .624 .067 

Would you call yourself a nervous person? 
.690 .303 .714 -.242 

Are you a worrier? 
.602 .426 .732 -.092 

Would you call yourself tense or highly 
strung? .557 .453 .717 -.041 

Do you worry too long after an embarrassing 
experience? .574 .340 .653 -.136 

Do you suffer from nerves? 
.629 .358 .706 -.160 

Do you often feel lonely? 
.551 .342 .638 -.119 

Are you often troubled about feelings of guilt? 
.503 .439 .667 -.015 

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.   
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. 2 factors extracted. 4 iterations required. 
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There were two extracted factors with eigenvalues > 1which explain 43.861% of the variance 

in the variables’ variance-covariance matrix.  The reproduced matrix appeared to be significantly 

different from the observed matrix.   A VARIMAX rotation was imposed, and the FA was re-run 

specifying the retention of the two factors in the scale.  In the rotated factor matrix all the neuroticism 

items fell under one factor while all the extraversion items fall under the other, thereby confirming the 

two factors that make up the scale (Goodness of fit: Chi-Square = 827.640, df = 229, p-value = .000).  

The factor transformation matrix in table 4.3 displays the factor correlation matrix both before and 

after rotation, with a maximum likelihood and varimax with Kaiser normalisation imposed. 

Table 4.3 Sato (2005) Factor Transformation Matrix 

Factor Extraversion Neuroticism 

Extraversion .739 -.674 

Neuroticism .674 .739 

 

 

Overall, upon subjection to CFA in SPSS therefore, the validity of Sato’s (2005) abridged Eysenck 

personality scale has been confirmed.   

 

 

Lennox & Wolfe Self-Monitoring Scale (1984) 

The second scale to be examined was Lennox & Wolfe’s (1984) self-monitoring scale.  The 

two factors examined on this scale were ‘the ability to modify self-presentation’ (ModifySP), and 

‘sensitivity to the expressive behaviours of others’ respectively (Sensitivity).  Descriptive statistics for 

this scale are provided further in this chapter.  Again, a correlation matrix, a KMO and Bartlett’s Test 

were used to test the scale’s assumptions. The KMO of .869 achieved for this scale is greater than the 

0.600 that is the standard suggested minimum (Kaiser, 1970, 1974).  Similarly, the Bartlett’s test is 

significant here with a p<0.05 as required (Bartlett, 1954).  The correlation matrix was not an identity 
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matrix because the off-diagonal values were not zeros.  Again, there were two extracted factors with 

eigenvalues > 1which explained 50.760% of the variance in the variables’ variance-covariance matrix.  

Factor matrix table 4.4 demonstrates the loading for each variable on each factor.  The goodness-of-fit 

test demonstrated how accurately our factors were able to replicate the items’ variance-covariance 

matrix (Goodness of fit: Chi-square = 208.679, df = 43, P-value = .000). 

Table 4.4 Lennox & Wolfe (1984) Factor Matrix a (Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood) 

 Initial Factors  Rotated Factors 

ModifySP Sensitivity ModifySP Sensitivity 

ModifySP1 .567 -.364 .148 .657 

ModifySP2 .659 -.386 .199 .737 

ModifySP3 .606 -.371 .171 .690 

RevModifySP4 .393 -.361 .027 .533 

ModifySP5 .637 -.451 .137 .769 

ModifySP6 .647 -.392 .185 .733 

Sensitivity1 .677 .352 .729 .224 

Sensitivity2 .535 .421 .676 .076 

Sensitivity3 .631 .468 .778 .109 

Sensitivity4 .608 .320 .658 .199 

Sensitivity5 .571 .420 .702 .102 

Sensitivity6 .569 .350 .651 .150 

a. 2 factors extracted. 4 iterations required.   

 

The reproduced matrix again appeared to be significantly different from the observed matrix.  

Correlation of the factors was nevertheless investigated.  The factor scores were not related.  A 

VARIMAX rotation was imposed, and the FA was re-run specifying the retention of the two factors in 

the scale.  The rotated factor matrix indicated that all the ModifySP items fell under one factor while 

all the Sensitivity items fell under the other, thereby confirming the two factors that make up the scale.  

The factor transformation matrix in Table 4.5 then demonstrated the factor correlation matrix both 

before and after rotation as below. 
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Table 4.5 Lennox & Wolfe (1984) Factor Transformation Matrix (Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood) 

Factor ModifySP Sensitivity 

ModifySP .712 .702 

Sensitivity .702 -.712 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

 

 

Upon subjection to CFA in SPSS version 20, the validity of Lennox and Wolfe’s (1984) self-

monitoring scale was thus confirmed.  The correlation matrices for both factors within the scale 

(ModifySP and Sensitivity) demonstrated the existence of many coefficients of .3 and above, and the 

KMO value of .869 was far in excess of the .6 value commonly recommended (Kaiser, 1970, 1974).   

As such, the CFA of this scale supports the factor structure advocated by Lennox and Wolfe (1984). 

 

Bolino and Turnley’s (1999) Impression Management Scale 

The third and final scale to be examined was Bolino and Turnley’s IM scale (1999).  The five 

factors examined on this scale were ‘Self-Promotion, ‘Ingratiation’, ‘Exemplification’, ‘Intimidation’ 

and ‘Supplication’ respectively.  Descriptive statistics for this scale are provided later in this chapter.  

The KMO of .906 achieved by this scale is far greater than 0.600 that is the standard suggested 

minimum (Kaiser, 1970, 1974).  Similarly, the Bartlett’s test is significant here with a p<0.05 as 

required (Bartlett, 1954).  Again, the correlation matrix is not an identity matrix because the off-

diagonal values are not zeros.  There were five extracted factors with eigenvalues > 1which explain 

68.144% of the variance in the variables’ variance-covariance matrix (Goodness of fit: Chi-Squre = 

292.301, df = 131, p-value = .000). 



  

175 
 

 
 

Table 4.6 Bolino and Turnley (1999) Factor Matrixa 

 Initial Factors   Rotated Factors   

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

SPROM1 .431 -.450 .229 -.297 -.068 .013 .059 .145 .703 .121 

SPROM2 .545 -.541 .230 -.393 -.117 .075 .050 .189 .867 .121 

SPROM3 .638 -.437 .195 -.224 .038 .098 .134 .257 .706 .310 

SPROM4 .545 -.504 .237 -.358 -.120 .076 .084 .193 .828 .121 

INGRT1 .617 -.434 -.194 .293 -.164 .130 .074 .767 .291 .158 

INGRT2 .520 -.418 -.257 .410 -.121 .067 .023 .801 .144 .163 

INGRT3 .627 -.422 -.258 .372 -.126 .138 .058 .827 .213 .202 

INGRT4 .572 -.317 -.216 .353 -.147 .147 .108 .733 .159 .153 

EXEMP1 .689 -.024 .012 .023 .445 .254 .211 .193 .206 .696 

EXEMP2 .590 -.069 -.055 .063 .515 .190 .098 .201 .134 .722 

EXEMP3 .700 -.034 .058 .080 .475 .201 .253 .214 .194 .733 

EXEMP4 .613 -.027 .056 .039 .432 .184 .213 .160 .186 .654 

INTIM1 .634 .367 .321 .191 -.108 .271 .749 .140 .061 .174 

INTIM2 .575 .361 .354 .111 -.042 .240 .701 .037 .087 .203 

INTIM3 .537 .351 .454 .180 -.167 .154 .797 .068 .095 .082 

INTIM4 .518 .396 .520 .209 -.111 .108 .849 .017 .057 .126 

INTIM5 .568 .411 .363 .145 -.102 .252 .751 .046 .049 .147 

SUPP1 .636 .333 -.365 -.201 -.071 .786 .148 .148 .063 .168 

SUPP2 .612 .324 -.263 -.225 -.065 .722 .192 .088 .108 .163 

SUPP3 .668 .424 -.351 -.233 -.082 .853 .206 .099 .048 .165 

SUPP4 .637 .425 -.365 -.191 -.086 .830 .197 .117 .006 .151 

SUPP5 .603 .367 -.155 -.141 -.075 .646 .308 .082 .070 .157 

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.      
a. 5 factors extracted. 4 iterations required.      
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
b. Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 
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The reproduced matrix was significantly different from the observed matrix.  A correlation was 

nevertheless undertaken, and the factor scores are not related (r = 0, p = 1, N = 424).  A VARIMAX 

rotation was then imposed, and the FA was re-run specifying the retention of the two factors in the 

scale.  The rotated factor matrix demonstrated that all the neuroticism items fell under one factor while 

all the extraversion items fell under the other, thereby confirming the two factors that make up the 

scale.  Table 4.7 displays the factor correlation matrix both before and after rotation. 

Table 4.7 Bolino & Turnley (1999) Factor Transformation Matrix (Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood) 

Factor 1 2 3 4 5 

1 .521 .445 .433 .403 .424 

2 .481 .461 -.460 -.585 -.048 

3 -.552 .664 -.360 .352 .013 

4 -.404 .312 .625 -.585 .085 

5 -.173 -.225 -.283 -.172 .900 

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

 

 

Upon subjection to CFA in SPSS version 20, the validity of Bolino and Turnley’s (1999) IM 

scale has therefore been confirmed.  The correlation matrices for the five factors within the scale 

(‘Self-Promotion, ‘Ingratiation’, ’Exemplification’, ’Intimidation’ and ‘Supplication’) demonstrated 

the existence of many coefficients of .3 and above, and the KMO value of .906 was far in excess of the 

.6 value commonly recommended (Kaiser, 1970, 1974).    Moreover, the Bartlett’s Test of Spherecity 

(Bartlett, 1954) was statistically significant, reinforcing the factorability of the correlation matrices.  

The CFA of this scale supports the factor structure advocated by Bolino and Turnley (1999). 
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4.4 TESTING FOR RELIABILITY 

It was important to test the scales used in the study for their reliability because they are 

measurement scales with multiple items.  A scale’s internal consistency (reliability) is a determinant of 

whether or not it measures the phenomena it was intended to measure.  It is common practice for a 

scale’s internal consistency to be measured by its Cronbach Alpha scores (Pallant, 2011).  Scale items 

are commonly regarded to be reliable if their Cronbach Alpha scores are greater than 0.70, and are 

regarded to be extremely reliable if they are greater than 0.80 (Pallant, 2011, p.100).  The Cronbach 

Alphas for the scales used in this study are all greater than 0.80, indicating high internal consistency 

(See Tables 4.8 – 4.10) 

 

Sato’s (2005) Personality Scale 

Extraversion and Neuroticism were the two personality factors isolated and measured in this 

study.  Within Sato’s (2005) instrument, ‘Extraversion’ was measured by thirteen items, and 

‘Neuroticism’ was measured by eleven items.  ‘Extraversion’ had an overall Cronbach Alpha of .893.  

‘Neuroticism’ had an overall Cronbach Alpha of .901.  The item specific and total Cronbach Alphas 

for each of the sub-categories measuring the personality factors ‘Extraversion’ and ‘Neuroticism’ are 

provided in table 4.8 below. 

 

Lennox and Wolfe’s (1984) revised Self-Monitoring Scale 

Within Lennox and Wolfe’s (1984) revised scale, Self-monitoring was operationalised using 

ModifySP and Sensitivity.  ModifySP was measured by six items with an overall Cronbach Alpha of 

.852.  Sensitivity was also measured by six items with an overall Cronbach Alpha of .862.  The item 

specific and total Cronbach Alphas for each of the sub-categories measuring self-monitoring are 

provided in table 4.9 below. 
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Bolino & Turnley’s (1999) Impression Management Scale 

Bolino & Turnley (1999) based their development of the scale used in this study on five factors 

identified in Jones and Pitman’s (1982) taxonomy as earlier outlined in chapters 2 and 3 of this study.  

These factors were ‘Self-Promotion’, ‘Ingratiation’, ‘Exemplification’, ‘Intimidation’, and 

‘Supplication’.  ‘Self-Promotion’ was measured by four items with an overall Cronbach Alpha of .89.  

‘Ingratiation’ was measured by four items with an overall Cronbach Alpha of .90.  ‘Exemplification’ 

was measured by four items, with an overall Cronbach Alpha of .88.  ‘Intimidation’ was measured by 

five items with an overall Cronbach Alpha of .91, and ‘Supplication’ was measured by five items with 

an overall Cronbach Alpha of .91.  The item specific and total Cronbach Alphas for each of the sub-

categories measuring IM are provided in table 4.10 below. 
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Table 4.8 Internal Reliability Toru Sato’s Eysenck Personality Questionnaire – Brief Version (2005) 

    Original Factor Loadings Current Factor Loadings 
 Factors  

Mean 
 

SD 
 
Extraversion 

 
Neuroticism 

 
Extraversion 

 
Neuroticism 

        
EXTRAVERSION 1 Are you a talkative person? 3.19 .95 .731 -.014 .694 .086 
EXTRAVERSION 2 Are you rather lively? 3.23 .86 .814 -.072 .717 .020 
EXTRAVERSION 3 Do you enjoy meeting new people? 3.50 .93 .626 -.250 .634 -.099 
EXTRAVERSION 4 Can you usually let yourself go and enjoy yourself at a lively 

party? 
3.24 1.07 

.760 -.240 .666 -.096 

EXTRAVERSION 5 Do you usually take the initiative in making new friends? 3.00 .93 .729 -.126 .605 -.109 
EXTRAVERSION 6 Can you easily get some life into a rather dull party? 2.60 .99 .841 -.139 .676 -.024 
EXTRAVERSION 7 Do you tend to keep in the background on social 

occasions? 
3.47 1.06 

.608 -.291 .484 -.284 

EXTRAVERSION 8 Do you like mixing with people? 3.42 .92 .693 -.252 .638 -.083 
EXTRAVERSION 9 Do you like plenty of action and excitement around you? 3.21 .99 .733 -.101 .576 .043 
EXTRAVERSION 
10 

Are you mostly quiet when you are with other people? 
3.59 1.02 

.656 -.202 .503 -.300 

EXTRAVERSION 
11 

Do other people think of you as being very lively? 
3.12 1.04 

.776 -.043 .737 .020 

EXTRAVERSION 
12 

Can you get a party going? 
2.67 1.06 

.849 -.150 .751 -.083 

Internal Consistency Reliability α = .89, Original α = .92   
 
NEUROTICISM 1 

 
Does your mood often go up and down? 

2.78 .99 
 

-.105 
 
.732 

 
.019 

 
.623 

NEUROTICISM 2 Do you ever feel miserable for no reason? 2.08 1.04 -.081 .656 -.114 .644 
NEUROTICISM 3 Are you an irritable person? 2.22 .97 -.120 .647 .091 .524 
NEUROTICISM 4 Are your feelings easily hurt? 2.58 1.08 -.150 .665 -.018 .589 
NEUROTICISM 5 Do you often feel fed-up? 2.39 .967 -.103 .696 .067 .624 
NEUROTICISM 6 Would you call yourself a nervous person? 2.21 1.15 -.191 .772 -.242 .714 
NEUROTICISM 7 Are you a worrier? 2.67 1.21 -.227 .757 -.092 .732 
NEUROTICISM 8 Would you call yourself tense or highly strung? 2.19 1.12 -.049 .712 -.014 .717 
NEUROTICISM 9 Do you worry too long after an embarrassing experience? 2.86 1.22 -.243 .482 -.136 .653 
NEUROTICISM 10 Do you suffer from nerves? 2.17 1.13 -.169 .776 -.160 .706 
NEUROTICISM 11 Do you often feel lonely? 2.23 1.13 -.228 .628 -.119 .638 
NEUROTICISM 12 Are you often troubled about feelings of guilt? 2.23 1.14 -.087 .704 -.015 .667 
Internal Consistency Reliability α = .90 , Original α = .92 
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Table 4.9 Summary of Internal Reliability Lennox & Wolfe’s – Revised Self-Monitoring Scale (1984) 

    Original Factor Loadings Current Factor Loadings 
 Factors  

Mean 
 

SD 
 
Modify SP 

 
Sensitivity 

 
Modify SP 

 
Sensitivity 

Ability to modify self-presentation       
ModifySP 1 In social situations I have the ability to modify my behaviour if I 

feel that something else is called for. 
3.55 .88 .731 -.014 .694 .086 

ModifySP 2 I have the ability to control the way I come across to people, 
depending on the impression I wish to give them. 

