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We investigated the relationship between Fear of Missing Out (FoMO) and technological distraction in 
class and while studying -- and types of distraction in these domains -- in college students (N=241). We 
found a significant relationship between FoMO and distraction while studying but not between FoMO 
and distraction in class. We also found participants engaged in email, social media, chat/messaging, 
news/information engagement, and videos more while studying than in class. 
 

 
       Fear of missing out (FoMO), the feeling that one is 
missing out on a rewarding experience from which they 
are absent, can have adverse effects on mental and physical 
health of students. For example, the preoccupation with 
socialization that is prevalent in those scoring high on 
FoMO can affect sleep (Adams et al., 2017). Additionally, 
FoMO is positively correlated with depression, less-
mindful attention, and physical symptoms of psychological 
pain, such as headaches and chest pain (Baker,  Krieger, & 
LeRoy, 2016).   
     In addition, FoMO has been linked to increased 
technology use (Rosen et al., 2018), perhaps due to social 
media’s allowance of easy access to knowledge of events 
about which one is missing out.  In particular, FoMO has 
been linked to both social media and cell phone use 
(Przybylski Murayama, DeHaan, & Gladwell, 2013). This 
technology use can then have adverse effects on student 
performance. Ravizza, Uitvlugt, and Fenn (2017), for 

example, found that non-academic laptop use in a class was 
inversely related to academic performance on a cumulative 
final exam.  Further, more time spent on a cell phone 
during class predicts overall lower college GPA (Bjornsen 
& Archer, 2015). While the picture linking FoMO, 
technology use in the classroom, and student performance 
is coming into focus, much of the previous research focuses 
only on distraction in the classroom, generally ignoring 
distraction while studying, despite college students’ 
tendency to be on task for only 71% of studying time 
(Rosen, Carrier, & Cheever, 2013).  
     Preoccupation with what peers are doing is indicative of 
FoMO.  The scant research of the relationship between 
FoMO and out-of-class behaviors suggests that FoMO is 
likely to occur during work and studying (Milyavskaya, 

Mark, Hope, & Koestner, 2018), possibly due to increased 
social events occurring during this time and from which 
students feel they are missing out.  Since the evening also 
accounts for much of student studying time, this suggests 
that FoMO should also be predictive of technology 
distraction while studying even more so than in the 
classroom.  
   The present study examined the relationship between 
FoMO and technological distraction while studying and in-
class, as well as the types of distractions most prevalent in 
these contexts.  While previous research examined types of 
distractions in the classroom, concluding that social media 
followed by email, shopping, videos, chatting, news, and 
playing games are prevailing sources of distraction (Ravizza 
et al., 2017), it is unknown which distractions are most 
prevalent when studying.  Additionally, while most studies 
address either laptop or cell phone use, our study examined 
the use of both.  We hypothesized that FoMO would be 
related to laptop and cell phone distraction in the classroom 
(H1) and while studying (H2).  Due to the plethora of social 
events occurring during prime studying time, we also 
hypothesized that FoMO would be more strongly related to 
distraction while studying than to in-class distraction (H3).  
Finally, we predicted that distractions while studying would 
be primarily social, such as social media and 
chatting/messaging, whereas email, videos, shopping, news 
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and info engagement would be more prevalent distractions 
in the classroom (H4). 

Method 

A snowball sample of 241 college students (71% female, 
mean age 20.75 SD = 3.80) completed an online survey that 
was distributed through social media, academic email, and 
faculty distribution to various institutions. In total, 39 
colleges and universities were represented. Participants 
responded to items assessing FoMO, engagement in 
technological distraction in the classroom and while 
studying (on both cellphones and laptops), and types of 
distractions used in these domains.  

Fear of Missing Out Scale 

     We assessed FoMO using the Fear of Missing Out Scale 
(Przybylski, et al., 2013), which consists of 10 items that 
assess an overall measure of an individual's Fear of Missing 
Out. Participants responded on a Likert-type scale ranging 
from 1 (not at all true of me) to 5 (extremely true of me) to 
items such as, ““I get worried when I find out my friends 
are having fun without me.”  

Engagement in Technological Distraction  

     Participants of the survey were told that, “For the 
purposes of this survey, when we say ‘non-academic 
purposes,’ we mean things like checking social media, 
checking email, doing classwork for other classes, playing 
online games, watching videos, or messaging friends. This 
would NOT include technology use of which the faculty 
member approves or requires for class.” We asked 
participants about their technology distractions both in 
class and while studying using two items: “How frequently 
do you use a laptop (cellphone) for non-academic purposes 
during a class?” and “How frequently do you use a laptop 
(cellphone) for non-academic purposes while studying?” 
These items were rated from 1 (never) to 7 (the entire 
time). 

Types of Distraction  

     We also asked for participants to disclose the types of 
distraction they engaged in while studying and in class 
through their response to “How frequently do you engage 
in the following activities during a class (while studying)?” 
They responded using a scale that ranged from 1 (never) 
to 7 (the entire time) for the following distractions: 
““email,” “social media (e.g., Twitter, Facebook, Pinterest),” 
“chat/messaging,” “news/information engagement,” 
“watching videos (e.g., Netflix, YouTube, sports),” 
“shopping,” and “other.” 

Results 

Correlation Between the FoMO and Distraction In Class 

     In testing H1, we found that, in contrast to previous 
research, there was not a significant correlation between 
FoMO and NATU in class on a laptop (r = 0.51, n = 102, p = 

.304), or between FoMO and NATU in class on a cell phone 
(r = 0.09, n = 240, p = .089; see Table 1).   

