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The Effects of Self-Monitoring and Appropriated Racial Oppression on Online Dating Self-

Presentation for Multiracial Individuals 

 Although research on ethnic identity has been conducted in different situational contexts, 

such as with online racial discrimination (Tynes, Umana-Taylor, Rose, Lin, & Anderson, 2012) 

or in the family environment (Street, Harris-Britt, & Walker-Barnes, 2009), such research has yet 

to extend to online dating. Mate preferences regarding ethnicity have been studied in romantic 

relationships and dating (Eastwick, Richeson, Son, & Finkel, 2009; Fisman, Iyengar, Kamenica, 

& Simonson, 2008) as well as in online dating (Curington, Lin, & Lundquist, 2015; Hitsch, 

Hortacsu, & Ariely, 2010; Mendelsohn, Taylor, Fiore, & Cheshire, 2014); however, research has 

yet to examine how one’s stage of ethnic identity development affects one’s online dating 

experiences. Additionally, research has started to examine self-presentation in online dating 

contexts (Ellison, Heino, & Gibbs, 2006; Hall, Park, Song, & Cody, 2010; Whitty, 2008), but has 

yet to include self-presentation related to ethnic identity. Research has also not yet examined 

factors that could influence this self-presentation, such as appropriated racial oppression. 

Conducting research on these constructs would allow researchers to gain information about if 

and how stages of ethnic identity development influence self-presentation in the context of 

online dating and if, or how, this is affected by appropriated racial oppression.  

The purpose of this study is to examine ethnic identity, specifically that of bi- and multi-racial 

individuals, within an online dating context while also accounting for the potential effects of 

appropriated racial oppression. Past research on ethnic identity, online dating and self-

presentation, and appropriated racial oppression will be described as well as the importance of 

additional research that would tie these concepts together. The project will examine bi- and 

multi-racial identity in an entirely new situation—online dating—while also gaining information 



THE EFFECTS OF SELF-MONITORING  6 

 

 

about how ethnic identity and appropriated racial oppression influence one’s self-presentation in 

online dating. Prior research on online dating and self-monitoring will be presented first. 

Online Dating 

 Online dating has become an increasingly popular tool for individuals who are in search 

of a romantic relationship (Finkel, Finkel, Eastwick, Karney, Reis, & Sprecher, 2012). 

Individuals engaging in online dating can choose from a variety of platforms – smartphone or 

tablet applications, websites, and websites that focus on specific groups of individuals (such as 

ethnicity-specific websites, occupation or location-specific sites, or websites specific in 

religiosity).  

The Role of Ethnicity in Online Dating 

 Much attention in the online dating research has been paid to ethnicity, specifically to 

mate preferences regarding ethnicity in an online dating context. Many researchers have 

demonstrated that an ethnic preference does exist in online dating (Curington et al., 2015; Hitsch 

et al., 2010; Lin & Lundquist, 2013; Mendelsohn et al., 2014); however, their research has only 

included large-scale dating websites and many studies were limited in ethnicity inclusion—such 

as only including participants of certain ethnicities (Lin & Lundquist, 2013; Mendelsohn et al., 

2014). Additionally, these studies have been limited regarding geographic region (Hancock, 

Toma, & Ellison, 2007; Toma & Hancock, 2010). 

 The majority of research has also been conducted with individuals seeking opposite sex 

partners; however, any deviation from this will be noted otherwise within the text. Hitsch et al. 

(2010) conducted a study in which they used data from a heterosexual online dating website in 

order to determine mate attributes. They examined which attributes influenced one’s decision to 

contact another user after looking at that user’s profile. In general, Hitsch et al. (2010) found that 
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both men and women had strong preferences for similarity in a potential partner, which included 

age, education level, ethnicity, religion, parental status, political affiliation, and smoking status. 

It was also found that women displayed a stronger preference than did men for potential partners 

to have higher incomes rather than having more attractive physical attributes. With their 

research, Hitsch et al. (2010) were able to demonstrate that men and women preferred potential 

partners very similar to themselves, including ethnicity. Although they included individuals of 

different ethnicities in their study, Hitsch et al. (2010) only utilized data from individuals who 

explicitly stated that they were looking for a long-term relationship. This can be limited in scope 

and excludes several users on online dating websites. 

Multiraciality in online dating. Research is scant regarding ethnic identity in online 

dating contexts, let alone with multiraciality and online dating. Curington et al. (2015) examined 

how likely monoracial individuals were to respond to messages sent by multiracial individuals. 

They found that White women were most likely to respond to White men, with some willingness 

to respond to Hispanic-White and Black-White men, in this order. White women were as likely 

to respond to Asian-White men as they were to respond to White men; however, they were more 

likely to respond to Hispanic men than Asian men. They were also more likely to respond to 

Black-White and Hispanic-White men than to Black and Hispanic men. White men were also 

more likely to respond to White women and Asian-White women than other groups. They were 

also as likely to respond to Hispanic-White women as they were to respond to White women. 

White men also displayed higher response rates for Black-White women than for Black women. 

Curington et al. (2015) demonstrated that although White online daters preferred to respond to 

individuals of the same ethnicity, multiracial users were granted a preferred or equal status in 

some cases compared to their White counterparts. A crucial aspect missing from this study was 
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self-monitoring—Curington et al. (2015) only utilized data from the message response rates of 

users and they did not have access to the content of users’ profiles nor the content of the 

messages being sent. Because of this, no conclusions could be drawn regarding how the self-

presentation of the message senders affected the response rates of the message receivers—a 

factor that likely would have a large impact on one’s decision to reply to a message on an online 

dating website. 

 In sum, researchers have demonstrated that ethnic preferences exist in online dating, such 

as individuals preferring individuals of the same ethnic background, a pattern that has been 

examined with both monoracial and multiracial online daters (Curington et al., 2015; Hitsch et 

al., 2010; Lin & Lundquist, 2013, Mendelsohn et al., 2014). Researchers have also shown that 

online daters actively engage in self-monitoring to make themselves appear more desirable to 

potential partners (cf., Ellison et al., 2006; Hancock & Toma, 2009; Hancock et al., 2007; Prieler 

& Kohlbacher, 2017; Toma & Hancock; 2010; Whitty, 2008; Yurchisin, Watchravesringkan, & 

McCabe, 2005). However, these two topics have not been studied conjointly, nor has there been 

any research including appropriated racial oppression with self-presentation in online dating. 

Researchers would benefit from examining how multiracial individuals present themselves 

online and which aspects of their ethnic identities are emphasized within this context. This could 

provide a potential explanation for the link between how users are presenting themselves online 

and the research that has demonstrated how monoracial and multiracial users are treated 

differently than their White counterparts in online dating. 

Self-Monitoring 

Self-monitoring, also referred to as impression management, is defined as regulating 

one’s public expressions and self-presentations to obtain a desired outcome (Snyder, 1987). If 



THE EFFECTS OF SELF-MONITORING  9 

 

 

the desired outcome is to attract a romantic partner, then high self-monitors will likely alter their 

appearance and behavior to achieve this. 

 By managing impressions online, individuals can influence how others will perceive 

them through their written self-descriptions as well as the photographs they choose to display. 

Many researchers have found that the prevalence of self-monitoring (Ellison et al., 2006; Hall et 

al., 2010; Whitty, 2008) and deception (Hancock & Toma, 2009; Hancock et al., 2007; Toma & 

Hancock, 2010) in online dating is high—individuals tend to highly monitor and control their 

online dating profiles, thus tightly managing how they appear to other online daters. Leary and 

Kowalski’s (1990) theory explains why and how individuals construct the impressions they 

convey based on two factors—impression motivation and impression construction. 

 Impression motivation is what drives people to manage how they are presenting 

themselves to others. It is influenced by three different factors: Goal-relevance of impressions, 

value of desired goals, and the discrepancy between one’s desired image and one’s current image 

(Leary & Kowalski, 1990). Separate from this is how individuals go about managing their 

impressions. Impression construction is influenced by five factors: One’s self-concept, desired 

and undesired identity images, role constraints, the target’s values, and one’s current or potential 

social image (Leary & Kowalski, 1990). An individual’s self-concept, or how an individual 

views him- or herself, is the primary determinant of the impressions that the individual conveys 

to others. Individuals tend to convey impressions that are biased in the direction of their desired 

identities, or who they would like to become, which causes them to manage their impressions 

against undesired identities. Role constraints refer to how individuals attempt to manage 

impressions so that their impressions are consistent with the different role demands of various 

situations. Regarding the values of targets, individuals will try and tailor their impressions to 
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what they perceive the values and preferences of significant others in their lives to be. This is not 

limited to significant others in a romantic sense; instead, it includes any individuals in a person’s 

life who is important to that individual. Impression construction is also influenced by how people 

believe others perceive them; specifically, people will implement self-monitoring based on how 

they think others may perceive them in the future.  

 Many online daters are motivated to create favorable impressions of themselves to other 

online daters (Ellison et al., 2006). Because of this, they utilize various strategies for managing 

their impressions online and controlling how others perceive them. Ellison et al. (2006) studied 

the different self-presentation strategies and behaviors individuals use in online dating. They 

found that individuals were likely to monitor their profiles for small cues, such as spelling and 

grammar errors. Participants noted that they would lose interest if other individuals had spelling 

and/or grammar errors in their profiles, so they engaged in self-monitoring by monitoring their 

own profiles for these small cues. Ellison et al. (2006) also found that people wrote about their 

ideal selves, which was not viewed by them as deception because they were writing about 

qualities and skills that they would like to develop in the future. This finding has been 

corroborated by Yurchisin et al. (2005), who found that individuals on online dating websites 

constructed profiles that reflected their ideal selves. If people were testing different possible 

characteristics, they could determine which characteristics or qualities fit best for them before 

deciding to commit to developing such characteristics or qualities (Yurchisin et al., 2005). In 

addition to constructing profiles reflecting their ideal selves, online daters have been found to 

embellish different factors—such as their interests and socioeconomic status—in order to appear 

more favorable to other online daters (Prieler & Kohlbacher, 2017; Whitty, 2008). Research is 

needed to examine ethnic identity in the context of profile construction and self-presentation, as 
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ethnicity in general was ignored by Ellison et al. (2006) and Yurchisin et al. (2005). As stated 

previously, people’s ethnic identity status could influence how they present themselves online. 

Self-presentation in an online dating context could also be influenced by the amount of self-

monitoring an individual engages in.  

Self-monitoring is an important factor in dating, and many researchers have explored its 

effects in online dating.  Hall et al. (2010) surveyed how self-monitoring, gender, personality 

traits, and demographic variables influenced how online daters strategically misrepresented 

themselves on online dating services. Hall et al. (2010) specifically looked at misrepresentation 

as it occurred with personal assets, relationship goals, personal interests, personal attributes, past 

relationships, weight, and age. They found that self-monitoring was the strongest and most 

consistent predictor of misrepresentation—that is, high self-monitors were more likely to engage 

in misrepresentation. Men were more likely to misrepresent their personal assets, relationship 

goals, personal interests, and personal attributes, whereas women were more likely to 

misrepresent their weight (Hall et al., 2010). Although Hall et al.’s (2010) study examined self-

presentation across different forms of online dating, they failed to examine self-monitoring by 

different groups, such as monoracial online daters compared to multiracial online daters. 

Pyke and Dang (2003) established a relationship between monitoring oneself and the 

expression of elements related to one’s racial/ethnic background, noting that highly assimilated 

individuals were more likely to restrict the expression of components of their ethnic identities, 

and were likely to highly monitor this expression around others. It is possible that this extends to 

self-monitoring in online dating contexts as well if individuals in such contexts are portraying 

images of themselves to others with the goal of attracting potential romantic partners. People 

who have high levels of appropriated racial oppression may feel ashamed to be part of their 



THE EFFECTS OF SELF-MONITORING  12 

 

 

ethnic minority group. Because of this, individuals may restrict the expression of components 

related to their ethnic identity, especially in an online dating context when it is easier for 

individuals to create an ideal image of themselves to attract potential partners (Ellison et al., 

2006). Additional research is needed, however, to examine the potential relationships between 

self-monitoring, appropriated racial oppression, and ethnic identity expression in the context of 

online dating. 

Ethnic Identity 

Ethnic Identity Development 

Ethnic identity development has been stated to begin as young as six years of age 

(Bernal, Knight, Garza, Ocampo, & Cota, 1990). Current conceptualization of ethnic identity 

development (Phinney & Ong, 2007) is primarily based on and congruent with Marcia’s (1980) 

identity development statuses, which are aligned on the dimensions of commitment and 

exploration. Commitment refers to the degree to which individuals ascribe to their identity, 

whereas exploration refers to how much individuals have explored different identities and 

aspects of those identities. Marcia (1980) conceptualized one’s identity as being one of four 

statuses: Moratorium, diffusion, foreclosure, or achievement. Phinney’s (1993) conceptualization 

of ethnic identity development is based on the identity statuses set forth by Marcia (1980). 

Within Phinney’s (1993) conceptualization, the ethnic identity statuses serve as a model of ethnic 

identity development for ethnic minority individuals. 

 In Phinney’s (1993) first stage of ethnic identity development, similar to Marcia’s (1980) 

status of foreclosure, individuals are said to have an unexamined ethnic identity. This is when 

little exploration of ethnic identity has occurred but one has already committed to an identity—

likely that of the majority culture. Also within this stage is identity diffusion, when individuals 
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have not explored aspects of their ethnic identity nor committed to a specific ethnic identity. 

Individuals are said to be in this stage from childhood through adolescence. 

 The second stage in Phinney’s (1993) model is ethnic identity search/moratorium, which 

occurs when adolescents experience a situation that causes them to explore their ethnic identity. 

This is similar to Erikson’s (1968) definition of identity crisis, “a necessary turning point, a 

crucial moment, when development must move one way or another, marshaling resources of 

growth, recovery, and further differentiation” (p. 16) and can include a growing awareness of 

how one’s culture is different from the majority culture (Phinney, 1993).  

 The final stage of ethnic identity development is the ideal status of ethnic identity 

development – an achieved identity. To attain this, individuals must engage in high levels of 

exploration and commitment. An achieved ethnic identity occurs when individuals have a clear 

sense of their own ethnicity and are also confident in their ethnicity. Individuals tend to move 

toward ethnic identity achievement between 16 and 19 years of age (Phinney, 1993). 

Contexts of ethnic identity research. Reaching an achieved ethnic identity can have a 

host of benefits and can be protective against negative factors. Hughes et al. (2009) studied the 

effects of cultural socialization, ethnic affirmation, and self-esteem on academic and behavioral 

outcomes with Black and White adolescents. They found that cultural socialization was 

positively related to academic and behavioral outcomes, but this relationship was mediated by 

ethnic affirmation and self-esteem. Within the family environment, Street et al. (2009) examined 

the effects of ethnic identity and family cohesion on levels of depression, self-esteem, and 

interpersonal functioning with Black adolescents. They found that having a positive ethnic 

identity as well as higher levels of family cohesion were related to better psychological 

adjustment. Tynes et al. (2012) examined the effects of ethnic identity status on the impact of 
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online racial discrimination experienced by Black adolescents and specifically, whether higher 

levels of ethnic identity and self-esteem served as protective factors against experiencing online 

racial discrimination. They found that both ethnic identity and self-esteem significantly 

moderated the negative impact of online racial discrimination on anxiety; these factors served as 

protective buffers against the negative effects of discrimination on mental health. Within these 

studies, higher levels of ethnic identity have been found to have positive effects on mental health 

(Street et al., 2009; Tynes et al., 2012) as well as on academic and behavioral outcomes (Hughes 

et al., 2009). Little is known, however, about ethnic identity’s potential effects on online dating 

experiences. Given the positive effects of higher levels of ethnic identity, or achieved ethnic 

identity, in other domains, researchers could benefit from examining ethnic identity and its 

impact on online dating experiences and specifically, how individuals choose to present 

themselves online.  

Additionally, many researchers have studied ethnic identity with middle school students 

(Hughes et al., 2009; Romero & Roberts, 2003; Seaton et al., 2006; Street et al., 2009; Zaff et al., 

2002) and high school students (Seaton et al., 2006; Turnage, 2004; Tynes et al., 2012). Very 

little research on ethnic identity has been conducted with adults. Furthermore, although research 

has been conducted with ethnic identity and online experiences (Tynes et al., 2012), this has yet 

to include online dating contexts. This is problematic because although ethnic identity expression 

has been found to differ in various contexts (Phinney, 1993), researchers currently do not know 

anything about how ethnic identity is expressed in online dating. Ethnic identity expression could 

influence individuals’ experiences with online dating—such as the likelihood of users contacting 

them or responding to their messages—and could serve as a stepping stone for ethnic identity 

research to delve into the online environment. Although research has not yet been conducted 



THE EFFECTS OF SELF-MONITORING  15 

 

 

with ethnic identity and romantic relationships, online dating is increasingly becoming more 

prominent due to its advantages over offline dating (Finkel et al., 2012). Because of its rise in 

popularity, online dating is a logical area for ethnic identity research to explore. 

Additionally, a call has been made for research to be conducted with other age groups, 

such as with young adults or adults, as ethnic identity research with these age groups is scarce 

(Pizarro & Vera, 2001). Conducting research with these age groups would allow researchers to 

examine the prevalence of different ethnic identity statuses for ethnic minority young adults and 

adults. Additionally, it has been stated that individuals move toward developing an achieved 

ethnic identity between the ages of 16 and 19 (Phinney, 1993). Examining ethnic identity with 

young adults and adults would allow researchers to determine the validity of this statement as 

well as if it holds true for bi- and multi-racial individuals. 

Multiraciality 

Research on ethnic identity development with multiracial individuals is even more scarce 

than with monoracial individuals, but some has been conducted. Spencer, Icard, Harahci, 

Catalane, and Oxford (2000) examined how Phinney’s (1993) Multigroup Ethnic Identity 

Measure (MEIM) applies to adolescents who identify as multiracial. Spencer et al. found that 

individuals who identify as multiracial-White obtained significantly lower scores than their 

monoracial minority counterparts on the measure. Lower scores on the MEIM indicate less 

affirmation and belonging to one’s ethnic group, lower ethnic identity achievement, and 

engaging in fewer ethnic behaviors. Spencer et al. suggested these lower scores could be 

associated with multiracial adolescents who identify more with the White majority culture or 

assimilate more into the majority culture than their minority culture. 
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 In a study of 56 multiracial college students, Renn (2004) found that 48 percent of 

students identified as either holding a monoracial identity—that is, choosing one of their ethnic 

backgrounds and solely identifying with it—or holding multiple monoracial identities—that is, 

identifying with all of their ethnic backgrounds but shifting their specific identity according to 

the situation they were in. Renn also found that 23 percent of participants held an extraracial 

identity, meaning they opted out of identifying themselves within the typical racial categories in 

the United States (such as biracial or multiracial) or specific racial categories (such as Caucasian 

or Black/African American). Instead, participants preferred to identify themselves by their 

specific ethnic heritage. Overall, 61 percent identified themselves situationally, meaning that 

certain aspects of their identities became more salient depending on the situations they were in.  

This is an important finding to note, as it demonstrates that different aspects of one’s identity 

became more prominent in different contexts; however, research is needed to examine which, if 

any, aspects of ethnic identity become more salient in online dating and whether this is affected 

by one’s status of ethnic identity development.  

