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Abstract
Grounded in the Uses and Gratifications theory, this review contributes to the rapidly-evolving field of social media research by examining the association between observable self-disclosure and/or self-presentation on social media and positive interpersonal outcomes, and integrating findings across disciplines. We focused on non-clinical adult populations and studies published after 2004, available in English; 57 articles (containing 73 studies) met our inclusion criteria. We also intended to distinguish between self-disclosure and self-presentation, and assess the role of their dimensional characteristics. Findings indicated that both behaviours were associated with fulfilling status and affiliation goals. Self-presentation was often described through self-enhancement behaviours and linked to reduced likability when perceived as inauthentic. Self-disclosure emerged as a broader construct and was more consistently associated with interpersonal benefits, along with post characteristics such as positive valence and photo usage. However, other post characteristics (e.g., intimacy) were associated with mixed outcomes, or remained unexplored (e.g., intentionality). An analysis of mediators and moderators showed the influence of interpersonal, individual, and social media factors in shaping relational outcomes. The review provides a novel synthesis of a fragmented field, highlighting conceptual ambiguities, outlining implications for both users and platform designers, and providing a foundation for future research.
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The Social Benefits of Self-Disclosure and Self-Presentation through Social Media: A Systematic Review
As of 2024, there are around 4.95 billion social media users worldwide, and, on average, an individual spends 151 minutes on social media per day (Statista, 2024). While 60-70% of people on Facebook or Instagram say that they regularly post pictures or videos, 56% of the users are accessing social networking sites (SNS) to stay in touch with friends and family (Statista, 2024). 
In recent years, most of the literature has focused on the negative consequences of SNS use in general, or on self-disclosure and/or self-presentation on these platforms more specifically. For example, previous systematic reviews have studied the impact of self-presentation through social media, as well as use of social media in general, on well-being and mental health (e.g., High et al., 2023; Twomey & O’Reilly, 2017), the association between pathological personality traits and updating one’s status or sharing personal information through social media platforms (e.g., de Francisco Carvahlo & Pianowski, 2017), as well as addictive or problematic social media use (e.g., Casale & Banchi, 2020; Musetti et al., 2022). Furthermore, reviews have examined trust and privacy concerns related to social media use (e.g., Y. Wang et al., 2016).
However, various studies have also identified beneficial, positive aspects of SNS use. For example, Facebook and Instagram provide opportunities for communicating and connecting with others, caring for each other, seeking acceptance and attention, gaining popularity, skill self-promotion, and meeting others with similar interests (Seidman, 2014; Sheldon & Bryant, 2016). Online relationships can become as close, intimate, important, and stable as those formed offline, and some authors argue that online interaction sometimes leads to higher interpersonal liking than face-to-face interaction (McKenna et al., 2002). Lastly, SNS are easy and comfortable to use, convenient and efficient (Greene & Magsamen-Conrad, 2010). 
Our systematic review draws on the Uses and Gratifications (U&G) theory (A. M. Rubin, 2002) and aims to bring a novel contribution to social media literature by analysing and synthesising available data on the interpersonal benefits individuals can derive from these platforms. Considering the prevalence of SNS posting, we aim to examine posting behaviours and forms they may take, namely self-disclosing and self-presenting. Schlosser’s (2020) narrative review provided important theoretical insights into the distinction between self-disclosure and self-presentation (often used interchangeably in the literature) based on features of online environments that may favour one or the other. We aim to extend this work and further clarify their distinction by systematically reviewing empirical studies that examine observable SNS self-disclosure and self-presentation and their relation to interpersonal benefits. Additionally, literature mostly covers quantitative aspects of social media use, such as frequency of posting, or number of online friends (McCain & Campbell, 2018), or measures hypothetical behaviours and attitudes rather than monitoring actual online behaviours, therefore lacking a comprehensive understanding of SNS interactions. By addressing these knowledge gaps, our systematic review aims to provide valuable insights into effective behaviours that can enhance positive relationships on social media platforms.
Self-disclosure and Self-presentation on Social Media 
Self-disclosure and self-presentation are two important functions served by social media. Self-disclosure describes a communication of personal facts about oneself to another person, regardless of the self-image created, while self-presentation has the goal of influencing the audience’s opinion about the self, by controlling the presented information (Johnson, 1981).
On social media, disclosing intimate information is far from uncommon; rather, self-disclosure of some sort is an apparent requirement of SNS use (Joinson et al., 2011). Social networking sites allow users to easily broadcast self-disclosures, sometimes to large audiences with whom they share relationships with varying degrees of closeness (Rains & Brunner, 2018). Some individuals find themselves more able to self-express online, as shyness and anxiety decrease when meeting people online rather than face-to-face (Knox et al., 2001; McKenna et al., 2002). Additionally, anonymity and lack of nonverbal information play a part in freely self-disclosing (Schlosser, 2020), along with the comfort of knowing one is not forced to reciprocate more information than one likes (Attrill & Jalil, 2011). These factors have been associated with significantly higher levels of self-disclosure in online compared to offline settings (Joinson, 2001). However, oftentimes only the quantity of information disclosed online is high, and not the quality: people might disclose interests, but not share personal, intimate details readily (Attrill & Jalil, 2011).
That being said, self-disclosure can also vary according to different dimensions (Hollenbaugh & Ferris, 2014, 2015; Luo & Hancock, 2020; Wheeless, 1976): based on quantity of information (frequency, duration, depth, breadth) and based on quality of information (honesty, intention, valence). Frequency and duration simply describe how often people self-disclose, and how much time they spend disclosing; depth refers to the intimacy of disclosed facts, while breadth indicates the variety of topics one tends to disclose about (Hollenbaugh & Ferris, 2014; Wheeless, 1976). As to the qualitative characteristics, intentionality describes awareness of when and what we are revealing about ourselves, valence refers to the self-disclosure of either negative or positive facts, and honesty implies that the self-disclosure is an accurate reflection of the self (Wheeless, 1976).
Another important feature of online communication is the possibility to consider and revise what one “says”, thus enabling self-presentation. Plus, immediate feedback can influence individuals to only post content that would bring them positive responses (Schlosser, 2020), and help them make a good impression (Proudfoot et al., 2018). On Facebook, for example, creating a favourable self-image can be done through flattering photos, carefully worded messages, and careful editing (Bevan et al., 2014).
The Social Benefits of Self-disclosure and Self-presentation
One of the main theories with implications for social media research is the Uses and Gratifications Theory (A. M. Rubin, 2002), which assumes the following: individuals are active, not passive users of media (i.e., they need to post to self-disclose), they are goal-driven when using social media (i.e., there is subsequent social gain to SNS use), and their individual characteristics, such as personality traits, impact the type of motivation users have for engaging in SNS behaviours (Hollenbaugh & Ferris, 2015). 
The Role of Self-disclosure in Interpersonal Relationships
The role of self-disclosure in interpersonal relationships starts with building trust and intimacy by exposing personal vulnerabilities (Z. Rubin, 1974). Regardless of relationship type, self-disclosure is especially important in initial interactions as it can influence whether individuals choose to further develop their relationship. Taking turns in self-disclosing leads to higher feelings of liking, closeness, and similarity to one another and enjoying each other’s company (Sprecher et al., 2013). People perceive someone else disclosing to them as an indicator that the other person likes or trusts them, and like the discloser as a result (Kashian et al., 2017). 
Frequent and intimate disclosure have been shown to predict perceived closeness; however, intimate self-disclosure has a negative effect on social attraction when perceived as inappropriate (Lin & Utz, 2017). Other data shows honesty and intentionality of self-disclosure are not significantly associated with the intimacy of a Facebook relationship, but self-disclosure amount and positivity predict higher levels of intimacy (Park et al., 2011).Moreover, as the positivity of self-disclosure decreases, respondents like the discloser less, are less willing to offer support, and less satisfied with their relationship (Rains & Brunner, 2018).
As to what motivates self-disclosure, individuals with a positive attitude towards forming relationships online, whether romantic or platonic, have higher levels of online self-disclosure (Attrill & Jalil, 2011). Also, perceiving the network of Facebook friends as more responsive is associated with increased self-disclosure (Walsh et al., 2020). Overall, online self-disclosure is motivated by either compensating for loneliness and social anxiety, or enhancing social interaction opportunities, and is positively associated with connectedness, belonging, perceiving/receiving social support, developing relations and intimacy/closeness, satisfying self-expression needs, and social attraction (H. Y. Huang, 2016; Lin & Utz, 2017; Luo & Hancock, 2020).
The Role of Self-presentation in Interpersonal Relationships
Self-presenting by using a profile picture with more rather than less information about the owner’s personal and social characteristics positively influences both social attractiveness and popularity perceived by others (Hong et al., 2012). Desire for self-enhancement is associated with self-presenting in a positive or desirable way, which subsequently predicts receiving more likes and comments on Facebook (Bareket-Bojmel et al., 2016). However, excessive self-presentation, namely using filters for selfies, leads to a significantly lower number of likes compared to not using filters (Hong et al., 2020), which suggests a valuing of others’ authentic presentation of self. Lastly, honest self-presentation positively predicts belonging and social support (Pang, 2020). 
Examining self-presentation predictors reveals that those who feel connected and close to their Facebook network are more motivated to engage in impression management on this SNS (Proudfoot et al., 2018). Need-to-belong (i.e., the desire to form and maintain meaningful, positive relationships; Baumeister & Leary, 1995) predicts higher levels of impression management, possibly because making a good impression is seen as a means to avoid social rejection (Crabtree & Pillow, 2018). Finally, others’ positive responses to an individual’s self-presentation (e.g., likes) may act as useful feedback for future impression management endeavours (Hollenbaugh, 2021).
Difficulties in Separating Self-disclosure and Self-presentation
We consider the distinctions between self-disclosure and self-presentation by drawing on Social Penetration Theory (Altman & Taylor, 1973) and Impression Management Theory (Goffman, 1959). From the perspective of Social Penetration Theory, self-disclosure acts as a relationship development mechanism – through honesty, depth, reciprocity, and progressing from superficial levels to more intimate information about the self, it promotes relational closeness (Altman & Taylor, 1973). By contrast, Impression Management Theory defines self-presentation as a strategic process, which individuals use to emphasize their desirable traits, thus controlling how they are perceived by others (Goffman, 1959). Therefore, on SNS, posting behaviours may take forms that serve these different roles, of creating a particular self-image, or building close relationships.
However, the line between self-disclosure and self-presentation is often blurred in social media research, leaving a question as to which individuals generally prefer: disclosing true details about themselves or presenting a desirable, ideal self to their network. It is also possible to reveal true information about oneself with the actual purpose of making a “good” impression, further increasing the difficulty in making a clear distinction between the two (Schlosser, 2020). Additionally, while making new friends is a strong motive for both self-presenting and self-disclosing among bloggers, only self-disclosing positively impacts the quality of friendships (Tian, 2009).Also, the motivation for maintaining relationships is a significant predictor of honest, positive, and intentional self-disclosure, while motivation for relationship initiation, feeling lonely, and need-to-belong predict negative, unintentional, and less honest forms of disclosure (Crabtree & Pillow, 2018; Hollenbaugh & Ferris, 2015; Park et al., 2011). Thus, we believe there is a need for better understanding when and why individuals engage in self-disclosure and self-presentation, how they engage in them, and whether there are any predispositions for making this choice.
The Role of Personality
Studies identify rather complex associations between personality traits and self-disclosure, which vary across context (Hollenbaugh & Ferris, 2015). 
Additionally, research has consistently linked personality engagement in behaviours aimed at reaching two types of social goals: status (i.e., having more power and influence, feeling superior to others, etc.) or affiliation (i.e., being liked and accepted by others, having warm and close relationships, etc.) (Zeigler-Hill et al., 2018). We aim to capture both categories of social goals in the present systematic review, and therefore found it necessary to identify personality traits with clear implications relating to their pursuit. Narcissists, for example, perceive social environments as the perfect environment for self-enhancing their idealized characteristics and improving their social standing, ultimately seeking status-related goals. However, this has potentially negative consequences on their likeability or their odds of becoming close to others (Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001; Zeigler-Hill et al., 2018). Attachment style may have implications for the pursuit of affiliation goals: individuals are either more or less prone to seek closeness and intimacy with others, depending on their secure or insecure attachment styles (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016).
On social media, narcissists’ pursuit of status is observable through self-disclosure and/or self-presentation through pictures and status updates (Brailovskaia & Bierhoff, 2016), that bring (or are expected to bring) desired attention, validation, immediate social feedback, popularity, as well as a sense of belonging (Dumas et al., 2017; Hawk et al., 2015; Kristinsdottir et al., 2021). Studies support the importance of the U&G theory in the case of narcissists: higher narcissism is associated with seeking more gratifications (e.g., validation); these are subsequently obtained through positive self-presentation (e.g., self-promoting by posting about achievements or through attractiveness-inducing pictures) (Buffardi & Campbell, 2008; L. V. Huang & Liu, 2020; Marshall et al., 2015). Regardless of receiving likes and comments, narcissists still try to appear popular on Facebook by instructing friends to react or by deleting posts with insufficient reactions (Zell & Moeller, 2017). Moreover, grandiose and entitled narcissists, characterised by feelings of superiority, self-absorption, taking advantage of others, and inappropriate attention-seeking (Ackerman et al., 2011), tend to get angry if their status updates do not receive comments (Carpenter, 2012; Zell & Moeller, 2017). Vulnerable narcissists, while also displaying a sense of entitlement or grandiosity, have fluctuating self-confidence, are highly preoccupied with the opinions and approval of others, and often feel inadequate (Wink, 1991); this may explain why there is sometimes an incongruency between their real selves and their Facebook self-presentations, which does not appear to be the case for grandiose narcissists (Grieve et al., 2020).
Similarly, attachment theory (Bowlby, 1982) could help identify those who either avoid or seek closeness through self-disclosure. Individuals with a secure attachment style feel worthy of others’ affection, trust them, and are comfortable with intimacy and closeness (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). Alternatively, individuals with an avoidant attachment style avoid closeness, fear intimacy, and tend to distrust others, while anxiously attached individuals fear rejection and desire high levels of intimacy at the same time (Hazan & Shaver, 1987); these two categories describe insecure attachment styles. Some SNS studies have found that both high attachment avoidance and anxiety correlate with posting fewer pictures and less personal information (e.g., L. Chen et al., 2019). By contrast, Aharony (2016) showed attachment insecurity is associated with more self-disclosure. Lastly, other data shows that updating one’s Facebook status, self-presenting, and sharing personal information are typical for anxious attachment, but the opposite is true for avoidant attachment (Kang et al., 2015; Stöven & Herzberg, 2021), probably because anxious individuals are more inclined to seeking others’ feedback and attention, even on social media (Hart et al., 2015). However, both insecure attachment styles are associated with higher willingness to deliver neutral information (Yaakobi & Goldenberg, 2014), but not that of an emotional nature (Kang et al., 2015). In general, attachment theory applies to web-based relationships as follows: secure individuals have and initiate a greater number of connections, anxious individuals invest more time in their relationships, while avoidant people are least likely to initiate relationships (Yaakobi & Goldenberg, 2014).
Aims 
The present review aims to do the following:
a) focus on positive, desirable social outcomes of self-disclosure and self-presentation on social networking sites.
b) make a distinction between self-disclosure and self-presentation, as well as assess the role of qualitative characteristics of the two processes (e.g., the emotions they portray, positive or negative valence, honesty, intimacy) in obtaining the aforementioned social outcomes.
c) explore the role of narcissism and attachment style as potential predictors of self-disclosure and/or self-presentation behaviours, if covered by the studies, for their implications in the pursuit of status and affiliation goals.
d) examine the role of social benefits as motives for self-disclosure and/or self-presentation, as the results of our preliminary searches suggested that the relationship between self-disclosure/self-presentation and social benefits has been studied bidirectionally: social benefits were conceptualised both as outcomes of, and motives for self-disclosure and/or self-presentation, further highlighting the complexity of the topic.
By addressing these objectives, we aim to analyse and integrate effective strategies of behaving online, that can increase the chances of people building positive relationships and successfully maintaining those they already have. Furthermore, we seek to determine whether there are certain individual traits that can predispose people to derive even greater benefits in the area of positive relationships. Through its novel focus and comprehensive integrative analysis, this systematic review will contribute to the existing literature on social media use and its implications for social outcomes. 
Method
We followed the PRISMA guidelines in conducting the present systematic review (Page et al., 2021). In order to increase transparency and reduce research bias, we pre-registered a protocol on the Open Science Framework (OSF) Registries (Pieper & Rombey, 2022) on February 21st, 2023. All materials, including detailed results of database searches, screening decisions, quality assessments, and an anonymised version of the pre-registration document, are available in an OSF repository (https://osf.io/pku9y/).
Search strategy
	We initially ran the systematic search on January 23rd, 2023, and updated it at a later time, March 27th, 2024. The search retrieved papers from PsycINFO, Web of Science Core Collection and Scopus databases. For grey literature, we searched the ProQuest Dissertation and Theses databases, in addition to including any grey literature obtained by searching the previously mentioned sources. We restricted all searches within Title, Abstract and Keywords, to papers available in the English language, and published starting with January 1st, 2004 (the year Facebook was launched).
The search string was: (“self-disclos*” OR “self-present*” OR “impression management” OR disclos* OR “status update*”) AND (“social media” OR “social network* site*” OR “social network* website*” OR sns OR “online social network*” OR “online network* site*” OR facebook OR instagram OR twitter OR tiktok OR snapchat OR blog* OR youtube OR “YouTube Shorts”) AND (motive* OR (social W/2 benefit*) OR popular* OR superior* OR “attention-seeking” OR “support-seeking” OR (social W/2 validat*) OR “social status” OR (relation* W/2 maintain*) OR (initiat* W/2 relation*) OR (formation W/2 relation*) OR (forming W/2 relation*) OR (meet* W/2 people) OR liking OR attract* OR closeness OR “self-enhanc*” OR “self-promot*” OR affiliat* OR “social compensation” OR “social inclusion” OR admir* OR “self-express*”). For PsycINFO (through EBSCO), we’ve also included corresponding Subject Terms in our search, such as: “Self-Disclosure”, “Self-Presentation”, “Impression Management”, “Information Dissemination”, “Popularity”, “Social Status”, “Social Approval”, “Social Inclusion”, “Social Acceptance”, “Close Relationships”, “Interpersonal Attraction”, “Likability”, “Self-Expression”, “Online Social Networks”, “Social Media”, and “Blog”.
Furthermore, we retrieved articles citing several relevant empirical articles or reviews, by using the citation searching function available through Web of Science. We also identified potential additional sources in the reference lists of those same scientific papers.
Eligibility criteria
Studies had to meet all of the following inclusion criteria:
- Primary research published in the form of journal articles, conference papers, dissertations, theses, or book chapters. We included grey literature (e.g., dissertations, conference papers) as it may contain not-yet-published relevant findings, particularly in a still new, but rapidly-changing research area; including this literature also helps mitigate publication bias, as it may report non-significant results that are less likely to appear in published research.
- Data collected through quantitative, qualitative, or mixed methods.
- Non-clinical population of adults and young people (over 18 years old).
- Publication after January 1st, 2004; as Facebook was launched in 2004, we did not expect that research on another SNS of this magnitude had been undertaken previously. 
- Measuring observable self-disclosure and/or self-presentation behaviours on SNS or blogs (status updates or posting).
- Measuring social outcomes in terms of relationships (initiating or maintaining relationships, closeness, social inclusion, support-seeking, affiliation, etc.), popularity (social status, social validation, attention-seeking, superiority, number of likes and comments, self-promoting, etc.), or being liked (admiration, liking, attraction, self-enhancement).
- Availability in English.
Studies were excluded based on the following criteria:
- Review papers, theoretical papers, editorials.
- Clinical population; we excluded clinical samples due to their potentially specific behavioural and/or psychological conditions which could introduce confounding variables into the interpretation of associations between social media use and social interactions.
- Population of adolescents / minors / teenagers (participants under 18 years old); adolescence is an important developmental period for establishing a sense of self and building interpersonal skills, which are closely tied to learning and practicing self-presentation and self-disclosure skills during the same life period (Valkenburg & Peter, 2011); thus, we excluded adolescents from the focus of our review.
- Researching the impact of self-presentation/self-disclosure/social media on well-being, mental health, and mental health issues (e.g., anxiety, depression, etc.); however, studies were accepted if they included measures of social outcomes alongside those of well-being.
- Research on problematic internet use, problematic social media use, social media addiction/disorders, cyber-bullying.
- Professional context, including either studies on organisations, recruitment, and selection processes, as well as self-disclosure/self-presentation for marketing or advertising purposes.
- Measuring only attitudes towards using SNS.
- Measuring only texting (either in dyads or group-chats) or commenting behaviours.
- Measuring only privacy issues or concerns that follow self-disclosure and/or self-presentation behaviours.
Selection of eligible studies
	All the papers that we identified at the screening stage were exported to the Zotero reference management software, and we removed duplicates. At the first stage of study selection, two independent screeners compared the titles and abstracts of all identified references against the inclusion and exclusion criteria, selecting the relevant studies. We then assessed the articles’ eligibility based on their full text, in a second round of screening. After each of the screening stages, we compared decisions; in case of disagreements, the two screeners resolved the situation by discussion and consensus. 
Data extraction
	We took all studies that met the inclusion criteria after the full-text screening stage into consideration for data extraction. We used an electronic data extraction table at this stage; one person extracted all relevant details from each study, and a second researcher checked the information included through this process.
	For the present systematic review, we extracted data regarding the following domains: Authors (names and year of publication), Country (location of data collection), Study Aims, Design, Sample size and demographics, SNS context (which SNS, if any in particular), Operationalisation of independent variables (measures of self-presentation or self-disclosure), Operationalisation of dependent variables (which social benefit was measured and how), Results (summary of key findings, statistical analysis type, statistical values, effect sizes, etc.), and Limitations (as indicated by authors).
Quality assessment
	As we aimed to include a range of studies with different designs, both quantitative and qualitative, we needed to find a validated tool that allowed the assessment of mixed methods. For this purpose, we selected the QuADS (Quality Assessment with Diverse Studies; Harrison et al., 2021). The tool comprises 13 criteria, with scores ranging from 0 (“no mention at all”) to 3 (complete data, detailed justifications, etc.).
	The QuADS allows for the assessment of scientific papers based on the following: theoretical framework, statement of aims, description of setting and population, appropriateness of study design, appropriateness of sample, rationale for choice of data collection tools, appropriateness of data collection tools, description of data collection procedure, providing recruitment data, justification of analytic method, appropriateness of analytic method, consideration of stakeholders, critical discussion of strengths and limitations.
An overall score was calculated for each paper. Because the authors of the tool consider that a cut-off score between low- and high-quality studies would be inappropriate and arbitrary (Harrison et al., 2021), we did not use a cut-off score in the present systematic review.
Results
Overview of studies
	Our database searches retrieved 3112 papers, after removal of duplicate records. After examining the titles and abstracts of these papers, we included 351 of these scientific resources in our next screening stage. Because we were unable to retrieve three of the sources, we screened the full text of 348 papers. Following the second screening, we retained 57 articles for inclusion in the present systematic review, containing a total of 73 studies. Figure 1 includes further information regarding reasons for study exclusion and the overall selection process.
Characteristics of included studies
	Table 1 contains details about the main characteristics of the studies included in the systematic review. Of the 73 studies, 66 were quantitative, five were mixed-method studies, and two were qualitative. All included research papers were published in or after 2009, with the majority being published after 2015. Eight studies defined their sample sizes in number of posts collected from SNS, ranging between 186 and 15,596 posts, for which we could not retrieve specific information regarding participants gender or age. For the other studies, samples of participants ranged in size between 9 and 1059. The percentage of females was 60% (information unavailable for seven of the studies), and three of the studies included only female participants. The average age of the participants was M = 28.91 (SD = 12.01) (mean age not available for 18 of the studies, standard deviation not available for 24 of the studies). The majority of the studies (38) were conducted in the USA; others were conducted in China (8), Germany (5), Israel (3), UK (2), Canada (2), Singapore (2), Australia (1), South Korea (1), Italy (1), New Zealand (1), or in more than one country (3); six studies did not state a specific location for data collection, and their method of data collection may imply that the sample was multi-national. Regarding the social media platform of choice, a large majority of the studies were conducted on Facebook (43), while several others used platforms included WeChat (6), Instagram (3), Twitter/X (2), Sina Weibo (2), Myspace (1), Reddit (1), YouTube (1), LiveJournal (1), or blogs (1); six studies used a fake SNS, four studies used multiple SNS, while two studies did not specify a social media website.
	The measures used in the studies and assessed constructs are listed in Table 2. For 63 of the studies, self-disclosure and/or self-presentation were operationalized as predictor variables, leading to the achievement of social goals; for the others, self-disclosure and/or self-presentation were considered outcomes of various social motives. Self-disclosure and/or self-presentation were operationalized as either status updates, photos/selfies, or general SNS profile information; however, not all studies used the concepts of self-presentation and/or self-disclosure. Characteristics of posts that were observed or manipulated included: valence, intimacy/depth, social cues, presence or absence of images, image filters, frequency (or number of photos, posts, items present on profile information page), emotionality, topic, etc. Outcomes of the posts included interpersonal attraction, interest in being friends with the person who posted or getting to know them, likability of the target, numbers of likes and comments, valence of reactions, willingness to offer support, etc. However, when operationalised as motives, social benefits included: making friends, getting into a romantic relationship / dating, seeking support, self-enhancement, affiliation, etc.
	Regarding personality factors, few studies captured the role of our factors of interest, narcissism and attachment style. Narcissism was a predictor variable in two of the studies, twice measured with the Narcissistic Personality Inventory – NPI (Raskin & Terry, 1988), and once with the shortened version – NPI-16 (Ames et al., 2006). Attachment style was measured as a predictor in two of the studies, once with the Adult Attachment Questionnaire – AAQ (Simpson et al., 1996), and once with the Experiences in Close Relationships – Revised questionnaire (Fraley et al., 2000).
Quality assessment
We assessed the quality of the included studies with the QuADS (Harrison et al., 2021). Our evaluations are reported in Table 3. The scores for individual studies were between 14 and 35, with an average of 26.38 (SD = 4.28). The studies’ theoretical background was overall clear, with application of theories and concepts evident (criterion 1). Aims of the research were almost always explicit and motivated in detail (criterion 2), while the chosen designs were often the most suitable approach to address the respective aims (criterion 4). However, descriptions of the research settings were rather general or lacking detail (criterion 3), and the sampling, although relevant to achieving the study aims, rarely provided evidence of power analyses (criterion 5); furthermore, recruitment data was often incomplete (criterion 9). Most studies used data collection tools that appropriately covered all relevant aspects required to answer the research questions; however, several of the studies used data collection tools that were a little too broad (criterion 7). Collection procedures were described in significant amounts of detail (criterion 8), but the rationale for choice of data collection instruments was often non-existent or limited (criterion 6). Data was analysed using highly suitable methods (criterion 11), but, similarly to data collection choice, a justification for choosing certain analytic methods over others was rarely present (criterion 10). A large majority of studies did not provide evidence of stakeholder consideration; where present, this consisted of running pilot studies (criterion 12). Lastly, discussion of limitations and strengths was present and appropriate in most of the studies, although at times it lacked detail (criterion 13).
Main findings
	In this section, we present the key findings of the systematic review. Starting with the outcomes of self-disclosure and self-presentation in general, we then move on to specific dimensions of these behaviours (such as valence, depth, etc.), to allow for a clear overview of these findings. Following this, we summarise the outcomes of studies discussing individual variables of interest for this systematic review, narcissism and attachment style, as well as analyse social factors that act as motives for self-disclosure and/or self-presentation. Lastly, we include a section discussing mediators and moderators of the association between self-disclosure and/or self-presentation and social benefits. Although we also aimed to clarify the distinction between self-disclosure and self-presentation, most studies did not use these specific constructs, and generally referred to “status updates” or “posting” behaviours. Thus, our findings on this distinction remain somewhat ambiguous, creating difficulty in comparing results; we address this further in the Discussion section.
Using amount of information as a proxy for self-disclosure
	Four experiments found that profiles with a higher amount of information available about the users were overall more positively evaluated than low-information profiles and rated more highly in interpersonal attraction (Baruh et al., 2017; Baruh & Cemalcilar, 2018). In contrast, two experiments found no association between Facebook information level and interpersonal liking (Limperos et al., 2014; Weisbuch et al., 2009). Additionally, Limperos et al. (2014) found a nonsignificant effect of information level on intention to interact with the profile owner in the future. However, Ahn et al. (2011) found that, when information was publicly visible on a target Facebook profile, individuals were more willing to initiate a friendship with that target in the future.
With regard to relational closeness, Deters and Mehl (2013) found that participants prompted to post more increased their feelings of social connectedness, which in turn decreased feelings of loneliness, regardless of whether their post received a response. Viewers of posts also felt emotionally closer to those who disclosed more times (Lin & Utz, 2017).
Number of status updates present on a profile was positively related to both numbers of likes and comments in one study (Choi et al., 2015). Another study identified lower re-posting diffusion depth for posts containing no disclosure, compared to those which included self-disclosure (A. Chen et al., 2022). Weimann-Saks et al. (2022) found contrasting results in their research on the relationship between self-disclosing posts and post engagement: one of their experiments identified a non-significant association, while the other highlighted a positive prediction of post engagement by self-disclosure.
Overall, the findings lean towards a preference for the presence of self-disclosure on social media profiles. While a few of the studies indicate a nonsignificant association between self-disclosure amount and social benefits, the majority highlight self-disclosure’s importance for social relationships, in terms of closeness, relationship initiation, or attention.
The role of overall self-presentation
Bareket-Bojmel et al. (2016) found that participants’ desire for self-enhancement was positively associated with their actual self-enhancing posts, which in turn predicted an increase in ‘likes’ and comments from Facebook audiences. The same study also found that posting statuses containing self-derogation was associated with an increase in ‘likes’ and comments. However, Kauten et al. (2015) found that narcissistic status updates (i.e., derived from NPI items) were perceived as less likeable and friend-worthy compared to neutral statuses. Similarly, two experiments found that interpersonal liking towards a target was lower when they posted about luxurious life experiences, as opposed to non-luxurious, especially when experience superiority was emphasized (Y. Wang et al., 2024). Lastly, two experiments found that neutral posts about daily life made the target seem more likable than positive self-presentations (Bai et al., 2024).
The role of self-disclosure topic
	A. Chen et al.’s (2022) content analysis found that Weibo posts containing self-disclosure of subjective experiences and attitudes were re-posted with increased diffusion depth compared to posts containing biographical data of the target. However, Vogel et al.’s (2018) experiment found no main effect of Facebook self-disclosure topic (i.e., fitness or academics) on the likelihood to respond with a ‘like’ or comment. Lastly, Fox et al. (2021) showed that Facebook posts on life events such as relationship dissolutions were responded to with supportive comments and ‘likes’, and at times encouragement for offline contact with the purpose of offering additional support.
The role of self-disclosure / self-presentation valence and emotionality
	Relational outcomes of valenced posts. Seven studies provided evidence that positive self-disclosures or status updates received higher ratings of interpersonal attraction or interpersonal liking than negative posts (Bai et al., 2024; Bazarova, 2012; Rosenthal-Stott et al., 2015; Yuren, 2021; H. W. Zhang et al., 2022; Y. B. Zhang et al., 2023), and four studies showed that perceived information valence positively predicted interpersonal liking or attraction (Baruh et al., 2017; Orben & Dunbar, 2017; Rains & Brunner, 2018; H. W. Zhang et al., 2022). Neutral status updates were also found to be more attractive than negative posts in two of the studies (Bai et al., 2024; Rosenthal-Stott et al., 2015), and one study found that negative status Facebook profiles were evaluated as less physically attractive as well (Rosenthal-Stott et al., 2015). Only one study found a negative association between self-presentation valence and likability of WeChat targets (Bai et al., 2024). Additionally, longitudinal effects emerged: when individuals viewed WeChat profiles with posts of inconsistent emotional valence, recent posts had the strongest influence on perceived likability: positive emotion posts improved target likability levels, regardless of earlier negatively valenced posts; likewise, if the latest posts were negative, target likability reduced, regardless of earlier posts’ positive valence (Yuren, 2021). Moreover, positive posts not only reversed prior negative ratings of likability, but also amplified initially positive impressions; in contrast, subsequent negative posts did not reinforce initially negative likability ratings (Yuren, 2021). 
Support provided based on valence of posts. One study found that self-disclosure valence was positively associated with relationship satisfaction and willingness to provide social support to the Facebook target (Rains & Brunner, 2018). By contrast, two studies showed that respondents provided more emotional support to initiators of negative emotion posts compared to positive posts (Li et al., 2023; Rodriguez-Hidalgo et al., 2015). In addition, Li et al. (2023) found that negative posts received more instrumental support than neutral posts, whereas positive posts did not differ from either neutral or negative posts. Lastly, Freeman (2011) found significant positive correlations between self-disclosures of both positive and negative emotions and posters’ perceptions of relationship quality with their responders.
Comments and one-click responses to valenced posts. Two studies found that participants’ positive posts received a higher number of Facebook ‘likes’ than their other posts (Deters et al., 2016); however, a study conducted on a fake SNS showed the opposite (Mayshak et al., 2017). Two studies found that positive posts received fewer comments than other posts made by the same individual (Deters et al., 2016; Mayshak et al., 2017). By contrast, Mejova and Lu (2022) found that Twitter/X posts containing words of positive or social nature received more replies, while those including swear words or loneliness did not receive replies. However, two other studies found the differences in numbers of comments between positive posts and others to be non-significant (Deters et al., 2016; Li et al., 2020), but negative posts received fewer one-click reactions than mixed-valence posts, as well as fewer comments (Li et al., 2020). Chandrakaseran et al. (2024) found that YouTube videos which visually expressed fear or happiness got more ‘likes’ than those expressing sadness.
Attention provided to valenced posts. Four studies found that people were overall more willing to respond (either with a ‘like’, comment, or private message) to a positively valanced Facebook post compared to negative posts (H. W. Zhang et al., 2022; Vogel et al., 2018) while one of the studies added that they were also less willing to ignore positive posts (H. W. Zhang et al., 2022). Additionally, positive posts on a fake SNS were less likely to be hidden than neutral posts, which in turn were less likely to be hidden than negative posts (Mayshak et al., 2017). However, Mayshak et al. (2017) also found that positive posts were less likely to be re-shared. Going into more depth as to the type of emotion portrayed by posts, A. Chen et al. (2022) investigated posts’ diffusion depth (i.e., number of intermediary steps from the original post to the re-posts); they found no difference between positive emotion posts and angry posts, but fear- and sadness-related posts were less likely than anger-related posts to diffuse in depth. Finally, Chandrakaseran et al. (2024) found that videos containing textual content that suggested fear, happiness, or sadness had greater viewer engagement than those suggesting surprise.
Nature of response to valenced posts. Malloch and Feng (2022) found that positive posts on a fake SNS received comments containing significantly more positive emotions words and fewer negative emotion words compared to negative posts. Sannon et al. (2017) also found that increased valence of Facebook posts positively predicted the positivity of received comments, but it did not significantly predict the intimacy of the comments. Feedback received in response to positive emotion blogposts was more intense in admiration compared to negative or mixed-valence posts; however, negative emotion blogposts received feedback that was more intense in empathy compared to positive or mixed-valence posts (Rodriguez-Hidalgo et al., 2015). While the preferred responses to positive Facebook posts were ‘likes’ and emojis, preferred responses to negative posts were private messages (H. W. Zhang et al., 2022).The role of self-disclosure depth/intimacy
	Four experiments found that participants were more interpersonally attracted to page owners that had less intimate status updates on their profiles compared to highly intimate posts (Baruh & Cemalcilar, 2015; Baruh & Cemalcilar, 2018; Lin & Utz, 2017; Orben & Dunbar, 2017). By contrast, two experiments did not find significant differences in interpersonal attraction based on posts’ intimacy (Bazarova, 2012; Lin & Utz, 2017).
Studies also found mixed results regarding the effect of posts’ intimacy on closeness. Lin and Utz (2017) found that participants felt closer to targets with highly intimate disclosures in one of their studies. However, two other experiments found no effects of posts’ intimacy on perceived closeness to target (Lin & Utz, 2017; Orben & Dunbar, 2017). Orben and Dunbar (2017) found no effect of intimacy on viewers willingness to provide social support to the target. While Bane et al. (2010) found no main effect of self-disclosure intimacy on perception of friendships, separating the effect based on relationship type highlighted some significant differences: highly intimate disclosure posters reported having more online friendships and being more satisfied with these friendships than low-intimacy disclosure posters; these differences were not significant for in-person friendships.
Overall, people spent more time on (i.e., gave more attention to) profile pages containing highly intimate posts compared to those low in intimacy (Baruh & Cemalcilar, 2015). Additionally, two studies found a positive correlation between intimacy of post topic and responses (i.e., ‘likes’, comments) it received (Weimann-Saks et al., 2022). Lastly, Sannon et al. (2017) found that more intimate posts received comments that were both more intimate and more positive.
The role of images in self-disclosure and/or self-presentation
Presence of photos. Berger and Barasch’s (2018) four studies found that candid profile photos were perceived more favourably than posed photos, in terms of liking the target, being interested in knowing them or becoming friends, and feeling more connected to the target person. Taylor et al. (2017) found that targets posting a status update containing a selfie were overall evaluated as less socially attractive than those posting status updates with no selfies. By contrast, two studies found that participants were more likely to initiate friendships with a profile that had a profile picture available compared to those with no pictures (Ahn et al., 2011), and that having a higher number of posted pictures on one’s profile (i.e., social expressivity) correlated with positivity of first impressions (Weisbuch et al., 2009). Furthermore, Ahn et al. (2011) showed that willingness to initiate friendships was highest when both a picture and basic profile information were present at the same time. Lastly, S. S. Wang et al. (2010) found that participants were more willing to start a friendship when the target profile had a physically attractive photo, compared to a physically unattractive photo. However, when the profile had no picture, the results were not significantly different from the other two conditions.
Elements of photos. Having social cues (i.e., personal / social information) in one’s profile picture led to higher evaluations in social attractiveness and perceived popularity of the target (Hong et al., 2012). Taylor et al.’s (2017) study also found a significant interaction effect between valence of posts and presence of selfies, on social attractiveness: positive posts with no selfies received the highest ratings, while negative posts with selfies received the lowest social attractiveness ratings. However, Youngvorst and High (2018) found that participants were more likely to provide higher quality support (i.e., acknowledging and legitimizing need for support) when the target displayed negative emotion in their picture, compared to displaying positive emotion or posting a generic picture. 
Comments received by photos. In terms of received response, Liu et al. (2022) found that images including faces were associated with better ratings and higher numbers of comments, compared to faceless images and posts that were text-only. Marino et al. (2022) found that overall number of photos available on a users’ profile decreased likelihood of receiving at least one comment per photo; however, they also found that presence of others increased the likelihood that the photo received comments. Similarly, the qualitative study run by Tonks et al. (2015) showed that photos of drinking experiences started getting comments within minutes of being posted, initiating social interaction and promoting bonding among friends present in the pictures.
One-click reactions to photos. In addition, Hong et al. (2020) found that selfies containing social cues (e.g., group identity) received more ‘likes’ than selfies without social cues; they also found that selfies using filters got a significantly lower number of ‘likes’ compared to selfies without filters.  Butkowski (2020) found that stereotypical gender poses in women’s Instagram selfies (e.g., gaze withdrawal, posture subordination, etc.) positively correlated with numbers of ‘likes’, comments, and followers, as well as comments’ positivity. Furthermore, women’s profiles containing pictures both low and high in sexuality predicted higher numbers of ‘likes’; for men, these two types of images, as well as images of them engaging in physical exercises, positively predicted numbers of ‘likes’ (Park & Lee, 2017). Lastly, Vogel et al. (2018) found contrasting results on providing temporal context in pictures (i.e., before and after): this led to a higher number of ‘likes’ in one of their studies, while in another there was no significant difference between this condition and providing no temporal context for images.