Correlation Between the FoMO and Distraction While 
Studying  

     In support of H2, there was a significant correlation 
between FoMO and distraction on a laptop while studying (r 
= 0.14, n = 177, p = .035) and FoMO and distraction on a cell 
phone while studying (r = 0.18, n = 240, p = .002; see Table 
1).   

Fisher’s R to Z transformation: In Class Versus Studying  

    We tested H3 using a Fisher’s r to z transformation to 
compare the magnitude of the two correlations. There was 
no significant difference in the correlations between FoMO 
and cell phone distraction in class versus while studying (z 
= -1.04, p = .15) nor between FoMO and laptop distraction 
in class versus while studying (z = -0.68, p = .248). 

Repeated Measures MANOVA: Types of Distraction 

     To determine whether participants generally engaged in 
more distractions while studying than in class, we used a 
repeated measures MANOVA (1 × 2 [context; class or 
studying]).  The overall MANOVA was significant, F(6, 128) 
= 42.04, p < .001, Wilk's Λ = .34, partial-2 = .66. Univariate 
follow-up analyses revealed there was a statistically 
significant difference in the following domains, such as they 
were more prevalent while studying: “email”, “social 
media”, “chat/messaging”, “news/information 
management”, “videos”. There was no significant difference 
in frequency of “shopping” across contexts (see Table 2 and 
Figure 1). While H4 was supported in that “social media” 
and “chat/messaging” were more prevalent while studying, 
“email”, “videos”, and “news and information engagement” 
were also more prevalent in this context.  

Discussion 

     Overall, in our sample, the data suggest that FoMO was 
related to distracted technology use while studying, both on 
a laptop and on a cell phone, but not in the classroom. The 
lack of this relationship in class could be attributed to 
discouragement of distraction from teachers and peers 
outweighing the effects of FoMO due to classroom 
technology policies or judgment from peers. However, 
students may not experience these pressures during 
studying. The overall correlation between FoMO and 
distracted technology use did not differ between the 
classroom and studying contexts.  
     The particular technology distractions that were engaged 
in more frequently when studying than in class (“email,” 
“social media,” “chat/ messaging,” “news/information 
engagement,” and “videos”) may reflect the ease of engaging 
in these activities without social consequence. Additionally, 
these types of distraction reflect an intuitive social 
connection (which may be excluded in online shopping) 
present in these domains, in their allowance for individuals 
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to connect with a social network of friends, influencers, and 
causes to which they feel personally connected. This could 
explain why these types of distraction are significantly 
correlated with FoMO are both significant while studying. 
While these social connections are present in class as well, 
technology policies and peer influence may discourage 
engagement in these domains.   

Limitations and Further Research  

         The prevalence of technology use in the classroom 
may be based on technology policies of the classroom as 
well as the salience of technology within the university 
setting. Our sample was limited in that 68.8% were 
students of our own institution, Seton Hill University. 
Being an Apple-distinguished school, MacBooks and iPads 
are provided to each student, and faculty and students 
alike are encouraged to use them in classes. Because the 
majority of the sample have experienced this technology 
ubiquity, our sample may not be indicative the experiences 
of all college students.  
    Additionally, though the mean age of our sample was 
20.8, our sample included college students ranging from 18 
to 50 years old. This large range reflects very different 
experiences and exposure to technology. Further research 
may address age as a factor in use, as well. It is worth 
noting that 71% of participants in our study was female. 
Because previous studies have found gender differences 
with males using the internet more per week and longer 
per sitting (Gordon, Juang, & Syed, 2007), further research 
should seek a more representative sample in this domain, 
as well an examination of potential sex differences in the 
types of distractions. 
     Because our study did not replicate previous findings 
that FoMO predicts in class distraction, further research 
should explore factors that may affect these distractions. 
For example, peer influence of distraction in the classroom 
and technology policies should be examined. Additionally, 
we should continue to expand these factors to distraction 
while studying, such as group versus independent studying 
as related to FoMO and distraction and the effect of 
studying distraction on academic performance. 

Open Practices 

All data and materials have been made publicly available 
via the Open Science Framework and can be accessed at 
http://osf.io/gnfsy. The design and analysis plan were also 
preregistered and can also be found at http://osf.io/3xy94. 
This poster therefore qualifies for the badges for Open 
Data, Open Materials, and Preregistration. More 
information about the Open Practices badges can be found 
at http://osf.io/tvyxz. 
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Table 1.  
Correlations between FoMO and distraction in class and while studying   

 

2 3 4 5 

1. Przbylski’s Fear of Missing Out Scale           0.05         0.09        0.14*        0.18** 

2. How frequently do you use a laptop for non-academic 
purposes during a class? 

–        0.20**        0.23**         0.04 

3. How frequently do you use a cellphone for non-academic 
purposes during a class? 

       0.20** –         0.11        0.28** 

4. How frequently do you use a laptop for non-academic 
use while studying?  

       0.23**         0.11 –        0.38** 

5. How frequently do you use a cellphone for non-academic 
use while studying? 

        0.04         0.28**         0.38**  – 

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

Table 2. 
Repeated Measures MANOVA: Types of Distraction  
  

Types of Distraction F partial η2 

Email   15.07*** .10 

Social media   186.86*** .58 

Chat/messaging   140.26*** .51 

News/information engagement   13.39*** .09 

Videos   79.07*** .37 

Shopping   .23 .01 

 
     Note. All dfs (1,33); *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Figure 1: Mean frequencies of types of distraction in class and while studying
 

 
 
Note: Error bars reflect standard error of the mean 

Email Social Media
Chat/

Messaging
News and

Information
Videos Shopping

In Class 2.94 2.19 2.66 1.59 1.22 1.72

While Studying 3.36 3.81 4.13 1.95 2.51 1.75

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001

p < .001
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