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ABSTRACT

Utilization of Social Networking Sites: Engaging in Online Social Comparisons and Differences
among Self-esteem, Life Satisfaction, and Affect within College Students (August 2017)

Nicole Lynn Garza, B. S., The University of Texas Pan-American;

Chair of Committee: Dr. Ediza Garcia

The Western culture has constant access to technology which enhances their capability to
connect to social media. Research indicates that the college population is one demographic that
utilizes the Internet and social networking sites (SNSs) the most; this increased frequency of
usage puts the students at a greater risk for experiencing negative consequences. Prior research
suggests frequency of use as well as type of social comparisons made, upward or downward,
while using SNSs play a role in determining one’s self-esteem, life satisfaction, and overall
psychological wellbeing. As previous studies have not focused on standardizing the target or the
control condition, the following research project aimed to create this standard, by utilizing
norming to study differences among college students’ self-esteem, life satisfaction and affect
dependent upon types of social comparisons made, intensity of Facebook use, and social
comparison orientation behavior (SCOB). An experimental method was utilized in order to
expose participants to types of social comparisons. Utilizing a four-way repeated measures
MANOVA, results revealed that participants’ self-esteem, life satisfaction, and positive affect
did not differ across level of groups. However, results indicated a significant difference in
negative affect mean scores between the downward comparison group and the control group. In
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addition, self-esteem increased across the two time periods, while both positive and negative
affect decreased. Findings also suggest significant interactions for self-esteem means between
time and Facebook intensity, group and SCOB, and time, group and SCOB. Additionally, a
significant interaction was found for positive affect scores between group and SCOB.
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1
INTRODUCTION
The majority of college students constantly utilize technology, which heightens their
ability to connect to social media (Mastrodicasa & Metellus, 2013). More access to technology
and social media has been found to benefit students in the sense that they are able to reach out to
family and peers in an effort to seek emotional support, which results in an increase of wellbeing. A study conducted by Henry (2012) explored the relationship between using technology
as a means of finding support concerning personal matters and the students’ overall psychosocial
well-being; the more perceived support a student believed they had, the more their well-being
was positively influenced. Other research by Gonzales and Hancock (2011) investigated how
students were able to present selective parts of themselves on social media sites, so that they
were viewed in a positive light and how this had a positive influence on their self-esteem.
Henry (2012) indicated that the means of communication have changed over the years so
much so that individuals find it difficult to interact successfully face-to-face. Access to online
communications and social networking sites made it easier to connect with others without the
pressures of direct face-to-face social communication. As they were able to interact socially with
others, individuals’ overall well-being remained healthy. Henry (2012) also found that
individuals who demonstrated an increase in time spent on societal technologies (such as
networking online, chatting on instant messenger, or talking on one’s cell phone) promoted
positive scores on assessments of sense of community and psychosocial well-being.
On the other hand, usage of SNSs has been found to contribute to negative psychosocial
well-being such as low self-esteem (LSE), poor sleep quality, body image issues, and lower life
__________
The journal model used for this thesis is Psychology of Popular Media Culture.
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satisfaction scores. In addition, engaging in frequent SNS usage puts individuals at increased
risks for invasion of privacy, resulting in identity theft or stalking.
The following literature review examines how social networking sites (SNSs) are used
within the college setting and the role it plays in their everyday lives. It will assess for the
benefits and consequences of using SNSs, the role SNSs play in individuals engaging in social
comparisons, and how high usages of SNSs makes it easier to participate in both upward and
downward comparisons. In addition, this review explores an individual’s ability to control one’s
self-presentation online and how this perpetuates social comparisons and can affect one’s selfesteem and satisfaction with life. This topic is essential as the current generation of college
students is prone to using different SNSs on a daily basis, which can prompt them to compare
themselves to friends or acquaintances. If students are constantly engaging in social
comparisons, it is possible that it can take a toll on their self-esteem and overall view of their life.
In addition, it can lead them to believe that others lead better lives or are more successful; this in
turn can also have a negative effect on their self-esteem and how they perceive themselves.
Therefore, it is important to study what effect high usage of social networking can have on a
college student.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Social Media and Who Uses It
The Internet provides many people all over the world with the opportunity for different
methods of communication and has become an integral part of young people’s lives
(Subrahmanyam, Reich, Waechter, & Espinoza, 2008). A SNS gives users the ability to create a
public or semi-public profile with detailed descriptions of themselves online. Those who
participate in the usage of SNSs commonly upload a profile picture demonstrating their
appearance combined with a description of their occupation and education; the combination of
these details allows other users to have a more rounded understanding of their lives (Haferkamp
& Kramer, 2011). In addition, most SNSs allow for the analysis of one’s personal network to
associate ties to other possible friends and also allows for the visualization of their friends
(Mazzoni & Iannone, 2014). SNSs enable users to generate their own content and give them
control of what is produced online. Beyond being users of SNSs, individuals are also recipients
of others’ profiles whom they know on a variety of friendship levels (e.g., acquaintance, close
friend, family member, co-worker, etc.; Haferkamp & Kramer, 2011).
Among the Western culture, it is popular for adolescents and young adults to utilize one
of the many communication technologies they have available to them in order to maintain and
grow their nets of social connections (Manago, Taylor, & Greenfield, 2012). The present college
student generation lived through an adolescence in which their peer interaction was mainly
accomplished through the utilization of the Internet (Manago et al., 2012). Peluchette and Karl
(2010) maintained that Facebook, among other SNSs such as Myspace, and LinkedIn, are among
the top visited websites used for social interaction. There are an estimated 7.5 million U.S.
college students registered for Facebook among more than 2,000 college campuses (Peluchette &
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Karl, 2010). It is estimated that social media sites are used among 90% of the students attending
college (Lampe, Ellison, & Steinfield, 2006; Manago et al., 2012).
Reasons for Using SNSs and Activities
SNSs such as Facebook, Myspace, CyWorld, and Friendster are each oriented towards
different groups; for example, Friendster is a site that was originally established in order to
engage in romantic relationships whereas LinkedIn is geared towards a work-oriented audience
(Ellison, Steinfield, & Lampe, 2007). Facebook, which has been established as one of the most
popular SNSs among college students, was originally intended to be used by the college
population. Students who use SNSs are able to choose between interacting with peers they
already know or using the site as an opportunity to meet new people (Ellison et al., 2007).
Subrahmanyam et al. (2008) polled students on the motives for using SNSs and found
that the most common reason was to keep in touch with friends they didn’t see often. Other
popular reasons students identified were because all their friends had accounts, to fill up free
time and fend off boredom, to keep in touch with relatives, to make plans with friends they do
not see often, and to meet new people. Common activities identified with SNS usage was reading
or responding to friends’ messages, reading comments that have been posted to their profile wall,
writing comments on friend’s walls or photos, and browsing friends’ profiles (Subrahmanyam et
al., 2008).
In order to measure for Facebook usage, Ellison et al. (2007) created their own Facebook
intensity scale (FIS); it contains two self-report assessments that measure one’s behavior in
regard to Facebook. These two self-report measurements were aimed at measuring to what
degree students were actively involved in activities on Facebook by looking at how much time
was consumed on Facebook on an average day as well as the size of their friend network. In
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addition, the measure included items that measured the degree in which Facebook has become
integrated into their everyday lives and their emotional connection to Facebook (Ellison et al.,
2007). This measurement would be a suitable one to utilize for the proposed research as it has
proven to be reliable and demonstrated internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha=0.83).
Social Comparison and Effects
When presented with information about others, individuals often relate the information to
oneself; this is referred to as social comparison (Haferkamp & Kramer, 2011). Social
comparisons are described as “comparative judgments of social stimuli on particular content
dimensions” (Krasnova, Widjaja, Buxmann, Wenninger, & Benbasat, 2015, p. 587). Social
comparison is deemed as one of the human’s most engrained fundamental drives; the motivation
to relate themselves to others can aid in a diverse amount of purposes such as the evaluation of
themselves, regulating their well-being and emotions, satisfying relationship needs, inspiration,
and decision-making (Vogel, Rose, Roberts, & Eckles, 2014). An individual can engage in social
comparison in relation to a friend, family member, or to complete strangers who are portrayed in
media (Haferkamp & Kramer, 2011).
There are two types of social comparisons: upward and downward. An upward social
comparison exists when an individual compares themselves to someone who is viewed as
superior to themselves and who displays positive features such as a healthy lifestyle, perceived
physical attractiveness, an active lifestyle including traveling and spending time with friends,
positive emotions and feelings, and career or educational accomplishments (Chou & Edge, 2012;
Cramer, Song, & Drent, 2016; Haferkamp & Kramer, 2011; Jang, Park, & Song, 2016; Vogel et
al., 2014). At times, upward comparisons may be helpful in that it motivates individuals to strive
to be more like the individuals they compare themselves to. However, more often than not, it
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causes individuals to evaluate themselves poorly, experience negative affect, and instills the
feeling of inadequacy (Vogel et al., 2014). In addition, when one makes upward comparisons,
the individual may experience a sense of competition, which is related to one viewing social
networks as a source of stress, which could then be a threat to the individual’s social support
perception. What’s more, if the upward comparison increases one’s competition or stress, the
individual may not be able to benefit from some of the positive aspects that social networks offer
such as reassurance of self-worthiness (Jang et al., 2016). A downward social comparison is the
opposite, as it consists of comparing oneself to another individual who displays negative
features, such as displaying negative emotions and events, inactive lifestyle in which they do not
depict social outings or interactions with others, low educational and career attainment,
unhealthy lifestyle, and perceived physical unattractiveness, and is seen as inferior (Chou &
Edge, 2012; Cramer et al., 2016; Haferkamp & Kramer, 2011; Jang et al., 2016; Vogel et al.,
2014).
Social comparisons are not exclusive to online interaction as they are also made offline,
however, it differs from online comparisons because in online comparisons, a person is able to
selectively choose content (e.g., pictures, statuses, description of self) to display their ideal self,
whereas a face-to-face interaction does not permit the same level of discretion (Vogel et al,
2014). Vogel et al. (2014) discovered that individuals who had a higher frequency of Facebook
usage also had a higher tendency to construct both upward and downward social comparisons.
However, Vogel et al. (2014) found that participants who used Facebook made more upward
social comparisons (M=2.177, SD= 1.11) than downward comparisons (M=1.92, SD= 0.98).
Facebook upward social comparisons were also found to be a predictor of lower self-esteem,
whereas downward comparisons did not forecast self-esteem (Vogel et al., 2014).
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Vogel et al. (2014) conducted a second part of their study in which they manipulated the
social comparison mechanism in order to examine whether brief exposure to social-media
comparisons influenced state self-esteem as well as evaluations of the self. State self-esteem
differs from typical or trait self-esteem in that trait self-esteem is conceptualized as a
characteristic that develops over an extended period of time, is relatively stable, and would
require long periods of exposure to one’s social media profile in order to be impacted, while state
self-esteem can be affected by inadvertent instances, such as brief exposure (Vogel et al., 2014).
Their design manipulated social media content by constructing four different social profiles that
conveyed either an upward directional status, which included the manipulation of the user’s
display of personal content such as status updates and photos to depict healthy behaviors (e.g.
family vacation involving hiking, volunteer work building houses, breaking personal running
record), or a downward direction status, which included profile content that was viewed as
unhealthy or less active behaviors (e.g. relaxing on beach, reading to children, breaking a record
for an online game; Vogel et al., 2014). In addition, Vogel et al. (2014) manipulated the amount
of network member activity for each social profile; each profile was depicted as having either
upward-high activity, which consisted of high network member activity (e.g. a high amount of
likes or comments on statuses or photos), or downward-low activity, which consisted of low
network member activity in which posts received a low amount of likes and comments.
Vogel et al. (2014) found that after being exposed to social profiles with upward-high
activity, participants had lower ratings of state self-esteem than those participants who were
exposed to downward-low activity. In addition, they found that after viewing a profile in which
the person depicted living a healthy lifestyle, participants saw a greater discrepancy of positive
attributes between themselves and the person depicted in the profile. On other hand, if the target
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person or the person depicted in the profile demonstrated a less healthy lifestyle, the participants
viewed themselves as being similar to that of the target profile. In addition, a discrepancy was
also seen within the target person and the participant’s view of their positive attributes after
viewing the profile of a target person with high social network activity. However, if the target
person displayed low social network activity, then the participant viewed themselves more
similar to the target person (Vogel et al., 2014).
According to Haferkamp and Kramer (2011), when upward comparisons were applied to
one’s professional achievement, there were negative effects because an individual may have
believed that the successful career presented via a SNS was not possible. Haferkamp and Kramer
(2011) found a difference in effect in individuals with HSE versus LSE in relation to
comparisons of one’s occupational attainment to an individual they viewed via a SNS. In their
study, they found that when males viewed another’s social media profile which displayed lower
professional vitae they demonstrated a lower real-ideal discrepancy (difference between their
current level of occupational attainment satisfaction and their ideal) than females did. Males who
viewed profiles with a vita displayed a higher real-ideal discrepancy than those who observed