3.55 .87 .814 -.072 .717 .020 

ModifySP 3 When I feel that the image I am portraying isn’t working, I can 
readily change it to something that does. 

3.14 .93 .626 -.250 .634 -.099 

ModifySP 4 I have trouble changing my behaviour to suit different people 
and different situations. 

3.67 .87 .760 -.240 .666 -.096 

ModifySP 5 I have found that I can adjust my behaviour to meet the 
requirements of any situation I find myself in. 

3.55 .86 .729 -.126 .605 -.109 

ModifySP 6 Once I know what a situation calls for, it’s easy for me to 
regulate my actions accordingly. 

3.67 .87 .841 -.139 .676 -.024 

Internal Consistency Reliability α = ., Original α = .77 
 
Sensitivity to the expressive behaviour of others 

Sensitivity 1 I am often able to read people’s true emotions correctly through 
their eyes. 

3.48 .95 -.105 .732 .019 .623 

Sensitivity 2 In conversations, I am sensitive to even the slightest change in 
facial expression of the person I am conversing with. 

3.42 1.02 -.081 .656 -.114 .644 

Sensitivity 3 My powers of intuition are quite good when it comes to 
understanding others’ emotions and motives. 

3.64 .94 -.120 .647 .091 .524 

Sensitivity 4 I can usually tell when others consider a joke to be in bad taste, 
even though they may laugh convincingly. 

3.63 .81 -.150 .665 -.018 .589 

Sensitivity 5 I can usually tell when I’ve said something inappropriate by 
reading it in the listener’s eyes. 

3.72 .81 -.103 .696 .067 .624 

Sensitivity 6 If someone is lying to me, I usually know it at once from that 
person’s manner of expression. 

3.38 .92 -.191 .772 -.242 .714 

Internal Consistency Reliability α = .86 , Original α = .70 
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Table 4.10 Summary of Descriptive statistics and Internal Reliability Bolino & Turnley Revised Self-Monitoring Scale (1999) 

 Factors Mean SD Original Factor  
Loadings 

Current Factor 
 Loadings 

Self-Promotion     
SPROM 1 Talk proudly about your experience or education. 2.72 1.07 .65 .70 
SPROM 2 Make people aware of your talents or qualifications. 2.51 .99 .70 .87 
SPROM 3 Let others know you are valuable to the organisation. 2.40 1.02 .70 .71 
SPROM 4 Make people aware of your accomplishments. 2.61 .99 .72 .83 
Internal Consistency Reliability α = .89, Original α = .78   

Ingratiation     
INGRT 1 Compliment your colleagues so they will see you as likable. 2.62 1.08 .66 .77 
INGRT 2 Take an interest in your colleagues’ personal lives to show them that you are friendly. 2.91 1.17 .78 .80 
INGRT 3 Praise your colleagues for their accomplishments so they will consider you a nice 

person. 
2.82 1.16 

.83 .83 

INGRT 4 Do personal favours for your colleagues to show them that you are friendly. 2.74 1.12 .69 .73 
Internal Consistency Reliability α = .90 , Original α = .83   

Exemplification      

EXEMP 1 Stay at work late so people will know you are hard working. 2.03 1.08 .79 .69 
EXEMP 2 Try to appear busy, even at times when things are slower. 1.99 1.04 .34 .72 
EXEMP 3 Arrive at work early to look dedicated. 2.02 1.11 .80 .73 
EXEMP 4 Come to the office at night or on weekends to show that you are dedicated. 1.80 1.01 .80 .65 
Internal Consistency Reliability α = .88, Original α = .75   

Intimidation     
INTIM 1 Be intimidating with co-workers when it will help you get your job done. 1.55 .85 .74 .75 
INTIM 2 Let others know that you can make things difficult for them if they push you too far. 1.49 .83 .72 .70 
INTIM 3 Deal forcefully with colleagues when they hamper your ability to get your job done. 1.65 .88 .70 .79 
INTIM 4 Deal strongly or aggressively with co-workers who interfere in your business. 1.65 .93 .79 .85 
INTIM 5 Use intimidation to get colleagues to behave appropriately. 1.46 .85 .82 .75 
Internal Consistency Reliability α = .91, Original α = .86   

Supplication     
SUPP 1 Act like you know less than you do so people will help you out. 1.65 .85 .83 .79 
SUPP 2 Try to gain assistance or sympathy from people by appearing needy in some area. 1.61 .83 .79 .72 
SUPP 3 Pretend not to understand something to gain someone’s help. 1.52 .81 .80 .85 
SUPP 4 Act like you need assistance so people will help you out. 

 
1.55 .83 

.78 .83 

SUPP 5  Pretend to know less than you do so you can avoid an unpleasant assignment. 1.58 .87 .68 .65 
Internal Consistency Reliability α = .91, Original α = .88 
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4.5 THE CATEGORICAL VARIABLES 

The findings of this study have largely emanated from a process of hypothesis testing.  Prior to 

the presentation of findings in relation to the study’s hypotheses however, it is useful to review the 

descriptive data to first gain an insight into the demographic composition of the sample used in this 

study.  There were 531 questionnaire participants in this study in total.  Of these participants 421 

completed the questionnaire in entirety.  Missing responses were scattered across the questionnaire, 

but as a rule, the rate of missing responses increased as the survey went on, indicating participant 

fatigue.  No responses were missing to the initial four demographic questions which addressed gender, 

age, education and employment status.  Table 4.11, indicates that 303 or 57.1% of participants were 

female, and 228 or 42.9% were male.  Gen Y comprised 71.6% of all participants.  The majority of 

participants were university educated and in some form of employment.  97.2% of participants 

acknowledged the use of some form of SNSs, with the majority claiming to use such sites up to two 

hours per day. 
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Table 4.11 – Frequencies: Categorical Variables 

 Frequency Percent  

Gender    

Female 303 57.1  

Male 228 42.9  

Total 531 100.0  

Age    

Gen Y 380 71.6  

Gen X 100 18.8  

Baby Boomers 51 9.6  

Total 531 100.0  

Ethnicity    

Asia 183 34.5  

Europe & The Americas 110 20.7  

Oceania 222 41.8  

Total 515 97.0  

Missing 16 3.0 
 

Total 531 100.0 
 

Employment status    

Employed 342 64.4  

Retired 12 2.3  

Self-employed 40 7.5  

Unemployed 137 25.8  

Total 531 100.0  

Education    

Secondary education 32 6.0  

Technical Qualification 20 3.8  

University (undergraduate) education 232 43.7  

University (postgraduate) education 247 46.5  

Total 531 100.0  

Do you use at least one social network 

No 12 2.3  

Yes 519 97.2  

Missing 3 .6  

Total 531 100.0  

Approximately how many hours a day would you spend on one or more online social network? 

Less than 1hr/day 202 38.0  

1-2 hrs/day 220 41.4  

3-5 hrs/day 73 13.7  

6 or more hrs/day 20 3.8  
 Missing 

16 3.0  

Total 531 100.0  
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Participants were then specifically asked to identify which SNSs they used.  They could 

acknowledge use of more than one network if necessary.  The results are displayed in table 4.12 

below. 

Table 4.12 Which SNSs do you use? 

Network Frequency Percent 

Academia.edu 20 3.8 
aSmallWorld 1 .2 
Bebo 36 6.8 
Facebook 500 94.2 
Foursquare 31 5.8 
 Friendster 28 5.3 
Geni.com 3 .6 
Goodreads 18 3.4 
Google Plus 132 24.9 
Grindr.com 3 .6 
 hi5 27 5.1 
Linkedin 244 46.0 
Myspace 44 8.3 
Twitter 179 33.7 

 

 

The next section of the questionnaire for this study asked participants to answer personality 

questions designed to determine their level of extraversion, neuroticism and self-monitoring.  It 

appears that approximately 470 participants responded to this section of the questionnaire.  

Participants were then asked questions designed to determine the manner and extent of their IM 

behaviour.  Of the original 531 participants, only 441 answered this section of the questionnaire in full, 

demonstrating a steady decline in responses as participant fatigue began to take effect.  The final 

section of the survey asked participants to reflect on the same set of IM questions, but to answer them 

based on their perceptions of the behaviour of others within their online networks.  The results are set 

out in table 4.13 below. 
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Table 4.13 Composite Variables (Descriptives and Normality) 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 

Personality 470 2.79 .45  Std. Error 

Extraversion  3.19 .67 -.067 .113 

Neuroticism  2.38 .76 -.229 .113 

 Self-Monitoring 470 3.42 .51 .459 .113 

 Modify Self Presentation  3.29 .52 -.315 .113 

 Sensitivity  3.54 .69 -.440 .113 

Impression Management 441 2.05 .59 -.267 .113 

Self-Promotion  2.57 .88 .343 .116 

Ingratiation  2.77 .99 .086 .116 

Exemplification  1.97 .91 -.102 .116 

Intimidation  1.57 .75 .732 .116 

Supplication  1.59 .72 1.263 .116 

Perceptions of Impression Management 421 2.58 .70 1.211 .116 

Perceptions of Self Promotion  3.21 .85 -.012 .119 

Perceptions of Ingratiation  2.89 .89 -.311 .119 

Perceptions of Exemplification  2.68 .95 -.197 .119 

Perceptions of Intimidation  1.92 .96 -.033 .119 

Perceptions of Supplication  2.41 .95 .795 .119 
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4.6 THE CONTINUOUS VARIABLES 

Normality 

Table 4.14 Tests of Normality 

 Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

Statistic df P-Value Statistic df P-Value 

Extraversion/Neuroticism .038 470 .094 .997 470 .594 

Self-Monitoring .064 470 .000 .988 470 .001 

Impression Management .050 441 .011 .983 441 .000 

Perceptions of Impression 

Management 
.055 421 .004 .991 421 .014 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 

 

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistics in table 4.14 indicate that the extraversion/neuroticism 

instrument is non-significant (i.e. normal), and the self-monitoring, IM and perceptions of IM 

instruments are all significant (i.e. not normal). Pallant (2011) has emphasized that “Many scales and 

measures used in the social sciences have scores that are slightly skewed, either positively or 

negatively.  This does not necessarily indicate a problem with the scale, but rather reflects the 

underlying nature of the construct being measured.  In the present case Q-Q plots were drawn, and 

indicated that though there were a few outliers, it would not be inappropriate to use these scales in 

analyses which assume normality. 
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4.7 TEST FOR HETEROSCEDASTICITY (HOMOSCEDASTICITY) AND 

MULTICOLLINEARITY 

 

A plot to examine heteroscedasticity was generated.  It revealed nothing of concern, and was 

reinforced by a P-Value of less than .05.  A correlation matrix indicated no correlations between 

predictor variables greater than .8 that would have been of concern in the regressions.   

Tests of multicollinearity are only needed when more than one independent (predictor) variable is 

included in a regression model.  

 

The first model with more than one independent variable is the ordinal regression model in 

table 4.17.  Variance inflation factors (VIFs) are used to investigate multicollinearity.  VIFs range 

from 1 upwards with 1 representing no multicollinearity.  VIFs of 10 or more indicate problems with 

multicollinearity (or by more conservation estimations, values of 5 or more may indicate concerns).  

SPSS is only able to provide VIFs for standard linear regression models with continuous independent 

variables.  Hence we are not able to calculate the exact VIFs for the ordinal regression model in table 

4.17 but we are able to provide approximate VIFs by running a linear model with hours spent in SNSs 

as the dependent variable and supplication, self-promotion, exemplification, intimidation, ingratiation, 

and age group treated as a continuous variable included as independent variables.  Even though table 

4.17 does not include supplication, self-promotion, or exemplification in the model, these variables 

were included when calculating the VIFs because they were included in the initial model that led to the 

final model in table 4.17 (after removing the other three variables due to non-significance).  The VIFs 

are shown in appendix B.  All the VIFs were small, indicating no problems with multicollinearity.  
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The second model that includes more than one independent variable is the ordinal regression 

model in table 4.27.  Like for table 4.17, approximate VIFs were calculated by running a standard 

linear regression model.  The model included hours spent online as the dependent variable and 

neuroticism and age group (treated as continuous for the reasons explained above) as independent 

variables.  The VIFs are shown in appendix B and again are very small indicating no multicollinearity. 

 

The last model that includes more than one independent variable is the linear regression model 

in table 4.30.  VIFs were calculated by running a linear regression model with impression management 

as the dependent variable and self-monitoring and age group (treated as continuous as VIFs can only 

be calculated in SPSS’s ‘Regression’ procedure which does not allow categorical variables) as 

independent variables.  The VIFs are shown in appendix B and again are very small indicating no 

multicollinearity. 

 

4.8 REGRESSION ANALYSIS  

 

 The assumptions for regression analysis appear to have been satisfied as aforementioned.  

Having satisfied these assumptions, regression analysis is usually conducted to examine the 

relationship between a given dependent variable and one or more independent variables.  It assists 

researchers in observing changes in the value of the dependent variable through the manipulation and 

variation of the independent variables respectively, all other factors being fixed.  Though regression 

analysis is commonly utilised for prediction and forecasting purposes, it is only considered useful in 

determining causal relationships in very controlled situations.  More often, it is utilised to help 

determine which of the independent variables are related to the dependent variable, and to examine the 

nature and extent of any such relationships.  That is the spirit in which it will be utilised by this study. 
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4.9 HYPOTHESES TESTING 

Descriptive statistics for the continuous variables in this study are provided in Appendix C.  

The hypotheses for this study were considered in order below.  It should be noted that the literature 

around IM refers to the factors or behaviours that make up Bolino and Turnley’s (1999) scale as 

‘impression management’.  The scale separates these factors into five factors that measure distinct IM 

strategies or tactics.  For the purpose of this study, these five factors have been used as distinct 

variables when a degree of detail has been required about participants’ specific IM tactic use, and a 

separate composite variable has been created and used where the inquiry has been at a more general 

level regarding overall trends in IM behaviour in keeping with the literature, which views IM 

sometimes as a whole, and in some cases is more interested in specific IM strategies. 

 Hypotheses one and two were the first to be tested. 

 

H1 Older generations are more likely than Gen Y to use IM less on SNSs in work contexts 

(compared to younger age groups). 

 

H2 Older generations are more likely to use intimidation over supplication on SNSs in  

work contexts. 

 

To address these hypotheses, the IM scale (Qs 13 – 17 of the questionnaire encompassing the five IM 

factors Exemplification, Self-Promotion, Ingratiation, Supplication and Intimidation – See Appendix 

A) was taken, and statistical means were calculated and compared across the different age groups for 

both the composite variable and the individual factors amid tests for significance with the age variable 

treated as categorical (to identify any pairwise differences) and with IM as continuous.  Where 
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significant results were found, the model was further investigated to see where the significant 

differences lay.   

 

The original items in the scale asked how often the IM tactics were used, and so higher means 

for these tactics reflected greater use.  From the comparison of means in Table 4.15 it appears that Gen 

Y participants were the highest users of IM overall, and ingratiation was the most used IM tactic. 

There appears to be no statistically significant difference in IM use across the different generational 

groups overall or with regard to ingratiation specifically however.  The second most used IM tactic 

was self-promotion, and again, there appears to be no statistically significant difference in the use of 

this tactic across the different age groups.    The third most used IM tactic for all age groups was 

exemplification, with an indication that there are statistically significant differences between the age 

groups regard to the use of this tactic.   The fourth most common strategy for both Generations X and 

Y is supplication, while boomers use intimidation fourth.  Interestingly, the younger groups - 

Generations X and Y respectively, both appear to utilise intimidation least in their interactions on 

SNSs in work contexts, while the boomers use supplication least.  Again, there do appear to be some 

statistically significant differences between the generations for both supplication and intimidation.  

Generalised linear models were utilised to determine the nature of these differences for the three 

tactics, exemplification, supplication and intimidation.  