Renn’s (2004) study holds strong implications for the relationship between ethnic identity 

and self-monitoring. Individuals with achieved ethnic identities are high in identity commitment 

and exploration, meaning that following the exploration of potential identities, they have fully 

accepted one or multiple ethnic identities that they ascribe to (Phinney & Ong, 2007). In Renn’s 

(2004) study, multiracial individuals either ascribed to one identity or multiple identities and 

shifted their identity based on their current situation. With the latter, it is possible that these 

individuals engaged in self-monitoring to switch their ethnic identity based on the different 

situations they were facing. Additional researchers (Hitlin, Brown, & Elder, 2006) have explored 

this potential link between self-monitoring and ethnic identity with multiracial individuals. 
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 Hitlin et al. (2006) found that over time, multiracial adolescents are highly likely to 

change their racial self-identification; specifically, these adolescents were found to either 

diversify their racial self-identification by adding a racial category or consolidate by removing a 

racial category from their self-identification. Although researchers have demonstrated that 

individuals who identify as multiracial engage in identity development processes (Hitlin et al., 

2006; Renn, 2004), no singular theoretical model exists. Additionally, it has been noted that 

multiracial individuals express certain aspects of their identities when situations cause parts of 

the identities to be more salient (Renn, 2004), which provides support for a link between ethnic 

identity and self-monitoring. However, it has yet to be investigated and defined when this occurs 

and in what context(s) it occurs. For example, participants in online dating actively self-monitor 

(Ellison et al., 2006; Hall et al., 2010), and this may be even more so for multiracial individuals. 

Within online dating, much like what was found in Renn’s (2004) study, individuals may present 

certain aspects of their ethnic identities differently; that is, certain aspects of their ethnic 

identities may become more salient within online dating. This denotes the importance of 

studying self-monitoring in the context of online dating. 

In sum, ethnic identity is a developmental process beginning early in childhood (Phinney, 

& Ong, 2007). Within this process, different dimensions of ethnic identity develop throughout 

childhood and adolescence, and later in life, different dimensions of one’s ethnic identity have 

been found to become more salient in different situations (Renn, 2004). High levels of ethnic 

identity have been found to be protective for one’s mental health (Street et al., 2009; Tynes et al., 

2012) and has positive effects on adolescents’ academic and behavioral outcomes (Hughes et al., 

2009). To date, the majority of ethnic identity research has been conducted with children and 
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adolescents and researchers have stated that future ethnic identity research should be conducted 

with adults (Pizarro & Vera, 2001).  

Researchers would also benefit from conducting additional research examining 

multiraciality and online dating, as information could be gleaned regarding which aspects of 

one’s multiracial ethnic identity become more salient in an online dating context.  Ethnic identity 

is a factor that influences a multitude of social interactions, and ethnicity has been shown to 

influence online dating interactions (Curington et al., 2015). As stated previously, individuals 

have been shown to actively self-monitor their appearance on online dating websites (Ellison et 

al., 2006; Hall et al., 2010). In an online dating context—much like in traditional dating and 

romantic relationship contexts—how an individual presents him- or herself is highly important as 

one’s self-presentation can influence attracting other individuals. Because of this, multiracial 

individuals may alter how they present themselves in online dating contexts to attract potential 

partners. This may be influenced by appropriated racial oppression, which has been shown to 

influence one’s attitude towards one’s ethnic minority group (Jones, 2000; Pyke & Dang, 2003).  

Appropriated Racial Oppression 

An additional factor that may be influencing how individuals present themselves online is 

appropriated racial oppression, which has also been referred to as internalized oppression (Banks 

& Stephens, 2018; Jones, 2000; Padilla, 2001; Pyke, 2010). Pyke (2010) describes how 

internalized oppression does not result from weakness, ignorance, gullibility, or any cultural 

characteristics of the oppressed. Instead, internalized oppression can affect individuals in various 

ways and can be seen in in different contexts—even when different systems of oppression 

intersect (Padilla, 2001; Pyke, 2010). However, because internalized oppression is often 

misconstrued as being the fault of those who are oppressed, some researchers (e.g., Banks & 
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Stephens, 2018; Campón & Carter, 2015; Tappan, 2006) have endorsed the use of different 

terminology when describing and discussing internalized oppression. Replacing internalized 

racial oppression with appropriated racial oppression can be a new step in counteracting the 

oppression as it focuses more on empowering those who are oppressed rather than misconstruing 

the source of oppression. 

Appropriated racial oppression occurs when socially stigmatized groups, such as ethnic 

minority individuals, begin to believe the messages they receive about their inferiority based on 

their ethnic minority group membership (Baker, 1983). Although these messages are originally 

received from society, once such messages are believed, internally oppressed individuals will 

begin to recycle these messages and believe them to be true not only for themselves but for 

others in their ethnic minority group(s) (Harper, 2006). This internalization can result in 

devaluation and invalidation of oneself and members of one’s ethnic minority group (Jones, 

2000; Pyke & Dang, 2003). Pyke (2010) described how individuals may distance themselves 

from negative stereotypes about their cultural backgrounds as an adaptive response to 

oppression. By endorsing such stereotypes, individuals devalue others who express and identify 

with a specific ethnic background and distance themselves further from their own cultural 

backgrounds (Pyke, 2010). It is possible that this is related to one’s ethnic identity status, as 

individuals with non-achieved ethnic identity statuses have not committed to a specific ethnic 

identity and thus are more likely to refrain from identifying with specific ethnic labels. 

 If people are experiencing self-devaluation and invalidation based on belonging to an 

ethnic minority group, then they may wish to conceal aspects of their identity that reflect 

belonging to an ethnic minority group. In a qualitative study, Pyke and Dang (2003) examined 

the effects of internalized racial oppression on Korean and Vietnamese individuals who had 
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immigrated to the United States as children. Their respondents described avoidance of their 

cultures, which extended to monitoring one’s dress to ensure one fits in with the mainstream 

culture as well as to avoiding speaking Vietnamese or Korean in social settings—even with 

individuals of the same ethnic backgrounds. Such extensive self-monitoring may be related to a 

non-achieved ethnic identity status in addition to high levels of appropriated racial oppression. 

Individuals who have a non-achieved ethnic identity status may not have committed to a specific 

identity and may be exploring other identity possibilities (Phinney & Ong, 2007).  

Monitoring one’s appearance in social settings, particularly distancing oneself from one’s 

ethnic identity, has implications for how this may occur in romantic relationships and online 

dating contexts. In online dating, individuals find it imperative to put forth their best appearance 

regarding their photos and profile content to appear attractive to other individuals (Prieler & 

Kohlbacher, 2017; Whitty, 2008). If individuals experience shame regarding their ethnic 

minority group membership, especially if they are multiracial, then it is possible that they may 

self-monitor their presentation of this in an online dating context. Other factors may influence 

this self-presentation, such as appropriated racial oppression. Because of this, it would be 

beneficial to study the link between ethnic identity status and its presentation in online dating, 

mediated by self-monitoring and appropriated racial oppression, with multiracial individuals.  

General Summary 

 Researchers have devoted much attention to examining ethnic identity, appropriated 

racial oppression, ethnic preferences in online dating, and self-monitoring in online dating. 

Specifically, researchers have demonstrated that, in online dating, ethnic minority users (both 

mono- and multi-racial) have different experiences than their White counterparts (Curington et 

al., 2015; Hitsch et al., 2010; Lin & Lundquist, 2013; Mendelsohn et al., 2014). However, this 
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has only been examined in the contexts of response rates to messages, likelihood of sending 

messages, and mate preferences. This is important information and serves as a stepping stone for 

future research; however, it is limited in the scope of topics studied regarding online dating and 

ethnicity. Although researchers have found that online daters are likely to actively use deception 

in their profiles (Hancock & Toma, 2009; Hancock et al., 2007; Toma & Hancock, 2010) and 

self-monitor their self-presentation (Ellison et al., 2006; Whitty, 2008, Yurchisin et al., 2005), 

this has only been researched in the context of online dating websites. Research has been limited 

regarding online dating applications, but such research is beginning to emerge (Sumter, 2017). 

Additional research is needed regarding online dating and, specifically, its applications, as online 

dating and dating applications are gaining in popularity and use (Finkel et al., 2012; Sumter, 

2017). Furthermore, when examining online dating, researchers have failed to include ethnic 

identity at all. This is a context in which research is needed, as ethnic identity and its 

development can influence how individuals identify themselves as belonging to specific ethnic 

groups. Additionally, one’s status of ethnic identity development can influence how one’s 

ethnicity is expressed. Stating in one’s dating profile whether one enjoys engaging in ethnic 

behaviors, or if one adheres to specific cultural values, may play a part in online daters’ 

likelihood of responding to messages from mono- and multiracial users.  

Current Study and Hypotheses 

 Online daters have demonstrated ethnic preferences for potential partners, but this has 

only been examined on broad dating websites and has not been studied in the context of how 

users are presenting themselves online and within online dating applications. Because of this gap 

in the research, the aim of the present study is to look at how multiracial daters present 

themselves online through the content of their online dating profiles across different dating 
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platforms—broad dating websites, ethnicity-specific websites, and applications—and how this 

may be impacted by one’s status of ethnic identity development as well as appropriated racial 

oppression. Links have been demonstrated in the research between ethnic identity and self-

monitoring (Renn, 2004), self-monitoring and appropriated racial oppression (Pyke & Dang, 

2003), and between self-monitoring, appropriated racial oppression, and presentation of one’s 

ethnic identity (Pyke & Dang, 2003). Inferences can be made regarding a relationship between 

ethnic identity and appropriated racial oppression (Pyke, 2010); however, the current study will 

explicitly explore this potential relationship.  

Overall, the aim of the current study is to propose a model linking these concepts together 

and exploring the relationships among them. To date, a model does not exist that explains ethnic 

identity status and presentation of ethnic identity components, especially with self-presentation 

and appropriated racial oppression as mediators. However, these concepts have been studied 

separately and have been demonstrated to be related. Because of this, in the present study it is 

hypothesized that: 
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Figure 1. Hypothesized mediational model. 

Online dating self-monitoring and level of appropriated racial oppression will partially 

mediate the relationship between ethnic identity status and self-presentation of ethnic identity 

components on ethnicity-specific and non-ethnicity specific online dating platforms. Self-

monitoring and appropriated racial oppression will co-vary in the hypothesized model. In this 

model, it is hypothesized that achieved ethnic identity status will be related to low self-

monitoring and low levels of appropriated racial oppression, which in turn will be related to 

greater self-presentation of ethnic identity components on both online dating platforms. 

Additionally, appropriated racial oppression and self-monitoring are hypothesized to be 

positively related. 

The specific components of ethnic identity to be examined, as described by Phinney and 

Ong (2007), are self-categorization and labeling, engaging in ethnic behaviors, evaluation and 

ingroup attitudes, and values and beliefs. Non-ethnicity-specific dating platforms will include 
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broad dating websites and applications, such as Match and Tinder, and ethnicity-specific dating 

platforms will include websites such as LatinoPeopleMeet and BlackPeopleMeet. 

Method: Pilot Study 

 The current study was conducted in two phases: Pilot testing and the primary study. To 

assess for online dating self-monitoring, items on the Revised Self-Monitoring Scale (RSMS; 

Lennox & Wolfe, 1984) were adapted by this author to reflect self-monitoring in online dating 

contexts. Additionally, to assess appropriated racial oppression with multiracial individuals, the 

wording of items on the Appropriated Racial Oppression Scale (AROS; Campón & Carter, 2015) 

was changed slightly by this author to reflect belonging to multiple ethnic groups rather than just 

one ethnic group. Because of these changes, pilot testing was needed to determine the validity 

and reliability of these measures after they were been changed and to determine if these 

measures were suitable for use in the primary study.   

Participants 

Participants were required to be at least 18 years old, identify as heterosexual, be living in 

the United States (but are not required to be U.S. citizens), identify as bi- or multi-racial, and use 

an online dating application or website that is ethnicity-specific (e.g., LatinoPeopleMeet.com) 

and an online dating application or website that is not ethnicity-specific (e.g., Match.com). 

Individuals were required to be using both types of platforms in order to be eligible for 

participation. The pilot survey was distributed through Social Psychology Network and 

Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (mTurk). Participants who completed the survey through mTurk 

were compensated $0.10 if they met the above-listed inclusion criteria. 

Due to missing data, 7 participants’ responses were removed from the dataset. This left 

203 responses in the dataset. The mean age of participants was 28.99 years (SD = 7.84), with a 
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minimum age of 18 and a maximum age of 67. Regarding gender, 118 participants identified as 

male, 83 identified as female, and 2 identified as transgender. All participants identified as 

heterosexual. The frequency of ethnicities of participants are shown in the table below. 

Ethnicities provided by participants who identified also as “Other” included Arab, Middle 

Eastern, and Russian. 

Table 1 

 

Ethnicities of Pilot Study Participants 

Ethnicities N % 

White and Asian 36 17.7 

White and Black 34 16.7 

White and Native American 27 13.3 

White and Hispanic 22 10.8 

Black and Asian 10 4.9 

Black, Native American, and Asian 10 4.9 

Black and Hispanic 9 4.4 

Black and Native American 8 3.9 

White, Black, and Native American 7 3.4 

White, Black, Native American, Asian, and Hispanic 7 3.4 

White, Black, Native American, Asian, Hispanic, and Other 5 2.5 

Native American and Asian 5 2.5 

Asian and Hispanic 4 2.0 

White and Other 4 2.0 

White, Native American, and Hispanic 3 1.5 

White, Black, Native American, and Asian 3 1.5 

Asian and Other 3 1.5 

White, Native American, and Asian 2 1.0 

White, Black, and Hispanic 1 0.5 

Native American and Other 1 0.5 

Native American, Asian, and Hispanic 1 0.5 

White, Asian, and Hispanic 1 0.5 

 

Participants indicated the ethnicity-specific and non-ethnicity-specific platforms they 

were using at the time they participated in the survey. The number of participants per platform 

used is indicated in the tables below. Many participants indicated they were using more than one 

online dating platform at once. Online dating platforms provided by participants who selected 

“Other” for ethnicity-specific platforms included EastMeetsEast, InterracialPeopleMeet, 
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Muslima, NativeAmericanDate, and TribesUnite. Participants who selected “Other” for non-

ethnicity-specific platforms reported using Grindr, Scruff, Surge, and Positive Singles.  

Table 2 

 

Ethnicity-Specific Online Dating Platforms Used  

Platform N 

AsianMatchMate 71 

AsianDating 60 

BlackPeopleMeet 57 

LatinoPeopleMeet 41 

LatinAmericanCupid 39 

BlackCupid 30 

AfroIntroductions 23 

Amigos 23 

Other 8 

 

Table 3 

 

Non-Ethnicity-Specific Online Dating Platforms Used 

Platform N 

Tinder 96 

Match 69 

OkCupid 54 

eHarmony 51 

Bumble 41 

PlentyofFish 39 

Zoosk 34 

ChristianMingle 29 

JDate 21 

Badoo 18 

Hinge 17 

CoffeeMeetsBagel 13 

Chemistry 12 

Other 6 

Happn 5 

 

Instruments 

Participants first provided their age, ethnicities, gender, and sexual orientation. They also 

indicated the names of online dating applications and websites they used. All demographic items 

are presented in Appendix A.  
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Appropriated racial oppression. Appropriated racial oppression was measured with the 

24-item Appropriated Racial Oppression Scale (AROS; Campón & Carter, 2015; see Appendix 

B). Participants rated on a 7-point Likert scale how much they agreed or disagreed with each 

item, such as “In general, I am ashamed of members of my racial group because of the way they 

act” (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = disagree somewhat, 4 = neutral, 5 = agree 

somewhat, 6 = agree, 7 = strongly agree).  Each item was summed to derive a total score for the 

measure., with higher total scores indicating higher levels of appropriated racial oppression. To 

ensure that the AROS measured appropriated racial oppression for multiracial individuals, this 

author slightly changed the wording of items to reflect belonging to multiple ethnic groups rather 

than belonging to one ethnic group (e.g., changing “I wish I could have more respect for my 

racial group” to “I wish I could have more respect for my racial groups”; Campón & Carter, 

2015). This change affected 17 items on the measure. Additionally, two attention checks were 

inserted into this measure as it was the longest measure in the pilot survey. The first attention 

check, inserted after Item 8, asked participants to “Please select Somewhat agree” as their 

response to the item. The second attention check, inserted after item 16, asked participants to 

“Please select Somewhat disagree” as their response to the item.  

 The AROS has been demonstrated to have adequate reliability with a Cronbach’s alpha 

value of .90 (Campón & Carter, 2015). Evidence of construct validity emerged through an 

association between internalized racism and symptoms of depression and anxiety. Furthermore, 

predictive validity of the AROS was supported by an association between appropriated racial 

oppression and levels of depression and anxiety. Criterion validity was also supported with an 

association between internalized racism and denial of blatant racial discrimination, unawareness 

of institutional racism, and denial of White privilege based on the Color-Blind Racial Attitudes 
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Scale (Neville, Lilly, Duran, Lee, & Browne, 2000). Campón and Carter (2015) also found 

support for the discriminant validity of the AROS, with a significant negative relationship 

between appropriated racial oppression and collective self-esteem.  A reliability analysis that was 

performed for the current modified version of the scale showed a Cronbach’s alpha value of .96. 

This demonstrates that the new, slightly modified, version of the scale has adequate reliability 

that is consistent with prior research.  

Self-monitoring. To measure participants’ self-monitoring of their racial/ethnic self-

presentation on online dating platforms, items from the Ability to Modify Self-Presentation 

subscale of Lennox and Wolfe’s (1984) Revised Self-Monitoring Scale (RSMS; see Appendix C) 

were adapted and re-worded by this author. The items were modified because in their original 

state, they reflect self-monitoring in face-to-face social situations rather than in an online dating 

context. Additionally, the items were modified to be more specific about altering one’s self-

presentation regarding one’s ethnicity in an online dating context. An example of this adaptation 

is for the original item “In social situations, I have the ability to alter my behavior if I feel that 

something else is called for” (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984). The adaptation of this item reads “On 

online dating platforms, I have the ability to alter what I say about my racial/ethnic background 

if I feel like something else is called for.” The original RSMS contains 13 items, with 7 items 

included in the ability to modify self-presentation subscale and 6 items included in the 

Sensitivity to Expressive Behavior of Others subscale. Lennox and Wolfe (1984) have noted that 

the scores of the subscales can be considered separately or together. For this study, the scores on 

the Ability to Modify Self-Presentation subscale were utilized instead of the total score on the 

measure.  
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To respond to items on the RSMS, participants rated how true or false they felt each of 

the 7 statements was for them using a 6-point scale (0 = certainly, always false, 1 = generally 

false, 2 = somewhat false, but with exception, 3 = somewhat true, but with exception, 4 = 

generally true, 5 = always true). In order to determine the reliability of these adapted items, and 

to compare this with the psychometric properties of the original scale, these items were pilot 

tested along with the original version of the scale. 

 Internal consistency values have been found to range from .77 to .86 for the ability to 

modify self-presentation items (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984; O’Cass, 2000). The total scale has 

produced internal consistency values ranging from .75 (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984) to .87 (O’Cass, 

2000). Over a two-year period, test-retest correlations were found to be .55 for the total scale and 

.53 for the Ability to Modify Self-Presentation subscale (Anderson, 1991). Lennox and Wolfe 

(1984) found evidence of discriminant validity with a negative relationship between social 

anxiety and self-monitoring, which also provides support for construct validity.  

 A reliability analysis of the adapted subscale yielded a Cronbach’s alpha value of.78, 

which is consistent with prior research. Past studies have yielded internal consistency values 

ranging from .77 to .86 for this scale (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984). Responses to the original and 

modified subscales were summed and averaged, respectively, and then correlated. When 

responses to the adapted version of the subscale were correlated with responses to the original 

subscale, a strong relationship was found, r = .75, p < .01. 

 Validating the RSMS. The adapted items of the RSMS were also correlated with the 

Brief Fear of Negative Evaluation Scale (BFNES; Leary 1983; see Appendix D), a measure 

designed to assess feelings about first impressions made to other individuals. The BFNES was 

used to further establish the reliability of the adapted RSMS items. On the BFNES participants 



THE EFFECTS OF SELF-MONITORING  30 

 

 

rate the accuracy of 12 statements regarding their feelings about impressions on others on a 5-

point scale (1 = Not at all characteristic of me, 2 = Slightly characteristic of me, 3 = Moderately 

characteristic of me, 4 = Very characteristic of me, 5 = Extremely characteristic of me). Higher 

scores on the measure indicate higher levels of fear of negative evaluations. The BFNES was 

found to have a reliability coefficient of .90 and a test-retest reliability coefficient of .75 (Leary, 

1983). Convergent validity of the BFNES was supported with a positive relationship between 

scores on the BFNES and anxiety levels (Leary, 1983). 

