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Abstract

The present research study investigates the social habits of adolescents when using
digital formats. This paper explores users’ motivations and preferences for Facebook
and Instagram. 238 students of middle and high school are interviewed about their
way of social site networking. Our findings show not only gender and age differences
but give some suggestions in two other directions: the preference for online/offline
friendship and what concerns the different dynamics in managing feedback both as
the seeking of approval and as the risk of FoMO. Girls monitor and peek through
Instagram while boys do the same through Facebook. Facebook and Instagram are
an intriguing virtual escape for the youngest but become a support for relational life
for adolescents. From a dynamic perspective we found different teens behind each
Social Network site related to their layout: more relational Facebook, more seductive
Instagram, especially where preadolescents are concerned.

Keywords: Adolescents; Instagram & Facebook; Gender differences; Age differences;
Instagram fascination factors.
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Introduction

The diffusion of Social Network sites (SNs) has changed our
way of communicating and influencing the fabric of society.
Today, online communication is not only a routine activity
but, in several circumstances, it is unavoidable. If previously,
the net was used to contact people over long distances or to
maintain contacts, digital devices are now used as an integral
part of daily activities. Adolescents grow up closely with
technology and have the opportunity to access information
and practice their skills in a virtual environment which allows
them to shape their own social network as well as supporting
the construction of their identity (Cerutti, 2012). Online
communication dynamics analyses that have been developed
over the years, along with the increase of computing resources
available to users and the considerable use of technology by
young generations, have created different theoretical models to
describe the effects and peculiarities of online communication
in comparison with traditional face-to-face communication.
The idea that Internet with its tools is a blank space where the
user can have experiences and re-create himself as he wishes,
raises many questions about the positive and negative effects of
such experiences in the short- and long-term (Chiarolanza ez al.,
2017; Christopherson, 2007; Erreygers et al., 2017; Trepte er
al., 2015; Valkenburg ez al., 2017; Valkenburg & Peter, 2011).

Why? Teens reasons. Internet seems to affect peer relationships
positively (Barker ez al., 2015; Ellison et al., 2007; Phua &
Jin, 2011; Valkenburg & Peter, 2007); online peer-to-peer
communication promotes adolescents’ sense of belonging and
self-disclosure as important processes for the construction of
a personal identity (Borca et al., 2015; Davis, 2012; Pediconi
& Brunori, 2019). Adolescents use online communicative
reality mainly to strengthen and maintain existing relationships
(Reich ez al., 2012; Pediconi & Urbani, 2016), which can be
both friendly and romantic (Subrahmanyam & Greenfield,
2008), preferring Facebook usage for this purpose (Phua ez
al., 2017). Chatting also contributes to well-being by reducing
levels of depression and loneliness (Shaw & Gant, 2004).
Communication is the main reason for using SNs, but not the
only one: we can also find looking at others™ profiles, searching
for information, sharing contents, spending time, exchanging
opinions (Brandtzeg & Heim, 2009). Within the SN the user
can therefore choose between a more active use of the medium
by interacting directly with others, approving and commenting
status and posts or otherwise sharing his own contents. By
contrast, he can choose to remain passively behind the scene,
watching and monitoring other users’” contents without actually
engaging in interaction. However, if on the one hand, different
research studies have confirmed the benefits linked to an
active use of SNs that promotes the creation of social capital,
the stimulation of connection with others and the decrease of
loneliness, on the other hand a passive use aimed at monitoring
the contents of others online without engaging in a direct
exchange with them, can cause social comparisons and envy
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with negative consequences for subjective well-being (Verduyn
et al., 2017). Indeed, “content consumers” are subjected to a
reduction in bridging and bonding social capital with a relative
increase in feelings of loneliness (Burke ez /., 2010).

Where? Facebook & Instagram. About half of the world’s
population (3.8 billion people) regularly use social media. The
use of social media increases along with the increase in the
number of the “connected”: in fact, compared to 2019, users
who are active on social media have increased by 9.2% (321
million more). According to the latest statistics the average
Internet user this year will spend more than 100 days (6 hours
and 43 minutes per day) online. Over a third of this time, 2
hours and 24 minutes a day, is spent on social media. Facebook
still remains the most used social platform, while the influence
of Instagram is definitely expanding and in recent years the
number of its users has tripled’. Each SNs is characterized
by its own layout and specific peculiarities that have a certain
behavioural and emotional impact on users; different platforms
stimulate different behaviour (Binns, 2014). The different
online spaces also affect the type and amount of information
that is revealed; according to Emanuel er al. (2014) the
disclosure of one’s personal information is in fact more closely
linked to contextual factors rather than to the user’s personality;
on the other hand, research continuously underlines the impact
of personality factors on online behaviours (Blachnio ez al.,
2016; Gosling et al., 2011). Instagram is a latest generation
SNs, mainly based on sharing photos, videos and short-lived
stories among users and offers the chance to use filters before
publication. It was released in 2010, and in recent years has
grown to epic proportions. From a global point of view, the
Instagram user base is slightly female in prevalence, in contrast
to the male domain of Facebook and Twitter; it also hosts
younger users compared to others SNs?. Facebook, the social
network par excellence, counts more than a billion subscribers
and offers many possibilities: finding acquaintances, making
friends, sending poke, joining groups or creating new ones.
McAndrew & Jeong’s (2012) research showed differences in
Facebook usage based on age, gender and relational status: young
people prefer to spend their time looking at the pages of their
peers, while adults prefer the family environment by posting
photos with family members or by looking at their profiles.
It is girls, more than boys, who spend time on the profile of
their female peers and try to direct the impressions of others by
taking great care of the images of their own profile. Single boys
spend significantly more time selecting their photos compared
to their male friends, while girls, single or not, check the
relationship status of other users more often than the opposite
gender. In general, girls are more active than boys on Facebook:
they interact more, spend more time there, look for personal
information about others, look at peers’ pages more often
and engage in family activities (McAndrew & Jeong’s, 2012;
Metastasio ¢t al., 2016). Through qualitative and quantitative
analyses, Hu and colleagues (2014) confirmed the conventional
opinion that Instagram is mostly used for self-promotion and

Simon Kemp (2020, January). Digital 2020: 3.8 billion people use social media. Web site: we are social, https://wearesocial.com/blog/2020/01/

Marino (2018, April). Social network statistics 2018: all data of users. Italy and world. Web site: https://www.digitalic.it/internet/social-network/
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for socializing with friends, noting that 46.6% of the photos
consist of selfies and shots with friends. Users use Instagram
on the basis of 5 primary psychological and social motivations:
social interaction, archiving, self-expression, escape from reality
and for “peeking” at others (Lee er al., 2015). Selfies are an
effective means to get attention on Instagram, in fact users get
more likes and comments than other genres of shared images
(Souza et al., 2015), among the photos those that portray faces
receive more online appreciation (Bakhshi ez a/., 2014).

Materials and Methods
Aims

Our research study explores the psychological qualities linked
with the use of SNs based on users’ declared reasons in remaining
connected. It analyses: the experience of connectedness and
sharing that SNs add to teens’ relational life (Walther, 1996,
2007; Walther ez /., 2015); how SNs contribute to reinforce
teens’ personality and their interpersonal skills.

Information related to times and reasons for connection
will be described in dynamic terms:

e as active individual relational extension or
* as hesitant and passive MonitoringcsPeeking of other users’

connections (Verduyn ez al., 2017).

