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Abstract

Extending previous research on positive and negative correlates of Facebook use for individuals’ outcomes, this
study examined male and female dating partners’ (n = 58 couples) Facebook use and portrayals of their intimate
relationship on the Facebook profile. Confirming hypotheses from compatibility theories of mate selection, partners demonstrated similar Facebook intensity (e.g., usage, connection to Facebook), and were highly likely to
portray their relationship on their Facebook profiles in similar ways (i.e., display partnered status and show their
partner in profile picture). These Facebook profile choices played a role in the overall functioning of the relationship, with males’ indications of a partnered status linked with higher levels of their own and their partners’
(marginal) relationship satisfaction, and females’ displays of their partner in their profile picture linked with higher
levels of their own and their partners’ relationship satisfaction. Finally, male and female reports of having had
disagreements over the Facebook relationship status was associated with lower level of females’ but not males’
relationship satisfaction, after accounting for global verbal conflict. Thus, the findings point to the unique contribution of Facebook disagreements to intimate relationship functioning. Results from this study encourage
continued examination of technology use and behaviors in contexts of intimate relationships.

between social media use, particularly the ubiquitous site
Facebook, and intimate relationships is important for several
reasons. First, existing studies have tested Facebook use solely in relation to individuals’ outcomes, even though a large
literature suggests that intimate relationship partners’ behaviors (including health and recreational activities,5,6) are
intertwined.7 Relatedly, evidence supporting psychological
implications of technology abounds,8 and we can no longer
disregard the potential connections between Facebook and
intimate relationships, which serve as one of the most important contexts of individuals’ growth and development.9
Second, even studies that have examined associations between Facebook and close relationship outcomes such as
jealousy, intimacy, and self-disclosure have not relied on data
provided by relationship partners,10,11 thereby leaving understudied inter-partner associations, dyadic-level associations of Facebook use, and intimate relationship functioning.
Couple-level data designs that facilitate rigorous statistical
approaches are needed to clarify the unique implications
of Facebook for intimate partners and relational outcomes.
Finally, given the growing usage of technologies such as Facebook in daily life,8 discussions between partners regarding

Introduction

T

he growing influence of social networking sites, particularly Facebook, in our daily lives encourages psychological researchers to indentify how such technology
facilitates and/or hinders individuals’ growth and development in multiple domains of functioning. Initial efforts have
explicated Facebook’s role in individuals’ well-being and
connections with others. As specific examples, research has
found that viewing and editing personal information on Facebook profiles predicts users’ self-esteem increases,1 using
Facebook is paradoxically linked with both improvements
and dissatisfaction in relationships,2,3 and Facebook communication with a friend improves the relationship’s offline
closeness.4 To date, research has focused on elucidating correlates of Facebook use for individuals and their relationships,
thus prompting questions concerning the role of Facebook in
dyadic partners’ outcomes.
The current study extends initial findings on the link between Facebook use and individual-level outcomes by using
a dyadic analytic approach with a sample of young adult
dating partners. Extending research that clarifies connections
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Facebook usage and profile displays may be leading to conflict. Unresolved and poorly managed conflicts on any topic
are problematic; thus identifying whether Facebook is a
unique problematic topic for couples and their relationships
warrants investigation.
Within-partner Facebook similarity
Romantic partners tend to demonstrate similar recreational
characteristics such as health behaviors and leisure activities.12,13 Compatibility theories of mate selection suggest that
individuals who are similarly matched on key traits marry
each other, in part, due to a greater likelihood that they will
be able to establish a mutually satisfying relationship.14 Despite growing attention to the intersection of technology use
and personal well-being, and related problematic outcomes
for individuals,15 investigation of whether partners demonstrate similarity on technology behaviors is scarce. One earlier
study, based on longitudinal couple-level data, revealed that
one partner’s e-mail and Internet use at Time 1 did not predict
their spouse’s use of the technologies at Time 2 (approximately 2–3 years later), although husbands’ cell phone or pager
use significantly predicted wives’ cell/pager use over time.16
However, interdependence between romantic partners’ use
of specific social network sites awaits investigation, with
similarity of Facebook behaviors emerging as a particularly
important question given the time and attention it receives.
In addition to Facebook usage behaviors, testing similarity
in partners’ displays of their intimate relationship on Facebook profiles is needed. An emerging area of research on how
individuals construct and manage their profiles suggests that
decisions about what information to portray online are highly
deliberate and intended to reflect the person’s real-world
characteristics.17–19 Specifically, Facebook users are provided
with multiple options to build their profile and disclose information concerning their dating relationship, such as revealing their relationship status and showing their partner in
a profile picture. Facebook users are also given the option to
‘‘hide’’ these demographics from other users to maintain
privacy; however, sharing personal information is relatively
common,20 with most users electing to display their relationship status.21 Although less studied than profile status,
the user’s profile picture is increasingly recognized as a defining and revealing feature.22 The current study extends
initial findings based on individuals’ profiles by considering
dating partners’ presentations of their intimate relationships
on their Facebook profiles.
H1a: Male and female dating partners will report similar
Facebook intensity levels (i.e., usage, connection).
H1b: Dating partners will display similar relationship presentations on their Facebook profiles (i.e., relationship status, profile picture).