The total scores on the RSMS and BFNES were summed and then averaged to create one 

variable for each measure’s total score. The correlation between the RSMS and BFNES was  .47, 

p < .001. This moderate correlation, combined with the adequate reliability value of the RSMS, 

supports the use of the adapted RSMS in the primary study.  

Ethnic identity self-presentation. The current study aimed to examine presentation of 

ethnic identity components in online dating. To date, no measure exists to assess this. Based on 

the components of ethnic identity described by Phinney and Ong (2007) in their development of 

the MEIM-R, this author developed items to assess ethnic identity presentation in online dating 

contexts (see Appendix E). Participants used a 5-point scale (1 = extremely unlikely, 2 = unlikely, 

3 = neutral, 4 = likely, 5 = extremely likely) to assess how likely they are to list and/or describe 

the following components on their online dating profiles: Labeling your racial/ethnic 

background; engaging in racial/ethnic behaviors related to your racial/ethnic background; 

expressing values and beliefs related to your racial/ethnic background; and expressing positive 

feelings about other members of your racial/ethnic background (Phinney & Ong, 2007). These 

components were selected for the study by the author as they are the external components of 
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ethnic identity and thus easier to list and/or describe on an online dating profile compared to the 

internal components (e.g., commitment and attachment or exploration). 

Procedure 

Approval was gained from the IRB prior to the beginning of the study, after which the 

pilot testing phase of the study began. The study was advertised on mTurk as well as Social 

Psychology Network. Participants from mTurk were compensated $0.10 for participation. Prior 

to responding to the survey, participants were presented with an informed consent screen 

detailing the risks and benefits associated with participating in the study as well as the 

requirements for participation previously described (see Appendix F). If they agreed to 

participate, and met the participation requirements, participants clicked the “Agree” button to 

continue to the survey. All survey responses were anonymous.  

Participants responded to all measures in the following order through the online survey. 

Following demographic items, the AROS (Campón & Carter, 2015) was pilot tested to determine 

the reliability of the slightly modified scale. The adapted Ability to Modify Self-Presentation 

subscale of the RSMS (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984) was pilot tested with the BFNES (Leary, 1983) 

to determine if the adapted items yield an adequate reliability value. Additionally, the original 

version of the Ability to Modify Self-Presentation subscale of the RSMS was presented, 

followed by the two measures created by this author to assess the presentation of ethnic identity 

components in online dating.  

Results 

 Many measures for use in the main study were modified to better assess level of 

appropriated racial oppression and self-presentation on non-ethnicity-specific and ethnicity-

specific online dating platforms. Additionally, two brief measures were created by this author to 
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assess self-presentation of specific components of ethnic identity on online dating platforms. 

Because measures were adapted and created, the pilot study served to validate these measures for 

use in the primary study. 

A reliability analysis was performed for the modified version of the AROS and a 

Cronbach’s alpha value of .96 was obtained. This demonstrates that the new, slightly modified, 

version of the scale has adequate reliability that is consistent with prior research (Campón & 

Carter, 2015).  

A reliability analysis of the adapted RSMS subscale yielded a Cronbach’s alpha value of 

.78, which is consistent with prior research. Past studies have yielded internal consistency values 

ranging from .77 to .86 for this scale (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984). Responses to the original and 

modified subscales were summed and averaged, respectively, and then correlated. When 

responses to the adapted version of the subscale were correlated with responses to the original 

subscale, a strong relationship was found, r = .75, p < .01. 

The total scores on the original RSMS and BFNES were also summed and then averaged 

to create one variable for each measure’s total score. The correlation between the RSMS and 

BFNES was .47, p < .001. This moderate correlation, combined with the adequate reliability 

value of the RSMS, supports the use of the adapted RSMS in the primary study.  

 Reliability analyses were also performed for the two brief scales designed to assess 

presentation of ethnic identity components on online dating platforms. The first measure, 

assessing self-presentation on non-ethnicity-specific online dating platforms, yielded a 

Cronbach’s alpha value of .81. Upon examination of the item-total statistics, it was noted that the 

Cronbach’s alpha value would decrease if any item was deleted from the scale. This provides 

support for the reliability of this first measure. The second measure, assessing self-presentation 
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on ethnicity-specific online dating platforms, yielded a Cronbach’s alpha value of .79. Much like 

with the first measure, the Cronbach’s alpha value for the second measure would not improve if 

items were deleted, as demonstrated by the item-total statistics. This demonstrates that this 

second measure also had adequate internal consistency.  

Summary 

 The adequate reliability values for the modified RSMS subscale, AROS, and the two 

scales created by this author provided support for the use of these measures in the main study. 

These modified measures were found to be suitable for use with multiracial individuals to assess 

online dating self-presentation and levels of appropriated racial oppression. 

Method: Primary Study 

Participants 

Participants were recruited online, primarily through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk 

(MTurk) and Social Psychology Network. Both men and women were encouraged to participate, 

with no limits set on the number of men and women who responded to the survey items. A 

sample size of at least 200 participants has been suggested by researchers when using structural 

equation modeling (SEM; Garver & Mentzer, 1999; Hoelter, 1983). Because path analysis is a 

specific form of SEM, this criteria for sample size was followed in the current study. Participants 

were required to be at least 18 years of age, be living in the United States (but were not required 

to be U.S. citizens), identify as bi- or multi-racial, and use an online dating application or website 

that is ethnicity-specific (e.g., LatinoPeopleMeet.com) as well as an online dating application or 

website that is not ethnicity-specific (e.g., Match.com). 

A total of 337 participants completed the survey for the main study; however, 18 

responses were removed due to missing data. This left a total of 319 responses in the dataset. The 
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mean age of participants was 28.68 years (SD = 7.80) with a minimum of 18 and a maximum age 

of 71. Regarding gender, 133 participants identified as male, 183 participants identified as 

female, and 3 participants identified as transgender. Regarding sexual identity, 239 participants 

identified as heterosexual/straight, 12 participants identified as homosexual/gay/lesbian, 50 

participants identified as bisexual, 5 participants identified as pansexual, 8 participants identified 

as queer, and 5 participants identified as asexual. The demographic questions used in the primary 

study are presented in Appendix G. The frequencies of ethnicities of participants are provided in 

the table below. Participants who selected “Other” reported also identifying as Arab, Central 

Asian, Creole, Italian, Middle Eastern, and Thai. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



THE EFFECTS OF SELF-MONITORING  35 

 

 

Table 4 

 

Ethnicities of Main Study Participants 

Ethnicities N % 

White and Hispanic 61 19.1 

White and Black 61 19.1 

White and Asian 48 15.0 

Black and Hispanic 36 11.3 

White and Native American 19 6.0 

White, Black, Native American, Asian, and Hispanic 15 4.7 

Black and Asian 13 4.1 

Black and Native American 13 4.1 

White, Native American, and Hispanic 6 1.9 

White, Asian, and Hispanic 5 1.6 

White, Black, and Hispanic 5 1.6 

White, Black, and Native American 5 1.6 

White, Native American, and Asian 5 1.6 

White and Other 4 1.3 

Native American and Hispanic 3 .9 

Asian and Other 2 .6 

Black, Asian, and Hispanic 1 .3 

Black, Native American, and Asian 1 .3 

Black, Native American, and Hispanic 1 .3 

Black and Other 1 .3 

Native American and Asian 1 .3 

White, Black, and Asian 1 .3 

White, Black, Asian, and Hispanic 1 .3 

White, Black, Native American, and Hispanic 1 .3 

White, Native American, Asian, and Hispanic 1 .3 

White, Native American, and Other 1 .3 

   

 

Participants indicated why they were using online dating platforms. Seventy-four 

participants reported they were using online dating for finding an occasional partner/casual 

relationship, 144 participants were looking to start a long-term relationship, 99 participants 

reported they were just looking/curious, and 2 participants reported they were looking for a one-

night stand. Much like in the pilot study, many participants indicated they were using more than 

one online dating platform at once. The number of participants per platform used is indicated in 

the tables below for both ethnicity-specific and non-ethnicity-specific platforms. Participants 
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who selected “Other” for ethnicity-specific platforms reported using Chispa, Shaadi, Dil Mil, 

HawaiiDating, NativeAmericanDate, and PinaLove. Participants who selected “Other” for non-

ethnicity-specific platforms reported using AdultFriendFinder, GamerDating, Grinder, Her, 

LoveSail, Radiate, and Skout. 

Table 5 

 

Ethnicity-Specific Online Dating Platforms Used 

Platform N 

BlackPeopleMeet 123 

LatinoPeopleMeet 91 

AsianMatchMate 62 

BlackCupid 62 

LatinAmericanCupid 61 

AsianDating 57 

Amigos 44 

AfroIntroductions 22 

Other 12 

EastMeetsEast 11 

 

 Participants reported the number of days, months, or years that they had been using 

ethnicity-specific online dating platform by the time they participated in the survey. Participants 

who had been using ethnicity-specific platforms for less than one month had a mean of 15.39 

days of platform use with a minimum of one day and a maximum of 30 days. Participants who 

reported using these platforms for at least one month but less than one year had a mean of 4.90 

months of platform use. Seven participants reported using ethnicity-specific platforms for 12 

months.   
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Table 6 

 

Non-Ethnicity-Specific Online Dating Platforms Used 

Platform N 

Tinder 158 

OkCupid 106 

Match 96 

PlentyofFish 83 

Bumble 69 

eHarmony 61 

Zoosk 33 

CoffeeMeetsBagel 27 

ChristianMingle 26 

Badoo 22 

Hinge 16 

JDate 15 

Happn 14 

Chemistry 12 

Other 10 

 

 Participants reported the number of days, months, or years that they had been using non-

ethnicity-specific online dating platforms. Participants who had been using these platforms for 

less than one month had a mean of 16.50 days of platform use with a minimum of one day and a 

maximum of 30 days. Participants who reported using non-ethnicity-specific platforms for at 

least one month but less than one year had a mean of 5.72 months of platform use. Sixteen 

participants reported using non-ethnicity-specific platforms for 12 months.  

Instruments 

Ethnic identity. Ethnic identity was examined using the Multigroup Ethnic Identity 

Measure—Revised (MEIM–R; Phinney & Ong, 2007; see Appendix H). The MEIM–R includes 

six statements about one’s ethnic group that are rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly 

disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree, 3 = Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Somewhat agree, 5 = 

Strongly agree). Example items include “I have a strong sense of belonging to my own ethnic 

group” and “I feel a strong attachment towards my own ethnic group” (Phinney & Ong, 2007). In 
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this revised version of the scale, 3 items assess ethnic identity exploration and 3 items assess 

ethnic identity commitment. To score the measure, the items were summed and then averaged to 

arrive at a total score. Higher scores on the measure indicate a more achieved ethnic identity.  

The psychometric properties of the MEIM–R are acceptable, with internal consistency 

values of .67 for the exploration subscale and .95 for the commitment subscale (Romero & 

Roberts, 2003). Other researchers (Yoon, 2011) have found Cronbach’s alpha values of .76 for 

the exploration subscale, .78 for the commitment subscale, and .81 for the entire scale, indicating 

support for the internal consistency of the measure. Support has also been found for the two-

factor structure (exploration and commitment) of the measure with confirmatory factor analysis 

(Yoon, 2011). Additionally, Chakawa, Butler, and Shapiro (2015) provided support for the 

construct validity of the MEIM–R by conducting research to examine its factor structure. 

 Self-monitoring and ethnic identity presentation. In addition to the MEIM-R and the 

items assessing presentation of ethnic identity components, participants also completed the 

AROS (Campón & Carter, 2015) and the RSMS subscale (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984) as previously 

described. The same attention checks inserted into the AROS items during the pilot study were 

used in the primary study. 

 Procedure. After IRB approval was gained, and following pilot testing, the primary 

phase of the study began. The measures were distributed through an online survey on Social 

Psychology network and mTurk. When participants clicked on the online link to the survey, they 

were presented with an informed consent screen detailing the risks and benefits associated with 

participation as well as the requirements for participation (see Appendix I). Potential participants 

were required to: (a) be at least 18 years old (b) live in the United States (c) identify as bi- or 

multi-racial and (d) concurrently use an ethnicity-specific online dating application or website as 
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well as a non-ethnicity-specific online dating application or website. If individuals agreed to 

participate and met the eligibility requirements, they were asked to click an “Agree” button to 

proceed to the survey.  

Participants responded to the following measures following demographic items: MEIM–

R (Phinney & Ong, 2007); presentation of ethnic identity components items; AROS (Campón & 

Carter, 2015); and the RSMS (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984). The measures were randomized 

following the MEIM-R, which was not included in the randomization as asking participants 

about their ethnicities and the ethnicities of their parents serves as a primer for ethnic identity 

(Phinney & Ong, 2007). Most participants who completed the survey through mTurk were 

compensated $0.15 for participation; however, when the completion rate slowed considerably, 

the compensation was increased to $0.25, which led to 80 more participants. There were no 

significant differences between the two groups of participants on ethnic identity status, 

appropriated racial oppression, self-monitoring, and ethnicity-specific and non-ethnicity specific 

online dating self-presentation based on compensation. Participants were not compensated if they 

did not meet the above criteria and their data were subsequently removed. Following completion 

of the survey, participants were presented with a debriefing screen detailing the purpose of the 

study as well as contact information for the author. Individuals who completed the survey 

through mTurk were also presented with a randomized completion code to provide to the author 

in order to receive compensation for participating. The author validated this completion code 

through mTurk, which then provided participants with their compensation. 

Results 

Data were analyzed using Analysis of Moment Structures Software (AMOS) and 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Independent samples t-tests were conducted 
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to compare heterosexual participants and non-heterosexual participants on ethnic identity, self-

monitoring, appropriated racial oppression, and self-presentation on ethnicity-specific and non-

ethnicity-specific online dating platforms. There was not a significant difference between the 

groups for ethnic identity, t(317) = -1.35, p = .18. There was not a significant difference between 

the groups for self-monitoring, t(317) = -1.01, p = .14. There also was not a significant difference 

between the groups for appropriated racial oppression, t(317) = .460,  p = .64. Participants did 

not differ on self-presentation on ethnicity-specific online dating platforms, t(317) = -.33,  p = 

.74, nor did they differ on non-ethnicity-specific platform self-presentation, t(317) = -.587, p = 

.56. The reliability coefficients for each variable are provided in Table 7 below. The means and 

standard deviations of all variables are provided in Table 8 and the correlations between all 

variables are presented in Table 9.  

Table 7 

 

Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability of Model Variables 

Variable Reliability Coefficient 

Ethnic Identity .88 

Self-Monitoring .81 

Appropriated Racial Oppression .95 

Ethnicity-Specific Self-Presentation .79 

Non-Ethnicity-Specific Self-Presentation .82 

 

Table 8 

 

Means and Standard Deviations of Variables 

Variable 

Ethnic 

Identity 

Self-

Monitoring 

Appropriated 

Racial 

Oppression 

Ethnicity-

Specific Self-

Presentation 

Non-Ethnicity-

Specific Self-

Presentation 

Mean 3.66 3.46 3.14 3.44 3.33 

Standard 

Deviation .89 .95 1.18 .85 .87 
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Table 9 

 

Correlations Between Variables 

Variable 

Ethnic 

Identity 

Self-

Monitoring 

Appropriated 

Racial 

Oppression 

Ethnicity-

Specific Self-

Presentation 

Non-Ethnicity-

Specific Self-

Presentation 

Ethnic Identity -- -- -- -- -- 

Self-Monitoring .12* -- -- -- -- 

Appropriated 

Racial Oppression -.18** .38** -- -- -- 

Ethnicity-Specific 

Self-Presentation .50** .15** -.17** -- -- 

Non-Ethnicity-

Specific Self-

Presentation .45** .07 -.06 .60** -- 

** p < .01 level (2-tailed) 

*p < .05 level (2-tailed) 

 

 Significant relationships were found between ethnic identity and the following variables: 

Self-monitoring, appropriated racial oppression, ethnicity-specific platform self-presentation, and 

non-ethnicity-specific platform self-presentation. Having higher levels of ethnic identity, or 

having a more achieved ethnic identity, was related to increased self-monitoring, decreased 

appropriated racial oppression, and increased presentation of ethnic identity components on 

ethnicity-specific and non-ethnicity-specific online dating platforms.  

 Self-monitoring and appropriated racial oppression were also found to be positively 

related, suggesting that increased levels of self-monitoring are related to higher levels of 

appropriated racial oppression. Higher levels of self-monitoring were also found to be related to 

increased presentation of ethnic identity components on ethnicity-specific online dating 

platforms.  

 Appropriated racial oppression had a significant, negative relationship with presentation 

of ethnic identity components on ethnicity-specific online dating platforms. Higher levels of 

appropriated racial oppression were related to decreased presentation of ethnic identity 
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components on ethnicity-specific online dating platforms. This presentation was also positively 

related to ethnic identity component presentation on non-ethnicity-specific online dating 

platforms—increased presentation of ethnic identity components on ethnicity-specific platforms 

was related to increased presentation of these components on non-ethnicity-specific platforms.  

Model Evaluation  

The data were assessed for linearity, multicollinearity, and multivariate normality prior to 

testing the model. The relationships among the variables were found to be linear (e.g., deviation 

from linearity > .05). Variance inflation factor (VIF) values were calculated to assess for 

multicollinearity, and all values were found to be below 5.00. This indicates that 

multicollinearity was not present. In further support of this, no two variables obtained correlation 

values above .85, again indicating that multicollinearity was not present (Kline, 2005). Skewness 

and kurtosis values were also found to fall within the -1.00 to +1.00 range, indicating this 

assumption was met (Streiner, 2005). All skewness and kurtosis values for the variables are 

provided in Table 10. The final assumption, that the exogenous variables were measured without 

error, was assessed by examining the internal reliability values of the MEIM-R, AROS, and 

revised subscale of the RSMS. These values were .88, .95, and .81, respectively. These values 

indicated that the measures held reasonably sound psychometric properties; therefore, this 

assumption was met. 

Table 10 

 

Skewness and Kurtosis Values for Variables 

Variable Skewness Kurtosis 

Ethnic Identity -.50 -.16 

Self-Monitoring -.12 . 38 

Appropriated Racial Oppression  .25 -.40 

Ethnicity-Specific Self-Presentation -.51  .55 

Non-Ethnicity-Specific Self-Presentation -.28  .34 
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 Path analysis can be utilized to analyze complex models as well as to compare different 

models to determine the model that best fits the data (Streiner, 2005). Path analysis allows 

research to examine relationships among multiple constructs through direct and indirect effects. 

The following goodness-of-fit indices were used to assess model fit: Chi-square, χ2 /DF, 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker Lewis Index (TLI), and Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA). A model can be said to be a good fit for the data if the following 

criteria are met: A non-significant Chi-square test, χ2 /DF less than 5, a CFI value at or above .95, 

TLI value higher than .90, and an RMSEA value below .08 (Wheaton, Muthen, Alwin, & 

Summers, 1977).  

  The original model presented in Figure 1 above yielded a χ2 value of 0 with 0 degrees of 

freedom; thus, the probability level for the model could not be calculated. Because of this, the 

model would not be of value if used to explain the relationships and effects among the constructs 

as the model was under identified. Parameters were then eliminated from the model which were 

the paths from ethnic identity to ethnicity-specific self-presentation and from ethnic identity to 

non-ethnicity-specific self-presentation. These paths were chosen for elimination as there is 

currently no existing empirical research to support their relationships; there are theoretical links, 

but no researcher has studied these links. The paths representing correlations were retained in the 

model as there is theoretical evidence to support the relationships and the model resulted in 

slightly better fit with their inclusion. The new hypothesized model is pictured below. 
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Figure 2. New hypothesized model. 

The new hypothesized model yielded χ2 (4, N = 319) = 292.04, p = .00, indicating poor 

model fit. The remaining fit indices also indicated poor model fit. The χ2 /DF value was 73.01. 