The role of attachment style
Two studies tested whether attachment style predicted how self-revealing participants’ status updates were: the association was nonsignificant for both attachment avoidance and anxiety (Walsh et al., 2020). Furthermore, another study found no significant correlation between secure attachment or avoidant attachment and relationship quality as a result of receiving a response on a self-disclosing status update; a positive correlation was identified between anxious-ambivalent attachment and perceptions of relationship quality with one of the posts’ respondents (Freeman, 2011).
The role of narcissistic traits
Choi et al. (2015) found that grandiose narcissism moderated the positive association between number of status updates and number of received comments: the association was weaker for posters with higher narcissism levels; similar effects were found for the entitlement and exploitativeness facets of narcissism. However, only the exploitativeness facet moderated the positive association between number of status updates and numbers of ‘likes’: the association was weaker for posters who scored higher on exploitativeness. Overall narcissism or other facets did not moderate the relationship between status updates and numbers of ‘likes’ (Choi et al., 2015). Another study found that grandiose narcissism positively predicted number of status updates, depth of self-disclosure, as well as presence of self-promotional content, while it negatively predicted the presence of status updates which were meant to praise others; however, narcissism was not associated with disclosing either positive or negative emotions (Winter et al., 2014).
Support seeking status updates
	Li et al. (2020) showed that Facebook status updates seeking support in a direct manner (i.e., explicitly), as opposed to indirect (i.e., hints) received more comments; the difference in number of one-click reactions (e.g., ‘likes’) was not significant, however, these were perceived by support seekers as less supportive than comments. Additionally, A. Chen et al.’s (2022) content analysis indicated higher diffusion depth levels for Weibo posts seeking instrumental support (e.g., providing information or material help), or a mix of instrumental and emotional support (e.g., providing love and encouragement), compared to posts that did not make a specific request for support; the difference in diffusion depth between instrumental and emotional support seeking posts was not significant.
Youngvorst and High (2018)’s experiment showed that Facebook audiences provided support of similar quality to both direct and indirect support seeking posts, but of lower quality when the post did not seek support in either of those ways. Posts seeking support directly and politely also received more informational support than indirect support-seeking posts, and less polite posts respectively; however, the differences in received emotional support were not significant (Li et al., 2023).
Audiences provided higher quality support when a post had higher emotional bandwidth (i.e., disclosing affect with the help of technological features, such as image suggesting negative emotion, direct support seeking), compared to posts of low emotional bandwidth (i.e., positive image or no image, no support seeking) (Youngvorst & High, 2018). Lastly, one experiment indicated that audiences were less likely to help, put less effort into helping, and had less favourable impressions of support seekers when the request for support was made publicly rather than privately, regardless of issue severity (Liu & Wei, 2018).
Social motives of self-disclosure through SNS
	In Boyle and Johnson’s (2010) study, staying connected with friends and networking were significant motives for disclosing about one’s identity, interests, and personal details on Myspace, whereas seeking dates and romantic relationships were not significant predictors of self-presentation. Another study reported significant positive correlations between affiliation motives and numbers of posted pictures and written messages, while power motives only correlated with number of pictures (Heser et al., 2015). By contrast, Winter et al. (2014) showed that need-to-belong and need for popularity did not significantly predict numbers of status updates, or disclosure of emotions; however, individuals with a greater need-to-belong engaged in more intimate self-disclosure and were less likely to choose entertainment as a topic of their posts, whereas need for popularity marginally predicted posting self-promotional content. Liu and Qiu’s (2012) study also showed that relationship management motives did not predict posts’ positive-negative emotions ratios. One study supported the idea that people self-reveal more when they perceive their Facebook network as more responsive, whereas another study conducted by the same authors showed the difference to be non-significant (Walsh et al., 2020).
	In the light of important life events like romantic relationship dissolutions, Fox et al.’s (2021) study showed evidence of self-presentation motives: before the dissolution, people avoided posting to avoid negative feedback; however, after the break-up, individuals used positive status updates (at times containing exaggerated or false information), in an attempt to appear attractive / popular, or even get back together with their former partner. Buehler (2017) also showed that, when individuals seek emotional support, they may engage in strategies such as: showing optimism in the face of adversity, self-deprecating humour, rich storytelling, or redirecting attention to others.
Mediators or moderators of the relationship between self-disclosure / self-presentation dimensions and social outcomes
Familiarisation with target. Baruh et al. (2017) found that uncertainty reduction fully mediated the positive relationship between information quantity and interpersonal attraction: higher quantity of information reduced uncertainty about the target, which in turn increased attraction towards them. Baruh and Cemalcilar (2018) also found, in one of their studies, that participants’ confidence in their ability to make attributions about the target (i.e., about their behaviour, emotions, etc.) fully mediated the positive relationship between self-disclosure breadth and interpersonal attraction: higher information breadth was positively associated with attributional confidence, which in turn was positively associated with interpersonal attraction. However, their second study showed that breadth still positively predicted interpersonal attraction after controlling for attributional confidence and depth of self-disclosure. Baruh and Cemalcilar (2018) found that attributional confidence also mediated the relationship between self-disclosure depth and interpersonal attraction: while depth still had a direct negative effect on interpersonal attraction, the indirect path through attributional confidence was positive.
Homophily. Orben and Dunbar (2017) found that higher (i.e., more positive) perceived valence predicted higher perceived homophily, and both of these variables positively predicted the target’s social attractiveness. Yuren (2021) found that higher perceived similarity was associated with increased interpersonal liking and mediated the positive relationship between post valence and interpersonal liking; this mediation was, however, moderated by emotional intensity of the posts: when emotional intensity was high, the positive association between post valence and perceived similarity was stronger, whereas, at low emotional intensity, the association became weaker. Qin et al. (2021) also found that positive self-disclosure was perceived as more trustworthy than negative self-disclosure, and perceived trustworthiness positively predicted target likeability; however, this mediation was moderated by perceived target homophily: positive self-disclosure had a positive impact on trustworthiness only at low or average, but not at high levels of homophily. 
Relationship closeness. Rains and Brunner’s (2018) first study found that relationship closeness moderated the positive association between self-disclosure valence and liking: the association was significant only at low or moderate levels of closeness. Their first study also supported a three-way interaction between self-disclosure frequency, valence, and relationship closeness on willingness to provide support: at low-frequency self-disclosure, the positive association between valence and willingness to provide support was significant, but only for relationships of low or moderate closeness. Rains and Brunner’s (2018) second study used neutral disclosures as a baseline and calculated the differences in participants’ ratings of relationship satisfaction and willingness to support between the neutral condition and both the positive and negative valence conditions; these discrepancy values were then used in comparative analyses. Their results showed that, among acquaintances, negative disclosures had a larger relative impact than positive disclosures on relationship satisfaction and willingness to provide support; among close friends, positive disclosures had a larger relative impact than negative disclosures on liking the target (Rains & Brunner, 2018). Finally, Bai et al. (2024) found that interpersonal distance mediated the association between WeChat self-presentation and likability: positive self-presentation positively predicted interpersonal distance, which in turn negatively predicted target likability (Bai et al., 2024).
Perceived network responsiveness. Freeman (2011) found that perceived partner responsiveness mediated the positive relationship between self-disclosure and perceptions of relationship quality: self-disclosure was positively associated with perceived partner responsiveness, which in turn was positively associated with perceptions of relationship quality. Walsh et al. (2020) found that perceived network responsiveness as a state mediated the positive relationship between experimentally induced perceived responsiveness and how self-revealing participants’ status updates were: high induced responsiveness increased state perceived responsiveness, which in turn was positively associated with degree of self-revealing posts.
Gender of target. Limperos et al. (2014) found significant interaction effects of information levels and target’s sex on interpersonal liking: for female profiles, interpersonal liking increased with information level, while for males, medium information levels were preferable. Taylor et al. (2017) found a preference for female profiles in social attractiveness, compared to males; however, there was no interaction between target gender and presence or absence of a selfie on their profile. When exposed to an attractive photo, S. S. Wang et al. (2010) found that participants were more willing to initiate friendships with targets of the opposite sex; males were also more willing to initiate friendships with females in a no-photo condition; no significant differences emerged for unattractive photos.
Target self-esteem. Forest and Wood (2012) found, in two studies, that individuals with lower self-esteem expressed less positivity and more negativity in their status updates; observers liked low self-esteem targets less, and this association was mediated by self-disclosure valence: lower self-esteem was associated with posting more negative status updates, which in turn negatively predicted likability of targets. One of their studies also found that the relationship was mediated in a similar way by specific emotions expressed in the status updates, both of positive and negative nature. Their other study found that the interaction between self-esteem and valence predicted social rewards (i.e., number of ‘likes’ and comments): positivity of posts was positively associated with social rewards only among participants with low self-esteem; negativity of posts was positively associated with social rewards only among participants with high self-esteem (Forest & Wood, 2012).
Perceived motives of target. Y. Wang et al. (2024) found that perceived self-expression and self-presentational motives fully mediated the association between posts’ content and interpersonal interest: posting about luxurious experiences positively predicted perceived self-presentational motives, which in turn negatively predicted interpersonal interest; by contrast, these posts negatively predicted perceived self-expression motives, which in turn positively predicted interpersonal interest.
Self-disclosure appropriateness. In Yuren’s (2021) study, perceived appropriateness was positively associated with interpersonal liking and mediated the positive relationship between post valence and interpersonal liking: positive posts were perceived as more appropriate, and thus judged more favourably; this mediation was not moderated by the intensity of disclosed emotion. Orben and Dunbar (2017) found that both perceived appropriateness and homophily mediated the relationship between post intimacy and social attractiveness: intimacy negatively predicted perceived appropriateness, which in turn decreased perceived homophily; both perceived appropriateness and homophily were positively associated with social attractiveness. Additionally, Lin and Utz (2017) found that the negative effect of intimacy on social attractiveness was no longer significant when inappropriate posts were removed from the analysis; however, intimacy’s positive effect on closeness increased when removing inappropriate posts. Finally, the negative association between publicness of request and likelihood of offering support was mediated by perceived appropriateness and favourable perception of the target: participants perceived private support-seeking as more appropriate, increased their favourable perception of the target as a result, which in turn led to a higher likelihood of them offering support (Liu & Wei, 2018).
Self-disclosure narrativity. Lin and Utz (2017) found that the interaction between a posts’ narrativity (i.e., self-disclosing in a story-telling way, with highly narrative posts including more details and descriptions) and intimacy significantly predicted feelings of closeness: when narrativity was low, participants felt closer to the high-intimacy target, while the difference was nonsignificant at high narrativity levels; similarly, when intimacy was low, participants felt closer to the high-narrativity target, with no significant difference at high intimacy levels. By contrast, the same authors’ second study did not find this interaction effect.
Genuineness of images. Berger and Barasch’s (2018) experiments showed that perceived genuineness fully mediated the positive effect of candid Facebook photos on favourable evaluations of targets: candid photos were seen as more genuine, which led to them being perceived more favourably. However, Hong et al.’s (2020) content analysis showed that the use of selfie filters did not moderate the positive association between presence of social cues and number of Instagram ‘likes’.
Self-disclosure level and intimacy of topic. Weimann-Saks et al.’s (2022) two studies supported the idea that intimacy of disclosed topic either fully or partially mediated the positive association between self-disclosure levels and audience engagement with posts: self-disclosure level positively predicted intimacy, which in turn positively predicted engagement with the post.
Self-disclosure breadth and depth. Baruh and Cemalcilar (2018) showed that the interaction between self-disclosure depth and breadth did not significantly predict interpersonal attraction.
Self-disclosure valence and temporal context. One of Vogel et al.’s (2018) studies supported a significant interaction effect between post valence and presence of temporal context, on likelihood to respond with a comment or ‘like’: when the post was positive, providing temporal context was associated with greater intention to respond, compared to not providing temporal context; when the post was negative, this difference was nonsignificant. The authors’ other two studies found no interaction between post valence and temporal context, and no interaction of post domain with either of these two variables.
Perceived congruence between posts and audience response. Hong et al. (2012) found a significant interaction effect between social cue levels in images and congruence of image positivity with comments it received, on popularity of the target: in the congruent condition, participants rated the target higher in popularity if their image had multiple social cues; in the incongruent condition, the difference was not significant. By contrast, Y. B. Zhang et al. (2023) did not find a significant interaction between target self-presentation and its congruence with comments.
Audience characteristics. Kauten et al. (2015) found that males rated narcissistic targets more favourably than females, in terms of likeability and friend-worthiness. They also found that self-reported narcissism positively correlated with favourable ratings of narcissistic targets; however, self-reported narcissism positively predicted favourability towards narcissistic statements only among males, while it negatively predicted favourability towards neutral statements only among females. Bai et al. (2024) found that audience’s levels perceived life pressure did not interact with self-presentation valence in predicting their favourable attitude towards a target.
Cultural differences. Günsoy et al. (2020) found different associations between the self-enhancement motive and posting behaviours among Turkish and USA samples: Turkish respondents’ self-enhancement motive positively predicted their tendencies to post about their close others; by contrast, for respondents from the USA, self-enhancement motives positively predicted posting about personal achievements.
Network characteristics. Two studies supported the existence of a positive correlation between network size and positive emotions in status updates, while network size did not correlate with the frequency of negative emotions (Lin & Qiu, 2012; Lin et al., 2014). By contrast, network density was, at times, either positively (Lin et al., 2014) or negatively associated (Lin & Qiu, 2012) with disclosure of positive emotion. Network density was also either positively associated (Lin et al., 2014) or not associated (Lin & Qiu, 2012) with disclosure of negative emotion. However, one study showed that the interaction between network density and motivation for relationship enhancement predicted emotional content: people with high motivation for relationship management disclose more negative emotions in networks of low density, whereas those with low relationship management motivation express more negative emotions in dense networks (Lin & Qiu, 2012).
Discussion
	The present study aimed to critically analyse and synthesize existing research on the positive social outcomes of self-disclosure and/or self-presentation behaviours on social media. Our results show that factors such as positive valence of self-disclosure, or using images as part of one’s self-presentation are nearly always linked with increased interpersonal benefits. However, for the association between social outcomes and other post characteristics, such as intimacy, we identified rather mixed findings. Furthermore, we identified a relatively wide variety of social motives of engaging in self-disclosure and/or self-presentation, with varying degrees of association with these social media behaviours. Few of the studies provided findings related to individual traits of interest for the present systematic review, narcissism and attachment style. However, our findings highlighted the role of several mediators and moderators (intra-personal, inter-personal, or post-related) in the association between self-disclosure or self-presentation and social outcomes, which may explain some of the inconsistent findings.
The social outcomes of self-disclosure and self-presentation
	The studies reported a variety of interpersonal benefits of engaging in self-disclosure and self-presentation. Results generally support the idea of social behaviours being associated with the fulfilment of two types of goals, status and affiliation (Zeigler-Hill et al., 2018). Affiliation outcomes associated with engaging in self-disclosure and/or self-presentation included: initiating friendships, closeness, connectedness, relationship quality, or receiving support. Status-related benefits of self-disclosure and/or self-presentation covered admiration, attention, interpersonal attraction, as well as specific social media reactions (i.e., ‘likes’, comments, re-posts, etc.). Self-disclosure and/or self-presentation through SNS status updates thus have several implications for individuals’ social interactions and relationships. These findings are consistent with literature that considers social media platforms as good environments for achieving positive social outcomes (Seidman, 2014; Sheldon & Bryant, 2016), and with the notion that self-disclosure is associated with increased interpersonal liking and closeness (Sprecher et al., 2013). Furthermore, taking into account the prevalence of both posting and social media use overall, these findings are encouraging for those seeking to initiate or improve relationships with others, especially if they feel more comfortable with online communication as opposed to offline.
Differences between self-disclosure and self-presentation
Our systematic review aimed to clearly distinguish between self-disclosure and self-presentation practices. However, the majority of the included studies did not use either of these specific terms in their operationalisation of SNS behaviours but chose to generally refer to ‘posts’ or ‘status updates’. This made it difficult to clearly categorise findings and compare results, and reflects some of the overlap between functions of self-disclosure and self-presentation – they are both forms of self-expression and serve important relational goals. Nevertheless, they remain theoretically distinct in terms of underlying motivations, as well as the relational outcomes they are most strongly associated with (e.g., enhancing interpersonal closeness for self-disclosure, likability and status in the case of self-presentation). It is also important to mention that not all included studies were conducted in psychology, but in media studies, communication, or computer science, which may not have prioritised conceptual distinctions between self-disclosure and self-presentation.
In the studies that did specifically look at self-presentation, the operationalisation of the concept referred to self-enhancement practices, which were generally perceived as less likable than neutral status updates, with the exception of one study (i.e., Bareket-Bojmel et al., 2016). Similarly, images that were less manipulated were preferred (e.g., Berger & Barasch, 2018), signalling a general preference for honesty in self-presentation. This is in line with previous findings that audiences may question the authenticity of social media information (Young & Quan-Haase, 2009), and that lack of exaggeration is associated with increased interpersonal benefits (Pang, 2020). However, we note that Bareket-Bojmel et al.’s (2016) study was cross-sectional, and recorded ‘likes’ and comments received by participants’ posts, as opposed to the experimental designs of the other studies, in which participants rated manipulated profiles; it is therefore possible that self-enhanced content is perceived less favourably where no pre-existing relationship exists between the target and their audience, but may still receive positive feedback in real-world contexts.
Self-disclosure, however, was conceptualised in broader terms, such as the presence vs. absence of information, the personal nature of a post’s content, or by restricting the discussion to one of its dimensions (e.g., valence, depth). Our results show contrasting findings for the role of self-disclosure in interpersonal relationships: while several studies identified a positive association between self-disclosure and social outcomes, such as relationship initiation or closeness (e.g., Lin & Utz, 2017), a few others highlighted non-significant associations (e.g., Limperos et al., 2014). Nevertheless, it is evident that overall self-disclosure does not have a negative, undesired impact on an individual’s relationships. This is similar to findings in the literature, which show that, in general, people are favourable towards those who disclose to them (Kashian et al., 2017).
To summarise, more data is needed in order to draw a clear line between SNS self-presentation and self-disclosure and compare their distinct social outcomes. While self-presentation may be described through self-enhancement indicators, self-disclosure seems to be a broader concept. Furthermore, other authors suggest that self-presentation is used in initial interaction stages, to make a good first impression, whilst individuals might later switch to self-disclosure when trying to deepen their connection with others (Attrill, 2015).
Findings on self-disclosure and/or self-presentation characteristics
There may at times be some overlap between the characteristics of self-disclosure and self-presentation (e.g., positivity), which we discuss below. Generally, our systematic review found that the nature of the relationship between SNS posts and social outcomes is relatively consistent with regards to some of the post characteristics (e.g., valence), while findings for other self-disclosure and/or self-presentation dimensions are rather mixed (e.g., intimacy).
The valence dimension. More often than not, positively valenced status updates had advantages over negative posts. Audiences felt more attracted to targets who engaged in posting positive status updates, they liked them more (e.g., Rosenthal-Stott et al., 2015), were more willing to respond to these messages (e.g., Vogel et al., 2018), and their replies also relayed positive emotion (e.g., Malloch & Feng, 2022). It may be that audiences are accustomed to self-disclosures of a positive nature on social media, as the positivity bias suggests (Reinecke & Trepte, 2014); thus, breaking a potential online social norm may attract disapproval from audiences. However, these patterns may not always be consistent; the effects of emotional valence can be shaped by audience type or platform context. For example, while acquaintances respond more favourably to positive self-disclosure, close friends are less sensitive to valence in their evaluations (Rains & Brunner, 2018), suggesting that strategic use of positive content may be more important in early relationship stages, or distant relationships. Additionally, Yuren’s (2021) studies showed support for the existence of a primacy effect (Anderson & Hubert, 1963) in impression formation, with recent posts disproportionately influencing perceptions; this shows that impressions are likely to change over time, with repeated and/or different exposures. However, highly positive self-presentation was linked to increased interpersonal distance and lower likability (Bai et al., 2024), showing that impression management taking the form of excessive positivity may be perceived as inauthentic. Furthermore, negative disclosure can elicit greater emotional support (e.g., Li et al., 2023) and can be met with responses more effortful than one-click reactions, such as direct messages (H. W. Zhang et al., 2022), especially when making direct support-seeking requests (e.g., Li et al., 2020). These findings point to a complex trade-off between authenticity and positivity, which would be worth exploring further in future research, along with considering differences across social media platforms and relationship closeness.
The use of images. Results concerning the use of images were also quite consistent. In general, people were more interested in initiating relationships with those who had photos available on their profile and they perceived them more favourably. Moreover, pictures showing faces and/or multiple people (e.g., Marino et al., 2022), as well as those providing social information about the users (e.g., Hong et al., 2020) were perceived as more socially attractive and also received more attention in terms of ‘likes’ and comments. As stated earlier, images that were associated with lower social benefits levels (including feelings of connection, likability, or interest in becoming friends) were those we might deem less authentic: pictures that used filters or poses. With the exception of one study (i.e., Butkowski, 2020), data showed that more ‘natural’ poses were preferred. Overall, it appears that individuals like to know who they interact with, to have information about the physical appearance of the other person, however, they may dislike it if they perceive that this appearance was manipulated.
The intimacy/depth dimension. The role of posts’ depth (or intimacy) in gaining social benefits was less conclusive. While several studies reported higher interpersonal attraction towards posters of less intimate status updates, a few others highlighted a non-significant association in this area (e.g., Bazarova, 2012). Furthermore, while one study showed potential benefits for relationship closeness after disclosing intimate facts about oneself (Lin & Utz, 2017), others found no such effects. However, a few studies indicated that individuals provide more attention and more responses to highly intimate posts (e.g., Weimann-Saks et al., 2022); therefore, even though they may not particularly favour the person who is posting or be further interested in interacting with them, people may still have some curiosity as to the nature of the poster or their life. While most of the studies conducted on the outcomes of posts’ intimacy were experimental, it is likely that the ways in which this variable was operationalised and manipulated varied, and so did the social outcome measures; further exploration on the topic would therefore be beneficial for coordinating findings. Overall, while these findings may be encouraging for individuals seeking attention from their social media audiences, they also highlight a potential risk of engaging in inappropriate behaviour, with undesired negative consequences (Miller, 2020). 
Unxeplored self-disclosure and/or self-presentation dimensions. Not all dimensions of self-disclosure and/or self-presentation were covered in the included studies, such as honesty and intentionality of posts. As the majority of studies were experimental and used fake profiles as stimuli, it would have been difficult to manipulate either of these dimensions; they may have also been difficult to perceive by audiences. However, studies that sought to identify motives of self-disclosure also did not test the role of these dimensions, which may have been a missed opportunity. Furthermore, breadth of self-disclosure was only briefly included in a couple of the studies and overlapped with information quantity. These provide potential indicators for aspects of self-disclosure and self-presentation that need further exploration in SNS environments.
Social motivators of self-disclosure and/or self-presentation
Overall, the results of our systematic review showed that active use of SNS (i.e., through posting) was associated with the pursuit of diverse social goals. In agreement with existing literature (e.g., Crabtree & Pillow, 2018; Luo & Hancock, 2020), affiliation motives, such as belonging and connectedness, were associated with overall self-disclosure and/or self-presentation, as well as their frequency and intimacy. Status-related motives were associated with posting more images and self-promotional content, which we believe to indicate a more self-presentational nature of the posts. These findings fit with existing literature which supports the idea of posting pictures with the purpose of self-promoting and increasing one’s social influence (Malik et al., 2016).
We include support seeking in this section as well, as a specific behaviour linked with engaging in self-disclosure and/or self-presentation. Direct support seeking seems to be the most advantageous and successful strategy (Li et al., 2020): these support seekers received more comments, as well as more instrumental support, whereas the association with emotional support was not significant. Moreover, both posts seeking instrumental and emotional support diffuse more in their respective social networks compared to posts not seeking support. These findings seem to agree with previous literature which shows that SNS are used for seeking information, both in terms of opinions and news updates (Kim et al., 2014). Thus, audiences may try to provide support to posters by offering their opinion/advice in the form of comments, instrumental support in the form of information or sources for procuring it, or re-share a post in order to help the user gain visibility in the hopes they may receive proper support. Considering the instant responses and gratifications social media is able to provide (Attrill, 2015), it is likely that seeking support (or other forms of social interaction) here may provide individuals with appropriate ways of addressing their needs.
The potential role of narcissism and attachment style
	One of the aims of our systematic review was to assess the role of narcissism and attachment style as individual traits playing a role in the association between social media behaviours and interpersonal benefits; however, few included studies reported measurements for these traits. As such, the interpretations that follow are intended to be exploratory and theory-informed, rather than definitive conclusions about the role of these traits.
	In accordance with available literature (e.g., Buffardi & Campbell, 2008), results show a positive association between grandiose narcissism and posting frequency, self-disclosure intimacy, and self-promotion. Our findings also show that the positive association between posting frequency and received responses is weaker for individuals higher in narcissism (Choi et al., 2015); this may be due to the presence of self-promotional content, which studies show is less favoured by audiences. However, this contradicts previous findings, which reported that narcissists’ achievement posts received higher amounts of responses (Marshall et al., 2015). Further research is needed into the role of vulnerable narcissism in social media self-disclosure and self-presentation.
	Neither attachment avoidance nor anxiety correlated with posting self-disclosing status updates. These findings contradict previous research showing that insecure attachment correlates with self-disclosure, either in a negative (L. Chen et al., 2019) or positive direction (Aharony, 2016). Furthermore, avoidant or secure individuals did not perceive changes in the quality of their relationships with others as a result of self-disclosing. Anxious individuals’ perceptions of relationship quality were inconsistent across responders to their status updates: while they perceived positive changes for some of their relationships with responders, in other cases the changes were not significant. This is partly in line with previous studies highlighting the importance of others’ feedback on social media for anxious individuals (Hart et al., 2015). Further research is needed to determine which factors characterising others’ responses are associated with anxious individuals’ positive perceptions of relationship quality.
Mediators and moderators
	Our review identified several mediators and moderators which play a diverse range of roles in deciphering the nature of the association between self-disclosure and/or self-presentation behaviours and social outcomes. While the majority of these factors are interpersonal in nature, several of them are individual-related factors (describing the poster as well as their audience), or factors that further relate to social media behaviours.
	Factors such as similarity and familiarisation with the target poster were associated with more favourable impression towards them (Baruh & Cemalcilar, 2018; Orben & Dunbar, 2017; Yuren, 2021), resembling previous findings that online friends have similar interests (Aiello et al., 2012). It may be that, with repeated exposures to an individual’s posts, audiences may feel more comfortable in predicting their next self-disclosure and/or self-presentation behaviour, and having their expectations met would make audiences more drawn towards the target individual. Therefore, being consistent in one’s self-presentations and/or self-disclosures, as well as emphasising similarity with the desired audiences appears to bring interpersonal advantages. We believe it would be important to test these assumptions longitudinally.
	Our review also identified factors which may confer a certain degree of risk to self-disclosure and/or self-presentation behaviours. Firstly, individuals need to make sure their posts are appropriate for their target audience: when included as a variable, inappropriateness had a negative effect on interpersonal liking. Perceived inappropriateness was generally a result of highly intimate (Lin & Utz, 2017), negatively valanced (Yuren, 2021), or publicly available posts (Liu & Wei, 2018). As the contents of people’s profiles can generally be accessed by multiple audiences with different expectations (Attrill, 2015), individuals need to construct their messages carefully, choose suitable topics, and consider these audiences when posting on social media. Secondly, individuals need to take into consideration their closeness with the audience: while close friends may not mind being the target audience of a negative disclosure, more distant acquaintances may not be as open to receive these messages (Rains & Brunner, 2018). It is likely that these findings relate to the previously mentioned appropriateness. Thirdly, people’s low self-esteem may act as a risk factor: due to their tendency to post primarily negative content, audiences are less favourable in their evaluations of these individuals (Forest & Wood, 2012), which poses the risk of reinforcing negative self-beliefs.	
Theoretical implications
	Our systematic review provides theoretical implications by further supporting the relevance of U&G theory (A. M. Rubin, 2002) for social media. Research included in our review shows that individuals’ active use of SNS through posting behaviour has a purpose: it allows them to fulfil social goals. Furthermore, while limited evidence emerged for the role of narcissism and attachment traits, other individual characteristics (gender, self-esteem, cultural background) moderated the association between posts’ characteristics and social outcomes; thus, the way individuals try and succeed to fulfil their goals through social media is influenced by their traits.
Furthermore, the overall positive associations between self-disclosure and several interpersonal benefits are in line with Social Penetration Theory, which emphasizes the essential role of gradual self-disclosure in developing interpersonal relationships and deepening connections (Altman & Taylor, 1973). Similarly, the generally positive outcomes of positively valenced posts and photo use seem to reflect self-presentation strategies consistent with Impression Management Theory (Goffman, 1959). While these specific behaviours were largely associated with greater social benefits, we also found that highly curated content was less appreciated by audiences, further exploration thus being needed.
	Lastly, interesting findings emerged in terms of cultural differences: one study described self-enhancement through posting about close relationships in a predominantly collectivistic culture, versus self-enhancement through posting about personal achievements in a predominantly individualistic culture (Günsoy et al., 2020). These results align with Hofstede’s model of dimensions of national cultures (Hofstede, 2011), which emphasizes that collectivistic cultures value social cohesion, interpersonal harmony, and group achievements, while individualistic cultures prioritise personal accomplishments, self-expression, and autonomy. These insights point to promising directions for investigating perceptions of desirable social outcomes, as well as social motives, across different cultures.
Practical implications
	On the one hand, our findings may have implications for promoting psychological well-being among social media users. Previous literature evidences the role of online self-disclosure in increasing well-being, through social support and social capital (H. T. Chen & Li, 2017; H. Y. Huang, 2016). Thus, being aware of strategies which may help build and maintain positive relationships online (e.g., direct support-seeking, emphasising positivity and genuineness, emphasising familiarity and similarity with target audiences, etc.) could have long-term beneficial implications for individuals. This could be especially important in contexts such as pandemics (Latikka et al., 2022), long-distance communication (Billedo et al., 2015), or other situations which may more-or-less force individuals to interact with the help of technology. Additionally, shy and/or socially anxious individuals may further benefit from these strategies, along with posts’ controllability, to self-disclose and self-present in ways which feel safe and comfortable.
	On the other hand, the results of the present systematic review may raise awareness towards risks associated with online self-disclosure and/or self-presentation. Literature discusses various privacy risks related to social media use (e.g., Y. Wang et al., 2016) and draws attention to the fact that SNS information is easily found, re-shared and potentially difficult to permanently delete from online servers; users should remain aware of these risks, in order to avoid their personal information being used in illegal or exploitative ways. Additionally, we draw attention to the possibility of engaging in inappropriate posting while trying to seek support or social validation. Inappropriate posting has previously been associated with negative consequences for individuals’ relationships or even job searches (e.g., Baccarella et al., 2018; Miller, 2020), while these consequences might easily be avoided by choosing to seek support privately as opposed to publicly (Liu & Wei, 2018). Not receiving a response to one’s posts can result in distress, frustration, or other negative emotions, especially for people such as those high in grandiose narcissism (Zell & Moeller, 2017), while spending increased amounts of time and effort seeking audiences’ validation through excessive self-presentation can contribute to emotional burnout (Janáček & Balázová, 2024). 
	Lastly, we believe these findings may ultimately be of interest for SNS stakeholders. For these platforms to be successful, users need to be interested in joining them and continue to be actively engaged with their content. In addition to battling the increasing toxicity present on social media (Baccarella et al., 2018; Sheth et al., 2022), these stakeholders could encourage the use of SNS in ways that are beneficial for the individual and their relationships and build the platforms in ways that allow positive interactions. For example, platform design and policies could promote self-expression, while simultaneously removing stressful indicators of external validation (e.g., public visibility of ‘likes’ numbers), providing increased privacy control for personal data and more transparency concerning data use (Janáček & Balázová, 2024). Furthermore, individuals with stronger online skills experience greater benefits from internet use in their interactions with others (Li et al., 2022); therefore, we encourage social media designers to incorporate features promoting digital literacy. Ultimately, increased well-being associated with actively using a social media platform is likely to play a part in the individual’s continuous return to that website (H. Y. Huang, 2016)
Strengths and limitations
	The present systematic review offers a comprehensive overview of a range of potential interpersonal benefits resulting from both SNS self-disclosure and self-presentation. Our review integrates and makes sense of findings from a large number of studies, from an array of different disciplines, and encompassing multiple SNS platforms. Furthermore, we included and analysed studies using a variety of methodologies, both quantitative and qualitative, to grasp the meanings and implications of behavioural data covering social media posting, therefore bringing a novel contribution to the literature. 
The systematic review also has several limitations. Firstly, we restricted our searches to studies published in English, which may have prevented us from including results from a diversity of cultures and populations. More than half of the studies were conducted in the USA, with limited representation from South America, Africa, or South Asia, which may limit the cross-cultural generalisability of findings, particularly due to potential differences in norms concerning social media use and interpersonal relationships. Furthermore, while the review may provide some insight into regional patterns of SNS use (e.g., through including several studies conducted on WeChat), it is not certain that these findings would replicate with other region-specific platforms (e.g., ShareChat). Secondly, while it may be advantageous to have discussed a number of facets of the associations between posting behaviours and their social benefits (through studies relying on a wide array of operationalisations for self-disclosure and/or self-presentation behaviours, and a diverse range of measurements of social outcomes) and to have used search terms addressing multiple aspects of interpersonal relationships, this has also created difficulties in comparing findings. Due to the substantial diversity of conceptualisations, methods, and measures, as well as the small number of studies examining each specific set of outcomes, we believe that attempting to conduct a meta-analysis would have been inappropriate at this time. Furthermore, by only focusing on the positive interpersonal outcomes of self-disclosure and self-presentation, this systematic review may not have captured the full complexity of these behaviours, in order to provide a balanced perspective.
Another important limitation stems from the nature of the included studies, as the large majority used either an experimental or cross-sectional design. Although the methodological diversity of included studies is a strength of this review, differences in study design may also account for inconsistencies in our findings. With regards to experimental designs, most of these studies used fake profiles as stimuli created for the experiment, at times built on fake SNS platforms; consequently, their results may lack external validity and may not replicate in real-life exposures to others’ social media posts. By contrast, studies using content analysis capture actual behavioural data, along with objective indicators of social network response, but at the cost of internal validity, and without insight into users’ perceptions of social media’s role in their relationships. Similarly, the few studies relying on participants to provide a number of their posts may introduce additional confounding variables, for example, through social desirability bias (e.g., hiding recent posts which may put them in an unfavourable light). Moreover, most of the studies collected data at a single time point, whereas perceptions of others and/or relationships may change over time, with repeated exposure. While the included studies received good ratings on most of the quality assessment criteria, the majority did not provide a complete description of their recruitment, sampling, and setting, which could create difficulties in generalising and/or replicating results. In addition, our quality assessment revealed a tendency to use data collection methods that were rather broad (e.g., single item measures of social outcomes), which may lack depth or lead to misinterpretations of meaning and/or results, and which might explain some of the non-significant findings. A significant challenge we encountered when conducting the review was the inconsistency in conceptualising self-disclosure and self-presentation: only some of the studies explicitly examined one of these behaviours, while many more used broader terms, such as posting, making it difficult to determine which self-related behaviour was being assessed. This conceptual ambiguity created difficulties in our categorisation and interpretation of findings, particularly in comparing social benefits attributed to self-disclosure, strategic self-presentation, or both, and constraining our ability to systematically apply relevant theories; we thus highlight the need for greater definitional clarity in distinguishing between forms of online self-expression in future research. Lastly, we must consider the rapid evolution of social media, and the constant changes in new and existing SNS platforms: while the majority of the studies mentioned here were conducted on Facebook, these results may not replicate on currently popular social media platforms, such as TikTok. Furthermore, Facebook supports text-, image-, and video-based content, while other platforms are centred towards a predominant modality, and a few studies used fake SNS as their setting; this creates difficulties in meaningfully grouping platforms into clear categories, as well as systematically comparing outcomes across platform types.
Future directions
	Suggestions for future research include collecting participants’ real social media posts and analysing their content according to self-disclosure and/or self-presentation dimensions. We also recommend pairing these methods with brief self-report measures covering self-disclosure and self-presentation behaviours; the tendency in the literature is to use either one or the other, but we believe that including both methods simultaneously may allow researchers to capture more subtle aspects of these behaviours, cover multiple dimensions of the behaviours (e.g., honestly, intentionality), and hopefully allow further distinction between the two. In addition, we suggest attempting to capture a variety of perceived and/or received social benefits of self-disclosure and/or self-presentation, from the perspective of the person posting, rather than their audience. Lastly, we stress the importance of conducting longitudinal studies in this field, with repeated measures (e.g., diary studies); on the one hand, audience perceptions may change over time, with repeated exposures to individuals’ posts; on the other hand, posters themselves may perceive improvements in their social interactions over time, which are difficult to capture with single-session data collection.
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Table 1
Characteristics and findings of the studies included in the review
	Authors (year) – 
Study no., if applicable
	Country
	Design
	Sample characteristics
N (gender distribution)
Age: mean, standard deviation
	Findings