Relationship representations on Facebook profiles
and intimate relationship satisfaction
Studies based on data collected at an individual level
suggest that Facebook use has the potential to hold implications for close relationships. As an example, increased
time on Facebook emerged as a significant predictor of
jealousy on Facebook (e.g., becoming jealous after a partner
added an unknown opposite-sex friend10). Muise and col-

leagues argue that Facebook provides partners with relationship information that is potentially ambiguous and
otherwise not available, which, in turn, increases jealousy
and leads to heightened monitoring of the partner’s profile
page. We suspect that both male and female partners are
aware of such effects of their own profile page, and argue
that decisions about how partners present their relationship
on Facebook might interrelate with broader relationship
functioning. In particular, whether partners portray their
relationship status as partnered and show their partner in
their profile picture likely has implications for relationship
functioning. Although research has not yet examined how
partners use the relationship status feature on Facebook, a
preliminary study of individuals revealed that listing the
status as single was rated as the top method for attempting
to receive contact from potential partners.19 Even less previous research has considered Facebook users’ profile pictures as a correlate of intimate relationships. Again, we
suspect that showing a profile picture that includes the
dating partner serves as an underpinning of better relationship functioning, reflecting either a greater commitment
to the relationship or an effort to relieve the partner’s
potential concerns.10
H2: Specifically, men and women who display their relationship status as ‘‘partnered’’ and show their partner in the
profile picture will demonstrate higher levels of relationship
satisfaction.

Implications of Facebook disagreements
for relationship functioning
To date, the importance of how intimate relationships are
portrayed on Facebook largely stems from anecdotal evidence of hearing that partners discuss whether their relationship is ‘‘Facebook official,’’ and that individuals confirm
to friends that a relationship has ended by noting that their
Facebook status has been changed to ‘‘single.’’ Although not
yet systematically studied, it follows that ongoing intimate
relationships themselves have been affected by partners’
discussions of how they display the relationship on their
Facebook profiles. Given the central role of Facebook in
young adults’ lives 23 and the attention that people place on
maintaining their profiles,24 couples’ conflicts concerning the
displayed relationship status of one or both partners are expected to be linked with relationship functioning. Findings
further indicate that people view their partners’ profiles for
information about the relationship.10 Thus, conflicts over the
profile displays are expected to hold significant relational
consequences. Demonstrating that Facebook disagreements
hold unique implications for relationship functioning requires that general levels of relationship conflict are accounted for in the model; thus, verbal conflict is included as a
covariate.
H3: We further predict that partners’ reporting of relational
disagreements over Facebook relationship status will be
uniquely linked with lower levels of relationship satisfaction for men and women.