 

Table 4.16 indicates that there was a significant difference in the use of exemplification 

between Gen Y and the Boomers.  There also appears to be a significant difference between Gen Y 

and Gen X and between Gen Y and the Boomers with regard to the use of supplication, but there does 

not appear to be a significant difference between Gen X and the Boomers in this regard.  Table 4.16 
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also indicates a significant difference between Gen Y and Gen X’s use of intimidation on SNSs, but 

there does not appear to be a significant difference between Gen Y and the Boomers or Gen X and the 

Boomers in this regard. This study has not explored the reasons for these findings, but it is possible to 

speculate that the elevated levels of intimidation demonstrated by the Boomers could be related to their 

level of experience and senior roles in the workforce.  Similarly, Gen Y’s higher use of intimidation 

could reflect their greater comfort with social media.  Consequently, that both these groups may feel 

able to assert themselves and their impression management goals more confidently than Gen X, who 

are generally not in as commanding a position demographically or socially.  Gen Y appears to use 

exemplification significantly more than the Baby Boomers.  Similarly, Gen Y are also significantly 

higher users of supplication than both Gen X and the Baby Boomers.  Finally, Gen Y appear to be 

significantly higher users of intimidation on SNSs than Gen X, but there does not appear to be a 

significant difference between either of the other two generations with regard to this tactic.  

Hypotheses one and two are therefore both supported, with the findings demonstrating that older age 

groups have lower means, indicating that they tend to use less IM on SNSs in work contexts than Gen 

Y.  This demonstrates a current generational difference, but it does not necessarily mean that as Gen Y 

age, their IM tactic use will mirror the use of today’s Boomers.  It is simply indicative of a current 

generational difference.  It is also possible to observe from the means that older people do in fact seem 

more likely to use intimidation over supplication, while both Gen Y and Gen X are more likely to use 

supplication over intimidation on SNSs in work contexts.   Again, there is no indication that the two 

younger generations will change tactics as they get older.  The means are simply an observable 

indication of current generational differences.  
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Table 4.15 Comparison of Means (Impression Management) 

IM Tactics Gen Y 

Means 

Gen X 

Means 

Boomer 

Means 

P – Value* F df 

Exemplification 2.06 1.85 1.55 .001 6.84 2 

Self-Promotion 2.57 2.63 2.39 .366 1.01 2 

Ingratiation 2.79 2.75 2.72 .890 .116 2 

Supplication 1.66 1.43 1.40 .009 4.77 2 

Intimidation 1.64 1.36 1.43 .004 5.69 2 

Impression Management 2.09 1.95 1.86 0.12 4.493 2 

*To test for any difference in IM means between the age groups. 
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Table 4.16 Pairwise Comparisons of Estimated Marginal Means 

 (I) (J) Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error df 

 

P-Value 95% Wald Confidence Interval 

for Difference 

 Lower Upper 

Exemplification 

Gen Y 

Gen X .21 .11 1 .06 -.01 .42 

 Boomers .51 .15 1 .00 .22 .80 

 

Gen X 

       

 Boomers .30 .17 1 .07 -.03 .64 

        

Supplication 

Gen Y 

Gen X .22 .09 1 .01 .05 .39 

 Boomers .25 .12 1 .03 .02 .48 

 

Gen X 

       

 Boomers .03 .13 1 .83 -.24 .29 

Intimidation 

Gen Y 

Gen X .29 .09 1 .00 .11 .46 

 Boomers .21 .12 1 .09 -.03 .45 

 

Gen X 

       

 Boomers -.07 .14 1 .59 -.35 .20 
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H3  The amount of time a person spends on SNSs is NOT related to the type of IM 

behaviour they use on SNSs in work contexts. 

 

To address hypothesis three, means for the five IM factors were compared with 

hours on SNSs as the independent variable, and each of the five IM factors as the 

dependent variables.  Where significant differences were seen, further investigation was 

undertaken to determine the differences based on age groups.  Table 4.17 indicates that 

the more time you spend on SNSs, the more IM you appear to use across all tactics 

except for exemplification and supplication, which also rose in the 3 – 5 hour groups, 

but then began to decline again in the 6+ hour group. 

 

Table 4.17 Hours Spent on SNSs 

 Mean (Std. Deviation)  

 >1 Hr/Day (N= 168) 1-2 Hrs/Day 

(N= 196) 

3-5 Hrs/Day   

(N =59) 

6+ Hrs/Day 

(N=18) 

ANOVA (F-

Value) 

Exemplification 1.76 (.87) 2.06 (.92) 2.24 (.94) 2.17 (.77) 5.736*** 

Self-Promotion 2.47 (.88) 2.59 (.89) 2.69 (.74) 2.75 (1.05) 1.360 

Ingratiation 2.54 ((1.05) 2.89 (.96) 2.95 (.89) 3.03 (.89) 5.020*** 

Supplication 1.43 (.61) 1.68 (.79) 1.72 (.73) 1.64 (.58) 4.493*** 

Intimidation 1.42 (.63) 1.59 (.78) 1.81 (.86) 1.84 (.83) 5.085*** 

The grouping variable was ‘Hours Spent on SNSs’.  The continuous variables were the IM tactics (Self-

promotion, Ingratiation, Exemplification, Intimidation, and Supplication. 

 

A correlation matrix was then generated to determine any collinearity between the five 

IM tactics (Appendix C).  There was no evidence of collinearity that would negatively 

affect the ordinal regression to follow however.  The terms and variables in an ordinal 

regression were then backwards selected in a hierarchical manner one by one based on 
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the largest p-value.  The terms considered for inclusion were the five IM tactics, age, 

and interactions between age and the five IM tactics respectively.  Ultimately all but 

Intimidation, Ingratiation and Age were removed from the model.  A table summarising 

the removed variables in this backward selection process is provided in (Appendix C), 

along with a table of the final model effects (Appendix C). 

Table 4.18 Parameter Estimates Hrs Spent On SNSs 

 

Parameter 

  

B 

 

Std. Error 

Hypothesis Test 

Wald Chi-Square 

 

df 

 

P-Value Time spent social 

networking 

Threshold Gen Y 
1.346 .421 10.231 1 .001 

 Gen X 
3.508 .451 60.523 1 .000 

 Baby Boomers 
5.144 .501 105.455 1 .000 

Intimidation 
 

.313 .124 6.364 1 .012 

Ingratiation 
 

.282 .095 8.865 1 .003 

Gen Y 
 

.784 .327 5.724 1 .017 

Gen X 
 

.117 .375 .098 1 .755 

Baby Boomers 
 

0a . . . . 

(Scale) 
 

1b     

Dependent Variable: Hours Spent on SNSs 
Model: (Threshold), Intimidation, Ingratiation, Age 

 

 
 

 

The positive coefficient for intimidation in table 4.18 indicates that on average, 

an increasing value of intimidation corresponds to an increasing probability of being in 

one of the higher hours spent on SNSs categories.  This is also true for ingratiation.  

Similarly, the higher positive value of the coefficient for the Gen Y age group 

compared to the older groups demonstrates that on average, people in Gen Y have a 

greater probability of being in one of the higher hours on SNSs groups.  This is 

supported by the findings in table 4.19. 
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Table 4.19 Probability to be in each hrs. online group as estimated from the ordinal 
regression. 

              Means (Std. Deviation) 

Age <1 Hr/Day 1-2 Hrs/Day 3 – 5 Hrs/Day 6+ Hrs/Day 

Gen Y 

(N=315) 

           .33 .47 .15 .05 

           (.089) (.03) (.05) (.02) 

     

Gen X 

(N=85) 

             .51 .39 .08 .02 

            (.08) (.048) (.02) (.01) 

     

Baby Boomers 

(N=41) 

              .53 .37 .08 .02 

             (.11) (.06) (.04) (.01) 

     

Total 

(N=441) 

              .38 .44 .13 .04 

             (.12) (.05) (.05) (.02) 
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Table 4.20 Models of Predicted Probability By Generation 

 Gen Y Hours Spent Online  Gen X Hours Spent Online  Boomers Hours Spent Online 

Ingratiation Score <1 1 - 2 3 - 5 6+  <1 1 - 2 3 - 5   6+  <1 1 - 2 3 - 5      6+ 

1 .45 .43 .10 .03  .61 .32 .05 .01  .64 .30 .05 .01 
2 .38 .46 .12 .04  .54 .37 .07 .02  .57 .35 .06 .02 
3 .32 .48 .15 .05  .47 .41 .09 .02  .50 .40 .08 .02 
4 .26 .49 .19 .06  .40 .45 .11 .03  .43 .44 .10 .03 
5 .21 .49 .23 .08  .34 .48 .14 .04  .36 .47 .13 .04 
      

Intimidation Score <1 1 - 2 3 - 5 6+  <1 1 - 2 3 - 5 6+  <1 1 - 2 3 - 5 6+ 

1 .37 .47 .13 .04  .53 .37 .07 .02  .56 .36 .06 .02 
2 .30 .49 .16 .05  .46 .42 .09 .03  .48 .41 .09 .02 
3 .24 .49 .20 .07  .38 .46 .12 .04  .41 .45 .11 .03 
4 .19 .48 .24 .09  .31 .49 .16 .05  .33 .48 .14 .04 
5 .14 .45 .29 .12  .25 .49 .20 .06  .27 .49 .18 .06 
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Ingratiation 

In table 4.20 the values given are for the mean intimidation composite score of 1.57.  The table 

shows the probability as predicted by the model to be in each of the ‘hours spent online’ groups.  

These probabilities differ depending upon ingratiation scores.  For example, for Gen Y, the model 

predicted probability for a person with an ingratiation score of 2 to spend 1-2 hours online per day is 

.46.  So, the model showed that in general, people with high ingratiation scores were more likely to 

spend more time on SNSs than people with low ingratiation scores.  We can see this from table 4.20 

because as the ingratiation score increases, the probability to be in the less than one hour on SNSs per 

day group decreases and the probability to be in the 3 to 5 hours group or the more than 6 hours group 

increases as the ingratiation score increases.   For Gen X again we see that as the ingratiation score 

increases, the probability to be in the less than one hour on SNSs per day group decreases and the 

probability to be in the other groups increases as the ingratiation score increases.  For the baby 

boomers it is again apparent that as the ingratiation score increases, the probability to be in the less 

than one hour on SNSs per day group decreases and the probability to be in the other groups increases 

as ingratiation score increases.    

 

Intimidation 

In table 4.20 the values given are for the mean ingratiation composite score of 2.77.  We see 

that as intimidation scores increase for Gen Y, the probability to be in the less than one hour on SNSs 

per day group and the 1 - 2 hours per day group decreases, and the probability to be in the other higher 

groups increases as intimidation scores increase.  For Gen X, we see that as the intimidation score 

increases, the probability to be in the less than one hour on SNSs per day group decreases, and the 

probability to be in the other groups increases as intimidation score increases.   Similarly, for the Baby 

Boomers, it is apparent that as the intimidation score increases, the probability to be in the less than 

one hour on SNSs per day group decreases and the probability to be in the other groups increases as 
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the intimidation score increases.  As a result of these findings hypothesis three is thus rejected, as it is 

indicated that the amount of time a person spends on SNSs is in fact related to the types of IM tactics 

they choose to undertake, and this is particularly true with regard to ingratiation and intimidation 

behaviour respectively.  Again, exemplification and supplication were not included in more detail here 

because though they were found to be related to hours spent on SNSs in work contexts in the one-way 

ANOVAs in table 4.17, they were removed from the ordinal regression model in the backward 

selection because intimidation and ingratiation were found to be more strongly related to hours spent 

on SNSs in work contexts overall.  Hypothesis three is therefore not supported, indicating that the 

amount of time a person spends on SNSs is related to certain types of IM behaviour – specifically, 

ingratiation and intimidation.  

 

H4  Older people are less likely to perceive that others are using IM on SNSs in work contexts 

compared to younger people. 

 

To address hypothesis four, a comparison of mean perceptions of others’ IM tactic use was 

undertaken.  The results of this comparison are displayed in table 4.21. 
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Table 4.21 Comparison of Mean Perceptions of Others’ IM Tactic Use on SNSs in Work Contexts 

Perceived IM 

Tactics 

Gen Y 

Means 

Gen X 

Means 

Boomer 

Means 

F df 

SPROM 
3.26 3.15 2.94 2.57 2 

INGRT 
2.98 2.71 2.62 4.77* 2 

EXEMP 
2.79 2.51 2.11 10.86*** 2 

INTIM 
2.02 1.69 1.59 6.39*** 2 

SUPP 
2.52 2.14 2.05 8.34*** 2 

*  p < .10, ** p <.05, ***p <.01 

 

From table 4.21 it is apparent that Gen Y are the group most likely to perceive IM tactics in others’ 

behaviour with regard to all of the five factors.  Similarly, the table indicates that older people are less 

likely to perceive IM tactics in other people’s behaviour on SNSs in work contexts with regard to all 

five factors.  From the comparison of means in Table 4.21 furthermore, it appears that of all the IM 

tactics others use on SNSs in work contexts, self-promotion is the one most often perceived.  The 

second most perceived IM tactic is ingratiation, and then exemplification is the third most perceived 

IM tactic for all groups.   The fourth most perceived tactic is intimidation, and the fifth is supplication.  

There appear to be statistically significant differences in the mean perceptions of IM tactics between 

the different generations for all the IM tactics except ‘self-promotion’.  These differences were 

examined further through the use of the pairwise comparisons table 4.22, and from that table it is 

evident that there were significant differences in the perception of ‘ingratiation between Gen Y and 

Gen X, and between Gen Y and the Baby Boomers, but not between Gen X and the Baby Boomers.   

Unlike ‘ingratiation’, for ‘exemplification’ there were significant differences in perception between all 

of the generations, though most so between Gen Y and the Baby Boomers.  With regard to 

‘intimidation’ we can again see significant differences in perception between Gen Y and Gen X, and 

Gen Y and the Baby Boomers, but not between Gen X and the Baby Boomers.  This trend is repeated 
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for ‘supplication’, with significant differences apparent between Gen Y and Gen X, and Gen Y and the 

Boomers, but not between Gen X and the Boomers. 

Table 4.22 Pairwise comparisons of perceptions of others’ IM tactic use on SNSs in work contexts 

   Mean Difference (Age) Std. Error df P-Value 95% Wald Confidence 

Interval for Difference 
 

Lower Upper 

 
Gen Y 

Gen X .2634 .10994 1 .017 .0479 .4789 
Ingratiation 

Baby Boomers .3552 .15378 1 .021 .0538 .6566 

 
Gen X 

       
 

Baby Boomers .0918 .17486 1 .600 .2509 .4345 

 
Gen Y 

Gen X .2877 .11501 1 .012 .0623 .5132 
Exemplification 

Baby Boomers .6896 .16087 1 .000 .3743 1.0049 

 
Gen X 

       
 

Baby Boomers .4018 .18291 1 .028 .0433 .7603 

 
Gen Y 

Gen X .3323 .11728 1 .005 .1024 .5621 
Intimidation 

Baby Boomers .4279 .16404 1 .009 .1064 .7494 

 
Gen X 

       
 

Baby Boomers .0956 .18652 1 .608 .2699 .4612 

 
Gen Y 

Gen X .3864 .11647 1 .001 .1581 .6147 
Supplication 

Baby Boomers .4701 .16292 1 .004 .1508 .7894 

 
Gen X 

       
 

Baby Boomers .0838 .18524 1 .651 .2793 .4468 

 

 As a result of these findings, hypothesis four is supported, as it appears that indeed, older 

people are less likely to perceive others ’IM behaviour on SNSs in work contexts. 

 

H5   Culture affects the amount of IM used on SNSs in work contexts. 

Once again, to address hypothesis five, we began by comparing means.  The composite 

variable for IM was the dependent variable, and culture was the independent variable.  The result of 

this comparison of means is displayed in table 4.23.  This table indicates that those in the ‘Asian’ 

group demonstrate the highest levels of IM behaviour on SNSs in work contexts. 
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Table 4.23 Means and Pairwise Comparisons of Culture (Impression Management) 

  Mean Mean 

Difference 

Std. 