Both cases give an extension of personal teens’ experience,
technologically mediated by SNs communication. However,
the extension of experience can take a direction of simple
self-presentation or can offer a more complex self-disclosure of
personal meanings (Davis, 2012).

When adolescents are online they are able to assume a
third person perspective, they look for peers’ approval and
intentionally share materials to seem attractive in the eyes
of others, modelling both their self-presentations and self-
disclosure (Yau & Reich, 2019). SNs represent an imaginary
audience (Steinberg ez al., 2011) to which adolescents address
their pressing needs to be accepted by peers (Birkeland ez al.,
2014; Brown & Larson, 2009; Rubin ez 4l., 2006). Dynamically
we can interpret adolescents’ search for acceptance as the deep
desire underlying teens” behaviours on SNs that researchers
have called FOMO (Beyens ez al., 2016). In particular, our
work analyses the peculiar behaviour that consists of a hesitant
monitoring and surveillance of other users’ SNs materials. This
peculiar behaviour does not specify the quality of extension
mediated by SNs: hesitant monitoring and surveillance seem
to build on relational competence, but at the same time this
behaviour remains closed to a real sharing of self. When the
other remains someone to be wary of, the search for acceptance
interprets that conflict typical of the teenager: he is always
fought between going out of himself and letting another one
find a place there (Castiliego, 2014).

We wonder also if the layout of the two main SN platforms,
Instagram and Facebook, determines the quality of their use.
In particular, how Instagram and Facebook collect and address
the affective personal experience that teens entrust to SNs. Is
the sharing of contents afforded by Facebook an opportunity
to grow up or are young people completely dependent on

images that dominate Instagram? We are hypothesizing from
a dynamic perspective that it is possible to find different teens
behind Facebook and Instagram.

We summed up our objectives in three research questions:
RQI What reasons support teens’ use of Facebook and Instagram?
RQ2 What differences based on gender and age will we find? And
what are the preferences for offlinelonline relations among users of
Facebook and Instagram?

RQ3 Referred specifically to the Monitoring & Pecking group,
what gender difference will we find among users of Facebook and
Instagram?

Materials

To collect data we used a brief ad hoc questionnaire administered
in presence in November and December 2018. In the first part
of the questionnaire, participants were asked to report personal
data and social details such as age, gender and school attended,
while the second part focused instead on the habits and
methods of the use of SNs. In particular, subjects were asked
to indicate their favorite SNs (“What is your favorite Social

Network?”) and to answer the following multiple-choice items:

- What is your main reason for using social networks?
(communicate with people you already know; communicate
with new people; share images and videos; share your own
moods and thoughts; watch what others share and their
profiles; specify any other reason);

- How many hours on average do you spend on the SN
during the day? (up to one hour - up to two hours - more
than two hours);

- Do you prefer to use chats and social networks sites or speak
in person to make new acquaintances? (Chat - No chat).

Data analysis

Psychometric analyses were conducted through the IBM SPSS
Statistics statistical software version 25.0.

Sample

Participants were 238 adolescents from to 2 schools in central
Italy. The whole sample consisted of 69 girls and 169 boys
with an average age of 14.33. in particular, 171 attended high
school (41 females and 130 males between 14 and 18 years
of age; average age 15.16, sd 0.912) and 67 attended middle
school (28 females and 39 males between 11 and 14 years of
age; average age 12.21, sd 0.962).

Results

At first, we divided the main reasons given by users into two

categories:

o CommunicatecShare indicates an active use of SN, as one
of the teens’ ways of interacting and relating with each
other;
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*  Monitoring¢sPeeking indicates a basically passive use of SN's
that leaves the adolescent in a type of relational backstage
(Verduyn ez al., 2017).

Fig. 1 - Matching Favourite SNs and Reasons
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Figure 1 shows that: Facebook is used above all
to  Communicate¢’Share and is only secondary to
MonitoringerPeeking; Instagram is used almost equally both
in relation to CommunicatecsShare and Monitoring¢rPeeking;
other SNis are used almost only to CommunicatecShare.

In the category called Other we collected other platforms
indicated by users, i.e. WhatsApp, Steam and other not
so widespread SNs. It is interesting to observe that many
adolescents indicated both Whatsapp and Steam — that are
respectively an instant messaging platform and play platform
— as their favourite SNs: they declare that they even use these
platforms as real SNs. There were few preadolescents and
teenagers who indicated Tik Tok as a favourite social platform; a
fact of easy understanding if we take into account the period of
administration that saw Tik Tok still in its infancy in Italy, with
a constantly growing trend that has led it today to be one of the
most used platforms especially among the youngest.

Fig. 2 - Matching Favourite SNs and Gender
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In Figure 2 we observe the distribution of favourite SNs
based on gender. Boys clearly prefer Facebook, even though
they do not mind Instagram or other platforms such as
WhatsApp or Steam. On the other hand, girls clearly prefer
Instagram and tend to leave aside Facebook and several other
platforms.

Now we can put together the observation from Figure 1
and 2. Taking into account the reasons mainly shown by each
SNs (see Figure 1), we can see some peculiarities related to
gender. Facebook is used mainly to Communicate¢sShare and is
used more by boys. We can suppose they post diverse contents
in such continuous exchanges facilitated by Facebook. By
contrast, Instagram with its more direct photographic nature,
serves both the communication and MonitoringerPecking
reasons, and is used more by girls. Observing preferences for
other platforms we note that they are used more by boys. We
can explain this preference due to their passion for online
games, indeed among other platforms there is the very well-
known Steam which is a gaming platform.

Fig. 3 - Matching School and Favourite SNs
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Figure 3 presents the distribution of preferences for SNs based
on the kind of school attended, whether high or middle school.
This distribution can be used to observe the preferences based on
age because we find pre-adolescents at middle school (average age
12.21) and adolescents at high school (average age 15.16). Here
we can observe a developmental passage of our sample from pre-
adolescence to adolescence and its link with SN habits.

Observing Figure 3, we clearly see Facebook as the first choice
of high school students (60.1%), while middle school students
tend to prefer Instagram (56.5%). We find an interesting
distinction also in the second choice: if 27.4% of high school
adolescents put Instagram in second place, then 24.1% of
middle school pre-adolescents put other SN in second place.
If we consider that there are WhatsApp and Steam among other
SNs, we can claim that the youngest use other platforms as real
SN, despite the fact that they are actually platforms devoted to
texts and games (Colwell, 2007; O’Neill ez al., 2016). In third
place there are other SNs (WhatsApp and Steam) for adolescents
(12.5%); Facebook for pre-adolescents (19.4%).

Tab. 1. Anova Age and Duration Averages & Favourite SNs

Favourite SNs Facebook Instagram Other ?
Age Average 14,85 13,79 14,22 .000
Duration 1,80 2,05 1,64 017
Average

Analysing preferences based on age and duration of
connection (d.c.), presented in Table 1, we find significant
differences between teens and pre-teens.
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The youngest use Instagram (average age 13.79) and
spends a lot of time on it (d.c. average 2.05), thus confirming
the seductive power of Instagram for those discovering the SN
world for the first time, a fascination that seems completely
mediated by images.

The average age of Facebook users is almost 15 years of age
(average age 14.85), confirming this SN as typically used by
adolescents who spend less time every day (d.c. average 1.80)
on platforms compared with the youngest group.

Other SNs (WhatsApp e Steam) attracted fourteen-year
olds, which indicates that the age of transition from middle
school to high school seems to favour the exploration of
different possibilities in online communication and gaming.
This transition from the fascination for Instagram to the
exploration of texting and gaming platforms, seems to allow
for a decrease in the duration of connection (d.c. average 1.64)
that could be linked to a more selective and intelligent use of
technology.

