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College students (N=221) responded to a series of
questions regarding their texting behavior and
individual differences. Students who text in class
scored lower on measures of self-control, scored
higher on friendship closeness and compulsive
communication measures, and had lower grade-
point-averages than classroom non-texters.
Implications for classroom learning are discussed.

Previous research has found that texting during class
interferes with the learning environment (Junco &
Cotton, 2012; Wel, Wang, & Klausner, 2012; Williams
et al, 2011). The present research Increases
understanding of the factors which motivate or
otherwise contribute to in-class texting behavior.
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