The CFI value was .12, the TLI value was -1.20, and the RMSEA value was .48. The 

standardized direct effects are presented below in Table 11.  
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Table 11 

 

Hypothesized Model Standardized Regression Weights, 95% CI Lower and Upper Bounds, 

Significance Level 

Parameter Estimate Lower Bounds Upper Bounds P 

Self-Monitoring  Ethnic Identity .12 -.03 .23 .101 

Appropriated Racial 

Oppression 

 Ethnic Identity 
-.18 -.29 -.08 .001 

Ethnicity-Specific 

Self-Presentation 

 Appropriated 

Racial Oppression 
-.25 -.37 -.12 .001 

Non-Ethnicity-Specific 

Self-Presentation 

 Appropriated 

Racial Oppression 
-.10 -.22 .04 .142 

Ethnicity-Specific 

Self-Presentation 

 Self-Monitoring 
.24 .09 .37 .001 

Non-Ethnicity-Specific 

Self-Presentation 

 Self-Monitoring 
.12 -.05 .25 .171 

 

Three significant direct paths emerged in the hypothesized model. A significant direct 

path was found between ethnic identity and appropriated racial oppression; thus, higher levels of 

ethnic identity—having an achieved ethnic identity—were linked to lower levels of appropriated 

racial oppression. A significant direct path also emerged between appropriated racial oppression 

and self-presentation on ethnicity-specific online dating platforms. Higher levels of appropriated 

racial oppression were linked to less presentation of ethnic identity components on ethnicity-

specific online dating platforms. The final significant direct path emerged between self-

monitoring and self-presentation on ethnicity-specific online dating platforms. Higher levels of 

self-monitoring were linked to increased presentation of aspects of one’s ethnic identity on 

ethnicity-specific online dating platforms.  

The indirect effect of ethnic identity on ethnicity-specific online dating platform self-

presentation was significant (p < .01) whereas the indirect effect of ethnic identity on non-

ethnicity-specific online dating platform self-presentation was non-significant (p = .10). 

Standardized indirect effect values are presented below in Table 12. The hypothesized model 

accounted for 2.2% of the variance in non-ethnicity-specific online dating platform self-



THE EFFECTS OF SELF-MONITORING  46 

 

 

presentation and accounted for 12.5% of the variance in ethnicity-specific online dating platform 

self-presentation (see below in Table 13). 

Table 12 

 

Standardized Indirect Effects Estimates, Lower and Upper Bounds, Significance Level 

Standardized Indirect Effects 

IV→Mediator→DV 

Estimate Lower 

Bounds 

Upper 

Bounds 

P 

Ethnic Identity → Self-Monitoring     → 

Ethnicity-Specific Presentation 

.03 .02 .12 .002 

Ethnic Identity → Racial Oppression → 

Non-Ethnicity-Specific Presentation 

.02 -.01 .08 .100 

 

Table 13 

 

Hypothesized Model Squared Multiple Correlations (R2) and Percent of Variance Explained for 

Endogenous Variables 

Endogenous Variable R2 Percent of Variance 

Non-Ethnicity-Specific Presentation .022 2.2% 

Ethnicity-Specific Presentation .125 12.5% 

 

Due to the poor fit of the hypothesized model, an alternate model was tested in which the 

mediators were changed to exogenous variables to examine their direct effects, and the direct 

effect of ethnic identity, on the two endogenous variables. This new model is presented in the 

diagram below.  
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Figure 3. Alternate Model without Mediation 

 

The alternate model yielded χ2 (1, N = 319) = 91.21, p = .00, again indicating poor model 

fit. The remaining fit indices also indicated poor model fit. The χ2 /DF value was 91.21. The CFI 

value was .73, the TLI value was -1.75, and the RMSEA value was .53. Covariances are 

presented below in Table 14 and standardized direct effects are presented in Table 15. 

Table 14 

 

Alternate Model Covariances 

Covariance Estimate P 

Ethnic Identity   ↔ Self-Monitoring .10 .040 

Self-Monitoring ↔ Racial Oppression .42     < .001 

Ethnic Identity   ↔ Racial Oppression         -.19 .001 
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Table 15 

 

Alternate Model Standardized Regression Weights, 95% CI Lower and Upper Bounds, 

Significance Level 

Parameter 
Estimate 

Upper 

Bounds 

Lower 

Bounds 
P 

Ethnicity-Specific 

Presentation 
 Ethnic Identity .461 .342 .575 .001 

Ethnicity-Specific 

Presentation 
 

Self-

Monitoring 
.149 .023 .278 .022 

Ethnicity-Specific 

Presentation 
 

Racial 

Oppression 
-.137 -.263 -.012 .036 

Non-Ethnicity-Specific 

Presentation 
 Ethnic Identity .447 .339 .549 .001 

Non-Ethnicity-Specific 

Presentation 
 

Self-

Monitoring 
.012 -.124 .144 .885 

Non-Ethnicity-Specific 

Presentation 
 

Racial 

Oppression 
.017 -.096 .144 .739 

 

 Four significant direct effects were present in the alternate model. Significant direct paths 

were found between ethnic identity and ethnicity-specific self-presentation as well as between 

ethnic identity and non-ethnicity-specific self-presentation. This suggests that the stronger 

individuals’ sense of ethnic identity is, the more they will present aspects of their ethnicity on 

both ethnicity-specific and non-ethnicity-specific online dating platforms. 

 Significant direct paths were also found between self-monitoring and ethnicity-specific 

self-presentation as well as between appropriated racial oppression and ethnicity-specific self-

presentation. Contrary to the original hypothesis, higher levels of self-monitoring were linked to 

increased presentation of aspects of one’s ethnic identity on ethnicity-specific online dating 

platforms. Additionally, higher levels of appropriated racial oppression were linked to less 

presentation of aspects of one’s ethnic identity on ethnicity-specific online dating platforms. The 

alternate model accounted for 19.9% of variance in non-ethnicity-specific platform self-
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presentation and accounted for 27.7% of variance in ethnicity-specific platform presentation (see 

Table 16 below). 

Table 16 

 

Alternate Model Squared Multiple Correlations (R2) and Percent of Variance Explained for 

Endogenous Variables 

Endogenous Variable R2 Percent of Variance 

Non-Ethnicity-Specific Presentation .199 19.9% 

Ethnicity-Specific Presentation .277 27.7% 

 

Model comparison. The original hypothesized model, with mediators, was compared to 

the alternate model without mediation to determine which model best represented the data. The 

hypothesized model with parameter estimates is pictured below (see Figure 4) as well as the 

alternate model with parameter estimates (see Figure 5). 
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Figure 4. Hypothesized Model with Parameter Estimates 
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Figure 5. Alternate Model with Parameter Estimates 

 

 Although both models fit the data poorly, the alternate model without mediation provided 

a direct look at how each factor influenced the endogenous variables. The model fit indices for 

the hypothesized and alternate models, respectively, are shown in Table 17 below. 

Table 17 

 

Model Fit Indices for Hypothesized and Alternate Models 

Model χ2 DF χ2/DF CFI TLI RMSEA 90% CI for 

RMSEA 

Hypothesized 292.04 4 73.01 .12 -1.20 .48 .43-.52 

Alternate 91.21 1 91.21 .73 -1.75 .53 .44-.63 

 

 The hypothesized model accounted for 2.2% of the variance in non-ethnicity-specific 

platform self-presentation and accounted for 12.5% of the variance in ethnicity-specific platform 

self-presentation (see Table 12). Conversely, the alternate model accounted for 19.9% and 27.7% 
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of the variance in non-ethnicity-specific and ethnicity-specific platform self-presentation, 

respectively (see Table 15). Although the alternate model accounted for larger proportions of 

variance in the endogenous variables than the hypothesized model, both models poorly fit the 

data and thus provided little support for the relationships among all constructs in the models. 

 Data revision. Because data were collected through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk, it is 

possible that individuals were using bots to complete the survey for compensation or that 

individuals were faking their responses to quickly complete the survey and then receive 

compensation. To address this, the average amount of time taken to complete the survey was 

calculated (435 seconds), and participants who took one standard deviation (289 seconds) or less 

to complete the survey were removed from the data. When individuals whose survey duration 

was less than 146 seconds were removed (n = 19), 291 responses remained in the dataset. This 

data were then utilized in analyses for the original hypothesized model with mediators as well as 

the alternate model without mediation. 

The new hypothesized model yielded χ2 (2, N = 291) = 93.29, p = .00, indicating poor 

model fit. The remaining fit indices also indicated poor model fit. The χ2 /DF value was 93.29. 

The CFI value was .73, the TLI value was -.37, and the RMSEA value was .38. The standardized 

direct effects are presented below in Table 18 and the standardized indirect effect values are 

presented in Table 19.  
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Table 18 

 

New Hypothesized Model Standardized Regression Weights, 95% CI Lower and Upper Bounds, 

Significance Level 

Parameter Estimate Lower Bounds Upper Bounds P 

Self-Monitoring  Ethnic Identity .10 -.02 .23 .107 

Appropriated Racial 

Oppression 

 Ethnic Identity 
-.18 -.29 -.06 .002 

Ethnicity-Specific 

Self-Presentation 

 Appropriated 

Racial Oppression 
-.26 -.40 -.13 .001 

Non-Ethnicity-Specific 

Self-Presentation 

 Appropriated 

Racial Oppression 
-.08 -.21 .04 .205 

Ethnicity-Specific 

Self-Presentation 

 Self-Monitoring 
.26 .09 .38 .001 

Non-Ethnicity-Specific 

Self-Presentation 

 Self-Monitoring 
.09 -.05 .24 .228 

 

Table 19 

 

New Standardized Indirect Effects Estimates, Lower and Upper Bounds, Significance Level 

Standardized Indirect Effects 

IV→Mediator→DV 

Estimate Lower 

Bounds 

Upper 

Bounds 

P 

Ethnic Identity → Self-Monitoring     → 

Ethnicity-Specific Presentation 

.00 .02 .14 .002 

Ethnic Identity → Racial Oppression → 

Non-Ethnicity-Specific Presentation 

.13 -.01 .13 .130 

 

Significant direct effects emerged again in this model between ethnic identity and 

appropriated racial oppression (p < .01), appropriated racial oppression and ethnicity-specific 

platform self-presentation (p < .01), and self-monitoring and ethnicity-specific platform self-

presentation (p < .01). The indirect effect of ethnic identity on ethnicity-specific online dating 

platform self-presentation was again found to be significant (p < .01).  

Much like the original analysis, due to the poor fit of the hypothesized model, the 

alternate model was tested with the modified data. The new alternate model yielded χ2 (1, N = 

291) = 97.53, p = .00, indicating poor model fit. The remaining fit indices also indicated poor 

model fit. The χ2 /DF value was 97.53. The CFI value was 1.00, the TLI value was 1.00, and the 
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RMSEA value was .33. The standardized direct effects are presented below in Table 20 and the 

covariances are presented in Table 21.  

Table 20 

 

New Alternate Model Standardized Regression Weights, 95% CI Lower and Upper Bounds, 

Significance Level 

Parameter 
Estimate 

Upper 

Bounds 

Lower 

Bounds 
P 

Ethnicity-Specific 

Presentation 
 Ethnic Identity .48 .35 .59 .001 

Ethnicity-Specific 

Presentation 
 

Self-

Monitoring 
.15 .02 .28 .015 

Ethnicity-Specific 

Presentation 
 

Racial 

Oppression 
-.14 -.28 -.02 .027 

Non-Ethnicity-Specific 

Presentation 
 Ethnic Identity .45 .34 .59 .001 

Non-Ethnicity-Specific 

Presentation 
 

Self-

Monitoring 
-.00 -.13 .13 .967 

Non-Ethnicity-Specific 

Presentation 
 

Racial 

Oppression 
.02 -.09 .15 .634 

 

Table 21 

 

New Alternate Model Covariances 

Covariance Estimate P 

Ethnic Identity   ↔ Self-Monitoring .09 .098 

Self-Monitoring ↔ Racial Oppression .42        .001 

Ethnic Identity   ↔ Racial Oppression         -.19        .001 

 

 Significant direct effects in the alternate model again emerged between ethnic identity 

and ethnicity-specific platform self-presentation and non-ethnicity-specific platform self-

presentation. Self-monitoring had a significant direct effect on ethnicity-specific platform self-

presentation but not non-ethnicity-specific platform self-presentation. This also occurred with 

appropriated racial oppression. These same significant direct effects emerged with the original 

analysis of the alternate model. The covariances found in the alternate model were also similar to 

those found in the original analysis. 
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 Despite the removal of data for individuals who may have completed the survey too 

quickly, the estimates of model fit for both models remained poor. Additionally, the estimates for 

relationships among constructs in the models were relatively similar, and some were unchanged. 

Even with this change to the data set, both models continued to provide little support for the 

relationships among all constructs within the models. 

Discussion 

 The purpose of this study was to examine a model for how individuals present themselves 

on ethnicity-specific and non-ethnicity-specific online dating platforms and how this self-

presentation is impacted by one’s ethnic identity, self-monitoring, and levels of appropriated 

racial oppression. Two studies were performed to accomplish this. The pilot study was 

conducted for two purposes: To examine the psychometric properties of measures created to 

assess self-presentation of ethnic identity constructs in online dating as well as to examine the 

psychometric properties of slightly modified versions of measures assessing ethnic identity, 

appropriated racial oppression, and self-monitoring. The main study was used to test two models 

containing ethnic identity, self-monitoring, appropriated racial oppression, and self-presentation 

on ethnicity-specific and non-ethnicity-specific online dating platforms. The hypothesized model 

postulated that self-monitoring and appropriated racial oppression mediated the relationship 

between ethnic identity and self-presentation on ethnicity-specific and non-ethnicity-specific 

online dating platforms. The alternate model examined the direct relationships between ethnic 

identity, self-monitoring, appropriated racial oppression, and self-presentation on ethnicity-

specific and non-ethnicity-specific online dating platforms. Because of this, the alternate model 

did not contain mediation. Model fit indices showed that both models displayed poor fit with the 

alternate model accounting for more variance in the endogenous variables.  
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Summary of Major Findings 

Contrary to the original hypothesis, higher levels of ethnic identity status, or having a 

more achieved ethnic identity, were found to be related to increased self-monitoring. This was 

not expected as previous research has demonstrated that multiracial individuals may express 

certain aspects of their ethnic identities when certain situations cause those identity aspects to 

become more salient (Renn, 2004). However, the hypothesized negative relationship between 

ethnic identity status and appropriated racial oppression was supported, which is in line with 

previous research (Pyke, 2010). 

 As hypothesized, low levels of appropriated racial oppression were found to be related to 

greater self-presentation of ethnic identity components on ethnicity-specific online dating 

platforms. However, a significant relationship was not found between appropriated racial 

oppression and presentation of ethnic identity components on non-ethnicity-specific online 

dating platforms. Researchers have previously shown that appropriated racial oppression causes 

individuals to distance themselves from and conceal aspects of their ethnic identities (Pyke, 

2010; Pyke & Dang, 2003); thus, this result contradicted previous research on appropriated racial 

oppression and expressing one’s ethnic identity.  

 Higher levels of self-monitoring were found to be related to increased self-presentation of 

ethnic identity components on ethnicity-specific online dating platforms, which aligns with 

previous research that examined the link between self-monitoring and presenting aspects of one’s 

ethnicity in social situations (Pyke & Dang, 2003; Pyke, 2010). Contrary to the original 

hypothesis, self-monitoring was not found to be significantly related to ethnic identity 

component presentation on non-ethnicity-specific online dating platforms. This was not 

expected, as individuals who are high in self-monitoring have previously been found to engage 
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in self-monitoring in online dating by altering the information they present about themselves in 

order to appear favorable to potential partners (Ellison et al., 2006; Prieler & Kohlbacher, 2017; 

Whitty, 2008; Yurchisin et al., 2005).  

Overall, the hypothesis of self-monitoring and appropriated racial oppression mediating the 

relationship between ethnic identity and self-presentation on ethnicity-specific and non-ethnicity-

specific online dating platforms was not supported. The model was an extremely poor fit for the 

data, and while three significant direct effects were present in the model, the model only 

accounted for 2.2% and 12.25% of the variance in non-ethnicity-specific and ethnicity-specific 

platform presentation, respectively.  

Although significant correlations emerged between most of the variables, many of these 

correlations were small, indicating that a relationship exists between the constructs but that it is 

not very strong (e.g., between ethnic identity and self-monitoring, r = .12, p < .05). Additionally, 

self-presentation of ethnic identity components on non-ethnicity-specific online dating platforms 

was not significantly related to self-monitoring or appropriated racial oppression, which would 

have further caused the model to poorly fit the data.  

 Multiracial individuals have been found to identify themselves situationally, meaning that 

different aspects of their ethnic group membership become more salient depending on the 

context they are in (Renn, 2004). Thus, these individuals can identify and express aspects of their 

identities in different situations. Taken together with previous findings that individuals actively 

self-monitor their appearances in online dating (Ellison et al., 2006; Hancock & Toma, 2009; 

Hancock, Toma, & Ellison, 2007; Prieler & Kohlbacher, 2017; Toma & Hancock; 2010; Whitty, 

2008; Yurchisin et al., 2005), the significant indirect effect of ethnic identity status on ethnicity-

specific self-presentation is in line with previous research. Contrary to this, it was expected that 
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ethnic identity would have a significant direct effect on self-monitoring, a hypothesis that was 

not supported by the model. When examining ethnic identity and self-monitoring, prior studies 

(Pyke, 2010; Pyke & Dang, 2003) have focused solely on monoracial individuals. This is in stark 

contrast to the current study that included multiracial individuals of various ethnic minority 

backgrounds and identities. Ethnic identity may not directly affect multiracial individuals’ self-

monitoring behaviors the way it affects self-monitoring behaviors of monoracial individuals.  

 It is also possible that the 80 participants in the sample (approximately 25 percent) who 

identified as belonging to strictly ethnic minority backgrounds (e.g., identifying as Hispanic and 

Black rather than Hispanic and White) ascribed to different ethnic identity statuses for each of 

their separate ethnic minority backgrounds. This potential overlapping of two different ethnic 

identity statuses could introduce a lack of clarity regarding which ethnic identity status, and its 

associated characteristics, is influencing one’s self-monitoring.  

However, the direct effect of self-monitoring on ethnicity-specific platform self-

presentation was found to be significant, which aligns with previous research on self-monitoring 

in online dating contexts. It is possible that individuals using ethnicity-specific online dating 

platforms are concerned about whether their appearance is similar to that of ethnic stereotypes or 

if they look like a member of their ethnic group. Because of this, individuals may engage in 

increased self-monitoring on ethnicity-specific platforms. It would also be expected for self-

monitoring to have a significant direct effect on non-ethnicity-specific platform self-presentation, 

but this hypothesis was not supported. This directly contradicts previous research. As previously 

stated, many researchers have found support for self-monitoring in online dating contexts, 

specifically on non-ethnicity-specific platforms such as Match (Ellison et al., 2006; Hall et al., 

2010) and Tinder (Sumter, 2017). Individuals who are multiracial may often experience being 
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“whitewashed” (Pyke & Dang, 2003), a phenomenon during which individuals minimize 

characteristics of their own ethnic backgrounds to assimilate into the White majority. Because of 

this, multiracial individuals may become accustomed to “acting” White, which may become 

more comfortable for them. Such individuals may have more White friends, eat more non-ethnic-

specific foods, and follow American clothing and media trends (Pyke & Dang, 2003). This 

increased level of comfort may result in less self-monitoring on non-ethnicity-specific online 

dating platforms as these platforms contain more White users. 

 No significant direct effects were found that included non-ethnicity-specific platform 

self-presentation. In fact, this variable was only significantly correlated with ethnic identity 

status and ethnicity-specific platform self-presentation. This was surprising given that Tinder 

was the most frequently reported non-ethnicity-specific platform utilized by participants. When 

individuals use Tinder, they can select a few pictures of themselves to display on their profile 

and can write a brief (500-character) autobiography. Because of the limited nature of such 

profiles, participants may self-monitor more than they would on websites such as Match or 

OkCupid that allow for more space for users to write about their interests, goals, and hobbies. 