Error 

df P- 

value 

95% Wald Confidence 

Interval for Difference 

 
Lower Upper 

Culture        

Asia 2.26       

Europe & The Americas 1.89       

Oceania 1.96       

Total All Groups 2.05       

Comparisons        

Asia - Europe & The 

Americas 

 
.3665 a .077 1 .000 .2164 .5166 

Asia - Oceania  .2986 a .063 1 .000 .1753 .4220 

Europe & The Americas  - 

Oceania 

 
-.0678 .073 1 .350 -.2101 .0745 

 Pairwise comparisons of estimated marginal means based on the original scale of dependent variable 

Impression Management (Composite variable) 

 a. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

 

 

The generalised linear models procedure and EM means in SPSS were utilised to determine 

where the significant differences between the cultural groups lay.  Table 4.23 indicates a significant 

difference in the IM behaviour of those emanating from ‘Asia’ and ‘Europe and the Americas’ as well 

as ‘Asia’ and ‘Oceania’ when using SNSs in work contexts.   There does not appear to be a significant 

difference between those from ‘Oceania’ and those from ‘Europe and the Americas’.  This confirms 

hypothesis five, that culture is a factor that affects IM behaviour on SNSs in work contexts. 
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Hypothesis six was the next to be examined: 

H6  Men will use less IM on SNSs in work contexts than women. 

To begin addressing hypothesis six, means were compared.  The composite variable for IM was the 

dependent variable, and gender was the independent variable.  The result of this comparison of means 

indicated that men demonstrate higher levels of IM (Mean = 2.13) behaviour on SNSs in work 

contexts than women (Mean = 1.99), but it did not indicate which of the IM tactics these differences 

specifically related to.  As such, separate one-way ANOVAS were performed to test for gendered 

differences in the means of each IM tactic (See APPENDIX D).  The results indicated statistically 

significant differences between genders for both intimidation (p =.000) and supplication (p =.048).  

Pairwise comparisons of estimated marginal means were computed separately for the dependent 

variables intimidation and supplication, and the results are displayed in table 4.24.  It is apparent that 

the difference between male and female intimidation behaviour is highly significant, but the difference 

in supplication behaviour is only slightly significant.  Hypothesis six is therefore rejected, as it appears 

that men do use more IM behaviour on SNSs in work contexts than women, and this is especially true 

with regard to intimidation, and to a lesser extent, supplication. 

 

 
Table 4.24 Pairwise Comparisons of Gender (Intimidation and Supplication) 

 

 

Mean Difference  

(Female -Male) 

Std. Error df p-value 95% Wald Confidence 

Interval for Difference 

Lower Upper 

Intimidation -.2995 .07128 1 .000 -.4392 -.1598 

Supplication -.1381 .06951 1 .047 -.2743 -.0018 
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Hypotheses seven, eight and nine examined the personality traits (self-monitoring, extraversion 

and neuroticism) in relation to hours spent on SNSs.  These hypotheses were: 

H7  People who spend more time on SNSs are more likely to be high self-monitors. 

H8  People who spend more time on SNSs are more likely to be extraverted. 

H9  People who spend more time on SNSs are more likely to be neurotic. 

These hypotheses were examined together, and this examination began with a comparison of means, 

with hours spent on SNSs as the independent variable and each of the three personality traits as the 

dependent variables.  Table 4.25 illustrates these means, and shows the results of one-way ANOVAs; 

tests where ‘hours spent on SNSs’ is treated as continuous to identify any linear trend, and tests for a 

deviation from a linear trend (a test for whether testing for a linear trend is appropriate - if there is a 

deviation from linearity then the results of the linear trend test should be interpreted with caution).  

The results indicate that there was a significant difference in neuroticism scores between the groups 

(hours spent on SNSs).  Where significant differences were seen, they were investigated further to 

determine the differences in age groups.  The findings indicate that people in higher ‘hours spent on 

SNSs’ groups tend to have higher neuroticism scores.  No relationship is apparent however, between 

self-monitoring or extraversion and time spent on SNSs.   

 

 

 

 

 



  

205 
 

Table 4.25 Personality Indicators 

 Mean (Std. Deviation)  

 >1 Hr/Day (N= 183) 1-2 Hrs/Day (N= 203) 3-5 Hrs/Day 

(N =66) 

6+ Hrs/Day 

(N=18) 

ANOVA (F-

Value) 

Self-monitoring 3.44 (.475) 3.42 (.547) 3.41 (.471) 3.30 (.512) .474 

Extraversion 3.16 (.679) 3.20 (.666) 3.19 (.654) 3.30 (.708) .295 

Neuroticism 2.25 (.754) 2.44 (.762) 2.49 (.715) 2.76 (.758) 3.951*** 

Hours spent on SNSs are treated as continuous. 

 

 Having established that there is a statistically significant association between neuroticism and 

hours spent on SNSs, this association was then investigated further.  Table 4.26 shows mean 

neuroticism scores by hours spent on SNSs for each group.  Within each age group, we tested for a 

relationship between hours spent on SNSs (as a categorical variable) and neuroticism.  Table 4.27 

shows the results from these analyses. Although there was a significant relationship between hours 

spent on SNSs and neuroticism when all the age groups were combined, no significant differences in 

mean neuroticism score were found within each of the age groups.  A test for a linear trend was then 

undertaken where hours spent on SNSs was treated as continuous and demonstrated weak evidence of 

an increasing trend between neuroticism and time spent on SNSs for Gen Y (F=3.89, p=.049).  For 

Gen X, where hours spent on SNSs was also treated as a non-ordered categorical variable, no evidence 

of a difference in mean neuroticism score between the hours spent on SNSs groups was found.  From 

looking at the means however, there appeared to be an increasing trend, but a formal test for linear 

trend found this not to be significant (F = 0.89, p = .347).   For the baby boomers, where hours spent 

on SNSs was treated as a non-ordered categorical variable no evidence of a difference in mean 

neuroticism score between the hours spent on SNSs groups was found.  A test for a linear trend where 

hours spent on SNSs was treated as continuous however, demonstrated weak evidence of an increasing 

trend between neuroticism and time spent on SNSs (F=3.01, p=.090).   These findings indicate that age 

has an effect on the amount of time people spend on SNSs, as does the individual’s degree of 
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neuroticism.  Table 4.20 demonstrated that Gen Y are the group most likely to spend six hours or more 

per day on SNSs. They are also the most likely to spend 1-2 or 3-5 hours a day on SNSs, while Gen X 

and the Baby Boomers are more likely to spend less than an hour a day on SNSs.  Table 4.26 indicates 

within each age group, which hours spent on SNSs group had the highest neuroticism score. 

 

Table 4.26 Neuroticism 

 Mean (Std. Deviation)  

 >1 Hr/Day  1-2 Hrs/Day  3-5 Hrs/Day 

 

6+ Hrs/Day  ANOVA (F-

Value) 

Gen Y 2.38 (.754) 2.51 (.741) 2.51 (.779) 2.77 (.779) 1.568 

Gen X 2.18 (.741) 2.19 (.752) 2.43 (.516) 2.58 (.) .416 

Boomers 1.85 (.634) 2.18 (.892) 2.33 (.264)  1.568 

 

 

 

Table 4.27 Probability to be in Each Hours on SNSs Group as Estimated from the Ordinal Regression Model  

Age < 1 Hrs/Day 1 - 2 Hrs/Day 3 – 5 Hrs/Day > 6 Hrs/Day 

Gen Y   .332 .458 .164 .046 

Gen X   .529 .366 .084 .021 

Boomers   .541 .359 .081 .019 

Total   .390 .431 .141 .038 

 

The positive coefficient for neuroticism shows that, on average, an increasing value of 

neuroticism corresponds to an increasing probability of being in one of the higher hours spent on SNSs 

categories.  The more positive value of the coefficient for the Gen Y age group compared to the older 

age groups shows that on average, people in Gen Y have a greater probability of being in one of the 

higher hours on SNSs categories than people in the older age groups.   Table 4.27 shows the model 
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predicted probabilities to be in each of the ‘hours spent on SNSs’ groups by age group.  The data 

indicated that Gen Y spend the most time on SNSs.   This was formally examined by conducting an 

ordinal regression.  In building the ordinal regression an interaction between age and neuroticism was 

tested to see if the relationship between neuroticism and hours spent on SNSs differed for different age 

groups.  As expected from examining table 4.26, the interaction was not significant, indicating that this 

was not the case, and so it was not included in the final model presented below in table 4.28.       
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Table 4.29 Models of predicted probability to be in each hours spent on SNSs group by neuroticism score for Gen Y 

 Gen Y Hours Spent Online  Gen X Hours Spent Online  Boomers Hours Spent Online 

Neuroticism Score <1 1 - 2 3 - 5 6+  <1 1 - 2 3 - 5   6+  <1 1 - 2 3 - 5      6+ 

1 .43 .42 .12 .03  .61 .31 .06 .01  .61 .31 .06 .01 
2 .36 .45 .15 .04  .55 .36 .08 .02  .55 .36 .08 .02 
3 .29 .47 .18 .05  .47 .40 .10 .03  .47 .40 .10 .03 
4 .24 .47 .22 .07  .40 .44 .13 .03  .40 .44 .13 .03 
5 .19 .46 .26 .09  .34 .46 .16 .04  .34 .46 .16 .04 

               
               
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 4.28 Parameter Estimates 

 
Estimate Std. Error Wald df P-Value 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

 Time Spent on SNSs  - Gen Y .742 .379 3.837 1 .050 .000 1.484 

Time Spent on SNSs  - Gen X 2.788 .400 48.468 1 .000 2.003 3.573 

Time Spent on SNSs  - Boomers 4.505 .455 98.140 1 .000 3.614 5.396 

 Neuroticism .285 .118 5.886 1 .015 .055 .515 

Gen Y .742 .316 5.499 1 .019 .122 1.361 

Gen X -.010 .358 .001 1 .978 -.712 .692 

Boomers 0a . . 0 . . . 
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The estimated probability of each age group’s hours spent on SNSs was then investigated 

for different neuroticism scores.   It could already be seen from the parameter estimates table that 

increased values of neuroticism were associated with an increased amount of time spent online.  

Table 4.29 shows us how big the effect of neuroticism is (i.e. how neuroticism is related to hours 

spent on SNSs).  It is apparent that for Gen Y people with a neuroticism score of 1, the mean 

probability to spend less than one hour per day on SNSs is .43.  For people with a neuroticism 

score of 5, the mean probability of being in this group has dropped to .19.  Similarly, it is apparent 

that for people with a neuroticism score of 1, the mean probability to spend 3 to 5 hours per day on 

SNSs is .12.  For people with a neuroticism score of 5 however, the mean probability of being in 

this group has increased to .26.   

 

The pattern for Gen X is similar to Gen Y (this was apparent from the outset because an 

interaction in the model was tested for to see if the relationship between neuroticism and hours 

spent on SNSs differed for different age groups) but the absolute size of the probabilities is 

different.  That is, overall Gen Y is more likely to be in the <1 group (this is apparent from the Gen 

Y coefficient in the parameter estimates table) though we still see a decreasing probability to be in 

this group as the neuroticism score increases.  Similarly, like Gen Y, we see an increasing 

probability to be in the other three groups as the neuroticism score increases, but the probability of 

being in the two highest groups is lower for Gen X than it is for Gen Y.  Interestingly, the baby 

boomer results are similar to the Gen Y results.  As a consequence of these findings hypotheses 

seven and eight are rejected and hypothesis nine is confirmed in that the amount of time spent on 

SNSs in work contexts does not appear to relate to individual self-monitoring or extraversion, but 

the findings do indicate that it does relate to neuroticism. 
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The similarities between Gen Y and Baby Boomer results with regard to SNS use are 

perhaps not so surprising when viewed in historical context.  Certainly, Gen Y’s status as the largest 

group of social media users amongst any generation (Sass, 2006), is analogous to older generations’ 

use of previously conventional modes of correspondence.  Online social networking is arguably not 

that different from the letter writing that connected individuals in the past in its essential capacity to 

share thoughts, sentiments and visual stimuli such as photographs.  What is different is the vehicle 

through which this generation is connecting, and the more collective nature of this connection.  The 

relative wealth and materialism of post-WWII economies particularly in the West, triggered social 

shifts in the 20th century which saw the Baby Boomers move increasingly away from the values of 

their predecessors.  This was apparent in shifts from extended to nuclear families, the burgeoning 

phenomenon of suburbia and perhaps most pertinently, in the progression of technologically driven 

communication as a mass-produced and homogenised product through mediums such as television.  

In this regard, Gen Y can be perceived as second-wave pioneers of mass communication, with the 

smaller Gen X falling between the two waves of technological innovation that has driven social 

trends in this area.   

 

 As the creators and greatest users of SNSs, Gen Y mirror the Boomers in their size as a 

group, their use of the mass media of their time, and to a certain extent, even in their place in the 

social hierarchy.  To a great extent, this can be thought to explain their similar patterns of SNS use.  

While Gen X is in the middle of their careers and busy raising families, the Boomers are now 

reaching an age when particularly older members of the generation have more time for technology 

such as SNSs, and an increased desire to connect with grandchildren (the children of Gen X), or old 

friends who may be scattered all over the world.  Similarly, Gen Y are at a stage when they too 

have the time for SNSs, (many are still childless or just entering the workforce), and a desire to 

connect with scattered friends and family. The similarities between Gen Y and the Boomers’ results 

in this sense are thus understandable. 
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Hypotheses ten, eleven and twelve then examined the relationship between the personality 

traits (self-monitoring, extraversion and neuroticism), and IM use on SNSs in work contexts as 

follows below. 

H 10 More self-monitoring people tend to use more IM on SNSs in work contexts. 

 

 To address hypothesis ten a linear regression was conducted with IM as the dependent 

variable and self-monitoring and age (as well as their interactions) as independent variables.  First 

the interaction between age and self-monitoring was found not to be significant (p = .958), and so 

was removed from the model.  Age was then examined for significance, and was retained in the 

model because it was significant as displayed in table 4.30.  Parameter estimates for the variables 

were then examined in table 4.31, and it can be seen that there was a significant relationship 

between self-monitoring and IM.  In fact, it is estimated that on average, a one point increase in the 

self-monitoring score increases the mean IM score by .16 units. 

 

Table 4.30 Tests of Model Effects 

Source 

Type III 

Wald Chi-Square df P-Value 

(Intercept) 51.013 1 .000 

Age 10.798 2 .005 

Self-Monitoring 8.345 1 .004 
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From the results in table 4.31 it can be seen that high self-monitors do tend to engage in more IM 

tactics than low self-monitors on average (i.e. the positive β coefficient demonstrates that the 

higher score on the self-monitoring scale are associated with greater IM use), but the effect size is 

very small.  These results support hypothesis ten in that more self-monitoring people tend to use 

more IM on SNSs in work contexts, on average. 

 

H 11 The more extraverted a person is, the more IM they are likely to use on SNSs in work 

contexts. 

There was a small significant correlation between extraversion and IM (Pearson correlation 

= .097, p=.021).  A simple linear regression was run to further investigate the relationship between 

the level of extraversion and the level of IM.  A significant positive relationship was found between 

extraversion and IM (beta coefficient = .086, s.e. = .042, t=2.04, p=.042, 95% C.I. = (.003, .168)).  

On average, this means that people who have a higher extraversion score tend to have a higher IM 

score.  However the effect of extraversion on IM appeared to be quite small.  It was found that an 

increase of 1 point on the extraversion scale is associated with an increase of only .09 points on the 

IM scale.  Diagnostic plots for normality and outliers were excellent showing nothing of concern. 

Overall, this indicates that while the hypothesis was supported, the extent of the relationship 

between extraversion and IM was not great enough to be of concern. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 4.31 Parameter Estimates 

Parameter B Std. Error 

95% Wald Confidence 

Interval Hypothesis Test 

Lower Upper 

Wald Chi-

Square df P-Value 

(Intercept) 1.291 .2158 .868 1.714 35.782 1 .000 

Gen Y .261 .0972 .070 .451 7.190 1 .007 

Gen X .095 .1111 -.122 .313 .738 1 .390 

Baby Boomers 0a . . . . . . 

Self-Monitoring .161 .0558 .052 .271 8.345 1 .004 

(Scale) .342b .0230 .299 .390    
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H 12 The more neurotic a person is, the more IM they are likely to use on SNSs in work contexts. 