lower successful occupations. This coincides with previous research that illustrates men seem to
undertake a perspective that is more career driven (Haferkamp & Kramer, 2011).
Motivation for social comparison. Individuals who participate in upward comparisons
may do so in order to boost their abilities and enhance themselves (Vogel, Rose, Okdie, Eckles,
& Franz, 2015; Vogel et al., 2014). Krasnova et al. (2015) demonstrated a relationship between a
female who engaged in SNS use, had a larger friend network, and shared more about her
environment and herself and a stronger engagement in self-enhancement. Their study looked at
participants’ response to envy and found a self-enhancement envy spiral in which one’s envious
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feelings promoted them to engage in self-enhancement on a SNS, which likely amplified envy in
others (Krasnova et al., 2015). Other individuals may participate in social comparisons in order
to improve themselves (Cramer et al., 2016). Cramer et al. (2016) indicated that in order to
achieve self-improvement, individuals may make upward comparisons by comparing themselves
to individuals they view as superior or inferior in order to learn what to do and what not to do.
Benefits of Using a SNS
While some research focused on the negative connotations involving the usage of SNSs,
there were also positive ways in which SNSs, such as Facebook, contributed towards the lives
and self-perceptions of users. For instance, using SNSs enabled users to sustain and generate
social capital, acted as a motivator and established the student’s sense of belonging within the
college community, aided in increasing or maintaining social support, helped users to form
interconnection friendships, and also aided in the increase of self-esteem (Chou & Edge, 2012).
Social capital. Ellison et al. (2007) provided descriptions of two forms of social capital:
bridging and bonding. Bridging social capital is associated to weak ties or connections between
individuals who serve to provide new perspectives or information for others in the connection,
but does not include providing emotional support. Bridging social capital has been found to
provide assistances such as the expansion of opportunities and information, which can aid
college students in acquiring more out of their college experience (Ellison et al., 2007; Mazzoni
& Iannone, 2014). Bonding social capital is different in that it is usually established among
emotionally intimate relationships; it is likely to be found among best friends and family (Ellison
et al., 2007).
SNSs can allow individuals to increase their bridging social capital because it promotes
loose social ties. Within many SNSs, individuals are allowed to create and sustain a larger
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network of weak connections of which they are able to have on retainer for future need of
resources, such as being able to identify an individual who is a math major in a math course they
are required to take (Donath & Boyd, 2004; Ellison et al., 2007). Ellison et al. (2007) explains
that certain types of SNS usage can help young adults who are transitioning to college life
maintain the bridging social capital that they have among high school classmates. Ellison et al.
(2007) provided insight into this type of bridging dynamic by looking at the participants’
responses concerning who they thought was viewing their profile; participants’ responses
indicated that the majority of people viewing their social profiles were people they knew from
their current university or friends from high school. Their research also identified lower bridging
social capital in students who used Facebook less intensely and reported low satisfaction with
their university life than students who reported using Facebook more intensely.
Ellison et al. (2007) found less evidence to support the idea that SNSs enable users to
increase their network of bonding social capital. Although research shows it can lower barriers to
participation and communication, no evidence was found that SNSs are associated with
increasing bonding social capital or creating new close relationships in which they would gain
this sort of capital. However, Ellison et al. (2007) explains that it can help students maintain their
bonding social capital as it can aid in maintain pre-existing close relationships; for example, it
can help remind users that it is a close friend or family member’s birthday.
Social support. One of the other benefits of using social media is establishing social
support within a wide network of friends. This is especially important during a young college
student’s developmental stage from adolescence into young adulthood as the friendships they are
able to maintain serve as an important basis of camaraderie and self-esteem support (Manago et
al., 2012). Research indicates that there is a higher sense of psychological well-being among
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those young adults who have a good social support system as they develop into adults; on the
contrary, young adults who report lower social support have been related to instances of
loneliness and depression (Manago et al., 2012). Mazzoni and Iannone (2014) indicate that being
a part of a social network with an established sense of support meets one’s fundamental need to
belong to a group and can also help satisfy their need for self-esteem.
Jang et al. (2016) studied the associations between an individual’s use of Facebook,
psychological outcomes, and social comparison, as characterized by one’s mental health and
perceived social support. Perceived social support is defined as an individual’s perception
concerning the accessibility of one’s social networks that are able to offer the individual helpful
resources. In terms of social networks, research indicates that one may benefit from having
similarities with people within their network as it is more likely that they have experienced
similar circumstances, creating a more relatable atmosphere, and seeking advice or help from
these individuals would be more advantageous. This sense of similarity also increases the
perception that they have more support available because if one were to believe that the friends
they have within their social network are different from them, they may believe that there are
fewer people who can offer them support (Jang et al., 2016).
Other studies also contributed to this idea and suggested that regular usage of Facebook
can lead to an individual having a greater sense of social support. In addition, it can also increase
the amount and quality of supportive interactions that occur among one’s friends on Facebook,
which in turn further increases their perceived companionship support (Jang et al., 2016; Oh,
Ozkaya, & LaRose, 2014). In addition, Ellison, Steinfield, and Lampe (2011) found a positive
association between one’s number of Facebook friends and the level of perceived social support;
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this is believed to be because the individual’s increased interaction with friends improved their
feeling of connectedness.
Academic life adjustment and success. Transitioning to a new environment can be a
stressful experience; students attending college for the first time are particularly at risk for
developing depressive symptoms and can begin to experience depressive symptoms when trying
to balance their coursework, acclimating to their new atmosphere, and attempting to manage
social demands (Lee, Dickson, Conley, & Holmbeck, 2014). Therefore, it is important to look at
how utilizing SNSs can help alleviate some of the stress brought on by this new transition.
Kalpidou, Costin, and Morris (2011) found a positive association between the amount of friends
an upper-class student has on Facebook and their social adjustment as well as their attachment to
the academic institution. Social adjustment is defined as the sense of fitting in with their college
peers, having satisfaction in the social activities available at school, and having satisfaction with
social relationships one has established (Kalpidou et al., 2011)). SNSs can play a part in
informing students about social events going on around campus, in which attendance can then
play a part in connecting with the institution and helping them adjust to their new surroundings
(Kalpidou et al., 2011).
SNSs can also serve as a means of social resources on campus, which is associated with
students handling the new transition to college life more successfully. In addition, SNSs have
been used to help college students ascertain peer support networks before they even arrive at
their new university, which enables them to expand their social network and plays an important
role in students adjusting to their new environment (DeAndrea, Ellison, LaRose, Steinfield, &
Fiore, 2012). Furthermore, DeAndrea et al. (2012) indicated that SNS are able to reduce the
uncertainty behind attending a new college and positively shape their expectations, which further
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aids in implementing a healthy transition. Similarly, Yu, Tian, Vogel, and Kwok (2010)
maintained that SNSs enabled students to learn about their new college and other students, which
helped establish a sense of membership and satisfaction with the college or university. Yu et al.
(2010) indicated that a student’s online engagement on SNSs was positively associated with
gaining peer acceptance, developing new relationships, and helping to acculturate to their new
atmosphere; this social acceptance and acculturation is also positively associated with learning
outcomes. Yu et al. (2010) also found that a student’s peer interaction that leads to an increased
social acceptance has a greater influence on their skill-based and cognitive learning; therefore,
through the use of SNSs, an individual can increase their social acceptance and, in turn, improve
their chances of succeeding in college.
It can be important for students to feel as though they belong to their college community
as Pittman and Richmond (2008) found a positive relationship between a student’s academic
competence and social acceptance among students who showed positive alterations in their
feelings of university belonging. Pittman and Richmond (2008) also found evidence to support
previous research, which indicated students who demonstrated more belonging to their
university, showed decreasing levels of internalizing behaviors (such as anxiety, depression,
being withdrawn from others, and somatic complaints). In addition, Ellison et al. (2007)
established that SNSs allowed new college goers to maintain connections with high school
friends or acquaintances which served to alleviate the feeling of friend sickness, which can often
cause distress.
Interconnection. SNSs are often used to link one’s online and offline social networks.
Freshman college students often utilize SNSs in order to maintain interconnections with their
current offline friends, especially high school friends they have recently departed from, as well
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as develop interconnections with new friends they meet at the university (Subrahmanyam et al.,
2008). In addition, research showed that computer-mediated communication can promote more
self-disclosure as well as lower existing barriers that exist to interaction. Therefore, SNSs may
allow interactions with new people that under normal circumstances would not transpire (Ellison
et al., 2007).
Consequences of Using a SNS
Previous research also suggested that there are a number of negative consequences from
individuals using SNSs. First, one’s quality of sleep has been shown to decrease with
technological use (Andreassen, Torsheim, Brunborg, & Pallesen, 2012; Woods & Scott, 2016).
In addition, research demonstrated that one’s self-esteem can be negatively affected by usage of
SNSs (Vogel et al., 2014); self-esteem also related to one’s perception of social comparisons on
SNSs (Cramer et al., 2016). Other areas that are negatively affected included an individual’s
well-being, body image, and their satisfaction with life. In addition, engaging in SNSs was found
to put individuals at risk due to the amount of personal information that was disclosed via SNSs
(Gross & Acquisti, 2005).
Sleep quality. Woods and Scott (2016) indicated that there is a considerable amount of
research that links computer and Internet use to poor sleep among adolescents, including shorter
period of sleep, longer sleep dormancies, later rise and bedtimes, and daytime tiredness.
Andreassen et al. (2012) studied the use of Facebook among college students and found that
heavy Facebook use, defined as higher scores on the Bergen Facebook Addiction Scale (BFAS;
Andreassen et al., 2012) interfered with standard bedtimes. College students who rated high on
the BFAS were more likely to go to bed at a later time, which in turn affected their rising time.
This finding was related to other research that indicated that people who used technological
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devices in their bedrooms before bedtime had a disturbance with their sleep-wake rhythm
(Andreassen et al., 2012).
Self-esteem. Self-esteem signifies an individual’s positive or negative evaluation of
themselves, including the confidence they have in their own abilities and the degree to which
they view themselves as worthwhile and capable (“Self-esteem,” 2016; Vogel et al., 2014).
Generally, individuals with HSE have a sense of self-respect and believe they are individuals of
worth. On the other hand, an individual with LSE has constant feelings of inferiority, feels
worthless, is often insecure and feels lonely, and overall has a low evaluation of themselves. It is
believed that HSE individuals have an increased ability to adapt to challenges, which results in
their increased ability to adapt to the changes they experience when transitioning to college life;
on the contrary, LSE individuals have a decreased ability to adapt (Lee et al., 2014).
Gonzales and Hancock (2011) found a discrepancy in the report of self-esteem levels
among participants who only viewed their own Facebook profile versus those that left their own
profile and viewed the profile of a friend. Participants who viewed another profile reported lower
self-esteem on the Rosenberg Self-Esteem scale (RSES; Rosenberg, 1965) than those who
singularly observed their own profile. Vogel et al. (2014) assessed for participants’ frequency of
Facebook use and the relationship to their self-reported self-esteem and found a negative
correlation such that individuals who were exposed to Facebook at a higher rate had an
inclination to evaluate themselves in more of a poor light resulting in a decreased self-esteem.
Lee et al. (2014) indicated that an individual with LSE was more likely to perceive others
negatively as well as be more sensitive to rejection by others as opposed to individuals with
HSE, who perceived others more positively and were more likely to believe that they were
accepted by their social network. It appears to be a never-ending cycle, because an individual
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with LSE is more likely to engage in social comparisons and feel hurt by the results. The cycle
continues as individuals with LSE are more likely to seek downward comparisons in order to
enhance the way they view themselves; this entails seeking out (usually unconsciously) a social
profile that depicts a person who they view as inferior for a variety of reasons some of which
may include a profile that depicts a low-status career, low social interactions with others, and
low comments and likes (Chou & Edge, 2012; Cramer et al., 2016; Vogel et al., 2014). However,
because other SNS users are in control of their image and often represent themselves in a
positive light, it is likely LSE individuals will engage in upward comparisons instead, which
leads to further unfavorable feelings about themselves (Jang et al., 2016).
On the other hand, Cramer et al. (2016) found that there were no significant relationships
between self-esteem and social comparison. However, their study found that individuals with
LSE had a higher likelihood of perceiving the occurrence of social comparisons on Facebook.
Furthermore, their study demonstrated that an individual with LSE had more motivation than
those with HSE to make comparisons with other people in order improve, evaluate, enhance, or
destruct themselves. Cramer et al. (2016) also found that the effect of self-improvement
motivation on one’s positive affect increased as one’s self-esteem increased. This finding
indicated that there was a greater positive affect among individuals with HSE than LSE
individuals who were participating in social comparisons in order to pursue self-improvement.
Several studies that tested for a relationship between self-esteem and SNS utilized the
RSES or adapted versions of it. The RSES has proven to be reliable in measuring self-esteem
among both adolescents and young adults; thus, it would be suitable for use within the college
population (Woods & Scott, 2016). Ellison et al. (2007) used seven items from the RSES; results
indicated a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.87, which indicated high reliability and internal consistency;
