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Abstract

In this study, we explore the effect of online and offline sociability on wellbe-
ing and social influence reports. We draw upon happiness studies, commu-
nication theories, and the social diversification hypothesis to test the effect of
online/offline sociability on wellbeing and social influence. We use a second-
ary level analysis (N = 532) from a representative US population (49% wom-
en) published by the Princeton Institute for Internet studies. The findings in-
dicate that online sociability increases whereas offline sociability has no effect
on either wellbeing or social influence. Nonetheless, higher online sociability
moderates the relationship between the offline sociability and lower wellbeing
and social influence. We conclude that online sociability has a stronger direct
effect as well as a spillover effect on offline wellbeing and social influence.
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1. Introduction

The rapid pace of life in the 21th century has limited the time available for nur-
turing our sociability needs in the traditional “physical” social space (Green &
Brock, 2008). The evolution of online technology and introduction of social me-
dia has marked a new era of connectivity and sociability that enabled individuals
to be involved in a social exchange process and share common interests, infor-
mation and concerns with others (Tufekci, 2008), without leaving own home or
work/study place. Online channels prompt and facilitate creation of and in-
volvement in the social “space” (Das & Sahoo, 2011). These channels may have

increased individuals’ levels of happiness affecting their wellbeing and social in-
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fluence (Spahn, 2015). Yet, little attention has been addressed to how online so-
ciability, which is measured in a current study by a set of online social activities,
affects individual happiness the way these manifest in individual evaluations of
wellbeing (WB) and social influence (SI). In the present study, we tap into the
link between two distinct forms of happiness evaluations, i.e. wellbeing (WB)
and social influence (8I) (Anand, 2016), and online (ONS) and offline (OFS) so-
ciability. We consider the possibility that variations in the use of technology and
socio-economic variations shape the level of influence of ONS and OFS on WB
and SI. We also consider the possibility of a “spillover effect” between ONS and
OFS (Mesch et al., 2012). The “spillover” effect will manifest in that individuals
using ONS seeking to increase WB and SI will be able to capitalize on the online
gains in sociability to increase OFS sociability. In order to do so, we combine
“user-technology interface” communication studies models and the social diver-
sification hypothesis (Mesch et al., 2012) and consider the possibility that a
“spillover” conceptualization enables to clarify the relationship between ONS
and OFS on one hand and WB and SI on the other. We present a summary of
the main communication and sociology perspectives addressing the significance
of online platforms for individuals and develop a set of hypotheses to compare
ONS and OFS regarding their effects on WB and SI.

2. Literature Review

The landscape surrounding the role of technology in promoting happiness is
broad covering multiple disciplines. In order to address the relationship between
technology and happiness, we focus on Spahn’s (2015) statement that “the best
types of technology for human happiness might thus not be those that try to
“control the external circumstances” [but] when they can take away obstacles
rather than contribute actively to true meaningful happiness ...” (p. 78). This
statement enables to distinguish between the person-related and the circums-
tance-directed types of happiness. The distinction is helpful in our comparison
between: a) ONS effects on WB and b) OFS effects on WB and SI. At first, we
present a summary of central user-technology interface models and proceed
with the social diversification approach.

Communication perspective

Uses and Gratifications (U & G) theory suggests that people seek to satisfy
their social and psychological needs using media (Heravi et al., 2018). According
to this theory, people actively and purposefully choose media sources based on
their motivations (Bondad-Brown et al., 2012). In line with that, those who lack
considerable levels of sociability may be more likely to view ONS as an effective,
“functional”, and gratifying tool for increasing social networking. Consequently,
they will optimize personal gains in terms of group affiliation and belonging and
possibly information gathering (Ross et al., 2009). Indeed, individuals who use
ONS for authentic self-presentation (Reinecke & Trepte, 2014) are likely to in-

crease their self-esteem (Ellison et al., 2007). Yet, when the amount of ONS use
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increases above certain levels, then self-esteem (Kalpidou et al., 2011), as well as
WB, tend to decrease (Fioravanti et al., 2012; Koles & Nagy, 2012). As a result,
different users may be more or less willing to use ONS and OFS according to
their perceptions of “usability” of the online and offline realms to achieve their
desired levels of sociability. One possibility, for example, is that older individuals
and possibly those with higher socioeconomic status will be more willing to use
ONS. Accordingly, we hypothesize that:

HIla: Individual-level variations will generate variation in ONS.