There was a significant correlation between neuroticism and IM (Pearson correlation = 

.225, p<.001).  A simple linear regression was run to further investigate the relationship between 

the level of neuroticism and the level of IM.   A significant positive relationship between 

neuroticism and IM was found (beta coefficient = .177, s.e. = .037, t=4.83, p<.001, 95% C.I. = 

(.105, .249)).  This indicates that on average, people who have a higher neuroticism score tend to 

have a higher IM score.  It was found that an increase of 1 point on the neuroticism scale is 

associated with an increase of .18 points on the IM scale. As such, hypothesis twelve was also 

supported. 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

RQ1  Does the manner and extent of Gen Y’s SNS use differ from older generations  

with regard to IM in work contexts?  

H1 Older generations are more likely than Gen Y to use IM less on SNSs in work contexts 

(compared to younger age groups). 

 Supported 

H2 Older generations are more likely to use intimidation over supplication on SNSs in  

work contexts. 

 Supported 

H3  The amount of time a person spends on SNSs is NOT related to the type of IM behaviour 

they use on SNSs in work contexts. 

Not Supported 

 

RQ2  Do Generation Y individuals perceive that others use IM strategies in workplace 

contexts on SNSs more than other generations?     

H4  Older people are less likely to perceive that others are using IM on SNSs in work contexts 

compared to younger people. 

 Supported 

 

RQ3(a) Does gender influence IM behaviour when using SNSs in workplace contexts? 

RQ3(b) Does culture influence IM behaviour when using SNSs in workplace contexts? 

H5       Culture affects the amount of IM used on SNSs in work contexts. 

 Supported 

H6  Men will use less IM on SNSs in work contexts than women. 

 Not Supported 
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RQ4  Is there a link between time spent on SNSs and individual personality? 

H7  People who spend more time on SNSs are more likely to be high self-monitors. 

Not Supported 

H8  People who spend more time on SNSs are more likely to be extraverted. 

Not Supported 

H9  People who spend more time on SNSs are more likely to be neurotic. 

 Supported 

 

RQ5 Which personality factors influence IM use on SNSs in workplace contexts? 

H 10 More self-monitoring people tend to use more IM on SNSs in work contexts. 

 Supported 

H 11 The more extraverted a person is, the more IM they are likely to use on SNSs in work 

contexts. 

Supported 

H 12 The more neurotic a person is, the more IM they are likely to use on SNSs in work contexts. 

 Supported 
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CHAPTER FIVE – DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

This thesis has been an exploration of generational differences in the use of impression 

management on social networking sites in work contexts.  The early chapters of this study introduced 

its conceptual and scholarly boundaries through three main bodies of literature examining Impression 

Management, Social Networking Sites and Generation Y respectively.  It identified the cohort known 

as Gen Y and discussed their use of SNSs as part of a broader social and economic backdrop in which 

social media now plays a prominent part, and of which they are popularly perceived to be at the 

forefront.  It also considered the existing literature in the field of IM, and questioned its on-going 

relevance to interactions which are now often conducted in online rather than the conventional face-to-

face contexts such as those upon which many of the theoretical premises are based.  Personality 

indicators were identified for their relevance to this exploration, and collectively these concepts and 

phenomenon shaped this study’s research questions and hypotheses.  The objective of this chapter is to 

assimilate the study’s findings with its literature review and research questions, and to discuss their 

broader practical and scholarly implications in the present ethos.  It begins with a recapitulation of the 

contextual landscape that forms the backdrop of this study, and then moves on to a discussion of the 

scholarly and practical implications of the findings.  The chapter culminates with an outline of the 

study’s contributions the possible future research opportunities identified in the course of this study, 

and concluding statements that finally summarise the study and its aspirations.  
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5.1 SOCIAL AND CONTEXTUAL BACKDROP OF THE STUDY 

In exploring generational differences in the use of SNSs, this study has engaged with bodies of 

literature that are at varying degrees of maturity.  Initially, the literature review for this study was very 

difficult, because though scholarly writing on impression management was very well established in 

sociology, psychology and organisational behaviour in face to face contexts, it was still very limited in 

online contexts.  Similarly, writing on Gen Y and SNSs was even more limited, with a nominal 

number of discreet qualitative studies that focussed on extremely narrow groups or situations, and no 

work that encompassed all three of these areas of inquiry.  The gaps in the literature and the frontier 

nature of the literature as a broader body of work, while extremely challenging, was also one of the 

key factors motivating this study. 

 

Just as Gen Y and SNSs were still emerging areas of scholarly inquiry at the beginning of this 

study, so too were they of an emerging significance socially and in the workforce.  Gen Y in particular, 

was the subject of a great deal of interest to the popular press both because of their status as the largest 

group to enter the workforce since the Baby Boomers, and also because of their development and early 

adoption of digital technology, including social networking sites.  The potential impact of this large 

demographic group and its use of social networking sites in their working lives was yet to be 

examined, and this formed a second motivating factor for this study. 

 

The decision to conduct this research through an impression management lens has been 

discussed in depth from methodological and literary perspectives earlier in this work, but its broad 

applicability to so many different aspects of management and organisational behaviour as identified in 

chapter two was the major influencing factor in its utilisation.  Ultimately, the frontier nature of the 
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literature and its broader potential significance were also driving factors behind the study’s research 

questions. 

 

This study overall has not claimed to conclusively define Gen Y or the social media that they 

are using.  It has aimed only to lay the foundations for a deeper understanding of these still developing 

areas.  In hoping however diminutively to illuminate a small aspect of the world in which we currently 

live, this study began with a discussion of emerging social trends, and cast a sceptical eye on the 

possible generational influences driving these trends.  Ultimately, the exploratory process of following 

ever-widening circles of enquiry gradually led to the development of this study’s research questions 

and the hypotheses that assisted in answering them.  The remainder of this chapter will now discuss 

the implications of this study’s findings, and shed light on its contributions.  This chapter will 

culminate in a discussion of possible future research emanating from this work, and with some 

concluding comments.  

 

5.2 SCHOLARLY AND PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS  

This study was based on five core research questions, which were formulated through an 

extensive literature review, and were ultimately addressed through a process of hypothesis testing.  

The findings of this process were set out in the previous chapter.  These findings and their implications 

are now further contextualised in relation to the existing literature below, and in keeping with the 

exploratory nature of this study, will be used to identify areas for deeper examination in future 

research. 
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Hypotheses one and two of this study were answered in the affirmative, with a finding that 

younger people, and specifically Gen Y participants of this study, were likely to use more IM on SNSs 

in work contexts than older people (i.e. Gen X and the Boomers), and that the types of IM behaviour 

favoured for use on SNSs differed somewhat on generational lines.   The third hypothesis confirmed 

these findings, indicating that the use of specific IM tactics (namely, intimidation and ingratiation) 

were indeed affected by the amount of time individuals spent on SNSs in work contexts.  In the course 

of this inquiry Gen Y was found to spend the most time on SNSs, and correspondingly also had the 

highest probability of ingratiation and intimidation use on such sites across all age groups.  Keeping 

this in perspective, relative to their own IM use, these tactics represented two separate ends of a 

spectrum, with Gen Y clearly favouring ingratiation the most, and intimidation the least. These 

findings confirmed the popular view that the manner and extent of Gen Y’s SNS use does differ from 

older generations (particularly the boomers, who appear to be more comfortable using intimidation 

than supplication, though their overall use of IM is lower than both Gen Y and Gen X), and it 

contributes to the literature by indicating this specifically with regard to IM in work contexts.  This 

result is perhaps to be expected however, in light of the differing career stages Gen Y and the Boomers 

occupy respectively.  Gen Y are still very much an emergent force in the workforce, and their 

need/desire to ingratiate themselves can be seen as reflective of this.  Similarly, the Baby Boomers 

have been in the workforce for some time, and generally occupy positions of relative authority.  In this 

regard, this result can be seen to reflect offline organisational hierarchies more generally.    

 

Previous studies of IM in offline contexts have particularly focused upon the use of ingratiation 

and self-promotion tactics (Jones, 1964; Jones and Wortman, 1973; Liden & Mitchell, 1988) as those 

most relevant to work settings.  Interestingly, despite the generational distinctions found in the use of 

supplication and intimidation on SNSs in this study, the results nevertheless also indicated that 
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ingratiation and self-promotion were the most used IM tactics on SNSs across all generations in work 

contexts.  This suggests behavioural parallels in both offline and online settings, and therefore supports 

Tyler (2002) and Berners-Lee’s view that the modes of interaction may have changed with the advent 

of web 2.0 technologies and SNSs, but the underlying manner of interaction has largely remained the 

same.  This is significant from a scholarly perspective, because it implies the on-going applicability of 

IM tactics established in face-to-face contexts to online interactions despite what critics like Miller 

(1995) and Collins (2008) have identified as the lack of traditional IM cues online.  It is also 

significant from the perspective of organisations and employers, who can take some comfort in 

knowing that while younger workers do appear to use IM on SNSs in work contexts more than older 

generations, this is likely to be reflective of their greater use of SNSs overall.  The most preferred 

modes of IM are consistent across the different age groups, indicating a degree of behavioural 

continuity that does not appear to demand drastic changes to the manner in which work environments 

or relationships function.   

 

This study began with an acknowledgement of the popular press’s interest in Gen Y, and of the 

stereotypes of this generation that emerged from such sources.  As Valcour (2013) recently pointed out 

for the Harvard Business Review, many of these stereotypes are still in circulation and in some cases, 

are even gathering momentum, but the findings of this study indicate that in relation to Gen Y’s IM 

use on SNSs at least, there is less of a workplace generation gap than may have been imagined.  As 

Valcour (2013) suggests then, instead of focussing on superficial generational differences, managers 

may be better off responding to the similarities between the generations in a manner that aims to 

increase workplace cohesion across generations by meaningfully challenging and developing all 

members of the workforce.  Having identified the behavioural similarities and differences amongst the 

generations, the fact that Gen Y are the largest users of IM on SNSs in work contexts does mean that 
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employers should be wary of using impressions formed of them through SNSs to inform employment 

and promotion decisions. Just as Bolino and Turnley (2001) have pointed out in relation to offline 

situations, “Even though impression-management may be a job-related skill in some positions, 

organizations should carefully evaluate the extent to which their selection practices and promotion 

decisions reward impression management in areas where such skills are less relevant” (p.358).  Jobs in 

service sectors or involving marketing/public relations skills for instance, are much more likely to 

depend on such skills than those in manufacturing, construction, etc., and future research would 

benefit from making distinctions based on occupation when examining the importance of IM skills.       

 

The overarching importance of Gen Y’s use of IM on SNSs in work contexts is vast and 

difficult to quantify as this generation is still emerging in the workforce.  Social media is at the 

forefront of personal and organisational branding, and is also likely to continue evolving.  This has a 

number of still unknown implications for both workers and organisations.  The generations to follow 

Gen Y, may be just as tech-savvy, but are evidently smaller in size.  Like the Boomers before them, 

Gen Y’s magnitude as a group means that they will be of enduring significance to the labour force and 

the economy as a whole, even as younger generations begin to join the workforce.  Their evidently 

enthusiastic use of both impression management and SNSs in their working lives means that they are 

at the forefront of a movement shaping images not just of themselves, but effectively also of the 

organisations in which they operate, and with which they engage.  The possibilities around this are 

immense, and are still largely speculative.  For instance, once it is more widely understood that Gen Y 

workers are adept impression managers with the capacity to influence perceptions of themselves and 

of organisations on SNSs as a result, the commodification of this skill seems very likely.  Celebrities 

are already paid vast sums for tweeting about products, events and companies, and arguably, much of 

the credibility underlying their tweets emanates from the broader impressions they have made in the 
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public sphere.  Along a similar vein, the potential influence underlying worker IM behaviour could see 

those with large online social networks and demonstrated IM skills being paid not just to work for 

organisations, but also to actively exercise their authority within their spheres of influence on sites like 

Facebook, Twitter and LinkedIn just to name a few.  Similarly, it’s perceivable that as Gen Y 

increasingly come to drive workplace norms and values, expectations around worker engagement on 

SNSs may grow to the extent that those with small networks or what are perceived to be inadequate 

IM skills on such networks, may struggle with employment and promotion criteria in an ethos that 

takes the current expectation of communication skills beyond purely face-to-face encounters.  

Similarly, the visual cues that are characteristic of face-to-face workplace impression management 

could also come to drive online interactions so that just as corporate employees today are expected to 

dress in corporate attire at work, it’s conceivable that in a Gen Y driven economy, those employees 

could face a similar expectation that they dress the part online as well.   The erosion of boundaries 

between personal and professional lives on SNSs moreover, could come to actively determine with 

whom people engage online.  Contrary to the democratising effects of a media that allows for vast 

diversity amongst contacts, the “homosocial reproduction” (Fineman, Gavriel & Sims, 2010) 

characteristic of corporate environments could also erode the diversity of relationships on SNSs if 

workplace IM takes precedence over less structured relationships.   

 

 This study’s second research question examined whether Gen Y individuals are more 

perceptive of others’ use of IM strategies in workplace contexts than older generations.  In light of the 

study’s exploratory nature, and because it was situated at an individual rather than an organisation or 

industry-specific level, research participants were allowed to define what constitutes a ‘workplace 

context’ for themselves.  It is acknowledged that future studies aimed at establishing narrower 

causative relationships will need to establish more prescriptive definitions of this term in relation to 
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their particular contexts.  Having established this, again, it was found that there are indeed generational 

differences in this area, with Gen Y found to be the most perceptive of others’ IM behaviour on SNSs 

in work contexts.  From a scholarly perspective, perceptions of others’ behaviour have been linked to 

self-monitoring and identity formation as a basis of IM both for individuals and organisations.  As 

discussed in chapter two, IM is premised on an understanding of identity as circular, with Leary and 

Allen (2011) emphasising the belief that perceptions of others’ behaviour and of others’ reactions to 

one’s own behaviour, are the cornerstone of the socialisation process that leads to an effective 

conceptualisation of the self.  Interestingly, Gen Y’s particular capacity to better perceive IM on SNSs 

may simply be a further extension of their broader ease with the technology in question.  Having been 

socialised on SNSs, Gen Y are in their element with the technology, and so are arguably able to look 

beyond it when interacting, in a manner that older generations cannot.   

 

In the course of the literature review for this study, SNSs were identified as vehicles for 

identity formation through a process of on-going social validation (Collins, 2008).  Scholars observed 

not only the capacity for individuals to actively manage their own identity formation through a 

conscious production of online content (Donath & boyd, 2004; Urista et. al., 2009), but particularly in 

work contexts, that identification with one’s organisation and co-workers (at least in relation to studies 

of offline interactions), is constructively aspirational and positively associated with performance and 

OCB, and negatively associated with turnover – both actual and intended (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004).  

As Dutton and Dudkerich (1991) observed,  

The relationship between individuals’ senses of their organizational identity and 

image and their own sense of who they are and what they stand for suggests a 

very personal connection between organizational action and individual 

motivation.  It suggests that individuals have a stake in directing organizational 

action in ways that are consistent with what they believe is the essence of their 

organization (p.550).  
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This is significant from an organisational perspective, because more than any generation in the past, 

Gen Y are actively engaging in organisational identification through a process of socialisation based 

not just on their own behaviour, but also upon perceptions of behaviour that are potentially more far-

reaching than traditional forms of organisational socialisation.  Where such forms of socialisation are 

successful, they may indeed have the capacity to influence the areas identified by Kreiner and 

Ashforth (2004) above, but where unsuccessful, they may equally stymie organisational cohesion and 

performance.   