Hypotheses 2 and 3 were tested with the Actor-Partner
Interdependence Model (APIM25,26). Briefly, the APIM is a
dyadic data analytic approach that simultaneously estimates
the effect which a respondent’s independent variable has on
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both their own dependent variable (i.e., actor effect) and on
another respondent’s dependent variable (i.e., partner effect).27 APIM models were fit by using Analysis of Moment
Structures (AMOS, v.19.0). In addition to testing simultaneously within- and between-partner effects, APIMs appropriately account for the statistical interdependence of partner
data by modeling correlations between predictor variables
and error residuals.
Method
Participants and procedure
A sample of dating couples was recruited from a mediumsized town in the Midwest. Flyers advertised an opportunity
for couples to participate in a study of ‘‘the connections between close relationships and everyday feelings and behaviors.’’ Couples were required to be dating exclusively for a
minimum of 1 month to increase the likelihood that the study
would capture relationship processes of stable and exclusive
relationships. The study also required that participants be at
least 18 years of age, not be currently married, or have been
previously married, and not have children. The recruited
sample consisted of 59 heterosexual couples who had dated
for an average of 19.6 months (standard deviation [SD] = 16.9
months). Most participants (94.9 percent of men and 88.1
percent of women) currently attended school. Couples attended two laboratory-based sessions, facilitated by trained
research assistants. Only procedures used in the current
study are described. During the first session, couples completed informed consent, demographic information, and
questionnaires. During the second session, couples completed additional questionnaires and received compensation.
The university’s Institutional Review Board approved the
study.
Participants who had a current Facebook account completed a self-report questionnaire regarding their Facebook
usage and profile displays as well as their relationship discussions about Facebook. Usage information was assessed
via the Facebook intensity scale described by Ellison et al.28
This scale was designed to capture usage information beyond
frequency and duration indices, and includes eight items that
tap the respondent’s engagement in Facebook activities (e.g.,
‘‘In the past week, on average, approximately how many
minutes per day have you spent on Facebook?’’), emotional
connection to Facebook (e.g., ‘‘I would be sorry if Facebook
shut down’’), and integration of Facebook into daily schedules (‘‘Facebook is part of my everyday activity’’).28 Following Ellison et al., individual items were standardized before
summing to account for differential response scales (see descriptive statistics of all study variables in Table 1). The scale
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demonstrated good internal consistency for men (a = 0.87)
and women (a = 0.73). The current study’s Facebook questionnaire also asked participants to report their current relationship status as shown in their profile: ‘‘No status shown,’’
‘‘Single,’’ ‘‘In a relationship,’’ ‘‘Engaged,’’ ‘‘Married,’’ ‘‘It’s
complicated,’’ or ‘‘In an open relationship.’’ For present analytic purposes, Facebook relationship status was coded as 1
for participants who endorsed being in an exclusive relationship (i.e., ‘‘In a relationship,’’ ‘‘Engaged,’’ or ‘‘Married’’)
and 0 for those who did not. Participants also endorsed
whether their dating partner was in their current or recent
Facebook profile picture (0 = no; 1 = yes). In addition, participants responded to the following two questions (0 = no;
1 = yes): ‘‘Have you and your dating partner ever had a disagreement over your Facebook relationship status?’’ and
‘‘Have you and your dating partner ever had a disagreement
over your partner’s Facebook relationship status?’’ For the
present analysis, participants who had endorsed either type
(or both types) of disagreement received a 1 for having relational disagreement over Facebook relationship status,
whereas those who had indicated no disagreement received a
0. One female partner did not have a Facebook account, thus
resulting in a sample for subsequent analyses of 58 couples.
Participants self-reported their relationship satisfaction by
using the Couples Satisfaction Index (CSI29). The current
version includes 32 items, rated on differential response
scales, and results in possible relationship satisfaction scores
that range from 0 to 161 (men a = 0.95; women a = 0.96). The
CSI correlated with standard relationship assessments in a
large sample of dating and married participants.29
Participants completed the verbal conflict subscale of the
Conflict Tactics Scale,30 which was included as a covariate
when predicting relationship satisfaction. The subscale includes 6 behavioral items (e.g., ‘‘did or said something to spite
the other one’’), which participants were asked to rate the
occurrence of in the past year on a scale from 0 (never) to 6
(more than 20 times). Verbal conflict scores were computed by
summing item responses (men a = 0.75; women a = 0.85).
Results
Do dating partners report similar Facebook intensity
levels and relationship presentations?
As predicted, male and female dating partners reported
similar levels of Facebook intensity (i.e., usage and connection), r (n = 58) = 0.30, p = 0.024. In addition, male and female
partners were highly likely to report being partnered on Facebook if their partner also did, v2 (1, N = 58) = 35.38, p < 0.001.
Specifically, in 45 of the 58 couples, both male and female
partners reported being in a relationship on Facebook. Of the

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics
Study variable
Facebook intensity
Partnered relationship status on profile
Partner shown in profile picture
Any disagreement over relationship status on profile
Relationship satisfaction
Verbal conflict