H1b: Individual-level variations will generate variation in OFS.

Media System Dependency theory (Kim & Jung, 2017) addresses the extent to
which individuals will use ONS. Online communication increases social support,
reduces social anxiety, increases self-esteem and reduces social isolation (Davis,
2012; Dolev-Cohen & Barak, 2013; Gross, 2009; Ko & Kuo, 2009; Selfhout et al.,
2009; Valkenburg et al, 2006). Individuals who will to depend upon a specific
media to meet their goals are more likely to use this media more often (Grant et
al., 1991). As a result, it is possible that sociable individuals will be likely to con-
tinue and increase use of ONS to increase WB and SI. Accordingly, we hypo-
thesize that:

H2: Higher frequency of Internet use will increase ONS.

Activation theory expands the Media System Dependency theory and intro-
duces the “level” of activity as a factor that refines the extent to which individu-
als take “conscious” actions to achieve their goals. The more frequently individ-
uals use a particular means to achieve sociability, the greater the likelihood they
will continue to strive for this particular goal by reusing their success and trans-
mitting it to other individuals by participating in online discussions, gossiping,
commenting, playing or sharing different activities. Activation Theory is of par-
ticular interest when we seek to differentiate between ONS and OFS because it is
easier to engage in ONS than OFS. Nevertheless, reported innate dangers in
ONS overuse range from increased ineternalization of problems (Rauch et al.,
2014) to personality disorders (Rosen et al., 2013). These dangers may affect
evaluations of WB and SI. Accordingly, we hypothesize that:

H3: Higher frequency of Internet use will decrease OFS.

Both the Media System Dependency approach and Activation theory assume
that communication tools affect our sense of time and space and even more so,
our feelings of belonging and relatedness (Shklovski et al., 2008). In their pio-
neer study on belonging, Baumeister and Leary (1995) contend that all human
beings need a certain minimum quantity of regular and satisfying social interac-
tions. When individuals are accepted, welcomed, or included, they feel positive
emotions such as happiness, calm, and satisfaction. Belonging and social con-
nectedness are therefore regarded as “needs”, not just desires, affecting our
awareness and shaping our social relationships.

Sociological perspective

Social belonging involves a sense of relatedness that goes beyond mere be-

longing and manifest in a complex set of relationships that provide social feed-
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back, self-validation, and shared experiences. Such experiences, even at minimal
levels of social connectedness, affect important aspects of self (Walton et al.,
2012) and shape our awareness information system (Markopoulos, 2009). While
belonging is “subjective” in nature, its consequences are “objective” affecting the
quality of our daily life (Burke & Kraut, 2016), because it captures and shapes a
wide range of social experiences. Some interactions involve shaping of our per-
ceptions and appraisal of social position (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) whereas
others capture our molding of “others” including the feelings of togetherness
(Van Baren et al., 2004) that is disconnected from the external environment
(Markopoulos, 2009). Assessing ONS and OFS effects on WB and SI necessitates
therefore, to address the “context”of ONS and OFS use.

The Social Diversification Hypothesis (hereafter SDH) expands the theoretical
background provided by the abovementioned communication and technology
approaches and illustrates how applying a social science perspective increases
our potential to compare the sociability patterns of individuals and communities
(Mesch et al., 2012). SDH suggests that greater use of ONS expands the alterna-
tives for entering into an extended span of social interactions for sociable indi-
viduals, but engaging in ONS in the virtual realm will not necessarily diminish
the importance and use of OFS and existing interactions in the physical realm
(Mano, 2015; Mesch et al., 2012). In fact, both ONS and OFS promote the gen-
eration and maintenance of connections between people with similar interests in
setting and maintaining close ties (Markopoulos, 2009). As a result, ONS dis-
solve sociability barriers caused by separation in time and space (Raacke &
Bonds-Raacke, 2008) and similarly to OFS extend the level of sociability between
members of social networks (Hsu et al., 2011) and families (Romero et al., 2007).
More specifically, SDH considers the extent to which individual needs for socia-
bility are attained equally by ONS and OFS (Hampton et al., 2011).