 

Once again, as managerial understandings of Gen Y’s aptitude for IM on SNSs deepen, and the 

related benefits of organisational identification online are better understood, this is likely to have 

significant implications for the manner in which workers are professionally socialised.  For instance, 

as employers recognise Gen Y’s potential to at once be marketers of their organisations and aid 

recruitment through the positive impressions they are perpetuating of their workplaces on SNSs for 

instance, current rites of passage and symbolic or ceremonial experiences such as performance rewards 

and awards, and mentoring programs could entirely shift to SNS, or could simply be more publically 

announced or made known on such networks.  This would be with an understanding that they are 

being perceived, and are consequently shaping organisational identification processes beyond the 

individual.  If, as Merchant (2012) has prophesised, “in the social era, value will be no longer created 

primarily by people who work for you or your organization” (Para. 1), the benefits of organisational 

identification beyond the individual to their entire network, is a powerful tool which once again 

demonstrates the intersection between personal and organisational branding that underlies IM on SNSs 

in work contexts, and will likely be a fundamental characteristic of the Gen Y work environment going 

forward. 
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Research question three considered the influence of culture and gender on IM behaviours on 

SNSs in work contexts.  The results of this study found that culture does influence impression 

management on SNSs in work contexts.  Specifically, while there did not appear to be a statistically 

significant difference in the IM behaviour of those in the ‘Oceania’ and ‘Europe and the Americas’ 

groups, participants in the ‘Asian’ group did demonstrate significantly more IM behaviour on SNSs in 

work contexts than those in the other two cohorts.  This finding confirms Leary and Allen’s (2011) 

inference that culture may influence impression management, and indeed, the authors may be correct 

in suggesting that this could be reflective of factors such as individualism, collectivism and power 

distance.  The present study did not delve into those areas in any depth, and so cannot make any 

contribution to the literature surrounding those issues. We may speculate however, that a result of 

many of these factors could be that IM is more overtly expressed in certain cultures than in others – 

particularly in relation to perceived social and power imbalances when interacting with elders, 

superiors, or subordinates.  The findings of this study are based on fairly rudimentary regional 

composites in order to indicate broad trends in IM behaviour on SNSs in work contexts, but narrower 

scholarly and practical implications must necessarily be the result of future studies that investigate the 

causes and consequences of this area in greater depth and detail.  Certainly, if a Gen Y driven 

economy comes to value those who engage more with IM on SNSs in work contexts, and certain 

cultural or ethnic groups are found to excel at this, then that has significant implications both for 

members of such groups, and also for those outside of such groups.  As we move into what Australians 

are referring to as the ‘Asian century’ (Australian Government White Paper, 2012), the notion that 

those of Asian descent are more adept at navigating the expectations which may come to define a Gen 

Y workforce, is fertile ground for future research.     
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Interestingly, the finding in relation to gender in hypothesis six largely contradicts the existing 

literature around IM use in that area.  Previous studies with a focus on gendered IM behaviour in face-

to-face settings found that women were more inclined to utilise IM tactics in work contexts than men 

in order to dispel negative stereotypes and build social capital (Kumra & Vinnicombe, 2010; Rudman, 

1998).  The present study found this not to be the case on SNSs however, with men demonstrating 

more IM use overall, and particularly with regard to intimidation and supplication respectively.  From 

a scholarly perspective this implies a somewhat unexpected schism between gendered IM use offline 

and on SNSs in work contexts.  Further inquiry should therefore be undertaken in this area in order to 

specifically explore and compare not only trends in gendered IM use online and offline, but also any 

potential reasons for the apparent differences that appear to exist between the two interaction settings.  

While the reasons for this unexpected finding have not been explored in the present study, it is 

possible to speculate about a number of possible reasons for this including the possibility that male use 

of SNSs is shaped by other forms of technological socialisation such as gaming for instance, which 

may encourage certain forms of online IM behaviour over others.  It is also possible that women being 

aware of how their IM behaviour is perceived in offline contexts choose to temper online interactions, 

or indeed, that the self-reporting nature of responses has seen women underplay their actual IM or Men 

overemphasise the same.   From an organisational perspective, this finding is perhaps most significant 

where social media is consulted in making hiring or promotion decisions.  If organisations and 

employers are unaware of the apparently gendered differences in male and female IM use – 

particularly in relation to self-promotion tactics, this has the potential to significantly and perhaps 

artificially impact such decisions where images projected on SNSs are a deciding factor.  While the 

implications of this are interesting and thought-provoking from scholarly and practical perspectives, 

gender was not the primary focus of the present study, and the results in this area are therefore limited 

to the finding above.  As expectations of impression management on SNSs are likely to evolve with 
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the emergence of a Gen Y workforce as discussed earlier in this chapter however, it is an area that 

must be the subject of further inquiry in future research to determine the causal factors underlying the 

findings in this study.  

 

 The possible link between SNSs and personality was explored through the study’s fourth 

research question, which asked whether there is a link between time spent on SNSs and individual 

personality traits.  In this regard, hypotheses seven and eight were not supported, indicating that the 

amount of time spent on SNSs is not related to either self-monitoring or extraversion.  Contrastingly 

however, hypothesis nine was supported, suggesting that there is a link between neuroticism and time 

spent on SNSs, and that the higher a person’s neuroticism score the more time they are also likely to 

spend on SNSs in work contexts.  In the course of this study, Gen Y was found to spend the most time 

on SNSs, and have a greater probability of neurotic tendencies than the older age groups respectively. 

Gen Y’s greater use of SNSs is in line with popular observations that they desire constant and ongoing 

connection (Martin, 2005; Fenn, 2007), and are savvy enough with digital devices (Prensky, 2001) to 

use these sites to engage with one another as much as possible.  In chapter two, Correa, et. al’s (2010) 

contention that SNSs attract the highly neurotic was observed moreover.  The findings of this study 

while demonstrating a relationship between high neuroticism and high use of SNSs, does not however, 

demonstrate a causal link whereby it could be said that high levels of neuroticism cause high SNS use 

or vice versa.   An experimental study would be necessary to demonstrate such a causal link.  It is 

difficult to imagine however, that neuroticism could be a generational trait any more than extraversion 

or conscientiousness could be, but Gen Y have nevertheless identified with experiencing what amounts 

to elevated levels of neuroticism compared to older generations.  This raises a number of interesting 

questions about the manner in which the use of SNSs is affecting the more fundamental wellbeing of 

their greatest users – Gen Y.  Psychologists have always viewed neuroticism as a personality trait 
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inherent to the individual, but the characteristics of emotional instability underlying ‘neurosis’ (i.e. 

anxiety, depression, guilt, anger and envy amongst others), can all just as easily be triggered by 

environmental stress factors that when brought together, could arguably act to replicate neurotic 

emotions in those whose psychopathology would not otherwise indicate a neurotic personality.   

 

The SNSs with which Gen Y so enthusiastically engage are environments in which users’ 

separate worlds collide, and comparisons are an inevitable by-product of the impression management 

Gen Y also appears adept at using on such sites.  In an environment where one is perpetually 

monitoring their own and other people’s behaviour with the purpose of influencing other people’s 

perceptions and the individual’s own outcomes, such comparisons must necessarily be stressful.  

Again, this is ground for deeper future inquiry.  The finding of a relationship between SNS use and 

neuroticism does nevertheless have significant practical implications for Gen Y and their potential 

employers, because as the group with the highest apparent propensity towards neuroticism, they may 

be perceived as less effective members of the workforce, when in fact, as Bendersky and Shah (2013) 

have noted, this is a misplaced stigma which sees neurotic personalities undervalued and underutilised 

in situations in which they may actually make a valuable contribution.  It may also explain some of the 

stereotypes associated with Gen Y workers despite this study finding a number of behavioural parallels 

across the generations. 

 

The above finding leads on to this study’s fifth research question, which specifically addressed 

the potential link between personality and IM on SNSs in work contexts.  It queried whether self-

monitoring, extraversion and neuroticism influence IM use on SNSs in work contexts.  The findings of 

this study indicate that indeed, all three personality traits are related to impression management use on 
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SNSs in work contexts, with results indicating that higher self-monitors, more extraverted people, and 

highly neurotic people respectively, are all likely to use more IM behaviour on SNSs in work contexts 

than low self-monitors, introverts or less neurotic people. 

 

As discussed in chapter two, high self-monitoring has been linked to successful IM behaviour 

in offline situations, which has correspondingly been linked to organisational success (Fandt & Ferris, 

1990; Snyder & Copeland, 1989).  Kramer and Winter (2008) have argued that the projection and 

public validation of images on SNSs makes them ideal for IM, and all the more ideal for those who are 

reflective in the manner in which they project such images.  That study stopped short of specifically 

examining self-monitoring on SNSs or in work contexts however, but other studies have looked at the 

relationship between self-monitoring and IM in work contexts (albeit in offline situations), and have 

found that “the career progression of high self-monitors was greater than that of low self-monitors…a 

potential explanation for these findings is that high self-monitors possess superior impression-

management skills” (Turnley & Bolino, 2001, p.358).  The present research supports this contention in 

an online setting with regard to SNSs, and has therefore contributed to the knowledge in this area by 

expanding on this body of literature specifically in regard to work settings.   It has confirmed that the 

offline trend is also applicable to interactions on SNSs, with the finding that high self-monitors do in 

fact use more IM on SNSs in work contexts than low self-monitors.  The practical implication of this 

scholarly contribution is that just as in offline interactions in work contexts, high self-monitors are also 

likely to be more successful than low self-monitors when projecting images of themselves on SNSs.  

While largely uncontroversial, this is also something for employers to potentially keep in mind when 

making hiring and promotion decisions for instance.  
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The literature suggested that SNSs may particularly enhance the interactions of introverts 

because of their recurring nature and ability to create a sustained sense of intimacy (Leary & Allen, 

2011).  The findings of this study have shown however, that whether or not this is the case, extraverts 

are the ones to use more IM on SNSs in work contexts.  This seems intuitively predictable if one 

considers that introverts may be drawn to SNSs because in some senses, such sites allow them to 

interact more like extraverts, with diminished inhibitions.  That is to say, that while online interactions 

may come just as naturally to extraverts as offline interactions, thereby explaining their higher use of 

IM as a natural by-product of their temperament, the anonymity of social media may also foster as 

‘safe space’ so to speak, in which introverts can say and do things they may not say or do in person.   

The relationship between extraversion and IM on SNSs however, was found to be so slight as to be 

negligible, and consequently of little scholarly or practical contribution.  Considerable further research 

is required in this area by a study with a greater focus on extraversion’s relationship with IM on SNSs. 

 

In the course of this study higher levels of neuroticism were found to be associated with higher 

IM use on SNSs in work contexts.  This is in keeping with the findings that Gen Y are the greatest 

users of SNSs and of IM on SNSs in work contexts, and are also the most prone to neuroticism.  From 

a scholarly perspective, the role of neuroticism in work contexts is generally considered poorly 

understood (Back et. al., 2010), and while this study does contribute to the literature by identifying a 

relationship between neuroticism and IM on SNSs in work contexts, the broader implications of this 

are somewhat limited until further research is undertaken to examine the possible reasons for this 

trend. In terms of practical organisational implications however, employers may like to keep this 

finding in mind in relation to employment decisions and policy determinations around the use of SNSs 

in work contexts going forward.  Naturally, this would be driven by the industry and organisation in 

question, and is again, another area for possible future inquiry. 
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As understandings of these areas deepen, this is likely to have broader implications for 

behavioural expectations and outcomes in a Gen Y driven workforce.  Eventually and for some time, 

Gen Y are going to be the largest group in the workforce, evidently the most neurotic, and the biggest 

users of both impression management and SNSs.  The implications for their personal and professional 

wellbeing as a result of these factors are still the subject of debate and discussion amongst 

psychologists and behaviourists.  Once prominent proponents of a wired existence such as 

psychologist, sociologist and MIT professor, Sherry Turkle, have voiced concerns about the manner in 

which hyper-connectivity is affecting individuals and identities through impressions of camaraderie 

without the benefits and burdens of real intimacy.  While she does not explicitly address Gen Y 

neuroticism in the workplace in her book, Alone Together: Why We Expect More From Technology 

and Less From Each Other (Turkle, 2012), she does shed light on what may be driving the sense of 

anxiety, withdrawal and low self-esteem evidently culminating in Gen Y’s neuroticism in work 

interactions on social media.  She observes the manner in which sound bite driven status updates and 

tweets are confused for real conversations, and simple connection supplants genuine intimacy. In a 

social media world where participants are rewarded for being extraverted, and for constantly 

monitoring their own and other people’s behaviour, neuroticism is perhaps to be expected from what 

Turkle (2012) refers to as sociable automatons who engage without authenticity, and are therefore 

without the benefits of real closeness, resulting in interactions that are strained and unfulfilling.   

 

As Gen Y individuals and the organisations that employ them further explore and comprehend 

this area, there could be any number of implications. For instance, the New Yorker’s recent exploration 

of the ‘neo-luddite’ movement in which highly wired adults engage in tech-free weekends of 1970’s 

nostalgia (Colin, 2013) may seem unusual, but may in fact become more common as organisations and 

individuals seek to technologically detoxify, and engage in interactions that are less ‘managed’.  
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Alternatively, there may be no going back from the forms of interaction taking hold online and 

particularly on SNSs, and individuals and organisations may just need to develop training and coping 

mechanisms to assist with modern realities and relationships.  Just as organisations are currently 

employing social media experts to assist them with their brands, workplaces in a Gen Y economy may 

begin employing interaction professionals with a particular emphasis on assisting employees in a 

world of increasingly ubiquitous technology (Vodanovich, Sundaram & Myers, 2010).  Certainly, this 

is also an area that is ripe for further inquiry in future. 

 

5.3 PHILOSOPHICAL CONCERNS 

Having addressed the practical and scholarly implications of this research, this study also raises 

a number of philosophical issues around the continuing evolution of human interaction in an 

information age.  This study began with the words of the Nobel laureate, Rabindranath Tagore, in a 

verse of his classic ode to self-determination, The Gitanjali (1949), in which he espoused the benefits 

of a borderless existence in which “knowledge is free” (Tagore, 1949).  In the course of this study, it 

has been noted that SNSs reduce the barriers of time and space between individuals, and erode the 

social boundaries between differing aspects of their networks, thereby flattening traditional 

hierarchies, and making everyone potentially more accessible to everyone else.  Throughout history 

there have been periods of exploration and discovery leading to what some have regarded as “ever 

widening thought and action” (Tagore, 1949) through a cross-pollination of cultures and ideas, and 

what others have regarded as the disastrous and inevitable results of processes of avaricious 

colonisation.  Arguably, Gen Y are just the first of many generations of ‘digital natives’ to colonise the 

internet and SNSs where Tagore’s vision of free expression is more real than ever before.  This study 

provides a small glimpse of their behaviour as they navigate as yet unchartered waters in what is still a 
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pioneering period for the technology, the manner in which it allows us to shape and share information, 

and define our own humanity in the process.  At this point in the exploration there is so much still to 

know, and so many questions still to be asked.  As successive generations build upon the foundations 

set by Gen Y, scholars must wonder how much will be preserved, and how much will be discarded.  

Like the hieroglyphics of the past, we might well wonder how many of the seemingly benign, or at 

worst, completely asinine messages on our Facebook walls might one day make pharaohs of us all.   

 

As information continues to be commodified by organisations and individuals, and the desire 

or need to manage that information is likely to grow moreover, one can only speculate about the 

potential benefits and drawbacks for relationships and identities of the public consumption of 

deliberately constructed images.  Nezlek and Leary (2002) have emphasised that impression 

motivations such as the pursuit of status drives impression construction in offline settings, but in an 

information age in which people can Tweet or correspondingly follow every minor detail of an 

individual’s existence, how will the generations to come sift through the overwhelming detritus in 

order to construct the images they are motivated to construct in relation to others?  If indeed, 

‘familiarity breeds contempt’, does the ever increasing capacity to project one’s sense of self online 

and particularly on SNSs generally herald a substantially expanded context for impression 

management in personal and professional lives, or rather, does it make such projections increasingly 

untenable?  Governments are already coming under fire for the manner in which they utilise ‘big data’ 

to collect and monitor information, but as this becomes more accessible to individuals and 

organisations, it raises not only privacy concerns, but arguably also questions about how current and 

future generations co-construct themselves in a world where the distinctions between meaningful and 

meaningless interactions are blurred by an avalanche of information aimed at influencing outcomes 

either personally or professionally. 
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Impression management satisfies a raft of human needs and desires, and so is likely to remain a 

constant aspect of human interaction though its tools and nuances are likely to evolve.  Similarly, each 

new generation is likely to engage with IM with the same fundamental desires to be known and liked, 

but with a myriad of new ways to shape and share the information that will define their experiences 

and identities in relation to individuals and organisations.  As they do so, the continuing challenge for 

scholars will be to join them on their journeys of self-discovery in a manner that acknowledges the 

tension between contemporary practices and enduring values across overlapping generations. 