Fig. 4 - Matching Preference for Chat and School
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Figure 4 shows the preferences for online or offline
exchanges based on the kind of school attended. High school
adolescents show a significant preference for offline relations,
while middle school preadolescents prefer online ones. The
latter seem really attracted to chats, while older adolescents
clearly prefer face-to-face communication, which may suggest
they are recognising the limitations of social media in preferring
offline relationships.

Taking into consideration the average age of teens who
prefer offline communication and those preferring online
communication (average age chat 13.76; average age no chat
14.72; t student -4,69, p .000), we note the age of transition
between one and the other as starting around fourteen, at
the time when middle school ends and high school starts, a
time when the choice of school has an impact on professional
orientation.

Focus on MonitoringePecking Group — Maintaining the
observation on the qualitative level of online relationships, we
asked what kind of affective investments in terms of friendship
are mediated by SNs. Analysed data seem to show that initially
SNs add new contacts to adolescents’ experience and allow the
extension of their own groups (Davis, 2012; Henderson &
Gilding, 2004). Impressions and feelings on SNs can be more
lively then offline communicative exchanges thanks to processes

that make them more desirable and intimate (Walther,1996;
Walther et al., 2015). This first additional step is followed by
a hesitant stop that we hypothesise as being linked with the
dynamics of FoOMO: “A form of social anxiety, a compulsive
preoccupation that reveals the fear to lose a social interaction
opportunity or a new experience” (Rizzo, 2019, p.73).

Fig. 5 - Monitoring & Peeking Group - g Gender and F SNs
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In order to support the analysis of a more passive use,
we linked this with Monitoringc>Peeking. Figure 5 shows a
group of 82 teens (average age 14.50 s.d. 1.42; 53 males, 29
females) that declared MonitoringerPeeking as the main reason
to stay connected. The figure shows the preferred SNs based
on gender. It is clear to observe that monitoring girls prefer
Instagram (65.5%) while monitoring boys prefer Facebook
(60.4%). Both groups use SN to stay connected through the
use of MonitoringerPecking. On the one hand, the monitoring
girls watch over others on Instagram and leave Facebook as a
second choice (31.1%). Other SN are overlooked (3.4%). On
the other hand, the monitoring boys choose a more complex
SN such as Facebook to watch over others and leave Instagram
as a second choice (34%) while other SNs are only partially
considered (5.6%).

Discussion

The results of this research study show that the two main
SNs, Instagram and Facebook, influence the quality of their
respective use and convey the personal emotional experience of
adolescents. They also allow us to track teenagers in particular
who use Facebook & Instagram from a dynamic perspective.
In discussing the results we will follow our research questions.
RQI What are the reasons that make teenagers use Facebook
and Instagram respectively?

Commenting on the results relating to Fig.1, we are able to
observe that Facebook is a more relational SN while Instagram
with its more obvious visual nature is more “adhesive”: that is,
those who post images could tend to attract others in a kind
of double-sided game that maintains two indistinct opposite
faces, both Monitoringé‘])eeking and CommunicatecShare.

Choi & Sung (2018) highlighted how teenagers who
mainly use Instagram, tend to gratify their psychological needs
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by putting their ideal self into play and leaving their hidden
qualities in the background. By contrast, Facebook seems to
allow the expression of negative emotions (Waterloo ez al.,
2018) that are involved in a more realistic self-disclosure.

The self-presentation brought to the fore by Instagram
seems more exposed to social confrontation with other users,
which leads to repercussions; on Instagram the formation
of one’s identity could be more influenced by reactions and
feedback from others (Jang et al, 2015). The quality of
feedback plays an important role for young people (McLean
et al., 2019). Positive feedback can enhance self-esteem and
wellbeing, while negative feedback can produce the opposite
effect (Valkenburg ez al., 2006).

Focusing our observation on the qualitative level of digital
relationships, we can ask ourselves which libidinal investment
is mediated by social networks in relationships concerning
friendship. The data analysed so far seem to show that initially
social platforms add new knowledge to the experience of
young people and allow the extension of their contact group
(Davis, 2012; Henderson & Gilding, 2004). Online teenagers
are adept at taking a third-person perspective, seeking peer
approval, and intentionally sharing content in order to appear
attractive to others by modelling their self-presentation.

On the basis of our most significant results, we can not
only confirm that the two most popular SNs, Facebook and
Instagram, mediate two different social experiences, but that
this connotation is specifically based on gender and age as we
had assumed in RQ2.

RQ2 What are the differences based on gender, age and
preference for offline or online relationships that characterize
teenagers who use Facebook or Instagram respectively? Is
the sharing of content that Facebook stimulates intended as
an opportunity for growth or are young people completely
attracted by images that dominate Instagram? On this basis, we
hypothesized the differences between teenagers using Facebook
and Instagram.

The reasons that are mainly represented by each social
network, presented in Fig. 2, show us the gender specificities.
Facebook is mainly used by boys who typically use it to
CommunicatecrShare confirming the research by Ellison and
colleagues (2007). Boys post the most diverse contents taking
advantage of the continuous exchange that Facebook favours.
Instagram, on the other hand, is typically preferred by girls
who take advantage of its purely photographic nature. An
initial interpretation of this preference, consistent with other
research studies, confirms that girls mainly use images to
communicate (Jang ez al., 2015) by photographically building
their self-presentation. Instagram thus becomes their first
showcase: on Instagram they strike a pose, test themselves,
explore their own bodily and relational experience. Are they
looking for feedback? (Brown & Tiggemann, 2016; Butkowski
et al., 2019; Kleemans et al., 2018; Meier & Schifer, 2018;
Tiggemann ¢t al., 2018). On the one hand, therefore, for girls,
Instagram is the first showcase that supports the reason behind
CommunicatecrShare. On the other hand, they are more
conditioned by social dialogue in the use of SN, thus being
influenced by the reason behind MonitoringesPeeking.

Continuing with the characterization of teenagers using
Facebook and Instagram, we can comment on Figure 3 which

shows us the differences based on age. What emerges as the third
choice for younger pre-adolescents (11-14), is that Facebook
definitely becomes the first choice of teenagers (14-18),
confirming their preference for a more complex social network,
designed to meet the needs of communicating and sharing their
experiences with others. Taking into consideration that the
first choice of the youngest pre-adolescents is for Instagram, we
can hypothesize that nowadays this social network has become
a real gateway to social experience. Despite the minimum age
of 13 years has been established as an entry limit by protocols
for both SNs, we observe that the younger users do not take
this into account and start their own social experience through
Instagram (Fardouly e a/., 2020; Lazzari, 2015).

We also add a note on the importance that pre-teens
give to other social networks, such as WhatsApp and Steam.
In particular, these pre-teenagers integrate their gaming
experience and message exchange with social media. Young
people like to play and get excited about the possibility of
exchanging messages remotely: this exploration, typical of pre-
adolescence, seems to be supported and amplified by platforms
such as WhatsApp and Steam to which pre-adolescents give a
real “social value” by exchanging them for real SN.