	Ahn et al (2011) – 2  
	South Korea
	Quantitative
experiment
	N = 27 students (59.3% females)
Age: M = 22
	Repeated measures ANOVA
Profile information main effects were all significant. Under the ‘to public’ condition, viewers had higher tendencies to initiate friendships [Profile picture: F (1, 26) = 30.33, p < .001, η2p = .538; Basic information: F (1, 26) = 20.92, p < .001, η2p = .446; Interests: F (1, 26) = 16.42, p < .001, η2p = .387].
When picture and basic information were available at the same time, willingness to initiate friendship increased [F (1,26) = 12.09, p < .05, η2p = .317].

	Bai et al (2024) – 1 
	China
	Quantitative
Experiment
	N = 71 students (23.9% females)
Age: M = 22.27, SD = 2.78
	ANOVA
There was a significant effect of self-presentation type, F (1, 69) = 6.20, p < .05, η2p = 0.08, on likability towards posts. Likeability toward life details self-presentation (M = 3.51, SD = 0.98) was significantly higher than toward positive self-presentation (M = 3.25, SD = 1.03) which in turn was higher than for demotivation self-presentation (M = 2.77, SD = 1.16).
There was a significant effect of self-presentation type, F (1,69) = 4.08, p < .05, η2p = 0.06, on likability towards targets. The likeability toward the target who shared life details self-presentation (M = 3.45, SD = 1.00) was significantly higher than that of positive self-presentation (M = 3.15, SD = 1.13) which in turn was significantly higher than for demotivating self-presentation (M = 2.75, SD = 1.13).
The interaction effect between self-presentation type and participants' perceived life pressure was not significant.