     

5.4 The Study’s Contributions  

It has been said that “the contribution of social science does not lie in validated knowledge, but 

rather in the suggestion of relationships and connection that had previously not been suspected, 

relationships that change actions and perspectives” (Weick, 1989, p.524).  This is certainly true of 

exploratory research in general, and of this study in particular.  This study’s most significant 

contributions to knowledge are also those that were least expected at the outset, and emanate largely 

from findings that were unexpected, but have the potential to “…change actions and perspectives” 

(Weick, 1989, p.524) in relation to a large number of people.  The findings of this study have firstly 

contributed an empirical validation of many of the popular stereotypes and anecdotal observations that 

have been circulating in the media and boardrooms, thereby laying a scholarly foundation for future 

socio-psychological and organisational studies by empirically confirming relationships and 

connections that may have been anticipated or anecdotally observed in other realms, but had yet to be 

established in the literature.  Examples of this are in the findings that:        

1. Age and the amount of time a person spends on SNSs is related to the types of IM behaviour 

they demonstrate on such sites in work contexts; 
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2. Age, cultural background and gender all affect the amount of IM used on SNSs in work 

contexts, highlighting the importance of demographic factors; and 

3. Extraversion, neuroticism and self-monitoring all affect the amount of IM used on SNSs, 

emphasising the significance of personality factors to broader discourses on impression 

management. 

While these findings may have been anticipated based upon prior observations and are therefore fairly 

uncontroversial, the fact that they have now been empirically confirmed contributes a scholarly 

foundation for future research that did not exist prior to the present study. 

 

 The second and perhaps even more significant contribution of this study is related to its more 

unexpected and perhaps more controversial findings that: 

1. Age affects the ability to perceive IM use on SNSs, which has implications for identity 

formation and maintenance in personal and organisational contexts; and 

2. People who spend more time on SNSs are more likely to be neurotic, which raises a raft of 

questions for future examination. 

While it is somewhat intuitive to expect that age would affect impression management use on SNSs 

due to younger generations’ apparent familiarity with the technology, and the natural strictures of 

organisational hierarchies that would see older individuals in perhaps more authoritative roles, it is 

considerably less intuitive that generational differences would affect an individual’s capacity to 

perceive others’ IM use on SNSs.  In the course of this study, the ability to perceive IM tactics in the 

behaviour of others has been discussed as fundamental to one’s own identity formation, so it is both 

interesting and significant to note that this is a skill that evidently decreases with age in relation to 
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SNSs.  There are many possible reasons for this, including the different levels of ease with which 

different generations use SNSs, but as this finding was unanticipated, the deeper qualitative reasons 

behind it are yet to be examined in future research.  This finding has nevertheless contributed a deeper 

insight into both IM and SNSs from which further research can be undertaken to develop a more 

particularised investigation of the causes and possible implications for identity formation and 

interaction.  Such an investigation would not have been likely without the contribution of this finding, 

because the literature prior to this study had yet to examine the intersection between age and IM on 

SNSs, and so was not cognisant of the fact that generational differences influence the ability to 

perceive IM on SNSs in work contexts.  Indeed, no such observation has been made even with regard 

to offline interactions, thereby potentially also contributing the literature beyond SNSs.    

 

Arguably, the most controversial and potentially most significant finding of this research is that 

there appears to be a relationship between neuroticism and time spent on social networking sites.  

Again, as this finding was unexpected, it will fall to future studies to determine the causal nature of 

this relationship.  It nevertheless has the potential to make the greatest contribution to the literature in 

this area.    Whether neuroticism causes higher SNS use or vice versa, this is an important early 

observation in a body of literature with the potential to provide much deeper understandings of both 

the technology, and its relationship with the socio-psychological factors underlying personal and 

professional relationships online.  The implications of this finding are exciting and interesting.  If 

indeed, the use of SNSs does cause elevated levels of neuroticism that is certainly likely to influence 

the use of such networks, which are currently playing a large role in the personal and professional 

interactions of many individuals.  It may also influence the manner in which organisations utilise such 

networks or encourage/allow their employees to do the same.  The consequences of this finding have 

the potential to be meaningful not only for the individuals who use such networks, but also for the 
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networks themselves, which have now matured into billion dollar organisations in the case of 

companies like Facebook for instance.  The great contribution of this finding therefore, is as Weick 

(1989) stated, not in providing definitive solutions, but rather in revealing previously unsuspected 

relationships and connections with the capacity to “change actions and perspectives” (p.524).  Having 

holistically addressed the major contributions of this study, a narrower discussion of the scholarly, 

methodological and practical contributions now follows: 

 

Scholarly Contributions 

 Until relatively recently, IM literature has developed primarily with a focus on face-to-face 

interaction.  In recent years this has broadened somewhat to include studies of online interactions in 

relation to personal homepages and SNSs, but the qualitative nature of these studies has resulted in a 

relatively narrow focus on specific groups or phenomena.  The present study contributes to this 

literature first and foremost by providing a broader exploration that seeks to establish possible trends 

rather than plumb great depths in more specific areas or with regard to very particular groups.  Its 

generational focus on IM on SNSs in work contexts is novel, and as such, one of its key contributions 

is that it establishes the on-going applicability of existing IM frameworks which were developed for 

the analysis of face-to-face interactions, in the modern online context.  It also applies these 

frameworks to an emerging generation whose full significance is yet to have been established in real 

world contexts or in the scholarly literature around impression management, and expands the literature 

on workplace IM to encompass the increasing prominence of SNSs and online interactions in people’s 

professional lives. 
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 In exploring trends in IM behaviour on SNSs, this study also examined demographic and 

personality factors as possibly influencing conduct online.  In so doing, it made scholarly contributions 

to the literature by highlighting cultural trends in IM on SNSs, and also the discrepancies between 

gendered IM behaviour in face-to-face work settings as opposed to on SNSs as discussed above.  It 

reinforced existing literature on self-monitoring and extraversion’s relationship with IM in work 

settings from the perspective of SNSs, and found a link between neuroticism, IM and the use of social 

networking sites that appears particularly relevant to Gen Y.  These findings, while all leading to 

deeper questions, have contributed to the knowledge in these areas by highlighting trends and 

identifying areas in need of further examination. 

 

Methodological Contributions 

IM research based as it is on largely constructivist theoretical foundations tends to be 

predominantly qualitative in nature.  This allows for detailed explorations of specific phenomena or 

situations in established face-to-face contexts, but the lack of large-scale quantitative research on 

impression management on SNSs makes it harder to determine or follow emerging trends.  

Quantitative studies and instruments do exist in the area of IM, but are certainly sparser than 

qualitative studies and methodologies, and unlike their qualitative equivalents, have focussed almost 

absolutely on the investigation of face-to-face interactions.  This study, focussed as it is on interactions 

on SNSs, has made a methodological contribution by exploring the applicability of existing face-to-

face IM paradigms in a novel quantitative online context.  In doing so, it has established their 

applicability to such contexts, and their on-going viability despite inherent distinctions between the 

two interactive settings.    
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Practical Contributions 

 This study has shed light on the manner in which different generations approach workplace IM 

on SNSs.  It has also contributed to knowledge on how such sites lend themselves to IM use, and the 

likely generational trends visible with regard to different types of IM tactics.  By providing a snapshot 

of generational trends in this area, this study has provided insights employers and organisations can 

utilise to improve their understanding of the manner in which different generations of workers interact 

on SNSs, and the possible implications of those interactions, particularly in areas such as employment, 

promotion, and policy development as discussed above.  Specific implications of generational trends 

and socio-technological shifts will depend to a great degree on the industries in question.  It is unlikely 

that knowledge will ever become redundant, but interpersonal and technological skills are growing in 

importance, and are likely to be at least as important as knowledge in a Gen Y driven economy.  A 

practical implication of this is likely to be a greater emphasis on interpersonal skills that may result in 

greater psychometric testing procedures in recruitment, and potentially greater emphasis on the social 

media presence (for better or worse) of employees.  As recognition of both IM and SNS use in work 

contexts grows, employers and organisations will likely pay greater attention to demographic and 

personality related findings of this study and others like it. For instance, in workforces that implement 

strategic IM practices on SNSs demographic and psychometric factors like culture, gender and 

neuroticism may become vital selection criteria based on more than just diversity and skill fit.  Factors 

such as likeability online, the ability to self-promote, and one’s reach in virtual social situations may 

increasingly play a role in one’s career outcomes.   

 

 

 



 

241 
 

5.5 LIMITATIONS 

The limitations of this research identified prior to the study being conducted were discussed in 

Chapter Three – Methodology.  The factors discussed in that chapter relate to issues of generalizability 

arising from the non-experimental nature of this study, the fact that the sample was self-selecting, and 

reliant on the perceptions of participants.  Once the study was completed some further limitations 

became apparent.  For instance, gender and culture were identified as demographic factors that may 

have an influence on outcomes, and so was explored in this study, but the focus from the outset was 

more on age than on other extraneous demographics.  The result was that gender and culture were not 

at the core of this study theoretically or methodologically.  In retrospect, this was a shame, because 

both appear to be areas that could provide significant insights if they were made the subject of further 

inquiry.   

 

5.6 FURTHER RESEARCH 

 The exploratory nature of this study has established the groundwork for much future research.  

The present study has, like previous studies, focussed on the IM behaviour of individuals in specific 

contexts – namely on SNSs, and with regard to working relationships.  These contexts have been 

approached in their broadest sense, but based on the findings of this study, future research could 

examine a number of narrower areas that have been identified as a result of this current exploration.  

Future research based on the findings of this exploration should aim to further explain some of the 

observations of this study and build on current findings through the demonstration of causal links 

between phenomena such as neuroticism and the use of SNSs for instance.  Future research could 

particularly focus on factors such as age and gender, which were not emphasised to their full potential 

in the present study.  Such studies may also explore the possibility of developing a scale specifically 

aimed at online interactions and personality factors for instance, or they may also benefit from the 
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development of a corresponding qualitative questionnaire that allows respondents to reflect in greater 

depth upon their interactions both online and offline, thereby providing a richer contrast upon which to 

base a discussion. 

 

One area for future examination is whether individuals behave differently in relation to what 

Bolino and Turnley (2001) call “target specific relationships” (p.358); that is, in relation to specific 

people or to a person with a specific status.  So for instance, instead of asking how IM tactics are used 

on SNSs by Gen Y, future studies could ask how Gen Y uses IM tactics on SNSs in relation to their 

peers, their immediate superiors, the CEO of the company for which they work, etc.  This is 

particularly pertinent since interactionists and IM scholars have consistently emphasised the role and 

status of the ‘audience’ in IM literature (Goffman, 1959).  Similarly, future studies could also focus on 

the individual’s place in their network when considering their IM behaviour.  As has been discussed in 

chapter two of this study, structuralist network scholars have emphasised the importance of the 

individual’s place or “centrality” (Day & Kilduff, 2003; Granovetter, 1973) in their network as a 

relevant concern in offline contexts.  It would be interesting to observe this in relation to workplace 

power dynamics and online networks. 

 

 The present study has only briefly acknowledged the extent to which IM is time sensitive.  

Future research could examine the potential influence of time in greater detail.  Relationships on SNSs 

can be of differing durations and reflective of differing degrees of intimacy.  The IM tactics utilised by 

individuals are likely to differ in correspondence to not only the individual with whom they are 

interacting, but also in relation to their familiarity with that individual over a period of time.  Bolino 

and Turnley (2001) moreover, have emphasised that certain IM tactics are more effective over short 
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periods of time, while others require repeated emphasis in order to be truly effective.  Consequently, 

future research should aim to examine the influence of time in influencing the choices and 

effectiveness of IM tactics on SNSs in work contexts, and also possibly across generations.  

 

 Future studies could also explore whether different SNSs influence the type of IM engaged in 

by individuals in their working lives.  For instance, a future study could query the different IM tactics 

employed on different SNSs in work contexts, and whether these are age-sensitive.  This study has 

observed that many of the connections people maintain on SNSs are also contacts offline.  IM 

behaviour on SNSs would likely also have offline consequences therefore – particularly in work 

contexts.  Future research could focus on these consequences in the personal and working lives of 

individuals, bringing together or comparing online and offline interactions within the same 

relationships. 

 

Hypothesis one in this study was supported, indicating that indeed, the older participants got, 

the less IM they appeared to use on SNSs in work contexts.  It is possible to conjecture at the 

reasons for this, but further research is required to conclusively determine the cause.  Similarly, 

hypothesis two was also supported, indicating that while Gen Y were the largest users of IM on 

SNSs in work contexts overall, differences were demonstrated in the types of IM behaviour used by 

the different generations.  Again, it is possible to conjecture at the reasons for this, but future 

qualitative research is necessary in order to better determine the cause and any possible 

consequences.  It is possible to speculate that older generation’s higher use of intimidation than 

supplication can be linked to their more senior roles in organisations, but this would need to be 

examined in greater depth before causation could be determined.  I would recommend that future 
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studies undertake interviews in order to ask participants not only what their IM habits are on SNSs, 

but also to ask them for the reasons behind these habits.  This could be used along with participant 

observation in order to mitigate the effects of a self-reporting bias.  Alternatively a reflective process 

whereby participants diarise their actions would be very interesting, and would provide even the 

participants with some interesting insights.  

 

 The socialising effect of perceiving others’ IM behaviour on SNSs in work contexts has been 

briefly discussed in this study, but future research is required in relation to specific phenomena such as 

OCB, performance and turnover results as a result of organisational identification through perception.  

Similarly, this study has explored demographic and personality factors in relation to IM on SNSs in 

work contexts.  It has been found that culture generally does influence IM behaviour, but further 

research is required to narrow down specific regions and cultural attributes as well as any specific 

consequences.  With regard to gender, unlike offline contexts, men were found to use more IM than 

women on SNSs in work contexts.  Future studies are required to determine why this might be the 

case, and whether this is beginning to influence workplace outcomes along gendered lines.  This study 

examined the relationship between extraversion and IM on SNSs in work contexts, and found that 

while there is a link, it is negligible.  The literature has however suggested that introversion is related 

to SNS use, and that this has implications for identity formation both online and offline.  A future 

study with a greater emphasis on introversion and identity formation would therefore be helpful in 

shedding further light on this area. 

One of the most surprising and interesting findings of this study has been the relationship found 

to exist between Gen Y’s neuroticism and their use of SNSs in work contexts.  While a relationship 

has been found, it is unclear whether the higher levels of neuroticism displayed by Gen Y are caused 

by their evidently higher use of SNSs, or alternatively, whether their high use of SNSs is the cause of 
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their apparent neuroticism.  A future study that examines the causes and dynamics of this relationship 

would therefore be extremely interesting, and depending on the results, would have potential 

implications for SNS use both personally and in work contexts.   

 

CONCLUDING COMMENTS 

 As noted, stereotypes abound about Gen Y’s work ethic and attitude, pointing to behavioural 

distinctions between them and older generations.  This study has aimed to explore Gen Y’s use of IM 

tactics on SNSs from the perspective of their interactions in work contexts to gain a better 

understanding of the veracity of these stereotypes.  This exploration was undertaken against a difficult 

backdrop of frontier scholarly writing on Gen Y and SNSs, and extremely established scholarly 

paradigms on impression management and personality.  Weaving together these various strands of 

research at vastly different stages of their own development was often challenging and rewarding in 

equal measure, as were the methodological complexities of applying a quantitative instrument to a 

traditionally qualitative and constructivist sphere.  These hurdles aside, the present study largely met 

its objective to provide a snapshot of an emerging generation’s interactions and impression 

management use on SNSs in their working lives in a manner that would examine the on-going 

applicability of existing paradigms and inform the nature and content of future organisational studies 

in this area.  The findings of this study indicated that at least in relation to impression management on 

SNSs, there were more similarities than differences between the generations’ behavioural trends.  A 

significant exception to this being with regard to the extent to which Gen Y clearly utilise social media 

more than the older generations in this study.  
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At the culmination of this study a case can be made for the belief that Gen Y more than any 

older generation, interacts on SNSs with both an understanding and intent that professional and 

workplace connections will be privy to those interactions.  In keeping with Sinha’s (2006) assumptions 

underlying IM behaviour, their use of these sites is arguably purposeful not only in the manner and 

degree to which they themselves interact with their connections online, but also in the manner and 

extent to which they actively monitor their own behaviour and perceive the purposeful interactions of 

others as evidenced by this study.  In the course of this exploration, Gen Y have been found to be the 

largest users of SNSs, the most likely to use conventional IM strategies on SNSs with a view to 

influencing professional or workplace contexts, and the most likely to perceive the use of such tactics 

by others, indicating a strong awareness of their impact on a socially constructed reality where action 

is intersubjectively experienced (Sinha, 2006).   