However, when considering appropriated racial oppression, individuals may not recognize the 

extent to which they internalize negative stereotypes about their ethnic minority backgrounds 

(Pyke, 2010). Individuals may even deny that they hold such stereotypes about their own ethnic 

minority backgrounds, a common feature of appropriated racial oppression (Pyke, 2010). Failure 

to recognize and identify these ingrained stereotypes may lead to such stereotypes failing to 

influence how one presents aspects of one’s identity on non-ethnicity-specific platforms. 

Additionally, many studies examining self-monitoring in an online dating context utilized 

websites such as Match, Yahoo Personals, American Singles, Web Date (Hancock et al., 2007; 
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Hancock & Toma, 2009), and a “large online dating site” (Ellison et al., 2006, p. 421; Hall et al., 

2010, p. 123). The current study largely differed from these prior studies by including a wider 

selection of online dating platforms as well as by including online dating applications (e.g., 

Tinder). As previously stated, Tinder was the most utilized by participants, with 49.5 percent of 

participants using Tinder, followed by OkCupid (33.2 percent) and Match (30.1 percent). 

Although it has been posited that individuals may self-monitor more on Tinder due to its 

limitations on biography length, the inclusion of such a broad range of non-ethnicity-specific 

platforms in the current study may have detracted from the potentially higher levels of self-

monitoring that could occur with Tinder utilization. 

Because of the poor fit of the original model, an alternate model was tested to examine the 

effects of all variables on ethnicity-specific and non-ethnicity-specific online dating platform 

self-presentation. This alternate model was also found to be a poor fit for the data, although it 

accounted for more variance in both ethnicity-specific and non-ethnicity-specific platform 

presentation than did the hypothesized model.  

In the alternate model, non-ethnicity-specific platform self-presentation again was not 

significantly impacted by self-monitoring or appropriated racial oppression. However, there was 

a significant direct effect between ethnic identity and non-ethnicity-specific platform self-

presentation. This differed from the hypothesized model, in which the indirect effect of ethnic 

identity (through appropriated racial oppression) on non-ethnicity-specific platform self-

presentation was non-significant. Given that appropriated racial oppression did not have a 

significant direct effect on non-ethnicity-specific platform self-presentation in the alternate and 

hypothesized models, the alternate model allowed this direct effect with ethnic identity status 

alone to emerge. Because ethnic identity had significant direct effects on both endogenous 
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variables, it is possible that one’s ethnic identity status influenced the different aspects of ethnic 

identity that participants felt comfortable sharing on their online dating profiles. Previous 

researchers have shown that the expression of ethnic identity differs in various contexts 

(Phinney, 1993; Renn, 2004), which may explain why ethnic identity was found to have a 

significant direct effect on ethnic identity expression in different online dating contexts. 

Age of participants may be another factor regarding why both models in the current study 

did not support the results found by other researchers. The majority of participants in Ellison et 

al.’s (2006) study, which supported self-monitoring in online dating, were in their 30’s and 40’s 

with a range of 25 to 70 years of age. In the present study, the mean age of participants was 28 

with a minimum of 18 years and maximum of 71 years. Further, 72.2 percent of participants 

ranged from 18 to 29 years of age. This majority younger sample of participants may experience 

more openness regarding expressing aspects of their ethnic identities than participants in other 

studies who were slightly older (Ellison et al., 2006; Hall et al., 2010).  

 The poor fit of the hypothesized and alternate models demonstrates the need for 

additional research on ethnic identity status, self-monitoring, and appropriated racial oppression, 

ideally in the context of online dating. Increased research with these constructs would allow 

researchers to determine which constructs have the most impact on other constructs, and the 

magnitude of such relationships. It is possible that both models in this study were poor fits due to 

the lack of research evidence surrounding the constructs and their relationships in the models; for 

example, no research to date has examined the effects of ethnic identity on self-monitoring and 

appropriated racial oppression within an online dating context. 
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Strengths and Limitations 

 A strength of the study was the use of the pilot study to establish reliability of measures 

that had been re-worded to fit the aims of the current study (e.g., altering the Ability to Modify 

Self-Presentation subscale of the RSMS; Lennox & Wolfe, 1984). Many of the measures used in 

the current study were employed in past research and have been found to be valid and reliable. 

Additionally, the measures that were changed for the current study had Cronbach’s alpha values 

similar to those of prior studies (Campón & Carter, 2015; Lennox & Wolfe, 1984).  

 The current study employed models based on past theory and research. Further, many 

gaps in the research were addressed with this study. Multiraciality and ethnic identity are 

primary concepts that lack research attention. Additionally, ethnic identity had not yet been 

studied in the context of online dating, nor had appropriated racial oppression. Although self-

monitoring had previously been studied in online dating (Ellison et al., 2006; Hall et al., 2010; 

Prieler & Kohlbacher, 2017; Whitty, 2008; Yurchisin et al., 2005), no research had yet to include 

ethnic identity in conjunction with self-monitoring. An additional strength of this study is that 

these concepts were utilized to address another deficit in multiraciality and ethnic identity 

research—the lack of attention given to how multiracial individuals present aspects of their 

ethnic identities in online dating contexts.   

 Although it can be seen as a strength to include concepts such as multiraciality and ethnic 

identity in the context of online dating research, combined with self-monitoring and appropriated 

racial oppression, this could also be viewed as a limitation of the current study. There are still 

many aspects of these constructs that have yet to be given research attention, such as how these 

concepts interact in general online communication or in-person dating contexts. Studying these 

concepts together in an entirely new context may have generated useful information for future 
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theory and research, but it may have been more beneficial to include fewer concepts to allow for 

the discovery of findings that would have been more straightforward (e.g., studying only ethnic 

identity and self-monitoring in online dating). Additionally, because many of the variables were 

significantly correlated with each other, it is possible that there are additional variables impacting 

such relationships that were not included in the current study. If these variables were to be 

examined in addition to the main constructs of the current study, the models may have aligned 

better with previous research.  

 The primary limitation of this study is in the sampling procedure. For both the pilot and 

main studies, participants were solicited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (mTurk) and 

compensated for participation. Further, due to low survey completion rates for the main study, 

compensation for the last 80 participants was increased to $0.25 from $0.15. Although this 

incentivized participants, it possibly encouraged individuals to falsify their responses or 

demographic criteria to participate in and complete the survey for compensation. This may have 

caused the sample to be unreliable and cause the results to not align with what was expected 

based on previous research. For example, if participants identify as monoracial-White and falsify 

their responses to screening questions in order to complete the survey, it is likely that such 

individuals do not know how to demonstrate racial identity and self-monitoring responses and 

they have not had experiences relevant to these constructs. 

 An additional limitation of this study pertains to the demographics of the main study 

sample compared to the pilot study sample. In the pilot study, the sample was restricted to 

individuals who identified as straight/heterosexual. In the main study, this restriction was not 

present. The participants who identified as other than straight/heterosexual did not significantly 

differ from those participants on any of the constructs, but the sample did not accurately reflect 
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the pilot study sample upon which the reliability of the altered measures was based. Further, 

participants who identify as gay/lesbian, pansexual, asexual, or queer may experience 

discrimination regarding their sexual identity as well as their ethnic identity. Experiencing both 

forms of discrimination may impact the extent to which an individual is affected by self-

monitoring and appropriated racial oppression, concepts that were not addressed in the current 

study. 

 This study took steps to address areas of research that were lacking attention, but the lack 

of prior research support for the relationships among the constructs is a limitation as this may 

have impacted model fit. Prior research has not studied ethnic identity, self-monitoring, and 

appropriated racial oppression in the context of online dating. Additionally, the study only relied 

upon self-report data and did not require participants to upload screenshots of their online dating 

profiles or ask participants to create an online dating profile. Thus, the ethnic identity constructs 

that participants reported including in their online dating profiles could not be validated. 

Theoretical Implications  

Theoretical links in the literature have been established between ethnic identity and self-

monitoring (Phinney & Ong, 2007; Renn, 2004) as well as between self-monitoring, 

appropriated racial oppression, and ethnic identity expression (Pyke & Dang, 2003; Pyke, 2010), 

with higher levels of self-monitoring related to higher levels of appropriated racial oppression 

and a less achieved ethnic identity status. Further, research has amply supported the link between 

self-monitoring and online dating (Ellison et al., 2006; Hall et al., 2010; Prieler & Kholbacher, 

2017; Whitty, 2008). Thus, there is theoretical support for these links among concepts separately, 

to date, but there has not been a theoretical model that incorporates all of these concepts into a 

single model.  
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 The lack of a single theoretical model to support the models tested in the current study 

may have affected the results. Each piece of the aforementioned theory was based on studies 

conducted with different samples regarding age and ethnicity. For example, the theoretical link 

between self-monitoring and appropriated racial oppression (Pyke, 2010) was partly based on a 

study conducted with Asian American adults (Pyke & Dang, 2003). The current study’s sample 

included adults from various ethnic minority backgrounds, which has yet to be addressed in 

theory regarding appropriated racial oppression.  

 Because these concepts have been researched individually, with theory forming from 

those studies, the current study may have included too many smaller pieces of theory (e.g., the 

link between self-monitoring and appropriated racial oppression) into one cohesive model. 

Additional research, and subsequently supporting theory, may need to be generated before the 

concepts of ethnic identity, self-monitoring, appropriated racial oppression, and ethnic identity 

expression can be included in a mediational model.   

Theoretical implications can be made from the relationship between ethnic identity and 

appropriated racial oppression. Appropriated racial oppression influences the attitudes 

individuals have toward their own ethnic minority groups (Jones, 2000; Pyke & Dang, 2003). 

The current study found that having a more achieved ethnic identity status was related to lower 

levels of appropriated racial oppression. Individuals who had strong commitments to their ethnic 

identities were less likely to have high levels of appropriated racial oppression. Considering this 

with past research, these individuals may have been more likely to have more positive feelings 

about their ethnic minority group memberships than individuals with less achieved ethnic 

identity statuses. This is particularly important as ethnic identity and appropriated racial 

oppression research is severely lacking for individuals who identify as multiracial. The 
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relationships found among these constructs provides a step for research to begin to address how 

multiracial individuals are impacted by appropriated racial oppression and how self-monitoring 

may influence their presentation of ethnic identity components. 

Clinical Implications  

Although the results from this study should be interpreted with caution, there are many 

implications for practice that can be drawn from the current study. Information regarding self-

monitoring, appropriated racial oppression, and ethnic identity can help inform clinicians 

working with clients who identify as multiracial—specifically, adults. Clients who are not secure 

in their ethnic identity status may be more likely to experience adverse effects of appropriated 

racial oppression, which can include devaluing oneself, acculturative stress, and in severe cases, 

suicidal ideation (Jones, 2000; Walker, Wingate, Obasi, & Joiner, 2008). This implies that 

practitioners should be aware of the negative effects of appropriated racial oppression and the 

self-monitoring that can accompany it.  

 Practitioners could use this information to provide groups or individual treatment that 

includes anti-oppressive education by acknowledging and rejecting cultural stereotypes and 

working with clients on empowerment (Tappan, 2006). Such interventions may help to mitigate 

the damage caused by appropriated racial oppression and self-monitoring as well as help clients 

to feel more secure in their ethnic identities.  

Research Implications 

The current study provides a small step in the direction of increasing research on ethnic 

identity with adults and includes self-monitoring and appropriated racial oppression in the 

context of online dating. Additionally, the results from this study illuminate the factors that are 

related to the presentation of ethnic identity components when individuals use online dating 
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platforms that are ethnicity-specific. Because the models in this study fit the data poorly, future 

research may benefit from including other factors that have the potential to influence self-

monitoring, appropriated racial oppression, and ethnic identity in the context of online dating, 

such as how much an people distance themselves from their ethnic background. For example, 

distancing from one’s ethnic background could potentially be linked to higher levels of 

appropriated racial oppression and self-monitoring as well as a less achieved ethnic identity. 

 Findings from the main study did not provide support for relationships between non-

ethnicity-specific platform self-presentation and self-monitoring, or non-ethnicity-specific 

platform self-presentation and appropriated racial oppression. However, ethnic identity status 

had significant relationships with all other variables, as did ethnicity-specific platform self-

presentation. Regarding ethnic identity status research, this provides information for achieved 

ethnic identity status being related to higher levels of self-monitoring in the context of online 

dating. This is important, as ethnic identity status has not previously been studied in the context 

of online dating. Additionally, this builds upon prior research evidence that has shown that 

different aspects of ethnic identity become more salient in different situations (Renn, 2004). To 

further examine this, future research could examine ethnic identity, self-monitoring, and 

appropriated racial oppression in separate models for ethnicity-specific and non-ethnicity-

specific online dating platform self-presentation. 

 As previously stated, there was no theoretical model that contained all of the constructs 

measured in the current study. It is possible that additional research needs to be conducted on 

these constructs separately before they are tested in models such as those in the current study. 

Additionally, there may be other factors that influence ethnic identity expression in online 

dating, such as the desired outcome of online dating. Although participants in the current study 
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were asked to state their desired outcome for online dating, this was not examined in the 

hypothesized model. However, it is possible that individuals looking for a one night stand or 

casual relationship may self-monitor less than individuals looking for a serious relationship as 

the latter requires more investment and a potential long-term commitment. Because of this, 

future research could test the model only with individuals who are looking for a long-term 

relationship in order to examine how self-monitoring impacts ethnic identity with a specific 

desired outcome of online dating. 

 Given the potential limitations with utilizing mTurk, such as individuals falsifying 

responses, it would be beneficial for future models to be tested on a more reliable sample. This 

would allow for accurate testing of the constructs in the model. Additionally, future research 

could test online dating platforms in separate models (i.e., testing ethnicity-specific platform 

presentation in one model and testing non-ethnicity-specific platform presentation in another) in 

order to more closely examine the effects of the constructs on each type of online dating 

platform. 

 An additional factor that may influence ethnic identity and expression of ethnic identity 

in online dating could be one’s geographic region. Individuals may experience increased comfort 

with expressing aspects of their ethnic identity in geographic regions that are more culturally 

diverse as opposed to areas that lack diversity. Geographic region may also impact levels of 

appropriated racial oppression, as areas that are more culturally diverse may have lower 

internalization of ethnic minority stereotypes. 

Summary 

In sum, the current study provides information regarding the relationships among ethnic 

identity status, self-monitoring, appropriated racial oppression, and presentation of ethnic 
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identity components on ethnicity-specific and non-ethnicity-specific online dating platforms. It 

was found that both models of these constructs exhibited poor model fit; however, significant 

relationships emerged among the constructs. Ethnic identity was found to significantly relate to 

all constructs, as did ethnicity-specific online dating platform self-presentation. Further, self-

monitoring in online dating was found to be positively related to appropriated racial oppression. 

The presentation of ethnic identity components on non-ethnicity-specific online dating platforms 

was not found to be related to self-monitoring or appropriated racial oppression. The current 

study is the first study to examine these constructs with multiracial adults in the context of online 

dating.  
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Appendix A: Pilot Study Demographic Items 

1. What is your age? (years) 

2. What is your gender? 

a. Male 

b. Female 

c. Transgender 

3. What is your ethnicity? Please check all that apply. 

a. White or European American 

b. Black or African American 

c. Asian or Pacific Islander 

d. Hispanic or Latinx 

e. Native American or Native Alaskan  

f. Other (please specify) 

4. Are you living in the United States? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

5. What is your sexual identity? 

a. Heterosexual/Straight 

b. Homosexual/Gay/Lesbian 

c. Bisexual 

d. Pansexual 

e. Queer 

f. Asexual 

g. Other (please specify)  

6. Please indicate which non-ethnicity-specific online dating platforms you are currently 

using. 

a. Match 

b. eHarmony 

c. Zoosk 

d. OkCupid 

e. PlentyOfFish 

f. ChristianMingle 

g. Tinder 

h. Bumble 

i. CoffeeMeetsBagel 

j. Hinge 

k. Badoo 

l. Chemistry 

m. JDate 

n. Happn 

o. Other (please specify) 

7. Please indicate which ethnicity-specific online dating platforms you are currently using: 

a. BlackPeopleMeet 

b. AsianMatchMate 

c. AfroIntroductions 
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d. LatinoPeopleMeet 

e. LatinAmericanCupid 

f. Amigos 

g. AsianDating 

h. BlackCupid 

i. Other (please specify) 

  



THE EFFECTS OF SELF-MONITORING  79 

 

 

Appendix B: Adapted Appropriated Racial Oppression Scale (AROS) 

 

This questionnaire is designed to measure people’s social attitudes, beliefs, feelings, and 

behaviors concerning race. There are no right or wrong answers—everyone’s experience is 

different. We are interested in YOUR experiences with race. Be as honest as you can in your 

responses. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Disagree 

Somewhat 
Neutral Agree 

Agree 

Somewhat 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

1. Although discrimination in America is real, it is definitely overplayed by some members 

of my races. 

2. People of my races don’t have much to be proud of. 

3. “Good hair” (i.e., straight) is better. 

4. I don’t really identify with my racial groups’ values and beliefs. 

5. People take racial jokes too seriously. 

6. I feel that being a member of my racial groups is a shortcoming. 

7. I prefer my children not to have broad noses. 

8. When interacting with other members of my races, I often feel like I don’t fit in. 

9. When I look in the mirror, sometimes I do not feel good about what I see because of my 

races. 

10. I find people who have straight and narrow noses to be more attractive. 

11. In general, I am ashamed of members of my racial groups because of the way they act. 

12. It is a compliment to be told, “You don’t act like a member of your races.” 

13. I would like my children to have light skin. 

14. Sometimes I have a negative feeling about being a member of my races. 

15. People of my races shouldn’t be so sensitive about race/racial matters. 

16. Whites are better at a lot of things than people of my race. 

17. I wish my nose were narrower. 

18. I feel critical about my racial groups. 

19. Whenever I think a lot about being a member of my racial groups, I feel depressed. 

20. I find persons with light skin-tones to be more attractive. 

21. I wish I could have more respect for my racial groups. 

22. I wish I were not a member of my races. 

23. There have been times when I have been embarrassed to be a member of my races. 

24. Because of my races, I feel useless at times. 
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Appendix C: Adapted Ability to Modify Self-Presentation Subscale of Revised Self-Monitoring 

Scale (RSMS) 

 

Please answer the following items about how you present yourself on online dating platforms. 

Online dating platforms include dating websites (e.g., Match, Black People Meet, eHarmony) 

and applications (e.g., Tinder, Bumble, Coffee Meets Bagel). Please rate your responses with the 

following scale: 0 = certainly, always false; 1 = generally false; 2 = somewhat false, but with 

exception; 3 = somewhat true, but with exception; 4 = generally true; 5 = always true. 

 

1. On online dating platforms, I have the ability to alter what I say about my 

racial/ethnic background if I feel like something else is called for. 

2. I have the ability to control how my racial/ethnic background comes across to others 

on online dating platforms, depending on the impression I wish to give them. 

3. When I feel that the image I portray about my racial/ethnic background on online 

dating platforms isn’t working, I can readily change it to something that does. 

4. I have trouble changing how I present myself and my racial/ethnic background on 

online dating platforms to suit different people and different online dating platforms. 

5. I have found that I can adjust how I present my racial/ethnic background on online 

dating platforms to meet the requirements of any online dating platform I use. 

6. Even when it might be to my advantage, I have difficulty putting up a positive image 

of my racial/ethnic background on online dating platforms. 

7. Once I know what an online dating platform calls for, it’s easy for me to regulate my 

actions and how I present my racial/ethnic background accordingly.  
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Appendix D: Brief Fear of Negative Evaluation Scale (BFNES) 

 

Read each of the following statements carefully and indicate how characteristic it is of you 

according to the following scale: 1 = Not at all characteristic of me, 2 = Slightly characteristic of 

me, 3 = Moderately characteristic of me, 4 = Very characteristic of me, 5 = Extremely 

characteristic of me. 