	Bai et al (2024) – 2 
	China
	Quantitative
Experiment
	N = 99 students (72.7% females)
Age: M = 20.21, SD = 1.75
	Within-subjects ANOVA
There was a significant effect of self-presentation type, F (1, 98) = 14.26, p < .001, η2p = 0.13, on likability of posts. Participants liked the life details self-presentation (M =3.83, SD = 0.88) more than the positive self-presentation (M = 3.39, SD = 1.00).
There was a significant effect of participants’ self-presentation type, F (1, 98) = 7.14, p < .01, η2p = 0.07, on likability of target, participants liked the targets who made life details self-presentations (M = 3.53, SD = 0.76) more than the targets who made positive self-presentations (M = 3.27, SD = 0.79).
Self-presentation type (coded as 1 for positive, 0 for life details) was negatively associated with participants’ attitude towards targets, ß = -0.43, p < .01, R2 = .05. Self-presentation type was positively associated with interpersonal distance, ß = 0.29, p < .05, R2 = .02. The mediation role of interpersonal distance was significant (ß = -0.1111, LLCI = -.2213, ULCL = -0.0081).

	Bane et al (2010) – 2 
	USA 
UK
Canada
	Quantitative
Content analysis
	N = 100 (100% females)
Age: M = 34.61, SD = 6.18
	ANOVA
There was no main effect of disclosure category on number of friends, F (1, 94) = 2.25, p = .14, partial η2 = 0.02. There was a significant interaction between disclosure category and friendship type (online vs. real-life), F (1, 94) = 10.08, p = .002, partial η2=0.10. High-disclosure bloggers reported more online friendships than did low-disclosure bloggers, t (94) = 2.64, p = .01, d = 0.54. There was no effect of disclosure category on number of real-life friends, t (94) = 1.04, p = .30, d = 0.21.
There was no main effect of disclosure category on satisfaction with friendships, F (1, 92) = 2.68, p = .11, partial η2 = 0.03. The interaction between disclosure category and friendship type was significant, F (1, 92) = 5.62, p = .03, partial η2 = 0.14. High-disclosure bloggers were more satisfied with their online friendships than were low-disclosure bloggers, t (92) = 2.69, p = .008, d = 0.56. There was no effect of disclosure category on satisfaction with real-life friendships, t (92) = 0.53, p = .60, d = 0.11.

	Bareket-Bojmel et al (2016)
	Israel
	Quantitative
Cross-sectional
	N = 156 students (76.3% females) (434 posts)
Age: M = 24.49, SD = 1.66
	Structural Equation Modelling
Desire for self-enhancement positively predicted self-enhancement posting (β = .19), which in turn predicted an increase in 'likes' (β = .49) and comments (β = .18). Posting more derogatory status updates also predicted an increase in 'likes' (β = .22) and comments (β = .30).

	Baruh & Cemalcilar (2015)
	USA
	Quantitative
Experiment
	N = 618 (49.9% females)
Age: M = 48.5, SD = 16.02
	ANOVA
Intimacy of information had an effect on time spent viewing the profile (F (1,616) = 21.51, p < .001, η2 = .04) and on interpersonal attraction (F (1,616) = 67.88, p < .001, η2 = .10). Participants viewing low-intimacy profiles spent less time looking at them (M = 45.95, SD = 36.17) compared to those in the high-intimacy condition (M = 61.52, SD = 44.99). However, they were more socially attracted to the target (M = 2.81, SD = 1.00), compared to those exposed to information of high intimacy (M = 2.11, SD = 1.08)

	Baruh & Cemalcilar (2018) – 1 
	USA
	Quantitative Experiment
	N = 320 (53% females)
Age: M = 39.7, SD = 12.96
	ANOVA, Mediated Regression
Breadth of information had an effect on interpersonal attraction (F (1,318) = 5.04, p = .026, η2 = .016). High-breadth profiles were more attractive to participants (M = 3.43, SD = 0.74) than low-breadth profiles (M = 3.24, SD = 0.79). However, the prediction of interpersonal attraction by information breadth was fully mediated by attributional confidence (ß = 0.11, p < .048).

	Baruh & Cemalcilar (2018) – 2
	USA
	Quantitative Experiment
	N = 537 (49.7% females)
Age: M = 46.9, SD = 12.18
	2x2 ANOVA, Moderated mediation
Breadth of information had an effect on interpersonal attraction (F (1,532) = 5.37, p = .021, η2 = .01). High-breadth profiles were more attractive to participants (M = 3.35, SD = 0.63) than low-breadth profiles (M = 3.21, SD = 0.77).
Depth of information had an effect on interpersonal attraction (F (1,532) = 4.21, p = .041, η2 = .008). High-depth profiles were less attractive to participants (M = 3.22, SD = 0.74) than low-depth profiles (M = 3.35, SD = 0.67).
The interaction between breadth and depth of information did not significantly predict interpersonal attraction, F (1,532) = 0.27, p = .604.
After controlling for depth and attributional confidence, breadth of information continued to have a significant direct effect on interpersonal attraction (ß = 0.09, p = .028). Depth of information increased interpersonal attraction indirectly by increasing attributional confidence (ß = 0.14, p < .001), which in turn increased attraction (ß = 0.28, p < .001). However, higher depth of information shared on a profile still had a direct negative influence on interpersonal attraction (ß = -0.13, p < .001)

	Baruh et al (2017) – 1 
	USA
	Quantitative Experiment
	N = 1059
	ANOVA
Profiles with a higher amount of information were more positively evaluated (M = 2.96, SD = 0.8) compared to those with a lower amount of information (M = 2.79, SD = 0.84), F (1,1005) = 11.69, p < .001, η2 = .011.

	Baruh et al (2017) – 2 
	USA
	Quantitative Experiment
	N = 320
	ANOVA, Moderated Mediation
Profiles with a higher amount of information were highly rated in agreeableness adjectives (F (1,315) = 3.85, p = .05, η2 = .012) and interpersonal attraction (F (1,316) = 5.63, p < .05, η2 = .017).
The prediction of interpersonal attraction by information quantity was fully mediated by reduction in uncertainty about the profile owner (ß = .19, p < .05 for the path from quantity to uncertainty reduction; ß = .37, p < .001 for the path from uncertainty reduction to attraction). Perceived valence did not moderate this relationship.
Perceived valence of information had a direct positive effect on interpersonal attraction, ß = .77, p < .001.

	Bazarova (2012)
	USA
	Quantitative Experiment
	N = 220 (68.6% females)
Age: M = 20, SD = 1.19
	Factorial ANOVA, Mediation
People liked disclosers of information in private (M = 4.47, SE = 0.05) more than in public (M = 4.26, SE = 0.05), F (1,616) =14.97, p < .001, η2 = .06. In addition, negative disclosures (M = 4.19, SE = 0.05) prompted less liking than positive disclosures (M = 4.54, SE = 0.05), F (1,592) = 46.00, p < .001, η2 = .17. There was no effect of disclosure intimacy on social attraction for the discloser, F (1,216) = 0.08, p = .78. None of the interaction effects were significant.
Perceived disclosure appropriateness fully mediates the relationship between public/private context and social attraction (β = .13, p < .05). Controlling for public/private context, the effect of disclosure appropriateness on social attraction was significant (β = .25, p < .001).

	Berger & Barasch (2018) – 1a
	USA
	Quantitative
Experiment
	N = 59 (36% females)
Age: M = 27.1
	ANOVA repeated measures
The type of photo used influenced whether observers wanted to be friends with the person, F (1,58) = 7.83, p = .007, η2 = 119. Observers were more interested in being friends with people who used candid photos (M = 5.02, SD = 1.08) than posed ones (M = 4.70, SD = 1.21).

	Berger & Barasch (2018) – 2a
	USA
	Quantitative
Experiment
	N = 92 (37% females) 
Age: M = 26.5
	One-way ANOVA, Mediation
Observers were more interested in getting to know someone when that person used a candid (M = 3.63, SD = 1.77) rather than posed (M = 2.78, SD = 1.72) photo, F (1, 90) = 5.42, p = .022, η2 = 057.
Candid photos made people seem more genuine (a = .65, p < .001), which increased observers desire to get to know them better (b = .58, p < .001). The direct effect of photo type on interest to get to know the target (c = .85, p = .02) was no longer significant when including the mediator (c' = .47, p = .15).

	Berger & Barasch (2018) – 2b
	USA
	Quantitative
Cross-sectional
	N = 180
	ANOVA, Mediation
Observers felt more connected to the person if he or she posted a candid photo (M = 4.93, SD = 2.26) as opposed to a posed one (M = 4.33, SD = 2.36), F (1, 179) = 6.74, p = .01, η2 = 036. Perceived genuineness mediated the effect of photo type on connectedness (indirect effect = .339, SE = .114).

	Berger & Barasch (2018) – 3 
	USA
	Quantitative
Experiment
	N = 801 (58% females)
Age: M = 34.7
	One-way ANOVA, Mediation
Photo type influenced observer reactions, F (2,784) = 19.93, p < .001, N = .795. Observers had more positive reactions toward the target individual when the photo was candid (M = 4.96, SD = 2.17) rather than posed M = 4.33, SD = 2.18), t (515) = 3.46, p < .001. However, knowing that the photo was candid-aware decreased favourability (M = 4.20, SD = 2.05) relative to the candid condition, t (544) = 4.18, p < .001, to a level similar to the posed condition, t (542) = 0.63, p = .768.
Posting a candid photo increased perceptions of genuineness (a = .80, p < .001), which in turn increased favourability towards target (b = 0.46, p < .001). When adding genuineness as a mediator, the direct effect of photo type (c = .63, p < .001) on observer reactions became non-significant (c'= 0.27, p = .118).

	Boyle & Johnson (2010)
	not stated
	Quantitative, Exploratory
	N = 502 (47.8% females)
	Linear Regressions
Motives: 73.1% listed staying connected with friends, 30.5% networking, 14.9% seeking dates, 10.4% seeking serious relationships.
Users who listed friends as a motivation posted more personal items on their page (β = .27, p < .01) and revealed more about themselves (β = .32, p < .01), both in terms of detail items (β = .53, p < .01) and personal interests items (β = .11, p < .05).
Networking as a motive was associated with revealing more about oneself  (β = .12, p < .01), including personal items (β = .10, p < .05) and detail items (β = .12, p < .01).
Seeking dates or serious relationships were not significant predictors of self-presentation measures.