At this point we can list the meanings mediated by the entry
into the social experience of the youngest users: Instagram
images, WhatsApp messages and Steam games. Our results can
be interpreted according to the Hyperpersonal model (Walther,
1996) that interprets the social experience as a support for the
stages of the personality: the youngest users initially support
the first explorations of self-image on social media in terms
of self-presentation (Chua & Chang, 2016; Wood ez al.,
2016), together with initial remote communications and the
desire for online competition. Teenagers support on social
media, basically through Facebook, the increasingly important
need to develop their relationship with peers by sharing
and communicating their increasingly complex experiences
in terms of self-disclosure (Valkenburg & Peter, 2007).
Teenagers, compared to pre-teenagers, seem more aware of
reactions provoked by their publications; for their part, pre-
adolescents are more likely to be evaluated by an imaginary
audience (Steinberg ¢t al., 2011), they are driven by the urgent
need to be popular and accepted by peers (Brown ez a/., 1986;
LaFontana & Cillessen, 2010). Engaged in self-presentations
they modulate their self-image as favourable and adherent to
the rules of social platforms as much as possible (Yau & Reich,
2019). The social media seem to perform a specific support
for the adolescent Ego towards an anaclitic objective choice
(Corsano et al., 2014; Freud, 1923; Pediconi & Brunori,
2019; Pediconi & Urbani, 2016;), combining and enriching
the habits, needs and goals of adolescents’ daily life, modelling
themselves on their personal characteristics as well as their
developmental path (Kidron & Rudkin, 2017).

By analysing the preferences for Instagram and Facebook
on the basis of age and duration of connection presented
in Table 1, we confirm the significant differences between
teenagers and pre-teenagers. The latter clearly prefer Instagram
and stay connected for a long time. We can interpret such data
by identifying some reasons teenagers find the social experience
mediated by Instagram such a fascinating one. These include a
seductive power, all mediated by images, a power which holds
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particular sway with those who discover the social world for

the first time. Facebook seems to remain more immune from

such fascination.

The reasons why young people find Instagram fascinating. Here
we try to present the structural characteristics of Instagram, in
comparison with Facebook, which could explain the attraction
Instagram has for younger people.

a) Visual impact: stay focused! - Instagram contents are always
original and of high quality and do not derive from re-
shares, as often happens on Facebook. Instagram requires
those who use it to be creative and unique, to field their
aesthetic ability to present themselves to the world, an
aspect that remains decidedly secondary in other more
complex platforms such as Facebook. (Manovich, 2017;
Sheldon & Bryant, 2016). Furthermore, there are no links
that weigh down the shares. Instagram is not made to share
posts that come from blogs or external web pages, the focus
remains within it, between videos and personal photos
which thus become shared materials. The only way to refer
users to an external link is to insert it in the biography or
add a “Swipe Up” link in the stories, the latter function is
available only for those with more than 10,000 followers.

b) Instagram as a prerogative of teenagers - Which teenager would
like to share their secrets in a place where mom and dad are also
present? If Facebook is also becoming popular among adults,
Instagram remains an SNs which is not yet used by adults.
Younger users look elsewhere and in order to experiment
they choose a new virtual place, mainly populated by their
peers, free to act spontaneously without feeling observed and
controlled by adults. (Anderson & Jiang, 2018).

c) Front row viewers - The high level of engagement has made
this platform a reference point for VIPs brands, companies
and influencers, and famous people. A real catwalk where
dream photos are accompanied by “stories”, an insight into
everyday life that allows followers to enter the backstage
of the big stars and feel closer to their friends or their
favourite actors, even if only for 24 hours. Even the myriad
of comments that caption most designer photos give the
illusion of participating in their fame by making them more
human. (Chung & Cho, 2017; Kowalczyk & Pounders,
2016; Ward, 2016).

d) Instagram hic et nunc: use and throw away — available
only on a smartphone, Instagram is based on the current
moment, without creating memories (Serafinelli, 2017).
The Instagram account promotes interaction with
elements that the individual posts and which almost always
concern him personally. It contains materials that focus
on daily activities: a smart and fast way to let the world
know what is happening in his life. The Instagram feed is
configured as a stream of content continuously renewed
and updated, posted and immediately consumed (Bakhshi
et al., 2014; Hu et al., 2014). Stories last 24 hours and are
automatically deleted, short or fragmented videos posted
in 15 second frames, videos posted for 60 seconds: fast
times for immediate reactions, refined impressions for an
impact that leaves its mark. A bombardment for those who
receive them and a meticulous selection of the coolest and
astonishing images for those who post them (Amancio,
2017; Blogmeter, report 2019; Sukmayadi & Yahya, 2019).

e) Avoiding controls - Instagram seems more confidential and
anonymous than Facebook: others are not notified each
time of the activities carried out and preferences are not
notified to their friends. The comments left on Facebook
appear on the walls of their friends, thus lending themselves
to questioning, checking and judging. The Instagram user
can instead remain more hidden, behind the scenes. His
activities are not reported in the flow of images of others,
comments remain limited to the photo in question and can
be noticed only by those who have posted a comment on
the same, notification of the tags only reaches the person
concerned, without involving other people (Hoadley ez
al., 20105 Jayalakshmi & Kavitha, 2018). Facebook is less
discreet: each News Feed is completely built around the
actions of the single user which immediately become a
decisive trend that will catalyze similar content. The sharing
of interests and the immediate use of other users’ interests
is an added value which however entails the cost of being
introduced into the flow of news between friends: a flow
over which the user loses control. Facebook tries to connect
each user with and through his most important interests,
but the user runs the risk of not feeling he is master but
at the mercy of a logarithm. The user knows he cannot
select everything he wants to put on the catwalk. On the
contrary, in Instagram all control is in the user’s hands. The
user posts his ideal self-parade, offering others the illusion
of being able to observe it. The user leads the game.

) Backstage surveillance illusion - While Instagram is for
many a stage on which to show the most desirable part
of themselves, on the other hand, not everyone likes to
produce content just to show off. Above all, the youngest
spend their time enjoying other people’s contents, observing
their posts and their stories from behind the scenes. A rich
entertainment showcase where feeling comfortable and
enjoying the show are guaranteed (Blogmeter, report 2019;
Lee et al., 2015; Sheldon & Bryant, 2016).

At this point we can ask ourselves how to move forward
beyond fascination, and re-establish a balance between online
and offline use. By analyzing the results of Fig. 4, we find that the
younger users seem extremely attracted to the chats, while the
older ones, clearly preferring offline communication, are more
willing to see the limits, and favour face-to-face interaction.

We could hypothesize on the basis of these data that the
first encounter with the SNs experience remains affected
by a fascination with the network as it gives an illusion of
independence from adults that SNs seem to promise. At the
beginning of the SNs experience, adults are left offline while
peers are met online. Not long after, we observe that teenagers
seem willing to reintegrate that offline level that they had
temporarily abandoned. We can recognize in this passage from
the fascination for online to the greater realism of offline, as
a 2-step procedure that connotes the experience with SN in
general. We could hypothesize that even adults who encounter
SN for the first time experience this encounter in 2 stages.
The first stage seems governed by a fascination for a modality
full of promise that easily gives way to idealization. The second
stage opens up again to the realism of the offline which does
not overlook the advantages of the online but rather re-assesses
it as a support even where it acknowledges its limits.
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The importance of presenting oneself in a positive and
desirable way does not fade over time, in particular, the sense
of belonging and superfluous relationships assume less value
with increasing age. (Yau & Reich, 2019). If on the one hand,
the changes that adolescents are experiencing, along with the
discovery of SN, increase self-awareness, on the other they
encourage reflection on how others perceive them, social
comparison and insecurity about their social position (Azmitia,
2002; Finkenauer et al., 2002; Harter, 2011). The need for
approval can then in some cases lead to fears of positive and
negative evaluation and to FoMO (Przybylski ez al., 2013;
Weeks & Howell, 2012; Wolniewicz et al., 2018).