 

1. I worry about what other people will think of me even when I know it doesn’t make any 

difference. 

2. I am unconcerned even if I know people are forming an unfavorable impression of me. 

3. I am frequently afraid of other people noticing my shortcomings. 

4. I rarely worry about what kind of impression I am making on someone. 

5. I am afraid that others will not approve of me. 

6. I am afraid that people will find fault with me. 

7. Other people’s opinions of me do not bother me. 

8. When I am talking to someone, I worry about what they may be thinking about me. 

9. I am usually worried about what kind of impression I make. 

10. If I know someone is judging me, it has little effect on me. 

11. Sometimes I think I am too concerned with what other people think of me. 

12. I often worry that I will say or do the wrong things. 
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Appendix E: Created Ethnic Identity Components Self-Presentation Items 

 

Please rate how likely you are to list and/or describe each of the following on your online dating 

profiles on non-ethnicity-specific platforms according to the following scale: 1 = Extremely 

unlikely, 2 = Unlikely, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Likely, 5 = Extremely likely. 

 

1. Labeling your racial/ethnic backgrounds. 

2. Engaging in racial/ethnic behaviors related to your racial/ethnic backgrounds. 

3. Expressing values and beliefs related to your racial/ethnic backgrounds. 

4. Expressing positive feelings about other members of your racial/ethnic backgrounds. 
 

Please rate how likely you are to list and/or describe each of the following on your online dating 

profiles on ethnicity-specific platforms according to the following scale: 1 = Extremely 

unlikely, 2 = Unlikely, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Likely, 5 = Extremely likely. 

 

1. Labeling your racial/ethnic backgrounds. 

2. Engaging in racial/ethnic behaviors related to your racial/ethnic backgrounds. 

3. Expressing values and beliefs related to your racial/ethnic backgrounds. 

4. Expressing positive feelings about other members of your racial/ethnic backgrounds. 
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Appendix F: Pilot Study Informed Consent 

 

We are conducting an online study that examines people’s attitudes toward and experiences with 

online dating. In order to participate in this study, you must be at least 18 years of age, live in the 

United States, identify as multi-racial (belong to 2 or more ethnic groups), use an online dating 

application or website that is ethnicity-specific, and use an online dating application or website 

that is not ethnicity-specific. 

 

Participation will take approximately 15 minutes of your time and requires only that you 

complete a brief survey about self-presentation and your experiences with online dating and 

appropriated racial oppression.  You will not be asked to provide any personally identifying 

information and all data will be collected anonymously. If you are completing this survey 

through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk, you will be compensated $0.10 for participation. The data 

from this study will be kept indefinitely on a password protected computer for future review and 

re-analysis of data. 

 

There are no perceived risks for participating in this study. If you experience any negative effects 

from participating in this study, you are encouraged to find local counseling services available to 

you. There are no perceived benefits for participating in this study. The results from this research 

will significantly increase our scientific understanding of the psychometric properties of the 

questionnaires used in the study. Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you 

are free to withdraw your permission at any time for any reason without penalty or prejudice 

from the investigator. Please feel free to ask any questions of the investigator before signing this 

form and at any time during the study. 

  

For one’s rights as a research subject, you may contact the following: Director, Office of 

Research Integrity, Ball State University, Muncie, IN 47306, (765) 285-5070 or at 

orihelp@bsu.edu. 

 

Thank you! 

 

If you have questions about this study, please contact: 

  

Principal Investigator: 

Miranda Dean, M.S., Doctoral Candidate 

Counseling Psychology 

Ball State University 

Muncie, IN 47306 

765-285-8040 

mdean2@bsu.edu 

  

Faculty Supervisor: 

Dr. Sharon Bowman 

Counseling Psychology 

Ball State University 

Muncie, IN 47306 

765-285-8040 

sbowman@bsu.edu 

  

mailto:sbowman@bsu.edu
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Appendix G: Primary Study Demographic Questions 

 

1. What is your age? (years) 

2. Are you living in the United States? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

3. What is your gender? 

a. Male 

b. Female 

c. Transgender 

4. What is your sexual identity? 

a. Heterosexual/Straight 

b. Homosexual/Gay/Lesbian 

c. Bisexual 

d. Pansexual 

e. Queer 

f. Asexual 

g. Other (please specify)  

5. Please indicate which ethnicity-specific online dating platforms you are currently using: 

a. BlackPeopleMeet 

b. AsianMatchMate 

c. AfroIntroductions 

d. LatinoPeopleMeet 

e. LatinAmericanCupid 

f. Amigos 

g. AsianDating 

h. BlackCupid 

i. Other (please specify) 

6. How long have you been using these platforms? 

a. Days: 

b. Months: 

c. Years: 

7. Please indicate which non-ethnicity-specific online dating platforms you are currently 

using. 

a. Match 

b. eHarmony 

c. Zoosk 

d. OkCupid 

e. PlentyOfFish 

f. ChristianMingle 

g. Tinder 

h. Bumble 

i. CoffeeMeetsBagel 

j. Hinge 

k. Badoo 

l. Chemistry 
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m. JDate 

n. Happn 

o. Other (please specify) 

8. How long have you been using these platforms? 

a. Days: 

b. Months: 

c. Years: 

9. What would you like to achieve through online dating? 

a. Finding an occasional partner/casual relationship 

b. Starting a long-term relationship 

c. Just looking/curious 

d. Other (please specify) 

10. What is your ethnicity? Please check all that apply. 

a. White or European American 

b. Black or African American 

c. Asian or Pacific Islander 

d. Hispanic or Latinx 

e. Native American or Native Alaskan  

f. Other (please specify) 

11. Please indicate the ethnicities of your parents (check all that apply). 

a. White or European American 

b. Black or African American 

c. Asian or Pacific Islander 

d. Hispanic or Latinx 

e. Native American or Native Alaskan  

f. Other (please specify) 
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Appendix H: Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure-Revised (MEIM-R) 

 

In this country, people come from a lot of different cultures and there are many different words 

to describe the different backgrounds or ethnic groups that people come from. Every person is 

born into an ethnic group, or sometimes two or more groups, but people differ on how important 

their ethnicity is to them, how they feel about it, and how much their behavior is affected by it. 

These questions are about your ethnicity or your ethnic group and how you feel about it or react 

to it. Please answer each question according to the following scale: 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = 

Somewhat disagree, 3 = Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Somewhat agree, 5 = Strongly agree. 

 

1. I have spent time trying to find out more about my ethnic group, such as its history, 

traditions, and customs. 

2. I have a strong sense of belonging to my own ethnic group. 

3. I understand pretty well what my ethnic group membership means to me. 

4. I have often done things that will help me understand my ethnic background better. 

5. I have often talked to other people in order to learn more about my ethnic group. 

6. I feel a strong attachment towards my own ethnic group. 
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Appendix I: Primary Study Informed Consent 

 

We are conducting an online study that examines people’s attitudes toward and experiences with 

online dating. In order to participate in this study, you must be at least 18 years of age, live in the 

United States, identify as multi-racial (belong to 2 or more ethnic groups), use an online dating 

application or website that is ethnicity-specific, and use an online dating application or website 

that is not ethnicity-specific. 

 

Participation will take approximately 15 minutes of your time and requires only that you 

complete a brief survey about ethnic identity, self-presentation and your experiences with online 

dating, and appropriated racial oppression.  You will not be asked to provide any personally 

identifying information and all data will be collected anonymously. If you are completing this 

survey through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk, you will be compensated $0.15 for participation. 

The data from this study will be kept indefinitely on a password protected computer for future 

review and re-analysis of data. 

 

There are no perceived risks for participating in this study. If you experience any negative effects 

from participating in this study, you are encouraged to find local counseling services available to 

you. There are no perceived benefits for participating in this study. The results from this research 

will significantly increase our scientific understanding of the psychometric properties of the 

questionnaires used in the study. Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you 

are free to withdraw your permission at any time for any reason without penalty or prejudice 

from the investigator. Please feel free to ask any questions of the investigator before signing this 

form and at any time during the study. 

 

For one’s rights as a research subject, you may contact the following: Director, Office of 

Research Integrity, Ball State University, Muncie, IN 47306, (765) 285-5070 or at 

orihelp@bsu.edu. 

 

Thank you! 

 

If you have questions about this study, please contact: 

 

Principal Investigator: 

Miranda Dean, M.S., Doctoral Candidate 

Counseling Psychology 

Ball State University 

Muncie, IN 47306 

765-285-8040 

mdean2@bsu.edu 

 

Faculty Supervisor: 

Dr. Sharon Bowman 

Counseling Psychology 

Ball State University 

Muncie, IN 47306 

765-285-8040 

sbowman@bsu.edu 
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Appendix J: Extended Literature Review  

 

 Although research on ethnic identity has been conducted in different situational contexts, 

such as with online racial discrimination (Tynes, Umana-Taylor, Rose, Lin, & Anderson, 2012) 

or in the family environment (Street, Harris-Britt, & Walker-Barnes, 2009), such research has yet 

to extend to online dating. Mate preferences regarding ethnicity have been studied in romantic 

relationships and dating (Eastwick, Richeson, Son, & Finkel, 2009; Fisman, Iyengar, Kamenica, 

& Simonson, 2008) as well as in online dating (Curington, Lin, & Lundquist, 2015; Hitsch, 

Hortacsu, & Ariely, 2010; Mendelsohn, Taylor, Fiore, & Cheshire, 2014); however, research has 

yet to examine how one’s stage of ethnic identity development affects one’s online dating 

experiences. Additionally, research has started to examine self-presentation in online dating 

contexts (Ellison, Heino, & Gibbs, 2006; Hall, Park, Song, & Cody, 2010; Whitty, 2008), but has 

yet to include self-presentation related to ethnic identity. Research has also not yet examined 

factors that could influence this self-presentation, such as appropriated racial oppression. 

Conducting research on both of these constructs would allow researchers to gain information 

about if and how individuals’ stages of ethnic identity development influences their self-

presentation in the context of online dating and if, or how, this is affected by appropriated racial 

oppression. The purpose of this literature review is to describe past research on ethnic identity 

and its development, online dating, self-monitoring, and appropriated racial oppression while 

discussing the importance of additional research that would tie these concepts together. Doing so 

would allow ethnic identity to be studied in an entirely new situation – online dating – while also 

gaining information about how ethnic identity and appropriated racial oppression influence one’s 

self-presentation in online dating. Prior research on online dating and self-monitoring will be 

presented first. 
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Online Dating 

 Online dating has become an increasingly popular tool for individuals who are in search 

of a romantic relationship (Finkel, Eastwick, Karney, Reis, & Sprecher, 2012). Its convenience 

and accessibility are large incentives for many users, two features that are often listed among its 

advantages over offline dating (Finkel et al., 2012). However, online dating does not come 

without its drawbacks – Finkel et al., 2012 cited objectification, over-interpretation of messages, 

and lack of improvement in romantic outcomes among the drawbacks of online dating. Because 

online daters are bombarded with photos of other users, over time, users may begin to objectify 

potential partners. Additionally, online daters may begin to over-interpret social cues when they 

are messaging potential partners. This can influence subsequent face-to-face meetings as prior 

over-interpretation can cause individuals to set expectations which then are violated in face-to-

face meetings (Finkel et al., 2012). 

Forms of Online Dating 

 Within the broad scope of online dating, users are presented with different options 

regarding how they want to use online dating. The two primary forms are websites and 

smartphone/tablet applications. Common websites used are Match, eHarmony, OkCupid, and 

PlentyOfFish. On many of these websites, users are able to browse profiles of a wide range of 

potential partners. Many of the websites also use algorithms to match their users based on 

personality and physical characteristics. Additionally, many websites have applications available 

for smartphones or tablets that supplement the websites.  

 Smartphone or tablet applications are also popular choices for online dating. Such 

applications are often GPS-enabled and display users the profiles of other users that are in the 

user’s geographical vicinity. Few applications use matching algorithms; instead, users browse 
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the profiles of potential partners and indicate if they are interested in another user or not. Popular 

dating applications include Tinder, Bumble, Grindr, and Zoosk. When examining why 

individuals utilize dating applications, specifically Tinder, Sumter (2017) found that individuals 

primarily used the application to find love or casual sex and receive validation of their self-

worth. Additionally, the application was used because communication was easy between users 

and users thought that Tinder was exciting and trendy (Sumter, 2017). 

Characteristics of Online Daters 

 Sumter’s (2017) study provided information regarding why individuals in Amsterdam use 

Tinder as well as information about who primarily uses Tinder. It was found that most Dutch 

Tinder users were in their 20s (Sumter, 2017). Valkenburg and Peter (2007) examined the 

characteristics of online daters who use websites and found that the users who are most active on 

this platform are between the ages of 30 and 50 years old. Additionally, Valkenburg and Peter 

(2007) found that Dutch individuals who are low in dating anxiety are more likely to use online 

dating than individuals who are high in dating anxiety. Although this information is important 

and sheds light on the characteristics of online daters, such research has been limited in the 

United States and also has failed to include ethnicity as an important factor of online daters. 

Increased research on online dating in the United States is needed because individuals’ 

experiences with online dating may vary from culture to culture. Additionally, it is important to 

include ethnicity within online dating research as ethnicity can be heavily tied to culture, which 

may subsequently influence how an individual presents him- or herself on online dating 

platforms. Specifically, individuals in online dating contexts may choose to emphasize some 

aspects of their ethnic identities, or culture, more than other aspects of these identities, but 

research is needed to fully examine and support this.  
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The Role of Ethnicity in Online Dating 

 Much attention in the research has been paid to ethnicity in online dating; specifically, 

mate preferences regarding ethnicity in an online dating context. Many researchers have 

demonstrated that an ethnic preference does exist in online dating (Curington et al., 2015; Hitsch 

et al., 2010; Lin & Lundquist, 2013; Mendelsohn et al., 2014); however, their research has only 

included large-scale dating websites and many studies were limited in ethnicity inclusion—such 

as only including participants of certain ethnicities (Lin & Lundquist, 2013; Mendelsohn et al., 

2014). Additionally, these studies have been limited regarding geographic region (Hancock, 

Toma, & Ellison, 2007; Toma & Hancock, 2010). 

 Hitsch et al. (2010) conducted a study in which they used data from an online dating 

website in order to determine mate attributes. They examined which attributes influenced one’s 

decision to contact another user after looking at that user’s profile. In general, Hitsch et al. 

(2010) found that both men and women had strong preferences for similarity in a potential 

partner, which included age, education level, ethnicity, religion, parental status, political 

affiliation, and smoking status. It was also found that women displayed a stronger preference 

than did men for potential partners to have higher incomes rather than having more attractive 

physical attributes. With their research, Hitsch et al. (2010) were able to demonstrate that men 

and women preferred potential partners very similar to themselves, including ethnicity. Although 

they included individuals of different ethnicities in their study, Hitsch et al. (2010) only utilized 

data from individuals who explicitly stated that they were looking for a long-term relationship. 

This can be limited in scope and excludes several users on online dating websites. 

 Lin and Lundquist (2013) examined the effects of ethnicity, gender, and education on 

sending and responding to messages on an online dating website. In regard to sending messages, 
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Lin and Lundquist (2013) found that White women, regardless of their own level of education, 

were more likely to contact White men than men from any other ethnic group. White men also 

displayed this preference even when education was not included in the analyses. For responding 

to messages, Lin and Lundquist (2013) found that White women were most likely to respond to 

White men regardless of the men’s education level. White women with a college degree were 

overall less likely to respond to ethnic minority men regardless of the men’s education level. 

White men displayed different preferences – they were as likely to respond to White, Hispanic, 

and Asian women regardless of the education level of the women. Additionally, White men with 

a college degree were more responsive to Black women with a college degree. Although Lin and 

Lundquist (2013) demonstrated many of the same ethnic preferences online daters hold that have 

been demonstrated by other researchers (Curington et al., 2015; Hitsch et al., 2010; Mendelsohn 

et al., 2014), they failed to examine multiraciality in their research and how one’s multiracial 

status affects online dating interactions. This is problematic as individuals with an achieved 

ethnic identity will be more comfortable with aspects of their ethnic identity and culture(s) and 

thus may be more likely to express these aspects than someone with a foreclosed or diffused 

ethnic identity. How one presents him- or herself on an online dating platform is likely to 

influence how other online daters respond to that individual. However, research is needed to 

address multiraciality in online dating directly. Additionally, like many other researchers who 

have examined various constructs in online dating (Curington et al., 2015; Ellison et al., 2006; 

Finkel et al., 2012; Hitsch et al., 2010; Mendelsohn et al., 2014; Valkenburg & Peter, 2007; 

Whitty, 2008), Lin and Lunquist (2013) failed to include data from any online dating 

applications – only data from one online dating website were used in their research. This limits 

the generalizability of their findings to other online dating platforms, which is an issue because 
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online dating applications have become much more popular over time than online dating 

websites (Finkel et al., 2012; Sumter, 2017). 

Multiraciality in online dating. Research is scant regarding ethnic identity in online 

dating contexts, let alone with multiraciality and online dating. Curington et al. (2015) examined 

how likely monoracial individuals are to respond to messages sent by multiracial individuals. 

They found that White women were most likely to respond to White men with some willingness 

to respond to Asian-White, Hispanic-White, and Black-White men, in this order. White women 

were as likely to respond to Asian-White men as they were to respond to White men. They were 

also more likely to respond to Black-White and Hispanic-White men than to Black and Hispanic 

men. White men were also more likely to respond to White women and Asian-White women 

than other groups. They were also as likely to respond to Hispanic-White women as they were to 

respond to White women. White men also displayed higher response rates for Black-White 

women than for Black women. Curington et al. (2015) demonstrated that while White online 

daters prefer to respond to individuals of the same ethnicity, multiracial users were granted a 

preferred or equal status in some cases compared to their White counterparts. A crucial aspect 

missing from this study was self-monitoring—Curington et al. (2015) only utilized data from the 

message response rates of users and they did not have access to the content of users’ profiles nor 

the content of the messages being sent. Because of this, no conclusions could be drawn regarding 

how the self-presentation of the message senders affected the response rates of the message 

receivers—a factor that likely would have a large impact on one’s decision to reply to a message 

on an online dating website. 

 In sum, researchers have demonstrated that ethnic preferences exist in online dating, 

which has been examined with both monoracial and multiracial online daters (Curington et al., 
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2015; Hitsch et al., 2010; Lin & Lundquist, 2013, Mendelsohn et al., 2014). Researchers have 

also shown that online daters actively engage in self-monitoring to make themselves appear more 

desirable to potential partners (c.f., Ellison et al., 2006; Hancock & Toma, 2009; Hancock et al., 

2007; Prieler & Kohlbacher, 2017; Toma & Hancock; 2010; Whitty, 2008; Yurchisin, 

Watchravesringkan, & McCabe, 2005). However, these two topics have not been studied 

conjointly, nor has there been any researching including appropriated racial oppression with self-

presentation in online dating. Researchers would benefit from examining how multiracial 

individuals present themselves online and which aspects of their ethnic identities are emphasized 

within this context. This could provide a potential explanation for the link between how users are 

presenting themselves online and the research that has demonstrated how monoracial and 

multiracial users are treated differently than their White counterparts in online dating. 

Self-Monitoring  

Self-monitoring, also referred to as impression management, is defined as regulating 

one’s public expressions and self-presentations to obtain a desired outcome (Snyder, 1987). If 

the desired outcome is to attract a romantic partner, then individuals will likely alter their 

appearance and behavior to achieve this if they are high self-monitors.  

 By managing impressions online, individuals can influence how others will perceive 

them through their written self-descriptions as well as the photographs they choose to display. 

Many researchers have found that the prevalence of self-monitoring (Ellison et al., 2006; Whitty, 

2008), self-monitoring (Hall et al., 2010), and deception (Hancock, 2009; Hancock et al., 2007; 

Toma & Hancock, 2010) in online dating is high – individuals tend to highly monitor and control 

their online dating profiles, thus tightly monitoring how they appear to other online daters. Leary 
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and Kowalski’s (1990) theory explains why and how individuals construct the impressions they 

convey based on two factors – impression motivation and impression construction. 