	Buehler (2017)
	USA
	Qualitative
	N = 185 (85.9% females)
Age: M = 33.33, SD = 12.24
	Inductive thematic analysis
The findings highlighted six themes that characterize the types of strategies Facebook users employed to seek emotional support while simultaneously avoiding norm violations: redirecting attention to others (65), projecting optimism in the face of adversity (56), self-deprecating humour and sarcasm (46), rich storytelling (34), vaguebooking (32) (may be viewed as attention seeking), and remarking on the significance of the date (29)

	Butkowski (2020)
	not stated
	Quantitative Content analysis
	N = 170 (100% females)
Age: 18-30 years old
	Correlations
Feedback was significantly correlated with many of the gender posing strategies, as follows:
Feminine touch strongly positively correlated with total number of 'likes' (r = .41, p < .001) and followers (r = .35, p < .001).
Subordination positively correlated with total number of 'likes' (r = .25, p < .01) and followers (r = .20, p < .05).
Licensed withdrawal positively correlated with total 'likes' (r = .25, p < .01) and followers (r = .23, p < .01).
Body display positively correlated with all forms of feedback: number of 'likes' (r = .27, p < .001), comments (r = -.16, p < .05) and followers (r = .23, p < .01).
Overall gender display positively correlated with total number of 'likes' (r = .43, p < .001) and followers (r = .37, p < .001).
Neutral and positive comments positively correlated with all of the stereotypical gender poses, and total gender display (r = .32, p < .001).

	Chandrasekaran et al (2024)
	multiple
	Quantitative
	N = 186 videos (62.9% females, 34.9% males, 2.1% both)
	Binomial negative regression
Text: fear was the dominant emotion in 50.53% of videos, followed by sadness (33.3%).
Video frames: happiness was dominant in 49.5% of videos, followed by sadness (26.88%).
As opposed to surprise, videos having fear as a dominant emotion in their text had increased views (Exp(B) = 4.75, p < .01), 'likes' (Exp(B) = 4.45, p < .001), and comments (Exp(B) = 3.43, p < .02). Similarly, content suggesting dominantly happiness results in higher views (Exp(B) = 8.52, p < .001), likes (Exp(B) = 5.51, p < .001), and comments (Exp(B) = 5.0, p < .01). Lastly, videos predominantly transmitting sadness garner greater views (Exp(B) = 3.05, p < .03), 'likes' (Exp(B) = 2.70, p < .05), and comments (Exp(B) = 3.21, p < .03).
Regarding video frames, compared to visually expressing a dominant emotion of sadness, videos showing happiness have a greater likelihood of increased views (Exp(B) = 1.78, p < .01) and 'likes' (Exp(B) = 1.81, p < .01). Videos predominantly showing fear also have an increased likelihood for higher numbers of 'likes' (Exp(B) = 3.24, p < .001).

	A. Chen et al (2022)
	China
	Quantitative
Content analysis
	N = 705 posts
	Multilevel Regression, Negative binomial distribution
Considering intermediate self-disclosure as a reference, posts with peripheral self-disclosure (β = -0.49, SE = 0.23, p < .05) and those with no disclosure (β = -2.21, SE = 0.20, p < .001) were re-posted with significantly lower transmission rates.
As compared to anger-related posts, fear-related (β = -0.67, SE = 0.21, p < .01) and sadness-related (β = -0.65, SE = 0.21, p < .01) posts were less likely to diffuse in-depth. However, posts with positive emotions (β = -0.41, SE = 0.26, p > .05) were not significantly less re-posted (in depth) than angry posts.
Posts without specific requests had a smaller diffusion depth than those with instrumental (β = 0.68, SE = 0.23, p < .01) and a mixture of instrumental and emotional needs (β = 0.58, SE = 0.23, p < .05). Posts with emotional requests did not reveal a significantly lower diffusion depth compared to instrumental posts (β = -0.23, SE = 0.21, p > .05).

	Choi et al (2015)
	USA
	Quantitative
Cross-sectional
	N = 155 students
Age: M = 20.52, SD = 1.26
	Multiple Regressions
The number of status updates was positively related to both number of 'likes' (β = .60, p < .001, R2 = .48) and comments (β = .64, p < .001, R2 = .38).
Narcissism moderated the association between number of status updates and number of comments (β = -.44, p < .05, R2 = .40), but did not moderate the association with number of 'likes'(β = -.05).
Entitlement moderated the association between number of status updates and number of comments (β = -.50, p < .001, R2 = .48), but did not moderate the association with number of 'likes' (β = -.02).
Exploitativeness moderated the association between number of status updates and both the number of comments (β = -.43, p < .01, R2 = .42) and number of 'likes' (β = -.33, p < .01, R2 = .51).
No significant moderating effects of the other components of narcissism were obtained.

	Deters & Mehl (2013)
	USA
	Quantitative Experiment
	N = 86 students (61% females)
Age: 90% between 18-22 years old
	Mediation, Moderation
Experimental condition (β = -.18, p = .02) significantly predicted loneliness after the experiment. Participants who were prompted to post more reported a decrease in loneliness (t [36] = 2.15, p = .04, d = -.31), not significant for those in the control condition (t [48] = -.06, p = .96).
Social connectedness fully mediated the prediction of changes in loneliness by experimental condition. Experimental condition positively predicted daily social connectedness (a = .23), which in turn predicted changes in loneliness (b = -.34). The direct effect of condition on changes in loneliness was not significant (c’ = .17, p = .11).
The moderating effect of social response was also tested. The main effect of condition remained significant (β = -.17, p = .04) but neither the main effect of proportion of commented status updates (β = -.13, p = .15), nor the interaction term (β = -.06, p = .52) significantly predicted changes in loneliness. Null effects were also obtained for the proportion of liked status updates.

	Deters et al (2016) – 1 
	USA
	Quantitative
Multimethod
	N = 153 students (60.8% females)
Age: M = 20.18, SD = 3.24
	Generalized Linear Mixed Model
More positive status updates received more 'likes' compared to other posts by the same individual (estimate = 0.009, SE = 0.001, z = 7.96, p < .001) and by other people (estimate = 0.009, SE = 0.001, z = 8.31 p < .000).
However, they also received significantly fewer comments than posts by the same individual (estimate = -0.005, SE = 0.001, z = -6.23; p < .000) or other people (estimate = -0.005, SE = 0.001, z = -6.12; p < .000).

	Deters et al (2016) – 2
	Germany
	Quantitative
Multimethod
	N = 209 students (88.5% females)
Age: M = 23.5, SD = 3.54
N = 91 in analysis
	Generalized Linear Mixed Model
More positive status updates received more 'likes' compared to other posts by the same individual (estimate = 0.026, SE = 0.004, z = 6.66, p < .001) and by other people (estimate = 0.027, SE = 0.004, z = 7.58 p < .000).
Positive status updates did not receive a significantly different number of comments compared to posts by the same individual (estimate = -0.003, SE = 0.003, z = -0.88; p = .38) or other people (estimate = -0.002, SE = 0.003, z = -0.73; p = .47).

	Forest & Wood (2012) – 2 
	Canada
	Quantitative
Cross-sectional
	N = 177 students (66.1% females)
Age: M = 19.95
N = 124 in analysis
	Regression
Individuals with lower self-esteem expressed less positivity, ß = 0.26, t (119) = 2.92, p = .004, d = 0.54, and more negativity, ß = –0.31, t (119) = –3.57, p = .001, d = 0.65, in their status updates, more sadness, anger, frustration, anxiety, fear, irritability, and less happiness, excitement, gratitude.
Observers liked participants with lower self-esteem less than participants with higher self-esteem, ß = 0.21, t (119) = 2.35, p = .020, d = 0.43.
Valence of disclosure mediated the association between self-esteem and liking, 95% confidence interval (CI) = [.04, .17], p = .001. The expression of emotions of sadness, anger, frustration, irritability, happiness, excitement, gratitude also mediated the relationship.

	Forest & Wood (2012) – 3
	Canada
	Quantitative
Cross-sectional
	N = 98 students (78.6% females)
Age: M = 21.18
N = 73 in analysis
	Regression
Participants with lower self-esteem expressed less positivity, ß = 0.23, t (71) = 2.01, p = .048, d = 0.48, and more negativity in their status updates, ß = –0.33, t (71) = –2.93, p = .005, d = 0.70. They were deemed less likable by strangers, ß = 0.22, t (71) = 1.94, p = .056, d = 0.46, and valence of disclosure mediated this association between self-esteem and coders' liking, 95% confidence interval (CI) = [.03, .19], p = .005.
Linear-mixed-modelling
The interaction between self-esteem and positivity significantly predicted social rewards, estimate = –.11 (SE = .05), t (57.13) = –2.37, p = .021. Update positivity was positively associated with social rewards from friends only for participants with low self-esteem, estimate = .20 (SE = .07), t (52.55) = 2.88, p = .006.
The interaction between self-esteem and negativity also predicted social rewards: estimate = .10 (SE = .04), t (557.77) = 2.37, p = .018. Participants with high self-esteem received more social rewards from friends for their more negative updates, estimate = .18 (SE = .07), t (558.46) = 2.53, p = .012, whereas participants with low self-esteem did not.

	Fox et al (2021)
	USA
	Mixed method
	N = 97 students (69.1% females), 
Age: M = 20.22, SD = 1.87
	Cross-over track analysis
Dyads were not posting on Facebook during uncertainty periods in their romantic relationship, as they were concerned about negative social feedback. Only a few posted vague content.
Once the breakup took place, they usually wanted to be the first to signal the event online, as they could place themselves in a desirable light. People announced the breakup by changing the relationship status (n=47), writing explicit (n=1) or vague posts (n=4).
When a breakup was visibly announced, social feedback was received (by 19 of the women and 2 men) in the form of supportive comments and 'likes', showing popularity and social desirability of the participants. They also received invitations to further contact their friends offline, for additional support.
Motives: a third of the participants (n=31) put additional effort into self-presentation, sometimes in the form of exaggerated or false status updates, with a desire to make themselves appear more attractive and popular, or to try rekindling their relationships. These posts were mostly of a positive valence.

	Freeman (2011)
	USA
	Non-experiment Quantitative
Correlational
	N = 274 students (61% females)
Age: M = 22.18, SD = 4.05
	Correlations, Regressions
There was a significant positive correlation between positive affect self-disclosure and change in intimacy for the 3 respondents (R1: r(241) = .13, p = .026, β = .148; R2: r(226) = .13, p = .042, β = .097, R3: r(194) = .19, p = .004, β = .191). There was a significant positive correlation between negative affect self-disclosure and change in intimacy for R1 and R2 (R1: r (241) = .18, p = .003, β = .194; R2: r (226) = .15, p = .012, β = .082). There was a significant effect of the self-disclosure behaviours as a set on change in intimacy (R1: F (2,244) = 7.19, p = .001, R2 = .06; R2: F (2,230) = 5.12, p = .007, R2 = .04; R1: F (2,197) = 3.33, p = .038, R2 = .03). The mediation of the relationship between self-disclosure and change in intimacy by perceived partner responsiveness was significant: R1: F (4,234) = 14.32, p < .001; R2: F (4,221) = 21.20, p < .001; R3: F (4,188) = 15.25, p < .001.
There was no significant correlation between secure attachment or avoidant attachment and changes in intimacy. There was a only a positive significant correlation between ambivalent attachment and changes in intimacy for R3: r (196) = .13, p = .032.

	Günsoy et al (2020)
	Turkey
USA
	Quantitative
Cross-sectional
Cross-cultural
	Turkey: N = 43 students (67.4% females)
Age: M = 20.09, SD = 1.25

USA: N = 61 students (45.9% females)
Age: M = 19.5, SD = 1.56
	Linear Regression Analyses
Turkish sample: The self-enhancement motive significantly predicted participants' tendencies to post positive updates about their close others (β = .36, p < .05); however, it did not predict posting about achievements (β = .17, p > .05), or positive (β = -.10, p > .05) and negative attitudes (β = -.11, p > .05).
USA sample: The self-enhancement motive significantly predicted participants' tendencies to post about their achievements (β = .30, p < .05) and positive attitudes (β = -.45, p < .01); however, it did not predict posting about their close others (β = -.20, p > .05) and their negative attitudes (β = -.06, p > .05).

	Heser et al (2015)
	Germany
	Quantitative
Correlational
Cross-sectional
	N = 59 (86.4% females) (86% students) 
Age: M = 24.86, SD = 5.98
	Correlations, Multiple Regressions
The affiliation motive positively correlated with number of friends (r = .35, p < .01), posted pictures (r = .33, p < .05), and posted messages (r = .31, p < .05). The power motive positively correlated with number of friends (r = .36, p < .01) and posted pictures (r = .37, p < .01), but not posted messages (r = .20, p > .05).
After controlling for age and sex, the power motive significantly predicted the number of friends (β = .31, p < .05, R2 = .28) and posted pictures (β = .32, p < .05, R2 = .19). However, the affiliation motive did not significantly predict any of the outcome variables.

	Hong et al (2012)
	USA
	Quantitative
Experiment
	N = 104 students (66% females)
Age: M = 21, SD = 1.34
	ANOVA
The main effect of social cues on social attractiveness was significant: F (1, 210) = 4.62, p < .05, η2p = 0.02. The main effect of the congruence of wall comments with a profile picture was also significant, F (1, 420) = 29.79, p < .01, η2p = 0.06.
The main effect of social cues on popularity was significant: F (1, 210) = 89.71, p < .01, η2p = 0.31. The main effect of the congruence of wall comments with a profile picture was also significant, F (1, 420) = 9.01, p < 0.01, η2p = .02.
The interaction between social cue and congruence was significant for predicting popularity, (F (1, 210) = 5.77, p < .01, η2p = 0.07). Participants in an incongruent condition gave almost similar scores for the popularity of the profile owner regardless of social cue available. Those who were in a congruent condition gave very low ratings for the popularity of the profile owner when there were few social cues available compared to when there were more social cues. 

	Hong et al (2020)
	not stated
	Quantitative
Comparative
	N = 1873 selfies (90.7% females)
	Independent t-tests, Moderation
Selfies using filters had significantly lower number of 'likes' (M = 41.39, SD = 21.12) in comparison to selfies without any filters (M = 53.49, SD = 27.59), t (1873) = 8.29, p < .001.
Selfies with social cues received a higher number of 'likes' (M = 64.57, SD = 32.08) compared to selfies without social cues (M = 49.39, SD = 25.74), t (1872) = 7.248, p < .001.
The use of filters in selfies did not moderate the relationship between social cues in selfies and the number of 'likes' received, F (1, 1873) = 0.005, p = .944.

	Kauten et al (2015) – 3 
	USA
	Quantitative Experiment
	N = 277 students (80.1% females)
Age: M = 20.85, SD = 5.10
	Paired sample t-test, Regressions
Narcissistic statuses were perceived more negatively compared to neutral, t (225) = -24.17, p < .001, in terms of both likeability [t (225) = -28.13, p < .001] and friend-worthiness [t (225) = -19.51, p < .001]. Males also rated narcissistic targets more favourably compared to females, t (224) = 2.18, p = .03, in terms of both likeability [t (224) = 2.04, p = .04] and friend-worthiness [t (224) = 2.55, p = .01].
There was a positive correlation between self-reported narcissism and ratings of narcissistic targets (r = .16, p = .02) their likeability (r = .15, p = .03) and friend-worthiness (r = .20, p = .002).
Self-reported narcissism predicted perceptions of narcissistic statements only for males (b = .10, se = .04), and perceptions of neutral statements only for females (b = -.04, se = .02).

	Li et al (2020)
	USA
	Quantitative
Correlational
	N = 411 (47.7% females)
Age: M = 33.17, SD = 8.38
	MANOVA, Mixed-effect model
The number of supportive reactions was significantly different among the three valence groups (F (4,672) = 3.40, p = .009), for both number of comments (F (2,336) = 4.93, p = .008) and one-click reactions (F (2,336) = 4.74, p = .009). Negatively valanced posts received significantly fewer comments (t = -2.51, p = .034) and fewer one-click reactions (t = -2.55, p = .030) than posts with mixed valence. The difference between the negative and positive posts was not significant for either comments (t = -1.03, p = .561) or one-click reactions (t = – 2.03, p = .106). The number of responses received by posts with mixed and positive valence were almost the same for both comments (t = 0.48, p = .881) and one-click reactions (t = 0.48, p = .883).
The number of responses was significantly different between the indirect and direct support seeking groups (F (2,336) = 3.73, p = .025). Those who sought support directly received a significantly higher number of comments (F (1,337) = 7.46, p = .007). The difference in terms of one-click reactions was not significant (F (1,337) = 1.56, p = .213).
Supportiveness perceived for a comment was higher than for a one-click reaction (F (1, 1537) = 43.40, p < .001).

	Li et al (2023)
	USA
	Quantitative
cross-sectional
	N = 405 (50.9% females)
Age: M = 39.29, SD = 10.06
	Logistic regressions, Hierarchical linear regressions
Valence of the support-seeking posts was negatively associated with the informational support participants received (ß = -.10, t = -2.10, p = .04). The same result was found for received emotional support (ß = -.16, t = -3.41, p < .001).
There was a significant difference in terms of received support between the 3 types of post valence, F (4, 802) = 5.89, p < .001, η² = .03. An LSD post-hoc showed that, compared with participants who wrote neutral posts (M = 4.20, SD = 1.90), those who left negative posts (M = 4.63, SD = 1.65) received more informational support, p = .02; participants who wrote positive posts (M = 4.28, SD = 1.65) did not differ from the ones who left neutral (p = .77) or negative posts (p = .22). Participants who left more positive support-seeking messages (M = 4.75, SD = 1.43) received a significantly lower level of emotional support than those who wrote negative posts (M = 5.69, SD = 1.29, p < .001) as well as those with neutral posts (M = 5.53, SD = 1.54, p < .001). However, no significant difference was found between neutral and negative posts in received emotional support, p = .29.
Posts that sought support directly received significantly more informational support (β = .13, t = 2.56, p = .01). There was no significant association between the directness of the messages and the emotional support received (β = .05, t = 0.99, p = .32).
Participants who wrote posts employing more politeness strategies received a higher level of informational support (ß = .12, t = 2.51, p = .01). The association between the level of politeness of the posts and received emotional support was not significant (ß = .09, t = 1.87, p = .06).

	Limperos et al (2014)
	USA
	Quantitative
Experiment
	N = 231 students (61% females)
Age: M = 19.25, SD = 1.53
	Factorial ANOVA
Information level had no main effect, F (2, 207) = .87, p = .42 on interpersonal liking. There was a significant interaction between information level and sex, F (2, 207) = 5.52, p < .005; for female profiles, interpersonal liking increased as information level increased. For males, medium levels of information were ideal for interpersonal liking.
The main effect of information level on future interactions approached significance, F (2, 217) = 2.95, p = .055. High (M = 4.39, SE = .12) and medium amounts of information (M = 4.48, SE = .12) were favoured more than low amounts of information (M = 4.07, SE = .13). The interaction between information level and sex also approached significance, F (2, 217) = 2.95, p = .054; while there were no significant differences in ratings of female profiles, a medium amount of information on male profiles led to the most favourable ratings for intentions of future interaction.

	Lin & Qiu (2012)
	Singapore
	Quantitative
Correlational 
	N = 185 students (65.9% females)
Age: M = 22.1, SD = 1.67
N = 168 in analysis
	Correlations, Moderated Multiple Regression
The frequency of positive emotion words was positively correlated with network size (r = .21, p = .005) and negatively correlated with network density (r = -.17, p = .026). The frequency of negative emotions was not related to either network size or density.
Motivation for relationship management did not predict the ratio of negative emotion words over positive (β = -.05, p = .51). However, there was a significant interaction effect of density and motivation on the ratio of emotions (β = -.50, p < .001). People with a low level of motivation for relationship management used a higher amount of negative emotion words in dense networks compared to sparse (β = 16.4, p < .001), while individuals with a high motivation for relationship management expressed more negative emotions in sparse networks (β = -8.19, p = .013).

	Lin & Utz (2017) – 1 
	Germany
	Quantitative Experiment
	N = 139 (79.1% females)
Age: M = 23.58, SD = 4.29
	ANOVA
Participants felt closer to the profiles owners who disclosed five times (M = 3.64, SD =1.85) compared to the profile owner who posted three times (M =3.14, SD = 1.60), t (129) = 3.06, p = .001, who was in turn perceived as emotionally closer than disclosers who posted only once.
The interaction effect of intimacy and narrativity level on the one-item closeness was significant F (1,131) = 6.69, p = .011, η2p = 0.048. Under low-narrativity, participants perceived more closeness to the high-intimacy target (M = 4.14, SD = 1.87), than in the low-intimacy condition (M = 2.50, SD = 1.38), t (65) = 3.98, p < .001; under high narrativity, the difference was not significant. Under low-intimacy, participants perceived more closeness to the high-narrativity target (M = 3.79, SD =1.79), than in the low-narrativity condition (M =2.50, SD = 1.38), t (62) = 3.21, p = .001; under high intimacy, the difference was not significant. The main effect of intimacy on closeness was significant, F (1,131) = 8.31, p = .005, η2p = 0.059, and closeness was even higher when posts perceived as inappropriate were removed F (1,95) = 13.92, p < .001, η2p = 0.128.
The interaction effect of intimacy and narrativity level on propinquity was significant F (1,135) = 9.82, p = .043, η2p = 0.03. Under low-narrativity, participants perceived more propinquity to the high-intimacy target (M = 3.81, SD =1.60), than in the low-intimacy condition (M = 3.03, SD = 1.51), t (68) = 2.08, p = .021; under high narrativity, the difference was not significant. Under low-intimacy, participants perceived more closeness to the high-narrativity target (M = 3.91, SD =1.40), than in the low-narrativity condition (M =3.03, SD = 1.51), t (65) = 2.47, p = .008.
There was a significant negative main effect of intimacy on social attraction, F (1,135) = 20.29, p = .001, η2p = 0.076. However, when posts perceived as inappropriate were removed, this effect was no longer significant.

	Lin & Utz (2017) – 2
	
	Quantitative Experiment
	N = 433 (62.8% females),
Age: M = 25.82, SD = 6.38
	ANOVA, Stepwise Regressions
Participants felt closer to the profiles owners who disclosed five times (M = 3.42, SD =1.80) compared to the profile owner who posted three times (M =3.14, SD = 1.61), t (337) = 2.65, p = .004, who was in turn perceived as emotionally closer than disclosers who posted only once.
For both the one-item closeness and propinquity, the 2x2 (intimacy x narrativity) analysis showed non-significant results for main and interaction effects.
There was a significant negative main effect of narrativity on social attraction, but the effect of intimacy was non-significant. In the high-narrativity condition, participants felt higher attraction towards the target (M = 4.61, SD = 1.29), compared to those in the low-narrativity condition (M = 4.25, SD = 1.32), t (431) = 2.80, p = .003.
Regressions were run for all 3 dependent variables, with intimacy and narrativity included in the first step, and appropriateness and entertainment value in the second. For all dependent variables, narrativity was a significant predictor after the first step, however, only appropriateness and entertainment were significant predictors in the final analyses: for the one-item closeness, B = .258 for appropriateness, B = .315 for entertainment, R2 = .16; for propinquity, B = .258 for appropriateness, B = .327 for entertainment, R2 = .26; lastly, for social attraction, B = .332 for appropriateness, B= .310 for entertainment, R2 = .34.