The reason why older teenagers rely on Instagram or what
support they need from it requires further exploration. For
instance, love exchanges? Love exchanges mediated by images?
The thrill of putting yourself on display? Creating connections
with small “stories” of everyday life? The need for approval? The
older ones put Instagram in secondary place, but we cannot
exclude that it is an affectively more shady place, a sort of dark
side of the SN experience.

RQ3 Specifically dealing with the MonitoringerPeeking
group, what are the gender differences in the most passive use
of Facebook and Instagram respectively?

Focus on Monitoring & Peeking Group — Our results also
confirm that online communication, thanks to its unique
characteristics, promotes a sense of trust and facilitates the
exchange between users by promoting a sense of belonging
and self-disclosure (Davis, 2012; Henderson & Gilding,
2004). Impressions and relational states can be even more
vivid than they are in offline communication exchanges thanks
to processes that make them more desirable and intimate
(Walther, 1996; Walther ez al., 2015). Recipients can idealize
their interlocutors in the absence of concrete elements, those
who send and post messages can resort to a selective self-
presentation revealing the most desirable aspects of themselves.
Furthermore, the asynchronicity of the medium allows the
creation of optimal messages without being immersed in the
flow of the conversation and without having to monitor the
non-verbal cues. In this way a feedback dynamic is established
between the interlocutors that perpetuate the relationship which
in some cases remains exposed to the idealization-devaluation
dynamics underlying the reasons for MonitoringesPecking.

In dynamic terms these projective elements between
idealization and devaluation could animate the passage that
follows the initial fascination for SNs. It could be an awkward
or ambivalent rebound effect. Trying to give voice to the
dangerous emulations that derive from it, here is what we
could find: “Will they control me? So do I control them? Do
they love me? Do they prefer others to me? Who do they chat
with? Meanwhile, I look at them so I become like them and
they will love me more. I become like them to be accepted.”
However, they do not seem to be definitive words because the
older teenagers return to investing a more personal aspect in
social networking. They are less dependent, less passive and
return to sharing also via social networks.

Discussing the results of Fig. 5, which presents the
MonitoringerPeeking group, it is clear that girls prefer
Instagram (65.5%) while boys prefer Facebook (60.4%),

realizing through different SN their need to monitor others

and to stay informed about what they are doing. Boys carry out
MonitoringerPeeking through Facebook, a less immediate and
more articulated SN with its mix of texts and images. Girls carry
out MonitoringerPecking through Instagram and its images.
We could interpret these data as a different way of “spying”:
females monitor by comparison, they are more competitive, as
in a continuous race. By contrast, males who monitor through
Facebook could be more intimidated by the complexity of this
social network and tend to avoid the race, while remaining
tempted by an obsessive reflection that could be accompanied
by shyness tinged with second thoughts (Balta ez al., 2020;
Chang ez al., 2019; Li et al., 2014; Weeks & Howell, 2012;
Vendemia ez al., 2017). Even the social experience includes a
series of defence mechanisms in action which are typical of
the adolescent as he/she develops his/her personality. The fear
of positive evaluation involves feelings of apprehension about
others’ positive evaluations of oneself, and associated distress.
Furthermore, fear of negative evaluation involves apprehension
that others will negatively evaluative oneself, and associated
distress. Socially anxious individuals worry about their social
performance, and their need to attain a positive evaluation
adds pressure to perform positively (Weeks & Howell, 2012).
For those who remain behind the scenes, being backstage is not
a reaction to the impact with SN, rather a construction over
time and is affected by the use and quality of SNs.

Conclusions

This paper explores users’ reasons and preferences for using
Facebook and Instagram. Our sample seems to shape and
modulate its self-presentation and self-disclosure based on the
two main SNs that are Facebook and Instagram. Facebook
is used almost exclusively to CommunicatecShare, whereas
Instagram is used both to CommunicatectShare and for
MonitoringcrPeeking. Facebook better supports self-disclosure,
while Instagram is affected by feedback control and risks
conditioning self-presentation in a more passive way.

Our findings show not only gender and age differences
but give some suggestions in two other directions: regarding
the preference for online/offline friendship and the different
dynamics in managing feedback both as seeking approval and
running the risk of FoMO. Girls monitor and peek through
Instagram while boys do the same through Facebook. Between
the two genders, boys prefer Facebook as a virtual plaza, while
Instagram fascinates girls. Instagram represents a place capable
of protecting the image of oneself, but on the other hand it
remains open to the risks of social comparison and passivation
in networking. Facebook, in particular, forms the main place
of communication for older teenagers, while Instagram is
preferred by the younger ones who use it in equal measure to
communicate and monitor the contents of others. If younger
teenagers find in the chat a support to deal with the not always
easy conquest of relationships with peers, older teenagers juggle
between offline and chat relationships with greater confidence.
By observing some characteristics of high school adolescents,
we note that Facebook supports both those who do not
entrust their relational security to the use of chat, and those
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who live an online life as an extra thrill more than face to face,
confirming it as a virtual space able to accompany adolescent
relational maturation. By contrast, Instagram offers itself as a
mirror both for those who maintain contacts or acquire new
ones through images, and for those who want to monitor the
images of others while remaining in the shadows.

Our findings show that different teens behind Facebook
and Instagram are related to the layout of each SNs: more
relational the first, quite uncanny the second. We can
hypothesize Instagram fascination factors based on a possible
analysis of the typical behaviours of Instagram users:

a) Visual impact: stay focused;

b) Instagram, the prerogative of teenagers;

c) Spectators in the first row;

d) Instagram Hic et nunc: use and throw away;

e) Avoiding controls;

£) Illusion of surveillance, observing from backstage.

Our results demonstrate dynamic encounters with the SN
experience in 2 stages: from a fascination that enchants to a
regained realism. Facebook and Instagram are an Intriguing
virtual escape for the youngest users but become a support for
adolescents in managing their relationships.

Limitations and future research

This study has several limitations. A key strength of qualitative
research is the ability it gives researchers to provide a detailed
description of participants’ subjective experiences. However, the
small sample sizes that are typically used in such research preclude
generalizing findings to alarger population. A bigger sample would
allow for a more sophisticated statistical analysis. The second
limitation regards the fact that the participants were recruited
through convenient non-random sampling. Thus, generalizations
cannot be made about the whole population. In addition, the
number of males and females is not equally distributed, as well as
the number of adolescents and pre-adolescents. Future research
should try to dynamically explore what kind of meanings
adolescents give to Instagram and Facebook in terms of affective
and unconscious representations. In particular, Instagram, as an
SN that supports monitoring and peeking habits, can be explored
as a peculiar way to pathologically develop aspects of FoMO. It
would also be interesting to investigate in future research the
impact of the growing spread of Tik Tok as well as to understand
the motivations behind the increasing use of this recent platform
especially among the younger generation.

Author Contributions
The authors contributed equally to this manuscript.

Compliance with Ethical Standards
Conflict of interest
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Funding
The author(s) received no financial support for the research,
authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Ethical approval

All procedures performed in studies involving human
participants were in accordance with the ethical standards of
the institutional and/or national research committee and with
the 1964 Helsinki declaration and its later amendments or
comparable ethical standards.