 Impression motivation is what drives people to manage how they are presenting 

themselves to others. It is influenced by three different factors: Goal-relevance of impressions, 

value of desired goals, and the discrepancy between one’s desired image and one’s current image 

(Leary & Kowalski, 1990). The goal relevance of one’s impressions dictates that if the 

impressions an individual makes are relevant to fulfilling one’s goals, then the individuals will 

be more likely to engage in self-monitoring. Self-monitoring will also increase if the values of 

one’s desired goals increases. Additionally, individuals will engage in higher levels of self-

monitoring if there is a large difference between how they would like to be in the future and how 

they currently are. 

 Separate from this is how individuals go about managing their impressions. Impression 

construction is influenced by five factors: One’s self-concept, desired and undesired identity 

images, role constraints, the target’s values, and one’s current or potential social image (Leary & 

Kowalski, 1990). An individual’s self-concept, or how an individual views him- or herself, is the 

primary determinant of the impressions that the individual conveys to others. Individuals tend to 

convey impressions that are biased in the direction of their desired identities, or who they would 

like to become, which causes them to manage their impressions against undesired identities. Role 

constraints refer to how individuals attempt to manage impressions so that their impressions are 

consistent with the different role demands of various situations. Regarding the values of targets, 

individuals will try and tailor their impressions to what they perceive the values and preferences 

of significant others in their lives to be. This is not limited to significant others in a romantic 

sense; instead, it includes anyone in a person’s life who is important to that individual. 
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Impression construction is also influenced by how people believe others perceive them; 

specifically, people will implement self-monitoring based on how they think others may perceive 

them in the future. 

 Many online daters are motivated to create favorable impressions of themselves to other 

online daters (Ellison et al., 2006). Because of this, they utilize various strategies for managing 

their impressions online and controlling how others perceive them. Ellison et al. (2006) studied 

the different self-presentation strategies and behaviors individuals use in online dating. They 

found that individuals were likely to monitor their profiles for small cues, such as spelling and 

grammar errors. Participants noted that they would lose interest in others if spelling and/or 

grammar errors were present in their profiles, so they engaged in self-monitoring by patrolling 

their own profiles for these small cues. Ellison et al. (2006) also found that participants wrote 

about their ideal selves, which was not viewed by participants as deception, as they were writing 

about qualities and skills that they would like to develop in the future. This finding has been 

corroborated by Yurchisin et al. (2005), who questioned whether or not constructing a profile 

about their ideal selves allowed users to test out different aspects of potential identities without 

entirely committing to developing specific characteristics. In general, Yurchisin et al. (2005) 

found that individuals on online dating websites constructed profiles that reflected their ideal 

selves, which could explain why participants in Ellison et al.’s (2006) research did not consider 

writing about their ideal selves to be deception. If participants were testing the waters, so to 

speak, with different possible characteristics, they could determine which characteristics or 

qualities fit best for them before deciding to commit to developing such characteristics or 

qualities (Yurchisin et al., 2005). Research is needed to examine ethnic identity in the context of 

profile construction and self-presentation, as ethnicity in general was ignored by Ellison et al. 
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(2006) and Yurchisin et al. (2005). As stated previously, ethnic identity status could influence 

how individuals present themselves online. Additionally, it could influence the characteristics 

people would like to develop in the future, or their ideal selves. Examining ethnic identity in the 

context of online dating is the logical next step for future research in this area.  

Participants in Ellison et al.’s (2006) study did acknowledge engaging in slight deception 

– they would lie about their age on the website but only did so as to not be filtered out of 

searches conducted by other users. This allowed participants to be viewed by more users, thus 

increasing their chances of finding a potential partner. Ellison et al. (2006), while examining the 

general self-presentation strategies that online daters use, did not focus on the self-presentation 

strategies of specific groups – such as women compared to men, or multiracial individuals 

compared to monoracial individuals. Multiracial individuals, compared to monoracial 

individuals, may present themselves and aspects of their ethnic identities differently within 

online dating contexts. Additionally, Ellison et al.’s (2006) research only drew participants from 

one online dating website. Like other research that has been conducted with this methodology, 

using data from one website is limiting as individuals who use one online dating website may not 

generalize to other individuals who use other websites. 

 Whitty (2008) also examined self-presentation, specifically self-monitoring, in the 

context of online dating. Individuals who used an online dating website were interviewed in 

order to examine how users were constructing their profiles. Whitty (2008) found that 

participants thought it was of utmost importance to include an attractive photograph in one’s 

profile as well as writing about oneself in an interesting manner that simultaneously 

communicated one’s interests and goals while also sounding unique. Additionally, Whitty (2008) 

found that 51 percent of participants admitted to making misrepresentations on the website. 
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Participants misrepresented themselves or posted exaggerating statements about their looks, 

current relationships, age, weight, socioeconomic status, and interests. By embellishing these 

qualities, users were able to construct more favorable impressions of themselves for other users. 

However, Whitty’s (2008) research utilized participants that were recruited directly by the 

manager of the online dating company, which may not ensure a random or generalizable sample. 

 Prieler and Kohlbacher (2017) researched the differences in men and women regarding 

facial prominence on online dating websites across seven countries: Japan, Austria, Denmark, 

Hungary, the Netherlands, Sweden, and the United States. In Prieler and Kohlbacher’s (2017) 

study, facial prominence was defined as how much of one’s face is displayed in the photographs 

on one’s online dating profile. Specific age groups were found to have differences in gendered 

facial prominence; namely, younger women and older men displayed more facial prominence 

than younger men and older women. When Prieler and Kohlbacher (2017) conducted country-

specific analyses, they found that out of the seven countries, the Japanese dating website had a 

significantly higher amount of facial prominence for men than for women. There were no 

significant gender differences for facial prominence in the remaining six countries. Prieler and 

Kohlbacher’s (2017) study was grounded in face-ism – a bias against women in that women need 

to show more of their faces, and appear younger, in photographs in order to appear more 

attractive to others. In general, Prieler and Kohlbacher’s (2017) results indicate that while face-

ism occurs in Japan, it is less significant in other countries on online dating websites. Prieler and 

Kohlbacher (2017) also noted it is important to keep in mind that users select their own 

photographs to use on their online dating profiles, and often users select the photographs that 

they think will best help them find a desirable potential partner. Because of this, women may 

choose photographs that cause them to appear youthful – a finding that has been demonstrated by 
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other researchers examining the misrepresentation of physical traits on online dating websites 

(Hancock, 2009; Hancock et al., 2007; Toma & Hancock, 2010). 

Self-monitoring is an important factor in dating, and many researchers have explored its 

effects in online dating. Hall et al. (2010) surveyed how self-monitoring, gender, personality 

traits, and demographic variables influenced how online daters strategically misrepresented 

themselves on online dating services. Hall et al. (2010) specifically looked at misrepresentation 

as it occurred with personal assets, relationship goals, personal interests, personal attributes, past 

relationships, weight, and age. They found that self-monitoring was the strongest and most 

consistent predictor of misrepresentation—if people were high self-monitors, they were more 

likely to engage in misrepresentation. Men were more likely to misrepresent their personal 

assets, relationship goals, personal interests, and personal attributes, whereas women were more 

likely to misrepresent their weight (Hall et al., 2010). Although Hall et al.’s (2010) study 

examined self-presentation across different forms of online dating, they failed to examine self-

monitoring by different groups, such as monoracial online daters compared to multiracial online 

daters.  

Pyke and Dang (2003) established a relationship between monitoring oneself and the 

expression of elements related to one’s racial/ethnic background, noting that highly assimilated 

individuals were more likely to restrict the expression of components of their ethnic identities, 

and were likely to highly monitor this expression around others. It is possible that this extends to 

self-monitoring in online dating contexts as well, as individuals in such contexts are portraying 

images of themselves to others with the goal of attracting potential romantic partners. When 

individuals have high levels of appropriated racial oppression, they may feel ashamed to be part 

of their ethnic minority group. Because of this, they may restrict the expression of components 
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related to their ethnic identity, especially in an online dating context when it is easier for them to 

create an ideal image of themselves to attract potential partners (Ellison et al., 2006). Additional 

research is needed, however, to examine the potential relationships between self-monitoring, 

appropriated racial oppression, and ethnic identity expression in the context of online dating. 

 Deception. Many researchers have turned to examine deception as a form of self-

monitoring in online dating (Hancock, 2009; Hancock et al., 2007; Toma & Hancock, 2010). 

Hancock et al. (2007) sought to examine discrepancies and deception regarding online daters’ 

height, weight, and age. It was found that online daters were more likely to actively lie about 

their weight than height and age; however, 81 percent of the participants in their study lied about 

at least one of the variables (Hancock et al., 2007). Using the same data from Hancock et al.’s 

(2007) research, Toma and Hancock (2010) examined the role of attractiveness in online daters’ 

self-presentation through their photographs and written descriptions of their physical appearance. 

Users’ attractiveness was determined by three judges who rated each participant’s attractiveness 

on a scale from 1 (being very unattractive) to 10 (being very attractive). These scores were 

averaged to determine a final score of each participant’s physical attractiveness; however, no 

definition was given to determine at what point on the scale a participant was considered 

unattractive instead of attractive. Overall, Toma and Hancock (2010) found that participants who 

were less attractive used more photographic self-enhancement, primarily by using photographs 

that made them appear to be more attractive than they actually were. Women were found to do 

this more often than men. Additionally, participants who were less attractive were more 

deceptive in describing their physical appearance (Toma & Hancock, 2010). In both of these 

studies, participants were recruited from four different online dating websites – Match, Yahoo 

Personals, American Singles, and Webdate. All participants were recruited from the New York 
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City area. Although both studies examined online daters from several different websites, the 

sample is geographically limited as it only included participants from one major city in the 

United States. This is a drawback of this research because the results of the study cannot be 

generalized to other online daters outside of the New York City area as individuals in other 

locations may present themselves differently online. Additionally, individuals may present 

themselves differently on online dating websites compared to online dating applications. Future 

research is needed to not only examine this potential difference but also to examine the potential 

difference in self-presentation between monoracial and multiracial online daters.  

 Hancock (2009) studied the accuracy in online daters’ photographs. Specifically, 

differences in accuracy between men and women were studied, with women expected to use less 

accurate photos with more discrepancies related to hair, skin, and facial appearance than in 

men’s photographs. Additionally, Hancock (2009) hypothesized women would use older 

photographs in their profiles than men. These hypotheses were supported; however, Hancock 

(2009) again only utilized participants from the same four online dating websites mentioned 

previously. The three studies conducted (Hancock, 2009; Hancock et al., 2007; Toma & 

Hancock, 2010) contribute important information regarding deception in online dating, 

particularly for gender differences in deception; however, the samples in these studies are quite 

limited as participants were only drawn from one geographic location and they online utilized 

online dating websites. Future research can amend these gaps by including individuals from 

different geographic regions as well as individuals who have used online dating websites and 

applications.  

 In sum, researchers have demonstrated that ethnic preferences exist in online dating, 

which has been examined with both monoracial and multiracial online daters (Curington et al., 
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2015; Hitsch et al., 2010; Lin & Lundquist, 2013, Mendelsohn et al., 2014). Additionally, it has 

been shown that online daters actively engage in self-monitoring in order to make themselves 

appear more desirable to potential partners (Ellison et al., 2006; Hancock, 2009; Hancock et al., 

2007; Prieler & Kohlbacher, 2017; Toma & Hancock; 2010; Whitty, 2008; Yurchisin et al., 

2005). However, these two topics have not been studied conjointly. Researchers would benefit 

from examining how multiracial individuals present themselves online and which aspects of their 

ethnic identities are emphasized within this context. This could provide a potential explanation 

for the link between how users are presenting themselves online and the research that has 

demonstrated how monoracial and multiracial users are treated differently than their White 

counterparts in online dating. 

Ethnic Identity 

Ethnic Identity Development 

 Ethnic identity development has been stated to begin as young as 6 years of age (Bernal, 

Knight, Garza, Ocampo, & Cota, 1990). Such development has roots in Erikson’s (1968) ego 

identity model. Erikson (1968) described that through “reflection and observation” (p. 22) 

beginning in childhood, individuals arrive at an achieved identity by adulthood. Current 

conceptualization of ethnic identity development (Phinney & Ong, 2007) is primarily based on 

and congruent with Marcia’s (1980) identity development statuses, which are aligned on the 

dimensions of commitment and exploration. Commitment refers to the degree to which people 

ascribe to their identity, whereas exploration refers to how much they have explored different 

identities and aspects of those identities (Marcia, 1980). Marcia (1980) conceptualized one’s 

identity as being one of four statuses: Moratorium, diffusion, foreclosure, or achievement. 

Phinney’s (1993) conceptualization of ethnic identity development is based on the identity 
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statuses set forth by Marcia (1980). Within Phinney’s (1993) conceptualization, the ethnic 

identity statuses serve as a model of ethnic identity development for ethnic minority individuals.

 In Phinney’s (1993) first stage of ethnic identity development, similar to Marcia’s (1980) 

status of foreclosure, individuals are said to have an unexamined ethnic identity. This is when 

little exploration of ethnic identity has occurred but one has already committed to an identity – 

likely that of the majority culture. Also found within this stage is identity diffusion, when 

individuals have not explored aspects of their ethnic identity nor committed to a specific ethnic 

identity. Individuals are generally said to be in this stage from childhood through adolescence; 

however, stage models do not necessarily follow timelines. 

 The second stage in Phinney’s (1993) model is ethnic identity search/moratorium, which 

occurs when adolescents experience a situation that causes them to explore their ethnic identity. 

This is similar to Erikson’s (1968) definition of identity crisis – “a necessary turning point, a 

crucial moment, when development must move one way or another, marshaling resources of 

growth, recovery, and further differentiation” (p. 16) and can include a growing awareness of 

how one’s culture is different from the majority culture (Phinney, 1993).  

 The final stage comprises the ideal status of ethnic identity development – an achieved 

identity. To attain this, individuals must engage in high levels of exploration and commitment. 

An achieved ethnic identity occurs when individuals have a clear sense of their own ethnicity 

and are also confident in their ethnicity (Phinney, 1993).  

 Benefits of ethnic identity development. An immense amount of benefits have been 

found to be associated with ethnic identity achievement. Romero and Roberts (2003) conducted a 

study with 881 Mexican and Mexican-American adolescents and found that adolescents who 

were higher in ethnic affirmation had higher global self-esteem and also experienced ethnic 
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affirmation as a protective factor against high levels of discrimination. Other researchers (Tynes 

et al., 2012) have also found higher levels of ethnic identity to serve as a buffer against 

discrimination and subsequently anxiety, particularly for online racial discrimination. Identity 

achievement has also been found to positively correlate with a host of psychological benefits, 

including the utilization of positive coping skills (Zaff et al., 2002) and psychosocial well-being 

(Seaton et al., 2006). Negative correlations between identity achievement and other variables 

have been found; specifically, with depressive symptoms (Street et al., 2009) and antisocial 

behavior (Hughes et al., 2009). 

Contexts of ethnic identity research. Reaching an achieved ethnic identity can have a 

host of benefits and can be protective against negative factors. Hughes et al. (2009) studied the 

effects of cultural socialization, ethnic affirmation, and self-esteem on academic and behavioral 

outcomes with Black and White adolescents. They found that cultural socialization was 

positively related to academic and behavioral outcomes, but this relationship was mediated by 

ethnic affirmation and self-esteem. Within the family environment, Street et al. (2009) examined 

the effects of ethnic identity and family cohesion on levels of depression, self-esteem, and 

interpersonal functioning with Black adolescents. They found that having a positive ethnic 

identity as well as higher levels of family cohesion were related to better psychological 

adjustment. Tynes et al. (2012) examined the effects of ethnic identity status on the impact of 

online racial discrimination experienced by Black adolescents; specifically, whether higher 

levels of ethnic identity and self-esteem served as protective factors against experiencing online 

racial discrimination. They found that both ethnic identity and self-esteem significantly 

moderated online racial discrimination’s negative impact on anxiety, serving as protective 

buffers against the negative effects of discrimination on mental health. Within these studies, 
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higher levels of ethnic identity have been found to have positive effects on mental health (Street 

et al., 2009; Tynes et al., 2012) as well as on academic and behavioral outcomes (Hughes et al., 

2009). Little is known, however, about ethnic identity’s potential effects on online dating 

experiences. Given the positive effects of higher levels of ethnic identity, or achieved ethnic 

identity, in other domains, researchers could benefit from examining ethnic identity and its 

impact on online dating experiences; specifically, how individuals choose to present themselves 

online.  

Additionally, many researchers have studied ethnic identity with middle school students 

(Hughes et al., 2009; Romero & Roberts, 2003; Seaton et al., 2006; Street et al., 2009; Zaff et al., 

2002) and high school students (Seaton et al., 2006; Turnage, 2004; Tynes et al., 2012). Very 

little research on ethnic identity has been conducted with adults. Furthermore, Although research 

has been conducted with ethnic identity and online experiences (Tynes et al., 2012), this area has 

yet to include online dating contexts. This is problematic because Although ethnic identity 

expression has been found to differ in various contexts (Phinney, 1993), researchers currently do 

not know anything about how ethnic identity is expressed in online dating. Ethnic identity 

expression could influence individuals’ experiences with online dating—such as the likelihood 

of users contacting them or responding to their messages—and could serve as a stepping stone 

for ethnic identity research to delve into the online environment. Although research has not yet 

been conducted with ethnic identity and romantic relationships, online dating is increasingly 

becoming more prominent due to its advantages over offline dating (Finkel et al., 2012). Because 

of its rise in popularity, online dating is a logical area for ethnic identity research to explore. 

Additionally, a call has been made for research to be conducted with other age groups, 

such as with young adults or adults, as ethnic identity research with these age groups is scarce 
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(Pizarro & Vera, 2001). Conducting research with these age groups would allow researchers to 

examine the prevalence of different ethnic identity statuses for ethnic minority young adults and 

adults. Additionally, it has been stated that individuals move toward developing an achieved 

ethnic identity between the ages of 16 and 19 (Phinney, 1993). Examining ethnic identity with 

young adults and adults would allow researchers to determine the validity of this statement as 

well as if it holds true for bi- and multi-racial individuals. 

Multiraciality 

Research on ethnic identity development with multiracial individuals is even more scarce 

than with monoracial individuals, but some has been conducted. Spencer, Icard, Harahci, 

Catalane, and Oxford (2000) conducted studies to determine how Phinney’s (1992) Multigroup 

Ethnic Identity Measure (MEIM) applies to adolescents who identify as multiracial. Spencer et 

al. (2000) found that individuals who identify as multiracial-White obtained significantly lower 

scores than their monoracial minority counterparts on the measure. Lower scores on the MEIM 

indicate less affirmation and belonging to one’s ethnic group, lower ethnic identity achievement, 

and engaging in fewer ethnic behaviors. Spencer et al. (2000) suggested these lower scores could 

be associated with multiracial adolescents who identify more with the White majority culture or 

assimilate more into the majority culture than their minority culture. 

 Additional research (Renn, 2004) has been conducted with multiracial college students. 

In a study of 56 college students, Renn (2004) found that 48 percent of students identified as 

either holding a monoracial identity or holding multiple monoracial identities. In these instances, 

students would either choose one of their ethnic backgrounds and solely identify with it, or 

identify with all backgrounds and shift one’s identity according to the situation. Renn (2004) also 

found that 23 percent of participants held an extraracial identity, meaning they opted out of 
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identifying themselves within the typical racial categories in the United States (such as biracial 

or multiracial) or specific racial categories (such as Caucasian or Black/African American). 