	Lin et al (2014) – 2 
	Singapore
	Quantitative
Cross-sectional
	N = 101 students (68.3% females)
Age: M = 20.93, SD = 1.77
	Correlations, Regressions
Network size was positively correlated with positive emotions (r = .29, p = .007), and network density was positively correlated with negative emotions (r = .22, p = .03).
Network size predicted positive emotion (b = .37, p = .001), while network density predicted both positive (b = .28, p = .02). and negative emotion (b = .32, p = .02). In other words, Facebook users with larger networks disclose more positive emotions in their status updates, while users with denser networks disclose both positive and negative emotions in their Facebook posts.

	Liu & Wei (2018)
	USA
	Quantitative Experiment
	N = 196 students (67.3% females)
Age: M = 20.13, SD = 0.92
	MANCOVA, Mediation
Seeking support through a private message led to more helping behaviours (F (6,322) = 19.10, p < .001, partial η2 = 0.26), and more favourable perceptions towards the support seeker (F (10,366) = 10.95, p < .001, partial η2 = 0.23). Participants in high and moderate publicness conditions put less effort into helping and were less likely to help.
There was no significant interaction effect of publicness and issue severity.
Publicness had a negative indirect effect on likelihood to help in Facebook, via perceived appropriateness and liking, B = .10, Boot SE = 0.05.

	Liu et al (2022)
	not stated
	Quantitative
Correlational
	N = 15.596 posts (3818 faceless images, 849 face images)
	ANOVA, Binomial Regression
Face posts received the highest median karma score (34), followed by posts with faceless images (13), and posts containing only text (4), these differences being significant, p < .001.
Image posts received more comments (β = .154, p < .001) and higher karma scores (β = .618, p < .001) than text-only posts. Posting a face image was associated with more comments (β = .415, p < .001) and higher karma score (β = .760, p < .001) in comparison with faceless images.

	Malloch & Feng (2022)
	USA
	Quantitative
Experiment
	N = 209 (44.5% females)
Age: M = 33.67, SD = 10.44
	Structural Equation Modelling
Valence of support-seeking posts positively predicted positive emotion words in responses (b = .42, p < .001) and negatively predicted negative emotion words (b = -.40, p < .001).
Participants wrote more positive emotion words (M = 28, SD = 33.12) and fewer negative emotion words (M = 1.63, SD = 6.73) when responding to a positive post, compared to a negative post (M = 3.48, SD = 11.64 for positive words, M = 13.43, SD = 17.87 for negative words).

	Marino et al (2022)
	Italy
	Quantitative
Mixed technical-psychological
	N = 227 students (79.3% females)
Age: M = 25.01, SD = 1.05
	Machine learning-based predictions, T-tests
User-related features were the most relevant in predicting image popularity accurately. Among them, wall activities were important. Number of uploaded photos decreased the probability to be popular (i.e., probability to receive at least one comment).
As to photo-related features, image size was negatively associated with popularity, while having people in the photo increased the probability for it to receive at least one comment.
The machine-learning method only highlighted the top 10 predictors of popularity, without excluding the significance of the others.

	Mayshak et al (2017)
	Australia
	Mixed method
	N = 97 (63% females)
Age: M = 26.32, SD = 8.68
	ANOVA, post hoc Bonferroni
Participants' engagement with all post types (negative, neutral, and positive) were positively associated with each other.
Number of 'likes' differed significantly by post valence, F (2, 161) = 35.77, p < .001, η2p = .28. Participants gave significantly fewer 'likes' to positive posts than to negative and neutral posts (both at p < .001).
Number of shares differed significantly by post valence, F (2, 170) = 8.87, p < .001, η2p = .09. Participants shared fewer positive posts than negative and neutral posts (both at p < .001).
Number of hides differed significantly by post valence, F (2, 150) = 10.16, p < .001, η2p = .12. Participants hid more negative posts than positive and neutral posts (both at p < .001), and more neutral than positive posts (p < .001).
Number of comments differed significantly by post valence, F (2, 138) = 42.83, p < .001, η2p = .32. Participants made more comments about negative posts than positive and neutral posts (both at p < .001), and more about neutral than positive posts (p < .001).
Total engagement differed significantly by post valence, F (2, 141) = 4.91, p = .015, η2p = .05. Participants engaged less with negative posts than neutral posts (p < .001); there were no other additional differences.

	Mejova & Lu (2022)
	USA
	Mixed method
	Approximately 4 million tweets
12788 tweets analysed for numbers / likelihood of responses.
1000 tweets manually analysed for content of responses.
	Z-tests, Odds Ratios
Tweets which received replies contained more social and positive words (e.g., “nice”, “kind”, “super”) whereas those that did not receive replies had swear words, talked more about loneliness, and were altogether more negative.
The most common type of supportive communication was emotional support (around 50%). Of these, the majority (over 60%) were moderately person-centred messages. Also, nonverbal elements (e.g., images, gifs, emojis) were used.
The second most common type of support was esteem support, which included compliments and validation.

	Orben & Dunbar (2017)
	UK
	Quantitative
Longitudinal experiment
	N = 243 (68.7% females)
Age: M = 22.47, SD = 5.59
	MANCOVA, Mediated regression
The experimental manipulation did not affect levels of integration in social network, perceived closeness, and motivation to provide social support.
Self-disclosure intimacy significantly affected relationship change (social attractiveness, perceived homophily):  F (4,268) = 3.81, p < .01. Social attractiveness was lower in the high intimacy compared to the low intimacy condition (MD = 6.44, SE = 2.63, p < .05), and in the high intimacy compared to the medium intimacy condition (MD = 7.89, SE = 2.59, p < .01). There was no difference between relationship change in low and medium intimacy conditions.
The relationship between post intimacy and social attractiveness was mediated by perceived appropriateness and homophily: R2 = 0.22, p < .001. Oversharing decreased perceived appropriateness (B = - 0.97, p < .001), which in turn decreased perceived homophily (B = 6.52, p < .001). Both perceived homophily (B = 0.38, p < .001) and appropriateness (B = 4.61, p < .001) predicted the social attractiveness of the target.
Valence did not affect relationship change (F (2,86) = 0.03, p = .97). Lower post valence predicted lower perceived valence (B = 0.10, p < .05), which in turn predicted lower perceived homophily (B = 7.46, p < .01). Both perceived valence (B = 4.60, p < .05) and perceived homophily predicted the target's social attractiveness (B = 0.45, p < .001). Perceived valence and homophily therefore mediated the relationship between posts' valence and social attractiveness.

	Park & Lee (2017)
	not stated
	Quantitative
Cross-sectional
	N = 100 users
	Regression
For women, both pictures low in sexuality (coeff = 16.87, p < .001) and high in sexuality (coeff = 31.15, p < .001) predicted audience engagement with their content. When they posted images showing their faces and revealing their bodies, they received more 'likes'.
For men, pictures low in sexuality (coeff = 38.75, p < .001) and high in sexuality (coeff = 30.26, p < .001), as well as pictures of them engaging in physical exercise (coeff = -23.86, p = .002) predicted audience engagement with their content.

	Qin et al (2021)
	China
	Quantitative
Experiment
	N = 204 students (65.2 % females)
Age: M = 20.22, SD = 1.40
	One-way ANOVA, Tukey post-hoc comparisons, Moderated mediated regression
There were no significant differences between 100% positive and 75% positive posts, or between 100% negative and 75% negative posts, so 3 groups were used in analyses.
There was a significant difference in terms of likability [F (2) = 44.43, p < .001] between the groups. Profile owners with dominant positive self-disclosure were the most likeable (M = 4.29, SD =1.27), followed by neutral self-disclosure (M = 3.27, SD = 1.56), and negative self-disclosure (M = 2.28, SD = 1.33). The difference between each pair was significant at a p < .001 level.
Dominantly positive self-disclosure was perceived as significantly more trustworthy than negative self-disclosure (b = 1.37, p < .001), while there was no significant difference between neutral and dominantly negative self-disclosure (b = 0.22, p = .59). Trustworthiness had a significant positive effect on likability (b = 0.57, p < .001).
The mediation effect of trustworthiness in the relationship between positive self-disclosure and likability was moderated by perceived homophily when perceived homophily was at a low level (−1 SD) (b = 0.61, 95% CI = 0.30 to 1.00) and at an average level (b = 0.37, 95% CI = 0.02 to 0.67), while a high level (+1 SD) of perceived homophily did not affect the mediation effect of trustworthiness (b = 0.10, 95% CI = −0.73 to 0.70).

	Rains & Brunner (2018) – 1 
	USA
	Quantitative
Cross-sectional
	N = 220 (55% females)
Age: M = 33.05, SD = 14.75
	Regression, Moderated regression
Disclosure valence was positively associated with liking (β = .22, p < .05), relationship satisfaction (β = .12, p < .05), and willingness to provide social support (β = .18, p < .05).
Relationship closeness moderated the associations between disclosure valence and both liking (β = -.08, p < .05) and willingness to provide social support (β = -.10, p < .05). The association between disclosure valence and liking was significant when relationship closeness was relatively moderate (b = .23, p < .01) or low (b = .33, p < .01) but not when it was relatively high (b = .13, p = .10).
There was a three-way interaction between the number of disclosures received, relationship closeness, and disclosure valence for willingness to provide social support (β = .12, p < .05). This interaction was only significant when the total number of disclosures was low. Then, the association between disclosure valence and willingness to provide social support was significant when relationship closeness was relatively low (b = .53, p < .01) or moderate (b = .30, p < .01), but not when it was relatively high (b = .06, p = .53).

	Rains & Brunner (2018) – 2
	USA
	Quantitative
Experiment
	N = 349 (63% female)
Age: M = 32.74, SD = 11.71
	ANOVA, Independent sample t-tests
Among participants in the acquaintance condition, negative disclosures (M = 1.09, SD = 1.12) had a significantly larger absolute impact relative to neutral disclosures than did positive disclosures (M = 0.49, SD = 1.12) on participants’ ratings of relationship satisfaction with the discloser, t (170) = 4.05, p < .001. Negative disclosures (M = 0.77, SD = 1.56) from an acquaintance also had a significantly larger impact than positive disclosures (M = 0.00, SD = 1.49) on participants’ willingness to provide social support t (170) = 3.85, p < .001. The difference in effects of negative and positive disclosures on acquaintances’ liking of the discloser was not significant, t (170) = 1.39, p = .17.
In the close friend condition, negative disclosures (M = 0.82, SD = 1.29) had a significantly smaller absolute impact relative to neutral disclosures than did positive disclosures (M = 1.42, SD = 1.24) on participants’ liking of the discloser, t (168) = −3.59, p < .001. There was no significant difference regarding the impact of valence on relationship satisfaction or willingness to provide support.
The effects of negative disclosures relative to positive disclosures were significantly greater in the acquaintance condition than in the close friend condition for liking (t (340) = −6.04, p < .001, d = .65), relationship satisfaction (t (340) = −2.67, p = .008, d = .29), and willingness to provide social support,(t (340) = −3.78, p < .001, d = .41).

	Rodriguez Hidalgo et al (2015)
	not stated
	Quantitative Content analysis
	N = 270 blog posts with affect
	Planned contrasts tests
There was a significant effect of emotional valence on emotional support, F (2, 185) = 8.89, p < .001. The mean difference for the negative emotional valence was significant compared to the mean of positive and bivalent posts together (M = .65, SE = 0.15, t (185) = 4.395, p < .001). Feedback providers gave greater emotional support in cases of negative initiator posts, than for positive or bivalent posts.
Emotional valence had a significant effect on empathy, F (2, 185) = 11.82, p < .001. Feedback was more intense in empathy in response to negative than to positive or bivalent posts (M = .83, SE = 0.17, t (185) = 4.87, p < .001).
There was a significant effect of emotional valence on admiration F (2, 185) = 7.89, p < .01. Feedback was more intense in admiration in the case of positive than negative or bivalent posts (M = .79, SE = 0.24, t (185) = 3.27, p < .001).

	Rosenthal-Stott et al (2015)
	UK
	Quantitative Experiment
	N = 40 (100% females)
Age: M = 19.73, SD = 1.11
	Factorial repeated measures ANOVA 
Social attraction: A status x wall-post ANOVA revealed a significant main effect for status, F (2,78) = 139.82, p < .001, η2p = .782. Positive status profiles (M = 4.92) were more socially attractive than neutral (M = 4.58), p = .041, and negative (M = 2.77), p < .001, status profiles. Neutral status profiles were more socially attractive than negative status profiles, p < .001. There was a significant status x wall-post interaction, F (4,156) = 8.76, p < .001, η2p = .183.
Task attraction: There was a significant main effect for status, F (2,78) = 38.35, p < .001, η2p = .496. Positive (M = 4.77) status profiles were higher in task attractiveness than neutral (M = 3.66), p < .001, and negative (M = 3.51), p < .001, status profiles. There was no significant difference between the neutral and negative status profiles, p = 1.00. The status x wall-post interaction was significant, F (4,156) = 7.77, p < .001, η2p = .166.
Physical attraction: There was a significant main effect for status, F (2, 78) = 14.64, p < .001, η2p = .273. There was no significant difference between the positive (M = 4.38) and neutral (M = 4.53) status profiles, p = .877. However, profiles with negative statuses (M = 3.84) were considered significantly less physically attractive than both the positive (p = .002) and neutral (p < .001) status profiles. The status x wall-post interaction was non-significant, F (4,156) = 1.17, p = .328, η2p = .029.

	Sannon et al (2017)
	USA
	Quantitative
Cross-sectional
	N = 233 (75.5% female)
Age: M = 20.64, SD = 2.27
822 status updates
	Correlations, multilevel models
There was a small positive correlation between post intimacy and post valence (r = .07, p < .05).
The intimacy of the initial status update was positively associated with the intimacy of the comments on the post (B = .18, p < .001). There was also a positive association between the intimacy of the post and the valence of the comments received (B = .09, p < .05).
The valence of the post was positively associated with the valence of the comments (B = .36, p < .001). The valence of the post did not influence the intimacy of comments (B = .01, p > .05).

	Taylor et al (2017)
	USA
	Quantitative Experiment
	N = 114 students (70.4% females)
Age: M = 20.8, SD = 2.70
	Multilevel Modelling
There was a main effect for selfie condition on social attractiveness, F (1, 324.76) = 49.87, p < .001. Selfie posters were rated as less socially attractive (M = 3.34) than posters without selfies (M = 3.93).
There was a significant interaction between selfie and valence, F (1, 324.67) = 4.67, p < .05. Positive posts without selfies received the highest attractiveness ratings (M = 4.29), while negative posts with selfies received the lowest attractiveness ratings (M = 3.15).
Male profiles were rated as less socially attractive than female profiles, F (1, 324.85) = 3.92, p < .05, but there was no significant interaction between profile gender and selfie condition, F (1, 107.96) = 0.06, p > .05.

	Tonks et al (2015)
	New Zeeland
	Qualitative
Exploratory
Visual ethnography
	N = 9 students (5 female)
Age: M = 19
	Foucauldian discourse analysis
Photos depicting drinking experiences initiated social interaction through photo comments. Comments were posted within minutes of the photo being uploaded; these were initially focused on the specific photo content but moved into broader topics, evolving into conversations.
This type of online social interaction is expected to strengthen friendships, by constructing these photos as positive and funny. Only the specific friends connected to the events in the photos have commented. These photos may have been inappropriate for wider audiences because of the topic of drinking experiences but were enjoyable for the poster and their friends. Reminiscing their fun times together during the shared experience strengthened bonds, creating in-groups amongst friends. 

	Vogel et al (2018) – 1 
	USA
	Quantitative
Experiment
	N = 289 students (54% females)
	Between-subjects ANOVA
There was a significant main effect of post valence on social support. Positive posts (M = 0.22, SD = 0.66) elicited more social support than negative posts (M = -0.22, SD = 0.59), F (1, 283) = 35.17, p < .001, partial η2 = .11).
There was a significant main effect of temporal context, F (2, 283) = 6.64, p = .002, partial η2 = .05. Post-hoc Tukey: participants were more likely to provide social support in the conditions with temporal context (recent past M = 0.09, SD = 0.68; distant past M = 0.12, SD = 0.73, p’s < .003) than the conditions with no temporal context (M = -0.19, SD = 0.53). Social support intentions did not differ based on whether the past context was recent or distant (p = .93).
There was a significant interaction between post valence and temporal context, F (2, 283) = 9.59, p < .001, partial η2 = .06. When the post was negative, temporal context did not significantly influence intentions to provide social support. When the post was positive, temporal context resulted in greater intentions to provide social support (recent past M = 0.41, SD = 0.64; distant past M = 0.39, SD = 0.67) compared to no temporal context (M = -0.20, SD = 0.47)

	Vogel et al (2018) – 2a
	USA
	Quantitative
Experiment
	N = 176 students
	Mixed-model ANOVA
There was a significant main effect of valence: participants were more likely to provide support for positive posts (M = 0.27, SD = 0.50) than for negative posts (M = -0.27, SD = 0.59), F (1, 172) = 44.47, p < .001, partial η2 = .21.
There was no main effect of temporal context (F [1, 172] = 2.98, p = .09, partial η2 = .02), and no interaction between valence and temporal context (F [1, 172] = 0.65, p = .42, partial η2 = .004).
There was no main effect of post domain (F [1, 172] < .001, p > .99, partial η2 < .001) and domain did not interact with valence or context (F’s < 1.99, p’s > .16, partial η2’s < .02).

	Vogel et al (2018) – 2b
	USA
	Quantitative Experiment
	N = 121 students
	Between-subjects ANOVA
There was a significant main effect of valence: social support intentions were higher for positive posts (M = 0.26, SD = 0.60) than for negative posts (M = -0.26, SD = 0.72), F (1, 117) = 17.51, p < .001, partial η2 = .13.
There was no main effect of temporal context (F [1, 117] = .01, p = .92, partial η2 < .001) and no interaction between post valence and temporal context (F [1, 117] = 0.12, p = .73, partial η2 = .001).

	Walsh et al (2020) – 1 
	USA
	Quantitative
Cross-sectional
	N = 159 students (71.7% females)
Age: M = 18.84, SD = 1.99
	Structural equation modelling, maximum likelihood
Pre-tests checking if attachment style predicts status updates' self-revealingness found that the relationship was non-significant for both avoidant and anxious attachment styles (p > .10).
Facebook users who perceived their networks as more (vs. less) responsive self-disclosed more openly in their updates, β = 0.33, SE = 0.17, p < .001.

	Walsh et al (2020) – 2
	USA
	Quantitative
Experiment
	N = 277 (59.2% females)
Age: M = 34.43, SD = 12.10
N = 158 in analysis
	Attachment anxiety or avoidance did not significantly predict self-revealingness of status updates.
There was no direct effect of condition on update self-revealingness, β = 0.20, SE = 0.25, p = .316. However, there was a significant indirect effect through state perceived network responsiveness (PNR), β = 0.05, SE = 0.08. The high (vs. low) PNR condition increased state PNR, β = 0.51, SE = 0.34, p = .002, which, in turn, positively predicted update self-revealingness, β = 0.20, SE = 0.06, p = .043. 

	S. S. Wang et al (2010)
	USA
	Quantitative
Experiment
	N = 311 students (43% females)
Age: M = 20.2, SD = .18
	Between-subjects ANOVA
There was a significant main effect for visual cues on respondents’ willingness to initiate friendships, F (2, 299) = 3.51, p < .05. Evaluators viewing attractive profile owners' photos (M = 2.72, SD = 1.35) had more willingness to initiate friendships than when viewing photos in the unattractive condition (M = 2.26, SD = 1.12). The no-photo condition (M = 2.40, SD = 1.43) did not significantly differ from the other two.
There was a significant three-way interaction between target gender, evaluator gender, and photo condition, F (2, 299) = 13.02, p < .001. The two-way interaction between profile owner gender and evaluator gender was examined separately for each visual cue. In the attractive condition, male evaluators were more willing to initiate friendships with female profile owners (M = 3.66, SD = 1.28) than with males (M = 2.24, SD = 1.05), while female evaluators were more willing to initiate friendships with male profile owners (M = 2.92, SD = 1.62) than with females (M = 2.04, SD = .84). In the no-photo condition male evaluators were still more willing to initiate friendships with female profile owners (M = 3.13, SD = 1.65) than males (M = 2.09, SD = 1.08), t (52) = 2.78, p < .01, R2 = 13; female evaluators, however, did not differ in their willingness to initiate friendships with male profile owners (M = 2.23, SD = 1.57) or female profile owners (M = 2.16, SD = 1.10). There were no significant differences in the unattractive photo condition.

	Y. Wang et al (2024) – 2 
	China
	Quantitative Experiment
	N = 120 (51.7% females)
Age: M = 31.63, SD = 7.33
	One-way ANOVA, Parallel mediation
The participants expressed less interpersonal interest toward the blogger when they posted a luxury experience (M = 4.18, SD = 1.55) compared to a nonluxury experience (M = 4.76, SD = 1.20), t (118) = 2.31, p = .023, d = 0.42.
Self-presentational motives (indirect effect = - 0.27, SE = 0.15) and self-expressive motives (indirect effect = - 0.37, SE = 0.15) mediated the effect of luxury condition on interpersonal interest. Luxury condition positively predicted self-presentational motives (a1 = 1.10, SE = .27, p < .001), which in turn negatively predicted interpersonal interest (b1 = -.25, SE = .09, p < .01). Luxury condition negatively predicted self-expressive motives (a2 = -.91, SE = .18, p < .001), which in turn positively predicted interpersonal interest (b2 = .41, SE = .14, p < .01). The direct effect of luxury condition on interpersonal interest was no longer significant (c’ = 0.06, p = .80).

	Y. Wang et al (2024) – 3
	China
	Quantitative Experiment
	N = 180 (48.9% females)
Age: M = 29.83, SD = 6.81
	One-way ANOVA
There was a significant effect of condition on interpersonal interest (F (2, 177) = 27.53, p < .001, ηp2 = 0.24. Interpersonal interest was lower in the wealth-based luxury condition (M = 3.94, SD = 1.90) than in the competencies-based luxury (M = 5.18, SD = 1.35, p < .001) and nonluxury (M = 5.84, SD = 0.79, p < .001) conditions. Interpersonal interest was also lower in the competencies-based luxury condition than in the nonluxury condition (p = .036).

