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Abstract

Recent news in the media has suggested that younger people are using popular social media such as Facebook
less and are quickly adopting newer media, such as the self-destructing app Snapchat. Snapchat is unique in that
it erases messages several seconds after they have been sent, affording its users a higher level of privacy. Yet,
little research exists on Snapchat use in general, let alone its broader psychological implications. This article
offers a preliminary comparison of Snapchat and Facebook use and psychological effects on romantic jealousy.
General motives for using Snapchat and Facebook are examined, as well as the nature of the content that
Snapchat users most frequently share. Further, because of the differences in privacy and persistence of infor-
mation, potential psychological effects in the domain of romantic jealousy are also examined, which has been
widely studied on Facebook in the last few years. Findings show that the main difference in motives were that
Snapchat was used more for flirting and finding new love interests, whereas Facebook was still the main social
networking site used for keeping in touch with friends. Further, when presenting users with a series of
potentially jealousy provoking scenarios, Snapchat elicited higher levels of jealousy than did Facebook. These

findings are explained based on an affordance approach.

Introduction

T HE APP SNAPCHAT HAS RECENTLY been gaining in pop-
ularity. Among 18-34 year olds, it is now the third most
popular app after Facebook and Instagram.' Snapchat is a
photo-sharing app that allows users to send photos or videos,
so-called snaps, to one or several friends. The unique feature is
that these snaps dissolve after a few seconds. Thus, in contrast
to Facebook and other social media where posts are persistent
and often visible to a large audience, the app offers opportu-
nities for less persistent and more private communication.
Because Snapchat reduces the need for self-censorship, it has
been linked to more intimate, personal forms of sharing, in-
cluding sexting. This raises the question of what impact
Snapchat has on interpersonal relationships. For instance, if a
romantic partner is found to be sending snaps to a potential
rival, does this lead to more jealousy than if the same picture
were posted on Facebook?

This article contributes to the literature not only by pro-
viding insight into the motivations for using and actual use of
Snapchat (currently little research is available) but also by
demonstrating Snapchat’s potential interpersonal impacts by
directly comparing it with Facebook. Interpersonal impacts
on jealousy were chosen here, as since the seminal study by

Muise,? many other studies have repeatedly shown that so-

cial networking sites (SNSs) can trigger jealousy. Further,
the stark differences in affordances between the two sites
would likely lead to different interpersonal effects, including
jealousy. That is, because of the public nature of Facebook,
much more information about a partner is available, and it is
even socially acceptable to monitor a partner. On Snapchat,
in contrast, the information is only visible to a small number
of people, and it lasts only for a few seconds. An affordance
approach was taken to derive hypotheses on how these dif-
ferences in visibility and persistence might influence the
experience of jealousy.

Theoretical Background
Snapchat use

The PEW Research Institute assessed Snapchat use for the
first time in 2013 and found a prevalence of 12% of all
smartphone users.” Roesner* surveyed 127 adult Snapchat
users in the United States and found that it was mainly used
for sending funny pictures, selfies, or snaps from other peo-
ple. Only 1.3% used it primarily for sexting. However, 14.2%
used it for sexting occasionally. Slightly more common was
joke sexting, that is, sending sexual or pseudo-sexual material
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as a joke.* Roughly a quarter of the participants had engaged
in this behavior occasionally. In the first research question,
whether this pattern also holds for a predominantly European
sample is examined:

RQ1: What type of pictures do people send on
Snapchat?

Previous research has shown that some motives for using
SNSs are staying in touch with friends and acquaintances,
staying in the loop, and receiving news.””’ But why do
people use Snapchat? One could assume that they are mainly
attracted by the privacy and the low persistence of the snaps.
A recent report showed that college students in the United
States felt they have the most privacy on Snapchat.® Also,
Snapchat has a reputation for sexting.* Thus, it might be
assumed that it is more often used for flirting than Facebook.

RQ2: What are the motives for using Snapchat?
RQ3: Are these motives different from the motives for
using Facebook?