Male partners
0.02
79.3
72.4
15.5
138.09
7.34

Female partners
0.74

19.17
6.28

0.00
82.8
62.1
25.9
136.05
7.21

0.63

20.70
7.14

N = 58 couples. Means and standard deviations are presented for continuous variables; percentages are presented for categorical variables.
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remaining couples, in nine, both indicated that they were not
partnered; in one, the man indicated having a partner,
whereas the woman did not; and, in three, the woman indicated having a partner, whereas the man did not. Similarly,
men and women were significantly likely to show their dating partner in their profile picture if their partner also did, v2
(1, N = 58) = 8.91, p = 0.003. Specifically, in 31 of the 58 couples,
both male and female partners showed their dating partner in
the profile photo. Of the remaining couples, in 11, both men
and women did not show their partner in the photo; in 11, the
man showed his partner, whereas the woman did not; and, in
5, the woman included her partner, whereas the man did not.
Taken together, the results supported Hypotheses 1a and 1b,
indicating that male and female dating partners report highly
similar Facebook use and engagement as well as relationship
presentations (i.e., relationship status, display partner in
profile picture).
Are relationship presentations on Facebook
associated with dating relationship satisfaction?
Next, APIMs addressed the hypothesis that partners’ relationship presentations on Facebook would be associated
with relationship satisfaction. The models provide estimates
of male and female relationship presentations (i.e., partnered status, partner in profile picture) in relation to their
own satisfaction (aM, aF) and their partner’s satisfaction ( pM,
pF), respectively. APIMs included correlated predictor variables and correlated residual parameters (i.e., error terms).
Traditional model-fit statistics are not presented because
APIMs are recursive.25 Results are shown in Table 2. Male
partners’ indications of a partnered status on their Facebook
profile were linked with higher levels of their own and their
partners’ (marginal) relationship satisfaction. However, females’ indications of being partnered on their Facebook

Table 2. Actor-Partner Interdependence Model
Associations Between Facebook Relationship
Presentations and Intimate Relationship
Satisfaction: Relationship Status (Top)
and Partner in Profile Picture (Bottom)
Dependent variable:
relationship satisfaction
Male actor effect, aM
Female actor effect, aF
Male partner effect, pM
Female partner effect, pF
Dependent variable:
relationship satisfaction
Male actor effect, aM
Female actor effect, aF
Male partner effect, pM
Female partner effect, pF

Relationship status
b

SE

t

26.83
- 3.86
18.53
- 1.34

8.30
10.94
10.20
8.90

3.23***
- 0.35
1.82 +
- 0.15

Profile picture
b

SE

t

- 1.43
14.64
10.58
13.18

5.79
5.33
5.78
5.33

- 0.25
2.75**
1.83 +
2.47*

N = 58 couples. Relationship status (0 = not partnered; 1 = partnered). Profile picture (0 = partner not shown; 1 = partner shown).
+
pp0.069, *pp0.05; **pp0.01; ***pp0.001.
SE, standard error.