	Weimann-Saks et al (2022) – 1
	Israel
	Quantitative
Content analysis
	N = 433 posts (100% females)
	Correlations, Mediation
The correlation between self-disclosure and engagement was not significant, r = .08, p > .05.
The correlation between post intimacy and engagement with the post was positive and significant, r = .45, p < .001.
The direct effect of self-disclosure on engagement was not significant, F (2, 385) = 2.59, p > .05, R2 = 1.3%. However, the model indicated an indirect effect through intimacy: self-disclosure levels predicted intimacy levels (a = .45, p < .001), which in turn predicted engagement with posts (b = .17, p < .001).

	Weimann-Saks et al (2022) – 2
	Israel
	Quantitative
Content analysis
	N = 1070 posts (100% females)
	Correlations, Mediation
The correlation between the level of self-disclosure and the level of engagement was positive and significant (r = .26, p < .001).
The correlation between intimacy and engagement was positive and significant (r = .22, p < .001).
The direct effect of self-disclosure on engagement was significant, F (2, 904) = 40.49, p > .001, R2 = 8.2%, c' = 34. Additionally, the model showed a significant indirect through intimacy: self-disclosure levels predicted intimacy (a = .33, p < .001), which in turn predicted engagement with posts (b = .22, p < .001)

	Weisbuch et al (2009)
	USA
	Quantitative
	N = 37 students (48.6% females)
	Correlations
Positive first impressions of people based on Facebook pages were correlated with increasing webpage expressivity (r = .61, p < .001).
There was no linear relationship between self-disclosure and impressions of liking based on personal webpages (r = .07, p = .70).

	Winter et al (2014)
	Germany
	Mixed
Content analysis
	N = 173 (59% females)
Age: M = 25.95, SD = 5.93

For qualitative analysis: 
N = 116 (62.1% females)
Age: M = 25.20, SD = 5.30
	Hierarchical regressions, Correlations
Age and gender were included in first step of regression, while personality traits were in the second. Narcissism was a significant predictor (b = .26, p = .001) of number of status updates. The influence of need for popularity and need-to-belong was not significant.
Narcissism (b = .27, p = .013) and need-to-belong (b = .24, p = .048) were significant positive predictors of self-disclosure depth.
Narcissism was a significant positive predictor of posting self-promotional content (b = .21, p = .048). Need for popularity was also close to significance (b = .21, p = .051).
Concerning topics of status updates, there were significant negative correlations between the number of status updates that contained congratulations and narcissism (r = .24, p = .014), and number of status updates about entertainment and need-to-belong (r = .23, p = .020).
There were no significant correlations between any of the individual traits and disclosure of emotions.

	Youngvorst & High (2018)
	USA
	Quantitative
Experiment
	N = 579 students (63.9% females)
Age: M = 22, SD = 4.17
	Factorial ANOVA, Planned comparisons
There was a significant main effect for directness of seeking support on the level of verbal person centeredness (VPC), F (2, 467) = 7.63, p < .001, η2 = .04. Participants produced messages with higher levels of VPC when status updates exhibited direct (M = 4.81, SD = 1.14) or indirect support seeking (M = 4.92, SD = 1.10) compared to no status (M = 4.54, SD = 0.95, p < .05). There was no significant difference between the direct and indirect support seeking statuses.
There was a significant main effect of profile picture on the level of VPC, F (2, 467) = 4.22, p < .01, η2 = .03. Participants produced messages with higher levels of VPC when a picture displayed negative emotion (M = 4.93, SD = 1.11) compared to both positive emotion (M = 4.68, SD = 1.06) or a generic picture (M = 4.66, SD = 1.05, p < .05). There was no significant difference between pictures conveying positive emotion and the generic image.
Participants evaluating the profile highest in emotional bandwidth produced messages with greater VPC (M = 4.88, SD = 1.04), compared to lowest emotional bandwidth (M = 4.43, SD = 0.81), t (484) = 2.57, p < .05, η2 = .04. People who viewed the profile with high emotional bandwidth also provided messages with higher levels of VPC than people who viewed the profile with lower emotional bandwidth characterized by positive emotion image and no support seeking (M = 4.26, SD = 0.88), t (484) = 13.30, p < .001, η2 = .06.

	Yuren (2021) – 1 
	China
	Quantitative
Experiment
	N = 384 (56% females)
Age: M = 29.82, SD = 6.65
	ANOVA, Mediation, Moderation
There were significant differences in interpersonal liking (Welch’s F (3, 207.83) = 53.23, p < .001) between the 4 conditions. Positive emotional expressions attained significantly higher levels of interpersonal liking, both in high-intensity emotions (p < .001, M = 5.46, SD = .92; M = 3.88, SD = 1.23) and low-intensity emotions conditions (p < .01, M = 4.99, SD = 1.03; M = 4.03, SD = 1.02).
Perceived appropriateness attained higher levels of interpersonal liking (B = .60, SE = .04, p < .001) and mediated the relationship between valanced emotional expressions and interpersonal liking in high-intensity (B = .54, SE = .10) and low-intensity conditions (B = .36, SE = .10).
Higher perceived similarity increased interpersonal liking (B = .18, SE = .03, p < .001) and mediated the relationship between valanced emotional expressions and interpersonal liking both in high-intensity (B = .32, SE = .07) and low-intensity conditions (B = .13, SE = .05).
Interaction effects of valence and intensity on interpersonal liking (B = .23, SE = .16, p = .14) were not significant. The mediation effect of perceived appropriateness on the relationship between valanced emotional expressions and interpersonal liking (Index = .19, SE = .12) was not moderated by emotional intensity. However, emotional intensity moderated the mediation effects of perceived similarity on the relationship between valanced emotional expressions and interpersonal liking (Index = .18, SE = .06).

	Yuren (2021) – 2
	China
	Quantitative
Experiment
	N = 254 (57.1% females)
Age: M = 29.35, SD = 6.22
	ANOVA, Multiple Linear Regression, Mediation
Interpersonal liking based on initial positive emotional expressions (M = 5.23, SD = .98) was significantly higher (Welch’s F (3, 138.03) = 50.04, p < .001) than that based on initial negative emotional expressions (M = 3.58, SD = 1.19).
There were significant differences in the final interpersonal liking (Welch’s F (3, 136.43) = 86.13, p < .001) among the 4 conditions. Positive emotional expressions in the second stage helped the profile owner receive significantly higher interpersonal liking ratings (P + P: M = 5.57, SD = .84; N + P: M = 5.57, SD = .67) than negative emotional expressions (P + N: M = 3.92, SD = 1.04; N + N: M = 3.45, SD = 1.16). Also, as long as the emotional expressions in the second stage were positive, the profile owner got similar higher levels of the final interpersonal liking (p = 1.00, P + P: M = 5.57, SD = .84; N + P: M = 5.57, SD = .67) regardless of valence of initial emotional expressions. As long as the emotional expressions in the second stage were negative, the profile owner got similar lower levels of the final interpersonal liking (p = .08, P + N: M = 3.92, SD = 1.04; N + N: M = 3.45 SD = 1.16), regardless of initial valence.
The subsequent emotional expressions rather than initial emotional expressions significantly predicted the final interpersonal liking (initial: β = .08, p = .05; subsequent: β = .70, p < .001).
When encountering inconsistent emotional expressions in the second stage, higher levels of first interpersonal liking were reversed to lower levels of final interpersonal liking by subsequent negative emotional expressions (P + N: F (1, 250) = 102.93, p < .001). Lower levels of first interpersonal liking were reversed to higher final interpersonal liking by subsequent positive emotional expressions (N + P: F (1, 250) = 186.03, p < .001).
When encountering consistent positive emotional expressions at the second stage, higher levels of first interpersonal liking were strengthened by subsequent positive emotional expressions (P + P: F (1, 250) = 10.41, p < .01. However, lower levels of first interpersonal liking were not reinforced by subsequent negative emotional expressions (N + N: F (1, 250) = .08, p = .78).
Higher levels of expectancy violation valence increased interpersonal liking (B = .35, p < .001, SE = .05). Expectancy violation valence significantly mediated the effect of subsequent emotional expressions on the final interpersonal liking (B = .80, SE = .17), while the direct effect of subsequent emotional expressions on interpersonal liking was still significant (B = 1.09, SE = .17, p < .001).

	H. W. Zhang et al (2022)
	USA
	Quantitative
Experiment
	N = 382 (50.8% females)
Age: M = 41.71, SD = 12.56
	Welch t tests, Mediation analysis, Fisher's test
Participants viewing positively valanced posts felt more social attraction towards them (M = 3.77, SD = 0.82), compared to the negative posts (M = 2.48, SD = 0.83), t (379.84) = -15.32, p < .001. They were also more willing to reply to positively valanced posts (M = 2.22, SD = 0.99), compared to the negative posts (M = 1.86, SD = 1.02), t (379.56) = -3.47, p < .001. However, they were less willing to ignore positive posts (M = 2.94, SD = 1.40), compared to negative posts (M = 3.89, SD = 1.27), t (379.89) = 6.96, p < .001.
The direct effect of self-disclosure valence on willingness to ignore was not significant, c' = .17, p > .05. However, the model indicated an indirect effect through social attraction: self-disclosure valence predicted social attraction (a = 1.29, p < .001), which in turn negatively predicted willingness to ignore (b = -.87, p < .001).
The direct effect of self-disclosure valence on willingness to react was negative and significant, c' = -.48, p < .001. Social attraction was also a significant mediator, and positively predicted willingness to react (b = .65, p < .001).
Preferred reaction options in the positive self-disclosure condition differed significantly from those in the negative self-disclosure condition (p < .001). Participants preferred liking or reacting with an emoji to the positive posts. However, more chose to ignore the post or send a private message to the discloser in the negative self-disclosure condition. There was no difference between the expected and the observed frequencies for commenting. 

	Y. B. Zhang et al (2023)
	USA
	Quantitative Experiment
	N = 865 college students
(51% females)
Age: M = 23, SD = 4.32
	ANCOVA
There was a significant main effect of valence of self-presentation, F (1, 858) = 64.85, p < .001, η2p = .07. Positive self-presentation (M = 5.02, SE = 0.05) resulted in higher perceptions of the Chinese target’s social attractiveness, compared to negative self-presentation (M = 4.42, SE = 0.05). Self-presentation and the American friends’ accommodativeness did not significantly interact.





Table 2
SNS contexts, self-disclosure / self-presentation behaviours, and social outcomes listed in the included studies
	[bookmark: _Hlk203995923]Authors (year) –
Study no. if applicable
	SNS
	Operationalisation of independent / predictor variables
	Operationalisation of dependent / criterion variables

	Ahn et al (2011) – 2  
	Facebook
	Participants look at 12 profile prototypes.
Presence of information on profile manipulated in a 2 (basic information; private vs. public) × 2 (picture; private vs. public) × 2 (cultural interesting; private vs. public) within-subjects design.
	Friendship initiation: willingness to send friend request, accept friend request, make comments on profile.

	Bai et al (2024) – 1 
	WeChat
	Participants evaluated 3 targets, each having 2 posts (of the same self-presentation type) on their WeChat profile.
3 (self-presentation type: positive self-presentation vs. life details self-presentation vs. demotivation self-presentation) x 2 (participants' levels of perceived life pressure: low vs. high)
	Likability of post ("Do you like this post?")
Likability of target ("Do you like this target?")

	Bai et al (2024) – 2 
	WeChat
	Participants evaluated 2 targets, each with 2 posts (positive vs. life details self-presentation)
Mediator: interpersonal psychological distance (circles representing the participants' relationship with the target)
	Likability of post ("Do you like this post?")
Likability of target ("Do you like this target?")

	Bane et al (2010) – 2 
	Blogs
	Self-disclosure in blog
Low levels: no breadth/depth, only describing traits, personal history, goals, plans, minor embarrassments.
High levels: moderately personal topic with great level of emotion, or highly personal topic.
	Perceptions of friendships
Satisfaction with friendships

	Bareket-Bojmel et al (2016)
	Facebook
	Self-presentation in last 3 own status updates, coded as neutral, enhancement, or derogation.
Motives: self-enhancement, self-verification.
	‘Likes’ and comments as proportions of potential audience size (number of Facebook friends)

	Baruh & Cemalcilar (2015)
	Twitter
	Participants exposed to one of 6 Twitter profiles (3 high vs. 3 low-intimacy), with 10 status updates each.
	Attention - time spent viewing the Twitter page.
Interpersonal attraction (e.g., "I would like to meet this person")

	Baruh & Cemalcilar (2018) – 1 
	Fake SNS
	Participants exposed to one profile, which had either:
Low breadth: contained 20 items of information.
High breadth: 10 additional items
	Interpersonal attraction (e.g., "I would like to meet this person")

	Baruh & Cemalcilar (2018) – 2
	Fake SNS
	Participants exposed to profiles in one condition in a 2 (low vs. high breadth information) x 2 (low vs. high depth information) design.
	Interpersonal attraction (e.g., "I would like to meet this person")

	Baruh et al (2017) – 1 
	not specified
	Participants exposed to one profile, which had either:
Low breadth: contained 20 items of information.
High breadth: 10 additional items
	Adjectives, such as ‘likeable’.

	Baruh et al (2017) – 2 
	not specified
	Participants exposed to one profile, which had either:
Low-breadth: contained 20 items of information
High-breadth: had 10 additional items
Perceived valence of information (scale)
	Interpersonal attraction (e.g., "I would like to meet this person")
Adjectives, such as ‘likeable’, ‘pleasant’.

	[bookmark: _Hlk203997211]Bazarova (2012)
	Facebook
	Participants exposed to 4 profiles, in a 2 (within-subjects context: private message vs. wall post) x 2 (within-subjects valence) x 2 (within-subjects intimacy, high vs. low) design.
	Social attraction

	Berger & Barasch (2018) – 1a
	Facebook
	Participants looked at 30 profile photos, one at a time. Half of the photos were candid, half were posed.
	Rating interest in being friends with the target

	Berger & Barasch (2018) – 2a
	Facebook
	Each participant saw only one photo, either candid or posed. Stimuli were candid and posed photos of the same people.
	Rating interest in getting to know the target better.

	Berger & Barasch (2018) – 2b
	Facebook
	Participants identify the first candid and first posed profile pictures in their Facebook newsfeed.
	Rating how connected they feel to the target.

	Berger & Barasch (2018) – 3 
	Facebook
	Participants were assigned to one in 18 conditions, in a 3 (photo type: posed vs. candid vs. candid-aware) x 6 (stimulus) design.
	Observer reactions: liking the target, interest in getting to know them, connectedness.

	Boyle & Johnson (2010)
	Myspace
	Four motives (friends, dating, networking, serious relationships), as selected in individuals’ profiles.
	Self-presentation indicators coded from Myspace profiles: revealing identity through name and picture, including personal identity items (out of 8), listing interests and details (out of 21), interactivity and vividness of page design.

	Buehler (2017)
	Facebook
	Motive: seeking emotional support
	Participants copied and pasted the latest public status update in which they were seeking support.

	Butkowski (2020)
	Instagram
	The 10 most recent selfies of each participant were coded for exaggeration of gender stereotypical poses. Poses were from the following categories:
- Feminine touch (self-touch or caressing object)
- Subordination (canting, low posture, or postural instability)
- Licensed withdrawal (withdrawing gaze, extreme facial expression, faceless/hidden eyes)
- Body display
	Social feedback:
- Number of ‘likes’ and comments on each selfie
- Comments’ valence
- Number of followers

	Chandrasekaran et al (2024)
	YouTube
	Video transcripts and frames were analysed for dominant themes and emotions (joy, sadness, anger, surprise, fear). Emotion scores were calculated to determine the dominant emotion.
	Engagement metrics:
- Number of views
- Number of ‘likes’
- Number of comments
- View ratio (number of views by number of days since upload)
- ‘Like’ ratio (number of ‘likes’ by number of views)

	A. Chen et al (2022)
	Sina Weibo
	Help-seeking posts were analysed for:
- Type of emotion (anger, fear, sadness, positive emotion)
- Type of requested support (emotional, instrumental, both, or not specified)
- Type of self-disclosure [peripheral (biographical data), intermediate (feelings, thoughts), both, or no self-disclosure]
	Diffusion depth: number of intermediary steps from the original post to the re-posts.

	Choi et al (2015)
	Facebook
	Participants friended the researcher. Information was downloaded from their profiles for activities during the previous 2 weeks.
Number of status updates
Narcissism measured with NPI
	Friends’ responsiveness: number of comments and ‘likes’

	Deters & Mehl (2013)
	Facebook
	Over the course of a week:
- Experimental condition (n=37): participants were instructed to post more than their baseline (2 months before), with daily reminders.
- Control condition (n=49): no instruction
Loneliness measured before the experimental intervention
	Loneliness
Social connection
Number of responses received per status update (‘likes’, comments)

	Deters et al (2016) – 1 
	Facebook
	Participants’ status updates from the 59 days before the study, coded for valence
	Number of ‘likes’
Number of comments

	Deters et al (2016) – 2
	Facebook
	Participants’ status updates from the 6 weeks before the study, coded for valence
	Number of ‘likes’
Number of comments

	Forest & Wood (2012) – 2 
	Facebook
	Participants’ 10 most recent status updates, coded for valence and expressed emotions
	Liking rating (e.g., "How much do you like this person?", "Would this person be someone you'd want as a friend?")

	Forest & Wood (2012) – 3
	Facebook
	Participants’ 10 most recent status updates, coded for valence
	For strangers: liking rating (e.g., "How much do you like this person?", "Would this person be someone you'd want as a friend?")
For friends: social reward, as a composite of number of ‘likes’ and comments

	Fox et al (2021)
	Facebook
	Posts on participants’ profiles, from one week before their break-up, to two weeks after the break-up.
	‘Likes’ and comments
Motives for posting, editing, deleting, etc.

	Freeman (2011)
	Facebook
	Participants review one of their previous status updates which received at least 3 responses. Status updates are analysed for self-disclosure with positive (happiness) vs. negative affect (anger, fear, jealousy, anxiety).
Adult Attachment Questionnaire (AAQ)
Mediator: Perceived Partner Responsiveness questionnaire (e.g., feeling validated, understood by responder)
	Changes in intimacy with up to 3 responders to status updates (chosen by participants), in terms of intimacy, trust, closeness, reliance: "What is your feeling about the quality of your relationship with this person after receiving this response?". The received response could be either a like or a comment.

	Günsoy et al (2020)
	Facebook
	Motive: self-enhancement (scale)
	Written status updates (between 50-100, posted in the last 6 months) were coded for: valence, content (achievements, relationships, attitudes)

	Heser et al (2015)
	Facebook
StudyVZ
	Motives: affiliation, dominance (scale)
	Number of friends
Number of pictures posted
Number of messages posted (status updates)

	Hong et al (2012)
	Facebook
	Social cues (high vs. low, presence or absence of personal/social information in profile picture)
Congruence (both comments and self-presentation are positive)
	Social attractiveness (intention to have profile owner as Facebook friend)
Popularity (guessed number of friends)

	Hong et al (2020)
	Instagram
	Selfies coded for:
- Use of filters (dichotomous)
- Social cues (e.g., selfies showing professional identity or luxury goods)
	Number of ‘likes’ the selfie received, divided by the highest number of ‘likes’ from the selfie taker's account

	Kauten et al (2015) – 3 
	Facebook
	Participants exposed to 10 narcissistic statuses and 10 neutral statuses on FB, created from NPI statements.
Their own narcissism was measured with NPI.
	Liking (how likeable they perceive the target to be)
Friend-worthiness (likelihood for wanting to be friends with the target)

	Li et al (2020)
	Facebook
Twitter
Instagram
	Participants uploaded the most recent post that they shared for emotional support, from the SNS of their choice.
Posts were coded for valence (positive, mixed, negative) and directness (direct vs. indirect).
	Number of comments and one-click reactions
Content of first 3 comments and first 3 one-click reactions
Perceived supportiveness of feedback

	Li et al (2023)
	Multiple
	Participants were asked to copy-paste their most recent support-seeking post, from an SNS of their choice.
Posts were coded for:
- Valence (positive +1, neutral 0, negative -1)
- Directness (direct +1, indirect 0)
- Politeness [scored by summing indicators of positive politeness (maintaining positive self-image) and negative politeness (not imposing on other's autonomy)]
	Perceived support:
- Instrumental (e.g., "The respondents gave me advice about what to do")
- Emotional (e.g., "The respondents comforted me.")

	Limperos et al (2014)
	Facebook
	Participants viewed one of 12 versions of a fake profile in a 2 (asked to add the profile or not) x 3 (high vs moderate vs. low level of information) x 2 (male vs. female) design.
	Interpersonal liking (social, physical, and friendship attraction)
Behavioural intention for future interaction (e.g., "I would consider hanging out with this person")

	Lin & Qiu (2012)
	Facebook
	Network size (number of connections) and density (ratio of existing connections between participants’ friends) were recorded for each participant.
Moderator: Motivation for relationship management (e.g., "I disclose to keep a close relationship with others").
	Frequency of positive and negative emotion words in status updates

	Lin & Utz (2017) – 1
	Fake SNS
	Participants were assigned to one of 4 versions of the target profile: 2 (high vs. low intimacy) x 2 (high vs. low narrativity). Each version contained 5 posts. Participants also saw 4 distractor profiles' posts on the fake "newsfeed"; these were identical between conditions.
Distractor profiles posting frequency: 5 posts, 3 posts, and one post respectively.
	Closeness ("How close do you feel to the following profile owners")
Propinquity
Social attraction

	Lin & Utz (2017) – 2
	Fake SNS
	The same as study 1.
	The same as study 1.

	Lin et al (2014) – 2 
	Facebook
	Network size (number of connections) and density (ratio of existing connections between participants’ friends) were recorded for each participant.
	Frequency of positive and negative emotion words in (100 most recent) status updates

	Liu & Wei (2018)
	Facebook
	Participants saw one support seeking message, in one of 6 conditions: 3 [publicness: public, medium (shared with friends), private] x 2 (severity: mild, severe).
	Supportiveness of response, rated by observers
Liking (as mediator) (e.g., "I would like this person to be my Facebook friend.")
Likelihood to help (e.g., "How likely are you to react to this message?")