References

Améncio, M. (2017). “Put it in your Story”: Digital Storytelling
in Instagram and Snapchat Stories. Master Thesis, 1-102.
Anderson, M., & Jiang, J. (2018). Teens, social media & techno-
logy 2018. Pew Research Center, 31(2018), 1673-1689.

Azmitia, M. (2002). Self, self-esteem, conflicts, and best friend-
ships in early adolescence. In T. M. Brinthaupt & R. D
Lipka (Eds.), Understanding early adolescent self and identity:
Applications and interventions, (pp. 167— 192). Albany: State
University of New York Press. ISBN-13: 978-0-7914-5333-9

Balta, S., Emirtekin, E., Kircaburun, K., & Griffiths, M. D.
(2020). Neuroticism, trait fear of missing out, and phubbing;
‘The mediating role of state fear of missing out and problema-
tic Instagram use. [nternational Journal of Mental Health and
Addiction, 18(3), 628-639. doi:10.1007/s11469-018-9959-8

Bakhshi, S., Shamma, D. A., & Gilbert, E. (2014, April). Faces
engage us: Photos with faces attract more likes and comments
on instagram. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on
Human Factors in Computing Systems, (pp. 965-974). ACM.
doi:10.1145/2556288.2557403

Barker, V., Dozier, D. M., Weiss, A. S., & Borden, D. L. (2015).
Harnessing peer potency: Predicting positive outcomes from
social capital affinity and online engagement with partici-
patory websites. New media & society, 17(10), 1603-1623.
doi:10.1177/1461444814530291

Beyens, 1., Frison, E., & Eggermont, S. (2016). “I don’t want to
miss a thing”: Adolescents’ fear of missing out and its rela-
tionship to adolescents social needs, Facebook use, and Face-
book related stress. Computers in Human Behavior, 64, 1-8.
doi:10.1016/j.chb.2016.05.083

Binns, A. (2014). Twitter city and Facebook village: Teenage girls’
personas and experiences influenced by choice architecture
in social networking sites. Journal of Media Practice, 15(2),
71-91. doi:10.1080/14682753.2014.960763

Birkeland, M. S., Breivik, K., & Wold, B. (2014). Peer acceptance
protects global self-esteem from negative effects of low close-
ness to parents during adolescence and early adulthood. Jour-
nal of Youth and Adolescence, 43(1), 70-80. doi:10.1007/
$10964-013-9929-1

Blachnio, A., Przepiorka, A., & Rudnicka, P (2016). Narcis-
sism and self-esteem as predictors of dimensions of Face-
book use. Personality and Individual Differences, 90, 296-301.
doi:10.1016/j.paid.2015.11.018

Blogmeter, report edizione 2019: “Italiani e social media”. Retrie-
ved from: https://www.blogmeter.it/it/reports/italiani-e-so-
cial-media-2019. Accessed 15 Jan 2020

PsyHub



60 Maria Gabriella Pediconi, Michela Brunori

Borca, G., Bina, M., Keller, 2. S., Gilbert, L. R., & Begotti, T.
(2015). Internet use and developmental tasks: Adolescents’
point of view. Computers in Human Bebavior, 52, 49-58.
doi:10.1016/j.chb.2015.05.029

Brandtzeg, P. B., & Heim, J. (2009). Why people use social networ-
king sites. In International conference on online communities and
social computing, (pp. 143-152). Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg.
ISBN: 978-3-642-02773-4

Brown, B. B., Eicher, S. A., & Petrie, S. (1986). The importance of
peer group (“crowd”) affiliation in adolescence. Journal of ado-
lescence, 9(1), 73-96. doi:10.1016/S0140-1971(86)80029-X

Brown, B. B., & Larson, J. (2009). Peer relationships in adole-
scence. In R. M. Lerner & L. Steinberg (Eds.), Handbook
of adolescent psychology (Vol. 2, pp. 74-103)., Contextual
influences on adolescent development. Hoboken: Wiley.
doi:10.1002/9780470479193.adlpsy002004

Brown, Z., & Tiggemann, M. (2016). Attractive celebrity
and peer images on Instagram: Effect on women’s mood
and body image. Body image, 19, 37-43. doi:10.1016/j.
bodyim.2016.08.007

Burke, M., Marlow, C., & Lento, T. (2010, april). Social network
activity and social well-being. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI
conference on human factors in computing systems (pp. 1909-
1912). ACM. doi:10.1145/1753326.1753613

Butkowski, C. P, Dixon, T. L., & Weeks, K. (2019). Body sur-
veillance on Instagram: examining the role of selfie feedback
investment in young adult women’s body image concerns. Sex
Roles, 81(5-6), 385-397. d0i:10.1007/s11199-018-0993-6

Castigliego, G. (2014). Per una psicodinamica dei social media.
In Newuroscienze e teoria psicoanalitica (pp. 261-276). Milano:
Springer. doi:10.1007/978-88-470-5346-5_13

Cerutti, R. (2012). Comunicazione e disagio giovanile nell’era
della globalizzazione. Rassegna di Psicologia, 29(2), 5-10. doi:
10.7379/70999

Chang, L., Li, P, Loh, R. S. M., & Chua, T. H. H. (2019). A
study of Singapore adolescent girls’ selfie practices, peer appe-
arance comparisons, and body esteem on Instagram. Body
image, 29, 90-99. doi:10.1016/j.bodyim.2019.03.005

Chiarolanza, C., Porcelli, L., & Muzietti, V. (2017). Il modello
2.0 dell'investimento nelle relazioni intime: Quando la gelosia
minaccia la stabilica della coppia. Rassegna di Psicologia, 34(3),
83-93. doi:10.4458/9453

Choi, T. R., & Sung, Y. (2018). Instagram versus Snapchat:
Self-expression and privacy concern on social media. 7Zele-
matics and Informatics, 35(8), 2289-2298. doi:10.1016/j.
tele.2018.09.009

Christopherson, K. M. (2007). The positive and negative impli-
cations of anonymity in Internet social interactions: “On the
Internet, Nobody Knows You're a Dog”. Computers in Human
Behavior, 23(6), 3038-3056. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2006.09.001

Chua, T. H. H., & Chang, L. (2016). Follow me and like my
beautiful selfies: Singapore teenage girls' engagement in sel-
f-presentation and peer comparison on social media. Com-
puters in Human Behavior, 55, 190-197. doi:10.1016/j.
chb.2015.09.011

Chung, S., & Cho, H. (2017). Fostering parasocial relation-
ships with celebrities on social media: Implications for cele-

brity endorsement. Psychology & Marketing, 34(4), 481-495.
d0i:10.1002/mar.21001

Colwell, J. (2007). Needs met through computer game play
among adolescents. Personality and Individual Differences,
43(8), 2072-2082. doi:10.1016/j.paid.2007.06.021

Corsano, P, Zilioli, C., & Zorzi, G. (2014). Presentazione
dellimmagine corporea su Facebook: Un’indagine sui nuovi
supporti all'lo adolescente. Ricerca psicoanalitica, (2), 71-90.
doi:10.3280/RPR2014-002005

Davis, K. (2012). Friendship 2.0: Adolescents’ experiences of
belonging and self-disclosure online. Journal of adolescence,
35(6), 1527-1536. doi:10.1016/j.adolescence.2012.02.013

Ellison, N. B., Steinfield, C., & Lampe, C. (2007). The benefits
of Facebook “friends:” Social capital and college students’ use
of online social network sites. Journal of Computer-Mediated
Communication, 12(4), 1143-1168. doi:10.1111/j.1083-
6101.2007.00367.x