SDH accentuate the irreversible role of the virtual realm in creating online
communities among those who are “remote” from a physical social space. SDH
also establishes that the differential use of ONS and OFS is dependent on the
degree to which one belongs and feels connected to a larger group (Yamamoto,
2011) and personal skills (Neuman et al., 2011). The difference in motivations
reflect the degree to which individuals feel connected to a larger group (Yama-
moto, 2011), and/or trust in virtual communities (Hsu et al., 2011). These factors
generate and facilitate group identity (Ren et al., 2012; Shen et al., 2010) espe-
cially when sociability interferes with sense of identification, loyalty and satisfac-
tion within a group setting (Pai & Tsai, 2011). Recent evidence shows, for exam-
ple, that while some individuals report they strengthen social relationships via
Facebook (Papacharissi & Mendelson, 2011), others claim that OFS is of higher
quality and generates greater WB (Davis, 2012; Ko & Kuo, 2009; Selfhout et al.,
2009).

Moreover, initial differences in individuals’ socioeconomic context and WB
and SI may affect the extent and scope of ONS relative to OFS (Raacke &

Bonds-Raacke, 2008). Gender, for example, was shown to moderate the rela-

DOI: 10.4236/aasoci.2021.111005

51 Advances in Applied Sociology


https://doi.org/10.4236/aasoci.2021.111005

R. Mano, D. Rosenberg

tionship between SI and behavior (Kwon et al., 2014). Women are reported to be
more likely to be socially influenced than men (Eagly, 1983) and more active in
online social participation (e.g., Bouhnik & Mor, 2014; Ellison et al., 2007;
McAndrew & Jeong, 2012). Moreover, women have different motivations (Ste-
fanone et al., 2012; Thelwall, 2008) for using ONS than men. Ageis an additional
variable because older age may reduce possibilities of ONS whereas younger age
increases both ONS and OFS (Hampton et al., 2011; Schobel et al., 2016). Paren-
tal status is also an important context effect since the presence of younger child-
ren at home reduces the opportunities for OFS. Such “context” effects affect the
preference for using ONS in relation to OFS and vice versa (Mano, 2014; Mesch
et al., 2012). This is especially important because individuals differ in their rea-
sons and motivations for engaging with a medium (Mesch & Talmud, 2007).

Accordingly, we hypothesize that:

H4: The eftect of ONS on WB will be greater than that of OFS after control-
ling for social context effects.

H5: The effect of ONS on SI will be greater than that of OFS after controlling
for social context effects.

3. Methods

Sample: The present study is a secondary analysis based on the Internet and
the American Life Project from Princeton Survey Research Associates (PEW)
released in 2012. From the initial 6270 respondents, sample of individuals that
reported being active both online and offline was selected (N = 532, of them,
49% were women).

Dependent variables. Wellbeing (WB) was measured as a sum of scores on
the two following items: “Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the way things are
going in this country today” (“1” = satisfied; “0” = dissatisfied), and “Are you sa-
tisfied or dissatisfied with the way things are going in the community where you
live today?” (“1” = satisfied; “0” = dissatisfied). Social influence (SI) was meas-
ured by the following item: “Overall, how much impact do you think people like
you can have in making your community a better place to live?” (with responses
ranging from “1”= no impact at all, to “5” = a major impact).