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similarly, Woods & Scott (2016) indicated a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.83. Gonzales and Hancock
(2011) also used the RSES in their study, but increased the items they used to 10. Woods & Scott
(2016) indicated that the scale entails rating statements on a Likert scale, from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). The instrument is continuous and does not have a set cut-off
score; therefore, high scores on the RSES indicate a higher sense of self-esteem (Woods & Scott,
2016).
Well-being. Krasnova et al. (2015) established an association between an individual’s
involuntary feelings of envy and the social information they consumed via SNSs; the more an
individual engaged in SNS consumption, the more likely they were to be envious of their peers,
which had a negative influence on the individual’s affective and cognitive well-being. Previous
work indicated usage of SNSs was positively associated to anxiety and depression; studies
related this to the poor sleep quality individuals have demonstrated due to using the Internet and
social media outlets at nighttime (Woods & Scott, 2016). Many studies have focused on
adolescents and found that those adolescents who spend a higher amount of time on the Internet
and using SNSs expressed higher concentrations of depression and anxiety (Woods & Scott,
2016). Therefore, as college students remain at an influential point in their lives where they are
highly susceptible to negative effects in their well-being, it would be beneficial to examine if
similar consequences are seen in their emotional well-being.
Haferkamp and Kramer (2011) utilized the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule
(PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) scale, which included a total of 10 positive and
negative adjectives, in order to determine the subjects’ emotional state following their exposure
to either a group of four online profiles that belonged to perceived attractive users or four
profiles that pictured perceived unattractive users. Physical attractiveness was evaluated by using
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a pre-test to judge photographs taken from the website www.hotornot.com; attractiveness was
rated on a 10-point Likert scale. Individuals with ratings of 8.2 and above were classified as
attractive, while a rating of 2.3 and below were considered unattractive (Haferkamp & Kramer,
2011). Haferkamp and Kramer (2011) found that participants who were exposed to the attractive
users had a decrease in positive emotions, such as enthusiasm, pride, and determination.
Body image. Haferkamp and Kramer (2011) studied the real-ideal discrepancy an
individual expressed between their satisfaction with their current body build (via the question,
“Which figure illustrates your build best?”) and their ideal body build (via the question, “Which
figure illustrates an ideal build?”). Their study found a higher body real-ideal discrepancy among
participants who observed profiles of users that were deemed attractive versus users who were
deemed unattractive. The self enhancement subscales they included revealed a significant main
effect that implied participants who viewed pictures of an attractive user showed less satisfaction
with their body than those participants who viewed profile pictures of an unattractive user
(Haferkamp & Kramer, 2011).
Life satisfaction. People use Facebook with certain expectations or motives in mind,
however, once those needs are not satisfied, it can result in a decrease in life satisfaction (Jang et
al., 2016). Chou and Edge (2012) found that those who used Facebook for a longer period of
time agreed less with the statement that life is fair. In addition, they found that these individuals
were under the perception that others were happier than they were. Chou and Edge (2012)
explained that this may be because it was easy for people who use SNSs often to remember the
positive and happy moments and messages they view on SNSs, which can support their
perception. In addition, it was found that SNS users who had more acquaintances among their
friend network also showed a higher tendency to agree that other users had better lives when
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compared to users who had more real-life friends in their SNS network and whom they spent
time with. People were more easily able to make inferences about an acquaintance’s life based
off of what they viewed on a SNS because they did not know them well (Chou & Edge, 2012).
Ellison et al. (2007) adapted a previously established measure, the Satisfaction with Life
Scale (SWLS; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985), in order to measure students’ global
cognitive judgements of their lives. Each item was measured using a Likert scale; individual
items were altered in order to correspond with the appropriate university. This measurement
would be a good option as it demonstrated high reliability and internal consistency (Cronbach’s
alpha=0.87).
Putting self at risk. Gross and Acquisti (2005) observed the volume of content that
people who used SNSs published about themselves, as well as the open nature of the information
they provided. At times, the content they published included private information (such as real
first and last name, birthday, residence, and phone number). This, combined with the possibility
that users were not utilizing privacy controls effectively, individuals were putting themselves at
risk and increasing the possibility that their identities would be known, even if they were using
pseudonyms (Gross & Acquisti, 2005). For example, by providing their real name, full birthdate,
phone number, current residence, and hometown, individuals were increasing their chances that
their social security number could be estimated; this essentially exposed them to threats online
such as identity theft. In addition, the information users provided also exposed them to offline
risks such as in the instances of stalking (Gross & Acquisti, 2005).
Representing Self in Positive Light
Some users promote themselves via SNSs in order to portray themselves in a certain light
and gain the social capital they would like. Gonzales and Hancock (2011) contributed to
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previous research that indicated that users who use SNS had the tendency to put their best face
forward online in order to create an advantageous or positive impression. In addition, research
indicated that an individual’s self-presentation on SNSs showed a preference for displaying
aspects of their life and persona that they themselves found desirable (Gonzales & Hancock,
2011). Similarly, Chou and Edge (2012) deemed that people who employed SNSs typically
posted pictures and information which were publicly acceptable in order to construct a positive
self-presentation. As this was a constant cycle of self-presentation, other users were constantly
observing others’ photos of joyful moments or reading about others’ positive life events, which
gave them the impression that others were living more fulfilling and good lives. This caused
users, especially those who used SNSs heavily, to believe that life is not fair when they
compared it to the own struggles and negative situations occurring in their lives (Chou & Edge,
2012).
Peluchette and Karl (2010) indicated that some users who felt comfortable sharing their
profiles with friends and family were more likely to represent themselves as intellectual and
hardworking. This was similar to the users that made a cognizant effort to only post content that
was appropriate for a universal audience (Peluchette & Karl, 2010). Peluchette and Karl (2010)
found gender differences in the content that was posted; for instance, males were more likely to
state that their social image was one that was perceived as wild or sexually appealing and thus
had a higher likelihood of posting profile content that was deemed problematic. The study also
found age differences in that students who were older stated their profile was one which depicted
a more intelligent image; in addition, they were less likely to post content that would be seen as
problematic (Peluchette & Karl, 2010). On the other hand, there were other college students who
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saw the use of alcohol and drugs as a common behavior and displayed a wild or party goer image
using SNSs in order to gain social acceptance (Peluchette & Karl, 2010).
Gonzales and Hancock (2011) studied a group of college students in order to test for the
effects of Facebook exposure on an individual’s self-esteem in relation to the conventional selfenhancing stimuli such as that of viewing oneself in the mirror. Gonzales and Hancock (2011)
found that an individual who was exposed to their own profile demonstrated an enhanced selfesteem. This was especially true if the individual edited their profile, which supported the idea
that because the individual was able to selectively present themselves as they would like, the
extra care they were able to give towards the digital presentation of themselves had a positive
impact on their self-esteem (Gonzales & Hancock, 2011).
Excessive Usage of Facebook
There have also been studies conducted on the dependence of Facebook and Internet
usage and its relationship to certain personality characteristics. Andreassen et al. (2012) found
evidence for a positive relationship between Facebook addiction and extraversion and
neuroticism. Andreassen et al. (2012) explained the extraversion relationship and stated that
users who scored high for extraversion used Facebook as a means to express themselves rather
than as an alternative for social interaction. Blachnio, Przepiorka, and Pantic (2016) investigated
the relationship between different levels of Facebook addiction combined with Facebook
intensity and the relationship it had with self-esteem and life satisfaction; Facebook intensity was
measured via the FIS and addiction was assessed via the BFAS. They categorized the sample
into three groups that reflected the divide that exists between different stages of Facebook
addiction: the first group consisted of participants with a low level of Facebook intensity (M=0.30) and a low level of Facebook addiction (M=-0.73) and was deemed as “ordinary Facebook
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users” (Blachnio et al., 2016, p. 703). Ordinary users were categorized by participants that used
Facebook in a normal and healthy manner. These users were identified as users who were not
overly involved with Facebook and who did not have problems quitting use. In addition, ordinary
users contained high levels of life satisfaction and self-esteem (Blachnio et al., 2016). The
second group was categorized as “problematic Facebook users” (Blachnio et al., 2016, p. 703)
and consisted of participants who demonstrated a high level of Facebook intensity (M=0.73) and
a medium level of addiction (M=1.89; Blachnio et al., 2015). The third group was categorized as
“addicted Facebook users” (Blachnio et al., 2016, p. 703) and consisted of participants who
demonstrated a medium level of Facebook intensity (M=0.25) and a high level of addiction
(M=3.89; Blachnio et al., 2016). Addicted users had difficulty regulating their use of Facebook
and any attempts to restrict use resulted in failure. They no longer obtained satisfaction from
using Facebook, which decreased their satisfaction with life.
Results demonstrated that the intensity of Facebook use was negatively associated to life
satisfaction. In addition, those participants who were problematic revealed a high level of
satisfaction with life but a low level of self-esteem. Participants who were addicted revealed low
levels of both life satisfaction and LSE. On the contrary, participants who were ordinary users
scored higher on life satisfaction than addicted users and higher on self-esteem than both the
problematic and addicted group (Blachnio et al., 2016). Of the three groups, the addicted group
demonstrated the lowest levels of life satisfaction and the problematic group demonstrated the
lowest levels of self-esteem. Blachnio et al. (2016) also found a positive correlation among
Facebook addiction and intensity; the more an individual utilized Facebook, the more likely they
were to become addicted to it. This follows the typical path of addiction in that the more
stimulation one has to a substance, the higher stimulus they will need as they continue because
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they develop a level of tolerance. Therefore, the initial dose of Facebook use did not satisfy the
user and they required a higher dosage at the later stage of addiction (Blachnio et al, 2016). One
interesting finding was that the problematic group presented with the highest level of life
satisfaction; Blachnio et al. (2016) went on to explain this finding as being a result of the
dopamine that is released into the body system while Facebook is being used. At this point, their
Facebook use had not become a significant problem as they were still able to manage their usage
and were gaining satisfaction from their usage. However, this group had a higher likelihood to
become addicted if in their future their intensity of Facebook usage increased, which would then
decrease their life satisfaction (Blachnio et al., 2016). Overall, the above research indicates that if
Facebook use is regulated, an individual’s level of self-esteem and life satisfaction remain
unharmed. However, once use becomes problematic or addictive, they are at risk for decreasing
their levels of self-esteem and satisfaction with life.
Given the connection between one’s frequency of Facebook use and the variety of factors
mentioned above, it is important that college students’ usage is studied. As mentioned
previously, Ellison et al. (2007) utilized the FIS to do so. Steinfield, Ellison, and Lampe (2008)
also utilized the FIS as they found it encompassed not only frequency of Facebook use, but also
in what manner it is used. Steinfield et al. (2008) describe the FIS as including questions
regarding the student’s Facebook network size, amount of time spent on Facebook throughout
the day, and six other attitudinal items that addressed how integrated Facebook was in their lives
as well as the emotional connection to Facebook. Examples of items included “Facebook is part
of my everyday activity” and “I feel out of touch when I haven’t logged onto Facebook for a
while” (Steinfield et al., 2008, p. 439). Jang et al. (2016) measured Facebook use via three
questions, which included the following: “How often do you post on Facebook?”, “How often do
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you look at other people’s posts?”, and “How often do you use Facebook?” (p. 150). Analysis of
these questions indicated a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.70, which was a testament to its reliability.
Woods and Scott (2016) also studied the emotional investment in SNS via use of the Social
Integration and Emotional Connection subscale found within the Social Media Use Integration
Scale (SMUIS; Jenkins-Guarnieri, Wright, & Johnson, 2013); a Cronbach’s alpha of .89 was
reported by the authors of the scale, which indicated good reliability and internal consistency.
Items included in this scale were similar to that of the FIS, also rated on a 5-point Likert scale. A
higher score on the measurement signified an individual’s increased emotional investment to
SNS.
The main objective of this research is to examine the relationship between Facebook
intensity, social comparisons, self-esteem, life satisfaction, and emotional affect. On the basis of
previous research and results, the following hypotheses are proposed:
H1. There will be a significant difference in self-esteem scores, life satisfaction scores, positive
affect scores, and negative affect scores across the group levels.
H2. There will be a significant difference in self-esteem scores, life satisfaction scores, positive
affect scores, and negative affect scores across Facebook intensity levels.
H3. There will be a significant difference in self-esteem scores, life satisfaction scores, positive
affect scores, and negative affect scores social comparison orientation behavior levels.
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METHOD
Participants
Participants were recruited from undergraduate courses at Texas A&M International
University (TAMIU). Course instructors were asked for permission to recruit participants in their
classes; students were offered extra credit for participating in the study at the discretion of their
professor. The study was restricted to undergraduate students ages 18-25 and to participants with
a Facebook account. No further restrictions were placed regarding participants’ sex or major.
A total of 78 Latino participants were recruited to participate in this study, however four
participants’ data were omitted due to age or ethnicity not meeting criteria of the study. After this
data being eliminated, data consisted of 74 participants (53 female and 21 male). In order to get a
more accurate depiction of the sample, some descriptive data is presented (see Table 1).
Table 1
Demographics of Participants (N = 74)
Mean or % (n)