Jealousy

Jealousy is an emotion that occurs when there is a per-
ceived threat to a valued relationship due to actual or
imagined rivals.” Buunk'® distinguishes between reactive,
preventive, and anxious jealousy. Only reactive jealousy
involves actual betrayal by the romantic partner. Anxious
jealousy is characterized by obsessive worrying about the
possible infidelity of the partner, and this form of jealousy
can especially be influenced by the information provided on
social media. In 2009, Muise et al.? developed a Facebook
jealousy scale consisting of 27 items, asking how one would
react to a specific scenario, for example when the partner
posts pictures of him/herself with unknown members of the
opposite sex. Most items covered anxious jealousy. Their
study showed that frequent Facebook use did indeed increase
jealousy.” Several studies since have shown that Facebook
and the public information it provides about a partner can
negatively impact relationships.''™'* Expanding on this re-
search, it is argued here that Facebook and Snapchat differ on
some general affordances offered to users and might there-
fore also differ in the level of jealousy they elicit.

Treem and Leonardi'* argue that social media differ in
four main affordances: visibility, persistence, editability, and
association. Here, the focus is mainly on the first two—
visibility and persistence—as Facebook and Snapchat di-
rectly differ on these. Facebook is high in terms of visibility
in that when users share something, it is often public to
quite large audiences and can often be accessed indefi-
nitely. Snapchat is low in terms of visibility and persis-
tence. These differences in affordances may have different
impacts on interpersonal relationships.

With regard to jealousy, it could be argued that a jealousy-
evoking situation such as a partner posting a picture with a
potential rival is perceived as a higher face-threat when it
occurs in a more public context such as Facebook than on the
more private Snapchat. It is known from face-to-face con-
texts that public self-threats evoke more jealousy than more
private self-threats.'” In the context of social media, it was
shown that women (compared to men) were jealous when
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threats to the relationship were more public on Facebook
(i.e., their partner was tagged in a photo with an unknown
woman, and this photo was public to their friends).'* Ac-
cording to this argument, higher levels of jealousy should be
experienced on Facebook than on Snapchat.

However, there is also an alternative line of reasoning
focusing not only on the self-threat, but also on the attribu-
tions of social media (i.e., the privacy and availability of
information) and the self- and partner-related perceptions
that stem from these. Muscanell et al. also found that, re-
gardless of gender, individuals felt jealous if they discovered
that their partner had been tagged in a photo with an un-
known person and that this photo was set to be private.
Private information was seen as more secretive and suspi-
cious, leading to jealousy within a relationship. Recent re-
search further demonstrates that private communication
elicits stronger negative emotions, and that more exclusive
messages are seen as threatening to the relationship. Further,
private communication and negative emotions were also
linked to behavior outcomes—the intention to confront those
involved (romantic partner or rival).'® Because Snapchat has
the reputation for being a private communication channel that
allows one to send intimate communication more ‘‘safely,”
learning of a partner’s communication with unknown others
on Snapchat may particularly elicit jealousy. Therefore, it is
assumed:

H1: Snapchat jealousy is higher than Facebook jealousy.

In addition to differences in affordances, research has
shown that personality differences can also explain jealousy
on SNS. Specifically, Utz and Beukeboom'? found that need
for popularity was a predictor of Facebook jealousy. Need
for popularity is a central motive for using SNS,'® and is a
consistent gredictor of self-disclosure and other SNS be-
haviors.'”'® Due to the affordance of editability, individuals
high in need for popularity can carefully craft an idealized
self-presentation, and due to the affordances of visibility,
persistence, and association, they can reach a large audi-
ence.'”!” Individuals with a high need for popularity also
like to create an optimized picture of their relationship on
SNS'*'%; a partner posting pictures with rivals threatens this
effort and elicits jealousy. It is expected that this effect would
be replicated for Facebook jealousy:

H2: Individuals with a higher need for popularity experi-
ence higher levels of Facebook jealousy.