Independent variables. Online sociability (ONS) was measured as a sum of
reports on the items representing the extent of performing four social online ac-
tivities during the 12 months prior to the survey: posting comments on a website
or blog about a political or social issue, posting pictures on the Internet about a
political or social issue, posting a video on the Internet about a political or social
issue, and writing about a political or social issue in own blog (Cronbach's a
= .741). Offline sociability (OFS) was measured as a sum of reports on the eight
items representing the extent of performing social offline activities during the 12
months prior to the survey: attending a political rally or speech, attending an
organized protest, attending a political meeting about local, town or school af-
fairs, working or volunteering for a political party or candidate, making a speech

about a community or political issue, being an active member of any group try-
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ing to influence public policy or government (not including a political party),
participating in a walk, run or ride for a cause, and working with fellow citizens
to solve a problem in your community (Cronbach’s a = .8).

Context (control) variables: Frequency of Internet use was measured by a
single item asking whether respondents have used the Internet. The responses
ranged from “5” = several times a day, to “1” = not often or never (items were
reversed)). Age was measured in years. Gender was a dichotomous variable, with
women as a reference category. Employment was a binary variable, whereas
people working full-time coded as “1” and those in other statuses as a reference
category. Education was measured by a last grade or class completed in school.
Marital status was a dichotomous variable, with people who are not married for
any reason as a reference category. Parental status was a dichotomous variables,
with respondents who were not parents or guardians to any children under age

18 in the household as a reference category.

4. Results

We proceed with the research analysis as follows. First, we present the correla-
tion table for the examined variables. Second, we present the means difference
test for the examined variables. Third, we present a model predicting WB and SI
while controlling for the effect of context variables, including socioeconomic
differences and variations in frequency of use (Table 1).

The findings shown in the table provided support for the significance of the
interrelations between the examined main variables. First, ONS was related to
increased estimations of WB (r= .16, p < .001) as well as of SI (r= .25, p<.001).
Similarly, OFS was related to increased WB (r = .13, p < .001) as well as SI (r
= .18, p < .001). Moreover, a significant effect emerged concerning the effect of
frequency of Internet use. Higher frequency of use was significantly related both
to WB (r= .09, p<.001) (Heo et al., 2015) and to SI (r= .13, p < .001). In addi-
tion, higher frequency of Internet use was significantly correlated with both ONS
(r=.2, p<.001) and OFS (r= .2, p<.001). Therefore, the likelihood that Hypo-
thesis 2 is supported is high but further analysis is needed to assess Hypothesis 3.

Table 1. Zero order correlations for frequency of internet use, online sociability, offline
sociability, wellbeing, and social influence.

1 2 3 4 5
1. Frequency of Internet use - .088*** 130 .198*** 204
2. Wellbeing _ 131 1554+ 13300+
3. Social influence - 25100 178%%*
4. Online sociability - 404+

5. Offline sociability

Note.* p<.05** p< .01 *** p<.001.
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The findings indicate that indeed the Internet serves to support offline as well
as online relationships rather than merely develop and maintain online sources
of sociability. In addition, the results clearly indicated a high probability that
ONS and OFS provide a central venue in increasing both wellbeing and social
influence. Equally important is the finding that ONS was correlated with OFS (r
= 4, p < .001), indicating that online and offline sociability are interchangeable
and complementary forms of connecting with existing friends as well as acquir-
ing new ones (Mesch et al., 2012). These findings present a preliminary assess-
ment of our hypotheses H1 and H2 because they indicate that individuals are
using different means to facilitate their sociability and WB.

Next, we conducted a t-test to assess differences in the use of ONS and OFS
while considering the context variables, including a set of socio-demographic ef-
fects and frequency of use.

The findings in Table 2 indicate that differences in ONS and OFS are evident
for all aspects of context variables. Differences in age, education, employment
status, marital status and parental responsibilities were all shown to be signifi-
cant in generating differences in ONS and OFS (except for the difference in pa-
rental status regarding the ONS). This evidence clearly points to the possibility
that differences in wellbeing and social influence stem from initial differences in
the “context” of ONS and OFS users. These findings indicate that while we can
be quite certain about the validity of H2 yet, further analysis is needed to assess
to what extent according to Hypothesis l1a remains valid when context (socioe-
conomic factors) are included in our model.