S.D.

71.6% (53)
28.4% (21)
21.12

1.96

Sex:
Female
Male
Age
SES:
Upper-middle
Middle class
Lower-middle class
Working class
Prefer not to answer

5.4%
58.1%
28.4%
5.4%
2.7%

(4)
(43)
(21)
(4)
(2)

Psychology
Biology
Communication
Criminal Justice
Nursing
Other

36.5%
9.5%
6.8%
6.8%
6.8%
67.6%

(27)
(7)
(5)
(5)
(5)
(25)

Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior

17.6%
23.0%
25.7%
33.8%

(13)
(17)
(19)
(25)

Major:

Class:
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As Table 1 demonstrates, the majority of participants, 58.1% identified as middle class. In
addition, the majority of participants declared psychology as their major (36.5%).
Materials
The materials consisted of Apple desktop computers located at the Cognitive Science
Laboratory. In addition, the experiment called for four Facebook profiles that were constructed
by the primary researcher to depict upward and downward social comparisons (see Appendix A).
Two of the profiles depicted a female while the other two profiles depicted a male. In addition,
one of each male and female profiles depicted a downward comparison while the other depicted
an upward comparison. Each Facebook profile was normed by qualified students to ensure each
profile depicted the intended condition. The profiles were shown to participants via a slideshow
presentation using LibreOffice software. In addition, a Facebook consumer review profile was
also created (see Appendix A) and shown via a slideshow presentation; these reviews were also
normed by qualified students to ensure it was neutral and did not promote engagement in social
comparisons.
Procedure
All participants were asked to meet at the Cognitive Science Laboratory. Before
beginning, all participants were randomly assigned to group variables, which was determined via
an excel formula. Once the experimental portion of the study began, participants were exposed to
one of three variables. The first experimental group (Group A) were exposed to a slide show of
two pseudo Facebook profiles that promoted an upward comparison (i.e., attractive, outings with
friends, high number of likes and comments from friends, upbeat status updates, healthy living
style). The second experimental group (Group B) were exposed to a slide show of two pseudo
Facebook profiles that promoted a downward comparison (i.e., average attractiveness, low
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amount of likes and comments from friends, gloomy status updates, low activity, low social
interaction, and unhealthy living style), and the third group (Group C) acted as the control group,
in which participants view a slide show of consumer reviews. This experiment was a betweensubjects design as each group of participants were exposed to a different type of social
comparison.
After being assigned a group, participants sat in front of the corresponding computer
based upon their group assignment (computers were lettered A, B, and C). Participants read the
consent form which contained information in regard to the purpose of the study, benefits and
risks involved, confidentiality of answers, and voluntary participation. Informed consent and any
questions were discussed and participants were asked to acknowledge and sign the consent form.
Afterwards, participants were read an experiment script with instructions on how to proceed.
Participants began by completing the pre-assessment, then based off their assigned group,
they were exposed to either the experimental or control slide show; each slide show presentation
was timed to be five minutes long. The slideshow consisted of profile pictures, album pictures,
status updates, comments from friends, likes, and other profile activity. Subsequently,
participants were asked to complete the post-assessment. Questions in the post-assessment
consisted of the same questions from the pre-assessment questionnaire; however, all questions
were randomized in order to give the appearance of a new questionnaire. In addition, ten filler
questions were added. After completing the post-assessment, participants were debriefed by the
researcher.
Measures
Five assessments were utilized and distributed to participants via Google Forms.
Assessments were accessed online and completed prior to the experiment and again immediately
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following the experiment. In addition, a demographic sheet was included at the beginning of the
questionnaire. The demographic questionnaire and assessments used to measure each variable
are described below.
Demographics. Demographic data was collected from the participants via a 7-item
questionnaire (See Appendix B). Information included on the demographic sheet was in regard to
the participants’ sex, age, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, major, education level, and types of
social media networks utilized by the participant.
Facebook use. In order to measure one’s Facebook usage, behaviors, and engagement in
Facebook activities, the Facebook Intensity Scale (See Appendix C) was utilized (Ellison et al.,
2007). This assessment is an 8-item self-report measure; five of the items utilize a 5-point Likert
scale format ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), while two items utilize
specific ranges. The Cronbach’s alpha was reported as 0.83 (Ellison et al., 2007).
Social comparison. Participants’ engagement in social comparison activity was assessed
via a modified version of the Iowa-Netherlands Comparison Orientation Measure (INCOM; See
Appendix D). The modification of the INCOM is based off of Cramer et al. (2016) due to
research speculating that online social comparison is highly related to social comparison
orientation. Therefore, the measure was modified to include a prompt asking each participant to
think about social comparisons specifically related to their use of Facebook (Cramer et al., 2016;
See Appendix D). This self-report measure consists of 11 items, which are reported using a 5point Likert scale format ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree); questions six
and ten are reverse coded. Cronbach’s alpha was previously reported to be 0.83 (Gibbons &
Buunk, 1999). Total score on the INCOM is calculated by summing the responses for each item.
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A higher score on this measure designates greater social comparison behaviors (SCOBs; Gibbons
& Buunk, 1999).
Self-esteem. Participants’ self-esteem was assessed via the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale
(See Appendix E) which is a 10-item self-report scale that measures global self-worth by means
of measuring participants’ positive and negative feelings about themselves; half of the items are
positive while the other half are negative and items 2,5,6, 8, and 9 are reverse scored (Rosenberg,
1965). Items are reported using a 4-point Likert scale format ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 4 (strongly agree). Self-esteem scores were calculated by summing all ten items; higher scores
indicated a higher self-esteem level. Cronbach’s alpha was previously reported to be 0.87
(Ellison et al., 2007).
Life satisfaction. Participants’ life satisfaction was measured via the Satisfaction with
Life Scale (See Appendix F), which is a 5-item self-report instrument designed to measure global
cognitive judgments of the participants’ life satisfaction (Diener et al., 1985; Ellison et al., 2007).
Diener et al. (1985) indicates that the judgement of how satisfied an individual is with their
present life is based on a comparison to a standard that the individual has come up with for
themselves. Items are reported on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree; Diener et al., 1985). Scores were kept continuous and summed up to compute a
total; the possible score ranges from a total of 5 (low satisfaction) to 35 (high satisfaction; Diener
et al., 1985). Cronbach’s alpha was reported to be 0.87 (Ellison et al., 2007).
Well-being. Participants’ well-being was measured via the Positive and Negative Affect
Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) scale (See Appendix G). The PANAS is a
10-item self-report measure that includes positive and negative adjectives in order to determine
individuals’ emotional state within a specified time frame. Descriptors of the positive emotions
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measured include proud, enthusiastic, excited, attentive, alert, interested, determined, active,
inspired, and strong. Descriptors of the negative emotions measured include upset, distressed,
irritable, hostile, scared, afraid, guilty, ashamed, jittery, and nervous. Cronbach’s alpha varied
depending upon time frame specified; for the purpose of this study, the specified time frame was
designated as at this moment, which is described as “you feel this way right now, that is, at the
present moment” (Watson et al., 1988, p. 1070). For a specified time frame of "at this moment",
Cronbach’s alpha was 0.89 for the positive affect scale and 0.85 for the negative affect scale
(Watson et al., 1988). Items are reported on a 5-item Likert scale, 1 (very slightly or not at all)
and 5 (extremely). Scores can range from 10-50; higher scores on the positive affect scale
represent higher levels of positive affect while lower scores on the negative affect scale represent
lower levels of negative affect.
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RESULTS
A four-way repeated measures MANOVA was conducted in order to examine the effects
between the independent between-subjects variables (i.e., group, Facebook intensity, SCOB) and
the categorical independent within-subjects variable (i.e., time 1, time 2) for each dependent
variable (i.e., self-esteem, life satisfaction, positive affect, negative affect). Preliminary
assumption testing was conducted to check for outliers, normality, homogeneity of variancecovariance matrices, homogeneity of intercorrelations, and spherecity. The dependent variable
negative affect measured at time 2, violated the assumption for homogeneity of variances;
however, as MANOVAs are reasonably robust, this was not deemed an issue. There were no
other serious violations noted. The means, standard deviations, range, and variance were
obtained in order to assist in analysis. Results for each dependent variable are described
separately below.
Self-esteem
There was a substantial main effect for time, indicating an overall positive trend in selfesteem across the two time periods, Wilk’s Lambda = .80, F(1, 49) = 12.65, p =.001, ηp2 = .21