It is less clear how need for popularity is related to
Snapchat jealousy. Due to the low persistence and visibility
of snaps, Snapchat does not provide such an optimal stage
for an idealized self-presentation. But using Snapchat might
be driven by need for popularity because it is cool to be one
of the early adopters. People high in need for popularity
might also in general be more prone to react to signals
indicating a potential threat to the picture they try to create
of their happy relationship. Thus, it is expect that higher
levels of need for popularity also predict higher levels of
Snapchat jealousy.

H3: Individuals with a higher need for popularity experi-
ence higher levels of Snapchat jealousy.
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Method
Participants

An online survey was conducted among users of both
Snapchat and Facebook. The aim was to recruit active Snapchat
users who also use Facebook by posts on social media sites such
as Snapchat (network of one of the authors), Facebook, and
Twitter (#snapchat). A total of 77 participants (18 male;
M, =22 years, SD=4.21 years; 31 from Scotland, 24 from
England, three outside Europe, the remainder from other
European countries) completed the survey. Two male and
two female participants were homosexual, and one female
participant was bisexual.

Procedure

After completing the consent form and being given gen-
eral information about the study, participants answered basic
demographic questions, and questions on Facebook and
Snapchat use and motivations. Next, Snapchat and Facebook
jealousy were assessed. Finally, need for popularity and self-
esteem were measured. At the end, participants were de-
briefed about the goal of the study.

Measures

Participants indicated how often they logged into Face-
book and Snapchat on a scale ranging from 1= “‘several
times a day’ to 6= ‘“less often.”” For Snapchat, they also
indicated how many snaps they sent in an average week,
ranging from 1=5 or less” to 7= “‘more than 100.” Par-
ticipants also indicated how many friends they had on the
respective platforms.

Motivations for using Facebook and Snapchat were mea-
sured on a 5-point scale (e.g., “I mainly use Facebook/
Snapchat to keep in touch with family and friends”’). Based
on Roesner et al.,* participants were given a list of content
and asked to select all the ones they send via Snapchat.
“Drunk Photos’ was added as an option.

The jealousy scale by Muise et al.” was adapted. For the 14
items that could also be applied to Snapchat, parallel ver-
sions were developed by replacing ‘“‘Facebook’ with
“Snapchat.”” Participants indicated the likelihood that they
would become jealous in specific situations (e.g., ‘‘if your
partner sends pictures of him/herself with a previous ro-
mantic or sexual partner’’) on a 7-point scale, ranging from
very unlikely to very likely (Cronbach’s «=0.93 for both
forms of jealousy). The scale was also adapted to the sexual
orientation of the participants.

Need for popularity was assessed with seven items from
the popularity scale by Santor et al.”® Participants indicated
on 7-point scales their agreements with statements such as “‘I
have neglected some friends because of what others might
think of them” (Cronbach’s «=0.75). For exploratory rea-
sons, self-esteem was measured using Rosenberg’s self-
esteem scale”! (Cronbach’s «=0.91).

Results

Descriptives

Respondents logged into Snapchat less frequently (be-
tween daily and several times a week, M=2.36, SD=1.35)
than Facebook (several times a day or daily, M=1.27,
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TABLE 1. TYPES OF PICTURES SENT VIA SNAPCHAT

The content I send via Total participants

Snapchat includes. .. (N=77)
Funny things 98.7%
Myself 85.7%
What I'm up to 85.7%
Events 59.7%
Food 58.4%
People 57.1%
Animals 53.2%
Drunk photos 53.2%
Beautiful things 32.5%
Joke sexting 19.0%
Legally questionable activities 14.3%
Sexting 13.0%

SD=0.50), #(76)=7.31, p<0.001. Respondents also had
smaller networks (number of friends) on Snapchat (M =32,
SD=27) than on Facebook (M=483, SD=345), 1(76)=
—-11.67, p<0.001.