Emanuel, L., Neil, G. J., Bevan, C., Fraser, D. S., Stevenage, S.
V., Whitty, M. T., & Jamison-Powell, S. (2014). Who am I?
Representing the self offline and in different online contexts.
Computers in Human Behavior, 41, 146-152. doi:10.1016/].
chb.2014.09.018

Erreygers, S., Vandebosch, H., Vranjes, 1., Baillien, E., & De
Witte, H. (2017). Nice or naughty? The role of emotions and
digital media use in explaining adolescents” online prosocial
and antisocial behavior. Media Psychology, 20(3), 374-400. doi
:10.1080/15213269.2016.1200990

Fardouly, J., Magson, N. R., Rapee, R. M., Johnco, C. J., & Oar,
E. L. (2020). The use of social media by Australian preado-
lescents and its links with mental health. journal of Clinical
Psychology, 76(7), 1304-1326. doi:10.1002/jclp.22936

Finkenauer, C., Engels, R. C. M. E., Meeus, W., & Oosterwegel,
A. (2002). Self and identity in early adolescence: The pains
and gains of knowing who and what you are. In T. M. Brin-
thaupt & R. P. Lipka (Eds.), Understanding early adolescent self
and identity: Applications and interventions (pp. 25— 56). State
University of New York Press. ISBN-13: 978-0-7914-5333-9

Freud, S. (1923). 7he Ego and the Id. SE vol XIX. Hogarth Press.
ISBN-13: 9780099426745

Gosling, S. D., Augustine, A. A., Vazire, S., Holtzman, N., &
Gaddis, S. (2011). Manifestations of personality in online
social networks: Self-reported Facebook-related behaviors
and observable profile information. Cyberpsychology, Beha-
vior, and Social Networking, 14(9), 483-488. doi:10.1089/
cyber.2010.0087

Harter, S. (2011). Emerging self-processes during childhood and
adolescence. In M. R. Leary & J. P. Tangney (Eds.), Handbook
of self and identity (2ed, pp. 680— 717). Guilford Press. ISBN-
13: 978-1462515370

Henderson, S., & Gilding, M. (2004). Tve never clicked this
much with anyone in my life’: Trust and hyperpersonal com-
munication in online friendships. New media ¢& society, 6(4),
487-506. doi:10.1177/146144804044331

Hoadley, C. M., Xu, H., Lee, J. J., & Rosson, M. B. (2010). Pri-
vacy as information access and illusory control: The case of
the Facebook News Feed privacy outcry. Electronic commerce
research and applications, 9(1), 50-60. doi:10.1016/j.cle-
rap.2009.05.001

PsyHub



Extension or Backstage? Different teens behind Facebook and Instagram from a dynamic perspective 61

Hu, Y., Manikonda, L., & Kambhampati, S. (2014, May). What we
instagram: A first analysis of instagram photo content and user
types. In Proceedings of the International AAAI Conference on Web
and Social Media, 8(1), United States. ISBN: 9781577356578.

Jang, ]. Y., Han, K., Shih, P. C., & Lee, D. (2015). Generation like:
Comparative characteristics in instagram. In Proceedings of the
33rd Annual ACM Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems (pp. 4039-4042). doi:10.1145/2702123.2702555

Jayalakshmi, N., & Kavitha, R. G. (2018). THE PRIVACY
ISSUES ON FACEBOOK. International Journal of Pure and
Applied Mathematics, 119(15), 1127-1134. ISSN: 1314-3395

Kidron, B., & Rudkin, A. (2017). Digital Childhood: Addres-
sing childhood development milestones in the digital environ-
ment. 5Rights doi:10.13140/RG.2.2.23405.08167

Kleemans, M., Daalmans, S., Carbaat, I., & Anschiitz, D. (2018).
Picture perfect: The direct effect of manipulated Instagram
photos on body image in adolescent girls. Media Psycho-
logy, 21(1), 93-110. doi:10.1080/15213269.2016.1257392

Kowalczyk, C. M. & Pounders, K. R. (2016). Transforming cele-
brities through social media: The role of authenticity and
emotional attachment. Journal of Product ¢ Brand Manage-
ment, 25(4), 345-356. doi:10.1108/JPBM-09-2015-0969

LaFontana, K. M., & Cillessen, A. H. (2010). Developmen-
tal changes in the priority of perceived status in childhood
and adolescence. Social Development, 19(1), 130-147.
doi:10.1111/j.1467-9507.2008.00522.x

Lazzari, M. (2015). Pre-adolescenti nella Rete: Luso di Internet
tra gli studenti delle scuole medie. In Marco Lazzari e Marcella
Jacono Quarantino (a cura di), Virtuale e/é reale: Adolescenti e
reti sociali nell'era del mobile (pp. 81-101) Bergamo University
Press. ISBN: 9788866422211

Lee, E., Lee, J. A, Moon, J. H., & Sung, Y. (2015). Pictures
speak louder than words: Motivations for using Instagram.
Cyberpsychology, behavior, and social networking, 18(9), 552-
556. doi:10.1089/cyber.2015.0157

Li, C., Shi, X., & Dang, ]. (2014). Online communication and
subjective well-being in Chinese college students: The media-
ting role of shyness and social self-efficacy. Computers in
Human Behavior, 34, 89-95. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2014.01.032

Manovich, L. (2017). Instagram and contemporary image. Mano-
vich. net. Nova Iorque: CUNY. Retrieved from: http://mano-
vich.net/index.php/projects/instagram-and-contemporary-i-
mage. Accessed 15 Jan 2020

McAndrew, E T., & Jeong, H. S. (2012). Who does what on Face-
book? Age, sex, and relationship status as predictors of Face-
book use. Computers in Human Behavior, 28(6), 2359-2365.
doi:10.1016/j.chb.2012.07.007

McLean, S. A., Jarman, H. K., & Rodgers, R. E (2019). How do
“selfies” impact adolescents’” well-being and body confidence?
A narrative review. Psychology research and behavior manage-
ment, 12,513-521. doi: 10.2147/PRBM.S177834

Meier, A., & Schifer, S. (2018). Positive side of social comparison
on social network sites: How envy can drive inspiration on
instagram. Cj/berps)/c/aology, Behavior, and Social Networking,
21(7), 411-417. doi:10.1089/cyber.2017.0708

Metastasio, R., Brizi, A., Biraglia, A., & Mannetti, L. (2016).
Gender differences in traditional media and Social Network

use. Rassegna di Psicologia, 33(3), 31-38. doi:10.13133/1974-
4854/16659

O’Neill, M., Vaziripour, E., Wu, J., & Zappala, D. (2016). Con-
densing steam: Distilling the diversity of gamer behavior. In
Proceedings of the 2016 internet measurement conference, 81-95.