 

In effect, this study has highlighted that Gen Y are not only a tech savvy generation in keeping 

with anecdotal observations and the ‘digital natives’ (Prensky, 2001; Tilvawala, Myers and Sundaram, 

2011; Vodanovich, Sundaram & Myers, 2010) discourse, but also, that they are perhaps the most IM 

savvy generation to date – at least when using SNSs.  Bolino and Turnley (2001) whose IM scale 

formed the basis of inquiry for this study were at pains to emphasise the practical significance of IM 

capabilities in organisational and workplace contexts.  They asserted that “organizations should be 

cautious in allowing individuals to move quickly through the corporate ranks based on their 

impression-management abilities rather than their technical competence” (Turnley & Bolino, 2001, 

p.358).  Where IM ability becomes a generational trait rather than an individual ability however, this 

arguably requires a paradigmatic shift in a variety of areas including organisational approaches to 

recruitment and advancement strategies in many industries to ensure the attainment of both style and 

substance.  While Bolino and Turnley (2001) concede that IM skills may be specifically necessary and 
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desirable in certain industries and environments therefore, a broader practical implication of this study 

is that those interacting with Gen Y on SNSs, and particularly employers and co-workers, should do so 

with an appreciation of this generation’s unique understanding of the world they are increasingly 

moulding technologically, socially and professionally through their interactions. 

 

A number of the possibilities underlying a Gen Y workforce’s conscious use of impression 

management on social media have been discussed in the course of this chapter, and the prospective 

benefits for individuals and organisations have been discussed in relation to the potential monetisation 

of these skills, the advancement of personal and professional reputations, and a dispersion of practices 

such as workplace socialisation through a process of organisational identification in more public 

spheres than previously possible.  The potential drawbacks of a Gen Y driven workforce have also 

been highlighted, with concerns for a loss of diversity on SNSs through a process of “homosocial 

reproduction” (Fineman, et. al., 2010), and a sense of neuroticism and connected isolation resulting 

from inauthentic and highly monitored and managed interactions.  The fact that both Gen Y and their 

use of IM and social media are still emerging areas has meant that many of the possibilities discussed 

in this chapter are still speculative, and far from exhaustive.  They simply paint a picture of the various 

avenues slowly emerging from the findings in this study, and as is characteristic of exploratory 

research, pose a number of questions for future inquiry rather than staking causal claims with 

inevitable predictive results.  As with stereotypes of Gen Y’s work ethic and behavioural attributes, it 

may be tempting to fret over the unknowns of workplaces that could veer between highly 

communicative and connected utopias and intrusive, inauthentic and anxiety-inducing dystopias, but 

the reality is hardly likely to be fashioned solely at any particular end of this spectrum.  Workplaces 

and worker expectations in Gen Y’s “social era” (Merchant, 2012, para.1) are likely to differ from firm 

to firm, industry to industry, worker to worker just as they do at present, and have done throughout 
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history.  What is certain is that as Gen Y move into the most productive phase of their working lives, 

they will be required to navigate a terrain more complex and nuanced than any experienced by 

generations past.  The social and economic landscape that provides the setting for their endeavours is 

driven by digital technology and increasingly globalised expectations and outcomes that heighten the 

demands placed on this generation, while simultaneously assisting in the manner in which these 

demands can be met.   

 

The key contributions of this study as discussed above, have the potential to fundamentally 

alter understandings of impression management and SNS use from personal and organisational 

perspectives.  This study has ultimately provided support for the development of future research that 

continues to expand on the knowledge of how individuals interact and exercise impression 

management on SNSs, and the consequences of such interactions for the organisations and managers 

who engage with them.  It has contributed to scholarly and practical understandings of generational 

trends on SNSs and of enduring IM paradigms within considerable bodies of literature that are yet to 

fully comprehend or address these fields in workplace contexts.  Apart from contributing to the 

literature in these areas through a discussion of the implications of this study’s findings, the 

quantitative nature of this research is rare in relation to both IM and the study of SNSs, and has 

consequently made a methodological contribution in this regard.  Most pertinently however, specific 

avenues for future inquiry have been identified in the course of this chapter, and it is hoped that they 

will form the basis of a resurgence of scholarly interest in IM studies that encompasses online 

interactions in a manner that goes beyond purely structuralist interests in network analysis, and 

provides meaning for the interactionists themselves.  Certainly, Gen Y’s use of impression 

management on SNSs in this study has demonstrated the gaps in this literature against a backdrop of 

what appear likely to be enduring workplace trends that warrant further examination by management 



 

249 
 

scholars.  In undertaking such studies, one must accept that to an extent, all management disciplines 

are inherently interactionist in their desire to fathom people and shape outcomes through a 

comprehension of behaviour, and that in a world of hyper-connectivity and eroding boundaries, people 

still interact as much to comprehend and construct themselves as to understand others, and the worlds 

they jointly inhabit.  

 

 

 

  



 

250 
 

 

  



 

251 
 

APPENDICES 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

252 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A: PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET AND SURVEY INSTRUMENT 



 

253 
 

 



 

254 
 



 

255 
 



 

256 
 



 

257 
 



 

258 
 



 

259 
 



 

260 
 



 

261 
 



 

262 
 



 

263 
 



 

264 
 



 

265 
 



 

266 
 



 

267 
 



 

268 
 



 

269 
 

 

 



 

270 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX B: TEST FOR MULTICOLLINEARITY – VARIANCE INFLATION FACTORS 
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VIF Table 4.17 Hours Spent on SNSs 

Variable VIF 

Supplication 1.500 
Self-promotion 1.266 
Exemplification 1.638 
Intimidation 1.433 
Ingratiation 1.191 
Age group 1.045 

 

 

 

VIF Table 4.27 Probability to be in Each Hours on SNSs Group as Estimated from the Ordinal Regression Model 

Variable VIF 

Neuroticism 1.044 
Age group 1.044 

 

 

 

VIF Table 4.30 Linear Regression Model for IM, Self-Monitoring and Age 

Variable VIF 

Self-Monitoring 1.008 
Age group 1.008 
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APPENDIX C: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR CONTINUOUS VARIABLES 
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Toru Sato’s Eysenck Personality Questionnaire – Brief Version (2005) (N = 470) 

Subscale/Item  Mean SD 
    

Extraversion – N of Items = 12   

EXTRA 1 Are you a talkative person? 
3.19 .95 

EXTRA 2 Are you rather lively? 
3.23 .86 

EXTRA 3 Do you enjoy meeting new people? 
3.50 .93 

EXTRA 4 Can you usually let yourself go and enjoy yourself at a 
lively party? 3.24 1.07 

EXTRA 5 Do you usually take the initiative in making new 
friends? 3.00 .93 

EXTRA 6 Can you easily get some life into a rather dull party? 
2.60 .99 

EXTRA 7 Do you tend to keep in the background on social 
occasions? 3.47 1.06 

EXTRA 8 Do you like mixing with people? 
3.42 .92 

EXTRA 9 Do you like plenty of action and excitement around 
you? 3.21 .99 

EXTRA 10 Are you mostly quiet when you are with other people? 
3.59 1.02 

EXTRA 11 Do other people think of you as being very lively? 
3.12 1.04 

EXTRA 12 Can you get a party going? 
2.67 1.06 

Internal Consistency Reliability α = .89, Original α = .92   
  

Neuroticism – N of Items = 12   

 
NEUROTICISM 1 

Does your mood often go up and down? 
2.78 .99 

NEUROTICISM 2 Do you ever feel miserable for no reason? 
2.08 1.04 

NEUROTICISM 3 Are you an irritable person? 
2.22 .97 

NEUROTICISM 4 Are your feelings easily hurt? 
2.58 1.08 

NEUROTICISM 5 Do you often feel fed-up? 
2.39 .967 

NEUROTICISM 6 Would you call yourself a nervous person? 
2.21 1.15 

NEUROTICISM 7 Are you a worrier? 
2.67 1.21 

NEUROTICISM 8 Would you call yourself tense or highly strung? 
2.19 1.12 

NEUROTICISM 9 Do you worry too long after an embarrassing 
experience? 2.86 1.22 

NEUROTICISM 10 Do you suffer from nerves? 
2.17 1.13 

NEUROTICISM 11 Do you often feel lonely? 
2.23 1.13 

NEUROTICISM 12 Are you often troubled about feelings of guilt? 
2.23 1.14 
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Lennox & Wolfe’s Revised Self-Monitoring Scale (1984) (N = 464) 

Subscale/Item  Mean SD 
    

Ability to modify self-presentation – N of Items = 6   

ModifySP 1 In social situations I have the ability to modify my 
behaviour if I feel that something else is called for. 3.55 .88 

ModifySP 2 I have the ability to control the way I come across to 
people, depending on the impression I wish to give 
them. 

3.55 .87 

ModifySP 3 When I feel that the image I am portraying isn’t 
working, I can readily change it to something that 
does. 

3.14 .93 

ModifySP 4 I have trouble changing my behaviour to suit different 
people and different situations. 3.67 .87 

ModifySP 5 I have found that I can adjust my behaviour to meet 
the requirements of any situation I find myself in. 3.55 .86 

ModifySP 6 Once I know what a situation calls for, it’s easy for me 
to regulate my actions accordingly. 3.67 .87 

Internal Consistency Reliability α = ., Original α = .77   
  

Sensitivity to the expressive behaviour of others – N of Items = 6   

Sensitivity 1 I am often able to read people’s true emotions 
correctly through their eyes. 3.48 .95 

Sensitivity 2 In conversations, I am sensitive to even the slightest 
change in facial expression of the person I am 
conversing with. 

3.42 1.02 

Sensitivity 3 My powers of intuition are quite good when it comes 
to understanding others’ emotions and motives. 3.64 .94 

Sensitivity 4 I can usually tell when others consider a joke to be in 
bad taste, even though they may laugh convincingly. 3.63 .81 

Sensitivity 5 I can usually tell when I’ve said something 
inappropriate by reading it in the listener’s eyes. 3.72 .81 

Sensitivity 6 If someone is lying to me, I usually know it at once 
from that person’s manner of expression. 3.38 .92 
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Bolino and Turnley’s Impression Management Scale (1999) 

Subscale/Item  Mean SD 

Self-Promotion – N of Items = 4   

SPROM 1 Talk proudly about your experience or education. 
2.72 1.07 

SPROM 2 Make people aware of your talents or qualifications. 
2.51 .99 

SPROM 3 Let others know you are valuable to the organisation. 
2.40 1.02 

SPROM 4 Make people aware of your accomplishments. 
2.61 .99 

Internal Consistency Reliability α = .89, Original α = .78   
  

Ingratiation – N of Items = 4   

INGRT 1 Compliment your colleagues so they will see you as likable. 
2.62 1.08 

INGRT 2 Take an interest in your colleagues’ personal lives to show them 
that you are friendly. 2.91 1.17 

INGRT 3 Praise your colleagues for their accomplishments so they will 
consider you a nice person. 2.82 1.16 

INGRT 4 Do personal favours for your colleagues to show them that you 
are friendly. 2.74 1.12 

Internal Consistency Reliability α = .90 , Original α = .83   
  

Exemplification – N of Items = 4   

EXEMP 1 Stay at work late so people will know you are hard working. 
2.03 1.08 

EXEMP 2 Try to appear busy, even at times when things are slower. 
1.99 1.04 

EXEMP 3 Arrive at work early to look dedicated. 
2.02 1.11 

EXEMP 4 Come to the office at night or on weekends to show that you are 
dedicated. 1.80 1.01 

Internal Consistency Reliability α = .88, Original α = .75   
  

Intimidation – N of Items = 5   

INTIM 1 Be intimidating with co-workers when it will help you get your job 
done. 1.55 .85 

INTIM 2 Let others know that you can make things difficult for them if they 
push you too far. 1.49 .83 

INTIM 3 Deal forcefully with colleagues when they hamper your ability to 
get your job done. 1.65 .88 

INTIM 4 Deal strongly or aggressively with co-workers who interfere in 
your business. 1.65 .93 

INTIM 5 Use intimidation to get colleagues to behave appropriately. 
1.46 .85 

Internal Consistency Reliability α = .91, Original α = .86   
  

Supplication – N of Items = 5   

SUPP 1 Act like you know less than you do so people will help you out. 
1.65 .85 

SUPP 2 Try to gain assistance or sympathy from people by appearing 
needy in some area. 1.61 .83 

SUPP 3 Pretend not to understand something to gain someone’s help. 
1.52 .81 

SUPP 4 Act like you need assistance so people will help you out. 
1.55 .83 

SUPP 5 Pretend to know less than you do so you can avoid an unpleasant 
assignment. 1.58 .87 
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Assessing Normality (Skewness and Kurtosis) 

 N Skewness Kurtosis 

Personality 470  Std. Error 

Extraversion  -.067 .113 

Neuroticism  -.229 .113 

Self-Monitoring 470 .459 .113 

 Modify Self Presentation  -.315 .113 

 Sensitivity  -.440 .113 

Impression Management 441 -.267 .113 

Self-Promotion  .343 .116 

Ingratiation  .086 .116 

Exemplification  -.102 .116 

Intimidation  .732 .116 

Supplication  1.263 .116 

Perceptions of Impression Management 421 1.211 .116 

Perceptions of Self Promotion  -.012 .119 

Perceptions of Ingratiation  -.311 .119 

Perceptions of Exemplification  -.197 .119 

Perceptions of Intimidation  -.033 .119 

Perceptions of Supplication  .795 .119 
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APPENDIX D: HYPOTHESIS THREE 
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Correlations for Collinearity (Hypothesis Three) 

 1 2 3 4 5 

 1 Intimidation 1     

2 Exemplification .449** 1    

3 Self-promotion .224** .435** 1   

4 Ingratiation .232** .467** .451** 1  

5 Supplication .505** .477** .218** .309** 1 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

 

Summary of Removed Variables in Backward Selection Order  

 

Wald Chi-

Square df P-Value 

Age * Supplication .517 2 .772 

Supplication .015 1 .902 

Age * Intimidation 3.091 2 .213 

Age * Ingratiation 5.603 2 .061 

Age * Exemplification 4.140 2 .126 

Exemplification 1.695 1 .193 

Age * Self-promotion 4.238 2 .120 

Self-promotion .012 1 .914 

 

 

 

 

Table 4.20 Final Type III Tests of Model Effects 

 

Wald Chi-

Square df P-Value 

Intimidation 6.364 1 .012 

Ingratiation 8.865 1 .003 

Age 11.546 2 .003 

Dependent Variable: Hours Online Social Networking 

Model: (Threshold), Intimidation, Ingratiation, Age 
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APPENDIX E: HYPOTHESIS SIX 
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Separate one-way ANOVAs for each of the impression management tactic variables, testing for differences in the 
male and female means 

 Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

Self-promotion 

Between 

Groups 
 .001 1 .001 .001 .975 

Within Groups 340.592 439 .776   

Total 340.593 440    

Ingratiation 

Between 

Groups 
 .866 1 .866 .873 .351 

Within Groups 435.782 439 .993   

Total 436.648 440    

Exemplification 

Between 

Groups 
 2.661 1 2.661 3.215 .074 

Within Groups 363.278 439 .828   

Total 365.939 440    

Intimidation 

Between 

Groups 
 9.588 1 9.588 17.572 .000 

Within Groups 239.533 439 .546   

Total 249.121 440    

Supplication 

Between 

Groups 
 2.038 1 2.038 3.928 .048 

Within Groups 227.752 439 .519   

Total 229.791 440    
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Probability to be in Each Hours on SNSs Group as Estimated from the Ordinal Regression Model  

Age < 1 Hrs/Day 1 - 2 Hrs/Day 3 – 5 Hrs/Day > 6 Hrs/Day 

Gen Y (N=335)  .332 .458 .164 .046 

Gen X (N=91)  .529 .366 .084 .021 

Boomers (N=44)  .541 .359 .081 .019 

Total (N=470)  .390 .431 .141 .038 
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