(see Figure 1). The main effect comparing the three level of groups, F(2, 49) = 0.12, p = .89, ηp2
= .01, three levels of Facebook intensity, F(2, 49) = 1.20, p = .31, ηp2 = .05, and three levels of
SCOB F(2, 49) = 0.96, p = .39, ηp2 = .04, were found to be non-significant and therefore did not
predict differences in self-esteem.
Neither group, Wilk’s Lambda = 1.00, F(2, 49) = 0.09, p = .92, ηp2 = .004, nor SCOB,
Wilk’s Lambda = .99, F(2, 49) = 0.25, p = .78, ηp2 = .01, interacted with time to predict trends in
self-esteem. There was a significant interaction between time and Facebook intensity, Wilk’s
Lambda = .86, F(2, 49) = 3.88, p = .03, ηp2 = .14, to predict differences in self-esteem (see
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Figure 2). Post hoc comparisons using the LSD test indicated a significant difference between
low Facebook intensity at time 1 (M = 29.28, SE = 1.09) and at time 2 (M = 31.97, SE = 1.33).
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The interaction between group and SCOB, F(4, 49) = 3.64, p = .01, ηp2 = .23, was found
to be significant and predictive of differences in self-esteem (see Figure 3). Post hoc
comparisons using the LSD test indicated a significant difference between the upward, medium
SCOB group (M = 15.86, SE = 2.56) and the control, medium SCOB group (M = 13.60, SE =
2.55). The interactions between group and Facebook intensity, F(4, 49) = 0.96, p = .44, ηp2 =
.07, and Facebook intensity and SCOB, F(4, 49) = 0.68, p = .61, ηp2 = .05, did not reach
significance.
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The three-way interactions between group, Facebook intensity, and SCOB, F(6, 49) =
0.64, p = .70, ηp2 = .07, nor between time, group, and Facebook intensity, Wilk’s Lambda =
1.00, F(2, 49) = 0.02, p = 1.0, ηp2 = .002, did not reach statistical significance. The three-way
interaction between time, Facebook intensity, and SCOB, Wilk’s Lambda = .85, F(4, 49) = 2.23,
p = .08, ηp2 = .15, reached marginal significance. Post-hoc comparisons using the LSD test
indicated that the mean score for the low Facebook intensity, low SCOB group at time 1 (M =
30.44, SE = 1.34) was significantly different from time 2 (M = 32.22, SE = 1.64). In addition, the
test indicated that the mean score for the low Facebook intensity, medium SCOB group at time 1
(M = 29.40, SE = 2.08) was significantly different from time 2 (M = 33.47, SE = 2.54). The
analysis found a significant three-way interaction between time, group, and SCOB, Wilk’s
Lambda = .80, F(4, 49) = 3.28, p =.02, ηp2 = .21, to predict positive trends in self-esteem (see
Figure 4). Post-hoc comparisons using the LSD test indicated that the mean score for the time 1,
upward, medium SCOB group (M =29.58, SE = 1.76) was significantly different from the time 1,
control, medium SCOB group (M = 24.60, SE = 1.76). In addition, the LSD test indicated that
the mean score for the time 1, downward, medium SCOB group (M =29.67, SE = 1.81) was
significantly different from time 1, control, medium SCOB group (M = 24.60, SE = 1.76).
There was also a statistical difference found between the time 1, downward, high SCOB group
(M = 25.17, SE = 1.79) and the time 1, control, high SCOB group (M = 31.75, SE = 2.35). At
time 2, there remained a significant difference between all of the previous interaction groups.
The LSD test indicated the mean score for the time 2, upward, medium SCOB group (M =32.72,
SE = 2,15) was significantly different from the time 2, control, medium SCOB group (M = 23.95,
SE = 2.15). In addition, the test indicated that the mean score for the time 2, downward, medium
SCOB group (M = 30.89, SE =2.21) was significantly different from time 2, control, medium
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SCOB group (M = 23.95, SE = 2.15). There was also a statistical difference found between the
time 2, downward, high SCOB group (M = 26.13, SE = 2.18) and the time 2, control, high SCOB
group (M = 35.13, SE = 2.87). Lastly, there was a new statistical significant difference found
between the time 2, upward, high SCOB group (M = 27.56, SE = 1.56) and the time 2, control,
high SCOB group (M = 35.13, SE = 2.87).

The four-way interaction between time, group, Facebook intensity, and SCOB, Wilk’s
Lambda = .80, F(6, 49) = 2.06, p = .08, ηp2 = .20, was marginally significant. An LSD test
indicated the mean score for the upward, low Facebook intensity, medium SCOB group at time
1 (M =30.00, SE = 4.20) was significantly different at time 2 (M =37.00, SE = 5.13). The mean
for the upward, high Facebook intensity, medium SCOB at time 1 (M = 30.75, SE = 2.10) was
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significantly different at time 2 (M = 34.50, SE = 2.56). The mean for the downward, high
Facebook intensity, low SCOB at time 1 (M = 31.00, SE = 2.97) was significantly different at
time 2 (M = 35.50, SE = 3.63). The mean for the control, low Facebook intensity, low SCOB at
time 1 (M = 31.83, SE = 1.72) was significantly different at time 2 (M = 34.67, SE = 2.09).
We hypothesized that group and self-esteem would interact such that the types of social
comparison orientation groups participants were assigned (experimental and control conditions)
to would have a strong effect on their self-esteem. However, results indicated that there was no
significant difference in self-esteem among the three groups; therefore, H1 was not supported.
Interestingly, and unexpectedly, there was a positive trend in self-esteem esteem over the two
time periods.
H2 hypothesized that Facebook intensity and self-esteem would interact in such a way
that the level (low, medium, and high) of Facebook intensity demonstrated by participants would
have a strong effect on their self-esteem; in particular, it was expected that participants with
higher levels of Facebook intensity would have lower self-esteem. However, results indicated
there was no significant interaction and that there were no differences in self-esteem regardless if
participants had a low, medium, or high Facebook intensity level; therefore, H2 was not
supported.
Unexpectedly, we found that participants in all three levels of Facebook intensity showed
an increase in self-esteem across the two time periods. We also hypothesized that SCOB and
self-esteem would interact in such a way that the level (low, medium, high) of SCOB
demonstrated by participants would have a strong effect on their self-esteem. It was expected
that participants that identified with higher levels of SCOB would demonstrate a lower selfesteem. Again, the main effect comparing the three levels of SCOB were not significant,
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suggesting no difference in self-esteem across the levels; H3 was not supported.
Life Satisfaction
Time was not a significant predictor of life satisfaction, Wilk’s Lambda = .99, F(1, 49) =
0.39, p = .54, ηp2 = .01. The main effects for group, F(2, 49) = 1.47, p = .24, ηp2 = .06, Facebook
intensity, F(2, 49) = 0.40, p = .67, ηp2 = .02, and SCOB, F(2, 49) = 0.34, p = .71, ηp2 = .01, were
found to be non-significant and did not predict differences in life satisfaction. Neither group,
Wilk’s Lambda = .94, F(2, 49) = 1.57, p = .22, ηp2 = .06, Facebook intensity, Wilk’s Lambda =
1.00, F(2, 49) = 0.02, p = .98, ηp2 =.001, nor SCOB, Wilk’s Lambda = .98, F(2, 49) = 0.55, p =
.58, ηp2 = .02, interacted with time to predict trends in life satisfaction. The interactions between
group and Facebook intensity, F(4, 49) = 1.85, p = .13, ηp2 = .13, group and SCOB, F(4, 49) =
2.00, p = .11, ηp2 = .14, nor Facebook intensity and SCOB, F(4, 49) = 1.94, p = .12, ηp2 = .14,
did not reach statistical significance. There were no significant three-way interactions between
time, group, and Facebook intensity, Wilk’s Lambda = .96, F(4, 49) = 0.48, p = .75, ηp2 = .04,
nor between time, group, and SCOB, Wilk’s Lambda = .94, F(4, 49) = 0.74, p = .57, ηp2 = .06,
nor between time, Facebook intensity, and SCOB, Wilk’s Lambda = .97, F(4, 49) = 0.44, p =
.78, ηp2 = .04, to predict trends in life satisfaction. The three-way interaction between group,
Facebook intensity, and SCOB was also non-significant, F(6, 49) = 0.98, p = .45, ηp2 = .11, and
did not suggest any differences in life satisfaction. The four-way interaction between time,
group, Facebook intensity, and SCOB, Wilk’s Lambda = .94, F(6, 49) = 0.48, p = .82, ηp2 = .06,
did not reach statistical significance suggesting no differences in life satisfaction. Means of
satisfaction with life are provided for reference (see Table 2).
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We hypothesized that group and satisfaction with life would interact such that the types
of social comparison groups participants were assigned would have a strong effect on their life
satisfaction. However, results indicated that there was no significant difference in life satisfaction
among the three groups; therefore, H1 was not supported. H2 hypothesized that Facebook
intensity and life satisfaction would interact in such a way that the level (low, medium, and high)
of Facebook intensity demonstrated by participants would have a strong effect on their life
satisfaction; in particular, it was expected that participants with higher levels of Facebook
intensity would have lower life satisfaction. However, results indicated there was no significant
interaction between the two variables and that there were no differences in life satisfaction
regardless if participants had a low, medium, or high Facebook intensity level; therefore, H2 was
not supported.
We also hypothesized that SCOB and life satisfaction would interact in such a way that
the level (low, medium, high) of SCOB demonstrated by participants would have a strong effect
on their life satisfaction. It was expected that participants that identified with higher levels of
SCOB would demonstrate a lower sense of life satisfaction. Again, the main effect comparing
the three levels of SCOB was not significant, suggesting no difference in life satisfaction across
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the levels; H3 was not supported.
Positive Affect
Time was a significant predictor of positive affect; there was an overall negative trend in
positive affect across the two time periods (see Figure 5), Wilk’s Lambda = .79, F(1, 49) =
12.73, p =.001, ηp2 = .21. The main effects for group, F(2, 49) = 0.04, p = .96, ηp2 = .002,
Facebook intensity, F(2, 49) = 1.41, p = .25, ηp2 = .05, and SCOB, F(2, 49) = 1.39, p = .26, ηp2
= .05, were non-significant and therefore did not suggest differences in positive affect.