On the next stage, we estimated a linear regression model to predict the direct
effects of the ONS and OFS on the wellbeing and social influence dependent va-
riables while controlling for the context (socioeconomic factors) and control ef-
fects (frequency of use) (Table 3).

The findings suggest that ONS was significantly associated with social influ-
ence (b = .15; p <.001) and wellbeing (b = .16; p < .01). These associations are

Table 2. T-test differences between online and offline sociability by context variables.

Offline sociability Online sociability
Sum of Mean F Sum of g Mean
squares square squares square
Age 2156.935 54 27.303  4.890**  176.001 54 3.259  2.890***
Gender 69.699 1 69.699  11.921***  10.306 1 10.306  7.909***

Family status 414.204 6 59.172  10.207***  26.002 6 4.334 3.365**

Employment 1008.400 5 144.057 25.263***  38.403 5 7.681 6.071*%*
Education 3542.140 6 506.020 95.515%**  122.029 6 20.338  18.038***

Parental status 889.627 2 444.814 77.809*** .695 2 .695 527

F f
EAIERYON T 4820170 17 82.826 14328 129744 17 7.632 67210
Internet use

Note.* p<.05,** p<.01,*** p<.001.
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Table 3. Regression standardized and unstandardized coefficients for online and offline
sociability effects on wellbeing and social influence.

Social Influence Wellbeing
B Std. Error  Beta t B Std. Error  Beta t
(Constant) 1.098 .308 3.570%*  1.382 .642 2.154%**
Age .009 .003 126 2.834%* .021 .005 .197 4.496***
Gender -.231 .090 -.106 —-2.559** —.150 132 —-.046 -1.135
Family status ~ —.005 .024 -.010 -.211 .153 .035 212 4.367*%*
Employment .099 .035 123 2.833%* .195 .051 .162 3.800***
Education .066 .033 .094 1.993* 175 .049 167 3.597*%*
Parental status .200 .102 .090 1.958 —-.854 .150 —.258 —5.683***
F f
requency o -.021 .012 -.082 -1.726* .034 017 .092 1.954**
Internet use
Offline
. -.029 .023 .056 1.248 —-.038 .034 —-.049 -1.121
sociability
Online
. 151 .041 .160 3.706*** 159 .060 113 2.647*%*
sociability

Note. * p< .05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001.

especially significant considering the control the proposed model exerts over a
large set of “context” variables. It is possible that individuals with greater time
and space constraints were more likely to turn to ONS as a source of wellbeing
and social influence.

As to other associations, for example, individuals who are parents reported
lower level of WB (b= —.85, p < .001). This effect, though, was “corrected” when
we added ONS into the model equation. The “constraining” effect of parental
status on WB is then diminished because ONS had a positive effect both for WB
(b=.16; p < .01) and for SI (b = .15; p < .001). Similarly, the constraining effect
of gender that prevents women from reporting high SI (6 = -.23; p < .01) im-
proved when ONS are involved. In addition, age was found positively associating
with both WB (b = .02; p < .001) and SI (b = .01; p < .01). Education was also
found positively associating with both WB (b = .18; p < .001) and SI (b= .07; p
< .05). Finally, employed full-time exhibited both greater WB (b = .2, p < .001)
and SI (b=.1, p<.01).

The revealed effects indicate a high probability that individuals really need
more virtual space to satisfy their sociability needs and hence to increase their
levels of happiness. The positive impact of ONS on WB and SI is, however, not
because individuals access the internet and the virtual realm of sociability more
often. Nonetheless, the frequency of Internet access is a significant factor in the
link between OFS and WB estimations suggesting that OFS increases through
ONS. Finally, we assess the overall fit for the proposed models predicting WB
and SI.

The findings in Table 4 point to an overall good fit for the proposed models.
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Table 4. Regression standardized and unstandardized coefficients for online and offline
sociability effects on wellbeing and social influence.