With respect to RQ1 (see Table 1), it was found that al-
most all Snapchat users sent snaps of funny things. Selfies or
“what I am up to”” snaps were also very popular (85%).
Snaps of events, food, other people, animals, or drinking
photos were sent by 50-60%. However, only 19% engaged
in joke sexting, 13% in sexting, and 14.3% in sending snaps
of legally questionable activities.

To answer RQ2 and RQ3, the motives for Snapchat and
Facebook use were compared. For Snapchat, procrastination
was by far the most popular motive, followed by keeping in
touch with family and friends, and seeing what people are up
to. The same top three motives emerged for Facebook. As
can be seen in Table 2, respondents scored significantly
higher on almost all Facebook motives. However, Snapchat
was used marginally more often for flirting and finding new
love interests. Use for communicating with one’s romantic
partner was the only motive that did not differ between
Facebook and Snapchat.

Hypotheses tests

In line with H1, Snapchat jealousy was higher (M =3.58,
SD=1.22) than Facebook jealousy (M=3.37, SD=1.24),

TABLE 2. MOTIVES FOR SNAPCHAT AND FACEBOOK USE

Snapchat Facebook p-Value

Distraction or procrastination ~ 3.46 4.09 Ak

Keeping in touch with 2.87 4.20 o
friends and family

Seeing what people 2.82 4.15 HAE
are up to

Being part of the 2.58 3.75 Ak
information loop

Communicating 2.51 245 >0.05
with my partner

Flirting or finding 1.74 1.58 *
new love interests

Meeting new friends 1.32 1.72 A

w#%p < 0.001; *p<0.10.
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#(76)=3.18, p<0.01. A closer look at item level (see Table 3)
indicated that participants felt the most jealous (compared
to Facebook, by level of significance) when the partner
added or messaged a previous partner or an unknown per-
son of the opposite sex. Only when the partner received a
snap or wall post from an unknown member of the opposite
sex was jealousy higher on Facebook.

Need for popularity correlated with both Facebook jealousy,
r(77)=0.28, p<0.05, and Snapchat jealousy, r(77)=0.26,
p <0.05, thereby supporting H2 and H3.

Finally, testing for gender differences and self-esteem
revealed no significant influence for these variables on Snap-
chat or Facebook jealousy.

Discussion

This study is the first to compare directly Snapchat
and Facebook—two social media that differ starkly in their
general affordances and their potential interpersonal im-
pacts. The levels of jealousy evoked by Snapchat were ex-
amined and contrasted with Facebook jealousy. Although both
media did not trigger extremely high levels of jealousy,
Snapchat did elicit more jealousy than Facebook. Moreover,
need for popularity was positively related to both forms of
jealousy. Overall, this study demonstrates how the affor-
dances of social media may lead to different psychological
consequences. People may perceive interpersonal behaviors
differently based on the nature of the communication tech-
nology itself.

The study also shed more light on Snapchat usage and
motivations, which currently is an understudied area. First,
Snapchat is used less frequently than Facebook, and users
have much smaller networks on Snapchat. One explanation
could be that Snapchat is newer; it might take time to build
larger networks. However, the smaller network size could
also be driven by the more private nature of Snapchat. If
people choose Snapchat to escape from the public one-to-
many communication that is the default on Facebook, it
would not make sense to build an equally large network on
Snapchat.

Roughly 13-20% of participants engaged in (joke) sexting
or sending snaps of legally questionable activities using
Snapchat. Sexting rates are difficult to compare across
studies because they are operationalized in different ways,**
but these values are not unusually high.>>** Interestingly,
roughly half of the participants had sent drunk photos, in-
dicating that Snapchat users might share certain sensitive
information because they do not have to worry about the
reactions of parents, teachers, or potential future employers.

Respondents had lower scores on many of the Snapchat
motivations, indicating that Snapchat is not (yet) as popular
as Facebook. Procrastination and distraction was the most
popular reason for using Snapchat, followed by keeping in
touch with friends and seeing what others are up to. The top
three motives are the same as those reported for Facebook
use. Moreover, the most commonly sent snaps were funny
pictures and selfies, indicating that Snapchat use resembles
Facebook use in many respects. However, Snapchat was
used somewhat more for flirting than Facebook.