Neither group, Wilk’s Lambda = .98, F(2, 49) = 0.42, p = .66, ηp2 = .02, nor Facebook
intensity, Wilk’s Lambda = .96, F(2, 49) = 1.00, p = .38, ηp2 = .04, nor SCOB, Wilk’s Lambda =
.99, F(2, 49) = 0.15, p = .86, ηp2 = .01, significantly interacted with time to suggest trends in
positive affect. The two-way interaction between group and SCOB, F(4, 49) = 3.35, p = .02, ηp2
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= .22, was significant and suggested differences in positive affect (see Figure 6). Post-hoc
comparisons using the LSD test indicated that the mean score for the upward, medium SCOB
group (M = 31.82, SE = 3.33) was significantly different from the control, medium SCOB group
(M = 21.15, SE = 3.32). The mean score for the upward, high SCOB group (M = 25.95, SE =
2.42) was significantly different from the downward, high SCOB (M = 34.25, SE = 3.38). Lastly,
the upward, high SCOB group (M = 25.96, SE = 2.42) was significantly different from the
control, high SCOB (M = 36.06, SE = 4.44). The interactions between group and Facebook
intensity, F(4, 49) = 0.61, p = .66, ηp2 = .05, Facebook intensity and SCOB, F(4, 49) = 0.32, p =
.86, ηp2 = .03, did not reach statistical significance and therefore, did not suggest difference in
positive affect.
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There were no significant three-way interactions between time, group, and Facebook
intensity, Wilk’s Lambda = .94, F(4, 49) = 0.73, p = .58, ηp2 = .06, nor between time, group, and
SCOB, Wilk’s Lambda = .95, F(4, 49) = 0.70, p = .59, ηp2 = .05, nor between time, Facebook
intensity, and SCOB, Wilk’s Lambda = .99, F(4, 49) = 0.12, p = .98, ηp2 = .01, to suggest
differences in positive affect. The three-way interaction between group, Facebook intensity, and
SCOB, F(6, 49) = 0.27, p = .95, ηp2 = .03, did not reach statistical significance and did not
suggest differences in positive affect. The four-way interaction between time, group, Facebook
intensity, and SCOB, Wilk’s Lambda = .99, F(6, 49) = 0.12, p = .99, ηp2 = .01, did not reach
statistical significance and therefore did not suggest differences in positive affect.
We hypothesized that group and positive affect would interact such that the types of
social comparison groups participants were assigned would have a strong effect on their positive
affect; we expected individuals assigned to the upward comparison group to demonstrate lower
positive affect and individuals exposed to the downward social comparison group to demonstrate
more positive affect. However, results indicated that there was no significant difference in
positive affect among the three groups; therefore, H1 was not supported. H2 hypothesized that
Facebook intensity and positive affect would interact in such a way that the level (low, medium,
and high) of Facebook intensity demonstrated by participants would have a strong effect on their
positive affect; in particular, it was expected that participants with higher levels of Facebook
intensity would have lower positive affect. However, results indicated there was no significant
interaction between the two variables and that there were no differences in positive affect across
the three levels; H2 was not supported. We also hypothesized that SCOB and positive affect
would interact in such a way that the level (low, medium, high) of SCOB demonstrated by
participants would have a strong effect on their positive affect. It was expected that participants
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that demonstrated higher levels of SCOB would demonstrate less positive affect. However, the
main effect comparing the three levels of SCOB were not significant, suggesting no difference in
positive affect across the levels; H3 was not supported.
Negative Affect
Time was a significant predictor of negative affect; there was an overall negative trend in
negative affect over time (see Figure 7), Wilk’s Lambda = .86, F(1, 49) = 8.21, p =.01, ηp2 = .14.

The main effect comparing the three types of groups was significant, F(2, 49) = 5.20, p = .01,
ηp2 = .18 and suggested differences in negative affect across the group levels (see Figure 8).
Post-hoc comparisons using the LSD test indicated that the mean score for the downward
comparison group (M = 20.19, SE = 1.52) was significantly different from the control group (M
= 13.68, SE = 1.50). The upward comparison group (M = 17.60, SE = 1.38) did not differ
significantly from either of the other groups. The main effects for Facebook intensity, F(2, 49) =
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2.45, p = .10, ηp2 = .09, and SCOB, F(2, 49) = 1.47, p = .24, ηp2 = .06, were found to be nonsignificant and did not suggest differences in negative affect.

Neither group, Wilk’s Lambda = .99, F(2, 49) = 0.17, p = .84, ηp2 = .01, nor Facebook
intensity, Wilk’s Lambda = .98, F(2, 49) = 0.62, p = .54, ηp2 = .03, nor SCOB, Wilk’s Lambda =
.99, F(2, 49) = 0.23, p = .80, ηp2 = .01, significantly interacted with time to suggest trends in
negative affect. The interactions between group and Facebook intensity, F(4, 49) = 0.40, p = .81,
ηp2 = .03, between group and SCOB, F(4, 49) = 1.47, p = .23, ηp2 = .11, and between Facebook
intensity and SCOB, F(4, 49) = 1.01, p = .41, ηp2 = .08, were non-significant and did not suggest
differences in negative affect.
There were no significant three-way interactions between time, group, and Facebook
intensity, Wilk’s Lambda = .97, F(4, 49) = 0.43, p = .79, ηp2 = .03, nor between time, group, and
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SCOB, Wilk’s Lambda = .95, F(4, 49) = 0.65, p = .63, ηp2 = .05, nor between time, Facebook
intensity, and SCOB, Wilk’s Lambda = .92, F(4, 49) = 1.06, p = .38, ηp2 = .08, to suggest
differences in negative affect. The three-way interaction between group, Facebook intensity, and
SCOB, F(6, 49) = 0.64, p = .71, ηp2 = .07, was non-significant and did not predict differences in
negative affect. The four-way interaction between time, group, Facebook intensity, and SCOB,
Wilk’s Lambda = .96, F(6, 49) = 0.35, p = .91, ηp2 = .04, did not reach statistical significance
and therefore did not suggest differences in negative affect.
We hypothesized that group and negative affect would interact such that the types of
social comparison groups participants were assigned would have a strong effect on their negative
affect; we expected individuals assigned to the upward comparison group to demonstrate higher
negative affect and individuals exposed to the downward social comparison group to
demonstrate lower negative affect. Results indicated that there was a significant difference in
negative affect among the three groups; therefore, H1 was partially supported.
H2 hypothesized that Facebook intensity and negative affect would interact such that the
level of Facebook intensity demonstrated by participants would have a strong effect on their
negative affect; it was expected that participants with higher levels of Facebook intensity would
demonstrate higher negative affect. According to the results, there was no significant difference
in negative affect amongst the three levels of Facebook intensity; therefore, H2 was not
supported.
We also hypothesized that SCOB and positive negative would interact such that the level
of SCOB demonstrated by participants would have a strong effect on their negative affect. It was
expected that participants that demonstrated higher levels of SCOB would demonstrate higher
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negative affect. However, the main effect comparing the three levels of SCOB was not
significant, suggesting no difference in negative affect across the levels; H3 was not supported.
Interesting Findings
In addition to the above-mentioned results, the present study revealed interesting patterns
between each overall mean at time 1 of self-esteem, life satisfaction, positive affect, and negative
affect and Facebook intensity. Participants in the low Facebook intensity level had the highest
self-esteem mean and highest life satisfaction mean at time 1, which is consistent with previous
research (see Appendix H for figure and complete table of means; Blachnio et al., 2016; Vogel et
al., 2014). On the other hand, participants in the high Facebook intensity level had the highest
positive affect mean and the highest negative affect mean, which is also consistent with previous
research (see Appendix H for figure and complete table of means; Chou & Edge, 2012). Upon
observation, there was also a pattern found among means of self-esteem, life satisfaction,
positive affect, and negative affect at time 1 and SCOB. Participants in the low SCOB had the
highest self-esteem mean, highest life satisfaction mean, highest positive affect mean, and lowest
negative affect mean (see Appendix I for figure and complete table of means). On the other hand,
participants in the high SCOB level had the lowest self-esteem mean, lowest life satisfaction
mean, and highest negative affect mean (see Appendix I for figure and complete table of means).
However, it is important to note that a multiple linear regression was not utilized to analyze data;
this data will be reviewed in future research.
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DISCUSSION
First off, this study was the first of its kind to norm social comparison targets in order to
examine specific differences after exposure to an upward, downward, or control comparison.
While modeled after the Vogel et al. (2015) study, the present study improved upon Vogel et
al.’s design by norming both of the experimental conditions as well as the control condition. By
doing this, the present study is stronger in terms of control and has provided the standardized
target for upward and downward social comparisons that was lacking in Vogel et al.’s study
(2015). Another difference was that of the control condition; Vogel et al. (2015) utilized a
Facebook control condition, in which participants viewed their own profile as well as a NonFacebook control condition, in which participants viewed cell phone reviews. However, research
conducted by Gonzales and Hancock (2011) found that self-esteem is promoted by viewing
one’s own profile due to positive feedback. The present study instead focused on combining the
Facebook aspect of the Vogel et al. (2015) with the neutrality of customer reviews by ensuring
the control condition was normed and neutral, which again provided a standardized control
condition for the experiment and deterred participants from making social comparisons.
Taken altogether, the results indicate that generally, type of social comparison
(experimental or control condition) participants were exposed to did not have an effect on selfesteem, life satisfaction, or affect (with the exception of negative affect, which was found to be
significantly different in the downward and control group). Although there was a trend for selfesteem to increase at the second-time period, this was not associated with the level of social
comparison group (experimental condition) the participant was assigned to. Results also suggest
that one’s level of Facebook intensity did not independently have an effect on life satisfaction
nor positive or negative affect. In addition, based on the results, one’s SCOB did not