profile were not related to partners’ satisfaction. In addition,
females’ displays of their partner in their profile picture
were associated with higher levels of their own and their
partners’ relationship satisfaction, whereas males’ displays
of their partner in the profile picture were not significantly
linked to relationship satisfaction. Thus, H2 was partially
supported.
Are Facebook disagreements uniquely associated
with relationship satisfaction?
We used an APIM to test the final hypothesis that relational disagreements over Facebook relationship status will
be uniquely linked with male and female partners’ relationship satisfaction. The APIM provided estimates of male and
female reports of any Facebook disagreement in relation to
their own satisfaction (aM, aF) and their partner’s satisfaction
( pM, pF). Male and female verbal conflict scores were included
as correlated covariates of their own relationship satisfaction
scores. Results indicated that males’ and females’ Facebook
disagreements (accounting for global verbal conflict) were
linked with lower levels of females’ relationship satisfaction (b = - 13.62, t = - 2.20, p = 0.028; b = - 15.03, t = - 2.94,
p = 0.003, respectively), but not with males’ ( p-values > 0.05)
satisfaction, thereby partially supporting H3.
Discussion
This study presented an initial investigation of intimate
partners’ Facebook use and profile disagreements by using a
dyadic analytic approach. Taken together, the results suggest
that Facebook plays an important role in dating partners’
intimate relationships. First, dating partners demonstrated
similarity in their usage of Facebook as well as how they
portrayed their relationship on their Facebook profiles (i.e.,
relationship status, profile picture). Thus, this study is one of
the first to suggest that intimate partners demonstrate similarity on technology behaviors and preferences. Next, how
dating partners portrayed their relationships held importance
for relationship functioning, with both males’ displays of a
partnered status and females’ inclusion of their partner in the
profile picture linked to greater relationship satisfaction. The
unanticipated gender differences in the associations suggest
that men and women may place differential importance on
certain public portrayals of the relationship, with future work
encouraged to uncover the underpinnings and consequences
of these findings. Finally, the results that showed (male- and
female-reported) disagreements over Facebook relationship
status to uniquely account for significant variance in females’
relationship satisfaction imply that Facebook disagreements
are problematic for relational well-being, likely tapping
broader relationship themes such as jealousy, commitment,
and power.9 These results also point to differential pathways
for how intimate relationship conflicts concerning various
technology usage and behaviors are linked to relationship
outcomes, and perhaps to rejection or relationship termination,31 for men versus women.
The study’s findings should be interpreted in the light of
several limitations. First, results based on this convenience
sample may not generalize beyond educated, young adults
in committed relationships. In addition, although the present results encourage continued study of both relationship
status and profile picture as correlates of relationship
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functioning, our study only collected ratings of partners’
disagreements regarding relationship status. Thus, we do
not know whether any couples had disagreements over their
profile pictures, and, if so, whether these disagreements help
explain variance in relationship functioning. Moreover, the
role of technology in couple relationships certainly encompasses many other Facebook behaviors and options
(e.g., wall posts), as well as usage of other devices and cyberspaces (e.g., texting, Skype). Nevertheless, this study’s
findings support continued investigation of the role of
technology in the well-being of individuals and their close
relationships. Finally, our tests of the associations between
relationship features on Facebook and relationship functioning point to interplay between the two, but do not allow
us to determine whether one process precedes the other.
Future studies based on process-oriented, longitudinal designs are needed to explicate processes through which Facebook use and profile options are associated with intimate
relationship functioning.
Conclusion
As users of technology and social media experience more
‘‘spillover’’ between their online and offline behaviors and
relationships,15 psychological research will need to uncover
how contexts of growth and development are impacted. A
particular need is to better understand how to manage Facebook usage and profile displays (and other technologies)
for optimal functioning of individuals and relationships, with
the goal of identifying, preventing, and treating potential
areas of conflict and distress.
Acknowledgments
Support for this study was provided by the School of
Human Ecology, the Graduate School, and the Wisconsin
Alumni Research Foundation at the University of WisconsinMadison.
Disclosure Statement
No competing financial interests exist.
References
1. Gonzales A, Hancock JT. Mirror, mirror on my Facebook
wall: Effects of exposure to Facebook on self-esteem. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking 2011;
14:79–83.
2. Carpenter JM, Green MC, LaFlam J. People or profiles: Individual differences in online social networking use. Personality and Individual Differences 2011; 50:538–541.
3. Sheldon KM, Abad N, Hinsch C. A two-process view of
Facebook use and relatedness need-satisfaction: Disconnection drives use, and connection rewards it. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 2011; 100:766–775.
4. Ledbetter AM, Mazer JP, DeGroot JM, et al. Attitudes toward online social connection and self disclosure as predictors of Facebook communication and relational closeness.
Communication Research 2011; 38:27–53.
5. Monden C. Partners in health? Exploring resemblance in
health between partners in married and cohabitating couples. Sociology of Health and Illness 2007; 29:391–411.