Partner behaviors on Snapchat evoked higher levels of
jealousy than the same behaviors on Facebook. Thus, people
seem to be more distrustful if the partner chooses a more

p-Value
sk
sk
>0.05
sk
>0.05
>0.05
>0.05
>0.05
>0.05

Facebook, M (SD)
4.79 (1.86)
4.82 (1.76)
3.45 (1.65)
3.28 (1.80)
2.73 (1.62)
3.47 (2.04)
2.81 (1.69)
3.40 (1.85)
2.64 (1.77)
2.22 (1.36)
2.14 (1.31)

Snapchat, M (SD)

(1.73)

(1.58)
4.51 (1.80)
4.26 (1.74)
4.09 (1.72)
3.97 (1.68)
2.52 (1.62)
2.22 (1.27)
2.16 (1.32)

TABLE 3. FACEBOOK VERSUS SNAPCHAT JEALOUSY

a member of the opposite sex?
Become jealous if your partner sends a snap/wall post to an unknown member of the opposite sex?

Become jealous if your partner has added an unknown member of the opposite sex?

Check your partners “‘top friends’’/Facebook page on a regular basis?

or sexual partner?
Become jealous if your partner added a previous romantic or sexual partner to his or her friends list?

Become jealous if your partner private messaged an unknown member of the opposite sex?

of the opposite sex?
Become jealous if your partner sends pictures/makes wall posts of him/herself with an arm around

Worry that your partner is using Snapchat/Facebook to initiate relationships with members of the opposite sex?
Become jealous if your partner has received a snap/wall post from a mutual friend of the opposite sex?

Become jealous if your partner has received a snap/wall post from an unknown member of the opposite sex?
Become jealous if your partner sends a snap/wall post to a mutual friend of the opposite sex?

Become jealous if your partner sends pictures/makes wall posts of him/herself that are sexually provocative?

Become jealous if your partner sends pictures/makes wall posts of him/herself with a previous romantic
Become jealous if your partner sends pictures/makes wall posts of him/herself with unknown members

Become jealous if your partner private messaged a mutual friend of the opposite sex?

How likely are you to...

UTZ ET AL.

wxp < 0.001; ##p<0.01; #p<0.05.
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private channel for communicating with a potential rival.
Differences between Facebook and Snapchat jealousy were
especially strong for items involving a former romantic
partner or an unknown potential rival, indicating that un-
certainty plays a role. Ex-partners might still be interested in
their former partner, and it is more difficult to judge the
intentions of unknown persons than of mutual friends. In
general, the pattern suggests that a partner’s choice of private
communications is attributed as a more serious threat to
the relationship. In general, scenarios in which the partner
sent sexually provocative pictures were perceived as most
threatening, but this behavior could be seen as reactive
jealousy. There were no differences in monitoring behavior
or general worrying that the partner might initiate a new
relationship on Facebook or Snapchat. Interestingly, when
it comes to receiving (vs. sending) a post from an unknown
potential rival, jealousy was higher on Facebook. It seems
that threats from third persons are perceived as more
threatening when they are public. As in other studles the
jealousy levels were below the midpoint of the scale. 212,13
These results show that although social media can evoke
jealousy, they do not make everyone highly jealous. No gender
effects were found in the current study, but this might be due to
the small sample of male participants.