47
independently have an effect on self-esteem, life satisfaction, and affect. Having said that, H1
was only partially supported as negative affect did differ at the group level. However, H2 and H3
were not supported.
These results were inconsistent with previous findings, in which exposure to an upward
social comparison negatively affected one’s self-esteem, life satisfaction, and affect. Previous
research also established that engaging in a downward social comparison would lead to an
increase in self-esteem, life satisfaction, and positive affect; however, this study was also
inconsistent with these previous findings. It was also inconsistent in terms of previous research
regarding one’s level of Facebook intensity, as previous research indicated low levels of
Facebook intensity were associated with higher, life satisfaction, and positive affect. Lastly, this
study did not compare to previous research that one’s SCOB level would independently affect
their self-esteem, life satisfaction, and affect.
One reason that may explain why self-esteem, life satisfaction, and affect were not
affected by the IVs may be explained by Cramer et al. (2016) findings that individuals with low
self-esteem were prone to making upward social comparisons. Looking at the participants’ mean
self-esteem prior to participating in the experiment, they were found to have a mean score of
28.19, which falls within the normal range of self-esteem. Given that participants did not have
low self-esteem scores, they may not have engaged in social comparisons. If they did not
compare themselves to the individual profiles they viewed in their presentation, this could
explain why their self-esteem, life satisfaction, and affect scores did not change as expected. On
the contrary, results indicated that there was a positive trend in participants’ self-esteem;
although not statistically significant from the other group levels, the downward comparison
group did see an increase in self-esteem, which was expected based on previous research.
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However, given that their self-esteem level was in the normal range (M = 27.52), it is not clear as
to if they engaged in social comparison and if this is the reason for the increase in self-esteem.
Another possible reason as to why self-esteem was not affected by exposure to social
comparison variable may be explained by study conducted by Umana-Taylor et al. (2015) which
found that Latino adolescents who have explored their ethnic identity have a more in depth
understanding of themselves as a person, which promotes a more established sense of selfesteem. Given that the age of participants in this study range from 18 to 25, it can be expected
that they have explored their ethnic identity, which may serve as a protective factor when
engaging in social networking.
However, when you take into consideration the significant interactions that were found,
we were able to observe that while assigning participants to a specific experimental condition or
control may not have produced the expected results, there were still significant and important
findings. First, when it came to self-esteem, there was a significant interaction between time and
Facebook intensity, specifically between participants in the low Facebook intensity level
between time 1 and time 2. As the only difference between time 1 and time 2 was the exposure to
the experimental variable or control, we can make the inference that mere exposure to Facebook
can positively influence the self-esteem of individuals who do not use Facebook often and who
have not integrated it into their lives. Findings were congruent with previous research that
indicated, individuals who identified as low in Facebook intensity and who integrated into their
lives less were more likely to demonstrate a change in their self-esteem. In the case of the present
study, however, findings suggest that instead of their self-esteem being negatively impacted,
their self-esteem demonstrated a positive trend and increased. This then, coincides with other
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research that indicates some aspects of SNSs may positively influence one’s self-esteem (Vogel
et al., 2015).
The significant interaction for self-esteem between time, group, and SCOB demonstrates
that participants who were medium in SCOB level and in either the upward or downward group
differed significantly from the participants in the control group between time and time; we can
take this to mean that after being exposed to either the upward or downward experimental
condition, participants who compare themselves to others and seek others’ opinions often
demonstrated an increase in self-esteem, which was significantly different from those who were
not exposed to a form of social comparison and instead experienced only exposure to Facebook
and demonstrated a decrease in self-esteem. Then, when we looked at the interaction that occurs
between time, group, and high SCOB, we observed that participants who always participate in
behaviors such as comparing themselves to others on Facebook or seeking the opinions of others
on Facebook and are exposed to only Facebook, but not social comparison, had an even greater
increase in self-esteem. Overall, we are able to infer that even exposure to Facebook by
individuals who were medium to high in SCOB can produce higher reports of self-esteem and
affect self-esteem differences between time 1 (prior to experiment) and time 2 (proceeding
experiment). The interaction for self-esteem between group and SCOB backs the interaction
between time, group, and SCOB in that again there was a significant difference between the
medium level SCOB, control group and medium level SCOB, upward/downward groups as well
as a significant different between the high level SCOB, control group and high level SCOB,
upward/downward groups. As previous research has not focused on exposure to Facebook
without engaging in some form of social comparison, it is difficult to determine if these findings
are congruent with previous research. However, these results lead to possible future research in
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how a world of neutral Facebook profiles (that does not promote upward or downward
comparisons) could affect users.
Results indicated a significant interaction for positive affect between group and social
comparison behavior. The positive affect mean for participants assigned to the upward
comparison group and who identified as medium in SCOB was found to be significantly
different from the medium SCOB, control group; the upward group demonstrated higher positive
affect than the control group. These results are incongruent with previous research which found
that individuals who often or always compared themselves to others on Facebook and soughtafter others’ opinions demonstrated lower levels of positive affect. Perhaps participants who
viewed the upward comparison profile were reminded of their own positive career and
educational accomplishments, which resulted in them feeling more positive emotions.
In addition, the significant interaction for positive affect between group and SCOB found
a significant difference in positive affect between participants who demonstrated high SCOB
levels and who were assigned to the upward comparison condition and those who were assigned
to the downward comparison and the control condition; participants in the upward comparison
group demonstrated significantly lower positive affect than both the downward and the control
group. Vogel et al. (2015) did not find a significant difference in positive affect balance between
the experimental condition and the experimental control condition; therefore, this significant
interaction adds a new element to previous research. Moreover, results of the high SCOB,
control group were congruent with Vogel et al. (2015), in that the control condition, which did
not promote engagement in social comparisons, demonstrated more positive affect balance; this
was similar to their results which found high SCOB participants in their Non-Facebook Control
condition had more positive affect balance. It’s possible that because participants who were
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assigned the control condition were not engaging in any form of social comparison, that their
well-being improved and positive emotions increased. The significant interaction between the
upward and downward group was congruent with prior research which found that individuals
who are high in SCOB and always compare themselves on Facebook with others and who
engage in a downward comparison demonstrate higher levels of positive affect than those who
engage in an upward social comparison (Jang et al., 2016; Vogel et al., 2014; Vogel et al., 2015).
Lastly, when it came to positive affect, results demonstrated a trend for positive affect to
decrease from time 1 to time 2; these results align with research that suggest exposure to the
Internet can negatively affect one’s positive emotions (Haferkamp & Kramer, 2011).
Lastly, when it came to negative affect, results indicated a negative trend over the two
time points. It was expected for there to only be a negative trend when it came to participants
assigned to the downward comparison group. However, this result could be explained by
individuals in the upward and control group being positively influenced by the content. Perhaps
instead of leading them to compare themselves to the individual in the presentation, viewing the
photos, comments, etc. led participants to be reminded of the positive aspects of their lives and
thus resulted in less negative affect. In addition, there was a significant difference found between
the downward comparison group and control group, which may be an indication that the
assigned group triggered a difference in participants’ negative affect; this aligns with previous
research, which indicates viewing an individual who is seen as inferior will promote more
positive emotions and less negative emotions (Vogel et al., 2014). Perhaps individuals in the
downward group compared themselves to the individual (as designed) and thus had a decrease in
negative emotions. However, it’s important to note that the control group also showed a decrease
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in negative affect, which could have played an important role in there being a difference.
Implications
The present study’s results have both practical and research-based implications. First off,
this study was the first of its kind to norm social comparison targets in order to examine specific
differences after exposure to an upward, downward, or control comparison; in doing this,
findings were congruent with previous research that indicated, individuals who identified as low
in Facebook intensity and who integrated into their lives less were more likely to demonstrate a
change in their self-esteem. In the case of the present study, however, findings suggest that
instead of their self-esteem being negatively impacted, their self-esteem demonstrated a positive
trend. In addition, the present study also contributes a new element to the field, as the results
showed one’s self-esteem can either be negatively or positively affected depending on one’s
level of SCOB and whether they are directed to making an upward or downward social
comparison. In addition, we were able to get a look into how Facebook could positively affect
one’s self-esteem if Facebook didn’t consist of envy provoking posts which prompted upward
comparisons or dejected posts which prompted downward comparisons. Also, results shed a new
light on how Facebook can be beneficial, in terms of self-esteem, for those who don’t integrate it
into their lives but instead use it sparingly. Results which indicated a negative trend for positive
affect over time offers more support for previous findings. Lastly, the trend for negative affect to
decrease over time offered a new element as it differs from previous research; this then could
offer another look into how even though one may experience less positive affect after using
Facebook, they may also experience a decrease in negative affect, which can still be beneficial to
the individual. Applying these results to the real-world can be important to understand how
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college students today are affected by their high SNS usage.
Limitations
There are clear limitations to the research presented in this study. First, the participants
mainly consisted of females (2.52 females:1 male); therefore, results cannot be generalized to
both sexes. Also, a construct to assess individuals’ ethnic identity was not utilized, so findings
cannot be generalized to the Latino population. In addition, this study focused solely on the use
of Facebook, so findings cannot be applied to other SNSs that are commonly used. Furthermore,
as assessments were self-report instruments, it is possible that participants misreported
demographic or behavioral information due to misunderstanding of instructions or questions,
being in a hurry, or due to carelessness.
Next it is possible that the type of self-esteem measured via the RSES was inappropriate.
The RSES measures trait self-esteem which develops over a period of time. Instead, it may have
been more useful to measure one’s state self-esteem, which is more flexible and can be affected
more easily by brief exposure to things such as social media (Vogel et al., 2014). Another
limitation was that the mean scores for self-esteem, life satisfaction, positive affect, and negative
affect were not uniform across the three group levels at baseline; this should have been the case
as participants were randomly assigned to their group. As there was already a difference in their
self-esteem, life satisfaction, and affect prior to the experiment this may have influenced the
results as then there was not a big enough difference after the experiment to establish
significance.
Next, individuals may or may not have accessed their social media accounts while
waiting for the study to begin. Therefore, it is possible that some individuals’ baseline scores
were influenced while other participants who stayed offline were not influenced. Another