R Adiusted Std. error R F i
uste square ig.
S N ) of the hq e 41422 hg
uare R square change change change
4 4 estimate 8 8 8
Wellbeing
Individual
. 3432 .118 .108 1.52875 118 11423 7 598  .000%**
level variations
Offline
o .343b  .118 .106 1.52999 .000 .027 1 597 .870
sociability
Online
o .358¢ 128 115 1.52235 .010 7.008 1 596 .008**
sociability
Social influence
Individual
L. .260a .068 .057 1.054 .068 6.188 7 598  .000***
level variations
Offline
o .282b .079 .067 1.048 .012 7.664 1 597 .006**
sociability
Online
o .316¢ .100 .086 1.037 .021 13.737 1 596  .000***
sociability

Note. * p<.05,** p<.01,*** p<.001.

First, the findings indicate that individual level variations provided a solid set of
predicting variables, accounting for almost 35% of the variance in the prediction
of WB. A small but significant addition to WB prediction came from the impact
of ONS (R = .36) after controlling both for individual level variations and for
OFS. Yet the impact of OFS showed no effect whatsoever. For SI, however, a dif-
ferent situation emerged. Here individual level variations provided a reasonable
(lower than WB) contribution explaining only 26% of the variance. However,
the contribution of both OFS (R change = .08) and ONS (K change = .10) was
significant. The results indicate that individuals who were already involved in of-
fline sociable exchanges also added online channels to maintain SI and hence
expand and/or strengthen existing social ties (Mano, 2014; Mesch et al., 2012).
Hence, both Hypothesis 4 and Hypothesis 5 were confirmed. This indicates that
the effect of ONS on WaB is greater than that of OFS, and that the effect of ONS
on S1 is greater than that of OFS after controlling for social context effects.

5. Discussion

Sociability is an important aspect in the lives of individuals, which creates feeling
of mattering and increases wellbeing (Chopik et al., 2017). In addition, digital
technologies have become an integral part of everyday life (Barnard et al., 2013).
Therefore, sociability on the web has become so effective that it seems to have
managed to “catch” up with the traditional physical and unmediated social
space. “Networked publics” have provided a large space for connectivity among

individuals by increasing their sense of belonging and their ability to express
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opinions that otherwise would have been restricted by time or space limitations.
In this study, we tapped into the link between two distinct forms of happiness
evaluations, i.e. wellbeing (WB) and social influence (SI) (Anand, 2016), and on-
line (ONS) and offline (OFS) sociability. We considered the possibility that vari-
ations in the use of technology and socio-economic variations shape the level of
influence of ONS and OFS on WB and SI. We also considered the possibility of a
“spillover effect” between ONS and OFS (Mesch et al., 2012). We combined “us-
er-technology interface” models from communication studies and the social di-
versification hypothesis (Mesch et al., 2012) and considered the possibility that a
“spillover” conceptualization enables to clarify the relationship between ONS
and OFS on one hand, and WB and SI on the other.

Our findings provide mixed support for our hypotheses. On the one hand, it is
clear that online exposure to social clues and messages is a strong predictor of
positive evaluations for individuals’ wishing to be socially involved. The study’s
findings indicate that ONS is a strong factor in increasing one’s happiness levels
because ONS is a strong predictor of both WB and SI. These findings are in line
with Boyd’s (2008) concept of “networked publics” as a source of increased so-
cial activity. The study also points to the fact that sociable individuals are likely
to use both the virtual and the physical realm to seek sociable relationships.
Hence, it is obvious that individuals with strong sociability needs are likely to
use ONS to further strengthen the ties, which are already strong in the offline
physical realm, such as friends, family and other social connections. The study’s
findings therefore confirm the assumption driven from the social diversification
hypothesis (Mesch et al., 2012) supporting the notion that the use of online me-
dia of sociability fortifies and does not weaken offline social connections. More
important, the findings provide evidence that whether or not users are frequent
virtual “socializers”, their use of ONS seems to be raising levels of WB and SI.
The study’s findings therefore refute critical points made regarding the over-
whelming power of online communities to threaten existing social connections
in the physical realm where we still and will keep maintaining and enjoying our
personal and intimate relationships (Best et al., 2014; Song & Kim, 2006). In fact,
they support the importance of belonging in shaping our experiences both with
online and offline communication media (Markopoulos, 2009). ONS though
ensures higher WB when individuals “allow” technology to increase individual
happiness by removing obstacles affecting individuals’ sense of belonging and
connectivity as pointed by Spahn (2015). In summary, the comparison between
WB and SI suggests that when online channels are used for sociability they can
provide a significant venue for increased happiness on two dimensions—overall
WB and SI. The context of use modified though these effects. Individual level
variations on both WB and SI reflect apparently the extent to which individuals
are able and willing to form sociable situations.