This study is not without limitations. Although the invi-
tations were spread not only in the Snapchat network of one
of the authors, but also on Twitter using the hashtag #snap-
chat, the sample is relatively small. Although increasingly
more people have an account, Snapchat remains far behind
Facebook in popularity, at least in Europe, making it difficult
to find active users. Nonetheless, this is one of the first ex-
aminations of mostly European Snapchat users. The majority
of respondents were female and Scottish or English. Never-
theless, our findings on the ty Pes of snaps sent closely resemble
the ones found by Roesner™ for an American and predomi-
nantly male sample. A strength of the study is that within-
subjects comparisons of Snapchat and Facebook use were
used. The higher levels of Snapchat jealousy can therefore be
attributed to the different affordances of the platforms and
not to personality differences between Snapchat and Face-
book users. Future research could use longitudinal designs
to examine jealousy levels before and after Snapchat use
and should also measure potential underlying processes, such
as attribution processes and perceived face-threat. Further,
other interpersonal consequences should be examined in
addition to jealousy.

Author Disclosure Statement

No competing financial interests exist.

References

1. Perez S. Snapchat is now the #3 social app among millennials.
(2014). http://techcrunch.com/2014/08/11/snapchat-is-now-
the-3-social-app-among-millennials (accessed Aug. 28, 2014).

2. Muise A, Christofides E, Desmarais S. More information
than you ever wanted: does Facebook bring out the green-
eyed monster of jealousy? (i
2009; 12:441-444.

3. Duggan M. (2013) Photo and video sharing grow online.
www.pewinternet.org/files/old-media/Files/Reports/2013/

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

145

PIP_Photos and videos online_102813.pdf (accessed Aug.
28, 2014).

. Roesner F, Gill BT, Kohno T. (2014) Sex, lies, or kittens?

Investigating the use of Snapchat’s self-destructing mes-
sages. Proceedings of the Financial Cryptography and Data
Security Conference, Christ Church, Barbados, West Indies.

. Barker V. Older adolescents’ motivations for social net-

work site use: the influence of gender, group identity, and

collective self-esteem. (aakeehalamedaRabaiigs 2009;
12:209-213.

. Pempek TA, Yermolayeva YA, Calvert SL. College stu-

dents’ social networking experiences on Facebook. Journal

aimbiibsdecisiotiishiieisishalag 2009; 30:227-238.

. Alloway TP, Alloway RG. The impact of engagement with

social networking sites (SNSs) on cognitive skills. Com-

Rlekbetiaklnan-Robaiar 2012; 28: 1748-1754.

. Bennett S. 70% of college students post to Snapchat daily

(Twitter: 46%, Facebook: 11%). www.mediabistro.com/
alltwitter/snapchat-facebook-twitter-instagram-privacy_b59
632 (accessed Aug. 25, 2014).

. Buunk BP, Dijkstra P. Extradyadic relationships and jeal-

ousy. In Hendrick C, Hendrick, SS, eds. Close relationships:
a sourcebook. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, pp. 317-329.
Buunk BP. Personality, birth order and attachment styles as

related to various types of jealousy. Porsgnalitv & oo

dixvidual Differences 1997; 23:997-1006.
Elphinston RA, Noller P. Time to face it! Facebook intru-

sion and the implications for romantic jealousy and rela-
tionship satisfaction. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, & Social
Networking 2011; 14:631-635.

Muscanell NL, Guadagno RE, Rice L, et al. Don’t it make
my brown eyes green? An analysis of Facebook use and
romantic jealousy. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, & Social
Networking 2013; 16:237-242.

Utz S, Beukeboom C. The role of social network sites in
romantic relationships: effects on jealousy and relationship
happiness. |— S ———
2011; 16:511-527.

Treem J, Leonardi P. Social media use in organizations:
exploring the affordances of visibility, editability, persis-
tence, and association. Communication Yearbook 2012;
36:143-189.

Afifi WS, Falato WL, Weiner JL. Identity concerns follow-
ing a severe relational transgression: the role of discovery
method for the relational outcomes of infidelity. Journal of
Raskedaboionslaliaansling 2001; 18:291-308.

Cohen EL, Bowman ND, Borchert K. Private flirts, public
friends: understanding romantic jealousy responses to an
ambiguous social network site message as a function of
message access exclusivity. (ot e b or
2014; 35:535-541.

Utz S, Tanis M, Vermeulen I. It’s all about being popular:
the effects of need for popularity on social network site use.
Cyberpsychology, Behavior, & Social Networking 2012;
15:37-42.