54
limitation is the fact that this study was conducted in a lab setting, therefore, it is unclear if the
results transfer over to the real world. Perhaps because the study took place in a lab, participants
did not associate the profiles being real and therefore, the results may not have real world
implications. Also, we cannot be certain that participants were actually engaging in social
comparison as there was no assessment used to measure this construct. Consequently, this may
have affected the results and as mentioned previously, could explain why results differed from
what was expected. Lastly, we are unsure of what each individual was focusing on when viewing
presentations. Some participants may have focused on comments, while others focused on likes;
this may have also impacted the results.
Future Directions
In order to address some of the mentioned limitations, future research on how social
networking use may impact college students should consider using other SNSs besides
Facebook, so that findings may be generalized across SNSs. Also, future research should take the
differences between trait and self-esteem into consideration and consider using a different
assessment that measures one’s state self-esteem. Also, it would be beneficial to construct a
design that can more firmly determine what participants are giving their attention to during a
study of SNSs as well as utilizing a measure to assess if individuals are in fact engaging in social
comparisons. In addition, as this study did not assess for ethnic identity or level of acculturation,
future research may implement appropriate assessments so as to be able to generalize results to
Latinos. Keeping that in mind, research indicates that aspects of the Latino culture such as
familismo, religiosity, and traditional gender role expectations may serve as protective factors;
therefore, after assessing for ethnic identity, future research may then focus on how these
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protective factors may set Latinos up for engaging in social comparisons in a different manner
than other demographics, if at all (Corona et al., 2017).
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CONCLUSIONS
The current generation is essentially run by different SNSs and serves as one of the
primary means of communication. SNSs have drastically impacted the college population and
the current research signifies as both supportive research as well as adds new elements to the
field. By norming the targets and designating what an upward and downward social comparison
looks like, this study has given a solid foundation to future experimental research. In addition,
even though participants’ ethnic identity was not assessed through a construct, this study remains
the first of its kind to focus on recruiting participants from the Latino population in order to
support previous research within this demographic. Lastly, we were able to observe how the
interaction of variables can affect each self-esteem, positive affect, and negative affect. This aids
in supporting previous ideas that while Facebook can be beneficial in terms of staying connected
with others, it should still be used with caution, as depending on how likely one is to compare
themselves to others and how integrated it is into their life, it can also have negative
consequences.
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APPENDIX A
EXPERIMENT PRESENTATIONS
Upward Comparison Presentation
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APPENDIX B
DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE
Please answer the following questions about yourself by choosing or writing in the answer that
best describes you.
1. Age _________
2. Sex:
a. Female
b. Male
3. Please indicate the ethnic or racial background you most identify with.
a. African-American/Black
b. Asian/Pacific Islander
c. Caucasian/White
d. Hispanic/Latino
e. Native-American/American Indian
f. Other (please specify): ___________________________
g. Prefer not to answer
4. In terms of education and income, which do you most identify with?
a. Upper class
b. Upper-middle class
c. Middle class
d. Lower-middle class
e. Working class
f. Prefer not to answer
5. Major:
a. Psychology
b. Other _______________
6. Class/Level:
a. Freshman
b. Sophomore
c. Junior
d. Senior
e. Graduate
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7. Social Media Networks Used:
a. None
b. Facebook
c. Instagram
d. Myspace
e. Pinterest
f. Snapchat
g. Tumblr
h. Twitter
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APPENDIX C
FACEBOOK INTENSITY SCALE
1. About how many total Facebook friends do you have?
a. 10 or less
b. 11-50
c. 51-100
d. 101-150
e. 151-200
f. 201-250
g. 251-300
h. 301-400
i. More than 400
2. In the past week, on average, approximately how many minutes per day have you spent
on Facebook?
a. Less than 10
b. 10-30
c. 31-60
d. 1-2 hours
e. 2-3 hours
f. More than 3 hours
3. Facebook is part of my everyday activity.
Strongly
disagree
1

Disagree
2

Neither agree
nor disagree
3

Agree
4

Strongly
agree
5

4. I am proud to tell people I’m on Facebook.
Strongly
disagree
1

Disagree
2

Neither agree
nor disagree
3

Agree
4

Strongly
agree
5

5. Facebook has become part of my daily routine.
Strongly
disagree
1

Disagree
2

Neither agree
nor disagree
3

Agree
4

Strongly
agree
5
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6. I feel out of touch when I haven’t logged onto Facebook for a while.
Strongly
disagree
1

Disagree
2

Neither agree
nor disagree
3

Agree
4

Strongly
agree
5

7. I feel I am part of the Facebook community.
Strongly
disagree
1

Disagree
2

Neither agree
nor disagree
3

Agree
4

Strongly
agree
5

8. I would be sorry if Facebook shut down.
Strongly
disagree
1

Disagree
2

Neither agree
nor disagree
3

Agree
4

Strongly
agree
5
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APPENDIX D
IOWA-NETHERLANDS COMPARISON ORIENTATION MEASURE
Please think about your experiences while using Facebook. Do you compare yourself to others
on Facebook? Please indicate how much you agree with each statement below. When I am on
Facebook…
1. I often compare myself with others with respect to what I have accomplished in life.
I disagree
strongly
1

I disagree
2

I neither agree
nor disagree
3

I agree
4

I agree strongly
5

2. If I want to learn more about something, I try to find out what others think about it.
I disagree
strongly
1

I disagree
2

I neither agree
nor disagree
3

I agree
4

I agree strongly
5

3. I always pay a lot of attention to how I do things compared with how others do things.
I disagree
strongly
1

I disagree
2

I neither agree
nor disagree
3

I agree
4

I agree strongly
5

4. I often compare how my loved one (boy or girlfriend, family members, etc.) are doing
with how others are doing.
I disagree
strongly
1

I disagree
2

I neither agree
nor disagree
3

I agree
4

I agree strongly
5

5. I always like to know what others in a similar situation would do.
I disagree
strongly
1

I disagree
2

I neither agree
nor disagree
3

I agree
4

I agree strongly
5

6. I am not the type of person who compares often with others.
I disagree
strongly
1

I disagree
2

I neither agree
nor disagree
3

I agree
4

I agree strongly
5
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7. If I want to find out how well I have done something, I compare what I have done with
how others have done.
I disagree
strongly
1

I disagree
2

I neither agree
nor disagree
3

I agree
4

I agree strongly
5

8. I often try to find out what others think who face similar problems as I face.
I disagree
strongly
1

I disagree
2

I neither agree
nor disagree
3

I agree
4

I agree strongly
5

9. I often like to talk with others about mutual opinions and experiences.
I disagree
strongly
1

I disagree
2

I neither agree
nor disagree
3

I agree
4

I agree strongly
5

10. I never consider my situation in life relative to that of other people.
I disagree
strongly
1

I disagree
2

I neither agree
nor disagree
3

I agree
4

I agree strongly
5

11. I often compare how I am doing socially (e.g., social skills, popularity) with other people.
I disagree
strongly
1

I disagree
2

I neither agree
nor disagree
3

I agree
4

I agree strongly
5
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APPENDIX E
ROSENBERG SELF-ESTEEM SCALE
Below is a list of statements dealing with your general feelings about yourself. Please indicate
how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.
1. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.
Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

1

2

3

Strongly
Disagree
4

2. At times I think I am no good at all.
Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

1

2

3

Strongly
Disagree
4

3. I feel that I have a number of good qualities.
Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

1

2

3

Strongly
Disagree
4

4. I am able to do things as well as most other people.
Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

1

2

3

Strongly
Disagree
4

5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of.
Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

1

2

3

Strongly
Disagree
4

6. I certainly feel useless at times.
Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

1

2

3

Strongly
Disagree
4
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7. I feel that I’m a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others.
Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

1

2

3

Strongly
Disagree
4

8. I wish I could have more respect for myself.
Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

1

2

3

Strongly
Disagree
4

9. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure.
Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

1

2

3

Strongly
Disagree
4

10. I take a positive attitude toward myself.
Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

1

2

3

Strongly
Disagree
4
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APPENDIX F
SATISFACTION WITH LIFE SCALE
Instructions: Below are five statements that you may agree or disagree with. Indicate your
agreement with each item by circling your level of agreement. Please be open and honest in your
responding.
1. In most ways my life is close to my ideal.
Strongly
disagree
1

Disagree
2

Slightly
disagree
3

Neither agree
nor disagree
4

Slightly
agree
5

Agree
6

Strongly
agree
7

2. The conditions of my life are excellent.
Strongly
disagree
1

Disagree
2

Slightly
disagree
3

Neither agree
nor disagree
4

Slightly
agree
5

Neither agree
nor disagree
4

Slightly
agree
5

Agree
6

Strongly
agree
7

3. I am satisfied with my life.
Strongly
disagree
1

Disagree
2

Slightly
disagree
3

Agree
6

Strongly
agree
7

4. So far I have gotten the important things I want in life.
Strongly
disagree
1

Disagree
2

Slightly
disagree
3

Neither agree
nor disagree
4

Slightly
agree
5

Agree
6

Strongly
agree
7

5. If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing.
Strongly
disagree
1

Disagree
2

Slightly
disagree
3

Neither agree
nor disagree
4

Slightly
agree
5

Agree
6

Strongly
agree
7

124
APPENDIX G
THE PANAS
This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions. Read each
items and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next to that word. Indicate to what
extent you feel right now (that is, at the present moment). Use the following scale to record your
answers.
1
2
3
4
5
a little
moderately
quite a bit
extremely
very slightly
or not at all

____interested
_____distressed
_____excited
_____upset
_____strong
_____guilty
_____scared
_____hostile
_____enthusiastic
_____proud

_____irritable
_____alert
_____ashamed
_____inspired
_____nervous
_____determined
_____attentive
_____jittery
_____active
_____afraid
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APPENDIX H
INTERESTING FINDINGS RELATED TO FACEBOOK INTENSITY

Table 3
Self-esteem, Life Satisfaction, and Affect Means Across Facebook Intensity Levels Prior to Experiment
Self-esteem
Facebook
Intensity
Levels:
Low
(<=3.00)
Medium
(3.014.13)
High
(4.14+)

Life Satisfaction

Positive Affect

Negative Affect

n

M

STD

n

M

STD

n

M

STD

n

M

STD

24

29.21

4.26

24

22.79

6.96

24

31.00

9.46

24

18.13

7.89

25

26.96

3.96

25

19.52

5.77

25

29.40

6.40

25

17.40

6.31

25

28.44

4.50

25

22.60

5.82

25

31.44

8.10

25

19.76

6.75
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APPENDIX I
INTERESTING FINDINGS RELATED TO SCOB

Table 4
Self-esteem, Life Satisfaction, and Affect Means Across Social Comparison Orientation Behavior Prior to
Experiment
Self-esteem

Life Satisfaction

Positive Affect

Negative Affect

SCOB
Levels:

n

M

STD

n

M

STD

n

M

STD

n

M

STD

Low (< =
33)

25

29.80

3.15

25

23.76

5.75

25

31.92

6.90

25

16.28

5.67

Medium
(34 - 38)

22

28.27

4.56

22

21.36

6.18

22

28.55

9.44

22

17.95

6.18

High
(39+)

27

26.63

4.56

27

19.85

6.50

27

31.07

7.64

27

20.81

8.11
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