Nonetheless, the study’s findings also indicate that while ONS has a strong

and significant effect on WB and social impact, this is not the case regarding
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OFS. These findings refute the assumption of interchangeability between ONS
and OFS. There are two possible explanations to this finding. First, offline socia-
bility is often infiltrated by professional and/or community related obligations,
making it harder for individuals to feel happy about offline connectivity. Second,
sociable users may have different motivations and views regarding the best way
to satisfy their sociability needs. While they remain aware that the online space
may increase their social connections, they may still prefer offline settings to do
so. Here, the role of context variables (Mesch et al., 2012) and need for belong-
ing (Burke & Kraut, 2016; Markopoulos, 2009) represent important moderating
factors.

As suggested in this study, some context-related constraints, such as physical
and time resources that limit the use of OFS, may increase the use of ONS out-
lets. For example, for those individuals with reduced time resources, such as pa-
rental responsibilities and older age, ONS compensates the users’ potential to re-
store their needs for belonging and sociability and increase the odds for WB and
SI (Bouhnik & Mor, 2014). These findings assess that context variables are im-
portant in understanding users’ preferences for ONS confirming the theoretical
premises of the Social Diversification Hypothesis (Mesch et al., 2012). Finally,
the study’s findings indicate that the frequency of Internet use for online con-
nectivity does not by itself generate and/or prompt the use of ONS. Whether or
not users are frequent virtual “socializers”, the use of ONS seems to be raising
their levels of WB and SI.

Limitations and recommendation for future studies

The study’s contribution is limited due to three factors. First, the study does
not include different fypes of ONS and OFS. The differences between kinship
social ties and/or friendship and/or professional ties may provide important in-
sights into the extent of individual preferences for online and/or offline venues
to fill their sociability needs. Second, the study did not control for distinct types
of media uses. Differences in social media specific effects on ONS and OFS may
provide farther explanation to the findings. Finally, the data set used for the
study is not up-to-date and hence the results may not be particularly accurate.
Future studies should also consider the extent to which users prefer on-
line/offline venues to accomplish additional goals, such as health, dating, donat-
ing to philanthropic causes and the like. Finally, it could be helpful to tap into
the nature of constraints that increase individuals’ preferences for ONS. Disabil-
ities, for example, as well as socioeconomic gaps or even ethnic and cultural
codes may affect an individual’s empowerment levels, which are often necessary

for successfully managing demanding offline social situations.

6. Conclusion

We conclude that understanding the role of ONS in increasing WB and SI ne-
cessitates conducting comparative studies with large and representative samples

in order to tap into the diverse range of factors that place possible constraints on
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individual preferences for ONS vs. OFS. Moreover, a wider theoretical perspec-
tive is necessary to extend the existing knowledge and provide a “balanced” ap-
proach that considers both the pull and the push factors in the preference for
ONS vs. OFS. The extent to which virtual reality affects our levels of happiness is
after all a common ground for all individuals seeking to be socially involved and
happy. In our interpretation, the results clearly indicate that modern society has
somehow diminished possibilities for OFS and increased the importance of on-
line connectivity to compensate for the lack of potential access to offline sources
of connectivity (Mesch et al., 2012).
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