Christofides E, Muise A, Desmarais S. Information dis-
closure and control on Facebook: are they two sides of the
same coin or two different processes? CyherPsveholgoy &
Behavior 2009; 12:341-345.

Zhao S, Grasmuck S, Martin J. Identity construction on
Facebook: digital empowerment in anchored relationships.
ahakskbiine by 2003; 24:1816-1836.
Santor DA, Messervey D, Kusumakar V. Measuring peer
pressure, popularity, and conformity in adolescent boys and


http://online.liebertpub.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.chb.2012.04.015
http://online.liebertpub.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.chb.2012.04.015
http://online.liebertpub.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.chb.2008.02.012
http://online.liebertpub.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.chb.2014.02.050
http://online.liebertpub.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.appdev.2008.12.010
http://online.liebertpub.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.appdev.2008.12.010
http://online.liebertpub.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1083-6101.2011.01552.x
http://online.liebertpub.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1089%2Fcpb.2008.0226&pmid=19250020
http://online.liebertpub.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1089%2Fcpb.2008.0226&pmid=19250020
http://online.liebertpub.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0265407501182007
http://online.liebertpub.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0265407501182007
http://online.liebertpub.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1089%2Fcpb.2008.0228&pmid=19250021
http://online.liebertpub.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0191-8869%2897%2900136-0
http://online.liebertpub.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0191-8869%2897%2900136-0
http://online.liebertpub.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1089%2Fcpb.2008.0263&pmid=19366318

146

21.

22.

23.

girls: predicting school performance, sexual attitudes, and
substance abuse. ioikbtieticoutbededdaloscanss 2000;
29:163-182.

Rosenberg M. (1965) Society and the adolescent self-image.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Van Ouytsel J, Walrave M, Ponnet K, et al. The association
between adolescent sexting, psychosocial difficulties, and
risk behavior integrative review. The Journal of School
Nursing; in press.

Mitchell KJ, Finkelhor D, Jones LM, et al. Prevalence and
characteristics of youth sexting: a national study. Pediatrics
2012; 129:13-20.

UTZ ET AL.

24. Lenhart A, Duggan M. (2013) Couples, the Internet, and
social media. www.pewinternet.org/2014/02/11/couples-
the-internet-and-social-media/ (accessed Aug. 12, 2014).

Address correspondence to:

Prof. Sonja Utz

ERC/Social Media

Knowledge Media Research Center
Schleichstr. 6

72076 Tiibingen

Germany

E-mail: s.utz@iwm-kmrc.de


http://online.liebertpub.com/action/showLinks?pmid=22144706&crossref=10.1542%2Fpeds.2011-1730
http://online.liebertpub.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1023%2FA%3A1005152515264

This article has been cited by:

1. Lukasz Piwek, Adam Joinson. 2016. “What do they snapchat about?” Patterns of use in time-limited instant messaging service.
Computers in Human Bebavior 54, 358-367. [CrossRef]

2. Drouin Michelle, Miller Daniel A., Dibble Jayson L.. 2015. Facebook or Memory: Which Is the Real Threat to Your Relationship?.
Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking 18:10, 561-566. [Abstract] [Full Text HTML] [Full Text PDF] [Full Text
PDF with Links]

3. Joseph B. Bayer, Nicole B. Ellison, Sarita Y. Schoenebeck, Emily B. Falk. 2015. Sharing the small moments: ephemeral social
interaction on Snapchat. Information, Communication & Society 1-22. [CrossRef]


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2015.08.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2015.0259
http://online.liebertpub.com/doi/full/10.1089/cyber.2015.0259
http://online.liebertpub.com/doi/pdf/10.1089/cyber.2015.0259
http://online.liebertpub.com/doi/pdfplus/10.1089/cyber.2015.0259
http://online.liebertpub.com/doi/pdfplus/10.1089/cyber.2015.0259
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2015.1084349