	Liu et al (2022)
	Reddit
	Post type: text only, posts with face images, posts with images not containing faces.
	Number of comments
Karma score (number of upvotes minus number of downvotes)

	Malloch & Feng (2022)
	Fake SNS
	Participants viewed a support-seeking post, in a 2 (valence: positive, negative) x 2 (topic: baby, cancer) design, and were asked to comment if they wished.
	Participants comments were processed with LIWC for cognitive processing words, positive emotion words, negative emotion words.

	Marino et al (2022)
	Facebook
	Participants submitted 12 months of Facebook downloads, which were coded for:
- User-related features: number of friends, number of comments, number of photos, number of posts, wall activities (status updates, shared contents, shared posts, pictures, shared links)
- Photo-related features: aesthetic features (colour dominance, brightness, blurriness, etc.) and object-based features (location, number of people, etc.).
	Popularity (number of comments received per picture)

	Mayshak et al (2017)
	Fake SNS
	Each participant viewed 32 posts: 15 negative, 11 neutral, 6 positive.
	Comments
‘Likes’
Sharing
Hiding
Total engagement (calculated by adding the number of ‘likes’, shares, and comments on a post, subtracting any hides, and then dividing by the number of posts presented to the participant)

	Mejova & Lu (2022)
	Twitter
	API collected posts containing "lonely" or "loneliness".
Posts were coded for type of words used.
	Types of support:
- Emotional (caring, concern, empathy)
- Informational (specific advice, facts)
- Esteem (compliments, admiration)
- Network (directing to helpful group)
- Tangible (physical assistance, goods, service)
Person-centeredness of support message:
- Highly person-centred (validating the person’s feeling and providing comfort)
- Moderately person-centred (acknowledging the distress, but not providing comfort)
- Low person-centred (denying the legitimacy of the person's feelings, invalidating their experience)

	Orben & Dunbar (2017)
	Facebook
	Participants saw a basic Facebook profile of a target and received one post (picture and caption) per day for 12 days from this target. Conditions:
- High intimacy, mixed valence
- Medium intimacy, mixed valence
- Low intimacy, mixed valence
- Low intimacy, positive valence
- Control: no posts, only basic profile
	Perceived intimacy and valence of posts
Before and after measurements of:
- Social attraction (motivation to form social relationship with target)
- Homophily (general, thoughts, behaviour)
- Integration in social network (from intimate friend to people they recognise)
- Perceived closeness
- Motivation to provide social support (instrumental, emotional)

	Park & Lee (2017)
	Instagram
	50 image posts each from 100 people were analysed and coded for the presence or absence of certain characteristics (e.g., selfie, low sexual content, high sexual content, other person included, travel, etc.)
	Number of ‘likes’ as an indicator of attention and social engagement

	Qin et al (2021)
	WeChat
	Each participant viewed 8 posts from a target profile (with whom they were told they would interact with and collaborate in the future), after being assigned to one of 5 conditions, based on self-disclosure valence:
- 100% positive self-disclosure posts;
- 75% positive and 25% negative self-disclosure posts;
- 50% positive and 50% negative self-disclosure posts;
- 25% positive and 75% negative self-disclosure posts;
- 100% negative self-disclosure posts.
	Likability (e.g., "I would like to be friends with this person")

Mediators:
- Trustworthiness
- Homophily (overall, behaviour, thoughts)

	Rains & Brunner (2018) – 1 
	Facebook
	Participants reported on their relationship with a target, who they considered a friend or acquaintance. They needed to provide the content of the target's self-disclosing status updates (up to 20) from the last 7 days. For each post, they evaluated the valence (from 1 = negative to 7 = positive).
Moderators:
- Perceived closeness (e.g., "I feel very close to my friend [acquaintance].")
- Number of self-disclosures over the 7-day period.
Controlling for:
- Self-disclosure depth
- Sex of participant and target
	Relationship satisfaction (e.g., "How good is your relationship compared to most?")
Liking (e.g., "My friend [acquaintance] is one of the most likeable people I know.")
Willingness to provide social support, emotional and instrumental (e.g., “I would be someone my friend [acquaintance] could confide in or talk to about him/herself and his/her problems”)

	Rains & Brunner (2018) – 2
	Multiple
	Participants were assigned to one condition in a 3 (self-disclosure valence: positive, negative, neutral) x 2 (relationship type: close friend, acquaintance) x 2 (topic: work life, home life) design. They read about their background relationship with the target and saw 12 status updates from the target's SNS profile from the previous 7 days.
	The same as study 1.

	Rodriguez Hidalgo et al (2015)
	LiveJournal
	Blog SNS posts were analysed for social sharing of emotion, coded for:
- Emotion sharing, 4 types: full (situation/cause + feeling), only feeling, only situation, none.
- Valence: positive, negative, bivalent.
- Post topic (important life events).
	Posts’ feedback was coded for:
- Presence of affective or cognitive feedback
- Empathy intensity
- Emotional support intensity
- Admiration intensity

	Rosenthal-Stott et al (2015)
	Facebook
	Each participant rated 9 Facebook profiles. Each profile contained a neutrally attractive photo of a woman, 3 status updates (all matched in valence) and 3 wall posts from other people (all matched in valence). The 9 profiles were a result of combining the valences of status updates (positive / neutral / negative) with the valences of wall posts (positive / neutral / negative).
	Three types of interpersonal attraction:
- Social attraction (e.g., "I think she could be a friend of mine.")
- Task attraction (e.g., "If I wanted to get things done, I could probably depend on her.")
- Physical attractiveness (e.g., "I think she is quite pretty.")
Additionally, participants ranked the 9 profiles based on likability, from the most likeable profile owner (1) to the least likeable profile owner (9).

	Sannon et al (2017)
	Facebook
	Status updates were coded on a 3-point scale for intimacy (1 = not intimate, 2 = somewhat intimate, 3 = very intimate) and valence (1 = negative, 2 = neutral, 3 = positive)
	Comments were coded for intimacy and valence, in the same way as status updates.

	Taylor et al (2017)
	Facebook
	Each participant saw status updates from 2 males and 2 females, in a 2 (between-subject intimacy, high vs. low) x 2 (within-subject valence, positive vs. negative) x 2 (within-subject selfie condition, status update with selfie vs. status update with no selfie) design.
	Social attractiveness (e.g., "I would like to be this person's Facebook friend.")

	Tonks et al (2015)
	Facebook
	Participants showed their Facebook profiles during semi-structured interviews and discussed photo-sharing practices of pictures from drinking experiences.
	Implications for students’ identities, friendships, social interactions, and drinking practices.

	Vogel et al (2018) – 1 
	Facebook
	Participants were assigned to one condition in a 2 (post valence: positive or negative) x 3 (temporal context: distant past, recent past, or no context) between-subjects design. They each viewed 3 Facebook profiles, with one post each.
Posts covered health and fitness topics, and they each included a caption and one or two pictures. The "no context" condition included only one photo, while the other conditions included two photos, and targets expressed either happiness or dissatisfaction with their current condition.
	Social support intentions were measured as the likelihood to click the 'like' button or leave a comment on the target's posts (e.g., “If you logged into Facebook and saw this post from an acquaintance, would you press the 'like' button?”; “If you logged into Facebook and saw this post from an acquaintance, how likely would you be to press the ‘like’ button?”).

	Vogel et al (2018) – 2a
	Facebook
	Participants were exposed to posts in a 2 (post valence: positive or negative) X 2 (temporal context: context or no context) X 2 (domain: fitness or academics) design, with domain manipulated within-subject. No photos were used.
	The same as study 1.

	Vogel et al (2018) – 2b
	Facebook
	Participants were exposed to posts in a 2 (post valence) x 2 (temporal context) between-subjects design. No photos were used, but participants were asked to imagine than photos were present.
	The same as study 1.

	Walsh et al (2020) – 1 
	Facebook
	Perceived network responsiveness (“How supportive do you perceive your Facebook friends, as a whole, to be?”, measured on a scale from 1 to 5).
Attachment avoidance and anxiety, measured with ECR-R
	Participants provided their 10 most recent status updates which were coded for self-revealing content ("How open and self-revealing are these posts?", from 1 to 7).

	Walsh et al (2020) – 2
	Facebook
	The same as study 1.
	Participants were primed with thinking about a situation where their Facebook network was supportive or not, then posted a status update, which was coded for self-revealingness.

	S. S. Wang et al (2010)
	Facebook
	Participants viewed a Facebook profile, in a 2 (target gender: male, female) x 3 (visual condition: attractive, unattractive, no-photo) x 2 (evaluator’s gender: male, female) design.
	Willingness to initiate friendship with the target (e.g., add profile owner as a friend, accept friend invitation from them, etc.).

	Y. Wang et al (2024) – 2 
	Weibo
	Participants viewed posts about the experience of staying at a hotel, in one of two conditions: nonluxury (0) vs. luxury (1).
	Interpersonal interest (i.e., how likely participants would be to ‘like’, comment on, share the post)
Mediators: inferences about target's motives, self-presentational (e.g., enhancing self) vs. self-expressive (e.g., disclosing authentic part of self)

	Y. Wang et al (2024) – 3
	WeChat
	Participants viewed posts about a concert experience, in one of 3 conditions: nonluxury, wealth-based luxury (post included superiority of the seat), competencies-based luxury (post included professional experience of watching the show from the seat).
	Interpersonal interest (e.g., “How much do you like the poster?”, “How much would you like to befriend the poster in future?”).
The same mediators as in study 1.

	Weimann-Saks et al (2022) – 1
	Facebook
	Posts in a 123000 women group (described as being for intimate, relationship topics), coded for:
- Level of self-disclosure: extremely low, low, medium, high, extremely high.
- Intimacy of topic: low (e.g., technical, political), medium (e.g., common personal issues), high (e.g., highly personal issues).
	Level of engagement:
- Low (using 'like')
- Medium (using emoticon 'likes')
- High (comments)

	Weimann-Saks et al (2022) – 2
	Facebook
	Posts in a 136000 women group (described as being on any topic relevant to women), coded in the same as for study 1.
	The same as study 1.

	Weisbuch et al (2009)
	Facebook
	Participants Facebook pages were downloaded and coded for:
Self-disclosure: number of personal interests, number of book and movie preferences, number of favourite quotes, number of creative applications, number of personal activities, number of Facebook groups
Social expressivity: number of pictures posted, number of wall postings, number of photo albums created, and number of friends.
	Facebook liking:
- Likeability of target
- Wanting to be friends with target
- Attractiveness of target
- Trustworthiness of target

	Winter et al (2014)
	Facebook
	Narcissism measured with NPI-16
Need-to-belong (e.g., "It bothers me a great deal when I am not included in other people’s plans")
Need for popularity (e.g., "I have neglected some friends because of what other people might think")
	Number of Facebook friends
Number of status updates in past 4 weeks
Participants were asked to copy-paste their last 3 status updates, which were coded for:
- Depth of self-disclosure (1 to 7; calculated as a mean for the 3 posts)
- Self-promoting content (explicit or implicit)
- Mass suitability (acceptable and understandable for huge audience and different groups)
- Disclosure of emotion (separate for positive and negative emotions)
- Topics

	Youngvorst & High (2018)
	Facebook
	Participants viewed 1 out of 9 Facebook profiles, in a 3 (status update: not seeking support, indirect seeking, direct seeking) x 3 (profile picture: picture of a dog, picture with expression of negative emotion, picture with expression of positive emotion) design.
Emotional bandwidth of posts: -1 assigned for low (no technological features to disclose distress), +1 assigned for high emotional bandwidth (direct support seeking and negative emotion picture).
	Participants provided two support offering messages, one that was meant as a post on the target's wall, and one as a private message. These were coded for verbal person centeredness (VPC): denying (levels 1-3), acknowledging (levels 4-6), and legitimizing (levels 7-9) the feelings of the profile owner.

	Yuren (2021) – 1 
	WeChat
	Participants viewed profiles in a 2 (valence: positive vs. negative) x 2 (intensity: high vs. low) between-subjects design. They each saw 2 profiles that contained 4 posts, 2 neutral (for control) and 2 emotional. Emotions were either positive (joy) or negative (sadness), expressed with low intensity (only punctuation or single emoji) or high intensity (multiple emojis and exclamation marks).
Mediators:
- Perceived appropriateness
- Perceived similarities in expressing emotion
	Interpersonal liking (e.g., "This person is likeable.")

	Yuren (2021) – 2
	WeChat
	Participants viewed profiles in a 2 (initial positive vs. initial negative) x 2 (subsequent positive vs. subsequent negative) between-subjects design. Initially, they each saw 10 posts, out of which 4 were neutral and 6 were either positive or negative. They were engaged in a distractor task, then saw other posts from the same "person", either positive or negative (consistent vs. inconsistent emotional expression). Therefore, the conditions were: P+P, N+N, P+N, N+P.
Mediator: expectancy violation valence (extent to which the subsequent emotional expressions were more positive/ negative than perceivers’ expectations of the target’s subsequent emotional expressions).
	Interpersonal liking (e.g., "This person is likeable."), completed twice (after the initial 6 posts and the subsequent 6 posts).

	H. W. Zhang et al (2022)
	Facebook
	Participants viewed 3 posts from a Facebook profile, in either a positive vs. negative valence condition.
	Mediator: social attractiveness
Willingness to react (with a ‘like’/emoji, comment, or private message)
Willingness to ignore (ignore the 3 posts)
Preferred reaction option: ‘like’, comment, private message, or ignore

	Y. B. Zhang et al (2023)
	Facebook
	Participants viewed the profile of a Chinese international student: 2 (positive vs. negative self-presentation) x 2 (accommodative vs. non-accommodative ingroup response) in a between-subjects design.
	Social attractiveness (e.g., "I think they could be a friend of mine.")




Table 3
Quality assessments and total score, using the QuADS tool (Harrison et al., 2021)
	Authors (year) –
Study no., if applicable
	C1
	C2
	C3
	C4
	C5
	C6
	C7
	C8
	C9
	C10
	C11
	C12
	C14
	Total quality score

	Ahn et al (2011) – 2  
	1
	2
	2
	2
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1
	0
	2
	1
	1
	15

	Bai et al (2024) – 1 
	2
	3
	3
	2
	3
	1
	2
	3
	2
	0
	2
	0
	2
	25

	Bai et al (2024) – 2 
	2
	3
	3
	2
	3
	0
	2
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	2
	23

	Bane et al (2010) – 2 
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	3
	3
	3
	2
	0
	3
	1
	2
	30

	Bareket-Bojmel et al (2016)
	3
	3
	1
	3
	1
	1
	2
	3
	1
	3
	3
	0
	2
	26

	Baruh & Cemalcilar (2015)
	2
	3
	2
	2
	1
	0
	3
	3
	2
	0
	3
	0
	1
	22

	Baruh & Cemalcilar (2018) – 1 
	2
	3
	2
	2
	1
	2
	3
	3
	2
	0
	3
	0
	2
	25

	Baruh & Cemalcilar (2018) – 2
	2
	3
	2
	2
	1
	2
	3
	3
	2
	0
	3
	2
	2
	27

	Baruh et al (2017) – 1 
	2
	3
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	2
	2
	0
	3
	0
	1
	20

	Baruh et al (2017) – 2 
	2
	3
	1
	2
	1
	2
	2
	2
	2
	0
	2
	1
	1
	21

	Bazarova (2012)
	3
	3
	2
	2
	1
	2
	3
	2
	1
	0
	3
	2
	1
	25

	Berger & Barasch (2018) – 1a
	2
	2
	1
	2
	1
	0
	2
	2
	1
	0
	3
	1
	1
	18

	Berger & Barasch (2018) – 2a
	2
	2
	1
	3
	1
	0
	2
	2
	1
	0
	3
	1
	1
	19

	Berger & Barasch (2018) – 2b
	2
	2
	1
	2
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1
	1
	16

	Berger & Barasch (2018) – 3 
	2
	2
	1
	3
	3
	1
	2
	3
	1
	0
	3
	1
	1
	23

	Boyle & Johnson (2010)
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	3
	3
	1
	0
	3
	0
	1
	27

	Buehler (2017)
	3
	3
	2
	3
	2
	0
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	0
	3
	30

	Butkowski (2020)
	2
	3
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	1
	0
	2
	0
	2
	26

	Chandrasekaran et al (2024)
	1
	2
	1
	3
	2
	3
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3
	0
	3
	28

	A. Chen et al (2022)
	2
	3
	1
	2
	2
	3
	3
	3
	1
	3
	3
	0
	2
	28

	Choi et al (2015)
	2
	3
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	2
	3
	0
	3
	0
	1
	25

	Deters & Mehl (2013)
	2
	2
	2
	3
	1
	0
	3
	3
	3
	1
	3
	0
	3
	26

	Deters et al (2016) – 1 
	2
	3
	3
	3
	1
	1
	3
	3
	1
	3
	3
	0
	2
	28

	Deters et al (2016) – 2
	2
	3
	2
	3
	1
	1
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	0
	2
	28

	Forest & Wood (2012) – 2 
	2
	2
	1
	3
	1
	0
	3
	3
	2
	0
	3
	1
	0
	21

	Forest & Wood (2012) – 3
	2
	2
	1
	2
	1
	0
	2
	3
	2
	1
	3
	1
	0
	20

	Fox et al (2021)
	3
	3
	2
	3
	2
	2
	3
	3
	2
	2
	3
	1
	3
	32

	Freeman (2011)
	3
	3
	3
	2
	3
	0
	2
	3
	1
	1
	1
	2
	3
	27

	Günsoy et al (2020)
	2
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	3
	0
	3
	0
	2
	27

	Heser et al (2015)
	3
	3
	2
	3
	1
	3
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3
	0
	3
	31

	Hong et al (2012)
	2
	3
	2
	2
	3
	1
	2
	2
	1
	1
	3
	1
	1
	24

	Hong et al (2020)
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	2
	2
	3
	2
	0
	2
	0
	2
	27

	Kauten et al (2015) – 3 
	3
	3
	2
	3
	1
	2
	3
	3
	1
	1
	3
	1
	2
	28

	Li et al (2020)
	2
	3
	2
	3
	2
	2
	2
	3
	2
	2
	3
	0
	2
	28

	Li et al (2023)
	3
	3
	1
	2
	2
	2
	3
	3
	2
	0
	3
	0
	2
	26

	Limperos et al (2014)
	3
	3
	2
	2
	1
	3
	3
	3
	1
	1
	3
	0
	3
	28

	Lin & Qiu (2012)
	2
	3
	1
	3
	1
	1
	3
	2
	2
	2
	3
	0
	1
	24

	Lin & Utz (2017) – 1 
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	2
	2
	3
	3
	2
	34

	Lin & Utz (2017) – 2
	3
	3
	1
	3
	2
	2
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	2
	2
	32

	Lin et al (2014) – 2 
	3
	3
	1
	3
	2
	2
	3
	2
	1
	0
	3
	1
	1
	25

	Liu & Wei (2018)
	2
	3
	2
	3
	1
	2
	3
	3
	3
	1
	3
	1
	3
	30

	Liu et al (2022)
	1
	2
	1
	3
	1
	3
	3
	3
	1
	3
	2
	0
	1
	24

	Malloch & Feng (2022)
	3
	3
	1
	3
	2
	3
	3
	2
	1
	0
	2
	2
	2
	27

	Marino et al (2022)
	2
	3
	3
	2
	1
	1
	2
	3
	2
	3
	2
	0
	2
	26

	Mayshak et al (2017)
	2
	3
	1
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	1
	1
	3
	0
	2
	27

	Mejova & Lu (2022)
	3
	3
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	0
	3
	34

	Orben & Dunbar (2017)
	3
	3
	1
	2
	1
	3
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3
	1
	2
	29

	Park & Lee (2017)
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	14

	Qin et al (2021)
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	1
	3
	2
	3
	32

	Rains & Brunner (2018) – 1 
	2
	3
	1
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	3
	0
	2
	29

	Rains & Brunner (2018) – 2
	2
	3
	1
	3
	2
	1
	3
	3
	1
	3
	3
	1
	2
	28

	Rodriguez Hidalgo et al (2015)
	3
	3
	1
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	2
	0
	3
	0
	1
	27

	Rosenthal-Stott et al (2015)
	2
	2
	2
	3
	2
	2
	3
	3
	1
	0
	3
	2
	1
	26

	Sannon et al (2017)
	2
	3
	2
	3
	1
	0
	3
	2
	1
	0
	3
	0
	2
	22

	Taylor et al (2017)
	2
	3
	2
	3
	2
	0
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	1
	2
	26

	Tonks et al (2015)
	2
	2
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3
	2
	1
	1
	3
	0
	1
	25

	Vogel et al (2018) – 1 
	2
	2
	2
	3
	3
	3
	2
	3
	1
	0
	3
	0
	3
	27

	Vogel et al (2018) – 2a
	2
	2
	2
	2
	3
	3
	2
	3
	1
	0
	3
	1
	3
	27

	Vogel et al (2018) – 2b
	2
	2
	2
	2
	3
	3
	2
	3
	1
	0
	3
	1
	3
	27

	Walsh et al (2020) – 1 
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	1
	3
	3
	0
	0
	28

	Walsh et al (2020) – 2
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	3
	3
	3
	1
	0
	30

	S. S. Wang et al (2010)
	3
	3
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	0
	3
	0
	2
	30

	Y. Wang et al (2024) – 2 
	3
	3
	1
	2
	3
	2
	2
	3
	2
	0
	3
	2
	3
	29

	Y. Wang et al (2024) – 3
	3
	3
	1
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3
	2
	0
	3
	2
	3
	30

	Weimann-Saks et al (2022) – 1
	3
	3
	2
	3
	1
	3
	3
	3
	1
	0
	3
	2
	2
	29

	Weimann-Saks et al (2022) – 2
	3
	3
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	1
	0
	3
	2
	2
	30

	Weisbuch et al (2009)
	2
	2
	1
	3
	1
	1
	2
	3
	1
	0
	2
	0
	1
	19

	Winter et al (2014)
	3
	3
	2
	3
	2
	1
	3
	3
	2
	0
	2
	0
	2
	26

	Youngvorst & High (2018)
	3
	3
	2
	3
	1
	3
	3
	3
	1
	2
	3
	1
	3
	31

	Yuren (2021) – 1 
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	2
	2
	35

	Yuren (2021) – 2
	3
	3
	2
	2
	3
	3
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3
	2
	2
	33

	H. W. Zhang et al (2022)
	2
	3
	1
	2
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	0
	3
	1
	1
	26

	Y. B. Zhang et al (2023)
	3
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	3
	3
	2
	0
	3
	0
	3
	28





Figure 1
Flow diagram of the search strategy: Modified from the PRISMA statement flow diagram (Page et al., 2021)Identification of studies via other methods
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