89

6. Windle M. Mate similarity, heavy substance use and family
history of problem drinking among young adult women.
Journal of Studies on Alcohol 1997; 58:573–580.
7. Markey PM, Markey CM. Romantic ideals, romantic obtainment, and relationship experiences: The complementarity of interpersonal traits among romantic partners. Journal
of Social and Personal Relationships 2007; 24:517–33.
8. Turkle S. (2011) Alone together: Why we expect more from
technology and less from each other. New York: Basic Books.
9. Bradbury TN, Karney BR. (2010). Intimate relationships. New
York: W.W. Norton.
10. Muise A, Christofides E, Desmarais S. More information
than you ever wanted: Does Facebook bring out the greeneyed monster of jealousy? CyberPsychology and Behavior
2009; 12:441–44.
11. Park N, Jin B, Jin S. Effects of self disclosure on relational
intimacy. Computers in Human Behavior 2011 [Epub ahead
of print]; DOI:10.1016/j.chb.2011.05.004
12. Houts R, Robins E, Huston T. Compatibility and the development of premarital relationships. Journal of Marriage and
Family 1996; 58:7–20.
13. Kelly AB, Halford WK. Verbal and physical aggression in
couples where the female partner is drinking heavily. Journal of Family Violence 2006; 21:11–17.
14. Huston TL, Surra CA, Fitzgerald, NM, et al. (1981). From
courtship to marriage: Mate selection as an interpersonal
process. In Duck S, Gilmour R, eds. Personal relationships
(Vol. 2): Developing personal relationships. London: Academic
Press, pp. 53–88.
15. Chesley, N. Blurring boundaries? Linking technology use,
spillover, individual distress, and family satisfaction. Journal
of Marriage and Family 2005; 67:1237–1248.
16. Chesley N. Families in a high-tech age technology usage
patterns, work and family correlates, and gender. Journal of
Family Issues 2006; 27:587–608.
17. Back MD, Stopfer JM, Vazire S, et al. Facebook profiles reflect actual personality not self-idealization. Psychological
Science 2010; 21:372–374.
18. Peluchette J, Karl K. Examining students’ intended image on
Facebook: ‘‘What were they thinking?’’ Journal of Education
for Business 2010; 85:30–37.
19. Young S, Dutta D, Dommety G. Extrapolating psychological
insights from facebook profiles: A study of religion and relationship status. CyberPsychology and Behavior 2009; 12:
347–350.
20. Nosko A, Wood E, Molema S. All about me: Disclosure in
online social networking profiles: The case of Facebook.
Computers in Human Behavior 2010; 26:406–418.
21. Lampe C, Ellison NB, Steinfield C. (2007). A familiar Face
(book): Profile elements as signals in an online social network.
In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems. New York: ACM Press, pp. 435–444.
22. Sarachan J. (2010) Profile picture, right here, right now. In
Wittkower DE, ed. Facebook and philosophy: what’s on your mind?
Chicago, IL: Open Court Publishing Company, pp. 51–64.
23. Inside Facebook (2010). www.InsideFacebook.com (accessed
June 6, 2011).
24. Kolek E, Saunders D. Online disclosure: An empirical examination of undergraduate Facebook profiles. Journal of
Student Affairs Research and Practice 2008; 45:1–25.
25. Cook WL, Kenny DA. The Actor-Partner Interdependence
Model: A model of bidirectional effects in developmental
studies. International Journal of Behavioral Development
2005; 29:101–109.

90
26. Kashy DA, Kenny DA. (2000) The analysis of data from
dyads and groups. In Reis H, Judd CM, eds. Handbook of
research methods in social psychology. New York: Cambridge
University Press, pp. 451–477.
27. Campbell L, Simpson JA, Kashy DA, Rholes WS. Attachment
orientations, dependence, and behavior in a stressful situation:
An application of the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model.
Journal of Social and Personal Relationships 2001; 18:821–843.
28. Ellison NB, Steinfield C, Lampe C. The benefits of Facebook
‘‘friends:’’ Social capital and college students’ use of online
social network sites. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication 2007; 12:1143–1168.
29. Funk J, Rogge R. Testing the ruler with item response theory: Increasing precision of measurement for relationship
satisfaction with the Couples Satisfaction Index. Journal of
Family Psychology 2007; 21:572–583.

PAPP ET AL.
30. Strauss M. Measuring intrafamily conflict and violence: The
conflict tactics (CT) scales. Journal of Marriage and Family
1979; 41:75–88.
31. Perilloux C, Buss DM. Breaking up romantic relationships:
Costs experienced and coping strategies deployed. Evolutionary Psychology 2008: 164–181.

Address correspondence to:
Dr. Lauren M. Papp
Department of Human Development and Family Studies
University of Wisconsin-Madison
1305 Linden Drive, Room 305
Madison, WI 53706
E-mail: papp@wisc.edu

Copyright of CyberPsychology, Behavior & Social Networking is the property of Mary Ann Liebert, Inc. and
its content may not be copied or emailed to multiple sites or posted to a listserv without the copyright holder's
express written permission. However, users may print, download, or email articles for individual use.