Pediconi, M. G., & Brunori, M. (2019). Affetti nella rete. Il benes-
sere degli adolescenti tra rischi e opportunita social. Psicologia
Della Salute, 22(2), 53-79. doi:10.3280/PDS2019-002003

Pediconi, M. G., & Urbani, A. (2016). Io social. Facebook
nella vita quotidiana dei giovani. Psicologia clinica dello svi-
luppo, 20(3), 393-424. doi: 10.1449/85044

Phua, J., & Jin, S. A. A. (2011). ‘Finding a home away from
home’: The use of social networking sites by Asia-Pacific stu-
dents in the United States for bridging and bonding social
capital. Asian_Journal of Communication, 21(5), 504-519. doi:
10.1080/01292986.2011.587015

Phua, J., Jin, S. V., & Kim, J.. J. (2017). Uses and gratifications of
social networking sites for bridging and bonding social capital:
A comparison of Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, and Snapchat.
Computers in Human Behavior, 72, 115-122. doi:10.1016/].
chb.2017.02.041

Przybylski, A. K., Murayama, K., DeHaan, C. R., & Gladwell,
V. (2013). Motivational, emotional, and behavioral correlates
of fear of missing out. Computers in Human Behavior, 29(4),
1841-1848. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2013.02.014

Reich, S. M., Subrahmanyam, K., & Espinoza, G. (2012). Frien-
ding, IMing, and hanging out face-to-face: Overlap in ado-
lescents” online and offline social networks. Developmental
Psychology, 48(2), 356-368. doi:10.1037/20026980

Rizzo, E (2019). Iperconnessi e.. dimenticati: ai tempi dei social,
ci si ammala di FoMO. GRUPPI, 72-85. doi: 10.3280/
GRU2019-001006

Rubin K. H., Bukowski W. M., & Parker J. G., (2006). Peer
interactions, relationships, and groups. In W. Damon, R.
M. Lerner & N. Eisenberg, Handbook of Child Psychology, 3,
(61h ed., pp. 571-645). Wiley. doi:10.1002/9780470147658.
chpsy0310

Serafinelli, E. (2017). Analysis of photo sharing and visual social
relationships: Instagram as a case study. Photographies, 10(1),
91-111. doi:10.1080/17540763.2016.1258657

Shaw, L. H., & Gant, L. M (2004). In defense of the Internet: The rela-
tionship between Internet communication and depression, lone-
liness, self-esteem, and perceived social support. CyberPsychology
& Behavior, 5(2), 157-171. doi:10.1089/109493102753770552

Sheldon, P, & Bryant, K. (2016). Instagram: Motives for its use
and relationship to narcissism and contextual age. Computers in
human Behavior, 58, 89-97. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2015.12.059

Souza, E, de Las Casas, D., Flores, V., Youn, S., Cha, M., Quercia,
D., & Almeida, V. (2015, november). Dawn of the selfie era:
The whos, wheres, and hows of selfies on Instagram. In Proce-
edings of the 2015 ACM on conference on online social networks
(pp. 221-231). ACM. doi:10.1145/2817946.2817948

Steinberg, L., Vandell, D. L., & Bornstein, M. H. (2011). Deve-
lopment: Infancy through Adolescence. Wadsworth: Cengage
Learning. ISBN-13: 978-0618721559

Subrahmanyam, K., & Greenfield, P. (2008). Online commu-
nication and adolescent relationships. 7he fiture of children,
18(1),119-146. doi:10.1353/foc.0.0006

PsyHub



62 Maria Gabriella Pediconi, Michela Brunori

Sukmayadi, V., & Yahya, A. H. (2019). Impression Mana-
gement within Instagram Stories: A phenomenologi-
cal study. 7he Open Psychology Journal, 12(1), 216-224.
doi:10.2174/1874350101912010216

Tiggemann, M., Hayden, S., Brown, Z., & Veldhuis, J. (2018).
The effect of Instagram “likes” on women’s social com-
parison and body dissatisfaction. Body image, 26, 90-97.
doi:10.1016/j.bodyim.2018.07.002

Trepte, S., Dienlin, T., & Reinecke, L. (2015). Influence of social
support received in online and offline contexts on satisfaction
with social support and satisfaction with life: A longitudinal
study. Media Psychology, 18(1), 74-105. doi:10.1080/152132
69.2013.838904

Valkenburg, P. M., & Peter, ]J. (2007). Preadolescents’” and adole-
scents’ online communication and their closeness to friends.
Developmental psychology, 43(2), 267-277. doi:10.1037/0012-
1649.43.2.267

Valkenburg, . M., & Peter, J. (2011). Online communication
among adolescents: An integrated model of its attraction,
opportunities, and risks. Journal of adolescent health, 48(2),
121-127. doi:10.1016/j.jadohealth.2010.08.020

Valkenburg, . M., Peter, J., & Schouten, A. P. (20006). Friend
networking sites and their relationship to adolescents™ well-
being and social self-esteem. CyberPsychology & behavior, 9(5),
584-590. doi.org/10.1089/cpb.2006.9.584

Valkenburg, . M., Koutamanis, M., & Vossen, H. G. (2017).
The concurrent and longitudinal relationships between adole-
scents’ use of social network sites and their social self-esteem.
Computers in human bebavior, 76, 35-41. doi:10.1016/].
chb.2017.07.008

Vendemia, M. A., High, A. C., & DeAndrea, D. C. (2017).
“Friend” or Foe? Why People Friend Disliked Others on Face-
book. Communication Research Reports, 34(1). doi:10.1080/0
8824096.2016.1227778

Verduyn, P, Ybarra, O., Résibois, M., Jonides, J., & Kross, E.
(2017). Do social network sites enhance or undermine
subjective well-being? A critical review. Social Issues and Policy
Review, 11(1), 274-302. doil0.1111/sipr.12033

Ward, J. (2016). A content analysis of celebrity Instagram posts
and parasocial interaction. Elon Journal of Undergraduate Rese-
arch in Communications, 7(1). Retrieved from: http://www.
inquiriesjournal.com/a?id=1478. Accessed 24 Jan 2019

Walther, J. B. (1996).

cation:  Impersonal,

“Computer-mediated  communi-

interpersonal, and  hyperperso-
nal interaction”. Communication Research, 23(1): 3-43.
doi:10.1177/009365096023001001

Walther, J. B. (2007). Selective self-presentation in computer-me-
diated communication: Hyperpersonal dimensions of techno-
logy, language, and cognition. Computers in Human Behavior,
23(5), 2538-2557. doi:10.1016/j.chb.2006.05.002

Walther, J. B., Van Der Heide, B., Ramirez, A., Burgoon, J. K.,
& Pefia, J. (2015). Interpersonal and hyperpersonal dimen-
sions of computer-mediated communication. 7Zhe hand-
book of the psychology of communication technology, 1, 22.
doi:10.1002/9781118426456

Waterloo, S. E, Baumgartner, S. E., Peter, ]., & Valkenburg, . M.
(2018). Norms of online expressions of emotion: Comparing

Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, and WhatsApp. New media ¢
sociery, 20(5), 1813-1831. doi:10.1177/1461444817707349

Weeks, J. W., & Howell, A. N. (2012). The bivalent fear of evalua-
tion model of social anxiety: Further integrating findings on
fears of positive and negative evaluation. Cognitive Behaviour
Therapy, 41(2), 83-95. doi:10.1080/16506073.2012.661452

Wolniewicz, C. A., Tiamiyu, M. E, Weeks, J. W., & Elhai, J. D.
(2018). Problematic smartphone use and relations with nega-
tive affect, fear of missing out, and fear of negative and positive
evaluation. Psychiatry research, 262, 618-623. doi:10.1016/j.
psychres.2017.09.058

Wood, M. A., Bukowski, W. M., & Lis, E. (2016). The digital self:
How social media serves as a setting that shapes youth’s emo-
tional experiences. Adolescent Research Review, 1(2), 163-173.
doi:10.1007/s40894-015-0014-8

Yau, J. C., & Reich, S. M. (2019). “It’s Just a Lot of Work”: Ado-
lescents’ Self-Presentation Norms and Practices on Facebook
and Instagram. Journal of research on adolescence, 29(1), 196-
209. doi:10.1111/jora. 12376

PsyHub