Instead, participants preferred to identify themselves by their specific ethnic heritage. Overall, 61 

percent of participants in Renn’s (2004) study identified themselves situationally – their ethnic 

identities were stable across situations, but aspects of these identities became more salient based 

on the situation one was in. This is an important finding to note as Renn’s (2004) research 

demonstrated that different aspects of one’s identity became more prominent in different 

contexts; however, research is needed to examine which, if any, aspects of ethnic identity 

become more salient in online dating and whether this is affected by one’s status of ethnic 

identity development.  

Renn’s (2004) study holds strong implications for the relationship between ethnic identity 

and self-monitoring. Individuals with achieved ethnic identities are high in identity commitment 

and exploration, meaning that following the exploration of potential identities, they have fully 

accepted one or multiple ethnic identities that they ascribe to (Phinney & Ong, 2007). In Renn’s 

(2004) study, multiracial individuals either ascribed to one identity or multiple identities and 

shifted their identity based on their current situation. With the latter, it is possible that these 

individuals engaged in self-monitoring to switch their ethnic identity based on the different 

situations they were facing. Additional researchers (Hitlin, Brown, & Elder, 2006) have explored 

this potential link between self-monitoring and ethnic identity with multiracial individuals. 

 Hitlin et al. (2006) found that over time, multiracial adolescents are highly likely to 

change their racial self-identification; specifically, these adolescents were found to either 

diversify their racial self-identification by adding a racial category or consolidate by removing a 

racial category from their self-identification. Although researchers have demonstrated that 
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individuals who identify as multiracial engage in identity development processes (Hitlin et al., 

2006; Renn, 2004), no singular theoretical model exists. Additionally, it has been noted that 

multiracial individuals express certain aspects of their identities when situations cause parts of 

the identities to be more salient (Renn, 2004), which provides support for a link between ethnic 

identity and self-monitoring. However, it has yet to be investigated and defined when this occurs 

and in what context(s) it occurs. For example, participants in online dating actively self-monitor 

(Ellison et al., 2006; Hall et al., 2010), and this may be even more so for multiracial individuals. 

Within online dating, much like what was found in Renn’s (2004) study, individuals may present 

certain aspects of their ethnic identities differently; that is, certain aspects of their ethnic 

identities may become more salient within online dating. This denotes the importance of 

studying self-monitoring in the context of online dating. 

In sum, ethnic identity is a developmental process beginning early in childhood (Phinney, 

& Ong, 2007). Within this process, different dimensions of ethnic identity develop throughout 

childhood and adolescence, and later in life, different dimensions of one’s ethnic identity have 

been found to become more salient in different situations (Renn, 2004). High levels of ethnic 

identity have been found to be protective for one’s mental health (Street et al., 2009; Tynes et al., 

2012) and has positive effects on adolescents’ academic and behavioral outcomes (Hughes et al., 

2009). To date, the majority of ethnic identity research has been conducted with children and 

adolescents and researchers have stated that future ethnic identity research should be conducted 

with adults (Pizarro & Vera, 2001).  

Researchers would also benefit from conducting additional research examining 

multiraciality and online dating, as information could be gleaned regarding which aspects of 

one’s multiracial ethnic identity become more salient in an online dating context.  Ethnic identity 
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is a factor that influences a multitude of social interactions, and ethnicity has been shown to 

influence online dating interactions (Curington et al., 2015). As stated previously, individuals 

have been shown to actively self-monitor their appearance on online dating websites (Ellison et 

al., 2006; Hall et al., 2010). In an online dating context—much like in traditional dating and 

romantic relationship contexts—how an individual presents him- or herself is highly important as 

one’s self-presentation can influence attracting other individuals. Because of this, multiracial 

individuals may alter how they present themselves in online dating contexts to attract potential 

partners. This may be influenced by appropriated racial oppression, which has been shown to 

influence one’s attitude towards one’s ethnic minority group (Jones, 2000; Pyke & Dang, 2003).  

Appropriated Racial Oppression 

An additional factor that may be influencing how individuals present themselves online is 

appropriated racial oppression, which has also been referred to as internalized oppression (Banks 

& Stephens, 2018; Jones, 2000; Padilla, 2001; Pyke, 2010). Pyke (2010) describes how 

internalized oppression does not result from weakness, ignorance, gullibility, or any cultural 

characteristics of the oppressed. Instead, internalized oppression can affect individuals in various 

ways and can be seen in in different contexts—even when different systems of oppression 

intersect (Padilla, 2001; Pyke, 2010). However, because internalized oppression is often 

misconstrued as being the fault of those who are oppressed, some researchers (c.f., Banks & 

Stephens, 2018; Campón & Carter, 2015; Tappan, 2006) have endorsed the use of different 

terminology when describing and discussing internalized oppression. Replacing the term 

internalized racial oppression with appropriated racial oppression can be a new step in 

counteracting the oppression as it focuses more on empowering those who are oppressed rather 

than misconstruing the source of oppression. 
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Appropriated racial oppression occurs when socially stigmatized groups, such as ethnic 

minority individuals, begin to believe the messages they receive about their inferiority based on 

their ethnic minority group membership (Baker, 1983). Although these messages are originally 

received from society, once such messages are believed, internally oppressed individuals will 

begin to recycle these messages and believe them to be true not only for themselves but for 

others in their ethnic minority group(s) (Harper, 2006). This internalization can result in 

devaluation and invalidation of oneself and members of one’s ethnic minority group (Jones, 

2000; Pyke & Dang, 2003). Pyke (2010) described how individuals may distance themselves 

from negative stereotypes about their cultural backgrounds as an adaptive response to 

oppression. By endorsing such stereotypes, individuals devalue others who express and identify 

with a specific ethnic background and distance themselves further from their own cultural 

backgrounds (Pyke, 2010). It is possible that this is related to one’s ethnic identity status, as 

individuals with non-achieved ethnic identity statuses have not committed to a specific ethnic 

identity and thus are more likely to refrain from identifying with specific ethnic labels. 

 If individuals are experiencing self-devaluation and invalidation based on belonging to an 

ethnic minority group, then they may wish to conceal aspects of their identity that reflect 

belonging to an ethnic minority group. In a qualitative study, Pyke and Dang (2003) examined 

the effects of internalized racial oppression on Korean and Vietnamese individuals who had 

immigrated to the United States as children. Participants in Pyke and Dang’s (2003) study 

described avoidance of their cultures, which extended to monitoring one’s dress to ensure one 

fits in with the mainstream culture as well as to avoiding speaking Vietnamese or Korean in 

social settings—even with individuals of the same ethnic backgrounds. Such extensive self-

monitoring may be related to a non-achieved ethnic identity status in addition to high levels of 
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appropriated racial oppression. When individuals have a non-achieved ethnic identity status, they 

have not committed to a specific identity and may be exploring other identity possibilities 

(Phinney & Ong, 2007).  

Dimensions of Appropriated Racial Oppression 

 In their search to develop a scale measuring what they termed internalized racial 

oppression, Bailey et al. (2011) defined—and subsequently validated—different dimensions of 

internalized racial oppression experienced by African American individuals. The first of these 

dimensions, internalization of negative stereotypes, can cause individuals to assume inferiority to 

the dominant White culture as well as to demonstrate negative behaviors to members of one’s 

own racially oppressed group (Bailey et al., 2011). This dimension is most similar to the basic 

definition of internalized racial oppression described previously. 

 The second dimension posed by Bailey et al. (2011) is devaluation of the African 

worldview and motifs. Bailey et al. (2011) describe this dimension as rejecting one’s cultural 

values and beliefs. Similar to this is the third dimension of beliefs in the biased representation of 

history (Bailey et al., 2011). This dimension translates to individuals accepting historical facts 

that positively skew historical events in favor of the White majority, causing further oppression 

and acceptance of oppression (Bailey et al., 2011). By accepting fabricated and positively 

skewed historical facts, Bailey et al. (2011) described, African American individuals may feel as 

though their culture lacks history or historical importance. 

 The final dimension set forth by Bailey et al. (2011) is the alteration of one’s physical 

appearance. The affirmation of White/Eurocentric beauty standards by those in the oppressing 

group can cause individuals in the oppressed group to adopt the White/Eurocentric standard of 

beauty, subsequently assuming inferiority to the White majority culture by way of physical 



THE EFFECTS OF SELF-MONITORING  112 

 

 

appearance and beauty standards (Parmer, Arnold, Natt, & Janson, 2004). Bailey et al. (2011) 

stated that individuals ascribing to this dimension can exhibit related behavior in four different 

ways. The first is simply wanting to change one’s physical appearance without doing so, whereas 

the second possibility is acting on this and changing one’s physical appearance (Bailey et al., 

2011). The third possibility is by disliking one’s own physical appearance, and the fourth is by 

choosing a romantic partner who aesthetically appears to be more White/Eurocentric (Bailey et 

al., 2011). These dimensions are similar to those set forth by Campón and Carter (2015); 

however, they differ in their level of specificity. Bailey et al. (2011) described dimensions 

applicable to individuals identifying as African American, whereas Campón and Carter (2015) 

have described general dimensions designed to be applicable to individuals of various ethnic 

minority backgrounds. 

 Revised dimensions. First, Campón and Carter (2015) advocated for the use of the term 

appropriation, rather than internalization, when describing and validating their dimensions of 

oppression. The use of appropriation by Campón and Carter (2015) referred to the learning 

process through which individuals begin to use cultural tools gleaned from exposure to ideas, 

customs, beliefs, behaviors, and various other elements related to one’s culture. This learning 

process is similar to that described by Tappan (2006). Replacing internalized racial oppression 

with appropriated racial oppression can be a new step in counteracting the oppression as it 

focuses more on empowering those who are oppressed rather than misconstruing the source of 

oppression. 

Campón and Carter (2015) sought to describe dimensions of appropriated racial 

oppression that are broad enough to apply to all ethnic minority groups. Their research identified 

four broader dimensions: Thinking Patterns to Maintain the Status Quo; Investment in White 
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American Cultural Standards; Devaluation of One’s Own Group; and Emotional Reactions 

(Campón & Carter, 2015). A scale was created based on these dimensions that can be utilized to 

measure appropriated racial oppression. 

 The dimension of Thinking Patterns to Maintain the Status Quo is based on the beliefs 

individuals hold that enable them to deny the existence of discrimination, the history of racism, 

accept and endorse that White individuals are superior, and hold attitudes associated with 

colorblindness (Campón & Carter, 2015). By denying the importance of race, individuals are led 

to hold colorblind attitudes, further concealing racial oppression and instead supporting 

inequality within society. 

 Investment in White American Cultural Standards (Campón & Carter, 2015) describes 

how individuals of ethnic minority backgrounds adapt aspects of White culture, specifically 

cultural standards, Although supporting the notion that White cultural standards are superior. 

This is particularly applicable to White standards of beauty, which is similar to Bailey et al.’s 

(2011) dimension of altering one’s physical appearance. Other researchers, such as Pyke and 

Dang (2003) have described how ethnic minority individuals will dress in certain ways so as to 

assimilate more into the White majority culture. Campón and Carter (2015) state that investing in 

the cultural standards of the White majority can include changing one’s physical appearance or 

distancing oneself from one’s own cultural standards—much like what was described by Pyke 

and Dang (2003). 

 In the third dimension, Devaluation of One’s Own Group, individuals discriminate 

against members of their own cultural group (Campón & Carter, 2015). This is based on the 

adoption of White cultural standards, values, and beliefs, causing individuals to look down on 
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others of their own cultural group that do not fit into their newly adopted White cultural 

standards (Campón & Carter, 2015).  

 The final dimension posed by Campón and Carter (2015) refers to Emotional Reactions; 

specifically, embarrassment, anger, shame, depressive symptoms, and low collective self-esteem. 

This is similar to studies that have found links between appropriated racial oppression and 

overall distress (Meyer, 1995; Pieterse et al., 2012) as well as lower levels of personal and 

collective self-esteem (Bailey et al., 2011; Cokley, 2002). Campón and Carter (2015) state that 

these emotional reactions can occur outside of one’s awareness but are demonstrated through 

one’s attitudes and behaviors towards others. These dimensions, Although much broader than 

those posited by Bailey et al. (2011), are general enough to apply to ethnic minority individuals 

of various backgrounds, as well as individuals who identify as bi- or multi-racial.  

Appropriated Racial Oppression and Multiraciality 

 The majority of research on appropriated racial oppression has been conducted with 

mono-racial individuals. However, Kich (1992) has described how parents can serve as 

protective factors against the effects of appropriated racial oppression in bi-racial children. 

Specifically, Kich (1992) stated that parents should provide their children with open 

communication regarding race and forming an inter-racial label for oneself. This includes 

discussing experiences with race with children and one’s reactions to such experiences (Kich, 

1992). Providing children with this open communication channel also provides them with a 

model for openly discussing race and race-related issues (Kich, 1992).  

 Hershel (1995) discussed bi-racial oppression, explaining that bi-racial individuals 

largely experience this when others are imposing ethnic labels on bi-racial individuals. This can 

cause these individuals to question their own identities if others are constantly throwing other 
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labels upon them (Hershel, 1995). Additional conflicts bi-racial individuals may experience 

include being discriminated against by one of one’s ethnic groups and then being scrutinized by 

one’s other ethnic group (Hershel, 1995). This can cause bi-racial individuals to feel alienated 

and unsure of where they fit in best (Hershel, 1995). 

 Very little research has empirically examined appropriated racial oppression and bi-racial 

individuals, as was also observed by Chong and Kuo (2015). Chong and Kuo (2015) conducted a 

study with Asian-White individuals to examine the effects of internalized racial oppression on 

cultural socialization and psychological distress. Individuals who identified more with the White 

aspect of their identity had the highest levels of internalized oppression compared to individuals 

with integrated identities and individuals who identified more with the Asian aspect of their 

identities (Chong & Kuo, 2015). Chong and Kuo (2015) posit that this may be because these 

individuals are experiencing feelings of alienation from their cultural backgrounds. 

 Additional research is sorely needed examining the effects of appropriated racial 

oppression on individuals identifying as bi- or multi-racial. Although theoretical pieces have 

described the potential implications of this (Hershel, 1995; Kich, 1992), the knowledge base as a 

whole would greatly benefit from additional research with other ethnic minority groups. This 

would allow the effects of appropriated racial oppression to be studied with different groups, 

including individuals identifying as bi- or multi-racial. 

Monitoring one’s appearance in social settings, particularly distancing oneself from one’s 

ethnic identity, has implications for how this may occur in romantic relationships and online 

dating contexts. In online dating, individuals find it imperative to put forth their best appearance 

regarding their photos and profile content to appear attractive to other individuals (Prieler & 

Kohlbacher, 2017; Whitty, 2008). If individuals experience shame regarding their ethnic 
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minority group membership, especially if they are multiracial, then it is possible that they may 

self-monitor their presentation of this in an online dating context. Other factors may influence 

this self-presentation, such as appropriated racial oppression. Because of this, it would be 

beneficial to study the link between ethnic identity status and its presentation in online dating, 

mediated by self-monitoring and appropriated racial oppression, with multiracial individuals.     

General Summary 

Gaps in the Current Literature  

 Researchers have devoted much attention to examining ethnic identity, appropriated 

racial oppression, ethnic preferences in online dating, and self-monitoring in online dating. 

Specifically, researchers have demonstrated that in online dating, ethnic minority users (both 

mono- and multi-racial) have different experiences than their White counterparts (Curington et 

al., 2015; Hitsch et al., 2010; Lin & Lundquist, 2013; Mendelsohn et al., 2014). However, this 

has only been examined in the contexts of response rates to messages, likelihood of sending 

messages, and mate preferences. This is important information and serves as a stepping stone for 

future research; however, it is limited in the scope of topics studied regarding online dating and 

ethnicity. Although researchers have found that online daters are likely to actively use deception 

in their profiles (Hancock, 2009; Hancock et al., 2007; Toma & Hancock, 2010) and self-monitor 

their self-presentation (Ellison et al., 2006; Whitty, 2008, Yurchisin et al., 2005), this has only 

been researched in the context of online dating websites. Research has been limited regarding 

online dating applications, but such research is beginning to emerge (Sumter, 2017). Additional 

research is needed regarding online dating, and specifically its applications, as online dating and 

dating applications are gaining in popularity and use (Finkel et al., 2012; Sumter, 2017). 

Furthermore, when examining online dating, researchers have failed to include ethnic identity at 
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all. This is a context in which research is needed, as ethnic identity and its development can 

influence how individuals identify themselves as belonging to specific ethnic groups. 

Additionally, one’s status of ethnic identity development can influence how one’s ethnicity is 

expressed. Stating in one’s dating profile whether one enjoys engaging in ethnic behaviors, or if 

one adheres to specific cultural values, may play a part in online daters’ likelihood of responding 

to messages from mono- and multiracial users.  

Current Study 

 Online daters have demonstrated ethnic preferences for potential partners, but this has 

only been examined on broad dating websites and has not been studied in the context of how 

users are presenting themselves online and within online dating applications. Because of this gap 

in the research, the present study aims to look at how multiracial daters present themselves 

online through the content of their online dating profiles across different dating platforms—

broad dating websites, ethnicity-specific websites, and applications—and how this may be 

impacted by one’s status of ethnic identity development as well as appropriated racial 

oppression. Links have been demonstrated in the research between ethnic identity and self-

monitoring (Renn, 2004), self-monitoring and appropriated racial oppression (Pyke & Dang, 

2003), and between self-monitoring, appropriated racial oppression, and presentation of one’s 

ethnic identity (Pyke & Dang, 2003). Inferences can be made regarding a relationship between 

ethnic identity and appropriated racial oppression (Pyke, 2010); however, the current study will 

explicitly explore this potential relationship.  

Overall, the current study aims to propose a model linking these concepts together and 

exploring the relationships among them. To date, a model does not exist that explains ethnic 

identity status and presentation of ethnic identity components, especially with self-presentation 
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and appropriated racial oppression as mediators. However, these concepts have been studied 

separately and have been demonstrated to be related. Because of this, in the present study it is 

hypothesized that:  

1. Online dating self-monitoring and level of appropriated racial oppression will mediate the 

relationship between ethnic identity status and self-presentation of ethnic identity components on 

ethnicity-specific and non-ethnicity specific online dating platforms (see Figure 1).  

2. Achieved ethnic identity status will be related to low self-monitoring and low levels of 

appropriated racial oppression, which in turn will be related to greater self-presentation of ethnic 

identity components on both online dating platforms.  

The specific components of ethnic identity to be examined, as described by Phinney and 

Ong (2007), are self-categorization and labeling, engaging in ethnic behaviors, evaluation and 

ingroup attitudes, and values and beliefs. Non-ethnicity-specific dating platforms will include 

broad dating websites and applications, such as Match and Tinder, and ethnicity-specific dating 

platforms will include websites such as LatinoPeopleMeet and BlackPeopleMeet. 

Conclusion 

 In sum, it is known that online daters actively monitor how they present themselves 

online and have ethnic preferences for potential partners, but this has not been studied in the 

context of how users are presenting themselves online and within online dating applications. 

Further, research on ethnic identity and its expression has yet to extend into the realm of online 

dating. Although the research that has been conducted on online dating has taken ethnicity – and 

even multiraciality – into consideration, ethnic identity has not yet been researched in this 

context. Studying ethnic identity status and how online daters present different components of 

their ethnic identities within their online dating profiles across broad online dating websites, 
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dating applications, and ethnicity-specific dating websites can provide the field with information 

about how individuals may express components of their ethnic identity differently across dating 

platforms and how this relates to their specific ethnic identity status. This has implications for 

ethnic identity theory as information will be gleaned regarding ethnic identity expression in 

online dating, which is an area in which ethnic identity research has not yet been conducted in. 

Information gained from this research will allow researchers to become slightly more familiar 

with how ethnic identity is expressed in the context of online dating and which, if any, 

components of ethnic identity are more or less emphasized within that context. Additionally, 

information will be gained regarding how one’s ethnic identity status is related to the expression 

of different ethnic identity components. Although this has implications for theory, it also has 

implications for research as the current study aims to join ethnic identity research and self-

presentation research together in one study. This will provide researchers, as well as 

practitioners, with information about how one’s ethnic identity status influences ethnic identity 

expression.  
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